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Chapter 1: Introducing the Dancing Signifier

Literary works that strengthen, foreground, andhtagze the connections
between themselves as material artifacts and tagimative realm of
verbal/semiotic signifiers they instantiate opemimadow on the larger
connections that unite literature as a verbalaitistmaterial forms. (25)

N. Katherine HaylesWriting Machines

One aspect of poetry that has been studied extpss/how it shapes the
sounds of language to create rhythms, alliteratioyrme, assonance, consonance,
onomatopoeia, and other musical effects. To theaindd ear, these rhythms may be
catchy and fun, but awareness of metrical pattéypes of rhyme, how sounds are
articulated, and traditional poetic devices canagck the pleasure derived from
poetry.

This study particularly attends to how the matenaith which language is
physically inscribed, stored, and communicatedleare an impact in the poem’s
creation, dissemination, and reception. Poets siap@s into mnemonic patterns,
rhythmically articulated columns of air, handwnitteyped, or printed lines of text,
sound, film, or video recordings, and files in anputer and/or network. People
(whether we call them readers, listeners or ugmEdprm elaborate mental and
physical dances with the material record of thenpé® produce a unique experience
of the work.

Most of the time, we are unaware of the materialftianguage. As you read
this sentence you are probably not exerting gréatteén decoding the marks on the

page or screen: your brain identifies the glyphketiers, words, sentences,



paragraphs, and so on, retrieving the meaningaesetimarks without thinking much
of them. Other times we encounter resistance imtaterials of language that make
uspay attentiorto those signs, sounds, gestures, and marksyhlea someone
mumbles, or speaks another language, or uses aghame, or someone’s
handwriting is hard to decipher, or one is unsuhetiver a typed mark “I” could be
read as a letter or a number, or a typed word“Wked,” can be pronounced and
understood in two different ways. At times wordspdiyed on a screen aren’t facing
us and we have to navigate around them until tleepime legible, or perhaps they
twirl, spin, fade, move about the screen, morplnge when we place the pointer
over them, or simply change at a speed that impmseading raté.

Poets are interested in the materiality of languagest commonly the
articulation and patterning of sound, the visuahiagements of its written form, the
programmed behaviors of electronic media. Whilegiteat majority of poets engage
primarily the semantic and aural components ofrtheetry and use inscription
technologies and media in ways that minimize tisestance with which readers can
engage such components, there have always beenps@tseinterested in how
technologies affect the creation and receptionoetry.

This type of poetry often challenges traditiont@rbcy training to access and
appreciate poetry because such schooling rarelydas how to read deeply into the
material characteristics of each medium. Schooldesiry criticism and critical

theories (both of which inform literary instructioprovide tools for analysis and

! | have been making references to Emily Dickinsgatsd anyone else’s)
manuscripts, E. E. Cummings’ “l(a,” Eugen Gomririgéwind,” works in VRML
like David Knoebel's “Walkdon’t,” Brian Kim Stephah“The Dreamlife of Letters,”
and any of the Young-Hae Chang Heavy Industriesdpctions.



interpretation of literary texts, but most haveaggd or de-emphasized the
materiality of the literary texts in order to fooms the linguistic elements of
languagé’. Even textual critics have made generalizationsiitexts specific to
print—the primary inscription technology for theoduction and dissemination of
texts for the past few centuries, and the one meagters are trained to interact with.
When faced with a new technology both to createexetrience literary texts, such
as the computer, the old “truths” derived from psaem more like assumptions and
established theories begin to lose their effectgsmas critical tools and adjustments
or reinventions become necessary.

Textual critic Peter Shillingsburg, for instancastdone tremendous work to
expand print-based conceptions of text to includeteonic textuality, particularly in
his chapter “Text as Matter, Concept, and ActianResisting Textsl'his model,
while thorough and able to explain some charadiesisf text regardless of medium,
has come under fire by N. Katherine Hayles whaatzes its “alarming proliferation
of terms” and finds

An even more serious objection to Shillingsburgémition is its implicit

assumption that “text” does not include such qgigslias color, font size and

shape, and page placement, not to mention suctia@lecspecific effects as
animation, mouseovers, instantaneous linking,letmost contemporary
electronic literature, screen design, graphicstigiellayers, color, animation,
etc. are signifying components essential to thekisaffects. Focusing only

on “the actual order of words and punctuation” vadolog as inadequate as

% The linguistic elements referred to here are s¢ite(meaning), morphology
(grammar), syntax (word order), and phoneticsdaldition of sound).



insisting that painting consists only of shapes aidg out of bounds color,

texture, composition, perspective, etc. The largelgxamined assumption

here is that ideas about textuality forged in atpgnvironment can be carried
over wholesale to the screen without rethinking hiongs change with
electronic text, as if “text” were an inert, nornceae substance that can be
poured from container to container without affegtits essential nature

(“Translating Media” 267).

In response, Hayles calls for a new model of tditfyane that “reconceptualizes
materiality as the interplay between a text’s ptgischaracteristics and its signifying
strategies” (“Print is Flat” 72) and urges the depenent of a theory of Media
Specific Analysis (MSA)—"a kind of criticism thays attention to the material
apparatus producing the literary work as physidaiaat” (Writing Machine29).

Her theory of textuality will be discussed furtherChapter 2.

There is at present very few book-length studiesl@gtronic poetry, the first
of which is by Loss GlazierDigital Poeticsitself is a book that reach&®sm
hypertextthroughvisual/kinetic text andb writing in programmable media” (170).
This groundbreaking book explores electronic media “space of poesis,” arguing
that the new horizon for electronic writing liestire hands of poets who are also
programmers, who can create “the active or ‘irgelfit’ text—a text that not only
writes and reads, but being software itself, cam tlitile soft-shoe on the side” (170).
In order to perform (programmable) media specifialgsis this study creates a more
developed set of terms than what Glazier discusskis book. In the words of Ezra

Pound'’s “Pact” with Walt Whitman,



It was you that broke the new wood,

Now is a time for carving.
Christopher FunkhouserRrehistoric Digital Poetrybegins the work of carving out
a history for digital poetry before the rise of #veb in the mid-1990s. This book
surveys early digital works in order to establisé foundations of a digital poetics,
which were built upon by poets like Jim Andrews wieveloped works for the Web.
Some of Jim Andrews’ early visual poetry is featlie Funkhouser’s book,
providing a small overlap that is built upon funthe this study.

In tune with Hayles’ call for media-specific analjsand in continuation of
the work initiated by Glazier and Funkhouser thiglg creates a tool for the
understanding and appreciation of poetry that le@s lcreated with a new inscription
technology (the digital computer) and for a new med(the Web)Typing the
Dancing Signifiercreates a typology of behaviors exhibited by etyaa order to
better explore the work of a prominent poet infitakl: Jim Andrews. The remainder
of this chapter will define electronic poetry amattuality, introduce the typology and

justify the focus on Jim Andrews.

What is E-Poetry?

With the rise of the personal computer and theriraiea new textual and poetic
phenomenon has emerged: electronic poetry or eypaet its two primary names.
Other ways of referring to it are digital poetrgneputer poetry, hyperpoetry,
polypoetry, Web poetry, Flash poems, Javascriptyso@nd the list goes on. All of
these names have a history and denote specifitiggacthat render them unsuitable

as an overarching term for this poetic phenomeRoninstance, computer poetry



often refers to computer-generated poems, whicln@reecessarily published in
electronic format. E-poetry is the most used teontliis type of poetry, partly
because the “e-* prefix reflects popular uses efltliernet (e-mail, e-cards, e-vites,
etc.), partly because of theorists and practitisfige Loss Pequefio Glazier, who in
Digital Poeticsadmits that “there is no agreed-upon term fortdigioetry. It will
sometimes be referred to in this volume as digitadtry, electronic poetry, e-poetry,
or computer-generated writing” (181). For the saksimplicity, | will use the terms
“electronic poetry” and “e-poetry” because they largad enough to include a wide
variety of practices, and focused enough on elrittnmedia’

The definition of electronic poetry (and electrohterature) is elusive
because the computer is a multimedia environmetggrating elements of print,
film, video, and audio recording. It is also difflcto sum up the variety of practices
that fall under the rubric of e-poetry. Here aneéhdefinitions by three authorities in
the field: Loss Pequefio Glazier, N. Katherine Hsyénd the Electronic Literature
Organization (ELO).

