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liberal side of the Italy question in the short-lived Tuscan Athenacm
and other journalism, as well as in historical articles and such books as
Tuscany in 1849 and 1859. T. A. T. and Frances Eleanor Trollope col-
laborated on Homes and Haunts of the Italian Pocts (1881).

20. Thus begins the chapter entitled “The Apprenticeship to the Laurel”
(DIW2:393). The Italian-language Wikipedia site shows an image of the
house, with the plaque in capital letters: “Qui Abito Corilla Nel Secolo
Decimo Ottavo.”

21. Thomas Adolphus Trollope, Filippo Strozzi: A History of the Last Days
of the Old Italian Liberry (London: Chapman & Hall, 1860), http://
catalog.hathitrust.org/ Record /008640645. Quoted in Lawrence Poston,
“Thomas Adolphus Trollope: A Victorian Anglo-Florentne,” Bulletin of
the Jobm Rylands University Library of Manchester 49 (1966): 133-64. 143.

22. Mr. Trollope and T. A. T. visited the family in Cincinnati briefly in 1828,
Anthony remaining at school, but the US sojourn and business venture
were mostly in Mrs. Trollope’s hands.

23. To compare versions of a persona, we name key events (standard date,
GIS), adding ID attributes in the BESS files. Events that would be
kernels or that one would expect to be nearly ubiquitous are often missing
in biographies of Trollope: Birth (E00079) is missing in three versions;
Death (E00088) is missing in two; and we have seen the cursory way
these facts are dealt with in two versions. Only one version deals with
Trollope’s move to Italy, and only three note her major novels. Her mar-
riage or her husband’s death, her important travel writing other than
Downestic Manners, and the births and deaths of her children are all elided
in four or five out of the five versions studied.

24. Her classes and soirees are described in the present tense. The discursive
chapter headings in 2626 frequently begin with birth and end with death;
in Abbot’s collection, too, subjects besides Trollope have their life-spans
traced in detail (a001).

25. LC n 50012547 says, “1780-1863.” Ditto VIAF, ID: 34551336 http://
viaf.org. I follow the ODNB, which cites the Bristol Record Office.
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In his bi 7 i
side Wor dcs)‘%glﬁ? ‘32 LT‘gh Hunt, Anthony Holden asserts, “Along-
the lomgess Ilinet’e Cllt?‘l argely Csc}havcd literary London, Hunt’s was
acquaintance and as | ~century literary life, with the widest circle of
opixian” (2. Tn m\f car.;gfc a claim as any to the shaping of literary
Literam Sccn;: Ii]]u'st-m 1§r mox.lograph, Leigh Hunt and the London
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; 0 an end. To conclude this account of Hunt’s early
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B T
of his life was very fulfilling for Hunt, both p.Lriogzlll;
Hunt’s later years deserve more a.ttent{o.l o
scholars, and they offer many topics of tcfsstaj .
During that time, Hunt made new frienc
s advancing age also had an impact on
literary projects, such as running
night. His reputation as a

