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This chapter refers to literature in five languages: Czech, Hungarian, Polish, Slovak and Ukrainian.
Firstly, it presents the histories of Eastern European literary drafts. In this section answers to
the following questions are delivered: from what time do the oldest surviving rough drafts date?
How did the culture of archiving evolve? What impact did historical events have on the state of
preservation of the documents? The focus then shifts to the issue of the genetic approach in Eastern
European scholarship. The aim of this section is to discuss how creative writing processes were dealt
with by different philological traditions. Finally, East European reception of critique génétique is
presented.
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Introduction: Defining “Eastern European tradition”

The purpose of this chapter is to explore two closely related problems. The first is the Eastern
European history of the literary rough draft, treated as a part of the Eastern European history
of literature. The second is Eastern European research on the literary rough draft (and more
broadly: on the creative process), which has been an integral part of Eastern European textual
scholarship, philology, editorial theory and practice, as well as literary studies. Even this general
statement requires immediate critical commentary.

The very notion of “Eastern Europeanness” is an unobvious, disputable construct. There
are no strong, unambiguous criteria to distinguish between “Western” and “Central” Europe,
or to differentiate the “Central” section of our continent from the “Eastern” one. Neither geog-
raphy (which, after all, even has difficulty clearly indicating the border between Europe and
Asia) nor history, and even less so the history of culture, can provide such criteria. Particularly
in the field of culture, the categorisation of any phenomenon as Central/Eastern European is
always an act of interpretation, inevitably determined by one or another “interpretive commu-
nity”. The use of the adjective “Eastern European” is thus conventional and pragmatic – as in
the title of our chapter.

The meaning of the term “Eastern European traditions”, assumed for the purposes of our
study, includes literatures (and literary studies) in five languages: Czech, Hungarian, Polish,
Slovak and Ukrainian. Each of these languages has had a different history, functioned differ-
ently as a material for literary creation, as a space for inventing and disseminating ideas and,

https://doi.org/10.1075/chlel.xxxv.09ant

Available under the CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 license. © 2024 John Benjamins B.V. / Association Internationale de Littérature Comparée

https://doi.org/10.1075/chlel.xxxv.09ant
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


finally, as a national and state-forming factor. By putting them together in one picture, we gain
the opportunity to observe tendencies that are partly analogical and partly different.

Due to the limit on chapter size, the following comparative presentation of the five “Eastern
European traditions” is inevitably short, not without unavoidable simplification. Nonetheless,
we try to show as precisely as possible both the unique characteristics of each of the discussed
“histories of the literary rough draft” (and the histories of research on the draft) and the simi-
larities and connections between them.

Eastern European histories of the rough draft – in a nutshell

The “manuscript culture” in Eastern Europe began together with Christianity; the oldest doc-
uments of writing were made first in Latin (tenth century), then in vernacular languages.1 The
question posed in this section is: what are the oldest extant Eastern European “rough drafts”,
understood as working holographs or autographed manuscripts that enable us to track the birth
of the text of a literary work?

Some examples of such first drafts can be found in the early modern period and even in
medieval times. The history of the Czech language and literature knows short lyrical or gnomic
texts written on the margins of Latin or Czech manuscripts.2 These notes have a draft character
of some kind and date to the start of the fifteenth century; their status, however, is ambigu-
ous, as it is difficult to say whether they are small poetic works or only probatio pennae.3 The
same holds true in the case of the Slovak language.4 In the Polish language, one can identify the
working holographs of sermons and a Bible translation as the oldest preserved rough drafts;
a small collection of such documents comes from the late medieval and early modern periods
(from fourteenth to seventeenth century). Similar documents relating to Ukrainian language
and literature are considerably later: one of the oldest preserved rough manuscripts belongs to
the most prominent representative of Ukrainian baroque, the writer and philosopher Hryhorii
Skovoroda (1722–1794).5

However, all examples mentioned above are rare and exceptional. As a general rule, East-
ern European rough drafts from the Middle Ages and early modernity are scarce and do not
represent the creative process of the most significant authors or the origins of the greatest works

1. The oldest Hungarian manuscript is called the Funeral Speech and Prayer [Halotti beszéd és
könyörgés] and records the state of the Hungarian language around 1100. The oldest preserved man-
uscript of a literary work in Polish goes back to the thirteenth century. The first literary works with
distinct features of the Ukrainian language come from the eleventh century.