1. Glazier describes three somewhat redundant quslitieigital
Poetics the most complete of which is the second: “Texthk certain
structural/operative forms not reproducible in pagein any non-
digital medium. These include employing hyperlinkisetic elements,
multi-layered features, programmable elements aerdts” (163).
This definition has the virtue of listing some bételements that

require the computer for operation.

3 By “electronic media”, | mean the digital compyterich | may also refer to as
“digital media” and “programmable media.”



2. N. Katherine Hayles’ pithy (though claustropholdefinition,
“literature created in electronic media and meariid read in them,”
places both the inscription technology and the @tghpublication
intent at the center of the definition: a probleimatoposition because
it opens the definition to works that don’t neceggaepend upon
electronic media (“Writing Machines Web Supplemégnt”

3. The Electronic Literature Organization defines #&lmuc literature as
“works with important literary aspects that take/actage of the
capabilities and contexts provided by the stand@lar networked
computer,’'emphasizing the use of the computer as an insanipti
technology, but not underscoring enough the usbeo€omputer as
media (“About the ELO”).

As may be clear by now, there is no “perfect” défam as of yet, nor do | claim to
have achieved such perfection with my own. Theesd®em to be consensus on at
least two characteristics of electronic literatyfg:it explores the capabilities of the
computer (whether stand-alone or networked) andt (2)designed to be experienced
through the computer. With these characteristieniimd, | will define electronic
poetry as poems that can only be read with a coenptthey cannot be printed out
nor read aloud without negating that which makesnthinative” to the digital
environment in which they were created, exist, aredexperienced in. If translated to
different media, they would lose the extra-textlaments that | describe in this

study as behavior. These “behaviors” electronitstexhibit are nothing more than



programmed instructions that cause the text to m@aet to user input, change, act
on a schedule, or include a sound component.

Before defining these behaviors further, | will & some of the edges of
the concept of electronic poetry. To complete tbenttion, however, | also need to
place it in conversation with preexisting definitgof poetry. In other words, how is
“electronic poetry” poetry? Instead of taking oe tige-old task of defining poetry
itself, 1 will discuss how e-poetry fits within coeptions of poetry produced in oral,
manuscript, or print media and how it continuesamcand recent poetic traditions.
These distinctions become necessary because @liediterature and textuality are
so new to literary and cultural history, as nevitestechnological innovations that

make them possible: the digital computer and theret.

E-Poetry and the Computer
When identifying what makes a poem “electronic,e@mould keep in mind three
ways in which computers have been used for poas'g means of production (word
processors, programming languages, and authorogyams), as a means of storage
and distribution (magnetic storage media and ndtsyauch as the Internet), and as a
medium through which it is read (screen, speakeasise, keyboard). The history of
these uses accounts for some of the confusion @é&ape when defining e-poetries.

The most common use for the computer in the creatigoetry is as a word
processor, which “remediates” the typewriter incépabilities. Jay David Bolter and
Richard Grusin coined this term to explain the pescof representation of an old
medium in a new one (45). In other words, the wanatessor is an improvement on

the typewriter because it allows for the writefdanat and edit a text on the screen



before making a printed or “hard” copy. Using a @vprocessor to write a poem
doesn’t necessarily make it “electronic” because kind of software is designed
primarily to produce printed copies. As an inseéapttechnology it still leaves a mark
on a poem, partly in the composition process, artypin how a poem looks,
because it provides a diverse palette of formatiegents (different fonts, sizes,
spacing options, color, the addition of graphidah®ents such as pictures, and many
more options). A poet who uses a computer as amii®n technology has
remarkable control over the means of productionaamcertainly use that for
expressive potential in his or her work—but if theended output is a printed copy or
an oral rendition of the poem, then it is not ngalh e-poem.

Using digital media and networks to distribute @madoes not necessarily
make it an electronic poem either. Many Web pulibces contain original or
transcribed poetry that may only be accessiblenertfecause it has never been
published in print, which is not electronic poetfyping a Robert Creeley poem into
an e-mail message and sending it, or postingat\ivieb site, does not necessarily
make the poem “electronic,” though it is certaimyelectronic format and can be
affected by the medium in significant ways. If yialke advantage of the computer’s

time-based or calculating capabilities to add bedravo that poem, however, then

* Given the history of computers and their use faetjz production and distribution,
it is no surprise that many people think electrguetry is mostly bad poetry that
gets self-published on the Web because no one waptint it—a result of what
Glazier calls the “me-oh-me” revolution of the 189Q55). The evaluative filtering
that has been so well established in print culigigeresult of production and
distribution costs involved. Publication (to makedpc) has opened up from the
economic constraints of print, because the commrndrthe Web serve as a means
for production and dissemination to a large audéenc



you are recreating the work as an e-poem, as isabe with Brian Kim Stefans’
version of Creeley’$l Know a Man,” One Letter at a Tim#

This leads us to the third aspect—the place whem@oem can be read.
Electronic poetry takes advantage of the poss#slibffered by the computer as a
reading machine. As a rule of thumb, if a poemloareasily printed out or read aloud
without it losing essential signifying aspects,hieis not truly dependent upon the
computer as a medium, and it is therefore not poesn. Stefans’ version of
Creeley’s could potentially be printed in a flipddoto recreate its scheduled display
of the text, but that would transform the work het by providing different ways to
operate the work: random access, slower or fasselimg rate, not to mention the
change in context and loss of the sound component.

If we base the definition strictly upon this depende upon digital media,
then we must be clear about what constitutes tagndence. This leads us to the
second task of this definition: to demonstrate lespoetry explores the capabilities,
limitations, and expressive potential of digitaldieeand still be recognizable as
poetry. To do so, | will position e-poetry in thentext of poetic practices and
traditions that have a similar allegiance to exiplgthe media in which they are

created and received.

*The title of this poem describes it well: the popresents the reader with a white
background in the center of which every letterhaf poem appears and disappears at
a variable rate of approximately one per secomum fthe first to the last letter of
Creeley’'s poem. The font type is very much likgetwriter, emphasized by the
clicking sound that accompanies the appearancaatf ketter. This e-poem is part of
his “One Letter at a Time” series that includesikinmversions of “Howl” and “The
Day Lady Died.”

10



What is so different or new about electronic pdetry
The answer to this question requires an explanatigoetry, media, and
technologies of production, storage, and distrdyutFrom a technological
perspective, electronic poetry is something fandyv, as new as the personal
computer that entered the market in the 1980sidality owing its proliferation to the
Internet and the World Wide Web in the 1990s. Feopoetic perspective, what
electronic poetry does is not so new; it is singyng what some poets have been
doing from the outset: exploring the expressiveepbal of language within a given
medium or group of interconnected media. In ordeaetoncile these two
perspectives | will provide a brief history of haarious poets have explored the
poetic potential of different technologies and naedi

All poetry can be seen as an attempt to capturecamununicate remarkable
languageThe New Princeton Encyclopedia of Poetry and Reelfines poetry as:

A poem is an instance of verbal art, a text seense, bound speech. More

generally, a poem conveys heightened forms of péoe experience,

meaning, or consciousness in heightened language, heightened mode of

discourse (938).
This definition encompasses e-poetry in the mosegd sense of the term: that of
heightened language. Language, especially whemtegigd, cannot escape the
constraints of the medium in which it is creatextarded, and transmitted. Different
media place different demands on language—the amatibn of which gives rise to

different poetic, definitions, forms, traditions.

11



The oldest technologies for poesis are suppliethbyhuman body. Walter J
Ong's discussion of Havelock’s notions of oralibeds light on how memory works
as a storage medium.
In a primary oral culture, to solve effectively theblem of retaining and
retrieving carefully articulated thought, you hdagedo your thinking in
mnemonic patterns, shaped for ready oral recurréfmer thought must
come into being in heavily rhythmic, balanced patein repetitions or
antitheses, in alliterations and assonances, thetm and other formulary
expressions, in standard thematic settings (thenasly, the meal, the duel,
the hero’s ‘helper’, and so on), in proverbs whach constantly heard by
everyone so that they come to mind readily and wthemselves are

patterned for retention and ready recall, or ireothnemonic form (34).

