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Editors’ Preface

The editorial team of Variants: The Journal of the European Society for Textual
Scholarship, is proud to finally present you with its double Issue (15-16) titled
“Textual Scholarship in the Twenty-First Century”. The title of this Issue was
taken from the sixteenth annual ESTS conference of the same name, which
took place in Malaga, Spain on 28-29 November 2019 where it was hosted by
the Department of English, French and German Philology at the University of
Malaga.

In good ESTS tradition, the Malaga conference brought together specialists in
the theory and practice of textual scholarship from a wide range of countries,
including Austria, Belgium, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Lithuania, the
Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russia, Spain, Sweden, the
United Kingdom, and Switzerland. Its 43 papers were organized into 12 sessions,
which were arranged according to topics related to the theme of the conference
such as: methods and tools in textual scholarship; types of editing; scholarly
editions; texts worth editing; digital editing; the editing of historical texts; textual
scholarship in the digital humanities; textual scholarship and translation studies;
and directions and challenges in editing. In addition to the papers presented
by members of the ESTS, the conference included two plenary lectures: one by
Professor Isabel de la Cruz Cabanillas (University of Alcald) and another by
Professor Jukka Tyrkké (Linnaeus University and University of Turku). While
de la Cruz Cabanillas delved into the topic of the editor’s role by focusing on
editorial interventions (and their implications) in Middle English texts, Tyrkko
was concerned with annotation practices of visual and paratextual features from
both manuscripts and early printed publications, approaching the topic from
the perspectives of both textual scholarship and corpus linguistics.

A lot has happened since those stimulating days in the temperate southern
Spanish winter. Only a few short weeks later, a group of Chinese scientists
would identify a new strain of the coronavirus that would rapidly hold the
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world in its grasp — and is still wreaking havoc even now, eighteen months later,
as nations around the globe are rushing to vaccinate their citizens. It has been
an especially trying time for all of us, as we become restricted in our movement
and personal interactions, as we try to strike a healthy work-life balance, and as
we combat illness and hope for the health and safety of those close to us.

In academia, as indeed in all other professional fields, these events have
invariably caused a plethora of delays as people struggle to adapt and re-adapt
their daily routines to a “new normal” that itself continuously keeps evolving
until this day. Priorities have to change when the infrastructures we have come
to rely on suddenly fail us, and we personally have to take care of our elderly,
our sickly family members, or our children. That is, of course, when we are
lucky enough not to get sick ourselves, or have to mourn our loved ones. At the
same time, infrastructures that we require for professional rather than personal
reasons have in many cases become periodically inaccessible to us as well.

Indeed, as the world struggles to manage a global pandemic, it has become
even more clear just how much our society relies on the affordances of (digital)
technologies for the organisation of our personal and professional lives. Now
more than ever, access to and proficiency with digital resources determine the
extent to which individuals are able (or even allowed) to interact with each
other, and to contribute to society. If the COVID-19 pandemic has taught our
academic community anything, it is the inescapable fact that the resilience of
our research relies upon the development, sustainability, interoperability, and
conscientious criticism of our digital tools, technologies, and methodologies.

These and other exceptional circumstances have also caused the publication of
this Issue to be delayed in all facets of our publication pipeline: from submissions
to reviewing, from revisions to proofreading, and eventually to publication itself.
As the editorial board of Variants 15-16, we apologize for these delays, which
caused us to publish this Issue almost exactly a year later than originally planned.
We thank our readers for their patience, but also all our contributors and other
collaborators for their continued efforts and support in this difficult time.

The result of these efforts is a sizable and strong double issue that we believe
will be the start of much further debate, inside and outside the Variants publica-
tion venue. The Issue combines eight full-length essays, three shorter work-in-
progress pieces, one review essay, and five traditional literature reviews. Besides
an obvious joint interest in and relevance to the field of textual scholarship, these
contributions share a number of common threads.

The Issue opens with a promising look at what textual scholarship in the
twenty-first century may yet hold in store for us, as early career researcher
Lamyk Bekius explores the possibilities of critically analysing born digital writ-
ing processes in her essay titled “The Reconstruction of the Author’s Movement
Through the Text”. There, she takes a closer look at the intricately detailed out-
put of a keystroke logger called InputLog that was used by Flemish author Gie
Bogaert when he wrote his novel Roosevelt (2016). InputLog tracks an author’s
movements through the text in the smallest level of detail, resulting in informa-
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tion that allows Bekius to map what she calls the “nanogenesis” of a literary
work. The output of the InputLog software confronts researchers with new
challenges: how should we approach the processing and analysis of these logs?
To what extent can they be transformed and encoded into TEI-conformant XML?
And, on a theoretical level, what constitutes a version? As Bekius’ remarkable
essay elucidates, the difficulty here lies not just in learning to read and under-
stand InputLog’s meticulous output, but also for a large part in visualizing the
information and making it understandable for others — a struggle that will ring
true to scholarly editors everywhere.

The preliminary implications of these difficulties are investigated further in a
Work in Progress contribution by Dirk Van Hulle (one of Bekius’ PhD supervi-
sors). Van Hulle suggests to visualize such nanogenetic analyses as “Dynamic
Facsimiles”: filmic renditions of logged keystrokes as animated transcription
videos. Interested readers will be able to view examples of such dynamic fac-
similes in the online version of Van Hulle’s Work in Progress contribution on
our Open Access journal’s websiteF_] Van Hulle’s own full length essay in this
Issue stays in the realm of genetic criticism as he contemplates what happens
when a literary author composes several works simultaneously. Drawing on
similar phenomena that are treated in the disciplines of bibliography and the
history of the book, Van Hulle coins the term “Creative Concurrence” to denote
the cross-pollination that may occur when such writing processes start to inform
one another.

From authorial writing processes we then move on to editorial interventions
— for better, or for worse. In “Creators’ Intentions and the Realities of Per-
formance”, Ronald Broude provides us with a series of examples of typical
problems that are posed by the editing of opera texts by focusing on Gilbert
and Sullivan’s Savoy Operas. Over time, the opera texts have been altered for
various reasons, such as the preference and talents of the different artists, the
incorporation of opera traditions, censorship, and updates to outdated material.
Mapping the textual development of these operas, writes Broude, offers readers
“an unusual opportunity to study the dynamics of performing works over a
substantial period”. Paulius V. Subacius goes on to examine the challenges of
editing a collection of poems where the author (in this case: the Lithuanian
poet Maironis) keeps rearranging, recomposing, and republishing his canonical
collection of poems. Again, these changes were influenced by social and cultural
developments. There exist about a hundred different textual variants, from
authorial revisions of the metre, language, and length to editorial revisions of
structural organisation, visual material, and dedications. And Dariusz Pachoki
follows these inquiries into editorial difficulties by questioning whether the
editor always knows best in an exploration of the quarrels between twentieth
century Polish émigré writers and the editors-in-chief of the only two literary
journals that would publish them at the time, Kultura and Wiadomosci. Although
the journals, based outside of Poland, did provide islands of intellectual freedom

1 See: |https://journals.openedition.org/variants/1450.
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for Polish writers at the time, their editors often made far-reaching changes to
the submitted articles.

The Issue then moves on to two essays where the authors use stemmatological
analyses to expose the textual history of the poetic texts they study, propose
scholarly edited versions of the poems in question, and consider the new implica-
tions their ndings may have for our understanding of the texts. First, Anthony
Lappin o ers a thorough treatment of John Donne's poem Wilt thou forgive... .

In addition to the transmission history, Lappin's contribution includes a poetic
analysis of the text. He shows that copyists slowly but surely de-Donni ed

it: over time, the poem in which Donne questioned faith was transformed into
a religious hymn that tted better with the author-image of Donne as a pious
sermonizer. Secondly, Mark Bland investigates lingering questions of authorship
attributions with regard to three seventeenth century answer poems. This genre
of poems invited engagement or parody through their style and topic. Since
answer poems often incorporated the original poem or imitated its style, it can
be quite challenging to identify their authors. Using stemmatological methods,
Bland is able to provide insight into the texts' transmission history and, in doing
s0, also sheds new light on the networks of manuscript circulation at the time.
And for the nal essay in this Issue, we return to the digital world we started
from, as Anne Baillot and Anna Busch use their contribution titled Editing for
Man and Machine to explore the a ordances of digital scholarly editions. The
accessibility of digital scholarly editions is a long-standing topic of discourse but,
Baillot and Busch argue, anticipating multiple user scenarios can contribute to
an edition's durability. With examples from the edition project Briefe und Texte
aus dem intellektuellen Berlin 1800 1830, they illustrate new ways to make
the content (textual transcriptions, facsimiles, metadata) of a digital edition
accessible for human and algorithmic audiences alike.

After this rich collection of essays, we open the Work in Progress section of
the Issue. This section traditionally houses shorter research narratives that are
less formal, more practice oriented, and allow researchers to report on more
preliminary research ndings. Besides Van Hulle's aforementioned discussion
of digital facsimiles, this Issue's Work in Progress section includes two more
pieces. In the rst one, Hugo Maat proposes an experimental (and arguably
less time-consuming) new way of translating historical source materials to
improve their readability that he devised in the early stages of the development
of a digital edition for the correspondence of William of Orange. Maat has
created a method to come to a restricted translation : a modern translation of
grammatical elements that keeps the lexical elements. It raises the question: is
it possible (or feasible) to make a source text more accessible without obscuring
its historical and semantic character?

In the second essay in this section, Michelle Doran re ects on the in uence of
Web 2.0 technologies on the eld of digital scholarly editing. In particular, she
discusses whether Twitter can function as an extra access point into the digital
edition of The Poems of Blathmac , an Early Irish poetry text. Could it be a
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way for editors to interact with a wider audience, to show how the historical
text can still be relevant? Her exploration of the current boundaries of digital
editions invites a rethinking of what we consider a digital editorial product.

As we move on to the reviewing section of our Variants journal, we rst
encounter a review essay by our review editor Stefano Rosignoli. This relatively
new section in the journal was rst introduced in  Variants 14, and provides
reviewers with more space to o er a closer investigation into what usually
comprizes a larger body of work. In this case, Rosignoli reviews three connected
modules of the Beckett Digital Manuscript ProjeotBDMP) a groundbreaking
digital genetic edition of Samuel Beckett's works as well as their respective
monographs in the project's Making of series, where the editors o er a rst
interpretation of each work's writing process. Finally, the Issue closes with ve
traditional literature reviews. The rst three o er appreciations of scholarly
editions: one by Christian Baier on an edition of a work by Thomas Mann,
one by Manuela Bertone on an edition of a work by Carlo Emilio Gadda, and
one by Jonas Rosenbriick on a new volume in the so-called complete critical
edition of Walter Benjamin's Werke und NachlayThe last two reviews tackle
new theoretical works that have been published in the eld: Barbara Cooke
o ers a review of a new collection of essays by Peter Shillingsburg, and Hans
Walter Gabler comments on Paul Eggert's recent re ection on the intersection of
scholarly editing and book history.

As the Issue's title page reveals, the above collection of academic essays and
reviews has been put together and edited by a new editorial board. Looking to
pass the baton after serving as the journal's General Editor since 2013, Variants
veteran Wim van Mierlo recruited Elli Bleeker and Wout Dillen to serve as
Associate Editors for Variants 14 to learn the ropes and prepare to take the lead
in publishing the journal's future issues. As newly appointed editors, we would
both very much like to thank Wim for the many years of hard work that he
has put into editing The Journal of the European Society for Textual Scholarship
and for all the support he gave us in this transition. Not only did he shape six
excellent Issues ofVariants, each meticulously edited and presented, Wim was
also instrumental in the journal's move to a new, Open Access publication venue:
OpenEdition Journals. Since Variants 12 13 (2016), all new issues in our journal
are now freely available to anyone with an internet connection which can
only help propel the research in our eld forwards. We believe Wim's legacy
speaks for itself, and are well aware that we have big shoes to Il as we follow in
his footsteps.

Thankfully, Wout and Elli had some help taking the rst of these steps when
they became the new General and Associate Editors ofVariants, respectively. For
this Issue, Laura Esteban-Segura who organized the 2019 ESTS conference in
Malaga is acting as a guest editor; and we are also very grateful to Stefano
Rosignoli for continuing to take such good care of our journal's review section.
To make it easier for all editors to collaborate on all aspects of the publication
pipeline in this Issue as well as future ones we devised a new work ow
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that makes use of more open and collaborative technologies. Developing the
current Issue provided us with the opportunity to reuse, double check, ne tune,
and document our solutions for moving away from the proprietary software
package Adobe InDesign® and towards the open source alternative LATEX for
typesetting the PDF versions of new Variantsissues.

To achieve this goal, Wout designed a IATEX template called varianTEX to
resemble the typesetting style of previous issues as closely as possible. This tem-
plate is made available on Overleaf,? hosted in a public repository on GitHub, 3
documented in a GitHub Wiki, 4 and archived on Zenodo ® to ensure the sus-
tainability and reusability of our e orts. What is more, from this Issue onwards
references to cited works are no longer painstakingly manually formatted, but
instead use a newly designed citation style  to automatically generate bibliogra-
phies from BIiliEX records which are now also available in a public Zotero
Group Library. 7 And nally, Wout has also developed a simpli ed version of
varianTgX for authors (including a similar Overleaf template, & GitHub reposi-
tory, ® Wiki documentation, 1% and Zenodo DOI). 11

We hope that this will encourage future contributors to  Variantsto submit their
articles in LATEX, and/or their references in BilipX, because it is through working
together and distributing the responsibilities of formatting contributions that we
can speed up the journal's turnaround and publish more, qualitative content in
issues to come. While redesigning this work ow has been a great e ort that has
brought along its own series of publication delays, we strongly believe that it was
a worthwhile endeavour that will save us time in the long run, and that helps
us nd a more accessible and reusable way of publishing academic research,
that may also bene t others. Indeed, we are happy to see that the transparency
of our approach has already paid o to some extent, as varianT gX is currently
being used to carry out the typesetting of another journal in the eld: the DH
Benelux Journal?

Of course, as the editors of Variants, we are not only responsible for the for-
matting of new issues, but for their contents as well. And this also sometimes
means that we have to make hard decisions. In the present Issue, for example,
we needed to decide what to do with racial slurs when they were brought to

https://lwww.overleaf.com/latex/templates/variantex/dwjsvmwfcybk
https://github.com/WoutDLN/varianTeX
https://github.com/WoutDLN/varianTeX/wiki
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3484651
6 https://raw.githubusercontent.com/WoutDLN/varianTeX/main/variant
ex.bst
7

a b~ W N

https://lwww.zotero.org/groups/2517977/variantsjournal
8 https://www.overleaf.com/latex/templates/variantex-for-authors/z
nsqffgrvshv
9 https://github.com/WoutDLN/varianTeX-for-authors
10 https://github.com/WoutDLN/varianTeX-for-authors/wiki
11 https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.4013870
12 https:/fjournal.dhbenelux.org
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our attention by one of our reviewers for which we are grateful. In Creators'
Intentions and the Realities of Performance , Ronald Broude details the compli-
cated history of the editorial tradition of Gilbert and Sullivan's Savoy Operas.
And part of this history is that at some point in time, changes were made to
the original text to avoid the use of racial slurs in this case, speci cally, the
n-word.

In his essay, Broude compares the old versions with the new ones, to con-
template the context of the changes and the implications they have on the text's
transmission. Broude's own position in this debate is clear from his essay: that
a scholarly editor of a work should not attempt to rewrite history by distorting
the original version of the text however unpleasant or o ensive that version
may be, or however far removed from the editor's own social or political views.
But while this argument can certainly be made for a historical critical edition of
a given work, the context of reporting on the research behind the construction
of such a text in an academic journal is quite di erent still, and deserves its own
careful consideration.

This is a delicate matter indeed, and as two white people in positions of
privilege, who have no rst-hand experience of being targeted by such racial
slurs, we felt it was important to listen to those who do before making a decision.
We sought advice from colleagues who are people of colour, to ensure that
we examined the issue from all angles. After listening to their experiences
and receiving their advice, we decided to avoid the publication of racial slurs
altogether, and acknowledge that there are indeed very few circumstances (if
any) where the printing of such words could be considered necessary to convey
their meaning.

Generally speaking, we can treat appearances of racial slurs in citations the
same way as we do grammatical inconsistencies or anonymized entities i.e.
by replacing them with conforming alternatives in [square brackets]. This way,
the author can make their argument just as well without printing the original
quote in full. What is more, because there is a di erence between retaining the
original phrasing in an o cial edition of a speci c text on the one hand, and
retaining it in an academic essay on that edition on the other, we believe that
our redaction of Broude's text does not have to contradict his original point.
As long as the relevant edition is properly referenced so that people may have
the opportunity to read the original phrasing if they wish, there is no need to
duplicate it in the essay (especially when the original can be derived so easily
from context as in this case).

For these reasons, we decided to use our editorial prerogative to redact the
use of the n-word in Broude's essay to conform to our new code of conduct.
Of course, all of this transpired with the consent of (and, we hasten to add,
without any resistance from) the author. Aware of the fact that this is likely
a rstin the history of Variants, and that some of our readers may nd this
practice contradictory to their own sensibilities as scholarly editors, we wanted
to not only point out our decision in an editorial footnote attached to the essay
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in question, but also to explain our reasoning in this Editors' Preface. This is
not a decision that we have taken lightly, and by being transparent about the
process of our decision making we try to become better at dealing with these
issues, and to make sure that we are as inclusive and respectful as possible of
the needs of all our readers.

As we close this Editors' Preface, we end with the hope that you will enjoy
the contributions in this Issue! We have certainly enjoyed putting it together
for you, and look forward to receiving more of your research for consideration
in future issues. We also anticipate the opportnunity to see you all again soon
(preferably nally in person again!) possibly at our next annual meeting: ESTS
2022 in Oxford!

Wout Dillen, General Editor
Elli Bleeker, Associate Editor
Laura Esteban-Segura, Guest Editor
Stefano Rosignoli, Review Editor
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The Reconstruction of the Author's Movement
Through the Text, or How to Encode Keystroke

Logged Writing Processes in TEI-XML

Lamyk Bekius

Abstract This essay demonstrates how the use of the keystroke logging tool
Inputlog allows for a ne-grained analysis of literary writing processes. But
before the writing process can be studied, the keystroke logging data needs to be
transformed into an output that is suitable for a textual genetic analysis. For this
purpose, this essay investigates the potential of combining text with keystroke
logging data in TEI-conformant XML. Besides discussing how revisions can
be speci ed in the encoding, the author asks herself how traces of digital writ-
ing processes di er from analogueraces (and, taking it one step further, how
keystroke logging can be used to record more details about the genesis of a
text), what kind of decisions need to be made when encoding keystroke logging
data, and how the peculiarities of digital authorship leave their mark on its
encoding as well as on the interpretation and argumentation that underlies
the transcription. This will demonstrate that the level of detail that is recorded

in keystroke logging data requires us to consider the way in which the text
was typed when we design our encoding schemas. The goal of the TEI-XML
encoding of the keystroke logging data is to provide transcriptions of writing
processes that could be used to analyse (the sequence of) revisions and text
production in each logged writing session in relation to their speci c location

in the text.

1. Introduction

This essay illustrates how TEI-XML encoding of keystroke logging data can be
used to arrive at a detailed examination of the genesis of present-day literary
works that are recorded with a keystroke logger, using the writing processes
of the Flemish novelist Gie Bogaert (1958) as a case study. Bogaert divides
his writing process into two stages. The rst part the creative process as
Bogaert calls it consists of making notes in a paper notebook. Here, he comes
up with the concept and structure of the novel, writes character descriptions,
and collects additional material. The writing of this notebook must be completed
before he can start the second part of the writing process: the linguistic creative
process .1 This part consists of the actual writing of the novel, for which he

1 This is how Bogaert, in conversation, described his own working method. For a

video for the Belgian publishing house Standaard Uitgeverij in which Bogaert describes
his creative writing method, see Bogaert 2013.
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uses a word processor. As such, Bogaert works both in a traditional analogue
writing environment, and in a digital one. This way, his working method aptly
illustrates the challenges textual scholars and genetic critics face in the (early)
twenty- rst century. For decades now, geneticists and editors have had methods
and tools at hand to study the traces of the writing process in the paper notebook:
di erent colours of ink, interlinear additions, and crossed out words provide
valuable clues to gain an insight into the text's genesis. But how do we analyse
the genesis of a text that was written in a word processor?

Like Bogaert, most present-day authors predominantly work in a digital
environment (Buschenhenke 2016; Kirschenbaum 2016; Kirschenbaum and
Reside 2013; Ries 2018; Van Hulle 2014; Vauthier 2016). Common word
processors tend to hide the author's writing operations, which makes a detailed
reconstruction of the writing process that includes immediate revisions a di cult
endeavour (Mathijsen 2009). Without a doubt, as Matthew Kirschenbaum and
Doug Reside argue in their essay on Tracking the Changes , the analysis of
these new textual forms require new work habits, new training, new tools,
new practices, and new instincts (Kirschenbaum and Reside 2013, 272). The
consequences of the digital work process for genetic criticism are addressed in
the interdisciplinary project Track Changes: Textual Scholarship and the Challenge
of Digital Literary Writing that combines aspects of cognitive writing process
research with textual scholarship. 2

Within cognitive writing process research, tools have been developed to ana-
lyse non-literary writing processes, amongst them what s called keystroke logging
as an observational tool, keystroke logging o ers the opportunity to capture
details of the activity of writing, not only for the purpose of the linguistic, textual
and cognitive study of writing, but also for broader applications concerning the
development of language learning, literacy and language pedagogy (Miller
and Sullivan 2006, 1). With the aim of broadening research coverage from short
professional writing processes in educational and corporate contexts to include
long-term literary writing processes, the team behind the keystroke logging tool
Inputlog (Leijten and Van Waes 2013) at the University of Antwerp collaborated
with Bogaert to log the writing process of his tenth novel, Roosevel2016). After
Bogaert's writing process had been recorded, collaboration was established
between the Inputlog team, the Literary Department at Huygens ING (Amster-
dam), and the Centre for Manuscript Genetics (University of Antwerp) in order
to adequately address the analysis of this literary writing process. This resulted
in the interdisciplinary project Track Changesn which Bogaert's writing process
is examined from the perspective of cognitive writing process research, as well as

2 This work has been conducted as part of my PhD research within the project
Track Changes: Textual Scholarship and the Challenge of Digital Literary Wri#0§8-2023), a
collaboration between Huygens ING (Royal Netherlands Academy of Arts and Sciences,
Amsterdam) and the University of Antwerp (Antwerp Centre for Digital Humanities
and Literary Criticism) funded by the Dutch Research Council (NWO). Project members
include Prof. Karina van Dalen-Oskam, Prof. Dirk Van Hulle, Prof. Luuk Van Waes, Dr
Mariélle Leijten, Vincent Neyt and Floor Buschenhenke.
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from the perspective of genetic criticism. In turn, the collaboration with Bogaert
illustrates the possibilities of keystroke logging for genetic criticism in future
collaborative projects, or when writers choose to log their writing processes
themselves as part of their personal archive.3

The Inputlog team invited Bogaert to record his writing process with Inputlog.
For the purpose of this essay, it is important to keep in mind that this implies that
Bogaert's writing process contained a researcher intervention. Throughout the
writing process itself, however, this intervention was kept to a minimum: since
Inputlog is designed to be as non-intrusive as possible, the further course of the
writing process was not in uenced (Leijten and Van Waes 2013). Whilst other
keystroke logging tools (e.g. Scriptlog, see Wengelin et al. 2009) were designed
for experimental word-processing environments and so cannot be used to
study writing in @ more naturalistic setting Inputlog logs the data of writing
processes that take place in a word processing environment that the author is
already familiar with: Microsoft Word (Leijten and Van Waes 2013). * Each time
an author activates Inputlog to start a new writing session, the Word documentin
which the author is working is saved in the background, in a folder that contains
the session's date and number. Subsequently, the Word document is saved
again when the author ends the writing session by de-activating Inputlog. This
results in a session-version of the text for each session, which shows the text's
gradual expansion. But Inputlog does not just save Word documents. When the
program is running, every keystroke and mouse movement is recorded with a
timestamp (Leijten and Van Waes 2013). While writing, authors retain control
of the process: they can start and stop the logging when they choose, and the
data is stored on their local PC or laptop.

Although Inputlog is developed for textual and cognitive study of writing,
the data output from the writing process of Bogaert's Rooseveltgenerated in
Inputlog, is notimmediately suitable for literary textual research. While Inputlog
provides a video replay of the recorded writing session, some issues emerge
when replaying Bogaert's writing process. Short writing sessions comprising
linear text production are replayed accurately, but as soon as larger segments
of text are relocated or deleted, when the writing is characterized with non-
linearity, or when the logged session is of considerable length, the replay mode is
a ected and represents the revisions and text production at the wrong location
in the text. Moreover, relying solely on a video replay of the writing session
for text genetic analysis also seems undesirable, as one would need to watch
a writing session of, say, two hours in its entirety, while constantly pausing to
analyse the e ect of the revisions. A static reconstruction of the writing session

whether or not in combination with a video replay, as in Dirk Van Hulle's

3 Part of the Track Changeproject is the development of a new keystroke logger

based on Inputlog, which improves the usability and the convenience for the authors so
that it can be used for their own archival practices.

4 For an overview of logging tools, see Van Waes et al. 2011 and Lindgren et al.
2019a.
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proposal for a Dynamic Facsimile in the present issue (Van Hulle 2021) is
favoured to ensure adequate analysis. Hence, in order to be able to study the
revisions (contained in the keystroke logging data) in their textual context, the
twofold output of Inputlog the Word document and the keystroke logging
data requires some reassembly. °

Since TEI-conformant XML is widely used to create a digital form of humani-
tiesdata texts, manuscripts, archival documents and soon | opted to encode
the keystroke logging data in TEI-XML to visualize and analyse revisions in
their textual context (Burnard 2014). For me, these transcriptions function as a
tool to gain more insight into the textual genesis. They could eventually be used
for visualizations of the writing process, but a proper discussion of the latter
lies outside the scope of this article. In order to re ect on how keystroke logging
data can be encoded in TEI-conformant XML, this essay discusses a) the way in
which the traces of digital writing processes di er from traces of analoguewriting
processes (and how keystroke logging can be used to record more details about
the genesis of a text); b) which decisions we need to consider when we encode
keystroke logging data; c) the way in which the peculiarities of digital writing
leave their mark on the encoding; and d) the interpretation and argumentation
underlying the transcription. The goal of the TEI-XML encoding of the keystroke
logging data is to provide transcriptions of the writing processes that could
be used to analyse (the sequence of) the revisions and text production in each
logged writing session in their location in the text.

2. Born-digital literature and genetic criticism

The digital environment in which present-day literature is composed signi -
cantly changes the materiality of the sources available for textual scholarship and
genetic criticism. Miriam O'Kane Mara argues that with digital manuscripts,
scholars must investigate the methods that authors use as they save their work

5 Within cognitive writing process research, a method has been developed to
study revisions in context: the S-notation (Kollberg 1998). This represents the changes in
the text at their location and provides information about the range, order and structure
of the revisions (Kollberg and Eklundh 2002, 91). This computer-based notation can
be generated using the keystroke logging data from Inputlog and is provided within
the analyse feature of the software. However, the S-notation was initially developed
to visualize revisions of short writing processes in experimental settings. As such, it
appeared to be unsuitable for the study of longitudinal literary writing processes logged
in their natural setting. Literary writing processes may take up several years and hundreds
of writing sessions, with the production of an extensive number of words. As a result,
the S-notation could not be generated using the keystroke data gathered from Bogaert's
writing process. More generally, the S-notation does not allow for further annotation and
processing. Another problem concerns the representation of deleted text. Since Inputlog
logs the position of the event according to its position on the x- and y-axes of the MS Word
document, the deleted text is not always presented correctly (the only information the
keyboard provides about a deletion is usages of the delete or backspace key). This hinders
an automatically generated visualization of the revisions in their textual context.
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as well as the software and hardware systems through which they compose
(Mara 2013, 345). Several explorations of the digital literary writing process
have already been published since then that explore digital les, le formats,
and media types.