second half
and professionally.
rwenty-first-century
worth pursuing further. . !
and lost most of his enemies; hi
the stamina he could invest in new "
a periodical or going to the thcatcr.cch. e o and
well-known and respected Personallty glcl\\ Lum%, .
brought him many visitors from around t ?ler co blisﬁed el o
America, where his works had been regularly p;uc s and Word-
since Juvenilia, in Lthc samcl\gg)(') tzl:l;lct1 ti]é);((t) oth e aeout the
orth had been between - Yet L
z:c(z)lx:d half of his life, Hunt retaincc({1 alk.cintgog?gig::si;?dpaocticﬁ
itical judgment, which motivated him ta ! poctica
Srlolices, s]uclior as Tennyson and DG Rossetti, as \\lc;ll:l;sFi::fCtv ( 1844}:
in his critical anthologies and Cdl‘UODS Inm‘gnmiz.ml T S
Wit and Humour (1846), Stories from the Italia _
B o o uss&?ii\g of the complex politics of authorial
My essay focuses on a re ¢ , uthora
1-evlisi}ons and the reception history. of Hu}lt sl .18.§0ar/1l11¢:{))117;0€{ uzl)] 3;
with some reference to The Eanunur smlu: U-losl-;( thi ot g
most famous publication as editor and.t he \\ e T8
place of prominence \\‘ithin‘thc 1'omantéc 'peléoun.t’s o
of independent judgment, first expresse in e r
journalism in The News, clearly 111t1Elcnce'd Hunzl ]1 T or i
in The Examiner, as the prospectus for'tlns p61~1.o 1.cauc el e
back of Critical Essays and reprinted in the first 11ss it Tho SR
i;lb’r] demonstrates. This lengthy ac'ivcx:tlsemcnt a so,s e
evidence of the sociopolitical implications Qf Hux;lt]cs ﬁrst‘insmncc "
cism, the way in which Critical Essqys constclitutc: e s
Hunt’s longstanding insistence on indepen c‘nc e e g
sures (whether they be editorial, pcrsonal, or li'ok Titi,cal o Polit{_
engagement in social and cultural issues. HupF ’1113} ‘s I;mmi’m‘: P
cal independence in his choice ot motto for .”JLHC, o ik 4
is the madness of many for the gain of a f?“.fb, : thus o cetvel
advertises the impartiality of his new periodical by g

reputation as an impartial theatrical critic:

-

EA ARTMENT
The Gentleman who till lately conde:tcd thciHhA;l:iﬁ; :j:l::_ e
in the NEws, will criticise the Theatre in the E}z\.I\ﬂNl t, e e e
have allowed the possibility of II\.U’AR'IIALH\ m’ t]bat incé) .
do not see why the same possibility may not be obta

(Hunt, 2003 1, 31)
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Hunt distinguishes The Examiner further by describing the contem-
porary tendency of the press: “The newspaper proves to be like the
generality of it’s species, very mean in it’s subserviency to the follies
of the day, very miserably merry in it’s puns and it’s stories, extremely
furious in politics, and quite as feeble in criticism?” (Hunt, 2003 1,
31). Hunt asserts in the conclusion of the prospectus that, just as
he had cleared the way for a new, unbiased drama criticism when he
started writing for The News, so too would he change political journal-
ism and provide a new, neutral voice within the contemporary press
with the founding of The Examiner.

The Examiner rapidly rose to success, and the sales were very
strong in the first decade of the newspaper’s existence, with a circula-
tion of approximately 2,200 issues by November 1808, rising to a
peak of between 7,000 and 8,000 in the 1810s. These circulation
figures are quite impressive when one bears in mind the limited num-
bers of copies sold by all the publications of that period; for instance,
the Edinbuigh Review’s circulation was 12,000 and The Times's 8,000
(Deguchi, 1996 vii). This success can be ascribed in part to the shared
commitment to reform of both Hunt and his brother John, and in
part to Hunt’s personality as editor. Indeed, Jeffrey N. Cox and Greg
Kucich rightly explain that part of the success of the newspaper, in
terms of both longevity and influence, comes “from the power of
Hunt’s writing, which is by turns chattily erudite and aesthetic, clev-
erly satirical, and filled with political rage” (Hunt, 2003 1, xxxvii).

The Examiner played a major role in the London political scene, as
well as in the literary periodical world. The new weekly also had an
important impact on Hunt’s life and career. As Kenneth Neill Cam-
eron notes, “The Examiner became not so much a weekly paper as an
institution and Leigh Hunt was transformed from an obscure poet
and essayist into an influential editor, 2 man whose opinions were read
and admired by thousands of readers week by week for some thirteen
years” (1961-70 1, 263). Hunt’s periodical came to have a major
influence on an entire generation of writers in the early decades of the
nineteenth century, from a political as well as a literary perspective.
Studies devoted to Shelley, Keats, and Hazlitt frequently include a dis-
cussion of Hunt’s newspaper, since it played such an important role in
their writing careers. The Examiner also provides modern readers with
the proper contextual information for Keats’s and Shelley’s poems, as
Nic_holas Roe and Cameron, among others, have persuasively argued.

