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Abstract: In Editorial Studies, documenting the work of an editor, e.g. by creat-
ing critical comments and explanatory notes while reconstituting and analysing
original documents, is a central task. However, a conceptual distinction between
different types of such annotations is often lacking. This chapter proposes a distinc-
tion that is based on document theory and modelling approaches that cover the
digitization and processing of documents. In summary, a distinction is made be-
tween ‘commentaries’, which justify the determination of the form of a document,
and ‘explanatory notes’, which assist in conveying a document to an assumed read-
ership. A technical implementation of the proposed annotation model for critical
editions is presented on the basis of common document description languages in
digital publishing.
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1 Introduction
How a text is annotated by means of ‘commentaries’ and ‘explanatory notes’ is a
central topic in Editorial Studies, in particular when viewed against the backdrop
of providing the user of an edition with a means of bridging the temporal gap
between the context of the creation of a work and its reception (e.g. Plachta 2013,
122; Martens 1993a, IX; Frühwald 1975a, 17 et passim). In the history of Editorial
Studies, however, the importance of ‘commentary’ and ‘explanatory notes’ as a
component of an edition, on the one hand, has been constantly changing; on the
other hand, the terms ‘commentary’ and ‘explanatory note’ with reference to the
edited content are not used consistently (cf. Lüdeke 2003). The questions which
remain to be answered are thus both the question of form — how ‘commentaries’
and ‘explanatory notes’ are to be included (or not) in a published edition — and
the question of content — what purpose a ‘commentary’ or ‘explanatory note’ is
to serve in detail. So far, “the required terminological and systematic distinction
between ‘explanatory notes’ and ‘commentary’ has not been made, so that the
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synonymous use of the terms has become established”¹ (Section 2). Inwhat follows,
we propose a distinction between these fundamental terms in Editorial Studies by
using approaches from document theory (Section 3) which can be implemented
technically by means of established document description practices from digital
publishing (Section 4). Consequently, the technical starting point for the treatment
of annotations and their relation to documents will be, inter alia, methods gen-
erally intended for XML-based markup languages described in XLink (Maler et
al. 2010) and XPointer (Maler et al. 2003). The starting point from the perspective
of Editorial Studies will be a heuristic distinction made by Höpker-Herberg and
Zeller (1993) in discussing the independence of commentary, including with re-
spect to the form of an edition. Höpker-Herberg and Zeller (1993) discuss, with
special reference to historical-critical editions, whether it makes sense “to treat the
commentary independently and define it alongside the edition, i.e. to distinguish
between the functions of textual reproduction and commentary, and not to allow
the requirements of determining the text and those of conveying it to blur and
merge without prior reflection”.² On the basis of this distinction and under the
umbrella term ‘annotation’, ‘commentary’ will, in what follows, be taken to refer to
textual representations of the editor’s determinative work and ‘explanatory note’
to textual representations of the editor’s conveying work (Section 5). This will be
done without any normative claim, but on the basis of arguments from plausibility.

2 State of research
While ‘commentary’ and ‘explanatory notes’ enjoyed only minor importance in the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, issues in this area of editorial work have
regained significance inmore recent times and have been addressed with reference
to developing a general theory. In the course of DFG³ symposia in the 1970s, where
theoretical reflections on commenting were discussed across different projects, a

1 Our translation of “erforderliche terminologische und systematische Differenzierung von ‚Er-
läuterungen‘ und ‚Kommentar‘ […] nicht vollzogen worden, so dass sich ein synonymer Gebrauch
der Begriffe eingebürgert hat” (Höpker-Herberg and Zeller 1993, 52).
2 Our translation of “den Kommentar zu verselbständigen und neben der Edition zu definieren,
d. h. die Funktionen von Textwiedergabe und Kommentieren zu differenzieren und die Er-
fordernisse der Ermittlung des Textes und seiner Vermittlung nicht unreflektiert ineinander
übergehen zu lassen” (Höpker-Herberg and Zeller 1993, 53), our emphasis.
3 “The Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) is the central,
independent research funding organisation in Germany.” See https://www.dfg.de/en/dfg_profile/
mission/what_is_the_dfg/ (17.12.2019)

https://www.dfg.de/en/dfg_profile/mission/what_is_the_dfg/
https://www.dfg.de/en/dfg_profile/mission/what_is_the_dfg/
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desire for ‘standardization’ was raised, the intention being to curb idiosyncratic
practices developed in individual projects (see Frühwald et al. 1975b). In addition,
the plenary conference of the ‘Arbeitsgemeinschaft neugermanistischer Edition’
[Modern German Philology Working Group] in 1992 addressed ‘Commenting meth-
ods and forms of commentary’ to determine general criteria for the purpose and
form of commentary (Woesler 1993a; Martens 1993a). However, in the literature
produced in the wake of the above-mentioned conferences, definitions of terms
and a systematic classification of the variants of ‘commentary’ and ‘explanatory
notes’ with respect to their form and function in the context of an edition remain
sketchy.⁴