In Track Changes. A Literary History of Text Processi{2§16), for example,
Matthew Kirschenbaum describes the emergence of the word processor and
its adoption among Anglo-American authors. And in The rationale of the
born-digital dossier génétique , Thorsten Ries analysed born-digital records
from the hard drives of the German poet Thomas Kling (Ries 2018; see also
Ries 2017). Ries argues that the digital forensic record of the writing process
comprises digital documents , but also metadata, automatically saved draft
snapshots, recoverable temporary les and other fragmented traces scattered
across the hard drive (Ries 2018, 417). The use of applications such as a hex
editor, a binary parser, an undelete tool, or a le carver can reveal revision and
intermediate steps in the writing process (Ries 2018, 418). For example, the so-
called scratch le [~WRS0003.tmp] with the rst paragraph of the rst chapter
of Kling's essay Herodot(2005) contains an almost complete protocol of the rst
writing phase of this paragraph in the form of text additions and textual variants
from the rst written line on to a point of time between [~WRL3681.tmp] and
[~WRA1775.wbk] two other temporal and backup les (Ries 2017, 141).
After extracting the fragments, Ries could reconstruct the nonlinear develop-
ment process of this paragraph, with inclusion of editing phases and correction
of typing errors (Ries 2017, 142). Still, as Ries mentions, although the relative,
layered sequence of edits can be determined [...] due to textual fragmentation,
it is not in all cases possible to determine a consistent text status at any given
time with certainty (Ries 2017, 142). Bénédicte Vauthier took on the task of
investigating the digital les the Spanish writer Robert Juan-Cantavella saved
during the writing of his novel El Dorado(2008). After comparing digital docu-
ments and analysing the tree structure of the folders and other metadata such
as the le title and creation date, she concluded that, although the dossier does
not contain the normal traces of writing cancellations, additions, shifts
whose absence [...] would appear to make our analysis practically impossible,
collating and comparing the digital documents and les gives us more than a
sound basis to allow a meaningful genetic investigation (Vauthier 2016, 175).
Although the research above has proven that the digital writing process can leave
su cient traces to ensure genetic analysis, immediate revision and correction of
typing errors remain often apart from some exceptions irretrievable.

Most genetic studies of born-digital writing processes work with self-archived
born-digital materials received directly from the authors in question (see, for
example, Crombez and Cassiers 2017; Vasari 2019; Vauthier 2016). This already
indicates how important it is to collaborate with authors for this kind of research.
Collaboration between writers, scholars and archivists has already been advo-
cated by Catherine Hobbs with regard to born-digital archives, to understand
the relationship between writers, their documentation and their creative vision
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(Hobbs, qtd. in Gooding et al. 2019, 384). To be able to study the genesis of a
born-digital work of literature in more detail, the collaboration with authors
may be extended, for example, by logging their writing process with a keystroke
logger. Between 2014 and 2018, the English novelist C. M. Taylor collaborated
with the British Library to record the writing process of his hovel  Staying On
(2018) using the keystroke logging software Spector Pro. Taylor, driven by both
the lost drafts in digital writing and the loneliness of the writing process,
contacted the digital curation team of the British Library, and decided together
to record the writing process (Taylor 2018, n.p.). As for copyright, they agreed
that the recorded data would belong to the British Library, while that of the
resulting book would belong to Taylor. On the English and Drama blog of
the British Library, Taylor quoted Jonathan Pledge (curator of contemporary
archives at the British Library) who stated that the used software seem[ed] to
have been speci cally designed for low-level company surveillance of employees,
potentially without their knowledge (Taylor 2018, n.p.). This use case scenario
becomes apparent in the material that was recorded: the document with the
text was not automatically saved after each writing session, although the soft-
ware did save a screenshot captured every few seconds each time activity on
the host computer is detected , and Taylor saved some intermediate versions
himself (Taylor 2018, n.p.). Also, the software did not record the location of the
keystroke within the document itself, nor the time of each individual keystroke.
This suggests that while the recorded material undeniably contains valuable
information about Taylor's writing process, the software that was used seems to
make it even more di cult to pursue a detailed reconstruction of the revisions

in their textual context than is the case with Inputlog.

Although keystroke loggers originated as spyware, both Inputlog and Script-
log (another keystroke logging program) have been developed speci cally to
observe writing processes for research purposes (Wengelin et al. 2009). The
keystroke logging les logged with Scriptlog can be read and processed within
the Inputlog environment (Van Hoorenbeeck et al. 2015). 8 As a result, the
proposed encoding below could also be applied to writing processes logged
with Scriptlog. In addition, if it is possible to represent the revisions made by
Taylor as well as revisions logged with other keystroke loggers in their
textual context, the revision types given below may also be distinguished in this
material.

3. Keystroke logging data and its use for genetic
criticism

So what does Inputlog's recorded keystroke logging material consist of? Bogaert
wrote Roosevelin 266 days from July 2013 to December 2015 during which

6 The same applies to eye and handwriting observation software EyeWrite, EyePen
and HandSpy (Van Hoorenbeeck et al. 2015).
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447 writing sessions took place, each logged with Inputlog. Of these sessions, 422
were dedicated to the writing of the novel. Luuk Van Waes assisted Bogaert in
installing Inputlog, and was available for questions or when problems occurred.
The 422 writing sessions resulted in 453 session-versiong showing the gradual
expansion of the text, and 277 hours, 14 minutes and 22 seconds of keystroke
logging data.8

Let us zoom in on the the composition of a single sentence written by Bogaert
in session thirty:

Soms kan hij meer krijgen dan wat hij voor zo'n kunstwerkje vraagt, maar
dat wil hij nooit.

[Sometimes he can get more than he asks for such a work of art, but he
never wants that.]

All the writing actions performed in composing this sentence are listed in Table
1. Since all the di erent steps Bogaert took to arrive at this sentence are recorded
in Inputlog's General Analysis logs, keystroke logging facilitates an analysis of
the text with a granularity that cannot be obtained when working with analogue
materials.

In the typology of writing processes of literary works, genetic criticism dis-
tinguishes between exogenetic, endogenetic, and epigenetic writing processes
all of which can be studied from a microgenetic point of view, and from a
microgenetic one (Biasi 1996; Van Hulle 2016). Microgenesis here includes
all intra-textual processes: the processing of a particular exogenetic source
text; the revision history of one speci c textual instance across endogenetic
and/or epigenetic versions; the “réécritures' or revisions within one single ver-
sion (Van Hulle 2016, 50). The macrogenesis on the other hand, embodies
the genesis of the work in its entirety across multiple versions (Van Hulle 2016,
50). When examining keystroke logging data, the geneticist can examine the
writing process at an unprecedented level of granularity. The ne-grained data
of keystroke logging therefore allows for a new type of what can be called
nanogenetic research. 10

Central to a work's nanogenesis would be the author's movement through
the text, as the writing process is taking place. Thanks to keystroke logging
software, this highly detailed form of sequentiality can be deduced from logged
events that allow us to reconstruct the order in which the text was typed for

7 In some sessions the initial document did not correspond with the end document
from the previous session, so there are more session-versions than sessions.
8 For an example of how the successive events in these sessions were logged, see
Table 8 in the Appendix below, which shows a detail from the General Analysis generated
by Inputlog. The General Analysis of each writing session represents every event that was
recorded during that session.
9 All the translations of Bogaert's sentences are my own. | have tried to stay as
close as possible to the original Dutch sentences in my translation.
10 See also Dirk Van Hulle's contribution on Dynamic Facsimiles in the present
issue of Variants.
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Table 1: Writing actions in the composition of the sentence Soms kan hij meer krijgen dan
wat hij voor zo'n kunstwerkje vraagt, maar dat wil hij nooit.

Writing action

Text

adds: Soms beiden
adds: krijgt h
adds kan hij meer

adds: en dan wat hij voor zon'
kunstwerkje vraagt

deletes: n

adds: n

deletes: t hbeiden

adds:, maar dat il hij niet

adds: w

adds: .

adds: ooit

deletes: iet

Soms beiden
Somskrijgt h beiden
Somskan hij meer krijgt hbeiden

Soms kan hij meerkrijgen dan wat hij voor
zon' kunstwerkje vraagt t hbeiden

Soms kan hij meer krijgen dan wat hij voor
z0' kunstwerkje vraagtt hbeiden

Soms kan hij meer krijgen dan wat hij voor
zo'n kunstwerkje vraagtt hbeiden

Soms kan hij meer krijgen dan wat hij voor
zo'n kunstwerkje vraagt

Soms kan hij meer krijgen dan wat hij voor
zo'n kunstwerkje vraagt , maar dat il hij
niet

Soms kan hij meer krijgen dan wat hij voor
zo'n kunstwerkje vraagt, maar dat wil hij
niet

Soms kan hij meer krijgen dan wat hij voor
zo'n kunstwerkje vraagt, maar dat wil hij
niet.

Soms kan hij meer krijgen dan wat hij voor
zo'n kunstwerkje vraagt, maar dat wil hij
nooit iet.

Soms kan hij meer krijgen dan wat hij voor
zo'n kunstwerkje vraagt, maar dat wil hij
nooit.

example, whether the author left a sentence while composing it and the way

in which words were deleted. This level of detail of movement through a text
cannot be deduced from an analogue document in which the documentary
evidence is often so complex that it becomes impossible to determine the order
in which these revisions were made with any degree of certainty (Dillen 2015,
90). The fact that the analysis of keystroke logging data here allows us to succeed
exactly where traces of analogue writing processes crucially fall short warrants

These writing actions are deduced from Inputlog's General Analysis logs. A
copy of the original logs can be found in Appendix B below.
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the coinage of a new concept such as that of nanogenesis. In addition, it is
important to realize that a work's microgenesis and nanogenesis can be studied
separately: one could, for example, study the variation of one speci ¢ paragraph
without taking the ne-grained details about the exact order of the keystrokes
into account, or, conversely, solely focus on the author's movement through the
text.

In the case of digital documents, Mara claims that di erent types of software
mould and shape the writing process, making software a collaborator of sorts
(Mara 2013, 344). Although primarily relying on how the Irish writer Nuala
O'Faolain describes writing in a word processor in her memoirs, Mara indicates
changes in the author's writing process as they move to the digital environment,
a process that di ers from traditional drafting and revision (Mara 2013, 345).
For O'Faolain, the digital environment provides a sense of freedom and lack
of fear because so-called mistakes can be easily recti ed and revision can be
immediate (Mara 2013, 346). Writing on a laptop computer provided O'Faolain
with a freedom and uidity that indicates  for hera willingness to play with
words and structures that other media might not promote (Mara 2013, 344;
emphasis in original). Itis exactly this new mode of writing that is recorded with
keystroke logging, and could be described by means of nanogenetic research.

The disadvantage of keystroke logging data such as those recorded by Input-
log, however, is that the processes are recorded in such detail that the logs
become almost incomprehensible to the untrained eye. To make these logs more
accessible to researchers, they need to be presented in a way that captures only
the relevant information, and conveys the researcher's interpretation of the data
in a format that is easy to read and preferably familiar to their peers. This is
exactly the strength of the Text Encoding Initiative (TEI), whose guidelines
recommend the use of XML tags to both transcribe the text as it is recorded on
the document, and to encode the researcher's interpretation of that record in a
human and computer readable format.

Within the vast realm of possibilities that the TEI allows for, we will do well
to check out the work done by its Work Group on Genetic Editions (part of
the TEI's Special Interest Group for Manuscripts) that produced the Encoding
Model for Genetic Editions (2010) to facilitate the encoding of genetic phenom-
ena. The Workgroup focuses on two main requirements: the ability to encode
features of the document rather than those of the text, and the ability to encode
time, sequentiality and writing stages in the transcription (Dillen 2015, 81).
These two requirements make for a perfect starting point for a discussion of the
di erences between analogue and digital textual genetic material.

First of all, in case of digital writing, the spatial organization of the document
no longer contains the majority of the information about the genesis of the text

given that an analogue document is a solid (static, physical) information
carrier while the digital document is ephemeral (dynamic, virtual). In analogue
documents the dialectic between a document's physical limitations (as a two-
dimensional surface of limited size) and the internal structure of its di erent
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writing zones on that surface often contains important clues in the investigation
of the text's writing process (Dillen 2015, 71). For example, the position of
the two text zones in the top margin of the notebook page in Figure 1 (within
the black squares) and the cramped position of the word heeft might indicate
that the text in the right-hand zone was written before the text in the left-hand
one. The dynamic visualization environment of a word processor, on the other
hand, discards this type of information, since it allows text to be inserted at any
given position. In case of keystroke logging, the information about the text's
writing process is saved in a separate le outside of the main document.
Secondly, the keystroke logging data o ers detailed information about the
time and sequentiality of all the activities during writing. The genetic scholar
can only hypothesize about the sequence in which the two zones in the top
margin of the notebook page were written, and can in no way be entirely certain
about the sequence of their writing in relation to the rest of the text. When the
writing process is logged, the sequence of the writing of the text can be deduced
from the keystroke logging data e ectively eliminating the need for this type
of guesswork.

4. What does the document reveal?

Since the Documentary Turn in the late twentieth century, the document has
gained a special position in textual criticism especially within the genetic
orientation (Dillen 2015, 81). For our understanding of the text, and to under-
stand its genesis, the documentary context is regarded as a crucial source of
information (Dillen 2015; Pierazzo and Stokes 2011). But for born-digital
materials, the spatial organization of the document becomes less substantial
in the analysis of the text's genesis, since digital documents are essentially dis-
tinct from analogue ones. As Mats Dahlstrom has noted, digital documents
cannot be de ned materially. In digital documents, works are constituted by
the pattern of signals and tensions at the binary level of the material carrier
(Dahlstrom 2000, n.p.). Indeed, the graphical user interface (GUI), like the
print layout in MS Word, only creates the illusion of the materiality of digital
documents (Van Hulle 2019, 468). Yet, at the same time, as Kirschenbaum notes,
a digital environment is an abstract projection supported and sustained by its
capacity to propagate the illusion [...] of immaterial behavior: identi cation
without ambiguity, transmission without loss, repetition without originality
(Kirschenbaum 2008, 11). Indeed, as Katherine Hayles argued in Translat-
ing Media: Why We Should Rethink Textuality , digital documents are always
bound to a material carrier, in which data les, programs that call and process
the les, hardware functionalities that interpret or compile the programs, and
so on are required to produce the digital document (Hayles 2003, 274). Still,
as Ries reminds us, we have to keep in mind that these digital documents are
not bound to a single physical entity, not even to a single processing system
context or display application (Ries 2018, 397). The everyday use of the term
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document also seems to complicate its use in textual scholarship: we speak
of the “same’ digital document when we save 'it' after changing its content, after
copying ‘it' to a pendrive and “open it' on a di erent computer with a di erent
word processor which might display the content in a di erent way (Ries 2018,
397). In my comparison with the analogue document, | therefore use the term
document to referto eachWord le in the material recorded with Inputlog:
each writing session creates two documents (Word les with .docx extension)
and one XML le with the keystroke information (.idfx extension). 11 Each Word
le represents a di erent stage of the text (session-version) and can be collated
as such to gain a rst impression of the development of the text during each
session.

At the document level, there are two main di erences between analogue
source materials and born-digital source materials logged with a keystroke
logger: 1) keystroke logging abolishes the distinction between interdocumentary
and intradocumentary variation; and 2) the document layout no longer contains
the primary information about the genesis of the text.

4.1. Interdocumentary versus intradocumentary variation

The rst di erence arises at the level of intradocumentary and interdocumen-
tary variation. In writing on paper, the document pages bear witness of textual
genesis through intradocumentary variation (Schauble and Gabler 2018, 165).
Besides this strati cation visible on the page, a large part of the textual develop-
ment also happens o the page for example in the rewriting of a text (Schauble
and Gabler 2018, 165). This kind of interdocumentary variation can only be
made apparent by means of collation. To account for these di erences, Schéuble
and Gabler proposed a distinction between textual layersand levels Textual
layers represent the intradocumentary variation (i.e. the revisions made to a
single document) while textual levels describe the interdocumentary variation
(i.e. the di erences between two documents) (Schauble and Gabler 2018, 169).
Encoding interdocumentary changes causes a number of interpretative prob-
lems for the editor. When there is no materialization of the change, rules need to
be developed for the encoding of the revision (Schauble and Gabler 2018, 171).
To illustrate this need, Schauble and Gabler discuss how Virginia Woolf changed
the phrase “my mothers [ sic] name' (Woolf MS.A.5.b, n3) to ‘my mothers
[ sid] laughing nickname' (Woolf TS.A.5.a, 54) during her transcription of her
manuscript into a typescript (Schauble and Gabler 2018, 171). This change
could be encoded in several ways:

It could be encoded as a single substitution of the word name with
laughing nickname or as an addition of the word laughing followed

by a substitution of name with nickname . If we tokenise on a ner
level of granularity than the word, it could even be encoded as a single

1 How to preserve those les is yet another question (see, for example, Kirschen-
baum et al. 2010).
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addition of the string laughing nick that builds a new compound with
the following invariant string name .

(Schauble and Gabler 2018, 171)

Each of these solutions provides a correct representation of the typescript, but
for the editor it is di cult to decide which encoding models the writing act best
(Schéauble and Gabler 2018, 171).

For digital writing processes that are tracked with keystroke logging software,
the encoding of the writing act would be less ambiguous, since interdocumen-
tary variation is always preceded by intradocumentary variation which (in
most cases) will be recorded through keystroke logging, and saved in a sepa-
rate le. 12 When using Inputlog, for example, the author can continue to write
in a single document for the duration of their entire writing process, while
intermediate versions are simultaneously saved as separate documents in the
background. If these are logged consistently and without errors, the keystroke
logging data encompasses all intradocumentary variation, which in turn pro-
vides the information about the interdocumentary variation; in this case, the
di erence between the Word documents saved at the beginning and the end
of a writing session can be visualized by means of collation. An example from
Bogaert's writing process may help to clarify how this would work.

A collation of the Word documents that were saved at the start and the end
of the seventeenth writing session points at an interdocumentary variant. Here,
Bogaert changed the sentence Mijn oude huis? [ My old house?P into Mijn
oude huid? [ My old skin?. Following the reasoning used by Gabler and
Schauble, this could be encoded as a substitution of huis with huid or, at
an even ner level, as a substitution of s with d both options would
be feasible. Since this substitution was logged with Inputlog, the question of
how to change occurred is no longer an object of speculation. The keystroke
logging data details the sequence of how the revision was carried out: Bogaert
rst pressed the key d and then used the delete key to remove the s (see
Table 2).

12 The exceptions to this are the writing sessions in which Bogaert inserted frag-

ments of texts, which he had written in Evernote at times when he did not have his laptop
at his disposal. Of these fragments, the keystrokes were not recorded.



Lamyk Bekius The Author's Movement through the Text 15
Table 2: The replacement of s by d in the keystroke data. -
#id  Event Type Output Pos. Doc. CP Start Start Clock End End Clock
Len Time Time
21 keyboard LEFT 1838 4501 4501 42308 00:00:42.308 42355 00:00:42.355
22 keyboard d 1838 4501 4501 43228 00:00:43.228 43306 00:00:43.306
23 keyboard DELETE 2285 4501 4502 43369 00:00:43.369 43431 00:00:43.431
24 replacement [1839:1840] 2285 4501 4502 43369 00:00:43.369 43431 00:00:43.431
26 mouse Movement 2285 4501 4502 45397 00:00:45.397 46083 00:00:46.083
Table 3: General Analysis of typing Of is het m and deleting M.
#id Event Type Output Pos. Doc. CP Start Start Clock End End Clock
Len Time Time
2460 keyboard (o) 1862 4573 4774 1077967 00:17:57.967 1078014 00:17:58.014
2461 keyboard f 1863 4574 4775 1078295 00:17:58.295 1078342 00:17:58.342
2462 keyboard SPACE 1864 4575 4776 1078498 00:17:58.498 1078560 00:17:58.560
2463 keyboard i 1865 4576 4777 1078747 00:17:58.747 1078778 00:17:58.778
2464 keyboard s 1866 4577 4778 1078825 00:17:58.825 1078903 00:17:58.903
2465 keyboard SPACE 1867 4578 4779 1078966 00:17:58.966 1079028 00:17:59.028
2466 keyboard h 1868 4579 4780 1079184 00:17:59.184 1079231 00:17:59.231
2467 keyboard e 1869 4580 4781 1079324 00:17:59.324 1079387 00:17:59.387
2468 keyboard t 1870 4581 4782 1079418 00:17:59.418 1079465 00:17:59.465
2469 keyboard SPACE 1871 4582 4783 1079730 00:17:59.730 1079777 00:17:59.777
2470 keyboard m 1872 4583 4784 1080666 00:18:00.666 1080728 00:18:00.728
2471 keyboard DELETE 1911 4583 4785 1081243 00:18:01.243 1081321 00:18:01.321
2472 replacement [1873:1874] 1911 4583 4785 1081243 00:18:01.243 1081321 00:18:01.321
Unfortunately, Inputlog occasionally gives the wrong position in  Pos, as is

the case with the deletions in Table 2 and Table 3. The correct positions are given in
Output, respectively [1839:1840] and [1873:1874] (as opposed to the position given in
Pos, respectively 2285 and 1911). For a more detailed explanation of what type of data is

logged in which of Inputlog's General Output columns, see Appendix B below.
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Table 4: General Analysis of typing M and deleting Of is hetm.

#id  Event Type ‘ Output ‘ Pos. Doc. CP Start Start Clock End End Clock
Len Time Time

8828 keyboard M 1834 4513 5517 2647478 00:44:07.478 2647524 00:44:07.524
8829 keyboard DELETE 1835 4513 5518 2648336 00:44:08.336 2648336 00:44:08.336
8830 replacement [1835:1836] 1835 4513 5518 2648336 00:44:08.336 2648336 00:44:08.336
8832 keyboard DELETE 1835 4512 5518 2648835 00:44:08.835 2648835 00:44:08.835
8833 replacement [1835:1836] 1835 4512 5518 2648835 00:44:08.835 2648835 00:44:08.835
8835 keyboard DELETE 1835 4511 5518 2648866 00:44:08.866 2648866 00:44:08.866
8836 replacement [1835:1836] 1835 4511 5518 2648866 00:44:08.866 2648866 00:44:08.866
8838 keyboard DELETE 1835 4510 5518 2648913 00:44:08.913 2648913 00:44:08.913
8839 replacement [1835:1836] 1835 4510 5518 2648913 00:44:08.913 2648913 00:44:08.913
8841 keyboard DELETE 1835 4509 5518 2648944 00:44:08.944 2648944 00:44:08.944
8842 replacement [1835:1836] 1835 4509 5518 2648944 00:44:08.944 2648944 00:44:08.944
8844 keyboard DELETE 1835 4508 5518 2648975 00:44:08.975 2648975 00:44:08.975
8845 replacement [1835:1836] 1835 4508 5518 2648975 00:44:08.975 2648975 00:44:08.975
8847 keyboard DELETE 1835 4507 5518 2649006 00:44:09.006 2649006 00:44:09.006
8848 replacement [1835:1836] 1835 4507 5518 2649006 00:44:09.006 2649006 00:44:09.006
8850 keyboard DELETE 1835 4506 5518 2649053 00:44:09.053 2649053 00:44:09.053
8851 replacement [1835:1836] 1835 4506 5518 2649053 00:44:09.053 2649053 00:44:09.053
8853 keyboard DELETE 1835 4505 5518 2649084 00:44:09.084 2649084 00:44:09.084
8854 replacement [1835:1836] 1835 4505 5518 2649084 00:44:09.084 2649084 00:44:09.084
8856 keyboard DELETE 1835 4504 5518 2649116 00:44:09.116 2649131 00:44:09.131
8857 replacement [1835:1836] 1835 4504 5518 2649116 00:44:09.116 2649131 00:44:09.131
8859 keyboard DELETE 1835 4503 5518 2649553 00:44:09.553 2649615 00:44:09.615
8860 replacement [1835:1836] 1835 4503 5518 2649553 00:44:09.553 2649615 00:44:09.615

The keystroke data appears to contain even more information about the com-
position process of this sentence, in that it reveals another modi cation as well.
Somewhat later in the writing process, Bogaert adds the clause Of is het m
to the beginning of the sentence and deletes the capital letter M (See Table
3). The sentence now reads: Of is het mijn oude huid? [ Oris it my old skin?.
But after a while, Bogaert returns to this sentence and changes it back to its
previous variant by rstadding M and then deleting Of is het m (see Table
4).13 Because this substitution was both performed and undone during the
same session, it is not visible in the end document of this particular session (the
session-version).

13 Note that Inputlog's General Analysis only shows keystrokes and mouse
movements. This explains why the deleted text is not visible in the log of Table 4, but only
Bogaert's pressing of the delete key. Still, the General Analysis doegrovide information
about the position of the deleted characters. The letter M is positioned at 1834 and the
subsequent letter at position 1835 is deleted eleven times. This allows us to reconstruct
the deleted text.
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When we try to encode this sentence, merging the text with the keystroke
data, all the modi cations can be put together as follows:

<seg><add>M</add><del><add>Of is het m</add></del>
<del>M</del>ijn oude hui<add>d</add><del>s</del>?</seg>

(Example 1)

The keystroke logging data thus provides more information about interdocumen-
tary revisions than we can extract from analogue material: all interdocumentary
variation is captured as intradocumentary variation within the keystroke log-
ging data. When a keystroke logger is used while writing, textual development
can no longer occur o the page or at least: when authors keep their writing
process within the con nes of their Inputiog enabled computer, and when that
process is logged without errors). In Bogaert's case, the records suggest that
he occasionally pasted new or revised textual materials into the document that
were produced in between explicitly logged writing sessions. This means that
for these passages, there is no data available about how the variation came to be.

4.2. Encoding keystroke logging data instead of the document's
layout

This leads us to the second di erence between analogue and born-digital writing
processes at the document level, which concerns the appearance of the document
page itself. Complex handwritten draft materials often consist of chaotic pages
that contain multiple textual fragments that were written at di erent positions
and in di erent directions on the page. The page of Bogaert's notebook (See
Figure 1) shows text written in di erent colours, in the margins of the page,
and between two lines. If we want to gain insight about the composition,
time of revisions, and ow ( ux) of the text , we therefore need to carefully
consider the physical aspects of the document (its layout, the arrangement of
the text on the page, and what this tells us about how the text was written),
and to inform that reading of the page with a good understanding of the text
(Workgroup on Genetic Editions 2010, Y1.3). But when Bogaert uses a word
processor, the document remains clean with every modi cation to the text (see
Figure 1): additions are always represented as inline insertions, and deleted
text disappears from the surface. Logging the process with a keystroke logger
that saves these modi cations in a separate le prevents them from becoming
untraceable. The crucial information about the genesis of the text thus shifts to
the keystroke logging data. This calls for a di erent encoding of the revisions,
that focuses on exactly those elements that make a di erence in the keystroke
logging data.

When the text is composed in a word processor, revisions cannot be speci ed
with the attributes used in encoding analogue material. Instead of indicating
the speci c writing tool (which may be encoded in ~ @rend or the location in the
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Figure 1: A comparison of Gie Bogaert's analog and digital writing processes. Left: a page
in Bogaert's notebook his novel Roosevelfleft). Right: a screenshot of a page in
one of Bogeart's MS Word documents for the same novel.

document (which may be encoded in @placs), digital revisions (speci cally:
<add>s and <del>s) can be further speci ed using their location in the text.
These diverging behaviours in the writing of analogue versus digital documents
forces us to completely rethink the ontology we use for encoding relative location
in our transcriptions. In the following, | therefore propose a list of revision
types on the basis from Lindgren and Sullivan's so-called revision taxonomy
(2006a). By using their taxonomy as a starting point, we can encode the relative
location of additions and deletions in the attributes of <add>and <del> tags in
a way that is more relevant to born-digital writing processes (see Tables 5 and
6).14

The rst step in adopting Lindgren and Sullivan's taxonomy is to de ne
revisions according to their relative location in the text, that is where and
when in the writing process revision occurred (Lindgren and Sullivan 2006b,
42). With regard to this location, the taxonomy distinguishes pre-contextual
revisions (i.e. revisions made before an externalised context is completed )
from contextual revisions ( revisions made within a completed externalised

14 For good measure, the attributes for additions and deletions in witnesses of born-
digital writing processes (Table 6 are contrasted to those for analogue writing processes
(Table 5). The speci c examples that were used to compile these tables are taken speci cally
from analogue and digital witnesses to Bogaert's writing process, but could be applied
more generally.
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context ; see Lindgren and Sullivan 2006a, 159).1° These location-based revision
types best resemble the use of attributes like @rendor @place as they are based
on the relationship between the keystroke data and the place in the document,
rather than purely on the editor's interpretation.