On June 8, 1850, the three-volume edition of The Autobiogra-
hy of Leigh Hunt; with Reminiscences of Friends and Contemporaries
appeared under the imprint of Smith, Elder, and Co. Although based
In large part on works previously published, Hunt’s Autobiography is
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. is later life. While a large sec-
t important work of his . from
RrObablyhthemn;tc;Srial ilx)xcludcd in Hunt’s Autobiography Cilfszsltere 4
tll,ond %f tm: and Some of bis Contemporaries, the tonfc 1s gf::al}justiﬁca-
il h a statement of pers :
Byron was very much a . blica-
Wheriiaihléozfcc {)f the various attacks Hunt gﬁd suﬁfc;r:aciis::rsl l:ktlat 1the
tion . i the fulsom
. d a reaction against .
e T tB r)l’:,(\):’g:rr;cred from around the country, the Azgtql:llfsgis’zﬁfg
de? ‘ po:::almcr depiction of Hunt’s life, imbued Wltb and(;hiws Froitls
o? ciz:surc in the recollection of past cycnts anddﬁ‘lc? - Ecitly "y
. vliDsion pleased reviewers, for several either allu cl e0 IhEPalludium
Ie For example,
’ treatment of Byron.
i Hugzn%?sntrf;re benevolent treatment and rcprodt;cics ]\;:sz%;z
rlcf)t‘:ttshc apologetic remarks” (138); Harper’s New;\l fggoyby goting
° ilarly marks the difference thWC.CI’.l 1828 an cure gently wors
ha hy later work shows “the asperities of his naki dlg and genial
that taid his mind brought under the inﬂu?nce: ofa I—;l n}t’,s ey
humor” (572). The Methodist Quarterly hlghllghtsH u e JaE
hllllmrz:)st of these three reviews, assc‘rting that, for ;?o’rcsult from
Eic?ight which he enjoyed in writing his c;lwn hfc Sczr;l:e e e
. ing forth motives >
ortunity afforded of setting forth motr vy
tl.lccioel))(prcssingty manly regret for carlyhlndljcrc.tl'ons (j; czting: Vision
. Al Igcn A. Bugajski notes in his artlclc. Ed:’tl‘l‘lg an R
nd ;\cvision's of Leigh Hunt’s Literary Lives, Evin dol;s not escape
?nost successful periodical endeavor, the Exﬂm,’”i 8’2 8 volume, Lord
visionary criticism in 1850” (n.p:)- tn Hunt's ibed the founding
;36 n and Some of his Contemporaries, he had descri
Y70 .
of The Examiner thus:

t

the beginning of the year 1808, my bro‘th-cr John andh.rnys;Lfcszpiliip;
}}: ; cklglnews paper of the Examiner in joint partners 1p.f0r ° IpiF
t fctl‘lveatriZaI criticism continued the same as in the é\lcw:,critics =
;.fcars-c by which time reflection, and -the socn;ty ofI \S,;t:very mu,Ch in

: i olitics I soon got intereste B -

i ?;‘;;TCIL\\?OEC 1 think precisely as I did on all subjects when
earnes -
I last wrote in it. (411)

: . Iy, he
When Hunt reworked this passage into the 18?30 Aitﬁglggggﬂfs 31'1 K
significantly changed its tone in recasting the verbatim

in a more negative light:

hn and myself sct

inni f the year 1808, my br.otl?c.r Jo 1 ¢

o :16 \[\)'Ziiclll;f] 1:5\\: papcr) of the Examiner in joint pa.rmcrsh;pt.h itu\;'ht
Lrigmcfi after the Examiner of Swift and his brother Tories. . . .
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only of their fine writing, which, in my youthful confidence, I proposed
to emulate . . | wrote, though anonymously, in the first person, as
if, in addition to my theatrical pretensions, I had suddenly become an
oracle in politics. . . . I blush to think what a simpleton I was. . . . The

spirit of the criticism on the theatres continued as it had been in the
News. (2, 1-3)

Thus, Hunt now “views the name of the

; he discounts the certainty of
his widely respected theatrical opinions h
(Bugajksi n.p.).