2. For example, short Czech written verse on the inside cover of “Sborník vyšehradský” [Vyšehrad
manuscript] (Prague, NK, sign. F 9; see also on www.manuscriptorium.com).

3. As Jakub Sichálek noted, if we know just one text source, we cannot decide whether it is an unfaithful
reproduction of an existing text or a small poetic work in progress (2018:223).

4. For example, a draft of verses by Leonard of Uničov in the Novohrad tax register from 1457.
5. We can trace his creative process and learn about its interesting features (like the author’s remarkable

illustrations accompanying the literary texts) through his drafts from the 1760s–80s.

128 Mateusz Antoniuk et al.

http://www.manuscriptorium.com/


of that time. A good case in point is Jan Kochanowski (1530–1584), the greatest poet of the Pol-
ish Renaissance, who in his lifetime published in printed form many works in Polish and Latin
but left only a few holographs to posterity (none of which can be described as a rough draft).
This proportion is significant and representative: neither the Middle Ages nor the early mod-
ern era were conducive to the collection and storage of documents of the creative process. This
tendency does not distinguish Eastern Europe from the West.

In each Eastern European literary tradition, it is possible to identify a “turning period” –
the first to produce and leave for posterity a remarkable collection of rough drafts. We can also
point out the concrete authors who can be seen as figures representative for these “turning
periods”. Ferenc Kazinczy (1759–1831), writer, poet, organiser of the Hungarian literary life,
important figure of the Hungarian Enlightenment movement, and main animator of the Hun-
garian language reform, was probably the first Hungarian author who left a considerable part
of his oeuvre to posterity. Between 1794 and 1801, he was imprisoned due to his involvement
in a Jacobin conspiracy against the Habsburg Empire, and to avoid presumed censorship he
planned a posthumous publication of his work of seven years’ captivity; to this end, he delib-
erately conserved his manuscripts and drafts. Consequently, his bequest contains not only vast
correspondence, but also manuscripts of his memoirs, poems, translations, and different tex-
tual versions of his works (Szilágyi 2017). In the case of Czech, Polish, Slovak, and Ukrainian
histories of literature, the beginnings of the “golden era of the draft” seem to appear a bit later:
a significant quantity of working holographs of literary works were produced and left by the
period of Romanticism (conventionally dated 1820s–1860s in Polish literature and Ukrainian
literature, 1830s–1850s in Czech literature, 1836–1875 in Slovak literature).

Why do the first half of the nineteenth century and Romanticism play such an important
role in the history (or histories) of the rough draft in Central and Eastern Europe? Two factors
seem to be responsible for this.

First of all, it was during this period that each of the literatures considered here was shaped
by particularly innovative poets full of creative energy, who left not only the completed, printed
texts, but also a vast scriptural trace of their work. Polish Romanticism was dominated by
four great individuals: Adam Mickiewicz (1798–1855), Juliusz Słowacki (1809–1849), Zygmunt
Krasiński (1812–1859), and Cyprian Kamil Norwid (1821–1883). As for Czech Romanticism,
we ought to mention Karel Hynek Mácha (1810–1836), Karel Jaromír Erben (1811–1870), and
Karel Sabina (1813–1877). The central figure of the Ukrainian Romantic period – and the entire
Ukrainian literary canon – is Taras Shevchenko (1814–1861). The parallel Slovak list of out-
standing authors includes Samo Chalupka (1812–1883), Andrej Sládkovič (1820–1872), Janko
Kráľ (1822–1876), and Ján Botto (1829–1881).

Secondly, the Romantic period was particularly conducive to a specific cult of outstanding
poets. In Polish, Czech, Slovakian, Ukrainian or Hungarian history, the typically Romantic
“cult of genius” was additionally supported by political conditions. None of these nations pos-
sessed their statehood or independence in the nineteenth century: Czechs and Hungarians had
been part of foreign imperial structures since the sixteenth century; Poles ultimately lost their
statehood in 1795; Ukrainians were striving for their own state; the modern Slovak nation was
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undergoing an intensive process of formation since the eighteenth century and the Enlighten-
ment. Nevertheless, they all had their own political and cultural ambitions. In this situation, the
celebration of the works of the great Romantics became a strategy for building national identity,
which was under threat. And it was precisely as part of this reverence for “great poets” that their
manuscripts – including their working manuscripts – were collected, preserved and metapho-
rised as national “relics” or “treasures”.