In the encoding of the keystroke data, these revision types may be applied to
the textual unit of a sentence.1® Building upon the taxonomy by Lindgren and
Sullivan, the attribute @type="context" can be used to indicate that the revision
is a contextual one, that is: a revision made in a previously written sentence.
The attribute @type="pre-context" , by contrast, may then be used to indicate
revisions made before a sentence is completed and so concerns the author's most
recently typed characters. Diverging from Lindgren and Sullivan's de nition of
pre-contextual revisions, pre-contextual deletions can take place at a point in
the text with externalized text after the deleted text. 17

Alarge number of revisions in digital writing occur as a result of typographical
errors. Within the scope of genetic criticism, such typos are not the most
meaningful entities because they do not immediately a ect the meaning of the
text. Within cognitive writing process research, typos are regarded as a revision
type that often blur[s] the picture of the writing session (Kollberg 1998, 68).
Typographical errors are low-level, and hence less important, types of revision ,
and ltering them out would therefore allow for a more nuanced analysis of
revision (Conijn etal. 2019, 71). But the revision of typographical errors can also
break the ow in writing and therefore in uence the writing process (Conijn
etal. 2019, 72). For this reason, | propose to encode this type of revisions with
a separate@typeattribute: @type="typo". This allows such errors to be Itered
out in visualizations where they are irrelevant, while still allowing us to evaluate
their e ect on the writing process. 18

15 Within cognitive writing process research, the writing process is generally

divided into three consecutive components: rst the text has to be planned, then these
internal ideas have to be translated (externalized) into linguistic forms, and then those
forms have to be evaluated and revised where necessary (Lindgren and Sullivan 2006b).
While writing, di erent types of revision occur, and revision is mostly understood as
making any changes at any point in the writing process (Fitzgerald 1987, 484; Lindgren
etal. 2019b, 346). Two major categories for such revisions areinternal and externalrevisions.
The former encompasses overall, conceptual revision as well as conscious evaluative
revision and revision of pre-text (Lindgren and Sullivan 2006b, 37). The latter are all
visible changes made to the written text (Lindgren and Sullivan 2006b, 37). Inputlog
only logs revisions made in already externalized text; the encoding therefore covers the
external revisions.

16 In the proposed encoding scheme, each sentence is encoded with a<seg>tag.

w In the taxonomy by Lindgren and Sullivan (2006), one feature of a pre-contextual
revision is that there is no externalized text after the place of revision (Lindgren and
Sullivan 2006a, 159). As literary writing is often a non-linear process, new context can
be created in other places than at the end of the text. In order to be able to distinguish
revision within a sentence before this sentence is completed, | also regard these revisions
as pre-contextual .

18 Typing errors can be hard to distinguish from spelling errors. In the encoding of
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The use of a keystroke logger allows for an exact reconstruction of the textual
development. This includes the moment a new sentence is produced. There-
fore, the production of new sentences can also be incorporated in the encoding
(@type="nt"; new text ), to be able to di erentiate between new and old
sentences!® Writing is not always a linear process and sentences are not always

nished before modi cations are performed elsewhere in the text. The author
could, for example, move away from the point in the writing where new mean-
ing is produced: the so-called leading edge (Lindgren etal. 2019b). In the
de nition formulated by Lindgren et al., the leading edge is located typically

at the end of the text produced so far, but can also occur at the end of insertions
within previously written text where a writer inserts new ideas (not only revises
form) (Lindgren et al. 2019b, 347). Unlike the point of inscription, which
comprises all writers' actions in previously written text as well as at the end of
the text produced so far , the leading edge is restricted to the creation of new
meaning (Lindgren et al. 2019b, 347). During the production of a sentence
the author can decide to leave the sentence produced so far to make a revision
elsewhere in the same sentence or at another segment of the text after
which they return to the end of the sentence they were writing. This would not
be an addition, because the sentence is not yet completed. However, the fact that
the author moved away from the leading edge is meaningful for the interpreta-
tion of the writing process, as it provides information about the steps that were
taken to write the sentence. To be able to identify this return to the leading edge,
the text can be encoded using<mod> According to the TEI P5 Guidelines, the
<mod>element may be used to represent any kind of modi cation identi ed
within a single document (TEI Consortium 2020, Y11.3.4.1). For the purpose
of analysing digital writing processes, it may also be used for the modi cation

of un nished sentences the continuation of writing the sentence using the
attribute: @type="continue" . A transcription with the inclusion of <mod>tries
to model the ow of writing.

the typing errors, | therefore used a list of criteria (developed by Stevenson et al. 2006)
for distinguishing typing revisions from spellingrevisions. According to the checklist
developed by Stevenson et al., a revision can be identi ed as a typing revision, if one
or more of the following applies: a. the pre-revision form does not conform to the
orthographic rules of the language; b. the pre-revision form involves a letter string which
does not conform to a likely pronunciation of the word; c. the semantic context indicates
that the pre-revision form could not have been intended; d. the same word is written
correctly at an earlier point in the text; e. a letter is replaced by an adjacent letter on the
keyboard (Stevenson et al. 2006, 232).

19 Some text segments may also be deleted and added again in a revised form;
thereby maintaining a semantic relationship with the previously deleted text. This is not
necessarily new text and may therefore be given another attribute: @type="rt" (‘revised
text’). However, the encoding of such revised text adds a new level of interpretation to
the transcription. Whereas new text is a fairly objective interpretation as the textis
typed into the document for the rsttime the classi cation revised text relies on the
editor's interpretation and their understanding of the text.
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Table 5: Speci cations for additions and deletions in analogue material.

<add> @hand="#GB" @rend="#bluelnk" @type="#alternative" @place="#marginleft"
@rend="#blackink" @place="#supralinear"
@place="#inline"
<del> @hand="#GB" @rend="#blackInk" @type="#crossed Out"
@type="#overwritten"
@type="#instant Correction"
@type="#underlined"
Table 6: Speci cations for additions and deletions in digital material.
<add> @seq="201308230815| @type="context" @n="15" @evidence="6514-6556"
@type="pre-context"
@type="typo"
@type="nt"
@type="translocation"
<del> @seq="201308230830"| @type="context" @n="16" @evidence="6557-6567"
@type="pre-context"
@type="typo"
@type="translocation"
<mod> @seq="201308230840"| @type="continue" @n="17" @evidence="6576-6599"

Most of these revision types can be illustrated using the steps taken by Bogaert
when he wrote the example sentence from Table 1 ( Soms kan hij meer krijgen
dan wat hij voor zo'n kunstwerkje vraagt, maar dat wil hij nooit ). He started

by writing Soms beiden, then moved his cursor between the two words using
the left arrow key. There he wrote krijgt h . This is a pre-contextual addition,
because it takes place before the sentence is nished.

<add type="nt">Soms <add type="pre-context">kan hij
meer </add><add type="pre-context">krijg<mod
type="continue">en dan wat hij voor zo< type="typo">
n</del>'<add type="typo">n</add> kunstwerkje vraagt
</mod> <del type="pre-context">t h</del></add><del
type="pre-context">beiden</del><mod type="continue">,
maar dat <add type="typo">w</add>il hij n<add
type="context">ooit</add><del ="context">iet</del>
</mod><mod type="continue">.</mod></add>

(Example 2)

Bogaert then continued writing with another pre-contextual addition between
Somsand krijgt : kan hij meer . After inserting this fragment, he relo-
cates the cursor between the letter g and the letter t inthe word  krijgt
and continues writing. Bogaert left the leading edge (the point where he
created new meaning) to make the pre-contextual additions, but after these
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insertions a new leading edge is created as he continues writing the sentence
between the letter g and the letter t . At the new leading edge he writes:
en dan wat hij voor zon' kunstwerkje vraagt ; the screen would now
have displayed the sentence as:

Soms kan hij meer krijgen dan wat hij voor zon' kunstwerkje vraagtt
hbeiden.

The new leading edge was not positioned at the end of the un nished sentence,
but after the letter gintheword krijgt . It was thus followed by t hbeiden .
Bogaert then corrects the typo made in the production zon' (the apostrophe
was incorrectly positioned) after which he eventually deletes the bulk of unused
characters at the end of the sentence. These are all pre-contextual deletions; the
sentence is still not nished. Now the leading edge is positioned at the end of
the sentence, where Bogaert continues writing: , maar dat il hij niet
After correcting the typo with an addition he missed the letter w in writing
wil  hetypesthe full stop. This marks the moment the writing of the sentence
is nished. Somewhat later in the session, Bogaert returns to the sentence to
make a contextual revision. He substitutes niet with nooit by adding
ooit and deleting iet . The writing process of this sentence illustrates the
complexity of digital writing, but also demonstrates that the proposed encoding
succeeds in capturing every step in the process?20 Still, this encoding misses an
important aspect of the writing process: time.

5. Speci c encoding of time

Inputlog logs every keystroke and mouse movement in combination with a
timestamp. Unlike analogue writing processes, the keystroke logging data
allows us to incorporate the speci ¢ time of writing into the encoding. Through
this temporal aspect, the writer can so to speak be followed through the
text. Lindgren and Sullivan mention this aspect of keystroke logging too when
they argue that the location of revisions

shows how the writers move their points of focus during text composition;
this can be viewed as the route writers take through their texts. The actions
writers perform during composition can, for example, hint at the writers'
developing ideas and associated shifts in text focus.

(Lindgren and Sullivan 2006b, 39)

Incorporating the recorded time of the revision into the encoding thus o ers a

20 Bogaert explained in conversation that, when writing in the Word document,
he focuses primarily on nding the right words. For him, this is the hardest part of the
writing process. The rather complex way in which he types this sentence could re ect this.
While doing so, he seems primarily orientated towards its reformulation. However, this
also re ects Bogaert's personal typing habits.
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unique opportunity to study the text's genesis at a microscopic level what |
referred to as its nanogenesis earlier.

The timestamp enables the genetic scholar to investigate the location at which
the author was working before they made a revision at another place in the
text, when (and how quickly) revisions were made, and if there were certain
revision campaigns. To analyse this, the editor may encode the timestamp for
each addition and deletion and every other event worth mentioning, by using
the @secpttribute (e.g. @seg="yyyymmddhhmm)sThe editor can choose to
incorporate the dates of the writing sessions, so as to visualize the chronology of
the writing process, not only within a single session but also across several (or
all) sessions. The hours, minutes and seconds indicate the time after the start
of the session added to the time the session is started?! As such, this notation
provides the exact time the textual input took place. The TEI P5 Guidelines
propose the attribute @sedsequence) for assigning a sequence number related
to the order in which the encoded features carrying this attribute are believed
to have occurred (TEI Consortium 2020, Y11.3.1.4). In the case of the logged
writing processes, the @seattribute can be very speci c as the data provides
information about the time the deletions and additions were being made.

The timestamp given in @seccan subsequently be used to number all the
changes in @n Using an XSLT script, the events can be listed chronologically
in <listChange> and allocated a number.?? The @rincludes the number of
appearances of all insertions and deletions, as well as all returns to the leading
edge. From a computational perspective, the number in @rprovides the same
information as is given in @seqthe chronology of the modi cations. The bene t,
however, is for the (human) reader. In the eventual transcription, the numbers
will o er the reader the possibility to see the sequence of the revision in one
glance (see section 7). This is one step into making the complexity of the (digital)
writing process more easily analysable for the reader. The example below shows
the encoding of the same sentence discussed above, with the inclusion of the
time and the order of appearance, starting from 27.

<add seq="20130826151155" type="nt" evidence="1342"
n="27">Soms <add seq="20130826151216" type="pre-context"
evidence="1400-1411" n="29">kan hij meer </add><add
seq="20130826151210" type="pre-context" evidence="1374-
1383" n="28">krijg<mod seq="20130826151221"
type="continue" evidence="1423" n="30">en dan wat hij

voor zo<del seq="20130826151232" type="typo"

2L The time is derived from the StartClock in the General Analysis of Inputlog,
which is added to the start time of the session in question. In order to be able to retrieve
the event in keystroke data, the unique ID of each event in the keystroke data needs to be
included in @evidence As the time of every keystroke is given, the editor needs to make
a decision as to which time to incorporate in the encoding. For a genetic analysis, the time
of an event's rst keystroke may be the most tting option; for example, when the rst key
is pressed to start production of a new sentence.

22 | would like to thank Vincent Neyt for writing the XSLT script for this purpose.
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evidence="1508-1509" n="31">n</del>'<add
seq="20130826151233" type="typo" evidence="1513" n="32">
n</add> kunstwerkje vraagt</mod><del seq="20130826151236"
type="pre-context" evidence="1552-1557" n="33">t h</del>
</add><del seq="20130826151237" type="pre-context"
evidence="1559-1581" n="34">beiden</del><mod
seq="20130826151241" type="continue" evidence="1595-1643"
n="35">, maar dat <add seq="20130826151248" type="typo"
evidence="1643" n="36">w</add>il hij n<add
seq="20130826154211" type="context" evidence="10622-
10625" n="170">o00it</add><del seq="20130826154212"
type="context" evidence="10626-10633" n="171">jet</del>
</mod><mod seq="20130826151254" type="continue"
evidence="1666" n="37">.</mod></add>

(Example 3)

The number gives the exact order in which the modi cations were carried out
while keeping editorial interference to a minimum. This contrasts with analogue
sources, where the complexity of documentary evidence turns the numbering of
revisions into a highly interpretative act resulting only in speculative readings
(Dillen 2015, 90). By comparison, the keystroke data allows for a detailed
reconstruction not only of the revisions made at sentence level, but those at
complete-text level as well. If the author rst made a revision to a sentence
in the middle of the text and then another in a sentence at the top of the text,
this movement through the text can be reconstructed, and also crucially
referenced in analyses of the writing process.23

6. Peculiarities of digital writing

In the encoding of the keystroke logging data, the way the text is typed is taken
into account. This way, we can distinguish between di erent typing styles. In
this respect, at least two characteristics in digital writing become apparent: 1)
the recycling of words and characters, and 2) the di erent ways of performing a
deletion. These characteristics may guide editors in the decisions they make in
the encoding of born-digital writing processes.

6.1. Recycling

Although the act of deleting is e ectively free of cost in a word processor (Sulli-

van 2013, 256), authors might recycle words and characters in rewriting their
texts. This characteristic is also noted by Py Kollberg in her study of digital
revisions (1998). She discusses how a writer in her corpus keeps the t in
substituting there for it

28 The transcriptions below (see Figure 2 and Figure 4) and the discussion thereof,

provide an example of how the numbers in  @rcan be used to quote speci c revisions.
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Probably in order to minimize the e ort to make this change, the writer
keepsthetin it, and usesitinthe newword there Two elementary character
level revisions performed at di erent positions are the result, but the
e ect of both revisions is at the word level (and the words are at the
same position). Many writers would have deleted the whole word in this
situation.

(Kollberg 1998, 78; emphasis in original)

Kollberg concludes that people develop personal habits in their use of the word
processor; each writer has their own personal set of organization of operations
and is used to performing certain actions in certain ways (Kollberg 1998,
78). Not unlike handwriting, typing styles contain a ngerprint of the writer
(Lindgren etal. 2019a, 5).2* Because genetic criticism is interested in the author's
way of working, the way in which they make use of the word processor also
needs to be apparent in the transcription.

As for Bogaert's way of typing, his recycling of words is very promi-
nent. Indeed, it is already present in the sample sentence discussed above
(see Examples 2 and 3). Here, Bogaert added the clause en dan wat hij
voor zon' kunstwerkje vraagt between krijg and the letter t of the
word krijgt . As such, he recycles the word part  krijg , re-using itin the
word krijgen . Thisre-use can be detected at the word level as well, as Bogaert
kept the letter n in the substitution of niet with nooit . This is quite char-
acteristic of Bogaert; as Kollberg remarked in a similar situation quoted above,
many others would have deleted the entire word.

This recycling of words and characters makes transcription of the writ-
ing process a complex matter, as it makes the concise representation of the
ow of writing more challenging. This characteristic therefore highlights
the importance of encoding the returns to the leading edge with a di er-
ent tag. In the genetic transcription (Figure 2), it is possible to reconstruct
that en dat wat hij voor zo'n kunstwerkje vraagt (n30) was written
between krijg (n28/1)and t h (n28/2) while taking into account that this
is not a regular addition, but the writing of the sentence itself. In this visualiza-
tion, the process of the writing is emphasized and the singularity of Bogaert's
writing accentuated. Hence, it is important to encode the separate steps in the
writing process in order to be able to reconstruct the ow of writing.

24 This also depends on the computer or laptop used; the keyboards used in a
desktop PC set-up are more likely to incite use of the delete key, which is not available as
a single button on many laptop keyboard layouts see also section 6.2.
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Figure 2: Transcription of a paragraph in session 30, showing all the di erent modi cations.
For a legend of the colours and symbols used in this transcription, see Table 7 in
Appendix A below.

6.2. Deletions

Another way in which typing styles become apparent is the usage of the keyboard
in making a deletion. As Kollberg notes, a delete operation can be performed
in two directions: forwards and backwards (Kollberg 1998, 29). A forward
deletion removes characters to the right of the cursor, a backward deletion those
toits left (Kollberg 1998, 29). A forward deletion may be carried out by using the
delete key or by selecting the characters to the right of the cursor and pressing
the backspace key. Using only the backspace key performs a backward deletion.
The way the writer uses the keyboard in performing revision a ects the encoding
of the revision.
When a writer uses the backspace key to delete characters in a substitu-
tion a backward deletion the deleted word will usually appear in front
of the inserted word. If the author uses the backspace key to delete words
during the production of a sentence, the cursor is continuously positioned at
the end of the leading edge. During production of the clause in Example 4,
de sheerne khoran kan worden gebracht'[the sheerne khoran can be brojght
Bogaert changed the simple past tense verb kon into the simple present tense
kan. After writing  kon, he deleted on and then continued writing by

typing an:

<seg>[...]de sheerne khoran k<del seq="20140717142431"
type="pre-context" evidence="6689-6690">on</del>an
worden volbracht [...]</seg>

(Example 4)

This pre-contextual deletion can be considered as the digital equivalent of cur-
rente calamaleletions in analogue material, which usually characterize writing
produced by an author in the throes of composition, with corrections or revi-
sions made immediately rather than later (Beal 2011, 104). The linearity of
the pre-contextual deletions and the production of the sentence facilitate the
readability of the encoding.

The author may also use the delete key to remove a part of the text a forward
deletion. Bogaert prefers this technique: when he makes a substitution, he writes
the addition prior to the deletion so that the new word appears to the left of the
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older one in the substitution of niet with nooit , forinstance, the writing
of ooit preceded the deletion of iet . The addition therefore appears before
the deletion in the encoding. In the encoding of analogue material, however,
Elli Bleeker notes that a deletion is normally located

before [i.e. tothe left of ] an addition in a transcription (regardless of the
actual positioning of these elements [on the document]), simply because
in the western world we read a transcription from left to right and we
usually assume that a word is rst deleted and then replaced.

(Bleeker 2015, 98)

This choice is usually guided by the goal of the transcription of analogue material:
to render the text more readable (Bleeker 2015, 98). In the transcription of a
digital writing process, the goal is also to reconstruct that process as this is
not visible in the document and to capture the author's way of working. The
additions and deletions are therefore best placed in the position at which they
occurred: the way the deletions are performed dictates the decisions made in
the encoding.

7. Interpretation, selection and argumentation

The proposed encoding produces a transcription of the keystroke logging data in
order to provide data output suitable for a genetic analysis. Speci cally, it allows
for the examination of revisions and new text production, their sequences and
their e ect on the text. This transcription alone is not su cient to create a digital
genetic edition, but it provides a sound basis for the visualization of the writing
process. Moreover, the act of encoding the keystroke logging data does coincide
with the encoding practice for analogue material in that, here too, relatively
simple text encoding forces us to make editorial decisions (Bleeker 2015, 112).
In the case of keystroke logged writing processes, the need for abstraction (and
therefore interpretation) of the recorded material only increases, because there
is so much additional information available to the editor. As the examples
above demonstrate, simply converting the writing actions that are recorded in
the logging data to their editorial representations already implies making a
series of editorial choices, such as selecting the data and deciding where the
encoded insertions and deletions should be located in the transcription. While
the keystroke logging data serves to make more objective observations about
the sequence of the writing, it also forces the editor to make their interpretation
of the material even more explicit.

The transcription of the keystroke logging data tries to be as objective as pos-
sible. In its proposal to complement a text-oriented approach with a document-
oriented one, the TEI Ms SIG refers to the opposition in German editorial theory
as coined by Hans Zeller betweenthe Befund andthe Deutung . Respec-
tively, these refer to what is there in the source document, the record (Befund),
and the interpretation of this phenomenon (Deutung) (TEI Consortium 2020,
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Y1.1). The Workgroup notes that one cannot talk about the record without any
interpretation (especially not in the realm of genetic criticism) but does make a
distinction between di erent levels of interpretation:

there is an obvious di erence between the interpretation that some trace
of ink is indeed a speci c letter and the assumption that a change in one
line of a manuscript must have been made at the same time as a change in
another line because their e ects are textually related.

(TEI Consortium 2020, Y1.1)

The Workgroup therefore proposes making a distinction between the interpre-
tation of what's there (document/fact) and how does it relate (text/in-
terpretation) (TEI Consortium 2020, Y1.1). A similar distinction is made in
research into cognitive writing process, when it di erentiates between what are
called elementary revisionsind interpreted revisionsAccording to Kollberg, an
elementary revision is a single deletion or insertion, and the analysis of such
elementary revisions is therefore based only on the writer's overt action in
manipulating the text, with a minimum of interpretation of how revisions may
be related according to the writer's intentions (Kollberg 1998, 16). Interpreted
revisions, on the other hand, are revisions which are analysed at a higher level.
For example, if two or more elementary revisions that are seemingly united
by the same goal may be combined and interpreted by the researcher as a unit
(Kollberg 1998, 17).

Following that logic, the proposed encoding therefore focuses solely on the
elementary revisions. For example, the distinction between contextual and pre-
contextual revisions rests only on the author's actions as they are recorded in
the keystroke logging data. When a revision is made during the production of a
sentence (before the author presses the full stop), it is marked as a pre-contextual
revision. When the revision is made within a completed sentence (after the full
stop is typed), it is marked as a contextual revision. In addition, revisions are
encoded according to the way they are performed and the replacement of one
word with another is not encoded as a substitution. 2> Nevertheless, this can
only allow for a certain degree of objectivity, since the selection of the material
already involves interpretation (Dillen 2018, 38).

Selection plays a pivotal part in the encoding of the keystroke logging data.
Although the transcription sets out to represent the author's movement through
the text, many indications of movement have been left out of the encoding. The
encoding marks only the textual output, as generated by the keyboard, consisting
of characters and punctuation marks. As such, it omits the keyboard events

UP, DOWN LEFTand RIGHT The same applies to the mouse movements.
In focusing on the textual output, the encoding also ignores data provided about
pauses, their locations and the timing of each action. Moreover, as the only time
that is encoded in the transcription is the start time of any modi cation, the time

25 Forexample, when niet ischangedto nooit byadding ooit and deleting

iet ,only ooit and iet are marked with elements.
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between the end of one revision and the start of another is omitted as well. This
means that the time between two subsequent revisions cannot be deduced. This
does not imply, for instance, that long pauses or other time indications cannot be
encoded in the transcription, but rather that such an encoding does not lie within
the scope of this particular transcription. The main aim of this transcription is
to help the scholar/reader follow the sequence of text production and revisions
with a focus on the text and its meaning. 28 By reducing the presentation of other
kinds of information, the scholar/reader is less distracted from analysing the
text. Still, even with a focus on the textual output, interpretation remains a key
factor in the encoding as the idea of presenting a text in an objective way is
problematic and arguably impossible (Bleeker 2015, 114). This seems even
more true when encoding keystroke logging data, as the editor is setting out to
reconstruct a state of the text which has never existed in full.

When all the deletions and insertions within a given session are encoded,
we arrive at a state of the text that has never actually appeared on the author's
computer screen as such, and has therefore never interacted with. This might
present us with some issues, such as the question where to encode insertions
and deletions when several revisions are located at virtually the same position
in the logs (Kollberg 1998, 34). The editor's interpretation is necessary in these
instances, especially when the author makes an insertion next to a place in
the document where there was a previous deletion. That is the case because
when the author inserts text, the text is inserted at the cursor location. But
since any previously deleted text remains visible in the encoding, there is no
straightforward place to locate the insertion in relation to the previously deleted
text (Kollberg 1998, 34). A protocol for such cases could be that when it pertains
a single insertion, the insertion should be encoded to the right of the previous
deletion in line with Bleeker's argument for encoding deletions and additions
in analogue witnesses. And when it comes to substitutions, the way in which
the insertion and deletion were performed could help make the most accurate
decision. For example, when new text was inserted rst, and the old text forward
deleted afterwards, we could transcribe the insertion rst (i.e. to the left) and
the deletion second (i.e. to the right).

The editor's interpretation also comes to the fore in the transformation of
the TEI-XML encoding. Joris van Zundert and Tara Andrews argue that the
interface of the digital edition functions as an argument: Our rst observation
is that a digital edition's interface is an argument not just an argument about
the text, but also an argument about the attitude of the editor, a window into
his or her take on methodology and the digital edition itself (2018, 7). The
interface of a digital scholarly edition is always closely linked to the data model
of the underlying data and the editorial principles expressed in this data model ,
so they function as an interpretation of knowledge and provide users with

26 Providing another transcription in which the pauses are encoded would indeed
be useful, as it would provide information about the uency of the writing. This may help
interpret the sequence of the revisions from a cognitive perspective.



30 Variants 15 16 (2021)

a more or less guided tour through the data and its general presentational
setting (Bleier and Klug 2018, VII). While di erent transcriptions given below
cannot be considered as a fully developed interface, they already function as an
integral part of rhetorical form since they foreground the textual development
(Andrews and Van Zundert 2018, 8). As an example, | shall discuss some
possible transcriptions of the paragraph that includes the example sentence |
refered to above, with a view to guiding attention towards the dynamics and
non-linearity of the writing process in this case within a single writing session.

The rst option is to display a transcription that simply presents a reconstruc-
tion of all the textual operations within their textual context. This transcription
promotes reading of the text with all the modi cations made during this session.
The di erent types of modi cation are visualized in di erent colours, which
indicate that the writing of this paragraph proceeded in di erent steps. At a
glance, one can see the dynamics that underlie the writing process:

Figure 3: Transcription of another paragraph in session 30, displaying all the di erent
modi cations.

The transcription can then be modi ed to show how the text developed during
the session. By removing all the added text, this transcription visualizes the text
within the paragraph that was already written at the moment Bogaert started
this new session:

Figure 4: Transcription of the same paragraph in session 30, displaying the text as it was
at the beginning of the session.

Conversely, the deleted text can also be removed. This enables readers to see the
state of the text at the end of the session. By providing the option to read the
state of the text at the beginning and the end of the session, one is encouraged
to focus on how the text developed and on which steps were taken during its
writing. This shows that the rst and the second sentence were transposed and
that Bogaert added eight new sentences2’

27 In fact, Bogeart added nine of them: one of the sentences was then deleted

during the same session.
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Figure 5: Transcription of a paragraph in session 30, displaying the text at the end of the
session.

Next, the sequence of all the modi cations can be studied by displaying
their numbers in sequential order. The rst modi cations in this paragraph
are the insertions of four new sentences (n14-n17);28 the writing of the
fourth of these is interrupted by typing errorsin  shilderijtejes [sid (n18-
n20; [paintingg), which Bogaert corrects before nishing the sentence with
die hij maakt en verkoopt. (n21; [ which he makes and sé)lsHence, if one
continues following the sequence of all the writing operations in chronological
order, the nanogenesis can be analysed. This shows, for example, that Bogaert
wrote the seventh sentence (n22) and then returned to the sixth sentence to insert
the clause, with typos, aan en[sid paar vieden [sic en famileileden [sid
(n23; [to a few friends and family memb@rsHe then immediately substituted
famileileden [sid (n25;[ family membe®with verwanten (n24;[ relative§).
The sentences Maar het is best wel goed (n99; [ Butitis pretty good) and
Het is zo'n jongen van wie je alleen maar kan houden (n150; [ He's
the kind of guy you can only lofewere inserted later, which indicates that he did
not work continuously on this paragraph but relocated the point of inscription
to other locations in the text in the meantime. The order of some revisions might
also indicate a relationship between them; the quest to correct typos (n91-n94)
and inserting a new sentence after deleting another (n149-n150). The sequence
of the modi cations shows the continuous shaping and reshaping of the text by
Bogaert, a process made possible by the word processor:

Figure 6: Transcription of a paragraph in session 30, displaying the sequence (numbers)
of the modi cations. For a legend of the colours and symbols used in this
transcription, see Table 7 in Appendix A below.

28 The numbers (e.g., n14) refer to the chronology of each modi cation made in

this paragraph during this logged writing session and coincide with the ~ @rattribute in
XML (see also Appendix A).
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Lastly, symbols can be added to the transcription to provide an option for
colour-blind users to still be able to distinguish the di erent modi cations
(see Appendix A). Adding these symbols can also enhance readability at the
borders of the insertions and deletions; for example, by distinguishing the
contextual addition verwanten within the contextual addition  aan en[siq
paar vienden [sic en famileileden [sid:

Figure 7: Transcription of a paragraph in session 30, displaying the sequence (numbers)
of the modi cations and symbols.

Overall, these di erent transcriptions aim to make the argument that the
sequence of the writing operations and the overall development of the text
are our main points of attention, and can then be used for further analysis. For
example, to examine the e ect of the revisions, and how they relate and interact
with one another.