Interestingly, just as Hunt’s work a
sidered by modern critic
later part of his life. To s

periodical as an arrogant
his political beliefs; and
ave become pretension”

fter 1828 tends not to be con-
s, Hunt himself is curiously silent about the

ome extent the rather abrupt truncations of
the account of his literary career may be due to the practical necessi-

ties of producing copy under pressure of time. The process of revision
was certainly cut short by Smith, Hunt’s publisher, who insisted, in
a new contract dated February 7, 1850, that Hunt should produce
the manuscript within three months.2 Stephen Fogle comments on
Hunt’s financial motivation for publishing his autobiography in 1850
when he asserts that “the circumstances of the composition of the
book, that is, the need to make good on his contract . . . go far to
explain this emphasis [on Hunt’s early life]. Much of the material lay
ready to his hand, suitable for reprinting once the rights were cleared”

(vii-viii). Indeed, the pressure to meet his contractual obligation with

the firm in time may also have been a motivation for Hunt to bor-
row heavily from his previous publications, principally Lord Byron and

Some of his Contemporaries, the essays on Italy he published in T#e

Liberal, and some articles from The Examiner.3 However, Hunt may

erate his stance of independence
controversial material into more

in the early period of his life when he was
most fiercely independent, it is that period that he spends the most
time revisiting,

Thomas Carlyle’s enthusiastic

in a letter dated June 17, 1850, is
that the volume

reaction to Hunt’s Autobiggraphy,

one of the most positive comments
gathered after its publication:

. I call this an excellently good Book; by far the best of the autobio-
* graphic kind I remempe

r to have read in the English Language; and

\ indeed, except it be Boswell’s of Johnson, I do not know where we

have such a Picture drawn of a human Life as in these three volumes,
A pious, ingenious, altogether human and worthy Book.4
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If the reviews of Hunt’s book wcrc.gcnerally ml?ceccii, rtll;cl); ;:i;ca I?elv5
ertheless very numerous: the Autobzogmphy r.eccn’;‘ehe O e
ey T L 'Ilrelal?t?éizgg sp:rltirlllllz‘ll;a%or wh;}t, the review-
) . : i
AW; bllofguglzycillslllkfcas\;l, }i’ncrthe Nor’th British Review, The szlludmfm,
crsd CE Dublin University Magazine® The anonymous reviewer 01;
zr“;ﬂe ;p:cmtor acclaims Hunt’s Autobiography as an enriching soili;evgr
information on literature and society,® and tbe anonymous re :
1fn orTr;;e Times observes that Hunt’s life is an interesting sub]cgt ortl a
bocfok, even though the financial proble'ms that ﬁgu;c scz1 Er;r;lrr:t] ir};
argue for an origin in pecuniary motives ratherdt au}iterary crest in
literary history.” Hunt’s central place in the 'L)or;: dqnbw . Pt
recognized favorably in the reviews for,Tmts in " J;f e
T e omnraric o Chamber’ Edinbingh Magnainsand in The
thors is commended in Chamber's ; B
By Co Tt el Le? Mg it
i nt’s recollections, the ey
Ece)sgggésdhpljgtion within.thc London literary scene and the consider
abI;Il:;i’rse Szfllzikcncs I;IF r?n(:lltr:x"ial for discussion in his Autobio?mﬁh{
might suggest that he never cpnsidcrcq hlmsiclf to b;: li)raiiticztc“;hzt
is now called the Victorian pcr}od. It m_lght also myr;:i }111 e
Hunt was primarily intcrestc@ in rgﬂectlng upon ;:is S ot
A L mcciggl:fn cl)cfgciglrlr:ZiCIy question whether
Keats and Shelley. In any case, one can ‘ e Tt
e considered as a Victorian apto}mograp
kHc;lrnri)i:;lii ?igurc whom mochn pcriod1zat1on. tcncii: ch; nci;ffcriﬁ;l;
His life and success undc;r the rclgtrilcopiﬁtol:;e,r:l r?gc;?: P
his pivotal role during the roman od, 1 e R
i discussed material that is relevant to |
coni:)aclirsl.s Sclir?r‘tﬁgcss, Hunt’s Autobiography do?s not give, t(’), I%dogs
ic;thony Trollope’s words, “a record of [Hupt s] inner life, . gnd
one needs to turn to his 1853 book, Tke Relzg.zofn of thIe gxrz,x et
a detailed expression of Hunt’s persqqal beliefs, as -l IR 2
elsewhere.!! Commenting on the revisions Hunt makl e
it gl e WCbb—'in tlzﬁa:;;dfno;h]?lifzghical perspective
/] result from a conscious e
Eﬁt;:))ll]gh which Hunt begins to look at f:tllow humans n:%r;rcck‘llglct;:r);
Webb writes, for example, that Hunt’s ‘gradual proces e
evolution . . . strongly suggests that for Hunt t}l:C p;iosior "
was not only a matter of stylistics or even of truth to o greligious”’
but to an activity whose deepest resonances were mora

