3. What is Transcription, Really?
[ALo1s PICHLER]

The objective of the Wittgenstein Archives at
the University of Bergen is to produce a machine-
readable version of Wittgenstein's manuscrips. Iwould
like to elucidate the particular concept of transcription
which has developed through my work at the
Wittgenstein Archives. Itisone whichIbelieve will be
relevant to the activiry of transcribing in general.

Quite differentactivities and types ofinterpreta-
tion are involved in what we call transcribing. We
wouldall agree that transcribing a manuscriptis notthe
same as copying it. Encoding is essential to transcrip-
tion. Burtosay thisisnot enough. The encodingofany
text involves a number of different activities which
need to be distinguished. This is all the more evident
with manuscript, which contains deletions, alterna-
tives, instructions, erc.

As an example of transcription guidelines I shall
present and discuss the encoding guidelines proposed
in the Registration Standard of the Wittgenstein Ar-
chives, MECS-WIT 1.03. I'll point out that the set of
basic rules according to which the encoding of the
Wittgenstein manuscripts praceeds, does not have a
hierarchic but rather a “democratic” structure. Thus
the nature of transcription is in some sensc always
dynamic and requires decisions on the part of the
ranscriber. We mustalso be aware of the factthat there
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are passages which simply cannot be transcribed faich-
fully.

The claim thar transcribing is not the same as
copying should not be controversial. How should we
deal, forexample, with the various handwritten tokens
of the same grapheme? Copying a manuscript text can
ultimately only mean the production of a facsimile.
This is not what we mean when we say we transcribe a
manuscript

Transcribing a manuscript means to transfer the
various dimensions and dynamics of the handwritten
text— such asinsertionsaboveline, tcextwritten on top
of another text, words deleted and replaced by other
words — into a one-dimensional medium such as is
used ina machinereadable version (cf. Claus Huitfeld
“Multidimensional Texts in a One-Dimensional Me-
dium”). For this purpose we need an encoding system,
i.e., we need codes which both retain the textinforma-
tion as faithfully as possible and provide the basis for
furthertext processing, forexample, fordiplomaticand
normalized printouts. In the following I shall discuss
some of these encoding activities and propose a pre-
liminary classification of the codes involved in the
transcribing of modern manuscripts.

We have codes which can be classified as codes
for DOCUMENTATIONCF THE SOURCE. These
codes conrtain informarion which concerns material
marters such as the size of the original, writing me-
dium, differenc hands as well 2s information about the
history of the original, its origin and dates, and refer-
ences to catalogues.

A second group of codes concerns DOCUMEN-
TATIONAND DISCUSSIONOF THE CODESYS-
TEM used in the transcription work. Since the code
system is a reflection of work in progress which be-
comes updated time and 2gain, the specification of the
systemused will containimportantinformation forany
further work with the transcriptions. It mighralso be
that the transcriber has difficulties applying certain
codes in a certain manuscript, or, that for various rea-
sons he doesn't apply certain codes ar all. All these
matters need proper documentation and explanation;
they mightinthemselveslead to furtherchangesin the
code system.

A third code group includes TRANSCRIBER'S
COMMENTSAND EXPLANATIONS. Inthiswould
belong codes indicating uncerrainry about the correct-
ness of the encodingitself, codes for not clearly legible
passages, codes for text which can't be deciphered at
all, etc. Some textpassagesare impossible to transcribe
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faithfully; here the transcriber will make a comment
which refers the user back to the original.

Some text phenomenaneedan explanation which
the transcriber — since he has worked intimately with
the text — might be able to give, and which the user
might appreciate. In the case of the Wittgenstein Ar-
chivesthis does notimply philosophical commentaries
onthe text, butratherinformation aboutsuch thingsas
particular orcthographic habits or the author's use of
markers.

The Wittgenstein Archives’ code system pro-
vides possibilities for distinguishing different func-
tions of the same grapheme. Therefore the transcriber
isrequired todistinguishwhatevercanbedistinguished
within practical limits. Parentheses, for example, can
have quite different functions (beside the conven-
tional use those of suggesting a deletion, indicating a
possible substitution, etc.). Hence parentheses with
different functions should be encoded differentdy.

The freedom of the transcriber to *add” clarify-
ing information to the original has nothing to do with
overinterpretation, even more 5o, since the transcriber's
interferences can easily be separated from the authen-
tic text so long as they are suitably encoded.

A fourth group of codes concerns the REGIS-
TRATIONOF INTERTEXTUALITY. WhatImean
by this is codes which register internal and external
references, names of persons, references to published
works, relations to other manuscripts, etc., as made by
either the author or the transcriber.

Afifthgroupcanbe headed COMPOSITIONAL
REGISTRATION: this dimension of encoding im-
plies distinguishing different types of text within the
manuscript, e.g., where something functions as a pref-
ace to Jabel it as such, and similar for the author’s own
miscellany, editorial instructions, titles, content tables,
erc.

Still other codes serve the RETRIEVAL AND
ANALYSIS of various kinds, such as indexation.

Then there are codes which serve NORMAL-
IZATION. If we aim at diplomatic and normalized
printouts made from the very same transcription, the
transcription file has to provide the basis for both; this
means in the case of orthographical errors that both the
authentic and the normalized versions will be acces-
sible.

A fundamental aspect of transcription is that of
PALEOGRAPHIC TRANSCRIPTION. We tran-
scribe “r"s as “r”'s, sections as sections, deleted text as
deleted, inserted textas inserted, etc., despite the fact
that the individual handwritten “r"'s lock different,
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that the lines which strike out text can vary signifi-
cantly, etc. A totally faithful paleographic transcription
is not possible, neither is it desirable.