8. New perspectives

The combination of the Word documents (the session-versions) with the
keystroke logging data (the process) serves to uncover a text that had become
invisible during the writing process because of the overwriting nature of word
processors. The example transcriptions | provided throughout this paper prove
that is possible to arrive at a genetic transcription of born-digital works of litera-
ture that were composed using a keystroke logger in a way that also makes it
possible to represent all the di erent actions that were performed as the text was
written. By adding the time to the revision, the sequentiality of all the revisions
can also be reconstructed, which enables a detailed analysis of the way the
author moved through the text and how sentences were produced. According
to Elena Pierazzo, such a scholarly consideration of time plays a pivotal role in
the case of modern autograph drafts and working manuscripts because:
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the strati cation of corrections, deletions and additions can give insights
into an author's way of working, into the work itself, the evolution of the
author's Weltanschauungthe meaning/interpretation of the text.

(Pierazzo 2009, 171)

Compared with analogue text genetic material, the keystroke data encompasses
detailed information about the process in which the text was produced. Logging
writing processes with a keystroke logger enables an analysis of the textual
genesis at a ner granularity: at the level of the work's nanogenesis. Future
research will have to indicate whether such a nanogenetic perspective will lead
to new perspectives on (the genesis of) a text and the way present-day authors
write their texts. In addition, born-digital writing processes alter our notions of
variants and versions (Van Hulle 2019). The transcriptions of the keystroke
logging data o er a starting point for re ection on this question and for help in
rede ning these key concepts. In other words, there are still challenges aplenty
for textual scholars in the twenty- rst century.

Appendix

A. Genetic Visualization Notation Legend

In the transcriptions that were visualized in Figures 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 (see
pages 26 and 30 32 above), the di erent types of modi cations are indicated
with di erent colours, and, if preferred, with symbols (see Table 7 below).
The numbers in superscript refer to the chronology of each modi cation made
during the logged writing session and coincide with the @rattribute in XML.
The numbers belong to nearest textual element in the same colour, and the
numbers associated with the insertion of new text and the continuation of
un nished sentences are positioned at the beginning of the relevant text segment,
while those associated with the revision types are located at its end. Since
insertions can be made within insertions, higher numbers can appear within text
elements which have been allocated another (lower) number. The same applies
to deletions within previous inserted text. If notinterrupted by a number and text
segmentin orange (indicating the continuation of an un nished sentence) or text
and number in red and bright green (respectively pre-contextual deletions and
pre-contextual additions) the production of a new sentence was uninterrupted
and therefore runs from start to end.
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Table 7: Legend

B. Inputlog's General Analysis

Table 8 below shows the General Analysis of the writing process of following
sentence in Gie Bogaert'sRoosevelfreferenced in Table 1, p.10; Figure 2, p.26;
Example 2, p.21; and Example 3, p.23):

Soms kan hij meer krijgen dan wat hij voor zo'n kunstwerkje vraagt, maar
dat wil hij nooit.

Inthe table, the rst column ( #id) shows the number of the event (consecutively).
Inthe second column the Event Typdndicates the kind of event that was recorded,
be that of the type keyboard, mouse speech, focus, insert or replacement .
The next column then shows the event's Output. In case of a keyboard event,
this output records the typed letter. The position in the fourth column ( Pos)
represents the cursor position. The fth column ( Doc. Len) shows the
length of the document expressed in characters. This di ers from the character
production represented in the sixth column ( CP), which shows all the characters
produced during all the writing sessions so far. The Start Timeand Start Clock
(columns seven and eight) show the time of the key in respectively in
milliseconds and in clock time and the End Timeand End Clock(columns
nine and ten) of each key up . The Action Time ( Act. Time column eleven)
represents the time between each key in and key up, the Pause Timgcolumn
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twelve) the time between two key ins. The location of the pause is shown in
Pause Locatiofcolumn thirteen).

As such, this table reproduces all the information from Inputlog's logging
output, except for three columns: x, y, and another Pause Locationolumn (of
the same name). In the original output, the x and y columns respectively
track the location of the mouse on the x and y-axes on the screen (Leijten and
Van Waes 2013), and are only logged for mouseevent types (and therefore
remained empty for this writing action). The other Pause Locationolumn was
logged a number code for each of the (written out) location types (such as
BEFORE WORBEHIN WORRE.) and therefore carries no additional rel-
evant information. Overall, then, the General Analysis provides information
about what was written where and when, and therefore provides all the details
needed for a ne-grained reconstruction of the writing process.

Table 8

#d  EventType ‘ Output ‘ Pos. Doc. CP  Start  Start End End Act.  Pause Pause Location

Len Time  Clock Time  Clock Time Time
1342 keyboard S 4155 6702 6737 284827 00:04:44.827 284889 00:04:44.889 265 EBEFORE WORDS
1343 keyboard o 4156 6703 6738 285154 00:04:45.154 285217 00:04:45.217 63 3AITHIN WORDS
1344 keyboard m 4157 6704 6739 285279 00:04:45.279 285357 00:04:45.357 78 1B8THIN WORDS
1345 keyboard s 4158 6705 6740 285310 00:04:45.310 285388 00:04:45.388 78 3WITHIN WORDS
1346 keyboard SPACE 4159 6706 6741 285498 00:04:45.498 285560 00:04:45.560 62 18BTER WORDS
1347 keyboard b 4160 6707 6742 285685 00:04:45.685 285747 00:04:45.747 62 1BEFORE WORDS
1348 keyboard e 4161 6708 6743 285825 00:04:45.825 285888 00:04:45.888 63 MOTHIN WORDS
1349 keyboard i 4162 6709 6744 285903 00:04:45.903 285966 00:04:45.966 63 78/ITHIN WORDS
1350 keyboard d 4163 6710 6745 286044 00:04:46.044 286122 00:04:46.122 78 MIATHIN WORDS
1351 keyboard e 4164 6711 6746 286231 00:04:46.231 286278 00:04:46.278 47 1BATHIN WORDS
1352 keyboard n 4165 6712 6747 286356 00:04:46.356 286418 00:04:46.418 62 1B8THIN WORDS
1353 keyboard SPACE 4166 6713 6748 286590 00:04:46.590 286636 00:04:46.636 46 2BATER WORDS
1368 keyboard LEFT 4160 6714 6749 298368 00:04:58.368 298399 00:04:58.399 31 TAIRKNOWN
1370 keyboard RIGHT 4159 6714 6749 298773 00:04:58.773 298898 00:04:58.898 125 40BKNOWN
1372 keyboard RIGHT 4160 6714 6749 298976 00:04:58.976 299085 00:04:59.085 109 20BKNOWN
1374 keyboard LEFT 4161 6714 6749 299319 00:04:59.319 299429 00:04:59.429 110 34BKNOWN
1376 keyboard k 4160 6714 6749 300505 00:05:00.505 300567 00:05:00.567 62 1BBEORE WORDS
1377 keyboard r 4161 6715 6750 301098 00:05:01.098 301145 00:05:01.145 47 S58B8THIN WORDS
1378 keyboard i 4162 6716 6751 301691 00:05:01.691 301769 00:05:01.769 78 S588THIN WORDS
1379 keyboard j 4163 6717 6752 301800 00:05:01.800 301878 00:05:01.878 78 10ATHIN WORDS
1380 keyboard g 4164 6718 6753 302096 00:05:02.096 302143 00:05:02.143 47 208THIN WORDS
1381 keyboard t 4165 6719 6754 302237 00:05:02.237 302299 00:05:02.299 62 MATHIN WORDS
1382 keyboard SPACE 4166 6720 6755 302455 00:05:02.455 302502 00:05:02.502 47 2ABTER WORDS
1383 keyboard h 4167 6721 6756 302736 00:05:02.736 302798 00:05:02.798 62 2BEFORE WORDS
1384 keyboard LEFT 4168 6722 6757 304483 00:05:04.483 304545 00:05:04.545 62 1BWKNOWN
1386 keyboard LEFT 4167 6722 6757 304670 00:05:04.670 304717 00:05:04.717 47 18RKNOWN
1388 keyboard LEFT 4166 6722 6757 304811 00:05:04.811 304857 00:05:04.857 46 T4NKNOWN
1390 keyboard LEFT 4165 6722 6757 304967 00:05:04.967 305013 00:05:05.013 46 158IKNOWN
1392 keyboard LEFT 4164 6722 6757 305107 00:05:05.107 305169 00:05:05.169 62 14BIKNOWN
1394 keyboard LEFT 4163 6722 6757 305263 00:05:05.263 305325 00:05:05.325 62 188IKNOWN
1396 keyboard LEFT 4162 6722 6757 305419 00:05:05.419 305497 00:05:05.497 78 158IKNOWN
1398 keyboard LEFT 4161 6722 6757 305622 00:05:05.622 305684 00:05:05.684 62 20BKNOWN




36 Variants 15 16 (2021)
Table 8: continued
#id  Event Type ‘ Output Pos. Doc. CP  Start Start End End Act.  Pause Pause Location
Len Time  Clock Time  Clock Time Time
1400 keyboard k 4160 6722 6757 306480 00:05:06.480 306527 00:05:06.527 47 8BBEFORE WORDS
1401 keyboard a 4161 6723 6758 306558 00:05:06.558 306651 00:05:06.651 93 78/ITHIN WORDS
1402 keyboard n 4162 6724 6759 306667 00:05:06.667 306729 00:05:06.729 62 108THIN WORDS
1403 keyboard SPACE 4163 6725 6760 306839 00:05:06.839 306885 00:05:06.885 46 1ABTER WORDS
1404 keyboard h 4164 6726 6761 307041 00:05:07.041 307088 00:05:07.088 47 2BEFORE WORDS
1405 keyboard i 4165 6727 6762 307197 00:05:07.197 307307 00:05:07.307 110 1MBGTHIN WORDS
1406 keyboard j 4166 6728 6763 307291 00:05:07.291 307369 00:05:07.369 78 94ITHIN WORDS
1407 keyboard SPACE 4167 6729 6764 307494 00:05:07.494 307572 00:05:07.572 78 2BBTER WORDS
1408 keyboard m 4168 6730 6765 307650 00:05:07.650 307712 00:05:07.712 62 1BEFORE WORDS
1409 keyboard e 4169 6731 6766 307790 00:05:07.790 307868 00:05:07.868 78 IMOTHIN WORDS
1410 keyboard e 4170 6732 6767 307931 00:05:07.931 308009 00:05:08.009 78 IMATHIN WORDS
1411 keyboard r 4171 6733 6768 308009 00:05:08.009 308055 00:05:08.055 46 78/ITHIN WORDS
1412 keyboard SPACE 4172 6734 6769 308196 00:05:08.196 308274 00:05:08.274 78 1BFTER WORDS
1413 keyboard RIGHT 4173 6735 6770 309849 00:05:09.849 309912 00:05:09.912 63 185KNOWN
1415 keyboard RIGHT 4174 6735 6770 310037 00:05:10.037 310068 00:05:10.068 31 18BIKNOWN
1417 keyboard RIGHT 4175 6735 6770 310161 00:05:10.161 310271 00:05:10.271 110 12MKNOWN
1419 keyboard RIGHT 4176 6735 6770 310349 00:05:10.349 310458 00:05:10.458 109  18BKNOWN
1421 keyboard RIGHT 4177 6735 6770 310707 00:05:10.707 310785 00:05:10.785 78 35BIKNOWN
1423 keyboard e 4178 6735 6770 311409 00:05:11.409 311487 00:05:11.487 78 TBEFORE WORDS
1424 keyboard n 4179 6736 6771 311550 00:05:11.550 311597 00:05:11.597 47 IMATHIN WORDS
1425 keyboard SPACE 4180 6737 6772 311706 00:05:11.706 311784 00:05:11.784 78 1ABTER WORDS
1426 keyboard d 4181 6738 6773 311831 00:05:11.831 311909 00:05:11.909 78 IREFORE WORDS
1427 keyboard a 4182 6739 6774 311987 00:05:11.987 312065 00:05:12.065 78 1BBTHIN WORDS
1428 keyboard n 4183 6740 6775 312096 00:05:12.096 312143 00:05:12.143 47 IMITHIN WORDS
1429 keyboard SPACE 4184 6741 6776 312252 00:05:12.252 312330 00:05:12.330 78 1ABTER WORDS
1430 keyboard w 4185 6742 6777 312392 00:05:12.392 312486 00:05:12.486 94 1BEFORE WORDS
1431 keyboard a 4186 6743 6778 312548 00:05:12.548 312626 00:05:12.626 78 1BBTHIN WORDS
1432 keyboard t 4187 6744 6779 312626 00:05:12.626 312689 00:05:12.689 63 78/ITHIN WORDS
1433 keyboard SPACE 4188 6745 6780 312829 00:05:12.829 312907 00:05:12.907 78 28BTER WORDS
1434 keyboard h 4189 6746 6781 313188 00:05:13.188 313250 00:05:13.250 62 3BEFORE WORDS
1435 keyboard i 4190 6747 6782 313359 00:05:13.359 313469 00:05:13.469 110 MMITHIN WORDS
1436 keyboard j 4191 6748 6783 313453 00:05:13.453 313547 00:05:13.547 94 94ITHIN WORDS
1437 keyboard SPACE 4192 6749 6784 313687 00:05:13.687 313765 00:05:13.765 78 2BATER WORDS
1438 keyboard \ 4193 6750 6785 313812 00:05:13.812 313890 00:05:13.890 78 IBEFORE WORDS
1439 keyboard o 4194 6751 6786 313921 00:05:13.921 313968 00:05:13.968 47 108THIN WORDS
1440 keyboard o 4195 6752 6787 314046 00:05:14.046 314108 00:05:14.108 62 128THIN WORDS
1441 keyboard r 4196 6753 6788 314155 00:05:14.155 314217 00:05:14.217 62 10ATHIN WORDS
1442 keyboard SPACE 4197 6754 6789 314264 00:05:14.264 314358 00:05:14.358 94 1ABTER WORDS
1443 keyboard z 4198 6755 6790 314451 00:05:14.451 314529 00:05:14.529 78 IBEFORE WORDS
1444 keyboard [} 4199 6756 6791 314592 00:05:14.592 314654 00:05:14.654 62 IMITHIN WORDS
1445 keyboard n 4200 6757 6792 314810 00:05:14.810 314857 00:05:14.857 47 208THIN WORDS
1446 keyboard ' 4201 6758 6793 314919 00:05:14.919 314966 00:05:14.966 47 10ATHIN WORDS
1447 keyboard SPACE 4202 6759 6794 315075 00:05:15.075 315138 00:05:15.138 63 1ABTER WORDS
1448 keyboard k 4203 6760 6795 315543 00:05:15.543 315606 00:05:15.606 63 4BBFORE WORDS
1449 keyboard u 4204 6761 6796 315746 00:05:15.746 315793 00:05:15.793 47 208THIN WORDS
1450 keyboard n 4205 6762 6797 315918 00:05:15.918 315980 00:05:15.980 62 IR2THIN WORDS
1451 keyboard s 4206 6763 6798 316027 00:05:16.027 316105 00:05:16.105 78 108THIN WORDS
1452 keyboard t 4207 6764 6799 316152 00:05:16.152 316183 00:05:16.183 31 128THIN WORDS
1453 keyboard w 4208 6765 6800 316277 00:05:16.277 316355 00:05:16.355 78 128THIN WORDS
1454 keyboard e 4209 6766 6801 316526 00:05:16.526 316620 00:05:16.620 94 2M8THIN WORDS
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Table 8: continued

37

#id  Event Type ‘ Output Pos. Doc. CP  Start  Start End End Act.  Pause Pause Location
Len Time  Clock Time  Clock Time Time

1455 keyboard r 4210 6767 6802 316589 00:05:16.589 316667 00:05:16.667 78 68/ITHIN WORDS

1456 keyboard k 4211 6768 6803 316760 00:05:16.760 316823 00:05:16.823 63 IRITHIN WORDS

1457 keyboard j 4212 6769 6804 316916 00:05:16.916 316963 00:05:16.963 47 1BBTHIN WORDS

1458 keyboard e 4213 6770 6805 317025 00:05:17.025 317088 00:05:17.088 63 1@ATHIN WORDS

1459 keyboard SPACE 4214 6771 6806 317150 00:05:17.150 317213 00:05:17.213 63 1RBTER WORDS

1460 keyboard v 4215 6772 6807 317369 00:05:17.369 317415 00:05:17.415 46 2BEFORE WORDS

1461 keyboard r 4216 6773 6808 317540 00:05:17.540 317587 00:05:17.587 47 IRITHIN WORDS

1462 keyboard a 4217 6774 6809 317634 00:05:17.634 317696 00:05:17.696 62 9WITHIN WORDS

1463 keyboard a 4218 6775 6810 317790 00:05:17.790 317868 00:05:17.868 78 1BBTHIN WORDS

1464 keyboard g 4219 6776 6811 317961 00:05:17.961 318008 00:05:18.008 47 IRITHIN WORDS

1465 keyboard t 4220 6777 6812 318180 00:05:18.180 318211 00:05:18.211 31 2MTHIN WORDS

1504 keyboard LEFT 4202 6778 6813 321581 00:05:21.581 321596 00:05:21.596 15 340KNOWN

1506 keyboard LEFT 4201 6778 6813 321908 00:05:21.908 321986 00:05:21.986 78 3ARKNOWN

1508 keyboard DELETE 4200 6777 6813 322298 00:05:22.298 322329 00:05:22.329 31 3REVISION

1509 replacement [4200:4201] 4200 6777 6813 322298 00:05:22.298 322329 00:05:22.329 0 O0CHANGE

1511 keyboard RIGHT 4200 6777 6813 322517 00:05:22.517 322595 00:05:22.595 78 208KNOWN

1513 keyboard n 4201 6777 6813 323546 00:05:23.546 323609 00:05:23.609 63 IBEFORE WORDS

1546 keyboard RIGHT 4218 6778 6814 324903 00:05:24.903 324935 00:05:24.935 32 1356KNOWN

1548 keyboard RIGHT 4219 6778 6814 325231 00:05:25.231 325309 00:05:25.309 78 32BKNOWN

1550 keyboard RIGHT 4220 6778 6814 325481 00:05:25.481 325496 00:05:25.496 15 2530KNOWN

1552 keyboard DELETE 4221 6777 6814 325949 00:05:25.949 325995 00:05:25.995 46 4BEVISION

1553 replacement [4221:4222] 4221 6777 6814 325949 00:05:25.949 325995 00:05:25.995 0 OCHANGE

1555 keyboard SPACE 4221 6777 6814 326448 00:05:26.448 326541 00:05:26.541 93 48BTER WORDS

1556 keyboard DELETE 4222 6777 6815 326838 00:05:26.838 326916 00:05:26.916 78 3REVISION

1557 replacement [4222:4223] 4222 6777 6815 326838 00:05:26.838 326916 00:05:26.916 0 OCHANGE

1559 keyboard DELETE 4222 6776 6815 327041 00:05:27.041 327103 00:05:27.103 62 2RBVISION

1560 replacement [4222:4223] 4222 6776 6815 327041 00:05:27.041 327103 00:05:27.103 0 O0CHANGE

1562 keyboard DELETE 4222 6775 6815 327181 00:05:27.181 327181 00:05:27.181 0 1REVISION

1563 replacement [4222:4223] 4222 6775 6815 327181 00:05:27.181 327181 00:05:27.181 0 O0CHANGE

1565 keyboard DELETE 4222 6774 6815 327696 00:05:27.696 327696 00:05:27.696 O SREVISION

1566 replacement [4222:4223] 4222 6774 6815 327696 00:05:27.696 327696 00:05:27.696 O OCHANGE

1568 keyboard DELETE 4222 6773 6815 327727 00:05:27.727 327727 00:05:27.727 0 3REVISION

1569 replacement [4222:4223] 4222 6773 6815 327727 00:05:27.727 327727 00:05:27.727 0 OCHANGE

1571 keyboard DELETE 4222 6772 6815 327758 00:05:27.758 327758 00:05:27.758 0 3REVISION

1572 replacement [4222:4223] 4222 6772 6815 327758 00:05:27.758 327758 00:05:27.758 0 OCHANGE

1574 keyboard DELETE 4222 6771 6815 327789 00:05:27.789 327789 00:05:27.789 0 3REVISION

1575 replacement [4222:4223] 4222 6771 6815 327789 00:05:27.789 327789 00:05:27.789 0 OCHANGE

1577 keyboard DELETE 4222 6770 6815 327836 00:05:27.836 327836 00:05:27.836 O 4REVISION

1578 replacement [4222:4223] 4222 6770 6815 327836 00:05:27.836 327836 00:05:27.836 0 OCHANGE

1580 keyboard DELETE 4222 6769 6815 327867 00:05:27.867 327899 00:05:27.899 32 3REVISION

1581 replacement [4222:4223] 4222 6769 6815 327867 00:05:27.867 327899 00:05:27.899 0 OCHANGE

1583 keyboard RETURN 4222 6769 6815 328476 00:05:28.476 328569 00:05:28.569 93 6BEFORE PARAGRAPHS

1584 keyboard RETURN 4223 6770 6816 328647 00:05:28.647 328710 00:05:28.710 63 IBEFORE WORDS

1585 keyboard LEFT 4224 6771 6817 329147 00:05:29.147 329240 00:05:29.240 93 S00KNOWN

1587 keyboard LEFT 4223 6771 6817 329334 00:05:29.334 329396 00:05:29.396 62 18BRKNOWN

1589 keyboard LEFT 4222 6771 6817 329490 00:05:29.490 329584 00:05:29.584 94 188IKNOWN

1591 keyboard LEFT 4221 6771 6817 329693 00:05:29.693 329771 00:05:29.771 78 20BKNOWN

1593 keyboard RIGHT 4220 6771 6817 330020 00:05:30.020 330130 00:05:30.130 110 32RKNOWN

1595 keyboard s 4221 6771 6817 330847 00:05:30.847 330894 00:05:30.894 47 8RFTER WORDS

1596 keyboard SPACE 4222 6772 6818 330988 00:05:30.988 331050 00:05:31.050 62 1AETER WORDS
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Table 8: continued

#id  Event Type ‘ Output ‘ Pos. Doc. CP  Start Start End End Act.  Pause Pause Location
Len Time  Clock Time  Clock Time Time

1597 keyboard m 4223 6773 6819 331175 00:05:31.175 331237 00:05:31.237 62 1BZFORE WORDS

1598 keyboard a 4224 6774 6820 331206 00:05:31.206 331284 00:05:31.284 78 3WITHIN WORDS

1599 keyboard a 4225 6775 6821 331362 00:05:31.362 331456 00:05:31.456 94 1BBTHIN WORDS

1600 keyboard r 4226 6776 6822 331518 00:05:31.518 331565 00:05:31.565 47 1B6THIN WORDS

1601 keyboard SPACE 4227 6777 6823 331736 00:05:31.736 331799 00:05:31.799 63 2ABTER WORDS

1602 keyboard d 4228 6778 6824 331830 00:05:31.830 331892 00:05:31.892 62 9BEFORE WORDS

1603 keyboard a 4229 6779 6825 331986 00:05:31.986 332064 00:05:32.064 78 1B6THIN WORDS

1604 keyboard t 4230 6780 6826 332111 00:05:32.111 332142 00:05:32.142 31 128THIN WORDS

1605 keyboard SPACE 4231 6781 6827 332282 00:05:32.282 332345 00:05:32.345 63 1RETER WORDS

1606 keyboard i 4232 6782 6828 332579 00:05:32.579 332626 00:05:32.626 47 2BEFORE WORDS

1607 keyboard | 4233 6783 6829 332688 00:05:32.688 332766 00:05:32.766 78 108THIN WORDS

1608 keyboard SPACE 4234 6784 6830 332906 00:05:32.906 332938 00:05:32.938 32 2ABTER WORDS

1609 keyboard h 4235 6785 6831 333203 00:05:33.203 333250 00:05:33.250 47 2BEFORE WORDS

1610 keyboard i 4236 6786 6832 333374 00:05:33.374 333515 00:05:33.515 141 MITHIN WORDS

1611 keyboard j 4237 6787 6833 333484 00:05:33.484 333577 00:05:33.577 93 IW0THIN WORDS

1612 keyboard SPACE 4238 6788 6834 333702 00:05:33.702 333749 00:05:33.749 47 2ABTER WORDS

1613 keyboard n 4239 6789 6835 333889 00:05:33.889 333952 00:05:33.952 63 1BEFORE WORDS

1614 keyboard i 4240 6790 6836 333998 00:05:33.998 334076 00:05:34.076 78 IMTHIN WORDS

1615 keyboard e 4241 6791 6837 334123 00:05:34.123 334186 00:05:34.186 63 128THIN WORDS

1616 keyboard t 4242 6792 6838 334279 00:05:34.279 334342 00:05:34.342 63 1BBTHIN WORDS

1637 keyboard LEFT 4233 6793 6839 336775 00:05:36.775 336791 00:05:36.791 16 248KNOWN

1639 keyboard LEFT 4232 6793 6839 337025 00:05:37.025 337087 00:05:37.087 62 230KNOWN

1641 keyboard RIGHT 4231 6793 6839 337399 00:05:37.399 337508 00:05:37.508 109 3FMKNOWN

1643 keyboard w 4232 6793 6839 338351 00:05:38.351 338413 00:05:38.413 62 9BEFORE WORDS

1644 keyboard RIGHT 4233 6794 6840 341580 00:05:41.580 341658 00:05:41.658 78 JARKNOWN

1646 keyboard RIGHT 4234 6794 6840 341767 00:05:41.767 341767 00:05:41.767 0O 18RKNOWN

1648 keyboard RIGHT 4235 6794 6840 342266 00:05:42.266 342266 00:05:42.266 0 4981KNOWN

1650 keyboard RIGHT 4236 6794 6840 342298 00:05:42.298 342298 00:05:42.298 0 3ANKNOWN

1652 keyboard RIGHT 4237 6794 6840 342344 00:05:42.344 342344 00:05:42.344 0 46NKNOWN

1654 keyboard RIGHT 4238 6794 6840 342376 00:05:42.376 342376 00:05:42.376 0 3ANKNOWN

1656 keyboard RIGHT 4239 6794 6840 342407 00:05:42.407 342407 00:05:42.407 0 3UNKNOWN

1658 keyboard RIGHT 4240 6794 6840 342438 00:05:42.438 342438 00:05:42.438 0 3UNKNOWN

1660 keyboard RIGHT 4241 6794 6840 342485 00:05:42.485 342485 00:05:42.485 0 4BNKNOWN

1662 keyboard RIGHT 4242 6794 6840 342516 00:05:42.516 342547 00:05:42.547 31 UNKNOWN

1664 keyboard RIGHT 4243 6794 6840 343000 00:05:43 343109 00:05:43.109 109 4BNKNOWN

1666 keyboard . 4244 6794 6840 344216 00:05:44.216 344279 00:05:44.279 63 1REGER WORDS
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Creative Concurrence. Gearing Genetic
Criticism for the Sociology of Writing

Dirk Van Hulle

Abstract This essay is an attempt to come to terms with a phenomenon that
characterizes many authors' oeuvres: the concurrent composition of several
works. My suggestion is to refer to this phenomenon as creative concurrence
drawing on experiences from two related disciplines, bibliography and the his-
tory of the book notably D. F. McKenzie's sociology of texts and the concept

of concurrent production in order to cross-pollinate genetic criticism.

Genetic criticism has so far worked with a model most explicitly put for-
ward in Pierre-Marc de Biasi's functional typology of genetic documentation
(Biasi 1996) in which the so-called bon a tireror the pass-for-press moment
plays a crucial role. This is the moment the genesis generallymoves from a
private to a public enterprise. * Genetic criticism has traditionally focused on the
so-called private component of the writing process, not so much on the public
part, because that public genesis, according to Pierre-Marc de Biasi, follows a
di erent logic:

The mutations of the avant-textetook place in a private writing domain
where everything was possible at any time, including the complete extinc-
tion of the writing, even if the work seemed to be moving in the direction
of a publishable text. By contrast, postpublication modi cations are made
in a public sphere where the book's reality cannot be ignored: they succes-
sively a ect equally de nitive textual versions of the same work, each of
which can claim the status of a completely separate text each time, with-
out it's [sic] being in general possible to recognize the logic of a process
comparable to the pre-textual one between them.