In consequence, the nineteenth century appeared to be crucial for establishing the tradition
of preserving the manuscripts of the works central to Polish, Czech, and other Eastern Euro-
pean literatures: in brief, for the foundation of Eastern European “archiving culture”. This cul-
ture had, first of all, a non-institutional dimension. Karel Hynek Mácha’s drafts, later preserved
in literary museums, were first recognised as part of Mácha’s valuable literary inheritance by his
friends, colleagues, and editors of his early collected works. Analogically, Taras Shevchenko’s
contemporaries saw the crucial importance of each line in each of the poet’s drafts already in
his lifetime and shortly after his death. Despite difficult life circumstances, and the lack of his
own housing which would enable keeping a personal archive, a relatively high number of the
writer’s manuscripts survived and have been carefully preserved to this day.6 Sometimes, the
role of curators was taken up by the descendants of the great Romantics: Władysław Mick-
iewicz (1838–1926), son of the most important Polish poet, devoted his entire life to commem-
orating his father, for example by collecting his holographs.

This spontaneous and individual model of collecting and preserving naturally inspired
and stimulated institutional solutions: the nineteenth century saw the foundation of many
Central and Eastern European institutions, whose mission was to archive the documents of
national culture, including manuscripts (and drafts!) of both historical and contemporary writ-
ers. In 1802, the National Széchényi Library was established in Pest-Buda (currently, it holds
the largest manuscript collection of Hungary). The year 1818 saw the founding of the National
Museum in Prague, which was tasked with assembling manuscripts and printed books pro-
duced on Czech territory.7 Since 1863, manuscripts written in the Slovak language have been
collected by Matica slovenská, a notable cultural institution that played the role of a library,
museum and research centre.8 The first Polish public library was opened in Warsaw much ear-
lier than the nineteenth century, before the loss of independence, but during Romanticism new
institutions started their activities, such as Bibliothèque Polonaise de Paris (1838), an institution
whose main task was to collect and safeguard historical and contemporary books and docu-
ments of national significance.9 In 1894 the library of the Shevchenko Scientific Society in Lviv

6. Shevchenko’s friends and fans disseminated his texts in their handwritten copies. For some of the
poet’s works, the manuscript was the only possible form of existence, since they were banned from
publication in the Russian Empire.

7. These materials were located in the National Museum Library, where an independent department
gathering the papers of Czech authors was founded in the 1890s; since 1923, this department has
borne the name Literary Archive of the National Museum Library (LA NML).

8. Manuscripts are deposited in the Literary Archive of the Slovak National Library in Martin.
9. The Załuski Library, inaugurated in 1732 and officially proclaimed as the National Library in 1780.

130 Mateusz Antoniuk et al.



was established; among other tasks, it collected manuscripts of Ukrainian authors. Although
not limited to the field of literature, all those institutions paid attention to poets’ and writers’
archives.

To sum up, in the history of Central and Eastern European cultures and literatures, it was
the nineteenth century that laid the foundation for the cultural phenomenon which can be
named the “golden age of the rough draft”. Since the Romantic period, the number of pre-
served and archived working manuscripts has been rising. The twentieth century brought to
this region of Europe (as elsewhere in the world) an intensification of literary production and,
in consequence, the proliferation of documents of the creative process (especially holographic
rough drafts). On the other hand, the turbulent twentieth-century political history of East-
ern Europe has resulted in the material destruction of many libraries, museums and archives,
affecting the state of preservation of working holographs in Central and Eastern European
countries. The scale of this process was so huge that the metaphorical term “manuscript-clasm”
seems to work well here.

