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Introduction

The early modern bibliography is a singularly compelling type of written object. Created before clear standards

in bibliographic practice emerged, these efforts reflect an inchoate, primordial activity.1 At once systematic

and anarchic, they reveal the personal imprint of their creators, and despite their existence as static artifacts,

they open dynamic informational spaces. In their ambition, bibliographies stand as testaments to the human

desire to impose order, and in their imperfection, the futility of such an objective. They make visible, in

particular, the difficulty of reducing to clear schemes the chaotic processes through which knowledge is

created and transmitted.

Early modern bibliographies were, furthermore, fundamental instruments of the intellectual activity of

their day. As Luigi Balsamo observes, “[t]he scholarly world paid special attention to these tools of

communication, assigning them almost from the beginning a key role in critical analysis.”2 Though today we

may struggle to perceive the value of an activity that looks largely mechanical, involving at its most basic the

creation of lists, the field we know as enumerative bibliography played a key role in making knowledge

accessible. “[B]efore computer databases, and before card catalogs,” Jonathan Carlyon argues, “scholars

utilized these bibliographic repertories to orient their investigations,” and as such, he observes, “bibliographers

[. . .] played essential roles in the production of scholarship.”3 As the ancestors of the digital tools on which

we depend today, early modern bibliographies, like their classical and medieval predecessors, were essential

tools in constructing the world in which we live.4
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Despite their importance, such objects have rarely been the focus of modern editorial attention. While

many factors likely account for this situation, foremost among them are perhaps a lack of precedent and the

potential complexity of handling the information they contain. The editing of such materials, however,

presents numerous opportunities, particularly in a digital context, precisely because of the challenges involved.

Some possibilities are theoretical, as this work obliges us to think critically about editorial practice, the ways

we interact with written texts, and the boundaries of those objects. Others are practical, since efforts in this

area can result in new tools for studying the history of print culture and bibliographic practice itself.

This article relates to an ongoing effort to theorize an interactive digital edition of one such text, Antonio

de León Pinelo’s 1629 Epítome de la biblioteca oriental y occidental, náutica y geográfica (Summary of the

library of the East and West Indies and the nautical and geographical arts).5 With references to over 900 print

books and manuscripts, the Epítome has traditionally been considered the foundational text of Americanist

bibliography. To this day, historians and literary scholars continue to cite the volume as a basic source of

evidence for the existence and circulation of written artifacts in the period.6

Although it occupies a central place in the study of the Iberian overseas world, the volume has seldom

been analyzed in detail as a book in its own right, and although print and digital facsimiles have been

produced, no modern edition has been attempted.7 With a few notable exceptions,8 scholarship on León

Pinelo has focused less on his creation of the Epítome and more on his role in the creation of the Recopilación

de leyes de Indias, a compendium of laws related to the Spanish colonial world.9 While this article seeks to add

to the existing studies of the author and his landmark repertory, its contribution is indirect, as I employ the

Epítome here primarily as a case study for exploring a framework for editing early modern bibliographies more

generally.

In a book chapter published in 2018, I address the dual nature of the Epítome, proposing that it can be

understood in two ways: as a collection of individual, randomizable entries, and as a piece of linear discourse

whose semantic coherence is jeopardized by such a conceptualization. In the process of establishing these two

readings, I point to the way the bibliographical text—consisting of references to real, or at times unreal, books

—constructs meaning through its complex relationship to external reality.10

The present article represents a next step toward creating a digital Epítome by exploring an editorial

methodology that can account for the text as both discourse and data. I outline a model that respects the

bibliography as a rhetorical object built upon various categories of discursive acts, while also engaging with it

as a collection of facts that can be isolated and manipulated independently. In describing a strategy for

approaching the text as discourse, I refer to the idea of semantic markup, a concept common in digital editing

today, as well as more broadly in technologies for large-scale machine reading. In approaching the text as data, I

propose a model I call structured annotation—a process designed to potentialize it as a tool for dynamic

interaction and analysis.

In truth, the separation of these two paradigms is somewhat artificial. Semantic markup is a way to

analyze a text as discourse but results in formalized information that can function like relational data. In the

same way, the structured annotation I propose is primarily a way to enhance the usability of the text as data,



but in the process reveals the larger context in which the object exists, as well as aspects that may be otherwise

overlooked, advancing our ability to understand it as discourse.