The human body provides the means for disseminafisach thought: voice and
gestures transmit poems, ideas to an audiencésteats to and observes the
performance. Dissemination occurs either throughet; or by teaching others the
poem so they can pass it along. The more humar$bate dedicated to memorizing
a poem in an oral culture, the greater chancevtbdt has to survive over the years.
This is what Charles Bernstein calls “poetry’s dpiaction—the necessity of storage
and transmission of the culture’s memories and’l§%45). Some notable examples
of poetry in oral cultures are epic poems suchleslliad El Cantar del Mio CidLa
Chanson de Roland, Beowudil of which survived to this date, ironicallye¢ause

they were subsequently recorded in writing befoey twere lost to human memory.
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Writing is a technology that improved the storagd dissemination of works,
and added a visual dimension to poetry by tramgjatme (of voice and mental ear)
into space (on the page). Reading a printed poem &t of decoding simultaneously
several sets of visual information: the words anphge (which have both sound and
meaning and are organized according to grammatazalentions), the conventions
of printed poetry (such as line breaks, stanzasspacing), and other graphical
codes (such as formatting, pictorial art, etc.).

A page of printed or scripted text should thus béanstood as a certain kind

of graphic interface. The complexity of the intedavaries from a minimal

use of the bibliographical codes open to a givgrepgpace—the text you are

now reading is a good example of such simplicity-kigghly elaborated

interfaces like those determined as poetic texamesof the latter exploit the
bibliographical resources of paperspace to an erdgegree—Pound’s

Cantos for example, or Dickinson’s various writings—wéibthers are

satisfied to work within a set of basic and comngarded conventions

(McGann, “Dialogue” 199f
A poet can use the visual information in a var@ttyvays to create meaning in his/her
work. For example, as soon as a poet inscribeem@n a page, it becomes a written
performance of an originally mental and perhap$megormance. Traditionally, the
written form is a score for an oral reconstructidnhe poem: time is translated into

space on the page as line breaks, spacing, andyatioa represent pauses. The page

® Textual critics Jerome McGann, George Bornsteid, @. Thomas Tanselle argue
for the significance of graphical and bibliograglicodes often deemed insignificant
by critics and editors who favor only the linguistiodes that constitute a text.
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becomes laden with bibliographical codes—convestitiat allow the reader to
reconstruct the poem in an oral performance. Tystesn has worked well for
centuries, and people have been trained to follkmse protocols when they read
poetry. In fact, we have become so used to poetit gonventions that we define
poetry in terms of these media that we are so cdafile with, as is seen in the
opening chapter oFhe Norton Anthology of Poet§A poem is a composition
written for performance by the human voice” (Ferguii). Paul Fussell illustrates
this union of aural and visual components thataaee experiences when reading a
poem.

The shape which a poetic stanza cuts in time wes,drefore the widespread

use of printing, apprehended by the ear alonetbr times, the reader’s

conception of stanzaic form has been both auralvel. And now that we
are fully accustomed to using printed texts forrappnding poems, our sense
of stanzas has become a very complex act of mediaBtween what our eyes

see and what our inner ears hear (128).

This definition implies a joining of two media (wing and voice), as is
discussed in the previous paragraph. Most pods\céimfortably within this model
and therefore leaves its mark on mainstream defiratof poetry. The majority of
poets create within the bounds of a given technotdgroduction, storage, and
distribution without necessarily exploring the tedaship between language and
media—after all, there are plenty of other top@sléal with poetically.

The problem with this model emerges when the ggplelements of the

written performance become primary carriers of maarSince the written document
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is no longer secondary to the poem, its semantayaaphical codes are no longer
transparent, translatable carriers of meaning (tiexer were, but we were trained to
readthroughthem). It gains the solidity of a final work anadwes in the direction of
graphic design and pictorial art, as is the casle @oncrete Poetry.

There is a fundamental requirement which the varionds of concrete

poetry meet: concentration upon the physical matéom which the poem or

text is made. Emotions and ideas are not the phlysiaterials of poetry. . . .

Generally speaking the material of the concreterpisdanguage: words

reduced to their elements of letters (to see) Bk(to hear). . . . Put another

way this means the concrete poet is concernedmatking an object to be
perceived rather than read (Solt).

The concrete poetry movement places the techraeste center of its
poetics, at a time (late 1950s onwards) when tedgminant inscription technologies
were print and sound recording. Their attentiothtomedia is by no means new. On
the axis of writing, there is a rich tradition ahblematic verse and other visual
poetry beginning circa 300 B.C. with Simmias of Bés' egg and axe shaped poems.
On the axis of sound, performance poets (sucheabltlyorican poets, poetry slams,
Def Poetry Jam), concrete sound poets, and othave, privileged the sound
components of poetry over the written ones. Thes¢uat a few traditions that focus
on one or the other media associated with poetrg-tedbhnotext is as old as poetry

itself.

"“When a literary work interrogates the inscripti@ehnology that produces it, it
mobilizes reflexive loops between its imaginativerld and the material apparatus
embodying that creation as a physical presenceyl@dawriting Machine25).
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Among those who use unique capabilities of a gimexlium for poetic
creation, there are those who explore the poteotitde inscription technologies at
their disposal. Emily Dickinson capitalized on tkeehnology of paper, ink, pens, and
other letter-writing implements as a means of coedor her poems. Her means of
publication was primarily letter writing, using thaail for distribution. Dickinson’s
work is difficult to edit and translate into pribécause it requires an imposition of
print bibliographical conventions (line breaks, idems whether something is prose
or verse, and more) onto a work encoded by Dickilssmanuscript stylé.

Another key figure from the golden age of printe(ltﬁh Century), William
Blake, took advantage of the press to exercisdudarentrol over his poetic
creations. He produced his works from copper pjated personalized and adapted
each print to create unique versions of the sam&.wrbs works, as well as those
created by other book-artists such as William Mpi@ohanna Drucker, and many
others in the 20 century maximize the use of their production atodegje
technologies to create meanifg.

Other inscription technologies have transformedipgeactices. For
example, the typewriter allowed poets to write largguage the printers could

literally understand because they were able toyredvithin print conventions,

® TheDickinson Electronic Archivegroduced by Martha Nell Smith and the
Dickinson Editing Collective, has a rich collectiohfacsimiles of Emily Dickinson’s
manuscripts and allows for the reader to experiérecavork as originally created

and published. The Archives also presents caséesttitht showcase some of
Dickinson’s unique poetic explorations, such aslétier-poem, highlighting the
editorial interpretations needed to translate herkvinto print.
(http://www.iath.virginia.edu/dickinsoyp/

® Johanna Drucker$he Century of Artists’ Bookzovides an extensive survey and
critical exploration of the Artists’ Book—which [sasically a technotext that operates
at the level of the book.
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reducing dramatically the interpretive decisionsdes to translate from manuscript
to print. William Carlos Williams and E. E. Cummaidypographical poems were
precursors of Charles Olson’s projective verseipsgivho claimed that the
typewriter allowed the poet to score space diragbign a page.

The computer’s use for poetic creation has a Iigbry of its own. Some
early uses of the computer actually predated @n@ifon of personal computers in
the 1980s. Several poets have used the computecsgsing power to carry out
randomizing, sorting, and other algorithms as dnrapoetic creation. Emmett
Williams wroteA Valentine for Noelvith the help of a computer that carried out an
assembling and sorting procedure, as did JacksanUgha in Barnesbook.

Using tools to automate procedures and/or genbtatary texts has a history
of its own, since avant garde literary movementhsas Surrealism, Dada, and
OULIPO (Ouvroir de Litterature Potentiel) had atpéored methods designed to
reduce authorial agency and/or create constradms.Surrealist method involved
cutting up words from a printed text, dropping thema surface, and writing the
result as a poem. The OULIPO group used varioubenadtical procedures to select
the words for a poem, for instance. These arejustcases that prove that the
computer is not needed to introduce aleatory asrdlgnic procedures into poetic
creation.