The siege of Budapest in 1944 and 1945 exposed the Hungarian capital to a military opera-
tion and caused major damage to public and private manuscript collections. Just a few months
earlier, during the Warsaw Uprising (August to September 1944), the capital of Poland was
changed into a battlefield between Polish insurgents and the German army; this led to the
almost total destruction of the material substance of the city. Books and papers shared the fate
of people and buildings.10 In the case of Ukrainian literature, the situation with the preser-
vation of drafts and manuscripts, in general, is much worse for the authors of the 1920s–30s.
They went down in history as the generation of the “Executed Renaissance” (Rozstriliane
vidrodzhennia) as most of them were repressed on various charges and sentenced to exile or
death by Stalin’s totalitarian regime. As a result, their writings were often destroyed or lost.
Also, many Ukrainian dissidents of the following decades, in particular representatives of shist-
desiatnyky, the “sixtiers” movement, repeated the fate of their predecessors repressed in the
1930s. The Eastern European “manuscript-clasm” had also another sorrowful dimension. It was
largely on the occupied Polish territory that the Holocaust, organised by the Third Reich, took
place. The unimaginable tragedy of the Shoah involved the physical destruction of paper docu-
ments, including literary manuscripts (Leociak 2004; Shallcross 2011).11

10. Stanisław Wyspiański (1869–1907), Polish Symbolist playwright and painter, was especially fascinated
with creativity; for example, he published an essay about Hamlet, devoted to Shakespeare’s creative
process (of course it was rather an act of pure fantasy than scholarship). During the Warsaw Uprising,
Wyspiański’s archive was burnt, together with numerous versions of his poetic plays. In this way, a
poet who can be seen as the historical patron of Polish genetic criticism is at the same time not acces-
sible for genetic research.

11. Many final and rough-draft texts of Vasyl’ Stus (1938–1985), one of the most important Ukrainian
poets of the twentieth century, were lost after his convictions and stay in the camps. Those that have
been preserved in his autographs and notes by friends often have at least a few versions that can be
considered as “main” (Kolodkevych 2015:23–25).
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All in all, Eastern European archives – although deprived of so many important objects –
are still full of holographic rough drafts from the nineteenth and twentieth century.12 And, of
course, the history of the draft still goes on. Technical modernisation has changed the con-
struction of the rough draft since the beginning of the twenty-first century, when the computer
(with Internet access) became the basic tool in the writer’s studio; many poets of the younger
generation draft their poems only in this way, without using paper. Consequently, their cre-
ative process leaves only digital traces. On the other hand, the potential of paper rough drafts is
still not exhausted: the 2018 Nobel Prize winner in literature, the Polish author Olga Tokarczuk
(born 1962, so belonging to the generation with predigital writing habits) uses notebooks and
papers (apart from a computer) to create her novels and short stories.

Genetic approach in Eastern European textual scholarship: Beginnings and development

Each culture mentioned in this chapter – Hungarian, Czech, Slovak, Polish, Ukrainian – obvi-
ously has had a specific tradition of philology and literary criticism, and all those traditions had
their specific approaches to the process of text creation.

The foundations of the modern Czech editorial tradition were established at the end of the
eighteenth century in the works of the foremost philologist Josef Dobrovský (1753–1829). In the
course of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries it was shaped by impulses coming mostly from
German textual criticism and later on – due to political reasons – from the Russian School. In
the second half of the last century a systematic theoretical and methodological basis for edito-
rial work was established by the editors of the “Prague School”, namely Felix Vodička, Miroslav
Červenka, Břetislav Štorek, and Rudolf Skřeček.

The basic disposition of Czech textual studies in the nineteenth century was centred
around the works of the Romantic poet Karel Hynek Mácha, and for the twentieth, primarily
around the work of Petr Bezruč, a poet who closed the age of Symbolism. The initial situation
surrounding the work of K. H. Mácha provided Czech textual studies with some orienta-
tion regarding temporal and authorial attribution (as it had to come to terms with the sheer
quantity of manuscript versions and their problematic authenticity), deciphering manuscripts,
the issues of the fragmentary nature of texts, and the methodology of processing them for
publishing. Bezruč’s constantly evolving core collection, in turn, confronts the 1960s’ textual
studies, above all with the challenge of variants and their importance for text interpreta-
tion – a challenge that was successfully faced by the Czech structuralist school. In his seminal
study Variants and Stylistics (1930), Jan Mukařovský, an outstanding theoretician of litera-
ture and one of the eminent figures of the Prague Linguistic Circle, showed that variants can
be examined for reasons other than purely editorial: the focus was shifted towards nonprac-