Concerning the status of annotations as part of an edition, Zeller’s develop-
ment of a ‘modular system’ — in addition to the functional classification already
described at the outset — provides a way of structuring the components of an
edition and of classifying these according to different types of editions (Zeller
1984; Höpker-Herberg and Zeller 1993, 57). In addition, regarding the form⁵ of
annotations, there is a general consensus in the relevant literature to the effect that
for ‘commentary’, a distinction can be made between ‘overall commentaries’ (or
‘macrocommentaries’) and passage-specific commentaries (‘microcommentaries’)
(e.g. Frühwald 1975a, 30; Martens 1993b, 44). A functional comparison between an-
notations as ‘places for explaining the arrangement and constitution of a text’ and
‘places for visualizing the context of creation’ can be found in Woesler (1993b, 20),
Frühwald (1975a, 23, 29) and Zeller (1984, 306–320). With regard to ‘commentaries’
on the constitution of a text, Zeller (1984, 306–320) further distinguishes between
‘textual interventions for remedying faulty passages’ and ‘textual interventions for
normalization/modernization’. Finally, for a further distinction between context-
specific annotations, approaches to structuring based on content can be found in
the literature. In this context, Kraft (1990, 181) lists the subcategories ‘transmission,
versions’, ‘metric and linguistic forms and meanings’ and ‘factual explanations’,
among others.

Even though the approaches cited will not be used directly for developing a
terminology here, these reflections can, on the one hand, help lead to important
distinctions which will be apparent in what follows in determining ways of ref-
erencing textual foundations, in particular; on the other hand, the state of the
discussion evidently requires terminological openness, which will be more eas-
ily manageable the more precisely annotations can be described, particularly for
textual phenomena.

4 A detailed survey of the research literature on this topic can be found in Wiesmüller (2014).
5 In what follows, we will not specifically discuss the form of annotations in the page layout, but
limit ourselves to reflections on function and structure.
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3 Documents
For thepurpose of developing a terminology,wewill begin by regarding adocument
as an information object for human observers that can be exchanged and used as
a unit (ISO/IEC 8613-2). Following French theory (Pédauque 2006; Salaün 2012),
we will distinguish between three aspects of this unit:
– The form aspect (‘vu’) of the document, the key question being: how does an

observer perceive a document with his/her senses?
– The content aspect (‘lu’) of the document, the key question being: what does

an observer as a cognitive agent grasp from the document?
– The medium aspect (‘su’) of the document, the key question being: how does

an observer use a document (perhaps as a member of a communication com-
munity)?

From the form aspect, headed ‘vu’ ([what is] seen) in French, a document is de-
scribed as an object of human perception and understood as a ‘unit of carrier
and inscription’. Accordingly, from a technical point of view, the form aspect is
concerned e.g. with the provision of reproductions as well as with the logical
description of documents and their transfer to edited products that may differ
in layout. Important standards for this are provided by markup languages such
as HTML (Faulkner et al. 2017), SVG (Watt et al. 2011) or CSS (Rivoal et al. 2015).
In a text edition, the ‘vu’ aspect is apparent, for instance, in the production of
facsimiles or in the structuring of documents by means of a markup language (see
Section 4) which allows a faithful reproduction.

From the content aspect, headed ‘lu’ ([what is] read) in French, a document
is described as a knowledge and memory system addressing human thought and
understanding. An observer has learnt to decipher given symbols (e.g. to read texts)
and to interpret them (perhaps in a context-dependent way). From the content
aspect, a document is understood as a ‘unit of representation and meaning’. Thus,
the content aspect is concernedwithmaking a document intelligible. This generally
presupposes competences on the part of an editor arising from domain-specific
socialization or cultural transmission. Technical support for making a document
accessible may be provided by generating metadata, e.g. in RDF (Raimond and
Schreiber 2014) or OWL (Patel-Schneider et al. 2012). Conventional text editions
having a ‘lu’ focus include, for instance, regesta editions.⁶

6 Cf. Sahle (2013, 41): here the ‘lu’ aspect is discussed under ‘TextI’ in a compilation of textual
terms.



‘Commentary’ and ‘Explanatory Note’ in Editorial Studies and Digital Publishing | 355