The models for semantic markup and structured annotation explored in this article are implemented in

the micro-edition entitled “A Prototype for a Digital Edition of Antonio de León Pinelo’s Epítome de la

biblioteca oriental y occidental, náutica y geográfica (1629),” published in this issue of Scholarly Editing. The

introduction to that micro-edition outlines an approach to translating the conceptual paradigm established

here into a scheme for markup and a provisional interface, and I therefore omit all such practical

considerations here. The prototype includes all the examples from the Epítome mentioned in this article and is

intended as a visual, interactive counterpart to this essay.11

Rhetorical Objects, Discursive Acts, and Randomizable Data

As a type of compositional practice that involves processes of inclusion, exclusion, organization, and

representation, enumerative bibliography is subject to analysis as discourse. While the status of bibliography as

a kind of authorial activity might be difficult to perceive in the highly formalized reference lists that function

as appendages to our writing today, the irregularities, silences, and deformations that characterize early modern

bibliographic repertories make evident the presence of a creator who exerts agency over the text.

Complementing those subtle fingerprints, furthermore, we often find the bibliographer’s explicit prose

commentary.

This study is predicated, therefore, on the notion that an early modern bibliography can be understood as

a rhetorical object constructed through discursive acts. I employ rhetorical object here to refer to an artifact that

uses language in systematic ways to express meaning.12 I use discursive acts to denote the communicative

activities upon which such an object might be constructed.13 My use of both terms is specific to the context

of this essay, though generally in line with the ways they have been used across various academic and

professional realms that are concerned with the structural analysis of human verbal interaction—fields that

include anthropology, communication studies, rhetoric, and psychology, among others.

In truth, my usage of rhetorical object and discursive act is general enough to permit the adjectives to be

exchanged: discursive object and rhetorical act. These alternative formulations also appear in scholarly settings

with meanings that vary but are generally consistent with the way their counterparts have been employed.14

While in the context of this piece the terms may be interchangeable, I use only rhetorical object and discursive

act in the interest of consistency.

In employing both, I designate an entity or action that moves beyond the mere documentation of

observable realities. In other words, I understand a bibliography to be a rhetorical object constructed through

discursive acts when it reveals an agenda that somehow exceeds or transcends the aggregation of facts.15 I

consider such facts here to be data, a term I employ in opposition to discourse. In doing so, I am not affirming

that these data do not convey meaning, but rather that they are structurally different, comprising units of

actual or putative knowledge that can stand on their own, independent of the larger linear discourse of the

text, and that can be reordered or extracted and still maintain their semantic integrity.



Rhetorical object, discursive act, and others that might be analogous are infrequent in book history and

scholarly editing—the fields to which this study most immediately pertains—perhaps because the distinction

between linear text and data as a category of raw, decontextualizable information has not historically been a

central consideration. In a chapter outlining scholars’ ideas about the nature of the book since the end of the

eighteenth century, for instance, Roger Chartier and Peter Stallybrass review debates that revolve primarily

around the “tension between the immateriality of texts and the materiality of books,”16 or what we might

think of, perhaps too simplistically, as the rhetorical object and the physical object. That dual existence of the

book—as an authorial construction, made of words and free of any physical manifestation, as opposed to a

particular physical incarnation of that text—is different from the binary proposition upon which the present

study is premised, that of the text as both a rhetorical object and a collection of randomizable items.

In a similar fashion, debates in the field of scholarly editing have historically revolved around a different

type of question, concerned primarily with how we edit and the characteristics of the objects we seek to

produce. Traditionally, this has resulted in contrasting paradigms, such as “historical” versus “nonhistorical,”

“critical” versus “noncritical,” and “literary” versus “documentary.”17 The possibility of editing in a digital

realm has led to a weakening of those distinctions, but in any case, consideration of whether texts are best

understood as linear information or randomizable data is a matter that falls outside the central concerns of the

field.

Certainly, scholars in both these fields, as well as others, have for several decades invoked the metaphor of

the text as database.18 When doing so, however, they are often framing the written work as a resource to be

mined for information or accessed and navigated in ways that are nonsequential. Seldom is this comparison

evoked in the more literal sense of the text actually being structured, or susceptible to being structured, as a

database, articulated as a collection of relational records instead of a continuous sequence of characters.

An exception to this observation is an article from 2014 in which David Schloen and Sandra Schloen

propose abandoning the traditional linear “document paradigm” in favor of an approach based on the

“atomization of information” and the handling of “each textual component as an individually addressable

item.” In doing so, they point to the limitations imposed by the “position-dependent data structures” of the

former, and argue for the advantages of the latter, which, they suggest, could offer greater opportunities for

analysis.19

Like the model proposed by Schloen and Schloen, the approach I imagine in this study frames the text as

a collection of individual units of information with which we can interact outside a linear framework. As in

their paradigm, I also propose going beyond the metaphor of text as database to envision an actual

implementation of the digital text using the abstract structure, if not the technology, of the database. Their

model, however, focuses on the representation of the atomic units of linear text as a collection of separately

addressable database items. Instead, I propose an approach that understands a specific type of text—the

bibliography—as already being a database in conceptual terms, comprised of groups of related information—

in this case, bibliographic entries—that are embedded within the sequential flow of the text and that can be

handled outside that context as formalized, interrelated units.