i
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(Bugajski n.p., quoting Webb 299
however, always welcomed by
by the anonymous reviewer fo

)- The religious sentiment was not,
contemporary readers, as demonstrated
t The Palladium who criticized what he
perceived as anti-Christian sentiments in Hunt’s Autobiography (137)

and by a similar anonymous complaint that appeared a year later in
The Rambler, a Catholic Journal and Review of Home and Foreign
Lirerature, Politics, Music and the Fine Arts (47).
For inclusion in the planned Leigh Hunt Archive website, T will
prepare an edition of Hunt’s Autobiography (both the 1850 and the
1860 editions); this online resource will also include an annotated
collection of all Hunt’s critical writings, as well as a selection of pri-
mary and secondary works by and about other writers involved in his
literary circles. These works will include letters by Charles Cowden
Clarke and Vincent Novello, Benjamin Robert Haydon’s diary, William
Hazlitt’s essays in the Round Table and other writings he published
in Hunt’s periodicals, a selection of John Hamilton Reynolds’s and
Charles Lamb’s contributions to the London Magazine, and a biogra-
phy of Madame Vestris, along with several other memoirs and critical
writings on drama. All these works will provide a unique intertextual
reading environment for the digital version of Hunt’s critical writings.
Furthermore, the Leigh Hunt Archive website will be constructed
along the lines of Jerome McGann’s Rossetti archive, “so that its con-
tents and its webwork of relations (both internal and external) can be
indefinitely expanded and developed” (McGann n.p.).12 The idea s to
have a “central text hypermedia”!3—an electronic edition of Hunt’s
entire critical corpus, with appended notes and hypertext links, along
with links to historical-critical editions, This website will allow for an
exploration of a new facet of Hunt’s critical productions, and it will
contribute to an ongoing effort to consider the true importance of so-
called minor literary figures—as well as to further study of the 1830s,
a decade that (as Richard Cronin notes) does not constitute a liter-
ary period but instead gets lost between two others.!* Since students
and scholars alike need access to primary texts for their work, the site
will be crucial in making possible a proper reevaluation of Hunt’s

writings in the first half of the nineteenth century. It will also encode

Hunt’s own literary networks by featuring biographical notices of .
other writers within his literary

circles, along with reviews, notices,
and a detailed chronology.
- Digital editions, due to the affordances and constraints established
*by the compound platforms of the modern computer and the World
Wide Web, are learning commo