From themedium aspect, headed ‘su’ ([what is] known) in French, a document
is described as a transmitter in space and time. Information is transmitted in a
document from an author to a reader, perhaps as a means of social practice, and
may be of an evidential character (e.g. quotation, invoice, final authorized edi-
tion). From the medium aspect, a document can thus be understood as a ‘unit of
representation and legitimation’. The medium aspect is thus concerned with the
— usually context-dependent — use of a document which may be supported by
annotations. So far, a separate and, ideally, general treatment of this point of view
from a technical perspective has not yet been elaborated fully: Devlin and Rosen-
berg (1996, 151 ff.) provide an example, elaborated formally using the methods
of situation theory, for a document type resembling a questionnaire; a technical
approach to contextualization of documents by means of e.g. the Historical Con-
text Ontology (HiCO) is described by Tomasi et al. (2015). Text editions with a ‘su’
emphasis include, e.g. various navigation structures such as registers or indexes
(see Trauth 1994, 125 ff.).

The distinction between ‘determining’ and ‘conveying’ drawn by Höpker-
Herberg and Zeller (see above) will now be applied to the distinction between
‘vu’ and ‘lu’. In what follows, therefore, we will distinguish heuristically between
‘commentaries’ as annotations for determining the form (‘vu’) and ‘explanatory
notes’ as annotations for conveying the content (‘lu’). To that end, we will now
introduce a terminology for structured documents so as to be able to distinguish
between different annotations on form — concerning individual (textual) content
portions (hereinafter ‘textual commentaries’) and document structures (hereinafter
‘structural commentaries’) — as well as content annotations in explanatory notes.
All forms of commentary and explanatory notes ultimately serve the medial use of
a document (‘su’) in that they seek to justify or ensure its determination for, or its
conveyance to, an observer.

4 Structured documents
Basically, documents can be structured or unstructured (André et al. 1989): un-
structured documents offer the observer no clues for identifying the various parts
of the document (as in the case of a single photograph); with structured documents,
precisely that is the case (as in a text document having a heading recognizable as
such, or in the case of lines in a poem in verse form).⁷

7 The distinction between structured and unstructured document fragments is e.g. loosely em-
bedded in Faulkner et al. (2017, Sec. 4.12.4): “The <canvas> element […] can be used for rendering
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Listing 1: A logical structure marked up using TEI (Tiger.TEI.xml)

1 <text>

2 <body>

3 <lg type="limerick" rhyme="aabba">

4 <l>There was a young tourist of Riga</l>

5 <l>Who smiled as he rode on a tiger</l>

6 <l>They returned from the ride</l>

7 <l>With the tourist inside</l>

8 <l>And the smile on the face of the tiger</l>

9 </lg>

10 </body>

11 </text>

For developing a terminology concerning structured documents, we will use the
general principles of document processing in ISO/IEC 8613-2 that are applied in
latter-day major document formats and procedures of digital publishing. Within
this standard, two points of view on the form of a document are distinguished by
which its ‘content portions’ are organized: the logical view and the layout view.

The logical view describes the structural organization of the content portions
in (perhaps recursive) part-whole relations. Thus, e.g. a book consists of several
chapters, each of which can be divided into sections, which may in turn contain
further sub-sections or paragraphs as logical units. This logical structure can be
the result of an ‘editing’ process involving the creation and editing of the document
by an author or editor. The layout view describes the organization of the layout
components of a document for presenting the content portions on or in an output
medium; thus, a book is subdivided into pages on which the chapter and section
headings can be arranged. This layout structure is the result of a ‘layout’ process
which transfers the logical structure into an edition-specific output structure.

What the two views have in common are the so-called content portions, which
may have different content architectures; for planar output contexts, these are often
full-texts, images, or moving images, that can be marked by its own media type.⁸
Both structures are modelled strictly hierarchically as a tree and can be described

graphs, game graphics, art, or other visual images […]. Authors should not use the <canvas>

element in a document when a more suitable element is available. For example, it is inappropriate
to use a <canvas> element to render a page heading”.
8 These are categories originally specified as Multipurpose Internet Mail Extensions (MIME) types
(Freed et al. 2013).
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Listing 2: A layout structure marked up using XSL-FO (Tiger.FO.xml)

1 <page-sequence master-reference="oneside">

2 <flow flow-name="xsl-region-body" font-size="12pt">

3 <block>

4 <block>There was a young tourist of Riga</block>

5 <block>Who smiled as he rode on a tiger</block>

6 <block text-indent="1em">They returned from the ride

</block>

7 <block text-indent="1em">With the tourist inside</block>

8 <block>And the smile on the face of the tiger</block>

9 </block>

10 </flow>

11 </page-sequence>

e.g. by means of XML-based document markup languages. In what follows, the
‘Tiger’ limerick, which is known in different variants and is sometimes attributed
toWilliam CosmoMonkhouse (Baring-Gould 1967, 107), will be used as an example
throughout. Listing 1 on the facing page shows one possible logical structuring of
the limerick using TEI (Burnard and Bauman 2015), Listing 2 a layout structuring
using XSL-FO (Berglund 2006).