12. From time to time there are also happy turns of action: manuscripts considered lost as a result of the
war are found. Holographs and drafts of the Hungarian poet, writer, journalist and translator Dezső
Kosztolányi (1885–1936) were believed to have been largely destroyed during the Second World War.
However, thanks to András Veres’ research, most of the manuscript of Édes Anna’s (a novel from
1926) was discovered and published (Veres 2004).
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tical textual studies and situated within text poetics (variants, also holographic drafts, rele-
vant as evidence of changes in the author’s style).13 Mukařovský’s line of “genetically-oriented”
research was creatively continued by Miroslav Červenka (1932–2005), in his 1971 work Textual
Criticism and Semiotics (Červenka 1971), where rough drafts are regarded as material useful
for studying the individual psychology of creation.14 Czech structuralist textual scholarship
(together with Russian textology and Polish editorial theory and practice) stimulated Slovak
textual studies, also with regard to genetically oriented research. The representative work of
the Slovak research on text genesis and the author’s creative process is Marianna Mináriková’s
(1930–2012) monograph Textologické a štylistické problémy Kukučínovho diela [Textological
and Stylistic Problems of Kukučín’s Work, 1972],15 while Nora Krausová (1920–2009), stimu-
lated by such focused research, tried to use variability in the analysis of the generative process
of the work.16

Likewise, in Poland the abundance of holographs and holographic rough drafts challenged
the theory and practice of the editors, historians of literature, and interpreters of literary works.
To visualise this situation, we can zoom in on one example. Samuel Zborowski (1844–1845),
a hermetic play by Juliusz Słowacki, was never published during the author’s lifetime. It was
left to posterity in the form of circa 40 loose pages, full of deletions, marginal and interline
additions, and alternative versions. Between 1901 and 1963, five different editions of Samuel
Zborowski were prepared by six editors from three generations of Polish philologists: all of
them tried to employ the classical pattern of a critical edition. As a result, some fragments of
Samuel Zborowski were moved, depending on the individual editor’s decision, from the main
text to the apparatus – and vice versa. In fact, Polish editors tried to make Słowacki’s “rough”
text, what it never was: a completed, coherent dramatic text, divided into acts, with a clear
assignment of each line to a particular character, with a logically developing action. Finally, it is
only in the twenty-first century that the big editorial problem of Samuel Zborowski has found a
new solution: in 2017, Marek Troszyński proposed the paper “genetic edition”, which combines
facsimiles of the original manuscript with a system of transcriptions presenting to the reader all
parts and fragments of the text in the (reconstructed, hypothetical) order of their notation by
the poet (Troszyński 2017).

Having said that, we must add that the creative process was quite widely discussed by
Polish literary scholars of the twentieth century. The eminent philologist Stanisław Pigoń
(1885–1968) even before the First World War started his systematic research on Adam Mick-
iewicz’s holographs and drafts; in the last years of his life, he summarised this line of scholarly

13. This paper by Mukařovský’s was also translated into German (Mukařovský 1968).
14. One of the few Czech works on textual scholarship to have been translated into German and English

(see Červenka 1971, 1995).
15. In 1957–1974, she edited 21 volumes of Martin Kukučín’s works.
16. Studies Textológia a poetika [Textology and Poetics, 1973] and Literárny text ako proces produkcie

[The Literary Text as a Production Process, 1974] published in the journal Slovenská literatúra [Slo-
vak Literature].
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activity by publishing an important book entirely devoted to the history of the creation of Adam
Mickiewicz’s Dziady [The Forefathers’ Eve] (Pigoń 1967).

“Researchers should study the genesis of work in its embryonic state, and the development
of intentions from a vague thought to the finished work (the study of draft sketches, author’s
plans and assumptions, particular editions of a work); they must study the psychology of cre-
ative process of an author” – this postulate was formulated in Ukraine as early as in 1922 by
Iieremiia Aizenshtok (1900–1980) (Aizenshtok 1922: 157).17 Ukrainian literary criticism took up
this proposal almost immediately: in 1926 Pavlo Fylypovych (1891–1937) wrote a genetically ori-
ented preface to the drama U pushchi [In the Forest] by Lesia Ukraїnka (Fylypovych 1926). As
usual, genetic research appears where the archival situation enables this approach. The crucial
factor in this case is that Lesia Ukraїnka (the pen name of Larysa Kosach, 1871–1913) was aware
of the great importance of manuscripts: therefore, she asked her family to store her archive for
the future correct editions of her works. Despite all dramatic developments of Ukrainian his-
tory and thanks to the efforts of her sister, almost all drafts have been preserved for a num-
ber of Ukraїnka’s poems. Analogically, the vast collection of Shevchenko’s drafts enabled the
genetic research on his manuscripts, presented in dozens of articles and several monographs
of the late 1930s to 2010s. Among others, researchers highlighted differences in Shevchenko’s
habits and pace while creating original texts and adaptations, for instance of biblical texts.
Shevchenko usually wrote his original short and even longer poems really fast. These man-
uscripts contain just minor corrections. The autographs of his adaptations, by contrast, are
multi-layered because of edits and the variability of certain lines: features that capture the
author’s uneasy creative attempts and explorations (Borodin 2010).18