When we speak of paleographic transcription we
must remember a point made by my colleague Ole
Letnes: that our transcription work is determined by
the topography of printed texts, e.g., the spacing of
blanks and punctuation is fixed in certzin scales. An-
other point to be made in this context concerns the role
of perception. We must note that a whole word has to
be grasped as a Gestalt and not 2s a mere compilation
of single letters. This is probably true even for ryped
text (at least when reading at speed), butis absolutely
undeniable in the case of handwriting. Very often we
cannot see what the individual letters are until the
whole word has been grasped. But this kind of inter-
pretation in the reading of words and single letters is
quite different from the interpretation involved in the
encoding of a title as a title.

The lzst group I want to distinguish concerns
what I would czll SYNTAGMATIC TRANSCRIP-
TION. Syntagmatic transcription has the particular
zim of praducing a *unilinearsequence of orthographi-
cally aceeptable and grammarically well-formed sen-
tences which together form a coherent rext unit.”
(MECS-WIT 1.03, 1.7) This is the requirement of
well-formedness.

Inordertocomply with the requirement of well-
formedness we must often deviate from a certain tran-
scription rule, namely the rule of basic linear order
which says: “Manuscripts should be transcribed page
by page from the front towards the back page, each
page vertically line byline from top tobottom, eachline
horizontally letter by letter fromleftroright.” (MECS-
WIT 1.03, 1.8). In other words, we often have 10
rearrange the text. In the case of an insertion outside
regular lines which adds text to the text in line, for
example, we will have to include the inserted text in
the line.

There is a fundamental difference berween pa-
leographic and syntagmatic transcription. A paleo-
graphic transcription of a text which consists of a de-
leted and an inserted word would mean the encoding
of the deleted text as deleted and the inserted text as
inserted. Butto encode the same text syntagmatically
canlead tosomething quite different: if we understand
the inserted word as replacing the deleted, we should
—according to the requirementof well-formedness —
embed the elements in a substitution code which then
Suggests 2 certzin relation between them, namely the
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relation of substitution. However, it often remains up
to the transcriber 10 decide what a well formed text
would be, forexample, whetheracertaininsertionisan
zddition to the text or rather a substiturion,

This classification of interpretation types or of
scholarly activities, asinvolved in transcription work, is
exhaustive as far as transcription work at the
Wittgenstein Archives is concerned, but it is by no
means exhaustive of what concerns text encoding in
general, The classification doesn’t, for example, in-
clude codes for grammatical encoding or for subject
indexing. Neither are the codes exhaustive in their
particular area; it would, for example, be easy to distin-
guish further berween different kinds of deletions.
Neither are the groups of this classification mutually
exclusive in a strict sense.

The Encoding Guidelines of MECS-WIT 1.03
give preference to transcriptions which satisfy the cri-
terion of well-formedness, i.e.: “If among two tran-
scriptions basic interpretational considerations do not
decide clearly in favor of the one rather thzn the other,
we will decide in favor of the one which comes closest
to the ideal of a well-formed text ... Orin other words:
Among acceptable transcriptions we will prefer the
more well-formed.” (MECS-WIT 1.03, 1.7) MECS-
WIT 1.8 prescribes a procedure which helps the tran-
scriber to satisfy thiscriterion. The procedure consists
in (A) obeying the rule of basic linear order, unless
obeying thisrule (D1) does not satisfy the requirement
of well-formedness, or (D2) deviates from the chrono-
logical and/or compositional order of the text, or, (D3)
does not separate the different readings of a certain
word, in case the manuscript strongly suggests more
than one reading of this word.

On the basis of my transcription experience, I
shall discuss first the above given formulation of the
requirement of well-formedness; then I shall suggest
analternative model to the hierarchic model of the rule
set 2bove (A, D1-D3).

The formulation of the requirement of well-
formedness makes a wrong assumption. The assump-
tion is that it is possible to separate the requirement of
well-formedness from the "basic interpretational con-
siderations,” or from the acceptance of a transcription.
This is not the case. When we accept a transeription,
then the requirement of well-formedness either con-
tributes to acceprability, or it does not. Neitherin the
former nor in the latter case would considerations for
the requirement of well-formedness arise after the
transcription has been accepred.

Contrary tothe hierarchical model of the rule set,

R o st Al ot

BRI

FPErTIE

E T -

W




—_ LY i | ~— v W

L TR I Y ]

I
|
|
|
|
i
|
|
|
i

ACH-ALLC * Conperence Akstracts

as suggested in MECS-WIT 1.08, I would like to
propose that the guidelines be seen as a set of equally
validrules. Therequirementofwell-formednessshould
be regarded as a rule among these equally valid rules.
Of these rules none would make cither a sufficient or
a necessary condition for what could be considered a
faithful transcription. There are times when neithera
rule of well formed text nora rule of basic linear order
nor a rule of chronological order (to transcribe the text
in the order of its chronological genesis) nor a rule of
economy {to transcribe the text without any omissions
or additions on either the paleographic or structural
levels), etc., can be applied without serious reserva-
tions. This means that in applying one rule we are
likely tooffend againstanother. When transcribing, no
encoding scheme can entirely anticipate every texrual
idiosyncracy, and the decision berween different pos-
sible transcriptionsis often left o the transcriber. This
decision will depend, on the one hand, on his evalua- -
tion of the evidence in the manuscript, and on the
other, how he relates this evaluation to the editorial

objectives.
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