_ ns, parliamentary hubs, urban squares
Within which active processes of scholarly debate and exchange can be
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.dlyv broadcast, recorded, collected, prct,servc.d, and sharcc.l. if dltg;;i
r?iio}ns are to ta,kc full advantage of their cn\flronrn.(lt)rllts.{ 1€;t dccl e
o i it d to visibly inciu

imply emulating print traditions), they neec e e
S;’Ic])gc)c)ss and product, and to offer cl)ppogtudncllt)l:;figC?klltcci):'lil‘(lni w%cdgej
COﬂtribLlFiO’f‘ ’ fP EY;L;‘ST“}I}E; Cl?c?;rho i{?lrrllt Archive intends to incorpo
e 1c<) f Stééan Sinclair on data-mining tools (speqﬁcall.y. the
%‘atelgr]sc\r\l,;rtiocr)l of his Voyant tools in the various clcctrofnllc Cc:t\li(;ﬁs

. o ST
! lprrr1cpparcd during the course of the pFo]ect) ;nc:i.]:ln ?21;1)%;;‘15 D
; alizing data (specifically throu.g.h his N.ew adt thi o s o
‘ mining offers many opportunities to bring t‘ogdc Dt encoding,
data which, when prepared to the highest standar e ﬁlrtl;cr e
can yield new and innovativ; results thgt cncsur;fmfer iy el
eration of prcconccived notions regarding the B s,
one author to another, or one literary genre tﬁ ari o 'Hum R
the results of the research undcr.takcn. in the : x% o reimagines
will be presented in a collaborative, visual c!onk:: T AP
the digital scholarly edition as a tran.sp.au'enct1 W obr : 55 o e aathered.
established primary objects from existing data :ed o e users
organized, correlated, annotated, and augmen o o margins for
in a dynamic environment that also fcature§ lcc o o b e
sccondary scholarship and debate. Neme.im 1(51 a o B fed
tion of social editions and for a more Publlc an yol[: Itl?s e e of
tion formation, pluralization, and persistent gio;\t thz.ls e to.o-
scholarly process, discussion, and dcvelopmcn . s e oraging
| present database material in a sa'ndbox crwgolnmicc . ,and rermrenaive
iterative experimentation, host-mg metbp olog e eions, Mogt
debate, and supporting new .)uxtaposm'ons an e project will

important, adapting NewRadial for spcc1.ﬁc use ,“ s

lace the Leigh Hunt Archive dz}tabase in conv ;r.sal,S o RDF |
lr)clating to the idea of the semantic web. Newllla n: S port

(Resource Description Framework) data model to chracdons s
any secondary scholarship that grows out of user 1r

the other authors under consideration, as well as relevant information
on topics such as the methods of publications available at the time
and the evolution of Hunt’s literary circles—will make this website an
important resource for researchers, students, and the public at large.
It will feature contextual information useful for anyone interested in
(say) freedom of the press, the rise of the historical novel and histori-
cal plays, antiwar poetry, or autobiographical writing. The website will
make these texts available for the first time in electronic format; what’s
more, the site itself, through the use of Geographic Information Sys-
tem (GIS), will generate customizable visual maps of London’s liter-
ary circles and their contributors. These will allow users to explore
the encoded material in original and innovative ways that extend
beyond Hunt himself and yet reassert his centrality to the romantic
and Victorian periods. Thanks to the data-mining and visualization
tools to be implemented in the project, the Leigh Hunt Archive will
feature cutting-edge methods for searching and analyzing the large
body of data that will have been scanned and prepared to the Text-
Encoding-Initiative standards (thus ensuring full compatibility with
other electronic resources as well long-term preservation and acces-
sibility). Mass-digitization projects such as Google Books do not offer
researchers the same level of granular searches or visualization tools,

and thus there is still the need for such a database to be constructed
from the ground up.