A Semantic Model



As I propose in my 2018 chapter, León Pinelo’s text provides a clear illustration of the potential for a

bibliography to function as a rhetorical object. More than a mere listing of books, it communicates meaning in

complex, often indirect ways; as a result, we can construct a semantic model for the Epítome around patterns

of discursive acts. The following taxonomy provides a starting point by building upon and systematizing

categories I signal in that chapter.20

Doubt. León Pinelo frequently expresses doubt regarding the existence of books and authors. This is a

fundamental aspect of the Epítome, since, as the bibliographer himself laments in his prologue, his book

contains several categories of dubious entries. This situation seems to result from what he portrays as the

difficulty of finding books about the overseas world in the Spanish court, and the consequent necessity of

depending on secondary sources. For example, León Pinelo documents his skepticism about a volume he finds

recorded in the work of Michaele Routartio: “Pedro Aloisio. His journey. Although Miguel Routarcio asserts

thus in the book he entitled Oculus historiae, chapter 18, I regard the existence of the author as doubtful.”21

Correction. León Pinelo not only recognizes the potential problems in his own book, but corrects those

he finds in the work of others. He points out, for instance, that the name of a particular author is spelled

incorrectly in Routartio’s text: “N. . . . Basanerio. History of Florida, in French. Printed. Miguel Routarcio

calls him Basaverio.”22

Criticism. In his prologue, León Pinelo makes a claim of impartiality: “I do not pass judgment on

writers, nor do I try to praise them.”23 However, in the body of his text, he does at times insinuate the negative

opinions he holds of specific authors. For example, he frequently directs such sentiments toward his

contemporary Francisco de Herrera Maldonado. In one case, he registers a book by a “Pedro Serrano,” the

existence of which he questions, finding it mentioned only in a text by Herrera Maldonado. Without naming

him explicitly, León Pinelo seems to suggest that Herrera Maldonado has failed to come forth with evidence to

back up his assertion: “Pedro Serrano. Discovery of Peru. I regard it as doubtful, although it is found named as

such [. . .] in a listing of authors of the Indies printed in a book that circulates, whose author lives today and

can with his good words satisfy the doubts about this title, since almost all we know about it comes from the

information he gives.”24

He also denounces more generally the lack of interest in the overseas world that he perceives in the

Peninsula, in an era in which Spain’s rivals were increasingly concerned with gaining knowledge about the

Americas. He criticizes the Portuguese, for instance, for neglecting to print what he regards as an important

volume: “Juan de Barrios, famous Portuguese historian, wrote a work on geography, as he says, and to which he

refers in many places in his history. It was not printed, nor has the curiosity of the Portuguese been sufficient to

bring this work to light.”25

Praise. Just as he criticizes some, León Pinelo celebrates others, praising authors and individuals of

influence. This is apparent, for instance, the way in which he mentions another of his contemporaries: “Don

Tomás Tamayo de Vargas, chronicler of His Majesty, whose good writing and continuous studies ensure the

quality of the many works he has published, and has ready to print, by order of His Majesty, the one that he

titled Restoration of Bahia in Brazil, printed 1612, quarto.”26



Self-promotion. On various occasions, León Pinelo boasts of his own achievements, and even inserts

himself among the authors he lists. For instance, referring to himself in the third person, he points to one of his

writings: “The licenciado Antonio de León. The Grand Chancellor of the Indies. It is a treatise about that

office, which I wrote when His Majesty restored it in the person and household of the Most Excellent Conde

de Olivares, and I gave it to him in manuscript form, in whose library it remains.”27

Eyewitness testimony. In a category connected to self-promotion, León Pinelo frequently positions

himself as an eyewitness to various bibliographical facts or offers related meta-textual commentary about the

process of assembling his book. On many occasions, this involves noting when and where he came into

contact with certain one-of-a-kind or difficult-to-access texts. For example, he documents having seen the

original of Bernal Díaz del Castillo’s history, at that time yet unpublished: “Bernal Díaz del Castillo. History of

the Conquest of New Spain, handwritten and of great volume, which is found in this court, where the maestro

fray Alonso Remón has corrected it for printing, and it consists of 300 sheets, taken from the original which I

saw in the possession of don Lorenzo Ramírez de Prado of the Royal Council of the Indies.”28

Publication status. In many instances, León Pinelo points to manuscript texts that he believed worthy of

publication. These were often writings that languished in the court, but also in the Americas, without

receiving attention. For example, he signals an unidentified text about the idolatry of Indigenous peoples:

“Padre Luis de Teruel. Treatise on the idolatry of the Indians, in Latin. He has it in Lima ready to print. A large

work of great erudition.”29

I have enumerated these categories individually, but in many instances they intertwine and overlap. For

example, León Pinelo often combines his references to the unpublished state of certain texts with other

discursive acts. At times, he offers encouragement by praising the work or its author, as he does in his reference

to Teruel’s history.30

In noting the unpublished state of some texts, the bibliographer also denounces the lack of interest that

apparently accounts for such situations. This gesture can be seen, for instance, in his citation of a work by a

fellow writer in Madrid: “Vicente Marinerio. History of the Peruvian Empire. In Latin, and elegant, and not

small in size. He has it in this court, where for not finding anyone to support its publication, has not printed

it.”31 This example, in fact, reflects three of the discursive classifications described above: praise (“elegant, and

not small in size”), publication status (“has not printed it”), and criticism (“for not finding anyone to support

its publication”).