(Biasi 1996, 40)

There is a historical explanation for this focus on the somewhat too black-and-
white dichotomy between the text and the so-called avant-texte the writing
process preceding thebon a tirermoment when the author decides the text is

1 The Typology of Genetic Documentation is presented as a generatable of the

stages, phases, and operational functions that enable the classi cation of di erent types of
manuscripts according to their location and status in the process of a work's production
(Biasi 1996, 32; emphasis added).
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ready to be printed. In the rst few decades of its existence, genetic criticism
understandably emphasized its di erence from related elds of study in order

to establish itself as a discipline in its own right. Although this tendency is
understandable, the downside is that there have been relatively few e orts
(from the perspective of genetic criticism) to see how these related elds of
study dealt with modern manuscripts. Thus, for instance, in The Study of Modern
Manuscripts (1993), Donald H. Reiman distinguishes between private, con -
dential, and public documents, based on the functions their authors intended
them to play in communicating with speci c intended readers (Reiman 1993,
xi). According to Reiman, the primary factor that categorizes a manuscript as
private, con dentia) or public is the nature and extent of the writer's intended
audience (Reiman 1993, 65; emphasis in original): A manuscriptis privateif
its author intended it to be read only by one person or a speci ¢ small group of
people whose identity he knew in advance; con dentialif it was intended for a
prede ned but larger audience who may or may not be personally known

to or interested in the author; and publiconly if it was written to be published or
circulated for perusal by a widespread, unspeci ed audience (Reiman 1993,
65; emphasis in original). Possible objections to Reiman's categorization are
its exclusive reliance on authorial intention and the compartmentalization of
a creative space that is uid and uncompartmentalized by nature. But at least
Reiman's suggestion adds nuance to a phenomenon that is treated rather implic-
itly in de Biasi's typology.

In its generality, de Biasi's more dichotomous understanding of a movement
from private to public in creativecomposition is similar to an equally general
statement in a related eld of study, Bibliography, about another form of compo-
sition. In Bibliography, composition usually refers to the work of the compositor
at the printer's. With reference to this type of composition in the early modern
period, R. B. McKerrow had made the general claim that for a printing house
to be carried on economically there must be a de nite correspondence between
rate of composition and the output of the machine room (qtd. in McKenzie
2002, 26, suggesting that the printing house functioned as a well-oiled machine,
focusing on one book at a time. Donald F. McKenzie, however, explained how
McKerrow's valid general statement is transformed into an invalid particular
statement , by looking more closely at the day-to-day business of speci ¢ print-
ing houses. For instance, in his bibliographical study of the rst sixteen years of
Cambridge University Press, McKenzie concluded that a small printing house,
never using more than two presses, [...] habitually printed several books
concurrently (26). McKenzie was able to demonstrate that this principle of
concurrent production applied to virtually all book manufacture (McDonald
and Suarez in McKenzie 2002, 14).

Genetic criticism can bene t from McKenzie's insights in bibliography and
book history. On the one hand, his notion of the sociology of texts can be
an incentive to pay more attention (in genetic criticism) to the sociology of
writing. And on the other hand, his notion of concurrent production can be a
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source of inspiration to examine a phenomenon that is understudied in genetic
criticism: writers working on several projects simultaneously, which | propose to
call creative concurrence and which cannot be studied without its diachronic
counterpart: creative recurrence .

These two principles of the sociology of writing and creative concurrence
andrecurrence are tied to each other in the sense that they both tend to challenge
traditional forms of compartmentalization: the sociology of writing sees
writing in terms of a collaborative ecology and therefore challenges any tendency
to compartmentalize di erent agents of textual change, such as treating for
instance the author as a self-contained unit, in isolation from editors, translators,
typists, publishers and other agents of textual change; the notion of creative
concurrence sees writing in terms of a textual ecology and therefore challenges
any tendency to study every single work by an author as a self-contained textual
unit, unrelated to their other works or to the oeuvre as a whole.

1. The Sociology of Writing

McKenzie's sociology of texts was mainly conceptualized on the basis of his
study of early modern texts and printing houses, which explains the relative lack
of engagement in genetic criticism with his work. As discussed above, according
to de Biasi's rationale, the dierent logic of the postpublication phase sets

it apart from the avant-texte(Biasi 1996, 40 41). In the meantime, however,
these postpublication modi cations have been recognized as part of a work's
epigenesis , the continuation of the genesis after publication (Van Hulle 2014).
But there is another aspectin de Biasi's dichotomy that might need to be nuanced.
Not only does the genesis often continue after publication, the public aspect of
texts sometimes also precedes publication, especially in the case of pre-book
publications. As a consequence, the creative process is often more public than
generally assumed and therefore calls for some remodelling to accommodate
the sociology of writing.

A good example in twentieth-century literature is the collaboration between
Gordon Lish and Raymond Carver, the author of the short-story collection What
We Talk About When We Talk About Lové®parently, the minimalistic writing
style Carver is famous for is actually to a large extent the work of his editor,
Gordon Lish. As the ction editor of the magazine Esquirefrom 1969 to 1977,
Lish edited Carver's story Neighbors for publicationin  Esquirein 1971. The
radical editing is considered to have had such animpact that it largely created the
Carver style. As Tim Groenland notes in The Art of Editing, Lish's mediating
and gatekeeping activities illustrate how editors function as key players in
the production of ction (Groenland 2019, xi). Carol Polsgrove describes how
drastic the editorial intervention was: On several pages of the twelve-page
manuscript, fewer than half of Carver's words were left standing. Close to
half were cut on several other pages (Polsgrove 1995, 241). Lish's pruning was
relentless, as his papers at the Lilly Library at Indiana University in Bloomington
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show. In some cases, one could even regard the result as a rewriting, and it does
not come as a surprise, therefore, that the 2009 edition of the Collected Stories
chose to publish some of the stories in both the edited and the unedited versions.

Playwrights often count on directors to help them give shape to the script, as
the case of Alan Bennett and director Nicholas Hytner illustrates. For instance,
in the spring of 1991, Bennett sent the rst draft of his play The Madness of George
Il to Hytner to ask his feedback, as Hytner recalls in his memoirs: It was based
on fact. In 1788, George Il apparently went mad. [...] But in the spring of 1789,
in the nick of time, the king seemed to come to his senses, so the Regency bill
failed (Hytner 2018, 117). Historical facts were important to Bennett, who had
studied History at Oxford. On the other hand, Hytner's major concern was not
historical truth but dramatic suspense: I've never stopped pressing the claims
of narrative tension, urging Alan to channel more of what he wants to say into
dramatic action (Hytner 2018, 120). Although, according to Hytner, Bennett
cooperated only up to a point (Hytner 2018, 120), the Bennett papers at the
Bodleian Library in Oxford (Bennet 1989 92, 588 89) suggest that he did revise
his early versions quite drastically (especially the ending) due to comments
made by both the director and the lead actors.

As McKenzie noted, a book is never simply a remarkable object Like every
other technology it is invariably the product of human agency in complex and
highly volatile contexts which a responsible scholarship must seek to recover
if we are to understand better the creation and communication of meaning
as the de ning characteristic of human societies (McKenzie 1999, 4). This
insight has had quite an impact on textual scholarship and book history, and
with some delay also on literary studies more broadly. For instance, in Joyce
studies. Whereas in 1977, Michael Groden suggested that the writing of Ulysses
consisted of three stages (the development of an interior monologue technique;
the abandonment of experimentation with the monologue for a series parody
styles ; and the creation of several new styles, followed by the revision of earlier
episodes (Groden 1977, 4), a more recent textual approach replaces this three-
phase process by a ve-phase scheme, importantly devoting a separate stage to
the serialization: (i) conception, (ii) drafting, (iii) serialization, (iv) continued
post-serial drafting, and (v) the formation of plans for publication in volume
form (Hutton 2019, 74). This new attention to serialization as part of the
writing process marks the increased attention to the sociology of texts, to a large
extent thanks to McKenzie's Bibliography and the Sociology of Tex1999) and
Jerome McGann's work on the socialization of the text in  The Textual Condition
(1992).

Joyce's awareness of the human agency involved in his literary enterprises
seems to be thematized in Finnegans Wakevhere this agency is referred to as
the continually more and less intermisunderstanding minds of the anticollabo-
rators (Joyce 1939, 118.25). These textual agents range from typists, secretaries
and amanuenses to proofreaders, patrons, journal editors, printers, champions,
critics and even enemies . Especially this latter, inimical category seems to
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have been a type of agency that sparked Joyce's creativity. In Joyce's case, the
self-styled enemy par excellence was Wyndham Lewis, who asked Joyce for
a contribution to his new journal The EnemyJoyce obliged and submitted the
piece, but Lewis then decided not to publish it. Moreover, in its stead he pub-
lished his own critical Analysis of the Mind of James Joyce . According to Lewis,
Joyce had basically nothing to say; he was merely interested in ways of doing
things rather than in things to be done ; and he did not have any special
point of view, or none worth mentioning (Lewis 1993, 88). Joyce's point of
view in this matter seems to have been that only the second-rate imagine that
they have messages to deliver (Banville 1989). He kept calm and carried on,
cleverly using Lewis's poison to inoculate his own work in progress with it.
Joyce may be famous for his disrespect of publishers' and printers' general
insistence on not making any changes at proof stage. Indeed, he often kept
adding text wherever he found a white space in the margins. The ending of
Ulysses for instance, kept expanding to such an extent that it necessitated no less
than four sets of placard proofs (Sullivan 2013, 179). But on other occasions, he
did show great respect for printers, as the following textual tale illustrates. Par-
tially in reply to Lewis, he wrote a fable, called The Ondt and the Gracehoper ,
loosely based on Aesop's fable of the ant and the grasshopper, the Lewisian ant
who saves up for winter and the spendthrift grasshopper who is associated with
the Penman Joyce. The fable appeared several times in pre-book publications
(Van Hulle 2016, 143 .) and expanded with every new version. It ends with
a poem, which was originally fairly short, consisting of only 12 lines. When it
was rst published in the magazine transition (March 1928), it had 18 lines. The
fable subsequently came out as part of Tales Told of Shem and Shaima deluxe
edition by The Black Sun press (1929), run by Harry and Caresse Crosby. At
proof stage, it had ten extra lines, 28 in total, and it was to expand even further,
resulting in 34 lines when the book appeared. This accretion was partially due
to the printer. In her memoir, Caresse Crosby mentions an unexpected incident
relating to the master printer Roger Lescaret during the production of Tales Told
of Shem and Shaun

The pages were on the press and Lescaret in consternation pedaled over to
the rue de Lilly to show me, to my horror, that on the nal forme , due

to a slight error in his calculations, only two lines would fall  en plain€[sic]
page this from the typographer's point of view was a heinous o ense
to good taste. What could be done at this late date! Nothing, the other
formeshad all been printed and the type distributed (we only had enough
type for four pages at a time). Then Lescaret asked me if | wouldn't beg
Mr. Joyce to add another eight lines to help us out. | laughed scornfully at
the little man, what a ludicrous idea, when a great writer has composed
each line of his prose as carefully as a sonnet you don't ask him to in ate
a masterpiece to help out the printer!

(Crosby 1953, 187; see also Ellmann 1983, 614 15)
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But that was exactly what the great writer did. Behind Crosby's back, Lescaret
secretly went to Joyce, asked him if he could write a few extra lines, and Joyce
indeed produced the requested lines. Evidently, if Finnegans Wakean be consid-
ered a masterpiece, that is not only thanks to anticollaborators such as Roger
Lescaret, but they did play an active role in the creative development of the
work in progress.

Later in the writing process of Finnegans WakeJoyce even outsourced his
reading. Thus, he asked Samuel Beckett to read a book that was sent to him by
Heinrich Zimmer Jr., called Maya: Der indische Mytho§1938). Beckett made notes
for Joyce on three pages, preserved at the University at Bu alo (Van Hulle 1999,
143 .). Joyce also involved his friends in collective notetaking, as Stuart Gilbert's
Paris journal entry on a reading session in preparation of Haveth Childers Every-
whereshows: Five volumes of the Encyclopaedia Britannica on his sofa. He has
made a list of 30 towns, New York, Vienna, Budapest, and Mrs. Fleischman has
read out the articles on some of these (Gilbert 1993, 20 21). Gilbert was irked
by the way Joyce, curled on his sofa, kept on pondering puns while exploit-
ing his friends, such as Padraic Colum, Helen Fleischman, Paul Léon, Lucia
Joyce, and Gilbert himself.2 Gilbert gives the example of the word Slotspark ,
which became Slutsgartern in  Finnegans Waké&Joyce 1939, 532.22 23): Thus
“Slotspark’ (I think) at Christiania becomes Sluts' park. He collects all queer
names in this way and will soon have notebooks full of them (Gilbert 1993,
20 21). In his journal, Gilbert ventilated his resentment: With foreign words
it's too easy. The provincial Dubliner. Foreign equals funny (Gilbert 1993,
21), thus giving voice albeit in the privacy of his personal journal to the
social tensions involved in Joyce's literary corporation, in which he assumed
the entrepreneurial role of CEO. This image is at a far remove from the private
enterprise of the writing process as it is presented in de Biasi's model. Evidently,
this model is a conscious generalisation, as de Biasi readily admits, but now that
genetic criticism exists more than fty years, the time seems propitious to re ne
the model and nd a place for the sociology of writing in genetic criticism.

2. Creative Concurrence

A second way in which | would like to suggest a remodelling is related to
the phenomena of creative concurrence and recurrence. Traditionally, genetic
criticism tends to approach an author's oeuvre work by work. It would be useful
to also consider a work's genesis within the development of the author's oeuvre
in its entirety, and consider all the geneses of its components, including vestigial
notes, drafts and unpublished works, constituting the sous-+uvre not so much
in Thomas C. Connolly's general sense of the marginalized parts of a work that

2 | * nish’' Vienna and read Christiania and Bucharest. Whenever | come to a

name (of a street, suburb, park, etc.) | pause. Joyce thinks. If he can Anglicize the word,
i.e. make a pun on it, Mrs. F. records the name of its deformation in the notebook (Gilbert
1993, 20 21; qtd. in Van Hulle 2016, 163)
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are traditionally eclipsed (Connolly 2018), but in the sense of the entire oeuvre's
genetic dossier.

The focus on separate works is understandable, given the complexity of most
literary works' geneses. The reality for many writers, however, is that they
divide their time between multiple book projects on a daily basis. For instance,
as Vincent Neyt has shown,2 the genesis of Stephen King's novel IT cannot be
studied in isolation. In the period of seven years between 1980, when King
started the rst draft of IT, and 1986, the year the novel was published, King
published no less than thirteen books, some of them under the pseudonym
Richard Bachman? This was possible because King regards writing as a craft,
which requires a certain discipline. Every day, he tries to write half a dozen of
pages, and in the afternoon or evenings, he tends to revise another work, often
to meet a scheduled submission deadline. These deadlines, imposed by the
publisher, are a signi cant social element in the writing process, either as an
incentive or as a form of pressure that can sti e creativity. As a consequence,
there are constantly several book projects underway concurrently. Analogous to
McKenzie's principle of concurrent production, | therefore suggest we introduce
a principle of concurrent writing or ~ creative concurrenda genetic criticism, which
implies reconstructing the everyday reality of how a work, in all its draft versions,
interacted with the other works that populated the author's writing desk at any
given moment.

Creative concurrence does not necessarily have a sociological dimension. A
writer can simply be working on several projects at the same time. But often a
social aspect does play a role. To illustrate just how interwoven the geneses of
an author's individual works can be, it is useful to have a brief look at Samuel
Beckett's writing desk in the late 1970s. He was already working on a longer
piece of prose, called Company when he received a commission. In the fall of
1977, the English actor David Warrilow requested Beckett to write a monologue
on death , to which Beckett replied on 1 October with the line My birth was
my death (Beckett 2016, 471 note 1). The next day, under the preliminary title
Gone , he immediately started developing the theme: as soon one is born, one
starts dying. Thus began what was to become A Piece of Monologyéranslated
into French as Solo(Pilling 2016, 205). On a piece of paper, Beckett wrote some
loose jottings on the theme of death, such as Not much left to die and Dead
& gone / Dying & going (UoR MS 2460, m28, 01v; gtd. in Van Hulle 2019, 75).
Some of the more concrete stage settings clearly presagéd Piece of Monologye
such as this idea for the End: fade out general light. Hold on globe. Fade out

3 Vincent Neyt is currently working on a PhD on the genesis of King's IT at the
University of Antwerp.

4 One work of non- ction, called Danse Macabr¢1981); one collection of four
novellas (Di erent Seasong1982)); a collection of short stories ( Skeleton Crevw1985)) and
ten novels, some of them under a pseudonym: Firestarter(1980), Cujo (1981), Roadwork
(1981 as Richard Bachman), The Gunslinge(1982), The Running Man(1982 as Richard
Bachman), Christine (1983), Pet Sematary1985), The Talismar(1984 with Peter Straub),
Thinner (1984 as Richard Bachman), The Eyes of the Dragai1984).
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globe. And this one for the opening: Fade up. 10. "Birth.' 10. (UoR MS
2460, m28, 01v; qtd. in Van Hulle 2019, 75) The note Birth was his death. Etc.
clearly echoes Beckett's letter to Warrilow. The di erence is that the narrative
voice has changed from a rst-person to a third-person narrator. This change
marks an interesting turn in Beckett's late work for the theatre, which tends
to present itself as staged narratives, or what Matthijs Engelberts has termed
récit scéniquéEngelberts 2001, 211 12). In the case of this opening sentence,
the third-person narrative adds depth and ambiguity, because the sentence
Birth was his death (which was to become Birth was the death of him in the
published version of A Piece of Monologydeaves open the possibility that the
protagonist's birth meant the death of someone else. In the case of the author
himself, who was born on Good Friday 1906, that someone else was Jesus
Christ, whose su ering on the cross therefore always marked Beckett's birthday
a concurrence that never stopped leaving an imprint, also on his works.

The note Birth was his death. Etc. is not dated, but on the back of the
piece of paper, Beckett drafted a poem ( euves et océans ) that is dated Ussy
Toussaint 77 , that is, 1 November 1977. The next day, on 2 November 1977, he
told Jocelyn Herbert he was taking it very easy through 2 prose pieces underway

snail like one very limited in scope and ambition, the other | hope to keep

me going (company) for the duration (Beckett 2016, 471). As Beckett's pun
indicates, Companywas the longer text that was keeping him company, the
shorter one was A Piece of MonologueBeckett does not even mention the poem,
but the manuscripts indicate that, on 1 November 1977, Beckett was working on
at least three literary projects in three di erent genres at the same time: poetry,
prose and drama. The commissioned piece of monologue clearly had a thematic
impact on the poem's content, as the opening lines already indicate, playing
as they do with the standard expression ils l'ont laissé pour mort (they left
him for dead): euves et océans / I'ont laissé pour vivant (rivers and oceans /
have left him alive) (Beckett 2012, 217). So life ('vivant') is, again, presented as
a process of dying. This is a clear case of creative concurrence, materialized on
the recto and verso sides of one single scrap of paper (UoR MS 2460, m18, O1r
and 01v; gtd. in Van Hulle 2019, 72).

The concurrence between the drafts of Companyand A Piece of Monologueven
became a form of con uence at some point, however brie y. After having been
working on both projects concurrently for about eight months, Beckett tried on
17 May 1978 to insert this excerpt from A Piece of Monologumto Company as
paragraph 54, written without errors or revisions. Here, the pronoun (‘you') is
di erent yet again, less ambiguous this time:

Birth was the death of you. At close of day. Sun sunk behind the larches.
Needles turning green. Light dying in the room. Soon none left to die. No.
No such thing as no light. Dies on the dawn & never dies. Slowly in the
dark a faint hand. It holds high a lighted spill. In light of spill faintly the
hand & milkwhite globe. Second hand. In light of spill. It lifts 0 globe &
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disappears. Reappears empty. Lifts 0 chimney. Two hands & chimney in
light of spill. Spill to wick. Chimney back on.

(BDMP 9, EM, 25r)

To make this con uence possible, however temporarily, Beckett decided to leave
out four sentences from the dramatic fragment, because they all related to the
act of looking (Engelberts 2001, 211). But then again, Beckett soon decided that
this con uence did not work after all, and he cancelled the paragraph with a
large St. Andrew's cross.

In the end, the three concurrent projects were published separately: A Piece of
Monologue Companyand the poems as part of the mirlitonnades But the creative
concurrence still shows in the theme of life as a form of dying, his birth thus
being both the death of the protagonist and that of Christ. The biographical link
is even more explicit in Companythan in A Piece of Monologyéoth of which
were written while Deirdre Bair was preparing her biography of Beckett: ® You

rst saw the light of day the day Christ died (Beckett 2009, 9).

Sometimes, the creative concurrence can materialize in a single document,
such as a notebook. Beckett's so-called Eté 56 Notebook is a good example
( Eté 56 because that is what Beckett has written on its cover). The very idea of
identifying his notebook with a period (summer 1956) rather than giving it a title
(as he did in other cases, such as the Molloy Notebooks or the Whoroscope
Notebook), suggests the remarkable concurrence of several projects at this point
in time. To be correct, the notebook also contains drafts that were written later
than the Summer of 1956, but several drafts do testify to the concurrence of
various literary projects in the same creative space. As a physical environment,
the notebook serves as a creative ecology. It contains notes and drafts pertaining
to several works, as Beckett retrospectively noted on the front yleaf: the play
Fin de partiethe radio play All That Fall, the play Krapp's Last Tapgthe prose work
Comment c'estthe play Happy Days(BDMP 3, "Eté 56" Notebook). And he even
forgot to mention the radio play Words and Music The back of the notebook also
contains an attempt to design the typography of a title page for his radio play
Embers As this list already indicates, the creative concurrence in this notebook
involves an interesting generic interaction between prose writing and dramatic
texts, but also between media (as the notebook also contains notes and texts for
the radio medium).

Even if the temporal coincidence is not preserved in one particular document,
it is possible to observe the impact of creative concurrence and its relevance
to genetic criticism. Writers often allude to their previous works, creating a
so-called intratextual network of references, a set of links established by a
reader between at least two texts written by the same author (Martel 2005, 93).
To see how concurrent writing on di erent projects can result in intratextual
interference across versions, the winter of 1957-58 is a particularly interesting
juncture. In the late fall of 1957, Beckett was struggling with the translation of

5 Bair's bibliography was published on 14 September 1978; see Pilling 2016, 207.
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his own novel L'Innommableinto English, and so he interrupted his translation
to write a rst draft of a radio play, Embers At that moment (10 December
1957), the BBC broadcast a fragment from Beckett's novelMolloy, read by Patrick
Magee. Beckett was struck by the actor's voice, but the transmission was not
ideal. While Beckett temporarily abandoned his work on the radio play and
continued translating L'Innommable® he went to the BBC studios in Paris where
they played a recording of Magee's reading. This was probably the rst time
Beckett saw a tape-recorder, which prompted him to start writing the play  Krapp's
Last Tapgoriginally called Magee Monologue ) even before the end of his
translation of Llnnommable which he nished when he was three days into
the writing process of Krapp's Last TapéVan Hulle 2015, 138 50).

But that is still just concurrent writing in general, chronological terms. If
we look at the texts, we see that this creative concurrence has a direct intratex-
tual e ect on the content of these works. A notebook at Harvard University's
Houghton Library (BDMP 7, HU MS THR 70.3) contains an early version of the
radio play Embers’ which can be read as an inquiry into the workings of the
human mind that was inspired partly by listening to Patrick Magee's readings
of the Molloy fragments (10 December 1957f and From an Abandoned Worlor
the BBC? But Emberswas also inspired by the act of translating L'Innommable
In the manuscript of The Unnamablgust before Basil is becoming important
and the narrator decides to call him Mahood instead (BDMP 2, EN1, 21r), the
rst-person narrator describes his own voice, which he says was like the
sea:

| strained my ear towards what must have been my own voice still, so
weak, so far, that it was like the seaa calm distant sea far calm sea dying
no, none of that, no beach, no shore, the sea is enough, I've had enough of
shingle enough of sand, enough of earth, enough of sea too.

(BDMP 2, EN1, 21r; emphasis added)

While Beckett was making this translation, he started writing Emberswhich
opens with the directions: Sea scarcely audiblelenry’'s boots on shinglgBeck-

6 In his manuscript of The UnnamableBeckett marked this moment on page 23v of

the second notebook, referring to Embersas Henry & Ada: Reprise 21.1.58 aprés échec
de Henry et Ada [ Taken up again 21.1.58 after failure of Henry and Ada] (BDMP 2,
EN2, 23v).

7 This early English version of the radio play Embersstarts on folio 10r in the form
of a dialogue between He and She, which ends on page 20r.

8 On 11 December 1957 Beckett wrote to Donald McWhinnie at the BBC: | was in
Paris last night and there listened to Molloy . Reception execrable, needless to say, but
| got enough, knowing the text so well, to realize the extraordinary quality of Magee's
performance. (Beckett 2014b, 77)

9 In the same letter of 11 December, Beckett wrote he was hoping to get it clearer
on Friday, and on Saturday FAAW [ From an Abandoned Workvhich | am waiting for with
acute curiosity (Beckett 2014b, 77 78).
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ett 1959, 20). Here, the creative concurrence obviously had a direct intratextual
impact.

But there were also intertextual connections that were partly triggered by
concurrence1? The opening directions of Emberswith the sea in the background
and the boots on the shingle recall the Joycean image of Stephen Dedalus walking
on Sandymount strand in the Proteus episode of Ulysses At this point, one
might object that this is reading too much Joyce into the text. But when we look
at the chronology of Beckett's day-to-day business, we see that he had just been
reading Joyce's letters shortly before he started writing Embers? and that, after
interrupting this writing process and taking Embersup again, he read Stanislaus
Joyce's book My Brother's Keeperabout which he reported to Con Leventhal
on 29 February 1958 (Van Hulle and Nixon 2013, 39). Beckett thus seems to
have been reminded of Joyce's famous experiment with the interior monologue
in Ulysses where Stephen closes his eyes to concentrate on the ineluctable
modality of the audible (episode 3). In  EmbersBeckett chose a similar setting
to give a new, equally experimental shape to the Joycean stream of consciousness,
concentrating on the audible in the “blind' radio medium (Beloborodova and
Verhulst 2018, 251).

And there is more going on at the same time. Next to this watery connection to
the sea, another element that connects the di erent concurrent creative projects
is re. In A Portrait of the Artist as a Young Marand later in Ulysses Joyce had
made his protagonist refer to Percy Bysshe Shelley's fading coal as a metaphor
for the mind in creation: In the intense instant of imagination, when the
mind, Shelley says, is a fading coal (Joyce 1986, 9.380). The reference highlights
only the rst part of Shelley's comparison. In the second part of the famous
Defence of Poetry , Shelley interestingly suggests a hint of linguistic skepticism,
thereby presaging Fritz Mauthner's Sprachkritik which fascinated both Joyce
and Beckett:

the mind in creation is as a fading coal, which some invisible in uence, like
an inconstant wind, awakens to transitory brightness; this power arises
from within, like the colour of a ower which fades and changes as it is
developed [...]. Could this in uence be durable in its original purity and
force, it is impossible to predict the greatness of the results: but when
composition begins, inspiration is already on the decline; and the most
glorious poetry that has been communicated to the world is probably a
feeble shadow of the original conceptions of the poet.

(Shelley 1977, 505)

10 | use the notion of intertextuality , as opposed to in uence (which only

looks at interaction between authors without taking the reader into account), in the sense
of Michael Ri aterre's de nition of intertextuality as the reader's experience of links
between di erent works (Ri aterre 1980, 4), with the explicit proviso that this also
includes genetically informed readers.

un Faber had sent him Joyce's letters according to a letter to Barbara Bray (18
September 1957) and a month later he wrote to Thomas MacGreevy that he had been
reading his letters (Pilling 2016, 137).
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The moment of inspiration may awaken the coal's brightness, but as soon as the
poet starts putting it into words the coal increasingly transforms into the state of
embers and ashes, which suggests a link with Beckett's lifelong fascination with
the ineluctable modality of the ine able. One of the intertextual elements in
Beckett's work that illustrate this fascination is his favourite line from Petrarch,
which he used to quote by heart: Chi pud dir com' egli arde é in picciol foco
(Atik 2001, 80). In Beckett's own translation: He who knows he is burning is
burning in a small re ; or in an older translation by John Nott: Faint is the
ame that language can express (Atik 2001, 80). In other words, if you can
still put it into words, it can always get worse. Beckett used these faint res in
his translation of L'Innommable Je ne dois mon existence a personne, ces lueurs
ne sont pas de celles qui éclairent ou brilent (Beckett 1953, 13)/ | owe my
existence to nobody, these faint res are not of the-kird- those that illuminate
or burn (BDMP 2, EN, 04r). During the process of translating LInnommable
Beckett worked on the rst manuscript version of Embers which on its last
page tellingly contains the words the re gone (BDMP 7, HU MS THR 70.3,
20r) andthe rstversion of  Krapp's Last Tapen which the re (symbolizing
creative power) is a key theme. When Beckett discussed the play with the actor
for whom he had written it (Patrick Magee) he wrote: While | think of it a
word to be brought out very strong is “burning' (page 7, line 1), in order that

" re' at the end may carry all its ambiguity (Beckett 2014b, 129). Beckett is here
referring to a particular typescript, on which he replaced the word panting by
burning : drowned in dreams and  panting PUMiN9 to be gone (BDMP 3, ET5,
07r). The ambiguity Beckett mentions is the tension between the wish to die
(burning to be gone) and the creative re of the artist Krapp when he was still
younger, full of himself and burning to write his ~ magnum opusThis cluster of
meanings was contained in that one line from Petrarch, as Beckett explained in
a letter to Con Leventhal shortly after the composition of Krapp's Last Tapeafter
quoting the line from Petrarch, he writes that he understands arde not in the
sense of ardent lovers' burning desire but more generally, and less gallantly,
than in the Canzoniere :

As thus solicited it can link up with the 3 ™ proposition (coup de gréce)
of Gorgias in his Nonent:

1. Nothing is
2. If anything is, it cannot be known.
3. If anything is, and can be known, it cannot be expressed in speech.