Thinking of editorial representation today leads one to consider
the complex relationship between digital humanities and literary stud-
ies, bearing in mind that, with its emphasis on tools, digital humani-
ties can seem to be detached from traditional literary methods even
though it arguably became prominent thanks to its origin in liter-

ary studies. Howard Besser asserts in the 2004 Companion to Digital
Humanities that

though the promise of digital technology in almost any field has been
to let one do the same things one did before but better and faster, the

/- and
primary database makes it cxtrcmcly uscfui1 f;)r E;(;iozggﬁg}'l; o
placcography—rclatcd data mampu.latl(')n, an hor o ISES il
tial with other RDF-oriented apphca.mon§ suc asf . ar.wonc —
Ultimately, the Leigh Hunt Archive w1.11 be usefu Enf © ide
ing on the romantic and Victo?ian pengds t;lccaulslz \1,5 g v
access to important contextual information tlatra Lows o 2 800
understanding of the key literary and hlSForIC.GI e ‘1:1 B il
and 1850. The biographical notices that it wil m;.u R
planned series of recorded interviews of scholars discussing

w2

more fundamental result has often been the capability of doing entirely
new things. (558)

An interdisciplinary field that before the Web appeared to specialize
in electronic concordances, digital humanities is now training stu-
dents in disciplines ranging from philosophy to history to communi-
cate through the Web and use its powerful resources. Further, digital
hymanists are working with libraries to develop the electronic archives
that are the durable research content that scholars use to understand
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ing of the
themselves and their history. The fundamc?qtal rcsuu:::::il:};g of the
search record represents a vast moderplzlng .oppc:i iy Lhas e
rcnccessary step forward given the ever-increasing dom
a .
i igital media.
ling features of the digi ia ' ot or
eni\blargc number of digital humanities projects have irc:;mttc:: Wo;ld
. i o .
in, digital humanities centers aroun or
nd a happy home in, digi : e yor,
lf’?su Neil FraEi)sptZt puts it in the collection of essays Debates in the Dig
Humanities, edited by Matthew K. Gold:

igital humanities centers are key sites for bridging th.e daunting g:£
glgl:/ccnuncw technology and humanities scholars, serving as lthi :r;)ow
wixtl‘ks between cyberinfrastructure and users, wheirc s;}:hoc:zgs Z?l o
to introduce into their research compgtap:lna :l\lrccs ca,n e
practices, and tools and where users of digit ‘;ci oy
formed into producers. Centers not on}y model Reilrdly x-L8
orative and interdisciplinary work that will increasing 31 il
humanities scholarship; they also ena.blc graduaFc stu v
to learn from each other while working on projects o

lectual interest.!”

2 igital
I believe that digital humanities centers and sodmcb lir%:h;s;aiieo;islgt bl
infrastructures are indeed the best. way f<>)rwar , bu
i orlaie Smdicl: nl:lortchiprzccl)isitc 2z)llla};ious since it comes from the
The first place is probably b : S8 HEm LS
ot e 15505 when Fasher Robereo Busa strted
i s v :
f\?onrql?i]r?gn gitilallll;?vll?o tphr‘z)ducc an index to the wo;l;s of gh;)xzsz 1:‘2;116
igi ities was arguably at first,
nasilllcli] gg;;t;:osrtﬂf’lil galtsa}:th grfn::ols that can fac‘ilitate some ?specltg
‘c:,f? scholarly work by using lar.ge-scalc computatloin:It g;iii;sno%ogi_
that sense, digital humanities is only anpther sc;cep.th e oo el
cal developments that have gone hand in han \C\lrlfrom R id
ship over the last few hundred years as we .mO\.’f e
technologies of literacy. Thus, far from fearing it, e
potential as a new resource, one that accompanies nr s o ot
rialization, such as the shift from manuscrlpktls to pm o
hand and then to those mass-produced by the st;a i i .annomdng
Digital humanities also does offer new r(;ahlenfhamd —
tools; some are already implemented (think of t i thc,Skcuomor_
in Kindle books), and some try to break away oo
1 hic transfer from print format to electronic forr?;lt by la,trmcthods
lc)iynamic tables of contexts (rather tf}an contcr;fls)d (c;rNx;é AL orcjedH
of annotation, as Ray Siemens and his SSHRCfunde

T

; tocols for traditional huma
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Implementing New Knowled
ing for the past few years.