The earliest publication of e-poetry can be crefditethe French group
LAIRE, which published in the late 1980s and 1980<lectronic poetry magazine
titted ALIRE Their storage medium was floppy disks and CD R@h4s contained

executable programs that would display the e-poerthe computer screen when run.
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Much of the poetry in these publications took adaga of the capabilities for the
computer to display kinetic texts and requiredrdeeders to use the computer’s input
devices (keyboard and mouse). Their main obstaakedastribution, because there
was not much market for this new kind of poetryttsgy had to resort to
subscriptions and word-of-mouth.

The Internet revolutionized the distribution of qauer-readable work. The
simplicity and low cost of the Web as a means fdsligation has caused tremendous
proliferation in the amount of work done in and floe computer. Web-artist Alan
Sondheim, for example, takes great advantage giubkshing capabilities of the
Internet to disseminate his work on a daily bades.e-mails his work to a large
number of readers and posts it online in his Wedg Sivhere it is accessible to all
who care to visit his site. This distribution scaleuld be difficult to match in
anything short of a daily newspaper, as far apthe world is concerned. To self-
publish at the same scale would be impossiblerfgoae who is not phenomenally
rich. Thus, his work is very much dependent ontdignedia for dissemination. E-
mail and Web sites aren’t the only means for onfinklication: online venues for e-
poetry such aRiding the Meridian, BeeHive, The Electronic Pod&lgnter, the
Electronic Literature Organization, Cauldron and tNeoems that GGgnd others
showcase some of the best e-poetry on the Web.

As should be clear by now poets and other writexselexplored the options
offered by technology and media in their work foreasty long time. When it comes to

the process of creation and production, poetshesgethnical means of their time,

19 http://www.alansondheim.org/
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which always leaves a mark on the text, whethexgayunded in the poems or not.
The same applies to storage and distribution: pastsvhat is available and
economically viable to them. Some take special athge of what each technology
has to offer, incorporating its particularitiesantheir poetry. Poetic creation with an
inscription technology also is a tool for thougd, Loss Pequefo Glazier argues in
the introduction tdigital Poetics
The poem is not some idealized result of thinkihg: poet thinkshroughthe
poem. Similarly, investigated here is not the idéthe digital work as an
extension of the printed poem, but the idea ofdigal poem as the process
of thinking through this new medium, thinking thghumaking As the poet
works, the work discovers (6).
The digital computer and the Internet offer undblyimew technologies for poetry to
be created, recorded, distributed and read. Pdetschoose to explore its potential

are pioneers in this new virtual frontier.

The Nature of the Electronic Text

At this point, it is necessary to explore the natof electronic textuality. It is easy to
forget that despite all the metal, plastic, and@ile that make the hardware, the
computer is a machine made of words and numbezsdfiware that gives the
computer its functionality. This software is pua@duage and orchestrated numbers
put to work—seemingly endless lines of instructitimest are read and interpreted by
other assemblages of code. In “There Is No SoftiMaredrich Kittler criticizes the
orchestration between hardware and software, agghet there is unnecessary

“noise” in the execution of computer software anchputers can be designed to
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achieve the same functionality with greater efficigthrough hardware alone. This
may be the case, but | argue that because compuotprages are interfaces for
people to create instructions for computers, amaibse these still retain strong
connections to natural languages, this “noise” cxpartly at the level of language
and it is therefore desirable—at least as fartagaliy and artistic endeavors are
concerned. Writing code is as much an art asatasaft because one can achieve the
same results through different programming langsiagedifferent procedures in
within the same language. There is room for liteexploration in the space between
pure efficient functionality and noise, as can éersin the case of Perl poetry, poems
written in the programming language Perl that #se executable programs. Every
programming language has its own capabilitiesdhafpart of the palette of ideas a
poet has at his/her disposal when composing areaipo

It is important to know how many layers of intergatéon occur before an
electronic text becomes readable for a human reAtleach level there is
programming—thus an interpretive intervention, siagrogram is a set of encoded
instructions (algorithms)—all of which interact wian electronic text to produce
output documents. Ordinarily we only notice thisemtthere are failures,
misreadings, or misinterpretations that distortabgput document, because most
works are designed to achieve “immediacy” or transpcy of the mediation.

The following list should help to categorize threain layers of programming
and interpretation through which an electronic doent needs to go before a human
reader can access it. This is not a necessarégiitayering, since there are many

feedback loops between them:

20



1. Presentation Layer—which includes what is displayedhe screen, played
through speakers, and presented through other haedyevices.

2. Logical Layer—includes the software and hardwaetus interpret the data
layer in order to generate the presentation layer.

3. Data Layer—contains text, images, and other digitgcts, as well as the
programming codes, markup, and metadata that oidtra logical layer how
to generate the presentation layer.

For instance, this document is stored in a Microgédrd 2007 file format (with a
.docx suffix), which contains not only the text anthges of this study, but
instructions on how to display this information tbe screen and printer. The file
constitutes the data layer of this document. Fopfeeto be able to access and read
this electronic file with certain degree of relidtlyi they would need to have software
compatible with this file format—ideally Microsdft/ord 2007 (or 2008 with a Mac),
though Microsoft Office 2003 with the conversiomgh would work, or they could
use other word processing software, such as Opkee@¥riter, Google Documents,
or Word Perfect. If the computer opening the doaunises an operating system
different from Windows, then the logical layer whidve to interpret the data layer
differently, like using a different font to presehe text. Of course, the hardware used
to run such software can also have an impact onthevogical layer interprets the
data layer, as well as on the presentation layardWare configurations such as
screen type, size, and resolution, speaker tyjp@geptype, and other variables all
have an impact on the presentation layer and theréfow the reader reads these

very same letters on this real or simulated pidqmper.
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A Microsoft Word 2007 document is relatively simglempared to, say, a
computer game, in which case the processor typspeed, amount of RAM in the
computer, the storage device (hard drive vs. sildle drive), and the type of
graphics card all have an impact on how the gartigoeiiform in the presentation
layer. This model becomes even more complicatechwllealing with multiple
networked computers and middleware, emulators p#imer translating devices.
When we consider the rapid pace at which softwaaejware, data standards, and a
myriad other factors change, it is clear to see piegervation and archiving have
become important issues in the study of electrtaxts.

All this code, software, and hardware add up torsilerable amount of
collaborative writing and engineering: visions aadisions of algorithms and
processes with a history that is sometimes docusdantthe programming code,
sometimes archived by versioning programs, somstenased and lost. Writing in
and for an electronic environment means joinin@®y Yong conversation that has
been going on for endless hours and is recordeduntless lines of source code.
Whether we perceive it or not, it forms an impottaart of reading electronic
documents because what we read is shaped by thedation.

The world of print is no different in the sensattthere are many
interpretations going on before a text reachesdeaein the form of a book or other
print document. From writer, to editor, to all theople involved in printing a work, a
work is read, reread, interpreted, translated apdoduced many times. When we
acquire a printed document, it has a productiotohyghat has left an indelible mark

upon the text. For that reason, every edition apdimting of a work is carefully
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documented—it is its signature in time and spa@iability, however trivial or
significant, happens with each reprinting, and somes within the same printing.

Given that textual variation is inevitable evange a text is produced and
reproduced, we can see the difference betweeredrand electronic texts as one of
acceleration of this mutability. Textual instalyilit the print world is a matter of
months, years, centuries—the older the print hystda work, the greater the
instability and variability. Electronic texts’ iredtility is measured in seconds,
minutes, hours, and days because every time a dotdumloaded onto a computer
screen, it is being reproduced. For example, weasanme that two people having
the same edition of a book means they have priigttb@ same text. . . but that is not
the case if they both read the same e-poem onfime their own home computers,
especially if they are from different platforms ¢huas PC, Mac, or Linux) or they
are using different browsers (Netscape Navigataerhet Explorer, Opera, Safari,
Firefox, Chrome, etc.). It is comparable to hawiifferent publishers print the same
work by an author: even if they are attemptingradpice identical documents, the
result is going to have differences, no mattenéfytare undetectable by the majority
of readers.