5 Annotations in critical editions
For the purpose of characterizing the linkage of especially text documents to
their textual bases (including alternative readings or variants), such parts of the
document that refer to a textual basis will hereinafter be referred to as anchored
parts, consisting of an (anchored) fragment of the document and a reference to
the textual bases. From the point of view of annotation, there are three basic types
of direct references to a single textual basis.

The first case assumes a copying relation between a reference and a textual
basis, leading to a replication of the sequence of characters identified in the textual
basis. In terms of reference theory, such a simple reference is often a quotation
(Schmidt 1992, 111–121).

The second case deals with a qualified relation between the reference and
the textual basis. Examples of qualified references include classified procedures
of correcting a textual basis for the purposes of normalization or modernization,
which can be regarded as copies with ‘qualified’ modifications.
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The third case is where, for an editor, a reference is not unquestionably in a
copying relation to a textual basis, or where the two, in the absence of an annota-
tion, are not unquestionably in a qualified relation. Standard instances of such
annotated references are justifications for textual interventions that remedy faulty
passages. Only this type of reference, in contrast to the two former ones, will be
considered here as annotative and subject to further distinctions in the following.⁹

5.1 Textual commentaries

Annotations having as their subject a single reference to another document that is
neither an unquestionably replicative (as in a quotation) nor a classified reference
(as in a normalized adoption) can be textual commentaries and are understood as
follows:

Critical textual commentaries refer to how a sequence of characters is actually arranged by the
editor within the relevant textual architecture and justify the editor’s decision for a specific
sequence of characters.

Other (non-critical) textual commentaries relate to identifying parallel passages etc. but do
not necessarily offer a justification for the chosen sequence of characters.

Textual commentaries will relate to different aspects (transmission and versions,
rhyme, metre, grammatical structure, etc.). Thus, in the depicted case in Listing 3
on the facingpage, the variant ‘Riga’ has been strengthenedby aphonetic argument
since, in the fictional editor’s opinion, a phonetic value can be used to support
a textual decision. A terminological differentiation of such aspects of texts will
be provided by more fine-grained theories of textual commentary which can be
integrated into an ontology of commentary appropriate to the relevant issue in
Cultural Studies. Different ontologies of commentary will be designed for different
editorial projects; these need not necessarily be mutually translatable.

The proposals put forward so far say nothing about their realization in an edito-
rial project. All the terminology developed is independent of the difference between
passage-specific commentaries and overall commentaries, or of the existence of
an original text. Different presentational options make for a varied applicability
of the ideas developed. For instance, a textual commentary may be realized by

9 Unless a single reference refers to different textual bases, these three are the only types of
reference. Otherwise, this threefold distinction forms the basis for producing extended links to
several references to textual bases, which in turn can be annotated jointly by an editor (see Schmidt
et al. 2020).



‘Commentary’ and ‘Explanatory Note’ in Editorial Studies and Digital Publishing | 359

Listing 3: Inline commenting on a reference by means of an XML comment

1 There was a young tourist of Riga

2 <!-- used variant "Riga" due to rhyme with "tiger" in line 2 -->

Listing 4: Standoff commenting on a reference by means of XLink and XPointer

1 <li id="text_1" class="comm_text" xlink:type="extended">

2 <span xlink:type="arc" xlink:from="ref" xlink:to="anno"></span>

3 <span xlink:type="locator" xlink:label="ref" xlink:href="Tiger.

TEI.xml#xpointer(string-range(//text/body/lg/l[1],'Riga'))">

</span>

4 <span xlink:type="resource" xlink:label="anno" xml:lang="en">

5 used variant "Riga" due to rhyme with "tiger" in line 2

6 </span>

7 </li>

inline commenting on the reference (i.e. the comment is embedded in the text). As
an example, take the following reference emphasized in bold type and between
‘<!--’ and ‘-->’ to be a critical textual commentary on the first line of the limerick
in Listing 3.