Taken together, these categories, along with others, perhaps, yet to be identified, provide a map for

navigating the Epítome not merely as a list of books but also as a rhetorical object. While this model defines a

semantic substructure that is particular to the Epítome, some of the discursive categories I mention may also

apply to other repertories. The larger model I propose, furthermore, could potentially be applied to other

works with an alteration of the particular types of discourse under consideration.

The Case for Structured Annotation



As bibliographies have not traditionally been objects of editorial attention, the possible goals behind their

transmission are uncertain. To assume, however, that they would mirror those common to other editorial

undertakings seems reasonable. The editor of such a text would likely seek to produce a version that is accurate

and accessible. Likewise, an editor would probably endeavor to explain the text, in part by situating it within

some broader context.

In the case of a bibliography, this last objective is arguably of special importance. Many texts, and

particularly those that are regarded as primarily literary in nature, can be understood to be self-contained, even

if artificially. A bibliography, however, is by its very nature an object that points continuously beyond its

boundaries and relies on external facts in order to construct meaning.

A priority in editing a print bibliography, then, would be to interrogate those relationships to the exterior

world. Accordingly, in editing the Epítome, I seek to locate it within a larger universe of actual print and

manuscript artifacts. Likewise, I hope to identify the ways in which its ties to that outside reality may deviate

from or complicate bibliographic realities.

At a basic level, this editorial practice involves the identification of the objects to which León Pinelo

refers. In cases in which those objects cannot be identified, the editor must investigate the source of the

problem. In some instances, this work may involve analyzing the rhetorical implications of his references to

external objects, as well as how they may offer opportunities to arrive at a deeper understanding of the text.

In terms of editorial practice, such activities best fall under the category of annotation, or the act of

commenting on or explicating a text. Though a fundamental scholarly activity since antiquity, annotation is

an area of practice that has been little studied in its own right. A fairly small body of work addresses annotation

by considering problems of criteria (what to annotate), quantity (how much annotation to provide), and the

nature of the annotator’s role. Some studies do not address annotation as a systematic editorial practice but

rather through the broader, more personal category of marginalia.32

The most important recent contribution to the study of this scholarly practice is perhaps the 2017 issue

of the International Journal of Humanities and Arts Computing, titled “Explanatory Annotation in the

Context of the Digital Humanities.” As editors Angelika Zirker and Matthias Bauer observe in their

introduction, annotation has proliferated as an editorial practice in recent years, particularly in a digital

context where the limitations imposed by a print format are essentially erased. Such a development, they argue,

has made evident certain shortcomings: “This popularity of annotations in electronic texts [. . .] foregrounds

(at least) two difficulties: annotation, very often, is not clearly defined, and its methodological foundations

have not really been well-researched.”33 The seven articles in the volume seek to address those questions from

the perspectives of different areas of scholarly activity.

Bauer and Zirker themselves coauthor one of those pieces, entitled “Explanatory Annotation of Literary

Texts and the Reader: Seven Types of Problems.” In that study, they identify a series of common missteps,

including such items as “Stating the obvious,” “Inconsistent assumptions and unclear functions,” and

“Offering intuitions without evidence.” As a solution to these problems, they propose a formalized approach

to annotation that they have named the Tübingen Explanatory Annotations System (TEASys). The purpose

of TEASys “is to serve as a heuristic tool that enables and facilitates the understanding of texts by making



explanatory annotation transparent.” TEASys accomplishes this objective by structuring information into

predefined levels and categories, and by allowing readers to customize annotations by selecting which

information they would like to see.34

The type of annotation practice I propose in this article is, like TEASys, based on the notion of

structuring information so that it can be navigated dynamically and utilized in ways that traditional

annotation cannot accommodate. At least two important differences exist between what Bauer and Zirker

describe and what I imagine, however. Their model is designed for the annotation of literary texts, while what

I describe here is oriented more toward a different type of object, one that can be understood as both linear

discourse and relational data. In addition, their model involves creating prose explanations, whereas I envision

an approach to the annotation of such dual-mode texts that can be achieved primarily through the addition of

more relational data, not the writing of traditional notes in prose.