To summarise: there were the home-grown, Eastern European traditions of academic, pro-
fessional thinking about the dynamics of literary creation, directly determined by local archival
situations (the state of preservation of holographic drafts) and inextricably linked to local liter-
ary critical landscapes (sets of tendencies in philology, history and theory of literature, editorial
theory and practice). Those traditions, although they did not achieve the autonomous position
of separate sub-disciplines, undisputedly had their own achievements and impact.

Having said that, one should bear in mind that the Eastern European history (or histories)
of genetic studies in the general sense of the term was (or were) influenced by other scholarly
traditions (most notably, Russian) and shaped by the process of reception of Western method-
ological and theoretical impulses. Among them, the French critique génétique played a crucial

17. Cf. his “embryonic” figure of speech with Almuth Grésillon’s observation regarding the vocabulary
of French scholars in the last decades of the twentieth century that “moves to human (pro)creation,
which leads to a whole new series of metaphors: gestation, childbearing, begetting, parturition,
embryo, offspring” (Grésillon 1997: 108).

18. Among other authors whose creative process has been studied with especially solid results, one may
name prose writers of the second half of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries: Ivan Nechui-
Levyts’kyi, Panas Myrnyi, Vasyl’ Stefanyk, and Olha Kobylians’ka (Zubkov 1968; Syvachenko 1974).
The whole raft of fascinating genetic studies has been accumulated in Larysa Miroshnychenko’s
books (Miroshnychenko 2001; Miroshnychenko 2011).
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role. To describe the Eastern European reception of genetic criticism, the metaphor of a net-
work seems particularly useful. It allows us to see the international and cross-linguistic con-
nections and relations as a system of circulation, in which ideas, terms and concepts are
disseminated, transferred and exchanged.

External inspirations and their internalisation: Critique génétique in the Eastern European
nexus

“Avant-texte, texte, après-texte” – this title, clearly referring to the French terminology, was
given to the international textual studies colloquium in Mátrafüred (Hungary) in 1978 – appar-
ently one of the first appearances of genetic criticism in the Eastern Bloc.19 Alongside the
French guests and Hungarian hosts, conference participants included also scholars from
Czechoslovakia, Germany (East and West: Berlin, Hamburg, Mainz, and Münster), USSR, Bel-
gium and Switzerland.20 The impact of this event is, at least to some degree, measurable: the
colloquium not only started the Hungarian reception of critique génétique – later strengthened
by the 1989 Helikon thematic issue – but also influenced Czech textual studies.21 Pavel Vašák,
one of the 1978 colloquium participants, the next year published a Czech-language report on
the event’s discussions (Vašák 1979), and then referred in his own studies to the works of Louis
Hay, Almuth Grésillon and Jean-Louis Lebrave. The Hungarian conference had virtually no
echoes in the Polish textology, which was, in turn, relatively well acquainted with Russian
and Soviet studies on the textual creation process.22 The Polish reception of critique génétique
started with a significant delay in the early 1990s.23 In 1990, Zofia Mitosek, eminent theoreti-
cian of literature, published a journal article (later re-published in Mitosek’s popular acade-
mic handbook on the methodologies of literary studies, Mitosek 2004); in 1992 a French-Polish
genetic conference (attended by Louis Hay) was organised in Poland by the University of War-

19. The conference proceedings were published in Hay and Nagy 1982.
20. Amongst the French guests were Raymonde Debray-Genette, Jean Bellemin-Noël and Louis Hay. See

full list of participants: Hay and Nagy 1982:7–10.
21. Helikon quarterly has been issued since 1955. The journal reports on international research results

in literary studies. Its scope of interest covers literary theory, comparative literary studies, the theo-
retical, historical and methodological questions of modern world literature, and the border areas of
cultural history and literature. It has published thematic issues since 1963. The first issue of 2021 deals
with genetic criticism in theoretical and workshop studies.