This form of commenting will influence how references are actually marked
and often also the commenting language used.¹⁰ An alternative way of imple-
menting the same textual commentary by means of standoff commenting (i.e. the
comment is separated from the text) is shown in Listing 4. Here, an XPointer ex-
pression marks the reference (line 3) within an XLink declaration that links the
reference to the commentary (lines 4–6).

5.2 Structural commentaries

In contrast to textual commentary, structural commentary is concerned solely with
the logical structure, both when a document structure is first created and when
a given document structure is varied, often on the basis of assuming a ‘content-
related’ coherence between structural components. To begin with, this leads to
the following general proposal:

10 Of course, this applies to any form of commenting.
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Listing 5: Structural commentary regarding the line-based segmenting of a limerick

1 <li id="struc_1" class="comm_struc" xlink:type="extended">

2 <span xlink:type="arc" xlink:from="ref" xlink:to="anno"></span>

3 <span xlink:type="locator" xlink:label="ref" xlink:href="Tiger.

TEI.xml#xpath(//text/body/lg/l))"></span>

4 <span xlink:type="resource" xlink:label="anno" xml:lang="en">

5 The line structure of the limerick is based on a segmenting

6 into five text sections each beginning with a capital letter

7 and ending before the following capital letter. Each of these

8 text segments is allocated to a line <code>l</code>.

9 </span>

10 </li>

Annotations on the logical structure of a document are the subject matter of structural commen-
taries.

An important example of a structural commentary is justifying the marking up of
a paragraph-like area in a textual basis by means of a paragraph element provided
by the markup language used by the editor.

If, for instance, the formulation of the logical structure of a document (e.g. by
a markup) is first made following the discovery of a typescript, this structuring is
typically justified by a structural commentary. This involves making many deci-
sions influencing a document’s further processability, in particular with respect to
substructures of the text sections identified.

By deconstructing the content of the document into individual ‘content por-
tions’, a decision is made as to the basic textual segments — not regarding their
(textual) sequence of characters, but with regard to their segmenting and labelling.
This is illustrated with reference to the initial limerick in Listing 1 on page 356 by
the example of a structural commentary given in Listing 5, assuming TEI is used
as a markup language.

Furthermore, a superordinate logical structure determines the combination
of subordinate structures and their labelling and vice versa. This is illustrated by
the example in Listing 6 on the next page for the limerick presented in Listing 1 on
page 356.

A structural commentary always includes the option of a labelling commentary
solely regarding the labelling or relabelling of an identified structure. It is desirable
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Listing 6: Structural commentary regarding the line grouping of a limerick

1 <li id="struc_2" class="comm_struc" xlink:type="extended">

2 <span xlink:type="arc" xlink:from="ref" xlink:to="anno"></span>

3 <span xlink:type="locator" xlink:label="ref" xlink:href="Tiger.

TEI.xml#xpath(//text/body/lg)"></span>

4 <span xlink:type="resource" xlink:label="anno" xml:lang="en">

5 The five lines <code>l</code> of the limerick are combined

6 into a group <code>lg</code> in accordance with the genre.

7 </span>

8 </li>

Listing 7: Relabelling of a structural node

1 <p>

2 <l>There was a young tourist of Riga</l>

3 <l>Who smiled as he rode on a tiger</l>

4 <l>They returned from the ride</l>

5 <l>With the tourist inside</l>

6 <l>And the smile on the face of the tiger</l>

7 </p>

to mark this terminologically, as such a commentary can be used to mark instances
of relabelling without restructuring. This leads us to the following proposal:

Annotations solely on the labelling of a given structural tree of a document are the subject matter
of a labelling commentary.

This too can be illustrated by the following variation of the document tree of the
limerick in Listing 7, where, again assuming the use of TEI as a markup language,
the line grouping <lg> is replaced by a paragraph <p> without any structural
modification. The relabelling is justified by the labelling commentary given in
Listing 8 on the following page, which uses the given structuring. This therefore
takes account of a ‘text output’ to be realized in the markup. This is made explicit
by the above labelling commentary; otherwise it would remain unmentioned and
possibly problematic.

As structural modifications can entail labelling modifications and pure la-
belling modifications do not otherwise modify the structure, labelling commen-
taries should, for pragmatic reasons, be treated as a subclass of structural com-
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Listing 8: Labelling commentary regarding the line grouping of a limerick

1 <li id="label_1" class="comm_label" xlink:type="extended">

2 <span xlink:type="arc" xlink:from="ref" xlink:to="anno"></span>

3 <span xlink:type="locator" xlink:label="ref" xlink:href="Tiger.