As the paradigm I describe is as much about movement as interpretation, some consideration of the

relationship between annotation and text is in order. Traditionally, annotation is carried out through the

addition of footnotes or endnotes. In a digital context, these entities can be represented in other ways, but the

concept typically remains largely the same. While such notes generally have a one-to-one relationship with a

segment of the text itself, multiple textual instances could point to the same note, particularly in an electronic

format. This might be the case with a repeated term like the name of a person or place, or a set of differing

expressions that all point to the same record in a table of authorities.

Regardless of these possible variants, such notes present possibilities for navigation that operate primarily

in two directions. A reader can navigate from the text to a note, and from a note back to the text. In some

cases, a note might direct a reader to somewhere else in the text or someplace outside the text. Such movement

is generally initiated from within the text itself, with the reader being diverted to a note that might lead

elsewhere. It would be less common, though not impossible, for a reader to enter the text from outside its

boundaries via a note, a situation in which that editorial addition might serve as a kind of portal.

Although standard annotations may enable multidirectional travel, they are not primarily designed for

such a purpose. Rather, they are intended, at a conceptual level, to enhance a text in its existence as a piece of

linear discourse. The creator of such notes can generally anticipate what a reader might do with them. Indeed,

in most cases readers will avail themselves of two possibilities: read the annotation and return to the text, or not

read the annotation.

Annotating nonlinear aspects of a text, however, is not exclusively about commenting or explaining.

Such work can also be directed at creating potential for movement and interaction by establishing a space in

which readers can explore and act in unpredictable ways. Such annotation could transport a reader to other

places within and beyond the text, as well as create a facility for accessing the text from other places.

This structured model could also enable the analysis of the bibliographer’s practices themselves. It could

allow us to identify common tendencies in the ways that person lists items, such as how often they provide

values for specific fields, how many books they identify as meeting particular criteria, and so on. In other

words, this markup might help us think about their processes and perception, and the way they represent

textual realities.



The development of such functionality implies the embedding of data in a schematic, regularized format.

This practice would include a mechanism for registering the information the bibliographer provides in a

standardized way that can be easily exploited computationally. It would also entail the addition of the more

standard bibliographical data that would allow interaction with the larger world of print books and

manuscripts. Because of the highly formalized nature of this information, I refer to this activity, and its results,

as structured annotation.

This material would exist in a different way from traditional notes. Rather than consisting of isolated

blocks of information that correspond to finite sections of text, this type of annotation would comprise a layer

of metadata that would, in a sense, stretch out across work as a whole. Annotations would all be able to

interact with each other and even be utilized independently of their connection to the text itself. This layer of

information could be visualized dynamically in various ways, and could also be exploited as data without

necessarily being rendered visually.

A Model for Structured Annotation

A bibliography is an enumeration of textual objects, and so it follows that, in conceptual terms, it consists of

two principal entities: lists and books. Lists are containers that gather books, and books are the granular,

discrete objects that are enumerated. I use book in a broad sense, referring not only to print volumes but also

more generally to a bibliographic object of any sort—print, manuscript, digital, or otherwise.35

Figure 1: Structure of *Epítome* as nested lists.

Within this framework, some structural complexity is possible. This circumstance is most obvious with

regard to lists, which can contain other lists, as might occur with a bibliographic work divided into chapters



or other subunits. In the case of the Epítome, we have three such levels of nesting, with the work divided into

four bibliotecas (libraries), and with each of those—except the last—further divided into thematic or

geographic títulos (titles, Figure 1).

Figure 2: Lists containing books.

Those titles comprise lists of books (Figure 2), which also present some complexity. In this model, a

book is more than a physical object, but rather an archetype that can encompass within it other related entities.

In other words, for the purposes of this paradigm, the book is not necessarily one unitary thing, but rather

might represent an accumulation of multiple objects that fit within the same conceptual box.



Figure 3: Nesting of a list of books within a book.

For instance, as an idea, a book could contain within it such related entities as subsequent editions or

translations. Though in physical and historical terms these iterations are separate objects, in a conceptual sense,

they can be thought of as subordinate to the parent object and dependent on it for their existence. In this way,

a book, like a list, is a type of container that could hold other books, or lists of other books (Figure 3).

The model I propose, therefore, allows for the nesting of various types: lists within lists, books within

lists, lists within books, and books within books. Everything in this model is, in essence, functionally the same

thing—an organizing idea that operates as a container—with the caveat that at the most granular level we must

have in all instances books, not lists. This qualification is important, since only books can constitute a kind of

end point, having independent existence in their own right. A list at the lowest level would be empty, raising

the question of whether it is a list at all.

In terms of its external limits, this structure of nested lists and books could exist as a freestanding object.

However, it might also be embedded within another textual object. In a sense, this is the case with the

Epítome, as the book is not exclusively a bibliography but involves also a lengthy section of preliminary

materials in prose and in verse. The highest-level object would generally remain a list, as is the case with the

Epítome, but it also could potentially be a book, as might occur with an in-line reference to a book that we

annotate in the structured fashion described here. In other words, a reference to a bibliographic object in a text

could trigger a cascading list of the objects or lists of objects that fall within the conceptual frame of the item

mentioned.