(Beckett 2014b, 136)

As this letter indicates, Beckett seems to have had a particular interpretation
of Petrarch's line in mind, which focused on linguistic scepticism. Applied to
Krapp, the Petrarchan subtext suggests that he who can say he is burning (the
middle-aged Krapp on the tape, the artist as a younger man full of himself with
the re in [him] now, convinced that he is going to write a magnum opus
worth leaving his love for) is burning in a small re.
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All these faint res nd their place in Beckett's work almost concurrently in
the winter of 1957-58, when Beckett is simultaneously working on his translation
of LInnommable his rst attempt at writing Embersand Krapp's Last Tapéwhich
is then followed by another bout at writing Embersso thatKrapp's Last Tapean be
said to have been written as an entr'actein the genesis of Ember3. The intratextual
connection between the faint res in these works is triggered by an intertextual
link with Petrarch. Beckett had been reading Petrarch as a student: his two-
volume edition of Le Rime del Petrarczontains numerous marginalia and student
notes (indicating for instance the rhyme scheme of some of the sonnets), but
remarkably enough, his favourite line is not marked (Petrarca 1824). This raises
the question why Petrarch suddenly enters the scene at this particular moment
in 1958. Most probably, the trigger was actually another author. Beckett's
personal library contains a 1958 edition of Michel de Montaigne's Essais In his
second essayDe la TristesseMontaigne quotes precisely this line from Petrarch
(Montaigne 1958, 32). In and of itself, this Pléiade edition's publication in
1958 does not necessarily corroborate the potential connection with Beckett's
output in the same year. To establish this connection, it may be useful to confront
creative corcurrence with another important force to be reckoned with in genetic
criticism: creative recurrence.

3. Creative Recurrence

To examine the genesis of one particular work, it is often necessary to zoom
out and include the rest of the +uvre and the sous-+uvre both backward and
forward in time. In retrogradedirection, as indicated above, Beckett's knowledge
of Petrarch dated back to his student days in the 1920s at Trinity College, Dublin,
where he studied French and Italian literature. In the 1930s, he made copious
notes on philosophy, with a special interest in the Presocratics. Under the
heading Gorgias of Leontini in Sicily (483-375) he noted:

Three celebrated propositions

1. Nothing exists.
2. Ifitdid, it could not be known.
3. If it could be known, it could not be communicated. (In his On
Nature, or, The Non-Existent)
All opinions equally false.

(TCD MS 10967/48; gtd in Feldman 2009, 76)

As the above-mentioned letter to Con Leventhal shows, twenty- ve years after
Beckett noted this down among his Philosophy notes, Gorgias's propositions
had lost little relevance to Beckett (Feldman 2009, 76).

Looking forwardin time, Beckett's Nonent -related reading of his favourite
line brings Petrarch's statement closer to another one of Beckett's favourite lines,
this time from Shakespeare's King Lear. The worst is not/ So long as one can
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say, This is the worst (qtd. in Van Hulle 2010, UoR MS 2910, 14v). Again
the underlying idea is similar: as long as you can still say it, it can always get
worse. This line is jotted down in a much later notebook from the 1970s (the
so-called Sottisier Notebook), and is the starting point for ~ Worstward Hqg a
work Beckett wrote in the 1980s. In another notebook from the 1980s, he jotted
down this reading trace: Curae leves loquuntur, ingentes stupent (Seneca)
(Light sorrows speak, deeper ones are silent.) (BDMP 1, UoR MS 2934, f. 01r).
Seneca is not part of Beckett's personal library in Paris. But there is a noteworthy
connection with the same Pléiade edition of Montaigne's Essais The quote from
Seneca appears in the same second essalpe la Tristesseon page 33, the page
facing the one that contains the quotation from Petrarch. This diachronical axis
of recurrent preoccupations meets the synchronic axis of creative concurrence
in early 1958, giving us a sense of the various literary projects that were lying
on Beckett's desk at the same time, and thus mutually impacted on each other.

4. Conclusion

As mentioned above, now that genetic criticism exists more than fty years, the
time seems propitious to re ne de Biasi's model and nd a place for both the
sociology of writing and creative concurrence/recurrence in genetic criticism.
The details of the examples above should not prevent us from seeing the wood
for the trees. They provide us with the particulars to remodel the complex
relationship between private and public, which has perhaps too easily been
oversimpli ed as a general dichotomy, and which has in that capacity played a
central role in genetic criticism for several decades. As in McKenzie's refutation
of McKerrow's general statement (quoted above), the details of everyday life
in an author's writing practice can transform a valid general statement into
an invalid particular statement. As discussed above, in many cases, the text
can already become public before the bon a tirermoment, for instance through
pre-book publications. And social events, such as commissions, can lead to
periods of creative concurrence, which is not included in de Biasi's scheme as
its implied focus is on single works as items of study, relatively isolated from
the rest of the oeuvre.1?

To some extent, such a work-by-work approach may have been conditioned by
the print paradigm, which has had consequences for scholarly editing. Due to
the limited space, a printed edition often necessarily presents a literary oeuvre

12 For instance, he de nes the collection of genetic documentation [ dossier de gendse
as the whole body of known, classi ed, and transcribed manuscripts and documents
connected with a textwhose form has reached, in the opinion of its author, a state of
completion or near completion (Biasi 1996, 31; emphasis added). The Typology of
Genetic Documentation is presented as a general table of the stages, phases, and opera-
tional functions that enable the classi cation of di erent types of manuscripts according
to their location and status in the process of a works production (Biasi 1996, 32; emphasis
added).
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as a set of works, represented by a critically edited text and accompanied by
annotations and a critical apparatus; and due to the codex format, the individual
works are often contained in separate volumes. As a result, the writer's complete
works appear as a sum of parts. By means of introductions and annotations, the
editor usually has to remedy this by explaining that the oeuvre also constitutes
a Gestalf a whole that is greater than the sum of its parts. A Gestalthowever, is
not only greater than, but also di erent from, the sum of its parts. As Caroll Pratt
writes in the introduction to Wolfgang Kdhler's The Task of Gestalt Psychology,
is a common error to leave out the word di erent and simply de ne a Gestalt
as the whole is more than the sum of the parts (Pratt 1969, 9). This de nition
mistakenly ignores that a relationship betweethe parts is itself something that is
not present in the individual parts themselves (Pratt 1969, 10). If all the parts
of a bike are laid out on the oor of a bike shop, for instance, they still do not
make up the bike. Only when the parts are assembled and come to take up a
speci ¢ relationto each other, do they become something di erent, that is, a
bike. If, in the digital age, we treat the oeuvre as a Gestaltto develop a digital
complete works edition that is truly completewe need to think inclusively about
the entirety of genetic dossiers relating to an author's works, both published and
unpublished, providing tools for advanced chronological searches into both the
synchrony and the diachrony of the sous-oeuvrgn which creative concurrence
and recurrence play a signi cant role.
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Creators' Intentions and the Realities of
Performance: Some Exemplary Editorial

Problems from the Savoy Operas

Ronald Broude

Abstract When playwrights, composers and choreographers bring scripts,
scores, and choreographies to rst rehearsals, these are provisional documents
that still need to be tested, transformed into audible sounds and visible move-
ments. Works that are successful enough to be revived go through similar
processes of testing and adjustment for each new production. In no genre are
such adjustments so many or so far reaching as in opera. The Savoy Operas
the collaborations of Gilbert and Sullivan constitute an excellent repertoire in
which to study the dynamics of this process, for their genesis and performing
history can be traced in a wealth of documentation. Although performances
were controlled for three quarters of a century by the D'Oyly Carte Opera Com-
pany, a troupe committed to performing these works exactly as their creators had
intended, numerous adjustments were made over the years. Because few good
performers will regard any text as altogether binding, editors should supple-
ment their clear texts with enough information, provided in critical commentary
and appendices, to enable performers to exercise intelligently the freedom they
will almost certainly claim.

The scripts, scores, and choreographies that playwrights, composers and chore-
ographers bring with them to rst rehearsals are necessarily provisional docu-

ments.” Those documents represent the creators' original intentions, but only
when those intentions have been tested in rehearsal, transformed into audible
sounds and visible movements, can creators know if their conceptions are e ec-
tive onstage.! Invariably, adjustments must be made to meet the realities of
performance with speci c performers, speci c venues and speci ¢ audiences,

and the creators' pre-rehearsal intentions are modi ed accordingly. The process

Editors' Note: The editors of this issue have exercised their editorial prerogative
to redact all racial slurs from this essay. This includes those cases where they were quoted
verbatim from the original source text (see page 73 below). These changes have been
made with the author's consent. For a more detailed justi cation of how and why these
redactions took place, please refer to our editorial preface in the current issue (esp. pages
Viii X).

1 For a perceptive discussion of the transformations undergone by a playwright's
script during rehearsals, see Philip Gaskell's study of the textual changes in Tom Stoppard's
Travestie{Gaskell 1978, 245 62).

63
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often extends beyond rehearsals to the days or weeks following opening night;
when all adjustments have been made, the work is said to have been settled
or frozen. If a work is successful enough to merit successive productions,
the revivals undergo a similar process of revision. Creators sometimes oversee
revivals of their works, but often revivals take place without them, either because
they are otherwise occupied or because they are dead. In the absence of a work's
creator, new adjustments are made by those involved in the new production.
Sometimes, such adjustments become rmly xed elements of performing tra-
ditions, so that even knowledgeable audiences are unable to distinguish them
from what was present in the original production.

These aspects of performing works raise for editors a variety of problems
not usually present with works meant to be read by their audiences directly
o the page, works such as novels, poems and essays2 The Savoy Operas’
the collaborations of librettist W. S. Gilbert and composer Arthur Sullivan
provide an unusual opportunity to study the dynamics of performing works
over a substantial span of time. They were performed at rst under the direction
of the creators themselves and later, after the creators' deaths, under the control
of a single organization the D'Oyly Carte Opera Company committed to
performing the works exactly as their creators had intended. 4 The D'Oyly Carte
Opera Company was formed by Gilbert, Sullivan and Richard D'Oyly Carte,
the impresario who had brought librettist and composer together and whose
diplomatic skills had kept them so, notwithstanding di erences in personality
and artistic aims. The thirteen works for which both music and libretto survive
were composed between 1873 and 1896, and until 1960, when international
copyright in them expired, they were maintained in repertory by the D'Oyly

2 For a discussion of di erences between page texts (texts meant to be expe-

rienced by audiences reading them directly o the page) and stage texts (those of
performing works, the texts of which audiences need never see), see Broude 2011, passim,
but esp. pages 24 25.

3 “Savoy Operas' is the collective name given to the thirteen collaborations of
librettist W. S. Gilbert (1836-1911) and composer Arthur Sullivan (1852-1900) for which
both music and libretto survive. The thirteen are Trial by Jury (1875), The Sorcerefl877),
H. M. S. Pinafore(1878), The Pirates of Penzan¢#879), Patiencg(1881), lolanthe(1882),
Princess 1d41884), The Mikado(1885), Ruddigore(1887), The Yeomen of the Gua(ii888),
The Gondolier§1889), Utopia, Ltd. (1893), and The Grand Dukg1896). The operas take their
name from the Savoy Theatre, expressly built in 1882 by Richard D'Oyly Carte to house
productions of Gilbert and Sullivan's operas, which by that time had become an institution.
All the operas that opened before 1882 had their premieres at other theatres, although
all thirteen were at some time performed at the Savoy. A fourteenth work, Gilbert and
Sullivan's rst collaboration, Thespig1871), survives only in part: the libretto was printed
and so reaches us in its entirety, but only snatches of the music have been preserved:
Climbing over Rocky Mountain was later recycled in  Pirates(1:5). Since Sullivan was
frugal with what he composed, it seems likely that other music from Thespismay have
been recycled. OnThespissee Rees 1964.

4 For a history of the D'Oyly Carte Opera Company, see Joseph 1994. The casts
of 86 years of D'Oyly Carte productions are catalogued in Rollins and Witts 1962. For a
recent memoir of the last years of the Company, see Mackie 2018.
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Carte Opera Company, which tightly controlled both its own productions and
productions by other organizations to which it rented, under strict licenses,
the performing materials needed to stage full-scale productions. The D'Oyly
Carte Opera Company was founded in 1879, when London had two competing
productions of H. M. S. Pinafore Gilbert and Sullivan's fourth collaboration
and rst real hit; both then and later (when pirates in America were mounting
unauthorized productions), D'Oyly Carte de ned itself as the organization
that performed the operas exactly as their creators had intended.® Gilbert and
Sullivan, both known as sticklers for detail, had shaped the original productions,
and the performing traditions that the D'Oyly Carte Company maintained until
its unhappy last days in the 1980s therefore went back in an unbroken line
to the performances that Gilbert and Sullivan themselves had directed. Yet
notwithstanding the e orts to maintain stability, the operas changed over the
years 8 The following paragraphs are intended to look at some of those changes
and to raise some questions that those changes imply.

Until 1958, when Reginal Allen's First Night Gilbert & Sullivan appeared,
Savoyards' interest in textual problems was lively but unfocused (Allen 1958). 7
Both performers and Gilbert & Sullivan enthusiasts were aware that there were
textual problems, that as the years and decades passed not everything that
was being performed had been intended by the creators, but the ability to
address these problems was hampered by the inaccessibility of sources. D'Oyly
Carte jealously guarded the few full scores in its possession (productions were
conducted from vocal scores),® and the unauthorized published full scores in

5 On the origins of the D'Oyly Carte Opera Company and its establishment as the

organization performing the operas in accordance with the creators' wishes, see Young
2003, Part B, pages 14 15, and Joseph 1994, pages 21 24.

6 Opera is a notoriously unstable genre, probably because so many interests gure
in productions: there are composers, conductors, singers, instrumentalists, librettists,
directors, choreographers, and scene designers not to mention the producers who
look after nancial concerns. On the instability of operatic works, written by a scholar
concerned with both texts and performance, see Gossett 2006.

7 Allen was both an insider he had secured the con dence of the D'Oyly Carte
board, of which he became a member and something of an outsider: an American
collector, with bibliographic interests, and an awareness of the textual problems from
which Gilbert's libretti su ered. His attempts to establish the text for the rst night of
each opera, although not always successful, constituted an important step in addressing
the textual instability of the libretti, and the collection of libretti, vocal scores, and other
material that he assembled and donated to what is now the Morgan Library and Museum
(formerly the Pierpont Morgan Library) has proven an invaluable resource to subsequent
editors. On the state of Gilbert & Sullivan textual studies in the 1950s, see Allen's Prologue,
pages xvii-xviii. Allen's e orts were con ned to the libretti; with the exception of the vocal
scores, the musical sources remained largely inaccessible and problematic.

8 Full scores give all the notes sung by all the singers (principals and chorus) and
played by all the instrumentalists, while vocal scores give all the singers' parts but reduce
the orchestral parts to the two staves of a piano score; vocal scores therefore provide much
less information than full scores. On the problems posed by the Savoy Opera sources, see
Broude 2008.
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circulation had been scored up from unreliable band parts; the texts of libretti
had been uncritically reproduced for trade editions from a variety of early
sources. The publication of a critical edition of the operas (the rst volume
appeared in 1993) and of lan Bradley's texts of the libretti, The Annotated Gilbert
& Sullivan, were historicizing editions in the sense that they sought to present
texts corresponding to speci c states in which the edited works had existed,
and that they were keen to explain to users the processes by which those texts
had changed over time.® The implications of the sorts of changes discussed in
the following paragraphs extend, of course, beyond the Savoy Operas; every
performing genre, whether of drama, dance, or music, responds to forces that
are unique to it, but there are also certain similarities in the ways all performing
works are created, performed, transmitted, and experienced.

An important category of textual problems presented by the Savoy Operas
requires the editor to distinguish between two sorts of adjustments made dur-
ing rst productions. On the one hand, there are compromises made to meet
the sorts of unique exigencies that will arise in any production but that are
unlikely ever to arise again. On the other hand, there are adjustments made
for the larger purpose of improving the work.  Princess IdaGilbert and Sulli-
van's eighth collaboration, which opened in 1884, provides a good example of a
rst-production-only problem.

Shortly before Princess Idavas to go into rehearsal, the tenor Henry Bracy
was signed to sing the part of Prince Hilarion, the male romantic lead in the
opera. Itis a convention in this class of work that when the male romantic lead
is a tenor, as he very often is, his is the highest male part in respect of range. This
is the convention upon which Sullivan relied when he composed No. 20, the
rst to be composed of the three pieces in which Hilarion sings with his friends
and con dants Cyril (another tenor) and Florian (a baritone). 10

Hilarion was Bracy's rstrole in a Savoy Opera, and it would be his last, for it
soon became apparent that he did not have the high notes expected of a high
tenor. Derward Lely, the Scottish tenor who sang Cyril, did have those high
notes, and so, in the ensemble numbers for Hilarion, Cyril, and Florian that
Sullivan composed after Bracy's shortcomings had become apparent Nos. 12
and 13 Cyril (rather than Hilarion) was given the highest lines. But No. 20, the
Finale to Act 2, which Sullivan had composed the previous summer, contained
a dramatically important solo passage for Hilarion in which, at measure 95,
Bracy was required to hit and hold a B- at above middle C, a note that a high

9 The rstvolume inthe critical editionwas  Trial by Jury, edited by Steven Ledbetter
(Gilbert and Sullivan 1993). The Annotated Gilbert and Sullivareited herein as Bradley
1996, rst appeared in two volumes, the rstissued in 1982 and the second in 1984; Bradley
1996 combines the contents of the earlier two volumes and provides new material.

10 References to act, number and measure are to Richard Sher's edition ofPrincess
Ida, Gilbert & Sullivan (2021), and to the original vocal score, Gilbert & Sullivan 1883, rst
edition, second issue ( rst English issue), which agrees with Sher's edition with respect
to act and number but which lacks measure numbers. On these events, see Gilbert and
Sullivan 2021.
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tenor should have been able to manage with ease. Sullivan, however, lacked
con dence in Bracy's ability to sustain that note consistently, and so he rewrote
Hilarion's line, lowering the B- at by a full tone to A- at, which he trusted
Bracy to negotiate. The orchestral accompaniment was adjusted accordingly.
The process of revision can be traced in Sullivan's holograph. 1 Presumably, the
A-Flat is what Bracy sang in the performances in which he participated.

However, in the piano vocal score of Princess Idawhich was prepared by
George Lowell Tracy and engraved before the B- at had been lowered to an
A- at, the B- at remains, unaltered. And that B-Flat is what has been sung by
Hilarions down to the present day. Now should an editor preparing a critical
edition of Princess Idgrint the B- at or the A- at?

Two approaches supported by familiar (though di ering) theories suggest
that it is the A- at that an editor should print. If an editor adheres to the view
that his or her edition should represent the composer's latest intentions, then it is
the A- at that clearly represents Sullivan's latest intentions. On the other hand,
if an editor takes a social approach, then the A- at represents the socialization of
Sullivan's text, its accommodation to the realities of the institution for which and
within which it was created. But this is really not a matter of latest intentions or
socialized texts.

In deciding what to print in such a case, a conscientious editor will probably
consider several factors. First is what may be called the narrative, i.e.: the
sequence of events that has led to the change, including the creator's original
intentions, the creator's revision, and the circumstances that led from the former
to the latter. Then there is the evidence of the textual and of the performing
traditions two traditions that may not always be in agreement. Finally, there
are the relative artistic merits of the original and revised states. In theory, this last
is not a factor that should in uence a critical editor, who should be concerned
not with artistic quality but with what a text was or was intended to be at
some speci ¢ moment in the past. But where the di erence in quality seems
signi cant, artistic merit can sometimes in uence an editor's decision.

In the present case, the narrative is clear: Sullivan originally intended the
B- at, and changed it only because of a speci c singer's limitations. As for
the textual tradition, the B- at was retained in the vocal score, even though it
could have been changed (although the degree of Sullivan's involvement in the
preparation of the vocal score is uncertain). The performing tradition is that of
the B- at. And, happily, Sullivan's original B- at is musically superior to the
altered line he contrived for Bracy. Richard Sher, the editor of the critical edition
of Princess IdgSher 2021), prints the B- at, and discusses the history of the
readings in his critical apparatus.

But the case of Bracy and Hilarion is quite a simple one. The problem becomes
more complicated when the e ects of a change made to address the circum-
stances of a speci c production are not just local or when a change seriously
compromises the artistic quality of a work as awhole. H. M. S. Pinafore produced

11 See Sullivan 1884, fol. 118, the tenth measure on the page.
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in 1878, is an opera in which major structural changes made to accommodate a
particular performer had unfortunate consequences.

In Pinafore Sir Joseph Porter, the Admiralty's First Lord, has inappropriately
fallen in love with the much younger and socially inferior Josephine, who
is the daughter of a mere captain. Josephine has also fallen in love with someone
socially beneath her: a sailor serving aboard the ship her father commands. In
the end, when Josephine gets her sailor and all the principals are being paired
0, Sir Joseph consents to marry his cousin Hebe. As the published texts stand,
his seems a curiously arbitrary decision: Hebe has been a relatively minor
character, who, unlike the other principals, has neither solo nor dialogue, and
who participates in the Act 1 nale for no apparent dramatic reason.

The role of Cousin Hebe was written for a popular performer, Mrs. Howard
Paul. As originally conceived, the part was a rounded, comic role: Cousin Hebe
wants to marry Sir Joseph herself, she does everything she can to discourage
Sir Joseph's infatuation, and she encourages Josephine to elope with the sailor
whom Josephine loves (hence her presence onstage during the Act1 nale, when
plans for the elopement are being laid). The part as originally conceived is to be
found in the licensing copy sent to the Lord Chamberlain three weeks before
opening night (Gilbert 1878). 12

Shortly before opening night, however, Mrs. Howard Paul was dismissed, and
it was necessary to nd a replacement for her. The replacement whom Gilbert
and Sullivan chose was Jessie Bond, one of the few performers in London able
consistently to get her way with the famously irascible Gilbert. Bond was a singer,
not an actress, and she agreed to take the role of Cousin Hebe on such short
notice only on the condition that she would have no dialogue to speak; Gilbert
accommodated her, and all of Hebe's dialogue was cut. In all the authorized
published texts of Pinafore Hebe has no dialogue, nor did Hebe ever have any
speaking lines in any production of Pinaforemounted by the D'Oyly Carte
Company. One other point: Pinaforewas revived under Gilbert's direction in
1887, and had Gilbert wished, he could have restored Hebe's dialogue for the
revival. The role was reprised by Jessie Bond, who by 1887 was in her tenth
year with the D'Oyly Carte Company, and who by then had become thoroughly
accustomed to roles requiring her to speak dialogue. But Gilbert did not restore
the dialogue. He must certainly have understood that his original conception of
Hebe, as intended for Mrs. Howard Paul, was sound and that in accommodating
a temperamental and manipulative performer, he had weakened his libretto.
There is no documentary or anecdotal evidence to suggest why the dialogue
was not restored, but one reason, no doubt, was that the opera had been a hit
without the suppressed dialogue, and Gilbert was not a librettist to tinker with
something that had proven successful.

So we may ask: should an editor preparing a critical edition of Pinaforerestore

12 On the dismissal of Mrs. Howard Paul and the adjustments made to accommo-
date Jessie Bond, see Young 2003, Part B, pages 14-15. These events are also recounted by
Jessie Bond in Bond 1930, pages 58 61, though Bond's objectivity may be questioned.
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Hebe's dialogue? Suppressing Hebe's dialogue seriously compromises the
internal consistency of the action, but both the textual and the performing
traditions argue against restoration. Percy Young, the editor of the critical edition
of Pinafore opts not to restore the suppressed dialogue in the main body of his
edition. He does, however, print all of the relevant passages in an appendix,
so that productions using his edition can perform the suppressed dialogue
and several have done so (Gilbert and Sullivan 2003, B:173 77). So here, as
with Princess Idathe editor has followed the textual and performing traditions,
which are in agreement, and which were clearly in accordance with the creator's
latest wishes. But in the case ofPinafore the editor has done so believing that
the altered version that he has printed is artistically inferior to what he might
have printed.

The dilemma Young faced puts front and center the distinction touched
upon above, that between work and performance (or production). According
to traditional thinking, a work is a stable and continuing entity, whereas a
performance or production is an instantiation of the work. Provided that the
creator's conception be practical provided that he or she asks no more than
should be expected of any competent performer it seems perverse to allow
the problems that arise in a particular production to determine forever the shape
of the work.

But there is no evidence that Gilbert or Sullivan ever made any distinction
between production-speci ¢ adjustments and artistic improvements. They seem
rarely to have thought any farther than the rstrun. They were, after all, practical
men of the musical theatre, and they do not seem to have regarded their collabo-
rations as immortal works of art. Even when, in 1885, they began reviving their
earlier operas (The Sorcererrst produced in 1874 , was the rst to be revived),
they might change the scenery, but they very rarely modi ed the libretto or
the music; they usually admitted changes to the published vocal scores and
libretti only to correct errors in earlier states. 13 This attitude is no doubt typical
of many dramatists and composers, who are creators con ding their creations
to agencies often beyond their control to actors, musicians, dancers, directors
and producers and for whom just having seen the piece through to opening
night may seem a signi cant achievement.

Another sort of problem requiring editorial discretion occurs when the creator
makes changes in response to censorship, whether explicitly imposed by an
agent such as the licensing o ce of the Lord Chamberlain, or by critics, pro-
ducers, or audiences, who exert a di erent but no less coercive force. Such

13 Thus, for example, new scenery was created for the revival of Pinaforein 1887.

In this production the audience sat amidship, looking aft towards the quarterdeck. In the
original production, the audience sat abeam, with the quarterdeck to the right and the
mainmast to the left. The stage directions, however, were not completely revised to suit
the new layout in the revival, an omission which has caused confusion.

One of Gilbert's best known e orts at inserting something topical in a revival occurred
with a reference to the Boer War during a 1901 revival of lolanthe the line was considered
inappropriate and likely to arouse strong political emotions, and Gilbert withdrew it.
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cases occur in Gilbert & Sullivan's seventh collaboration, lolanthe which had its
premiere on 25 November 1882, and which has more biting social and political
commentary than any of the other Savoy Operas. lolanthedeals satirically with
the House of Peers, the British legal system, and the English preoccupation with
birth, three seriously awed institutions about which Victorian audiences were
understandably sensitive. In this opera, a band of fairies, having been o ended
by a particularly arrogant peer, punishes the House of Lords by sending into
Parliament a protégé, who, backed by the fairies' magical powers, implements
legislation that will right certain social wrongs and will deny the Peers many of
their ancient and cherished privileges.

lolanthehad a di cult gestation; Gilbert's sketch-books show that his rst
ideas were much more in ammatory than the toned-down satire of the opera
as we know it. 14 For lolanthe Gilbert's polishing process involved removing
the elements with the sharpest edges. Notwithstanding his reputation as a
martinet and his ability to keep performers in terror of him, Gilbert could be
indecisive about his libretti, and the rewrites that were invariably required
during rehearsals were often quite di cult for him. With  lolanthe even more so
than usual, Gilbert was juggling musical numbers and dialogue right up until
opening night and afterwards.

As constituted on opening night, lolanthés second act had two particularly
bitter political pieces, the original No. 6, known as the De Belville Song, or The
Reward of Merit, and the original No. 9, a song beginning Fold your apping
wings, soaring Legislature . The De Belville Song tells of a gentleman gifted
as an artist, writer and inventor, and for whose accomplishments a peerage
might have been a suitable reward. But no peerage was forthcoming until the
gentleman inherited a safe seat in the House of Commons and began making
inconvenient speeches there. At this point, a reward was quickly found: he
was given a peerage and thereby banished to the House of Lords.1®

After opening night, Gilbert and Sullivan set about to tighten up the second
act. There were two rounds of cuts separated by a few days; the alterations
can be traced by comparing states of the rst English edition of the libretto,
the type for which was kept standing so that the text could be easily modi ed
until the settled state was reached.1® The De Belville Song was cut during
the rst round of revisions. Unfortunately, although the lyric is preserved in

14 On the genesis of lolanthe see Perry 2005, and Perry et al. 2017, Part C, pages
2-15.

15 For the text of the De Belville Song , see Gilbert and Sullivan 2017, Part C,
pages 198-99. On the song's history, see Miller and Perry 2000.