TEI.xml#xpath(//text/body/p)"></span>

4 <span xlink:type="resource" xlink:label="anno" xml:lang="en">

5 The five <code>l</code> elements of the limerick are not

6 combined into a <code>lg</code> but a <code>p</code>, as they

7 are to be laid out at the paragraph level.

8 </span>

9 </li>

Listing 9: New structuring with relabelling

1 <p>

2 <s>There was a young tourist of Riga

3 Who smiled as he rode on a tiger</s>

4 <s>They returned from the ride

5 With the tourist inside

6 And the smile on the face of the tiger</s>

7 </p>

mentaries. If, for instance, within the limerick in Listing 7 on the previous page
two ‘complete’ sentences are identifiable, a structuring in the manner illustrated
in Listing 9 can also be regarded as sensible.

An appropriate commentary on the new structuring in Listing 9 below the level
of the <p> element also entailing the substitution of the label ‘s’ for ‘l’ is illustrated
in Listing 10 on the facing page.

Structural commentaries can be attached to a reference point in the document
to be created; however, this can be found in the structural tree of the document,
not in its content portions. Otherwise, a structural commentary always refers to an
addressable part of the document to be created. Addressing can be done by means
of separate navigation languages, for instance, as in the above examples, by using
referencing schemas such as XPath (Fernandez et al. 2010) or XPointer (Maler et
al. 2002).
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Listing 10: Structural commentary regarding a new structuring with relabelling

1 <li id="struc_3" class="comm_struc" xlink:type="extended">

2 <span xlink:type="arc" xlink:from="ref" xlink:to="anno"></span>

3 <span xlink:type="locator" xlink:label="ref" xlink:href="Tiger.

TEI.xml#xpath(//text/body/p/s)"></span>

4 <span xlink:type="resource" xlink:label="anno" xml:lang="en">

5 The two grammatical sentences of the limerick are marked with

6 <code>s</code>; the otherwise possible line grouping by means

7 of <code>l</code> is not represented.

8 </span>

9 </li>

5.3 Explanatory notes

Using the definitions concerning textual and structural commentaries made so far,
the transformation of a text into a document tree can be justified by an editor with
reference to given textual bases.

Where an annotation is not for the purpose of justifying form (‘vu’) but provides
additional information so as to make accessible what is read (‘lu’) by means of
‘explanatory notes’, a further type of annotation is present, which according to
Zeller’s distinction between determining and conveying (see above) can be classed
as conveying a text.¹¹

A conveying role implicitly or explicitly makes use of an observer model whose
knowledge base, assuming a certain lack of knowledge, is supplemented by ex-
planatory notes. Hence the following initial proposal:

An explanatory note includes anything containing information on the content of a document
fragment relative to an observer, but programmatically refrains from giving an interpretation.

With this, ‘new’ information can only be given if the information to be taken from
the document by the intended set of observers and the information otherwise
available to that set of observers can be estimated. Unless purely machine-based

11 The term ‘explanatory note’ is used only as a placeholder here. It fits well with ‘conveyance’
in the context of the terminology used here and is also a very good translation of the German
‘Erläuterung’. Of course, other terms are available.
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Listing 11: Explanatory note to a basal anchor point

1 <li id="expl_1" class="expl" xlink:type="extended">

2 <span xlink:type="arc" xlink:from="ref" xlink:to="anno"></span>

3 <span xlink:type="locator" xlink:label="ref" xlink:href="Tiger.

TEI.xml#xpointer(string-range(//text/body/lg/l[2],'tiger'))">

</span>

4 <span xlink:type="resource" xlink:label="anno" xml:lang="en">

5 The tiger (Panthera tigris) is a big cat found in Asia.

6 </span>

7 </li>

processes are used for estimating the content of a document, this will also partly
depend on assumptions. This will not be elaborated here.¹²

For the sake of brevity, explanatory notes can be limited to what can be as-
sumed to fall outside the scope of knowledge of the presumed observers of an
edited text yet can be regarded as essential for its comprehension.

Finally, if a document is assumed not to have any comprehensible content —
as might be the case with some Dadaist texts, which may however be furnished
with various commentaries on form — no explanatory notes within the meaning
proposed here are possible.

In general, explanatory notes initially make no reference to textual bases
within the meaning introduced here. In the case of text documents, they only need
to be suitably anchored. An explanatory note to the basal anchor point ‘tiger’ in the
second line of the limerick, ‘Who smiled as he rode on a tiger’, is given in Listing 11,
if it can be assumed for a model set of observers that readers do not have the stated
level of zoological knowledge about big cats.