This model, then, is less about the enumeration of objects as it is the exploration of the connections

between objects, or the internal worlds encompassed by objects. While such a paradigm might not be terribly



useful if we are editing a bibliography merely as a linear textual object—as we might do in a print format—I

believe it offers opportunities to think creatively about editing such a document as an accumulation of data

and as a dynamic entity that creates meaning through relationships.

Figure 4: A list of secondary books nested within a primary book.



Figure 5: A third-level list of nested books within a secondary book.

The nested model I have described consists of three types of books. The first is the primary entry, or

parent object, that León Pinelo enumerates. The second and third are any subsequent editions and translations

(Figure 4). While there can be only one primary entry per item, any number of such subordinate objects can be

present, and they can contain, in turn, dependent objects of their own, as would be the case when the

bibliographer mentions a reprinting of a subsequent edition or translation (Figure 5). In theory, this

telescoping structure could continue on indefinitely.

Figure 6: The contents of the *Epítome,* from the high-level container to a third-level nested book.

The lists and books considered thus far represent the content of the bibliography itself, organized

hierarchically (Figure 6). The model I propose, however, is built not just upon encoding those lists and

objects. Rather, it involves adding material that can tell the story of those items.



Figure 7: Nesting of added books within one of León Pinelo’s entries.

Such work would customarily be accomplished by adding prose explanations to the text in the form of

traditional static notes. However, as I am striving to create sense through structure, the model I imagine

enforces the paradigm of the bibliography itself, permitting the added material to consist only of lists and

books. In other words, the editorial additions will represent bibliographic objects or enumerations of

bibliographic objects (Figure 7).

When the editor respects the format of the bibliography, these additions can be understood not only as

annotation but also, in essence, an expansion of the work itself. Such an extension would differ from a more

customary augmentation, as in the case of Andrés González de Barcia’s augmented version of the Epítome in

the eighteenth century.36 Such a broadening is horizontal, increasing the surface of the work itself. The

expansion I propose is instead vertical, not altering the footprint of the text but adding depth by which to

understand what is already present.

The added bibliographical objects could take many forms. Given the often irregular or incomplete way

that early modern bibliographies list materials, a first addition might be the item itself, restated in a

standardized fashion with complete bibliographic information, in cases where that text can be identified.

Another might be the source from which the bibliographer derives that information, when it is stated or can

be inferred, as well as sources employed by the editor in constructing the annotation. Subsequent editions and

translations, beyond those mentioned by the original text itself, could also be added, including modern

versions and editions or facsimiles available online.

When we deploy such a paradigm, the books enumerated in the original items can be characterized based

on two general sets of criteria. The first paradigm would be simple versus complex entries. Simple entries would

represent those in which the bibliographer lists a single instance of a book. This singularity would result in an



object containing one or multiple embedded items added by the editor but no nested editions or translations

mentioned by the bibliographer. Such a situation implies a minimal amount of surface complexity, though

depth can be added by the editor. One example would be León Pinelo’s listing of the Itinerario of Gaspar de

Saõ Bernardino.37 A complex entry would involve at least one other edition or translation and would imply a

larger and more intricate surface. The resulting density would create more opportunities for adding depth,

such as in the case of the Peregrinaçam of Fernão Mendez Pinto.38

The other broad paradigm into which we can divide the book items is known versus unknown. A known

book would be one for which the editor can identify the actual object in question. In such a scenario, the

editor can add the types of nested items needed to contextualize the bibliographer’s entity. The majority of

texts gathered in the Epítome fall into this category. An unknown book would be one for which such

identification has not yet been—and perhaps never will be—possible. In such an instance, the editor may be

able to add only one type of nested item, pointing to the bibliographer’s source, when it is stated or can be

identified. Without a known identity for the object, none of the other types of nested bibliographic items can

be provided. Two examples in the Epítome include the Tratado de la idolatría de los indios of Padre Luis de

Teruel and the text by Gerónimo de Prado, the title of which is unknown to the bibliographer.39

In other words, a simple known object could result in an array of added objects, and a complex known

object could result in multiple such arrays. Unknown objects, however, whether simple or complex, would

maintain their surface footprint but allow for little vertical expansion, as I have termed it, on the part of the

editor.

Anomalies and Opportunities

The paradigm I have described here may serve broadly for editing early modern bibliographies but cannot

accommodate all the nuances of this unpredictable, unstandardized genre. Complexity is an inherent feature of

this type of document and is indeed part of the reason such texts are intriguing from an editorial standpoint.

Their departures may at times represent inconveniences in practical terms. They also offer opportunities for

reflection and discovery.