That is why access to the source code of elect@miuments is so important
for the editorial (not to say bibliographical) syuaf electronic texts: this data layer
contains the instructions for the production of tieet and has not gone through a
complex interpretation process. Of course, notyewes has the inclination nor
interest in taking this kind of approach to elestcatexts—nor do they need to—just

as there are many readers and critics who havegeshmand studied Emily
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Dickinson’s poetry without access to the manussriphis approach doesn’t
invalidate other ways of studying electronic tektst its importance is foundational

for their future study.

Code and Behavior
As readers and critics we have the accumulatedriexpe of centuries of reading
and theorizing about manuscript and print—to theemixthat text has apparently
become transparent and stable: comfortable to apprand read. It has been in the
realm of textual criticism where this has beennstdy debated by theorists such as
Jerome McGann, Peter Shillingsburg, G. Thomas Tiang&george Bornstein and
others who have challenged our understanding ofgatitexts and shown us that we
don’t understand the complexities of text as muelva may think. They devote
much attention to graphical elements of texts, agfonts, font sizes, spacing, and
other formatting elements that are part of the agpee of reading and analyzing a
literary text. Thanks to their scholarly, editoriahd theoretical work, we have the
critical terminology to describe written texts inrg.

At the heart of the difference between print argtibnic texts are differences
in their codes. All documents can be described ghitphical codes: font type, size,
colors, spacing, and other descriptors commonlyknas formatting. In print media
these codes are actualized in the document, yetifidéle to computers and the
trained eye. Electronic documents have formattodes in the source document, but
they can also contain codes that determine thevihat the electronic text

displayed. This is a crucial difference when thiase-based codes are explored by a
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text in a computer. The complexities of text impare complicated further by the
capabilities of networked and programmable media.

For example, the source code may have instructarse computer to
display the words “they flee from me” in the ceméa white page, in black 12-point
Times New Roman font—something easily reprodudible print document—but it
may also be programmed to move the text away ffapbinter on the screen, when
approached. If printed out, the resulting docunvemild have the same graphical
codes, but would be unable to carry the behavawdés. Would it be the same text in
the two different media? Certainly not.

Electronic texts represent a literalization of theoretical instability of all
printed texts, as well as an acceleration of tbajracity to change over time. Printed
texts appear to be stable, constrained to remahy sloe paper and ink material
documents they inhabit, and their variability corfresn authorial and editorial
changes over different editions, the possibilityre$prints, and the changes brought
about by the act of reading itself. Electronic setkirive on their capacity to change
over time, at times at such a rapid pace that éxéybit what seems to be behavior—
that is, the textual signifiers may change, moeact to the reader’s interaction,
and/or be timed. This “behavior” is not an indioatiof textual agency, but of
authorial, mediated, and/or readerly agency.

There is no agreed upon vocabulary for describxtgadinguistic
characteristics of texts in digital media beyonel time already established for print

texts. For that reason, | propose a typology obladrs to describe textual
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characteristics possible in electronic/programmatelia. The behavior
characteristics and their values are the following:

1. Static texts are the default we are used to in print—tueytexts that do
not move on the screen.

2. Kinetic texts have words that move on the screen: thisamatiay be
looped or linear, random, programmed, or respontiiraues from the
reader.

3. Responsiveexts take advantage of the computers’ interfa@dltov for
input from the reader, which may come most fregydndm the mouse
and keyboard. The input cues (such as links, htdspad keyboard
enabling) may be manifest or hidden, allow for vaéuy or involuntary
interaction, and have immediate or postponed reastio the reader’s
input.

4. Mutable texts involve programmed or random changes andatsay
change due to reader interaction.

5. Scheduledtexts may reveal themselves over time, which malniear or
looped; they may force a rate of reading by disagpg or scrolling; they
may also trigger events over a programmed or ranstdradule.

6. Aural texts have a sound component, whether verbal, mysicnoise.

Building a typology is necessarily an exerciseenspnal observation and

categorization—a perspective by which we can ambraa e-poem or other e-text
and hopefully gain greater insight about its megnirhis typology is neither

prescriptive nor complete: it guides the readeyts for detail and invites
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contributions of new observable behaviors. Suatohdan be useful to describe and
analyze e-poetry, and will be tested in readingdiof Andrews’ work.

The focus on behavior as a distinctive featurdexdteonic poetry shouldn’t be
interpreted as trying to classify it as distindrnr other poetic traditions. One could
make the case that poetry and language are alvedygvioral. The “stasis” of written
language becomes kinetic and aural when read, wheththe mind or out loud. “To
articulate sweet sounds togetH@ii$ all about movement of the vocal tract, from
lungs pushing air through the throat and out thhoting oral and nasal passages,
made to vibrate with vocal chords, shaped withttimgue, palate, teeth, and lips.
Language is also responsive to the environmentdaheyplaced in, as is the case of
conjugation of words, and when a metrical pattemmpuels a reader to place the stress
in an unusual syllable of a word. Poems can brivmuaisuch changes in a word’s
pronunciation, meaning, word order, and syntaxexasnplified by enjambment in
open lines, that we can consider them nothing s¥fartutable. The words change in
every performance, just as the meanings of wordagh through time. And what is
iambic pentameter if not an example of schedulimguage? Meter has allowed
poets to establish rhythms and carve out piecémefthat get translated into lines
when recorded in writing. And (not) finally, eveimgle words create whole
environments, by evoking entire frames of refergjaga “schemas” or “conceptual
frames”) in the minds of readers. There is nothireg electronic poetry does that

poetry hasn’t done for centuries.

1 William Butler Yeats, “Adam’s Curse.”
12 Ezra Pound referred to iambic pentameter as “tazanome.”
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A poem can therefore be understood as a kind oivaoé that runs on human
beings and with codes make us produce sounds kemdes, render images in our
minds, quicken the timing of our hearts, and pr@/olany other changes in our
bodies that we may not even be aware of.

So why embark upon an exploration of poetry in tetetc media, if there’s
no difference? Because those operations that a’paemes can provoke in a human
being, are literalized in a computer. The prograngmodes are instructions for
computers which we can see in action or read irsthuece code—and they are
instrumental in the creation and production of pséma medium that is new for
poetry. This new set of codes, even when they ohgshpreexistent in ancient poetic
traditions, represent a new set of defamiliariziregrategies for poetry, and draw
attention to the mechanisms, technologies, isargbpleasures electronic poetry has
to offer.

This study is centered on Jim Andrews, a poet wicaseer is about engaging
the expressive potential of language in differeetlm and technologies, “old” and

“new,” aural and visual, traditional and experinant

The Case-Study

What motivates a poet to produce poems that acarto the computer? What about

the computer and the Web encourage poets to pytdisims that explore their

13 4In studying poetic speech in its phonetic anddekstructure as well as in its
characteristic distribution of words and in thereteteristic thought structures
compounded from the words, we find everywhere thiste trademark — that is, we
find material obviously created to remove the awttsem of perception; the author’s
purpose is to create the vision which results ftbat deautomatized perception. A
work is created “artistically” so that its perceytiis impeded and the greatest
possible effect is produced through the slowneskeperception.” (Shklovsky 19)
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capabilities and potential? Wherever language £xisiets will be interested in
exploring its expressive capability.

This study analyzes the work of Jim Andrews, a mogner and poet who
works in programming languages (JavaScript, DHTMEcromedia Director and
others) to produce poems that test the limits adtvidhcommonly considered poetry.
He enjoys an international readership cultivateer akie course of 15 years of
consistent online publication and has had artisleden about him in countries like
France, Brazil, Canada, and the United States.adedteived funding from both the
National Endowment for the Arts and the Canadiaregament to work on his e-
poetry. Jim Andrews is also a great example ofet pdhose formation led him to
take advantage of the rise of the World Wide Wedh saveral of the technologies
that emerged from it.