5.3.1 Incremental accessibility

Explanatory notes specifically to a (partial) text document are particularly useful
where an observer has sight of it and can be expected to be in need of assistance for
its conveyance. If the observer of a text is expected (perhaps implicitly) to access
its content by increments (as in the case of the limerick), this has consequences for

12 Within the literature referenced here, a proposal from situation theory regarding the so-called
“intension” of a document can be found in Devlin and Rosenberg (1996, 168). This too would
require further elaboration.
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Listing 12: A mathematical structure described using MathML

1 <math xmlns="http://www.w3.org/1998/Math/MathML">

2 <mrow><mn>12</mn><mo>+</mo><mn>144</mn><mo>+</mo><mn>20</mn>

</mrow>

3 <mrow>

4 <mo>+</mo>

5 <mn>3</mn><mo>&InvisibleTimes;</mo><msqrt><mn>4</mn></msqrt>

6 </mrow>

7 <mrow><mo>&divide;</mo><mn>7</mn></mrow>

8 <mrow>

9 <mo>&plus;</mo>

10 <mfenced>

11 <mrow><mn>5</mn><mo>&times;</mo><mn>11</mn></mrow>

12 </mfenced>

13 </mrow>

14 <mrow>

15 <mo>=</mo>

16 <mrow><msup><mn>9</mn><mn>2</mn></msup><mo>+</mo><mn>0</mn>

</mrow>

17 </mrow>

18 </math>

the positioning of specific explanatory interventions by an editor: the explanatory
notes may build on each other.

An instructive example of content to be accessed by increments is provided by
the mathematical limerick A Dozen, a Gross, and a Score attributed to Leigh Mercer
(Brooke 1980, 36), for which a possible structuring using MathML (Carlisle et al.
2014) is given in Listing 12 and which reads as follows:

A dozen, a gross, and a score
Plus three times the square root of four

Divided by seven
Plus five times eleven

Is nine squared and not a bit more.

How the text is accessed incrementally during reading becomes particularly ap-
parent when it is transposed into a mathematically correct form. If the content of
each newly read line is bracketed together (incrementally) with the content already
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Listing 13: Explanatory notes to incremental access

1 <li id="expl_2" class="expl" xlink:type="extended">

2 <span xlink:type="arc" xlink:from="ref" xlink:to="anno"></span>

3 <span xlink:type="locator" xlink:label="ref" xlink:href="Mercer.

MML.xhtml#xpath(//math/mrow[position() = 1])"></span>

4 <span xlink:type="resource" xlink:label="anno" xml:lang="de">

176</span>

5 </li>

6 <li id="expl_2" xlink:type="extended">

7 <span xlink:type="arc" xlink:from="ref" xlink:to="anno"></span>

8 <span xlink:type="locator" xlink:label="ref" xlink:href="Mercer.

MML.xhtml#xpath(//math/mrow[position() = 1 to 2])"></span>

9 <span xlink:type="resource" xlink:label="anno" xml:lang="de">

182</span>

10 </li>

11 ...

accessed, a mathematically correct expression results:

[[[[[12 + 144 + 20] + 3√4] ÷ 7] + (5 × 11)] = 92 + 0]

Thus, possible explanatory notes for a modelled limerick reader not inclined to
perform mental arithmetic would be the incremental interim results 176, 182, 26,
81 and (following the equals sign) 81 again. Listing 13 shows a corresponding
implementation of this incremental access by means of explanatory notes (see
especially the incrementally increase of the referencing position in lines 3, 8 etc.).

Transposing the limerick in the example into a mathematically correct form
may also be an act of interpretation. In general, it remains an open question
whether and how an individual explanatory note as a form of annotation can be
classed ‘below’ the level of an interpretation.

5.3.2 Explanation versus interpretation

We are willing to accept the content in Listing 12 on the preceding page as an
explanation, as it gives a reader the information necessary to understand the
limerick. For obvious questions likewhether a content is “correctly” conveyed by an
explanation, or whether different explanations can be regarded as informationally
identical, or even whether a given content can in turn serve as an explanation to
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an explanatory note, an approach representing informational content is desirable.
As an example a situationtheoretical modelling of the given limerick following
Devlin (1990) with reference to Branigan’s narratological analysis (Branigan 1992,
5 ff.) can look as follows:

Let 𝑆𝑎 be a situation type defined for situations ̇𝑠𝑎 in which an animated be-
ing ̇𝑝 dominates an animated being ̇𝑜 at a specific time ̇𝑡 (more formally ̇𝑠𝑎 ⊧
⟪controls, ̇𝑝, ̇𝑜, ̇𝑡, 1⟫). Let 𝑆𝑏 be a situation type defined for situations ̇𝑠𝑏 in which a
being ̇𝑝 smiles and abeing ̇𝑜does not smile at a specific time ̇𝑡 ( ̇𝑠𝑏 ⊧ {⟪smiles, ̇𝑝, ̇𝑡, 1⟫,
⟪smiles, ̇𝑜, ̇𝑡, 0⟫}). Let 𝑠𝑎 be of type 𝑆𝑎 such that 𝑠𝑎 causes 𝑠𝑏 of type 𝑆𝑏: 𝑠𝑎 ▷ 𝑠𝑏. This
approach allows the description of the narrative of the ‘Tiger’ limerick. Let 𝑠1 and
𝑠2 be situations which contain a subsituation of type 𝑆𝑎 and its consequences of
type 𝑆𝑏. Here, let 𝑠1 be the specific situation in which the tourist dominates the
tiger and 𝑠2 the situation in which conversely the tiger dominates the tourist:

Tourist’s perspective
⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞

Tiger’s perspective
⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞

𝑠1 ⊧ {
𝜎1,1 = ⟪controls, 𝑡𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑡, 𝑡𝑖𝑔𝑒𝑟, 𝑡1, 1⟫ 𝜎2,1 = ⟪controls, 𝑡𝑖𝑔𝑒𝑟, 𝑡𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑡, 𝑡1, 0⟫
𝜎1,2 = ⟪smiles, 𝑡𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑡, 𝑡1, 1⟫ 𝜎2,2 = ⟪smiles, 𝑡𝑖𝑔𝑒𝑟, 𝑡1, 0⟫

𝑠h ⊧ ⋯ — tiger initiates state change in unrepresented (“hidden”) situation—

𝑠2 ⊧ {
𝜎1,3 = ⟪controls, 𝑡𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑡, 𝑡𝑖𝑔𝑒𝑟, 𝑡2, 0⟫ 𝜎2,3 = ⟪controls, 𝑡𝑖𝑔𝑒𝑟, 𝑡𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑡, 𝑡2, 1⟫
𝜎1,4 = ⟪smiles, 𝑡𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑡, 𝑡2, 0⟫ 𝜎2,4 = ⟪smiles, 𝑡𝑖𝑔𝑒𝑟, 𝑡2, 1⟫

A “chain” of causalities 𝑠1 ▷ 𝑠h ▷ 𝑠2 with the hidden situation 𝑠h leads to a state
change between 𝑠1 and 𝑠2.¹³ Specifically, the hidden situation switches the tourist’s
and tiger’s situation with respect to the “controls”- and “smiles”-relations.

This representation can be considered to be an appropriate explanation of the
complete ‘Tiger’ limerick in analogy to the content of Listing 13 on the preceding
page. However, the question arises again: how to verify whether an explanatory
modelling is not much more than a further representation or even interpretation
of a given content. For our example this question becomes even more apparent
if one substitutes the written ‘Tiger’ limerick with the graphic representation in
Figure 1 on the following page.

Thus, demarcating explanatory notes from interpretationswill at least vary and
for the time being may also be a matter of taste. A terminological differentiation of
these aspects may be provided (not only for texts) by a theory of explanatory notes

13 Note that the causality chain reveals the incremental accessibility of the limerick (see Sec. 5.3.1).
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Fig. 1: Graphical representation of the ‘Tiger’ limerick. Image: Michael Ruml

that introduces suitable ontologies. Different ontologies may again be designed for
different editorial projects; these need not necessarily be mutually translatable.

6 Conclusion
Overall, we assume a document model in which the ‘physical’ form (‘vu’) is distin-
guished from what an observer takes from a document in terms of content (‘lu’).
For the production of a critical edition, a distinction is thus made — under the
umbrella term ‘annotation’ — between ‘commentaries’ justifying the determination
of the form of the document and ‘explanatory notes’ assisting the conveyance of a
document for an assumed readership.

In the case of the (critical) textual commentaries and structural commentaries
discussed here, by which a logical structure produced by an editor from textual
bases can be justified, the editor must be a (verifiable) authority, as he/she is the
one who determines the content portions and the logical structure. He/shemust be
able to be taken to task as an authority on all ‘vu’ issues. Therefore, all cases dealt
with by the editor should be traceable to him/her.¹⁴ For explanatory notes, on the
other hand, the editor need not be a trusted authority. In the above examples, for
instance, Wikipedia entries could be taken for an explanation as well as factual
authorities.

14 A common way to trace creatorship in digital publishing environments is to use metadata
standards such as Dublin Core described in ISO 15836-1. This was not done in the examples above
for reasons of brevity.
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