The Epítome itself presents several anomalies that break with the paradigm expressed in this article. In one

prominent example, León Pinelo constructs various subsections that list people, not books. In the Eastern

Library, these include the following titles: V, “Collectors of letters sent from India”; XIV, “Authors on the

nature and governance of the Indies”; and XVI, “Authors about whose works doubt exists.”40 In the Western

Library, they include Titles XVIII, “Authors who have written in languages of the Indies”; XIX, “Authors who

have written of the conversion of the Indians”; XXI, “Authors on moral aspects and governance of the Indies”;

XXII, “Compilers of the laws of the Indies”; XXVI, “Collectors of books about the Indies”; and XXVII,

“Authors about whose works doubt exists.”41 The three titles that comprise the Nautical Library are of this

nature: I, “Discoverers and writers of the cosmos”; II, “Authors on the globe and navigation”; and III,

“Authors on navigation and the subjects that comprise it.”42 The single title of the Geographical Library also

conforms to this model: “Authors who have written on geography.”43



In many cases, the entries in these sections that list authors mention one work per person. In such

situations, the items in question can function in the same way as entries in the titles that list exclusively books.

See, for example, the following entry from Title I, “Discoverers and writers of the cosmos,” in the Nautical

Library: “Roberto Lincolniense. Compendium of the Cosmos. Printed 1508, according to the Oxoniense.”44

This circumstance would include instances in which León Pinelo expresses that the book mentioned

may not exist. Such is in the case of an unknown history of Perú in Title XXVII, “Authors about whose works

doubt exists,” in the Western Library:

N. . . . A three-part history of Peru. Father Antonio Posevino, licenciado Don Francisco

de Herrera Maldonado, Miguel Routarcio, Doctor Juan de Solórzano Pereyra, and now

Don Josef Pellicer de Salas, mention it, and they say it was published in Venice in 1560,

but none affirms having seen it, with all instead apparently drawing their information from

that which Posevino gives, and I therefore put it down as doubtful until I see it and know

who the author is.45

Although more involved than the Roberto Lincolniense example, this entry is functionally the same.

However, we also find instances in which such entries are not organized around a specific text but rather

focus on the existence, or possible nonexistence, of an author. This is the case with León Pinelo’s listing of a

writer who was presumably a Jesuit missionary, in Title XVI, “Authors about whose works doubt exists,” of

the Eastern Library: “Juan Horano. In the epistles. Although so many letters are registered in this summary, of

those of this author I find nothing more than this confusing reference, in the mentioned inventory.”46

In Title XXVII, “Authors about whose work there is doubt,” of the Western Library, we find more

examples. Gerónimo de Prado is one: “Gerónimo de Prado, mentioned as an author of the Indies, without any

other information.”47 Garci Sánchez de Figueroa is another: “Garci Sánchez de Figueroa, cited as a writer of

the Indies, without any other mention.”48

Some of León Pinelo’s listings of himself also fall into this category. One example is the way he appears in

Title XXVI, “Collectors of books about the Indies,” of the Western Library:

Licenciado Antonio de León, who, from when he first began to know his alphabet, has

busied himself with natural passion for reading and histories and matters of the Indies, and

has gathered from them that which in this library appears, cannot regard himself as

unworthy of including his name, whenever his writings call for it, among those that, if

with greater success, not with greater diligence, have dealt with the topics of which this

book is comprised. I can, therefore, have a place among the collectors of books of the

Indies, not just for this summary listing, which presents them summarized and in

aggregate, but also for the larger inventory that I have written, from the abundance of

which I have drawn this sample.49

Here he registers himself and his entire body of work, though not any book in particular. We might

consider this entry to be about the Epítome itself and the larger work—unknown, lost, or simply alleged—



which is the unabridged object upon which the Epítome is based, as León Pinelo asserts in his prologue. In that

case, however, we have an entry that registers two books, creating a different type of problem.

The paradigm I have described is not equipped to handle these author-focused entries. The system of

semantic markup can be applied to these items, but they violate the model of lists and books on which the

structured annotation is built. If an entry does not mention a book, or mentions more than one, categorizing

that entry as a book, as my model demands, seems like a workaround at best.

We could adjust our paradigm to allow lists to gather people in addition to books but to do so would be

problematic. In such a scenario, people and books would exist side by side at the same level in the hierarchy of

the model, but as two very different types of entities. A person, for instance, could not function as an

archetype or conceptual container in the way that I have proposed a book can. In other words, we could not

nest lists or books or other people within a person in the way I have proposed we can nest lists and books inside

books. A person would be an entity that could be annotated in a traditional way, but not in the structured

fashion I have described.