Lack of physical support for literary content, in the form of primary
or secondary sources, is now common. This should not in itself be a
source of concern for literary scholars either (except for those also
interested in the history of books), since they tend to focus their anal-
ysis on the content of the work, not whether it’s published in octavo
format. The argument of a democratization of knowledge is one that
should support the happy marriage of literature and digital humani-
ties. Indeed, which author doesn’t dream of reaching a wider audi-
ence among the readers who may look for or simply stumble across
the millions of books made available by Google in the last few years?
Yet there is the argument that new ways of reading, as described by
the notion of “distant reading” whereby scholars can analyze millions
of books for patterns, also correspond to the end of literary studies
as we know it, in that attention to details (the traditional method of
so-called close reading) gets lost in the overwhelming amount of data

now available. It is worth bearing in mind, however, as Eric Hayot
suggests, that

ge Environments, have been prototyp-

the first thing to say is that distant rea

ding is not really distant, and close
reading is not just close. No readin

g practice ever maintains itself as one
“distance” from a text; rather what we call a reading practice is among

other things a pattern of systems of habitual distances and relations
among those distances. So “close reading” is not always close; rather it
pairs a certain kind of analysis of relatively small pieces of text with very
powerful analytic tools—the tools of New Criticism, but also of psy-
choanalysis, deconstruction, new historicism, and so on—that leverage
those small pieces of text into structures that are more “distant” from
the text than is, say, the sentence or the phoneme.1?

Thus, digital humanities as a m
simply another way of dealing with data—“literature as the site for
the storage | of information,” as Hayot puts it—that retains the same
intrinsic quality and interest as other literary methods, namely, the
pursuit of new ways to explore and understand meanings present in
texts that are at the center of our scholarly investigations by retrieving
information from the texts studied. In fact, Jerome McGann’s latest
book, A New Republic of Letters, quite neatly adds to this discussion:

ethod of reading is once again

We see this in and as the em

ergence of the digital humanities, which
both its promoters and its c

ritics regard as a set of replacement pro-
nities scholarship. But the work of the
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i igital devices.
humanist scholar has not changed with the. advent ;i dlagu ! devices.
It is still to preserve, to monitor, to invesugate, an 0 aug

cultural life and inheritance. (4)

. ; il

If the textual infrastructure ina cildgltacl h\:;ﬁ:rlj r115c Zz rtr;attci ctt;c n(iuch
e tex'tual da;atolgalth:olpcr.u;o\r‘;gz c;fs“scholarly crowdsourcin'g”.—
comg aCEI’C 'cusrome ways to the practices of dispersed annotation 1n
ccc)?:cf)ririi r:sézrch—offcr the promise of creating modcls'of dati rcl;larﬁy
%ion that will maintain fundamental primary d'a;la ar;d rl;csr;rr;asumd
improve them over time. This is a b1g_ task, wit prh Eical o
in decades rather than years. It poses 1r¥1po.rtant tiico il e e
for developing new forms of man-machme. mtgac;nd l;ow e e
tutional questions of where to locate rcp051tor1csd O o ni ]
workflows and issues of quality control. It also un crt e e
humanities has grown from being unFlertf)o@ asa 1? e
disciplinary-based projects to a trans<'i1'sc1plme'm itse ;n gl
point in its history competing dcﬁr.ntlons of its \,/,cr); me académy 2,
it raises questions about the “pre'stxgc. cconlor:lylr c:th B
the way in which scholarly labor is ultimately allo
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