This focus limits the scope of this study in seVerays. No single poet can
accurately represent the broad spectrum of motimatipractices, and platforms that
contribute to the ever-growing field of e-poetryth€r poets have entirely different
approaches to e-poetry, focusing their attentioelements like the possibilities for
collaboration in networked environments, three-dimenal spaces of VRML, the
multi-media capability of the computer, the compstability to use randomness for
textual generation or permutation, e-mail as a najgriblication, or the potential of
scheduling tasks, to name a few. There are manfpptes currently in use for e-
poetry, each with its own history, strengths andthtions, just as there are some
platforms that have become obsolete or are thredten limitations and/or changing

standards for computing. Rather than list the paetsplatforms that will not be
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discussed in this study, a more reductive thanymtee approach, | will argue for
the advantages of focusing on Jim Andrews.

Jim Andrews’ poems take advantage of a variety eflisy authoring
programs, programming languages, and file fornatsaate poetic experiences
worthy of study. Much can be learned about eleatrtextuality and poetry by
following the trajectory of a poet and programmdroge fascination with language in
programmable media leads him to distinctive poetiglorations and collaborations.
Focusing my study on Andrews allows me to deepemxpjoration of his poetry,
motivations, inspirations, and poetics, while & same time telling a piece of the
story of the rise of electronic poetry from the @B0s until the present.

Jim Andrews is also a prolific writer of essays &madim postings about
digital poetics and his work. He also corresponidb me, ever since we met during
the E-Poetry 2001 Conference and Festival in Boffidlew York. Since then, I've
participated in discussions with him in a Yahoo @rte founded called
WebArtery*, | have invited him to chat with my students wiemwere studying his
poetry, and we've developed a friendship and psidesl relationship. | correspond
regularly with Andrews, and he has proven to bg generous with his answers to
my questions, feedback on my writing, and has pledime with valuable archival
materials.

The chapters on Jim Andrews can be categorizedi@say biography—a
genre of academic writing that isn’t as populait @asce was. Perhaps the shift away

from biographical scholarship initiated by the Néwtics’ crusade against authorial

14 http://groups.yahoo.com/group/webartery/

30



intent and completed by Poststructuralist “deaftithe author writings are to blame
for the decline of the genre. Perhaps the quesiipoi the canon contributed by
shifting the discussion away from “great authostihderrepresented writers of
various nationalities, ethnicities, and genders ttertainly not fashionable to place
any writer on a pedestal in current critical pregtfthought it's apparently acceptable
to do so with theorists). So what are the benefitaking a biographical approach?

First, it humanizes the subject—something much eeéaad the sometimes
antiseptic setting of writing in digital environntenSecondly, it highlights a career
path that leads to the practice of writing eledizgoetry. Third, it legitimizes the
field of electronic poetry by giving one of its m@sominent practitioners a level of
attention usually reserved for poets who are wsthilgished in the canon. Finally, it
lays the groundwork and provides access to masehak could lead to further study
of his work.

In addition to being a literary biography, the daosadings of Andrews’
poems are primarily formalist in their approach—ttisakeeping their attention on
the text and its source codes. This approach imttst compatible with the kind of
media-specific analysis that Hayles calls for. €latention to media without close
attention to text and programming codes leads tbngraround the texts but rarely
about the texts.

With a field as new as electronic literature andtpyg it is important to
remember that these are literary works, not spatmesome experiment. Someone
put the time and effort to create a poetic expegdhat is particular to a medium that

most of its users associate with work and/or pldys study seeks to model a close
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attention to detail in reading e-poetry that cadléo a greater appreciation of the
work, as well as insights needed for sustainedrét®al engagements. The
biographical, technological, and textual groundweskablished in Chapters 3 and 4
offer a wealth of materials previously unavailaafel will be a major contribution for

the future study of Jim Andrews’ oeuvre

Mapping the Study

This dissertation is divided into five chapters thist of which has defined electronic
poetry, introduced a typology to aid in its anadysind justified the need for a
detailed exploration of Jim Andrews’ work.

The second chapter, “Typing the Dancing SignifieeYiews the literature of
textual and new media theories to establish cléfarences between print and
electronic textuality. It uses this to justify adéscribe the behaviors exhibited by
electronic poems as textual characteristics—stitietic, responsive, mutable,
scheduled, and aural— providing a genealogy foh é@tavior.

Chapter three, “Jim Andrews’ Vispo(etics),” is gtary biography and a
series of close media-specific analyses of sontesafnost important works. The
literary biography focuses on his theoretical, oeind technological inspirations to
establish his poetics. The close readings of hiksvtocus on three areas: his visual
poetry, his sound poetry, and his DHTML works.

Chapter four, “Mining thérteroidsDevelopment Folder” examines the
development of his e-poetry gargeroids and discusses the practical and
theoretical challenges of creating an archive aritecal edition from the Arteroids

Development Folder.” This folder contains all the¥sions, supporting documents,
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documentation, and other archival materials thattweo the development of
Arteroids | conclude the study by discussing how this folg®@vides a direction for
future research on Andrews’ work.

This study works under the assumption that reaiiragy medium is a skill
that takes years of training. Our training is mpstith print media (books,
magazines, newspapers, etc) and screens (telewsieo games, film), but it is
deficient when it comes to texts that explore thsgilities of the networked and
programmable media. This study seeks to enhanceaitiers’ vocabulary to analyze
electronic poetry (and electronic texts in genesal) a greater understanding of the
poetic practices and trajectories of a major vaicke field of e-poetry. It also seeks
to inform its readers of issues that affect a rgpytdowing branch of literature—one
that explores the expressive potential of electromedia. Electronic poetry is an
ideal testing ground for language in a digital eawvment because poetry is the most
compressed of all literary forms, potentially usewgry aspect of language available:

graphical, linguistic, and behavioral.

33



Chapter 2: Typing the Dancing Signifier

The future of textuality is not in special effedtse simple mechanics of
letters dancing on the screen, whirling in dynadigplay but in the practical
and visionary reconceptualization of what constguhe field of textuality as
a realm of porous, multivalent, nodal and intemt@kspeculation,
indeterminate and rich with potential to renewlftezthe fullest extent of our

critical engagement.

This excerpt from “Theory as Praxis: The Poetickletctronic Textuality” by
Johanna Drucker addresses a common misconcepian electronic textuality—
that it is no more than adding “bells and whistlasthe same plain old text we have
known in print. Such misconceptions operate onteondhat textuality is little more
than a sequence of words, and that everythingi®kseternal, accidental, replaceable.
It would seem that current notions of textuality &g visualized as an onion
composed of layers of different materialities ecloig an immaterial center—with
electronic textuality as the outer layer, and pramality and thought being closer to
its center and most important in the hierarchyigiigication.

Concepts of poetry have long rested on this typaadel, best exemplified
by the definition of a poem as an arrangementedsdcaptured in aurally charged
sequences of words scored (written) on a pageutmsexjuent oral reconstructions. It
was against the rigidity of this hierarchical copicéhat the Concrete poets had to
battle in order to create a space for their podtay bordered the worlds of literature

and the visual arts—and they were working withgame materials, ink on paper.
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The new media that makes electronic poetry andiddiky possible has reignited the
struggle against this old model, partly becausiésdiierarchical nature, partly
because its flaws become evident with the perspegained from writing in new
media. This chapter proposes that the differeneésden print and electronic
textuality go deep enough into both practical drebtetical realms that reexamining
textuality is necessary, because it is built oaumntlation of notions specific to print,
a foundation that does not support the procedwataira of electronic textuality.

In order to unravel the current understanding wfuality from the material
specificities of print, we must first explore wlaae the materials of writing itself,
once again with the help of Drucker’s experienca bBsok artist and theorist. The
Alphabetic Labyrinthshe discusses how written language has histlyricaéd
various systems: alphabetic (also known as phonstiiabic (where each symbol
represents a syllable), logographic (where eachosymepresents a word), and
ideographic (where whole ideas and concepts aresepted by a symbol) (14-5).
This ancient technology has seen many differefrigcies and materials: carving,
etching, painting, drawing, typing, and printing tone, clay, cement, glass, papyrus,
paper, magnetic media and computer screens. Eaehiahand technology used to
inscribe, store, and disseminate texts placesstsdt characteristics at the disposal
of writers. This study is interested in a writeraoMngages the particularities of
language as produced, stored, and disseminatédndadone and/or networked
computers as a meaningful element of his poetry.