16 The London opening night is re ected by the rst state of the British libretto
(L1b in Gerald Hendrie's edition, Gilbert and Sullivan 2017), while the second is re ected
in the second state of the British libretto (Hendrie's L1c). (The edition printed by J. M.
Stoddart in Philadelphia and run o from plates made from stereos sent over from London,
is the rst published state of the libretto, designated by Hendrie L1a.) See the critical
apparatus to Hendrie's edition of the libretto, Gilbert and Sullivan 2017, Part C, pages
19-62. References to act, number and measure or line are to this edition.
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the rst two issues of the published libretto, all that survives of the music is a
violin leader part, which provides just enough information to justify attempting
a reconstruction but not enough to support a convincing one, and it is therefore
impossible to assess the quality of music-cum-words. 17

Fold your appingwings  18was a victim of the second round of cuts, but
fortunately both its words and music survive. This song contains some of the
angriest passages in all the Savoy Operas. Sung by the fairies' reform-minded
protegé, now an MP, the song deals uncomfortably with the question of London's
underclasses and the system that perpetuates them. One verse reads:

Take a wretched thief,
Through the city sneaking,
Pocket handkerchief,
Ever, ever seeking.

What is he but |

Robbed of all my chances,
Picking pockets by

Force of circumstances.

I might be as bad

As unlucky, rather

If I'd only had

Fagin for a father.

The number had been well received indeed, it had been encored, and several
critics had written very favorably of it. But other critics had objected that its
subject was too serious for a comic operal® In deciding to cut this number,
Gilbert was no doubt responding to the need to compress the second act, but it is
impossible not to believe that he also did so because he feared that retaining the
number would frighten away some potential ticket buyers. Happily, however,
Sullivan was reluctant to see the number cut, and, contrary to his usual practice
of putting discarded numbers aside to be recycled when Gilbert presented him
with a metrically suitable lyric, he kept the manuscript fascicle containing Fold
Your Flapping Wings intact and had it bound into the end of his holograph 20

w The number was sung in the New York production, but in the London production,

Rutland Barrington, to whom the song had been assigned, was indisposed, and he recited
rather than sang the number. A reconstruction has been attempted by Bruce Miller and
Helga Perry; see Miller and Perry 2000.

18 For an edition of the words and music, see Gilbert and Sullivan 2017, Part C,
pages 181-90; for the words only, see Part C, pages 202-03.

19 The anonymous reviewer for The Sportsmarpraised the number, noting that it
was unanimously encored (Anonymous 1882, 3). On the other hand, William Beatty-
Kingston, writing for The Theatrgasserts that it amazes and even startles one, like the fall
of a red-hot thunderbolt from a smiling summer sky (Beatty-Kingston 1883, 22).

20 See Sullivan 1882; in the manuscript's present state, it occupies Vol. 2, pages
161-174.
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both lyric and music, therefore, survive.

Should Fold Your Flapping Wings be restored in a critical edition of  lolanthe?
Should areconstruction of the De Belville Song be o ered as part of the edition?
Gerald Hendrie, who edited lolanthefor the critical edition, does not restore
Fold Your Flapping Wings nor any of the other extant material cut either
before or after opening night. But in appendices he does give the piece both
words and music and as much of the other excised material including the
violin leader of the De Belville song as survives. And both these decisions
seem to me to be right: the declared aim of the Critical Edition is to establish
a text that represents the settled state of each work, the state that Gilbert and
Sullivan perhaps misguidedly allowed the opera to assume. It is not the
business of the editor of an edition with this aim to second guess the creators of
the work he is editing and to impose his own views, whether artistic or social,
on the edited work. That way lies chaos.

Another sort of problem that confronts editors of performing works is how to
manage changes that have been made, with or without the creators' approval,
to replace material that was topical when a work was written but that has since
become meaningless or worse o ensive. Although an editor of a poem or
novel would not think of making such changes, they are made in performing
works with surprising frequency. 2! Several examples of such changes occur
in The Mikado Gilbert and Sullivan's ninth and most popular collaboration,
produced in 1885.

In the second act of The Mikado(lines 470-99), the Mikado, arriving with
his royal entourage in the town of Titipu, inquires of the citizens as to the
whereabouts of his runaway son, Nanki-Poo. 22 |nformed that Nanki-Poo has
gone abroad , he asks for his son's address. The reply is Knightsbridge .
A year before The Mikadoopened there had been a Japanese exhibition in the
London neighborhood of Knightsbridge, and the reference would have been
understood by The Mikad¢s rst audiences. However, the meaning was lost when
the exposition closed and its memory faded, and so it has become traditional for
performers responding to the Mikado's query to substitute for Knightsbridge
the name of some locale in or near the city in which their production is taking
place (for example, for the annual production of a Gilbert & Sullivan opera at
Longwood Gardens outside Philadelphia, Kennett Square , the town in which
Longwood Gardens is located, might stand in for Knightsbridge). The editor
of the critical edition of The Mikado(who is the author of this article) will print

2 With a performing work, there is a reciprocity between a text and its users
the performers that does not exist with a novel or a poem. The reader of a poem does
not alter a passage that might be improved, but a performer not infrequently changes a
note or an articulation, and conductors have been known to alter the scoring of orchestral
works. One reason that this is so is that the reader of a novel is the novel's audience, while
the reader of a performing text is a performer, mediating between text and audience, and
the audience is one remove farther away from the text. Further on this matter, see Broude
2011, 24 33.

22 References to act and line numbers in The Mikaddibretto are to Bradley 1996.
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Knightsbridge , but will include a footnote explaining the practice of posting
Nanki-Poo to locales more relevant to speci ¢ productions.

A slightly more complex problem occurs in Act 2, No. 7, in which Ko-Ko,
Pitti-Sing, and Poo-Bah describe for the Mikado an execution that is supposed
to have taken place. Pitti-Sing tells how, noticing her, the condemned man, who
had previously been fearful, pulled himself together:

He shivered and shook as he gave the sign
For the stroke he didn't deserve;
When all of a sudden his eye met mine,
And it seemed to brace his nerve;
For he nodded his head and he kissed his hand
And he whistled an air, did he,
As the saber true
Cut cleanly through
His cervical vertebrae!

(lines 427-35)

At the words he whistled an air, Sullivan inserted in the piccolo part, as a
solo, a snatch from a popular song of the day, the Cotillion Waltz . Presumably,
whistling this air would convey to the audience the cavalier attitude of the man
about to be beheaded. But the Cotillion Waltz soon dropped out of fashion,
and since the meaning of inserting it had been to show that the condemned man
whistled a well-known tune, it was pointless to retain the waltz. It has long been
practice exactly when the tradition began is not known for the piccolo to
play instead of the Cotillion Waltz the opening phrase of The Girl | left Behind
Me , a traditional military marching song dating back to the eighteenth century
and familiar to most audiences as such. There is no authority for this except
tradition: Sullivan's holograph (Sullivan 1885) has only the Cotillion Waltz ,
uncancelled; the published vocal scores do not notice the piccolo insertion at all;
and the surviving D'Oyly Carte band parts are too late to be reliable evidence of
when this practice started. Yet substituting a traditional tune such as The Girl |
left Behind Me for a song that has lost its signi cance makes good sense. For
an editor producing a full score, the question is whether to follow the holograph
or to draw on what is clearly a longstanding and sensible performing tradition.
The critical edition of The Mikadawill print the Cotillion Waltz on the piccolo
line, but will also give The Girl | Left Behind Me as an  ossia printed on a
cue-size sta above the piccolo line. A footnote will explain the situation.

More delicate is the problem of Gilbert's use of words acceptable in Victorian
England but now regarded as o ensive. In  The Mikado the n-word occurs twice.
The rst occurrence is in Act 1, No. 5a, in Koko's little list of people who might
be executed without being missed: among them are The [n ] serenader, and
others of his race (line 252). The second occurrence is in Act 2, No. 6, the
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Mikado's song about letting the punishment t the crime:

The lady who dyes a chemical yellow
Or stains her face with puce

Or pinches her gger

Is blacked like a[n]

With permanent walnut juice.

(lines 355-59)

On May 28, 1948, Rupert D'Oyly Carte, then director of the Company, wrote to
The London Times

We recently found that in America much objection was taken by coloured
persons to a word used twice in the Mikado. ... We consulted the witty
writer on whose shoulders the lyrical mantle of Gilbert may be said to
have fallen [A. P. Herbert]. He made several suggestions, one of which we
adopted.

The rst occurrence is now sung as The banjo serenader, and others of his race .
The retention of others of his race was no doubt motivated by the desire to
tamper as little as possible with what Gilbert originally wrote, but not modifying
the second half of the line leaves it clear that Gilbert's aversion is a racial matter.
The Act 2 occurrence is remedied with these lines by Herbert:

The lady who dyes a chemical yellow
Or stains her face with puce

Or pinches her gger

Is painted with vigour

And permanent walnut juice.

In his communication to The TimesD'Oyly Carte blandly added that Gilbert
would certainly have approved of Herbert's modi cations. This is a highly
questionable assumption. Gilbert shared many of the racial and ethnic prejudices
of his Victorian contemporaries: the same mind that produced the witty lyrics
for which Gilbert is celebrated also entertained many of the assumptions of
racial superiority that helped the British to justify their Empire.

The question facing an editor of The Mikadais an instance of a larger one that
is often raised: should works of the past be rewritten to suppress words or ideas
considered o ensive or politically incorrect today? Should racial and ethnic
slurs be removed, should pronouns be made gender neutral, should history be
re-written? The present writer believes that an editor of an historical edition has
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an obligation to history and that, distasteful as it may be, what Gilbert wrote
must be retained. A compromise in this case is to print Gilbert's words in the text
underlaid beneath the music in the full and vocal scores, but also to underlay, as
ossiaHerbert's alternate versions.23

The last problem peculiar to performing works to be considered in this essay
arises from performing traditions. Performing traditions are the unwritten
traditions that a performing work acquires as it passes through time: they include
interpretations of characters, readings of individual lines, and bits of business.
As time goes by, a work's performing tradition often acquires components that
are not authoritative but that audiences familiar with that tradition have come to
regard as integral elements of that work. 24 Performing traditions are important
because they transmit elements that text does not and/or cannot specify. Until
the age of electronic recording, such traditions could be passed from performer
to performer only by personal contact, with one performer's watching or being
instructed by another. 2> Knowledgeable audience members are usually familiar
with the performing traditions of works they know.

An interesting example of the problems presented by performing traditions
occurs in a late Savoy Opera, The Yeomen of the Gua(ii888), a work that hovers
so uncertainly between comedy and tragedy that Gilbert and Sullivan were
worried that the rst-night audience would take their opera too seriously. In
Yeomenwe meet Jack Point, a shallow jester who aspires to profundity. Point is
in love with and engaged to his protégé, the young and pretty Elsie Maynard.
Point, however, has an unattractive penchant for the main chance, and, in return
for a small payment, he agrees to allow Elsie to marry Colonel Fairfax, a gallant
o cer who is shortly to be beheaded on trumped up charges and who wishes
to take a wife in order to thwart the heirs who have contrived his death. When
Fairfax escapes from custody, woos and wins Elsie, and then is reprieved, Point

nds that he has lost Elsie. At the end of Yeomenwhen the union of Fairfax and
Elsie is celebrated, Gilbert's stage direction reads: FAIRFAX embraces ELSIE as
POINT falls insensible at their feet (Act 2, .820). 26

The role of Point was created by George Grossmith, who played this nal
passage for laughs, twitching comically after he had fallen to the ground. This
interpretation is consistent with Gilbert's text. Everything about Point points to
his being a comic butt: he has aspirations well beyond his merits; he is far too
old for Elsie; and his sense of values is distinctly de cient. In short, he should be

23 One cannot pretend that Gilbert did not write the o ensive words or that he was

unaware of how o ensive they were or might become. No director today retains Gilbert's
words, although the revisions proposed by Mr. Herbert the rst re ecting only slightly
less prejudice than Gilbert's original are not usually the preferred alternatives.

24 One of the most familiar examples of a performing tradition unsupported by
textual evidence and no doubt contrary to the playwright's intentions is that of portraying
Shylock as a sympathetic rather than a comic or devilish character.

25 Further on performing traditions and how they sometimes nd their way
into texts see Broude 2011, pages 33-40.

26 References to act and line number in Yeomerare to Bradley 1996.
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a thoroughly unsympathetic character whose eventual discom ture is reason for

laughter. Moreover, since Grossmith created the part under Gilbert's direction,
and since Gilbert controlled as many details as he could in the realization of
his libretti, we must assume that Gilbert conceived Point's end as deserved and
comic; had he not, he would never have allowed Grossmith to play the clown as
the curtain falls.

However, when Yeomenwent on tour and performers, freed from Gilbert's
watchful eye, felt themselves at liberty to show initiative, two members of D'Oyly
Carte touring companies George Thorne and Henry Lytton began to
play Point for pathos. Instead of having Point writhe on the ground in comic
frustration, their new interpretation had him die, presumably of a broken heart
(in Lytton's case after having tenderly kissed the hem of Elsie's dress). This
innovation adds depth to Point's character and is therefore more dramatically
e ective than a comic rendering: Point may be an intellectual fraud and an
unprincipled rascal, but his love of Elsie is real, and his death results from the
depth of his feeling.

At some point, Gilbert became aware of Thorne and Lytton's interpretation,
but reports of his response to the innovation di er. Lytton asserts that Gilbert
approved the new interpretation, and Rupert D'Oyly Carte, who succeeded to
the directorship of the D'Oyly Carte Opera Company a year after Gilbert's death,
con rms this. But neither of these accounts can be considered disinterested:
Lytton wanted authorization for his interpretation, while D'Oyly Carte would
have wanted to protect his company's reputation for preserving the performing
traditions established by Gilbert and Sullivan themselves. A more objective
witness is J. M. Gordon, stage manager for the 1897 revival of Yeomenwho
reports that Gilbert refused to say whether Point dies or not: The fate of Jack
Point , Gilbert is supposed to have said, is in the hands of the audience, who
may please themselves whether he lives or dies .27

What is clear is that Gilbert was committed to the stage direction as printed,
for he never changed it, although he certainly could have done so in the several
published forms of the libretto that postdated the innovation but preceded his
death. Signi cantly, however, he did change several lines in the nale to alter
Elsie's attitude towards Point from one of contempt to one of pity; the original
lines describe Elsie as:

a merrymaid peerly proud,
Who loved a lord and who laughed aloud
At the moan of the merryman moping mum. ..

27 For Lytton's version, see Lytton 1922, 174. For a review of responses to Lytton's
interpretation, see Bailey 1952, 319 22. Gordon's report remains in manuscript but is
quoted in Bradley 1996, 514.
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The revised text describes her as:

a merrymaid nestling near,
Who loved a lord but who dropped a tear
At the moan of the merryman moping mum. ..

(11.811-12)

Gilbert evidently wished to retain the ambiguity of Point falls insensible ,
allowing actors the option to interpret the character either way, but he was
sensitive enough to the advantages of the pathetic interpretation to revise Elsie's
lines. To this day, this passage is played for pathos. Should an editor of Yeomen
print the earlier or the later version of Elsie's song? Should the nal stage
direction be emended to something like POINT dies or FAIRFAX embraces
ELSIE as POINT expires at their feet? After all, if Point is to die, something
more explicit than falls insensible is required: there is a substantial di erence
between insensibility (he may recover and go on to pursue his career with
another protégé) and dying.

In The Complete Annotated Gilbert and SulliyaBradley prints the revised lines
but preserves Gilbert's original stage direction. Bradley's text therefore repre-
sents not the settled state of Yeomen the opera was settled before the touring
companies were formed and senton theroad but arevised state. But Bradley's
edition is not committed to representing the settled state; quite the contrary, for
all the historical background that Bradley provides, his edition follows a long-
standing tradition in the publication of dramatic texts: that the edition re ect
what is currently being played rather than what was originally written. 28 In his
notes, Bradley gives the original lines and recounts the circumstances behind
the change in those lines and in the interpretation of the stage direction. But
no decision that an editor could make in this crux would be neutral: Bradley's
decision to print the revised lines rather than the original points towards the
pathetic ending; printing the original would favor the comic but would not rule
out the pathetic. After all, Thorne and Lytton introduced the pathetic tradition
while the original lines were still being sung.

So far we have been talking about creators and editors and editions. An editor
of a critical edition of a Savoy Opera makes a sound decision when he or she
decides to produce a text that represents the settled state of that opera during
its rst production. But performers and directors who use that text today are
another matter altogether: the job of the editor of a critical edition is to present
a text representing (insofar as evidence permits) what existed or would have
existed, had every mechanical slip been caught in proof at some specic

28 For Bradley's statement of his policy, see Bradley 1996, xii. On this practice,
which applies both to opera libretti and to play quartos representing plays as recently
acted by [...], see Broude 2011, 34 40.
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moment in the past, but the job of a producer or director is to make the work

e ective in the present, and what may have made an e ective production at
one time and place may not excite an audience in other circumstances. The
circumstances under which any revival is mounted are always di erent from
the circumstances of a rst production. This is especially the case when a work
considered a classic is revived: the work is revived because it has already
demonstrated that it has audience appeal, and much of the audience may already
be familiar with the work. The case is particularly acute with the Savoy Operas,
which have a fan base much of which is knowledgeable about minute details.
Every good director will take these facts into account.

Gilbert cut Hebe's dialogue to accommodate Jessie Bond; he cut Fold Your
Flapping Wings because he wanted to quicken the pace of the second act, and
if something had to go, then that something might as well have been a number
that might o end some of his audience and thereby reduce ticket sales. But
2021 is not 1878 or 1882. Jessie Bond no longer plays Hebe, and the idea that
poverty breeds crime is neither new nor shocking. Nor is pacing an issue with a
repertory work like lolanthe which many members of the audience will know
by heart. If anything, today's audience at a Savoy Opera wants more Gilbert
and Sullivan rather than less, and if a director can o er something that is new
but that is also in some way authentic, then so much the better. A director
who wants to give his production something novel but authentic could ask for
nothing better than to restore Hebe's dialogue or Fold Your Flapping Wings .

Operas that are fortunate enough to enjoy extended lives come to exist in
multiple states. (And this is as true for performing works of all sorts as it is
for the Savoy Operas.) A single text of an opera which is what the text of a
critical edition must be can represent only one state. People involved with
performing works actors, singers, conductors, directors and producers all
claim considerable freedom in realizing texts, and few good performers will
regard any text the composer's, the librettist's, or the editor's as altogether
binding. An edition of a performing work is not an end in itself but a means to
performance, and so regardless of what state of a work an editor decides his or
her text should represent, it should be understood that editorial responsibilities
include providing, by means of critical apparatus, footnotes and appendices,
enough information about the textual and performing traditions of the work
to enable those who perform it to exercise intelligently the freedom they will
almost certainly claim.
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On the Threshold of Editorship. Or From
Collectionto Oeuvre

Paulius V. Suba£ius

Abstract The sole collection of verses by Jonas Ma£iulis (1862 1932, pen name
Maironis), the father of modern Lithuanian poetry, went through ve editions

in the author's lifetime. The poet continued to improve the works of his youth
until his advanced age, producing hundreds of textual variants. The rst pub-
lished versions of some verses, which are ranked as national classics today,
cannot be considered nely crafted works by a long shot. From a retrospective
point of view, one is surprised that such lengthy and tedious corrections could
have yielded such nice nal results, while a prospective approach might incite
amazement at how the crude, primary rock of rst versions could have con-
cealed the possibility of such poetic gems. Taking a grandmotherly attitude
towards his works, the author did not only polish their versi cation, but also
applied di erent strategies throughout his rewriting process to use new edi-
tions to consolidate his own social and cultural position with the changeable
standards of bibliographic codes over time. The problem editors of the Maironis'
posthumous editions face is that the authorial editions of his works di er in
title, textual variants, and arrangement. As this article argues, both Maironis'
high standing in the Lithuanian cultural landscape and the elusive expectation
of stability and comprehensiveness have discouraged editors to plunge into the
dynamic nature of Maironis' authorial manipulations up until today.

There are various stories of how prominent works were written and published,
but most of them understandably contain common traits. © The rst of these
would be the fact that most revisions remain unknown to readers until their
manuscripts are analysed posthumously since authors usually try to publish
completed versions. The exception to this rule would be when versions printed in
periodicals are followed by di erent versions in book editions, or when authors
altered their already successfully circulating works for an edition of their  oeuvre
or selected worki® summarize their writing careers. While textual instability is
regarded as a fact of life by contemporary theorists (Shillingsburg 2017, 194),
authors have long preferred to conceal this fact, rather than present it as a goal
of their authorship. 1

* This research was funded by a grant (No. S-MOD-17 7) from the Research
Council of Lithuania.

1 In fact, we know that authors were even required to withdraw their earlier
versions upon publishing of a new version at least since classical antiquity (see Reynolds
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Another feature of our common assumptions towards the origins of famous
works would be the value we tend to place on them. There is another end to the
stick in the teleological approach to the creative process, as has been discussed
by genetic critics (see Bushell 2005, 56). If a purposeful relation exists between
a work's earliest drafts and its published text, and if the writing and revision
processes moving in the direction of a nal entity, it is only natural that we also
have a look in the reverse direction. In hindsight, a successful result invites the
presumption that at least to a certain degree the work's creative potential
was already inherent in the earliest variants, which are not only endowed with
historical value in the process, but also with aesthetic value by omission.

However, reality does not always comply with these presuppositions. How
do they reshape our understanding of the way in which literature functions? Do
textual critics or editors have any means, not unlike mineralogists, to perceive
and reveal polishable crystalline structures that are deeply hidden in immature
texts? Or do we perhaps only attribute the status of a variant or source
to a primitive sequence of words once we know how valuable the nal result
is? How do we represent the entire genesis of a work if the author himself
changed his attitude towards the work several times along the way, and applied
several di erent strategies to use it for the consolidation of his social and cultural
position? Some of these questions will remain rhetorical throughout this essay,
intending to inspire further analysis. If | succeed in revealing the complexity of
editorial situations, we may only come some steps closer to devising simpli ed
answers to these questions. Nevertheless, the potential of digital archives when
it comes to communicating the wholeness of works with complicated geneses to
a contemporary audience makes me optimistic for the future.

In this essay, | will discuss these issues by investigating the case of a Lithuanian
writer known under the pseudonym of Maironis. Jonas Ma£iulis (1862 1932), a
priest, professor of theology and historian, used this pen name to sign one of
the rst publications of his poems in a clandestine periodical (Maironis 1891b).
He became an icon of the national revival and was already proclaimed the
central gure of modern Lithuanian literature during his lifetime in the early
20th century (eina 2016, 54 55). This o cial assessment of the poet has
not changed in the last century (see KalnaEs 2009, 184 87). Shortly after his
death, Maironis' house was converted into the national museum of Lithuanian
literature. A 20-litas banknote issued by the Bank of Lithuania, which was in
circulation from 1993 to 2014 (at which point the national currency was replaced
by the Euro), bears his portrait.

Maironis wrote narrative poetry, dramas, and librettos, but it were his poems
that won him the status of a classic. Because the tsarist administration forbade
the press to use Latin characters in the 1860s in an attempt to introduce the Cyril-
lic script, Lithuanian newspapers were published abroad and secretly smuggled
into the country until 1904. Having published eleven poems in these newspa-
pers, Maironis illegally published a book of his poetry in 1895 (Maironis 1895a).

and Wilson 1991, 24).
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To this day, this collection of verses the name of which (  Pavasario balsai [The
Voices of Spring] symbolized the rebirth of the nation's typical nationalism
remains the most important form for circulating his poetry. At the time of publi-
cation, Maironis already had two published books on his record: one a narrative
of the history of Lithuania (Maironis 1891a), the other an epic poem with
social overtones Tarp skausmuigarb] Through Pain to Glory (Maironis 1895b).
However, it was The Voices of Sprinthat paved the way to his role as a national
writer. Having realized this, the poet would later cling to the same perfectly
recognizable gurative title, and published three more collections of his poems
appeared as The Voices of Springn his lifetime (Maironis 1905; 1913; 1920).
In addition, a total of 30 posthumous editions of Maironis' poems in Lithua-
nian were published as The Voices of Sprin@the latest one only yesteryear: see
Maironis 2020).2 In this sense, Maironis is a poet who is identi ed with a sole
collection of poems (Daujotyt e 1990, 62). None of the classics of national revival
in the surrounding countries (Janis Rainis in Latvia, Lydia Koidula in Estonia,
Taras Shevchenko in Ukraine) were identi ed so directly with one title except
for Belarusian short-lived Maksim Bahdanovich (1891 1917), whose collection
of poems Vianok[A Wreath| (1914) was his only book of poetry.

It is worth mentioning that when Maironis chose The Voices of Springs a stable
brand name (cf. Kufinskien e 2014, 251 and 257), this decision was exclusively
of symbolic rather than nancial value. The publishers' interests and opinions
only played a minimal role here, since the publications were funded by the
author himself, and by Catholic societies. Due to the political restrictions of that
time, the only thing that the author may have earned from the rst edition of
his collection of poems was a deportation to Siberia. Later, when the ban on the
press in Latin characters was withdrawn, he held well-paid positions of professor
of the Theological Academy and rector of the Seminary; thus remuneration for
his creative work was not and could not have been a source of income and an
underlying motive for this activity.

2 The penultimate edition was marked as 28™" (Maironis 2012), but for some
editions the numbering indicated in their subtitle does not coincide with their actual
numbering in the sequence identi ed by Maronis' bibliographers. In a discussion following
my presentation on this collection of poems at the 26" annual SHARP conference From
First to Last: Texts, Creators, Readers, Agents (Western Sidney University, 2018), Paul
Eggert noted that such a large number of re-editions of a poetry book in nine decades
is phenomenal, particularly bearing in mind the relatively small Lithuanian readership
(of ~3.5 mil persons), and the fact that Maironis was hardly known beyond the national
borders. It should be noted that the poet was indeed popular, but that social and political
circumstances rather than nancial interest played an important role in this process of
re-editing his works: the community of Lithuanians in exile in the USA, Germany, and
Italy (separated from Luthuania in the cold war) were instrumental in publishing a series
of local non-commercial editions to provide teaching materials for Lithuanian courses
and Saturday schools. In addition, during Nazi and especially Soviet occupations, the
government had to replace the editions with more ideologically appropriate ones, and
some of the poems were censored out. That is why, after the change of the regime in 1990,
editors aimed to publish more complete collections of Maironis' poetry.
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However, The Voices of Sprindid not remain the only form in which Maironis
published his collection of poems. Here we can talk about his secondary initi-
ation: his initiation to the classics. Six years before his death, Maironis edited
the rstvolume of his Oeuvrededicated to verses he chose himself and nanced
with his own means. 3 He did not resume the tradition of The Voices of Springnd
titled it Lyrika [Lyrics] (Maironis 1927). 4 The latter title expressed the idea that
Maironis' works could be regarded as a poetic standard for Lithuanian literature
in general.

A more intense alteration of the poetry collection rises to the surface when
we look at the authorial use of The Voices of Sprinffom the viewpoint suggested
by William Stroebel when he re ected on Constantine Cavafy's collections: not
as a one-way communication device broadcasting the poet's nal intentions
but as a kind of ongoing, open workshop, one that continually suspended
the nality of its own production and extended the processes of inscription,
assemblage, and re-assemblage (Stroebel 2018, 280). Extremely important
were the transformation of the arrangement of texts and the revisions in the
poems themselves. In the case under discussion,a single collection of poerdses
not exactly equal a collection of the same poeniike Voices of Springnderwent
considerable changes in the poet's lifetime. Having gone through ve editions,
it increased three times from 45 to 131 poems; four poems were once included
in the collection, once removed from it by the author's will.

Far more signi cant were the revisions in the poems themselves. Even in
those few poems that underwent relatively few alterations by the author, the
spelling was edited and some words or forms were replaced. The poem Nuo
Birutes kalno [From Birut e Hill], ® included in all the editions of the poetry
collection, contains the least amount of revisions. In the author's last version it
has 16 lines, 106 words and 535 letters (including the title). During thirty-two
years of revising, in ve versions published by Maironis himself, seven words,
eleven morphophonological forms, ve punctuation marks, and twenty-eight
cases of spelling were changed® While the latter variants are accidentals, the
rst ones are undoubtedly substantials.

3 This was not a unique case at that time in Lithuania: by 1927, eight living writers

had republished or began to republish their works, speci cally under the title  Oeuvre Two
of them (Juozas Tumas, penname Vai°’gantas and Kazimieras Pakalni2kis) were friends of
Maironis.