Another type of anomalous situation arises when León Pinelo appears to construct bibliographic entries

that present information potentially combined from disparate sources. In one example, León Pinelo asserts

that Johann Adam Lonicerus (Teucrides Anneaus Lonicerus) prepared the German translation of J. H. van

Linschoten’s Itinerario.50 However, that volume, printed in 1599 in Frankfurt, does not itself appear to offer

such information. Lonicerus did produce a separate translation to Latin, published in Frankfurt that same year,

which León Pinelo does not mention. The bibliographer here appears to potentially fuse the bibliographic

details of the two volumes.

This situation highlights the complexity we face when trying to trace and explain the sources of León

Pinelo’s data or otherwise explicate the construction of his entries. In this case, we can provide the regularized

bibliographic data for the German translation as found in that volume, but we would seemingly need to also

point to the Latin translation as an indirect source for León Pinelo’s information. We would also need a way to

signal that it is, in fact, a potentially erroneous source. The model I have defined, in other words, can

accommodate fairly orderly relationships between entities but is limited in its ability to handle connections

that are less transparent or direct.

The chronological inversion of entries presents another problematic situation. Such transposition can be

seen in the case of the Laws of the Sea, where León Pinelo lists a translation to Spanish published in 1539 that

precedes by many decades the date of the Italian version he offers as the primary entry, printed in 1598.51 This

scenario might be expected in situations where the dates of publication are unknown to the bibliographer, but

here León Pinelo himself explicitly provides the years in question.

The same situation is found in his listing of “Dionisio Afro” under the solitary title “Authors who have

written on geography” in the Geographical Library. The initial entry is from 1606, followed by other versions

from 1515, 1538, and 1575. León Pinelo does not provide dates for the first and third but does indicate 1538

as the year of the second.52 This example is perhaps somewhat different, as we are dealing with a classical text,

that of Dionysius Periegetes. Even so, we might reasonably expect the version with the earliest date to appear

first in the sequence.



These examples suggest that León Pinelo does not necessarily regard a given primary entry as a first

edition or even as the first version chronologically of which he was aware. The uncertainty around his criteria

in such cases puts into doubt somewhat my hierarchy of primary and subordinate items. The Epítome may

contain cases where a different nomenclature is called for, though what that vocabulary might be is not yet

clear.

The problematic situations I point to here underscore the complexity of building a conceptual

framework that can accommodate an object like the Epítome. I believe these exceptions support—rather than

undermine—a central premise of this article: early modern bibliographies are intricate objects which, when

approached in an editorial context, present opportunities to ask questions about editorial practice that might

not arise in other situations.

These anomalies also put into focus one significant circumstance: one type of entry that does not

jeopardize my model are the unknown books, as I have called them. The paradigm can accommodate anything

that has the characteristics of a book, regardless of whether that item has a basis in external reality. I believe this

to be one of the strengths of this model for working with early modern bibliographies, which, like the

Epítome, can exist in a space between fact and imagination.

Conclusion

The ability to work in a digital context has created opportunities to broaden the scope of texts we consider to

be valid objects of editorial attention. We can contemplate the possibility of transmitting documents that

might never be edited in a print format, either because of the impracticality of doing so or because the static

nature of print would limit the usefulness of the final product. This is particularly true in the case of

documents that might traditionally be understood primarily as data. The potential to engage with such

materials digitally opens spaces between textual editing and other fields with which scholarly editing has not

historically engaged.

In the case of this study, that place of intersection involves editorial practice and methods more

traditionally understood to exist within the domains of bibliography and library and information science. In

this article, I have sought to imagine a conceptual model that would allow us to engage with a bibliography

both as linear discourse and atomizable bits of data. I have attempted to design a semantic model paradigm that

could enable us to better comprehend the text as an accumulation of discursive acts and also as a mechanism

for discovery and displacement by which one could query the text, navigate through it and across its borders,

and understand it within a larger bibliographic ecosystem.

Although this study is built upon considerations that arise directly from a possible edition of León

Pinelo’s text, potentially such a model could be applied to a wide range of other early modern bibliographies.

Some such texts can be found among León Pinelo’s sources, including works by Antonio Posevino,

Routartio, Thomas James, and Pierre-François Sweerts.53 Later works to which such a paradigm might apply

include those of Antonio Alcedo and Nicolás Antonio,54 to provide two examples from the Hispanic world.



The paradigm I have outlined may have implications as well for projects that address other types of

objects that can be understood to reflect the sort of dual existence I have described with respect to

bibliographies. Such texts might include financial records,55 censuses, inventories, wills, passenger lists, and

nautical logs, among others. Like bibliographies, such documents are often valued as resources or references,

but not necessarily as the product of authorial actions.

In this study, I have sought to propose a model for the several ways in which we might approach such

texts as rhetorical objects built on discursive acts, while also maximizing their ability to be exploited as

randomizable data. As I have observed, the approach I have outlined raises several problems that remain

unresolved, and surely harbors others I have yet to identify. I hope, however, to have established the

groundwork here for how we might begin to understand and interact with these writings in a digital context.
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