But what are these particularities, exactly? Ong twaestablish them is by

juxtaposing electronic media with a medium that thasinated textual production,
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storage, and reception for the past several cestyprint. How is electronic media
different from print media? These questions hawenlsentral to discussions in the
fields of New Media Writing and Textual Criticisrmse the early 1990s, even
though they emerge from issues raised by Poststalist and Bibliographical
theorists decades before. The following sectioheglablish useful differences
between paper and electronic media, arguing th&tanctive feature of texts in
digital media is that they can exhibit what cardescribed as behavior, and
proposing a typology of this characteristic.

The discussion to come in the rest of this chagtises out of my perspective
on the ontology of literary works (especially pggtr‘Where is the poem?” is a
complex and very old question that has no cleavanswith various valid positions
that may have more to do with a person’s philoscgdtstance towards the materiality
of the self, than with any technology, media orenatity. Here are some positions
that inform my own perspective.

1. Intentionalist textual theorists believed that Wk was a conceptual thing
created by a writer that consisted of a text oos&ariant texts, captured
imperfectly by documents, therefore requiring aitcedo sort through the
documents and textual variants to reproduce (aiuymre) the text that best
captured the intended work. These theorists coridext to be immaterial,

consisting of a particular word sequence that cbeldecorded in a variety of
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media (voice recording, manuscript, or print pudtiicn) without affecting the
text itself™®

2. Jerome McGann and others in the field challengedttion that limited the
scope of what constituted a text only to linguistitles (words in a particular
sequence) and made a strong case for preservirgglerguistic codes such as
font and formatting because they potentially carxialuable information.

This argument, in combination with the notion thablished texts are the
result of a series of social transactions betweeters, editors, compositors,
and other parties, had the result of combinind‘itnenaterial” text and with
the materiality of documents.

3. Another position in this discussion sustains thatwork and its text are what
occurs when a reader interacts with the documeat Ehis perspective, the
writer is considered a reader like any other, was &n understanding of their
work that changes over time, and therefore thesiews that they might make
to the text constitute the creation of new work&reif they go by the same

title.’

1515 Eor example, i\ Rationale for Textual CriticisnG. Thomas Tanselle
distinguishes between “the texts of works” and ‘tines of documents” in the case of
a typo by the writer. It is the editor’s job to d#e whether a misspelling was
intended or not, and therefore whether it shoulgreserved in future editions.

18 |n “Letter-Poem: A Dickinson Genre,” Martha Neln8h demonstrates how
editorial interpretations shape the publicationhoée manuscripts by Emily
Dickinson, and how each publication could be cogrgd different texts and even
different genres.

7 In The Pleasure of the TexRoland Barthes, writes about how readers recorgig
the text by skimming or skipping through passagesegsis”), shaping their very
conception of the work.
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There are other stances on the ontology of workis &nd documents, as well as
combinations of the ones discussed. So wheg¢he poem and its text? For me a
poem and its text are conceptual things that nedbtwhatever materials they are
performed in, whether a mind, a voice or audio reéicg, a stage performance or
video recording, handwriting, typing, or printing a page, or a computer. Variation
is inevitable when a text becomes performed, wincludes the creative moment
when a writer first conceives of it and records i document. Every interaction with
the document— by the writer, editors, or readergsragents a performance and
reinscription of the text and therefore variatiBrom this perspective, publication
can be understood as an attempt to reproduce agotumany times with a high
degree of fidelity (since variation is inevitabfe} distribution to an audience—and
then the variations become exponential as evesopehat reads with the document
performs and creates the text and work with thedids and in their minds.

The work emerges from this cloud of textual anduoentary variations. The
tendency of this cloud is to grow and drift awaynfrthe original documents, texts,
and conceptualization of the work as others takearship of it:®> Some textual
critics see their role to select and produce docusw@nd editions that strive to
reproduce what the writer conceptualized as th&\{ak.a. intention)}—an attempt to
reduce the cloud. Others seek to validate thiscchmd revel in its multiplicities. | see

the role of literary critics and educators to cledecuments to analyze and discuss

18 Publicly cherished though misquoted lines arexamrle of this phenomenon, as
can be seen with the examples of “Beam me up, Bdoktver spoken in the original
Star Trek series but later included in one of tlmiom pictures with a wink and a
nod), “Luke, I am your father” (Darth Vader’s repty Luke’s accusation of killing
his father: “No. | am your father”), and “Play gan, Sam” (Four words never quite
uttered inCasablancabut immortalized in Woody Allen’s movie of thensa title).
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with their own audiences attempting to direct thdtiple conceptualizations of the
work in insightful directions.

This study seeks to examine how poems are shapaddreact with the
standalone and networked digital computer by: erargithe particularities of
electronic textuality in this chapter, reading dgepto a large sample of Jim
Andrews’ work in the next chapter, and considetimg challenges of archival work

with electronic documents in the final chapter.

Print and Electronic Textuality

Some theorists may question the value of estahlistlifferences between print and
electronic textuality, a point that has become alhtaboo in the current media
environment. | believe it is a distinction that de¢o be addressed; if only because so
many of our notions of textuality, writing, and d&ag are shaped by our experience
and understanding of print that they become sturgldiocks when exploring the
potential of literature in electronic media. Deltieg this boundary is also essential
for this study because its definition of e-poegguires the exploration of the
capabilities of electronic media. | therefore veatinto this theoretical minefield
guided on one hand by an awareness of the trapg Rew Media Writing theorists
have fallen into, and knowledge of the ground mddpeTextual theory on the other.
The issue has a history that started in the |la8®4,9vhen encouraged by the
proliferation of the personal computer as a writspgce and armed with
Poststructural theory, early New Media Writing thsts (then called Hypertext
theorists or the digerati) were perhaps hasty eediag from the world of print,

making claims about the uniqueness of electronidianand hypertext.
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Unfortunately, they seemed to be unaware of thaisbpated understanding of
textuality developed by Editorial and Bibliograpiitheorists. They are not really to
blame—at the time editors and bibliographers weisylilebating issues of authority,
materiality, and socialization of texts, ultimatelgconstructing the notion of
“definitive” editions—issues that seemed to belom¢he dry and dusty world of
manuscripts, old books, and archival scholarshut.iBdidn’t take long for these
newly reorganized Textual theorists to point oet fllacies in these original claims
by showing that, regardless of media, texts hawayd been complex, non-linear,
dynamic, and inviting reader interaction. Subse¢jgenerations of New Media
Writing theorists joined in what has become an alimibual bashing of the early
Hypertext theorists, and have since been very glndfen touching on distinctions
between print and electronic media to avoid theestate.

Theorists from these two fields are not really gygghin an academic turf war,
but | do think that they are somewhat entrenchetieir positions and are limited in
their forays into what is considered part of theeotfield. Textual theory has
developed a sophisticated vocabulary when it camésxtuality from its long history
of working with texts in manuscript and print, yeéiny current New Media theorists
find it unsatisfying, unnecessarily complex, andsthoinadequate to describe
electronic textuality. Perhaps it is because tbisabulary was developed in and for
an age of print, that it is laden with print-basetinotations and assumptions and that
keep it unwieldy for describing electronic textg.aglance there are three dominant

critical perspectives in relation to this issue:
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1. Textual theorists like Peter Shillingsburg, Jerde€sann, and others who
use their model of textuality in their online angi projects, such as The
Rosetti Project, The Dickinson Electronic Archivébe Blake Archive, and
other excellent resources. Their “acceptance” efrttodel is by no means
blind, however: much debate arises from their e@ditavork both in print and
online.

2. A few theorists like Johanna Drucker, N. Kathettitayles, and Matthew
Kirshenbaum are conversant in both Textual and Niedia Writing theories
and their work informs and questions the estabtighgtual model,
sometimes proposing new textual models.

3. Most current New Media Writing theorists prefercteate terminology and
define new fields like Espen Aarseth with his b&@ybertext Gonzalo Frasca
with ludology (game theory), Jay Edgar Bolter anch@rd Grusin with
Remediationand others.