4 Sixth edition is added under the title, thus indicating a direct link to the
editions of The Voices of SpringBibliographically, Vol. 1 of Oeuvreshould be the fth
edition of Maironis' poetry, but the second edition of The Voices of Springf 1905 was
published with a reference that it was the third edition (as the short play Kame i2ganymas
(Where is the Salvatigrincluded in the book after the poems was indeed published for the
third time), and this is how this erroneous sequence became established.

5 Here and hereafter | use the traditional titles from the 1927 edition to identify
the poems since Maironis had revised them many times.

6 From this account were excluded variants that originated as the result of three
presumed typographical errors in the 1895 edition, and three typographical errors in the
1927 edition.



Paulius V. Subafius On the Threshold of Editorship 85

What then does the versioning of considerably more revised poems look
like? The best poem to illustrate this issue would be Lietuva brangi [Dear
Lithuania], which has acquired the status of the second, uno cial, anthem of
Lithuania, and is widely learned by heart and sung, which makes it one of the
most popular and famous works by Maironis. First published in a newspaper,
the poem consisted of 16 stanzas and 62 lines (Maironis 1891c), while the
author's last version had 8 stanzas and 32 lines (Maironis 1927, 58 59). Itis only
from single words or motifs that one can approximately guess which stanzas
of the early version were transformed into later variants, as not a single line of
the initial text coincides with the revised one. Not even a hint of eight lines of
the last version appears in the rst publication. In all the other lines both some
words and the word order is changed without exception. If we compare the
publications revised by the author from a morphophonological point of view,
as few as 40, or one-fourth of 160 words of the latest text coincide with the rst
version of the poem. If we add the di erences in punctuation and spelling, we
could say that while revising Dear Lithuania, the poet left a mere 10% of the
text intact.”

Many revisions were made to achieve more uent versi cation. Historians
of literature unanimously assert that Maironis was the rst Lithuanian poet to
use syllabo-tonic versi cation perfectly, and achieved a high level of poetical
precision. In other words, metric schemes are retained in his poems; moreover,
they are not in con ict with the regular accentuation of words and syntactic
combinations, which helps to achieve a harmonious sound. These statements
hold up when analyzing the latest versions revised by the author the rst
stanza of Dear Lithuania (Maironis 1927, 58) is an example of a precise iambic
foot with a hypercatalectic caesura (Girdzijauskas 1966, 234 5):

YYVYIYYY
YYVYIYYY
YYVYIYYY
YYVYIYYY

In the initial version, by contrast, the rst stanza's metric scheme goes as fol-
lows respecting the natural accents of the words in standard Lithuanian
(Maironis 1891b):

YY Y} YY Y
Y Y Y}YY Y
Y YY}Y YY
YYVYYYY

7 | am using statistics not only because it is quite convenient, but also because a
much more extensive paper would be needed in order to present adequate translations of
the variants and to compare them. For published samples of Maironis' poetry translations
into English, see Maironis 1963 and Maironis 2002.
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The irregularity here is quite obvious, and has been eradicated in subsequent
versions through careful polishing. In fact, many of Maironis' rst publications
contained versi cation errors, which were then successfully avoided in later
versions. On the one hand, there is no doubt that Maironis could write much
more uent verses than other contemporary poets right from the start. On
the other, a retrospective view of the classical qualities of his poetry found in
textbooks and works on the history of literature has a certain inconsistency:
the nal self-revised versions are quoted as proofs of his poetic elegance, even
though the topic of discussion is the young Maironis and the rst edition of
The Voices of Springn 1895 (Zaborskaite 1987, 98), which still contains a large
number of sharp edges.

By using a uniform title for the collections of poetry, Maironis perhaps
unintentionally set up the preconditions for his posterior literary critics to
paint him as a greater literary pioneer than he really was. This happened because
when critics were analyzing the poems Maironis had written in the 1910s, which
were included in the fourth edition of The Voices of Springhe newer versions of
these poems were mistakenly attributed to the late nineteenth century when
their rst edition had been published. Due to very rapid changes that took place
in Lithuania, this quarter-of-a-century anachronism was more than enough to
make Maironis appear as an example to other writers of the rst half of the
twentieth century, even though this image was partly based on impressions of
poems that were (re)written at the same time or even later than their works.
National ambitions spurred the declarations that as early as 1895, Lithuanian
literature already had a classical author who wrote poems of re ned lyrical
form.

When we address another type of Maironis' self-revisions, an even more
distinct shadow of anachronism looms over the critics' remarks on the poet's
modernity. This is because the four decades over which his career spans also
coincide with the period where the most intense formation of the standard
Lithuanian language took place. Already after the rst publications of his
poems in the periodical press, publishers generally came to a nal agreement
regarding several new letters of the Lithuanian alphabet (sz  2,cz £;»,* ©
e e;ufu:] u/u;Venckiene 2006, 38 39). In other words, it was necessary to
transliterate the early versions of his poems in subsequent publications. The rst
edition of The Voices of Spring/as followed by a textbook of Lithuanian grammar
(Jablonskis 1901), which established the principles of selection of prescriptive
paradigms from a variety of dialects and their contemporary orthographic rules.
In other words, part of the morphophonological forms, spelling and punctuation
had to be revised, bit by bit, in each subsequent edition of Maironis' 1895 col-
lection (Venckien e 2012, 204 05). In the last period of Maironis' creative work,
after the declaration of independence in 1918, the new state was quick to build
a system of general education, and to promote the publishing and other forms
of communication in the o cial Lithuanian language. Therefore, the removal
of the dialectal vocabulary and morphological inconsistencies, as well as the
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establishment of the standards of accentuation and pronunciation of the lan-
guage used in a cultured urban milieu, was taking place very rapidly. Although
Maironis relied on himself rather than editors even for minor corrections, it is
obvious that only the author himself could revise the poems and fully adapt
them linguistically to standard modern usage.

In many cases, the rejection of dialectal forms also meant approaching regular
standard accentuation ergo, a more precise metre, and vice versaHowever,
| dare to assert that doubt in the motivation for one or another revision does
not deny Maironis' basic tendency to adapt his writings to the changing lan-
guage standard. These assumptions imply a methodological remark about a
prospective genetic digital edition of Maironis' poetry. | suggest that in such an
edition it would be important to demonstrate the chronology of the appearance,
inclusion, and disappearance or removal from standard use of the linguistic fea-
tures found in the texts along with the change of variants. In addition, historical
sociolinguistic information would be very useful explaining which lexemes
and forms became popular or prestigious, when and in which socio-cultural
contexts these changes took place, etc. (cf. Venckiee 2018, 230). It does not
occur so frequently that the peak of language standardization would coincide
with the period of the creative career of a prominent writer, during which the
latter would intensely (and, importantly, successfully) revise his texts in every
decade. The main di culty is that such an undertaking requires detailed data
of language history.

Let us take a brief detour into a wider socio-cultural context the develop-
ment of the modern Lithuanian national identity. Here, we can again state an
important chronological coincidence between important events and di erent
stages of self-revision of Maironis' poetry. The second edition of The Voices of
Spring, for example, appeared in 1905 the year of the Russian revolution,
when the social atmosphere became considerably freer. And the fourth edition
was prepared right after the Republic of Lithuania proclaimed its independence.
In both cases, new ideological accents can be indicated in the poems. Finally,
the last authorial edition of the Oeuvrecoincided with the abolishing of the
state's parliamentary democracy. In the period of the authoritarian rule of the
president and ideologist of nationalism Antanas Smetona (1874 1944), which
lasted from 1926 to 1940, the exemplary collection of national symbols and the
historical narrative promoted in schools acquired its nal stable shape. 8 Recipro-
cal in uence should be borne in mind Maironis textually reacted to the hirth
of the national state and, in its turn, his poetry was simultaneously popularized
as texts that uni ed society.

A shortremark on a factor that might seem to counteract the drive for authorial
revisions: several of Maironis rst published poems had already been set to
music. At rst, they were adapted for folk melodies, and later performed to music

8 Due to the Soviet occupation, it remained partially conserved up until 1990, and
still has a huge in uence on the self-consciousness of the older and middle generations
even in our days.
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created by professionals. Two of the most prominent Lithuanian composers of
that time, Juozas Naujalis (1869 1934) and feslovas Sasnauskas (1867 1916),
composed songs for mixed choirs to twenty-three poems from The Voices of
Spring. After 1905, when the tsarist administration stopped interfering with
public national events, they began to be performed on a massive scale. Songs
that were performed during Lithuanian gatherings rapidly became extremely
popular. The author himself both cooperated with the composers and took part

in these events an amateur musician himself, who held recitals at his home.
On the one hand, more uent poems that had already been more re ned with
regard to versi cation in the early stages of their development were set to music.
Such texts were then revised less by the author when he prepared subsequent
editions of the collection. On the other hand, this aspect alone can hardly explain
the fact that it were especially the poems that had been set to music that Maironis
avoided revising. A juxtaposition of the text and its melodic accents reveals
that the latter stabilized the text, therefore the idea about the conserving role
of music should be borne in mind in this case. The interaction of the melodies
and the texts of the early edition, as well as the inertia of performance when
choir singers committed the text to memory, along with the motility of singing
counteracted the scale of a more radical authorial alteration.

A look at the revisions that Maironis made in order to adapt to the rapidly
changing language and society prompts another observation, namely that
any attempt to describe his relation with cultural modernization contains an
internal contradiction. The well-established statement by literary critics that
Maironis brought a modern poetic language into Lithuanian literature (Nyka-
Nili unas 1962, 286) is both correct and misleading. The poet resourcefully used
the form of the language that existed at the time of writing, and contributed to
its further development along the way. Maironis was modern in each stage of
writing and revision: the linguistic expression of his poetry corresponded to
the state of the cultural medium for approximately a decade until a subsequent
revised edition of The Voices of Springame out. However, from our contempo-
rary perspective the texts of the rst publications do not seem to be written in the
modern Lithuanian language. On the other hand, since the state of the standard
Lithuanian language, which was settled in the late 1920s, did not experience
more radical changes in the elds of morphology and accentuation, Maironis'
latest self-revised versions do not seemancient and the texts are read as if they
have lost the vestiges of time (Svirg°das 2012, 37). One or two remaining
archaisms, mainly lexical, add the sheen of nobility that is characteristic of clas-
sical works, but do not impede an easy reading of the works as modern texts.
Probably that is why the topic of the development of Maironis' poetry seems
strongly overlooked even in the Lithuanian context, where the critics' attention
to textual variants and self-revision is extremely scarce in general. They almost
seem like intuitive attempts to prevent a wide audience from discoveringa more
archaicMaironis, so as not to tarnish his image as a modern poet.

Another aspect of his image the halo of solidity, stability, and wholeness
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(cf. Slavinskaite 1987, 15) contradicts what we know about the numerous
revisions of his texts. An a atus would be much more be tting to a poet of
overdue Lithuanian Romanticism than the meticulous labour of adjusting their
metre to perfection. In Maironis' case a distinct dissonance of re ection was
provoked by the fact that when he published his last self-revised versions in
1927, his poetry had not only been an obligatory read, but had also already
occupied one of the top positions in schools' curricula for a decade. In other
words, a generation of students who knew at least a dozen of Maironis' poems
by heart from their school years, experienced having to correct their memory
and apparently discard the lines which had stuck in their minds.

In any event, authorized polyvariance has remained a potential aporia of
reception. Naive lovers of Maironis' poetry felt quite embarrassed when the
early versions of well-known poems were reprinted in commemoration of the
centennial anniversary of the rst edition of The Voices of SprinfMaironis 1995).
Readers failed to accept an imperfect, unpolished classic. In the meantime, in
order to trace the genesis of Maironis' most signi cant stanzas, one would have
to take an even larger step back. It is not di cult to recognize the rudiments
of the already mentioned poem-anthem Dear Lithuania and several other
poems separate lines, phrases, motifs and models of strophes in his earliest
work Lietuva [Lithuania] (Maironis 1888). This descriptive long poem of
loose structure, which is more reminiscent of a bundle of verses on the topic of
nature and history, was written by Maironis at the age of twenty-six and never
published. It was not until the end of the twentieth century that it was included
as a supplement to the second volume of Oeuvrecontaining narrative poems
(Maironis 1988).

Many writers refrain from publishing their rst creative attempts, because
they consider them immature. Maironis' Lithuania , however, is not merely
an early attempt at versi cation: it is an agglomeration of the rudimentary
elements of his entire poetics. Maironis was noted for a kind of economy of
motifs (Speifyte 2012, 81). For the entirety of his literary career, he made use
of a limited array of images, which appeared already in his rst verses, and
with each edition produced an increasingly stronger poetic e ect due to the
constant re nement of the texts. A few known rough copies testify that even in
his mature age, Maironis would start a new work from a very weak version with
a chaotic metre and non-matching rhymes, which would signi cantly improve
after several revisions (Maironis 1925). A genetic edition could demonstrate
the acting of the agency that transformed a bad poem into several particularly
good poetic works. The genetic dossier of Maironis' verses poses a serious
challenge to the premises of a atus , which is particularly intriguing bearing
in mind the fact that the poet was a priest. The scrutiny of the succession of
textual transformations compels us to think that the poet's entire activity was
geared towards perfecting his craftsmanship. Still, a reader remains perturbed
by occasionally glimmering traces of irreducible creativity.

Eventually, there is a serious dissonance between the two self-editing ten-
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dencies that are typical of Maironis: 1) he was never satis ed with the result,
intensely reworking his poems for each new publication; and 2) in several cases,
he omitted the unsuccessful verses, while never completely discarding even the
weakest of his already published works, but rather including all of them in the
collections and Oeuvre For example, being unable to deal with the composi-
tional heterogeneity of one of his early poems, Lietuvos vargas [Misery of
Lithuania] (Maironis 1885), he simply split it up, and included itin ~ Oeuvre
as two separate works (Maironis 1927, 50 51). As such, the whole remained
very diverse, lacking harmony and re nement, and even had several inlays of
tastelessness (Sauka 1998, 80). On the one hand, this almost freed Maironis
subsequent editors from the need to collect the poems that were scattered in
periodicals and manuscripts, discarded or forgotten by the author, which the
compilers of the posthumous opera omni@ften confront, and nd one way or
another to arrange them all into a comprehensive whole. ® On the other hand,
this was o set by serious complications for his editors, as he left a legacy of two
alternative titles of his collected poetry The Voices of Springnd Lyrics, and kept
altering the sequence of their individual poems.

To illustrate this problem, | must describe the process of composing The Voices
of Springat length. Despite the di cult circumstances of publishing illegally and
abroad, we can already recognize the authorial arrangement of the sequence of
poems in the rst edition of the collection, which allows us to consider it as a
structurally coherent work. Historians of literature assert that Maironis formed
thirteen quasi-sections according to the thematic or genre a nity (hymns, son-
nets, satires; Speifyé 2019; cf. Pokorska-lwaniuk 2014). This is merely an
interpretative observation, as the poet did not introduce chapter headings (with
the exception of the Sonnetshapter that appeared in the 1913 and 1920 editions);
nor do the rst and subsequent editions contain any obvious graphic divisions.
However, the grouping is evident and is con rmed by the further development
of The Voices of SpringThe fact remains that in three subsequent editions, when
he added new poems to the collection, Maironis inserted them in the existing
groups, consistently following the principle of thematic and genre a nity. With
very few exceptions, he did not change the sequence of the already published
poems and quasi-sections, but rather expanded the latter every time. This means
that the principal structure of the collection of poetry was stable. For a graphical
representation, see Figure 1.

While preparing a new edition for print, the poet would make revisions to
the already published poems in a personal copy of the previous edition. He
would write down additions, or attach them on a separate sheet, and renumber
the poems by hand, indicating their sequence for the typesetter. There is a

9 Only fteen of the known poetic works did not make their way to ~ Oeuvreof
1927: nine verses written after the compilation of Oeuvre three excerpts of the narrative
poem M usu vargai [Our Hardships] that were included in  The Voices of Springf 1920
as separate pieces, and two poems that previously appeared only in the periodicals and
one verse published in The Voices of Spring
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Figure 1: Composition of the collection The Voices of Sprin@Speifyte 2019, 133 41) and
Oeuvre In this representation, each rectangle, except for the white ones, rep-
resents a poem,; their colours represent the quasi-sections they belong to; and
black rectangles represent new poems in the Oeuvre From left to right, they
represent the editions of 1895a (45 poems), 1905 (57 poems), 1913 (78 poems),
1920 (110 poems), and 1927 (131 poems). This graphic shows how each of the
guasi-sections grows over time, to be ultimately reshu ed in the 1927 edition.
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Figure 2: Authorial additions and revisions in Maironis 1918, pages 10 11.

surviving publisher's copy of The Voices of Sprinffom 1920, which the poet
himself produced from a copy of the 1913 edition with a pair of scissors and
glue (Maironis 1918; see Figure 2), and a copy of The Voices of Sprinffom 1920,
from which Maironis prepared a rough copy for OeuvreMaironis 1926 in the
same way.

Maironis' Oeuvrewas supplemented with nineteen new poems; other works
were nally adapted to standard Lithuanian as already discussed. Moreover,
the author radically changed the former sequence of the poems by disrupting
most quasi-sections, thematic groups and the previous framing composition of
the beginning and end of the collection based on patriotic accents (see Figure
1). The cyclical nature of The Voices of Springhould be realized not only as the
thematic grouping of the works. The opening poems of each group provide a
certain key to the reading of other works, and the series function as parables.
For example, Jo pirmoji meil e (His rst love ) that opens the collections
signals the love that the lyrical self feels for Lithuania. By doing so, several
further nature or love poems already imply a national-patriotic statement. In
Oeuvre the author disrupted the cycle of poems with its allegorical structure
and its decoding technique (Kessler 2014, 69), as presumably the key was no
longer necessary: the codes of reading the classic Maironis were imposed by the
expanding tradition of interpretation, school textbooks, and broadcast songs
with his lyrics. This new structure of Oeuvrewas oriented to literary eternity,
and its framing composition consisted of works on universal and existential
rather than patriotic themes.

As Peter Shillingsburg suggests, Hershel Parker made a sceptical presumption
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in his Flawed Texts and Verbal Icor{$983) that authors lose their authority
over a work after a certain period and that revision often not only violates the
creativity of the original e ort but can end in confusion which might make a
text unreadable (Shillingsburg 1991, 70). In the case of Maironis, this idea
would argue against the latest authorial versions of the poems (in which the
best versi cation was achieved). From the point of view of general composition,
however, the collection of The Voices of Springzas more coherent than the volume
of Oeuvre In any case, it should be noted that from an editorial perspective
the collectionand Oeuvredi er both in their use of textual versions, and in the
number and especially the arrangement of poems.

In the years of World War Il (and soon afterwards) the rst eight posthumous
editions of Maironis' poetry were published in Lithuania, and by war refugees
and displaced persons in Germany (Meerbeck and Wirzburg) under the title
The Voices of SpringThree of these editions did not reach their readership: two
were suspended and destroyed by Soviet censors, and one perished during
the bombing of Weimar. Although each of these eight editions are slightly
di erent, 10 all of them were compiled according to a model that was introduced
by a single editor: Juozas Ambrazevifius (1903 1974; known as Brazaitis from
1944 onwards). He took the versions of the poems from Oeuvre divided them
into eight thematic or genre chapters, and even gave each chapter a heading,
unlike any collection published in Maironis' lifetime (Maironis 1942). Although
two groups of poems (i.e. the genre groups Satiresand Balladg can be detected
both in The Voices of Sprinffom 1920 and in Oeuvre in the above-mentioned
editions of the 1940s type, the arrangement of poems within the groups did not
correspond either to the rst or the second authentic sequence as established by
Maironis himself.

Inthe rstedition of The Voices of Sprinthat was published in Soviet Lithuania
(Maironis 1947), just like in all the other Soviet editions, 35 poems that contained
religious motifs were discarded. However, in the context of this paper, | would
like to draw attention to the aspects of the selection of versions and the structure
of the collections rather than to this blatant act of censorship. In this case,
it were the editors who made the structural decision to arrange the poems
chronologically, and to divide them into three parts according to the periods
of creative work. This way, they concealed their aim to disrupt the original
division into quasi-sections that enhanced the manifestative e ect of individual
texts, and to present Maironis in the shape of historicized publication of literary
heritage. Bearing in mind the general atmosphere of Stalin's regime and the
ideological requirements that were imposed on all literature, including that
of the past, this could be interpreted as an attempt to push a patriotic poet,
albeit watered down, through Communist censorship. The dates written at
each poem insistently reminded the readers that it was a thing from the bygone
pre-revolutionary era, which should not be regarded as a source of relevant

10 For example, in some of them several poems about the struggle of Lithuanians

with the Teutonic Order were removed in view of Hitler's censorship.
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motifs and ideas. As the poet himself precisely dated only one of his poems, this
expansion of the peritext by dating all the poems made a historicizing (rather
than aestheticizing) impact on the reading practice. 11 Moreover, for the lack
of specialized research and reliable bibliography, the sequence of poems based
on the rst publications was imprecise with regard to the chronology of both
writing the poems and their publication. 12 The versions of the texts were mainly
taken from Oeuvre but certain single variants from the 1905 and 1920 editions of
The Voices of Springiere inserted rather eclectically: in some places the primary
version of particular stanzas or particular lines was restored (Maironis 1947,
222).

A similar eclectic approach was used by the editor of The Voices of Springf
1913that was published in the emigration milieu in Rome in 1952. Taking the
Oeuvreversion as the basis, Bernardas BrazdCionis (1907 2002), a poet himself,
inserted the variants of the 1920 edition in some stanzas and explained, The
restored old words or lines are very “familiar' to us and have found a place
in our hearts (Brazd®ionis 1952, 279 80). The phrase in our hearts was
not just a poetic expression. When preparing the edition, Brazd®ionis reverted
to a common practice of philologists living the camps of displaced persons
(1945 1950), who endeavoured to restore Lithuanian literary textbooks and
anthologies without the use of books, by merely counting on what they knew by
heart (Naujokaitis 1948, 5).13 Ironically enough, in the editor's commentaries
BrazdCionis denounced the above-mentioned Soviet edition of (Maironis 1947),
alleging that in this edition the poems were damaged, edited in a rather peculiar
manner [...] of Soviet publications. [...] This kind of editing changes the shape
and form of the collection (Brazd®onis 1952, 294). In the Roman edition,
eight chapters were introduced again, albeit di erent ones, that were arranged
in another way than those published in the years of World War Il. In addition,
the sequence of the poems did not coincide with the structure of any edition
prepared by Maironis himself.

An even stranger composition (already the sixth type of composition)
appeared in an attempt to publish a semi-scholarly edition of Maironis' works,
which included a discussion of the variants (Maironis 1982). In this edition,
the rst 36 poems were arranged in the sequence taken from the 1895a edition
of The Voices of Spriny* and then followed the poems that Maironis inserted

1 In the other Soviet editions, dates were also added, in some cases in square
brackets (Maironis 1976; Maironis 1986).

12 For example, the poem Mergait e [Girl] was erroneously dated to 1893 (Mairo-
nis 1986, 21), as the editorsde visudid not check the reference found in bibliographies
that it rst appeared in Lietuviszkas Kalendorius metams 1894 turintiems 365 dieNésiuje:
Spauda ir iszdas J-zapo Zavadzkio [counterfactual, should be: Til° e: J.’enkes sp.], 1893,
p. 21. In fact, the anonymous verse (with identical title) published there should not be
related to Maironis, and the above-mentioned poem by the latter was rst published two
years later (Maironis 1895a, 34 35).

13 |would like to thank Jurga Dzikait e, who drew my attention to this fact.

14 This does not include the satires and texts with religious motifs, a total of nine



Paulius V. Subafius On the Threshold of Editorship 95

in the 1905, 1913 and 1920 editions ofThe Voices of Springrhe 1927 versions of
Oeuvrewere given as the basic text, and the earlier versions were quoted in a
fragmentary manner, and discussed in the commentaries.

Although a close analysis shows that the authorial sequence had its unique
logic, the subsequent history of publishing Maironis' poetry testi es that the
editors created four new structural models of the collection. Due to the frequent
reprints of The Voices of Springith large print runs, a socio-cultural image of
the collection was formed that was quite di erent from the authorial image. As
such, a contemporary editor of Maironis faces several problematic alternatives,
which can be summed up in the following pattern:

1. When publishing the latest authorial version of the poems, they should be
arranged in the sequence of the 1927 edition of Oeuvre even though this
does not correspond with the dominant, long-standing and meaningful
titte The Voices of Springnd the readers of Maironis do not recognize
the genre title Lyrics; moreover, the latter (sub)title correlates with the
volume of Oeuvreand would be more suitable for a many-volume edition
of the Maironis corpus than for a separate collection of poems. 1°

2. When publishing the collection of The Voices of Springt would be appro-
priate to choose the concept of authorial composition that corresponds
to this title (i.e. maintaining the sequence of the 1920 edition), but that
would not include nineteen later poems. Furthermore, this sequence has
an inner con ict with the latest authorial versions of the poems.

3. When publishing any earlier versions of the poems as the collection
The Voices of Springather than versions of the 1927 Oeuvreedition, the
author's will would be ignored, the most well-polished variants that
have caught up with the language modernization would have to be
discarded, and a con ict with the long-standing reception of separate
poems would arise.

These alternatives would be partly annihilated in a digital edition, which would
allow the reader to see and compare any authorial sequence and corresponding
versions of the poems, as well as their historical development. However, the
transformation of the collection The Voices of Springhto Oeuvrethat plays a
di erent socio-cultural role and has a di erent bibliographical and linguistic
code, performed by the poet himself, is fundamental. Thus itis an inconceivable
task to nd a model of an edition that minimises the editorial co-authorship that
would integrate both the compositional concept of The Voices of Springnd the
latest versions of the texts, i.e. the versions of Oeuvre

poems, which were censored out by the Soviets.

15 In the 1952 edition, Lyrics was added as a subtitle to The Voices of SpringThis
created a new combination of a title, subtitle, versions of poems and overall composition
of the collection. In one of the more recent editions, this combination of a title, subtitle,
and composition was repeated, but the versions of the poems are presented according to
the 1927 edition (Maironis 2012). This way, the variety of basic components of the textual
and bibliographic code is increased once again.
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Another editorial challenge arises from one more editorial perspective that
could consider the authorial use of his poetry as a means of revenge. In order to
pursue this curious idea, | should rst discuss the bibliographical code of The
Voices of Springn greater detail. 18 The rst publication of the 1895 collection had
a rather modest printing quality and a small size, which was understandable
because of its clandestine nature (Maironis 1895a). Nevertheless, the edition
contained ornate initial letters and several vignettes from the printing house's
standard kit. The publication of 1905 boasted even more opulent drawn ini-
tials and slightly better paper, but in this case an original visual solution was
not o ered either. A coloured carton-paper cover with the author's portrait
(by the famous artist Antanas Smuidzinavifius, 1876 1966) and his two other
photographs from di erent periods in inserted plates allow us to interpret the
third edition of The Voices of Springs giving particular emphasis on Maironis'
person. More abundant vignettes were not created especially for this book, but
they are larger and more complex, and the layout is more spacious. Yet, the

rst three editions of the poetry collection are nothing out of the ordinary in
the stylistic and technological context of the design of printed production of the
given period and speci ¢ printing houses.

The 1920 edition of The Voices of Sprinbas a lot of marked di erences from
the earlier editions. The extraordinary nature of this edition is enhanced by
two historical circumstances. Firstly, unlike in earlier cases, Maironis himself
chose and commissioned its visual materials illustrations and photographs

and took decisions regarding their arrangement (materials prepared by the
author preserved in the publisher's copy; see Maironis 1918). Secondly, Maironis'
e orts did not go unnoticed the book's design created a stir in the cultural and
religious circles of that time, was criticized in published reviews, and caused
private gossip both for aesthetic and moral reasons.

What was it that public opinion was so critical about? A very colourfulcover
blended art nouveauelements with neo-romanticist country sugariness (see Fig-
ure 3). The author of the cover design and some of the illustrations was an ama-
teur artist Kazys 'imonis (1887 1978), whose folksy decorations and forthright
symbolism was quite to the taste of the rst-generation urban residents of the
young national republic. Added to this, elements of 'imonis's graphic art, details
of Raphael's paintings, primitive national ornaments, art nouveaustyle ladies,
owers from greeting cards and photographs, were all mingled together on the
book's pages. Moreover, almost every page had a di erent layout (see Figure 4),
and some copies were printed on better quality paper with dark green instead
of black ink.

Neither spit nor swallow. There hasn't been a single book in the Lithuanian

16 This description is necessary because so far no bibliographic works have been
published that analyse (or at least described in detail) the bibliographic code of Maironis'
books. There is only one recent article that looks at the design of Voices of Springbut
does this for the most part in the context of the Lithuanian imagery of spring (Janke-
vifiute 2019).
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