22. In 1964 the Polish translation of Boris Eichenbaum’s 1919 article Kak sdelana “Shinel” Gogolia [How
Gogol’s “Overcoat” is made] was published. This article, although focused on the construction of
the finished work, contains also significant passages devoted to the rough drafts – in this way the
classic text of Russian formalism demonstrated to the Polish readers the usefulness of the genetic
approach. Another example of welcoming Eastern inspiration is a Polish translation (from 1976) of a
book Tvorcheskaia istoriia “Anny Kareninoi”; materialy i nabliudeniia [History of creation of “Anna
Karenina”; materials and remarks] by Vladimir Zhdanov.

23. By comparison, other French and Romanian tendencies in literary studies, like “critique thematique”
or structuralism, were well known in Poland – through discussions and translations – in the 1970s.
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saw and Parisian ITEM. From Poland our narrative should now shift back to the Czech Repub-
lic, as both Polish acts of reception mentioned above were quickly absorbed by Czech textual
scholarship: the proceedings of the 1992 conference became the subject of Miloš Zelenka’s
methodological deliberations (Zelenka 1995), and Zofia Mitosek’s handbook (with its final,
genetic chapter) was later translated into Czech (2010). At the same time, the Czech culture
of textual scholarship absorbed Western inspirations also via German: a review of the anthol-
ogy Literarische Schreibprozesse, published as the 68th volume in the journal Zeitschrift für Lit-
eraturwissenschaft (1987), offered a look at such methods of genetically oriented criticism as
Produktionsästhetik, intertextuality scholarship, and Eco’s theory of the open work.24 To com-
plete the portrait of this East European “nexus”, we should add that in the case of contemporary
Ukrainian scholars, the acquaintance with critique génétique occurs mostly via Russian medi-
ation and the collection titled Geneticheskaia kritika vo Frantsii [Genetic Criticism in France]
(Dmitrieva 1999).25

The Eastern European reception of critique génétique is still in progress. After several years
marked mainly by the discursive presentations of French theory and practice, there finally
appeared the long-awaited translations of the entire and representative book: Génétique des
Textes, the classical “handbook of critique génétique” by Pierre-Marc de Biasi, was translated
first into Polish (2015) and then into Czech (2018).

Today and tomorrow: Eastern European genetic criticism as work in progress

Provoked by the vast literary archives (in spite of the scale of historical manuscript-clasm),
and based on the local, homegrown traditions supplied by the French, Anglophone, German
or Russian inspirations, Eastern European genetic criticism can be described as “work in
progress”, as the project still opens to the future. During the first two decades of the twenty-first
century, genetic studies were looking for their space among other tendencies of contemporary
literary studies and, to say more broadly, contemporary humanities. This process continues.

One can already risk the thesis that the last dozen or so years, circa 2007–2020, have
seen a clear intensification of Polish studies devoted to the text-making process. The evident
quantitative growth of Polish genetic research in recent years can be illustrated by the fact
that between 2007 and 2020, eight new books devoted (entirely or in significant part) to the
text-forming process have been published. In Poland, however, genetic editing is – in spite
of a few notable achievements – still deficient in comparison with genetic literature studies.
Polish geneticists usually write about the genesis of Polish literary texts, rather than creating
comprehensive, editorial representations of their genesis; this disproportion between literary

24. The authors of the review, Alice Jedličková and Dana Svobodová, name the text’s processual concep-
tion as a constitutive trait of genetic criticism; as regards publishing activities, they note a distancing
from the effort to “prepare” a singular “true text” (Jedličková and Svobodová 1989).

25. This сollection served as a main source of information and a theoretical basis for Larysa Miroshny-
chenko (Miroshnychenko 2003), as well as for Myroslava Hnatiuk (Hnatiuk 2011: 18). In the recent
articles, however, one can also notice references to the works of Polish “geneticists” (Haleta 2021).

136 Mateusz Antoniuk et al.



discourse and editorial practice is highly noticeable. A similar situation can be observed in
Ukraine, although single digital editions, those pioneering attempts at presenting Ukrainian
classics in a new format, paid some attention to draft manuscripts too. The authors of the
Portal Shevchenka (Shevchenko Portal) project, among other things, set an ambitious goal of
displaying each line written by Shevchenko and preserved to this day. It is difficult to over-
estimate the importance of such easy access to authors’ drafts, autographs, notes, and letters
for researchers, all in one online resource, on one screen. However, the Shevchenko Portal is
rather a prominent exception, while most Ukrainian classics have no electronic/digital pro-
jects representing the variability and processuality of their works.

Genetic theories are more intensively translated into editing practice in Hungary. Espe-
cially after 2000, several scholarly text editions have been produced according to genetic prin-
ciples. Among numerous examples, particularly worth mentioning is the textological research
conducted at the University of Debrecen under the leadership of Attila Debreczeni, which
deals with the corpus of classical Hungarian literature, first and foremost the works of Ferenc
Kazinczy and Vitéz Mihály Csokonai. The critical edition of Kazinczy’s oeuvre started in
the late nineties. A large number of variants required the application of the principles of
genetic textology in addition to traditional critical text management. The critical edition of
Csokonai’s works was published in eleven volumes between 1975 and 2002, and the interrela-
tion of the different variants led to the idea of genetic publishing. Both critical editions have
their printed versions, but their major innovation lies in the creation of a digital edition. The
Csokonai Critical Edition series is an exemplary work because the last volume of the series is
Debreczeni’s monograph (Debreczeni 2012) on the chronological order of Csokonai’s works,
which proposes to redefine basic textual concepts (text source, text state, text variant, text iden-
tity, authorised copy, archive copy, collector’s copy) and to rethink the problem of text genesis
(Szénási 2018:358).

Nowadays, Hungarian textual scholarship is involved in the project of the critical edition of
Mihály Babits’ poems.26 The large number of autograph fragments, draft texts, handwritten and
typed fair copies in Babits’ legacy, as well as numerous instances of duplicate publications, often
with considerable differences in content in comparison to the manuscript, calls into question
the practice of selecting a primary text and the enforceability of “authorial intent” underlain by
the principles of ultima manus and ultima editio. The new critical editions – currently “in the
making” – will replace the finality of the published work of art by demonstrating the continuity
of its creation (Buda and Major 2019). To achieve this goal, the editors must develop an easily
decoded genetic set of characters that can illustrate as many moments of the writing act as pos-
sible. In addition to renewing the methodology of text publishing, the project aims to refresh
the content of the subject notes, breaking with positivism and biography-centric genetics.27

26. Mihály Babits (1883–1941), Hungarian poet, writer and translator, one of the most important figures
in Hungarian modernism.

27. The most important publication related to the preliminary work on the Babits critical edition is
Kelevéz 1998.
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After 2000, Czech textual critics and editors strived to present textual variants in a digital
environment. In the Hybrid Scholarly Edition of the complete writings of František Gellner
(2012), “Slezské písně” [Silesian Songs] by Petr Bezruč (2015) and K.H. Mácha’s poem “Máj”
[May] (2019) editors concentrate on capturing the dynamic of literary texts and visualising it
adequately. Recalling Peter Schillingsburg’s classical division of editorial methods, it can be said
that this approach is essentially historically oriented, with traces of sociological orientation.
These digital editions bring together and organise all the textual variants, such as drafts, man-
uscripts, fair copies, all the types of prints (magazine, book) and reviewed prints. Every text is
presented to the reader in different ways: (1) as a facsimile, (2) as a transcription (in the case of
manuscripts), (3) as a literary (diplomatic) edition of printed texts and (4) as a corrected and
commented edition. Textual changes are furthermore registered in the apparatus section in the
form of synoptical reading. These tools allow us to introduce new statistical methods into the
research on variants. The digital part of the Hybrid Scholarly Edition does not aim to establish
authoritative canonical reading, but rather to grasp the substantial fluidity of the text.

Modern, professional studies of the genesis of Eastern European literary works date back
to the 1920s (if not earlier); their foundations have been laid circa a hundred years ago. Despite
this long and productive history, the idea of the literary work as a multivariant phenomenon
and the manuscript as a field for learning the creative process is itself still a “work in progress”.
The Eastern European shift from the question “how was this made?” to “how was this being
made?” is ongoing.
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