This chapter will explore these divergent perspestin an attempt to
strengthen the conversation between these schbtileught and hopefully find
common theoretical grounds for the explorationeats in electronic media. For my
own contribution to the debate, | will examine th#erences between print and
electronic media in order to engage the uses amthlions of the textual models put
forth by Peter Shillingsburg and N. Katherine Hayleading to a justification and
description of a typology of behaviors that carekRibited by texts in electronic

media.
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Defining Boundaries

We are never more aware of differences betwee g@nith electronic media as when
we encounter limitations in one that are not presethe other. For example, my
2004 E-Mac used the Jaguar operating system (Mat0289), which placed 145
fonts at my disposal—a rich palette for my writimgeds, especially if | wanted to
print the results. If | wanted to create a docunienpublication on the Web,
however, the range of available fonts would de@emamatically because other
operating systems have different fonts installedi @mly have a handful in commah.
These practical concerns raise theoretical isslesant to this study, the first
of which is the difference between how electromd print documents represent text.
How deep do these differences really go when iteoto notions of textuality? Some
theorists assert that there is no fundamentalréifiee between a text and the media
in which it can be created, produced and recemuile others argue that a new
textual paradigm needs to be developed to accoumtfier media because
established notions of textuality are too dated annat-based. One of the voices for
the latter argument is N. Katherine Hayles.
As critics and theorists encounter these works; thecover that the
established vocabulary of print criticism is hoegdate to describe and
analyze them. The language that electronic liteeaicreating requires a new

critical language as well, one that recognizessgieificity of the digital

9 There are ways around that, such as embeddins, fasing Flash, or transforming
text into images of text—all of which complicatet&vith licensing permissions,
large file sizes, higher production costs, compigtibsearchability, scalability,
printing, and programming knowledge, especiallyafi want to do something more
complex with the text than display it in the forityour choice.
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medium as it is instantiated in the signifying piaes of these works. This
new critical vocabulary will recognize the interplaf natural language with
machine code; it will not stay only at the screahwill consider as well the
processes generating that surface; it will undedsthat interplays between
words and images are essential to the work’s meaitiwill further realize
that navigation, animation and other digital eféeate not neutral devices but
designed practices that enter deeply into the vga@kuctures; it will eschew
the print-centric assumption that a literary wagkan abstract verbal
construction and focus on the materiality of thedimm; and it will toss aside
the presupposition that the work of creation isasafe from the work of
production and evaluate the work’s quality fromiregrated perspective that
sees creation and production as inextricably emwifiDeeper”).
The last part of this argument refers directly &eP Shillingsburg’s model of
textuality presented in the chapter “Text as Mat@ancept and Action” published in
his bookResisting TextsThis model describes three levels of performaoczative
(in which the writer composes a text), productimnwhich the text is prepared into
documents for distribution to readers), and recepfwhere each reader interacts
with the document to access the text). These larelsot mutually exclusive and
they can blend in complex ways, but examining hasheof these work in print and
in electronic media brings some crucial differentcethe forefront. Exploring
hypothetical performances in both print and elegtronedia should uncover these

differences.
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Before juxtaposing the performances in the two mégpes in a table, let me
point out the boundaries Shillingsburg makes betvike performances and add N.
Katherine Hayles’ concept of inscription technokxgto the model. The reason for
the addition to Shillingsburg’s model is that iteda’t account enough for the creative
contribution of the production (read inscriptioaghnology. Shillingsburg describes
the difference between the creative and produgeformances is that the former
results in a work, while the latter results in ggbal document. The writer may
create a number of documents during this creativegss, each of which may
capture a version of what eventually is publishead avork capturing an intention (or
matrix of intentions) from the author(8J.Thus, the text is materialized by the
document and represents a version of the concepturréil Shillingsburg makes the
distinction that a typo in the manuscript is a jcitbn error, not a creative one, and
can therefore be corrected in subsequent produpgdermances (76).

The following table juxtaposes creative, producima reception

performances in both print and electronic media.

Print Texts Electronic Texts

In thecreative performanca writer uses| Thecreative performancesquires the
one or more inscription technologies—| writer to make decisions about the
pen & paper, a typewriter, a personal | production of the work from the outset,
computer, tape recorder, and so on—ta since different software allows for
create a literary work. Inscription different output. The inscription
technologies can transform the creative technologies consist of at least two parts:
process and resulting work, as is evidenhardware and software, with varying
in William Carlos Williams, E. E. degrees of difference between them. Thus
Cummings, and Charles Olson’s use of the creative and production performances

20 What constitutes a “work” is the subject of muebate among textual theorists,
particularly as it relates to the material docureehat represent it. For the purposes
of this study, | will use Shillingsburg’s definiticof the work as “a mental construct
that can be known only through its physical formd the effects they create or
allow” (“Text as Matter” 67).
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the typewriter in their poetry, blurring th
distinction between creative and
production performances.

eare intertwined.

Theproduction performancehat
materializes a work in a material
document (such as a manuscript or
published book) ranges from intimately
individualistic to highly collaborative.
This leads to choices of inscription
technologies or publishing companies
employing editors, letterers, composito
printers, binders, and other professiong
in the field of printing. Preparing the tex
for publication requires decisions on thg
appearance of the text: formatting and
graphical elements, such as font and fq
size, page layout and design, use of
photos and/or illustrations, and so on.
The resulting print document embodies
its production performance, as well as
sense of authorial intent at the time of
publication.

Theproduction performances
interconnected with the creative

performance: for instance, when a write

wants words to move a certain way on
the screen, programming them to do sg
becomes an integral part of creating th¢
work. By the same token, the way the
rayork is made accessible becomes part
|#s production history and context, with
tthe end result of a file being made
> available for a reader to access. At this
point the authorial side of the productio
merformance is over, but the overall
production performance is incomplete
until the reception performance begins.

D

of

=]

Thereception performanckegins when
the reader operates the printed documég
(such as a book) by turning pages,
scanning words inked onto their surfact
with his/her eyes, making sense of the
visual information to access the linguist
meanings of the text. This performance
shapes the text that the reader receive

Thereception performanckegins with
pithe completion of the production
performance: when the reader’'s compu
paccesses the file. The computer, a vari
patchwork of hardware and software,
ienterprets the file —keeping a version
compiled in its memory for access and
5.manipulation during the reception
performance —and produces an output
version of the work for display on its
hardware devices (screen and/or
speakers). This is the material docume
that the reader interacts with during the
reception performance. If the file has
been programmed to register and resp
to user input or it has randomly genera
elements, then parts of the production
performance are ongoing during the

reception performance.

ter
ed

bnd
ed

Table 1: Creative and Production Performances

Hayles’ call for “an integrated perspecti

ve thasereation and production as

inextricably entwined” is more than justified, inth print and electronic media. This
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is true not only of new inscription technologiesy@ets) and deliberate explorations
of more familiar technologies (Concrete poets amakhartists), but also when the
inscription technology has become so self-evidedtrsaturalized that it is
transparent to the reader. Production aspectatbhdbken for granted shape creative
performances in perhaps deeper ways than in oxplbomtions because they are
internalized into the creative performance.
The space of the page has long been taken foregrastblank, while text is
valorized as the agent of signification. But wisathe space of the page?
What are its architectures which quietly constthetpossibilities of a text?
As spaces for writing multiply, perhaps infatuatieith literary style will be
replaced by the stylistics of the page, and a ddsicreate mechanisms that
offer new spaces for writing (Sodermaft).
This excerpt is from the opening page of the Magltoetics Page Space Project
(2004), which paired programmers who created elaatrspaces with writers that
create texts that take advantage of the spaceabduies in a truly intermeshed
combination of production and creative performan&eglerman’s questions may
lead us to reexamine more conventional inscripté@mmnologies, such as paper, ink,
typewriters, and word processors. The putative graps$ of the blank page is a
highly codified, conventionalized and politicizgubse already charged with a
production history and with material charactersticat cannot help but affect the
way a writer interacts with it to create/produce@k. The dynamics of composition

are different—I am always very aware of the finabf written word when using

21 http://machinepoetics.com/page space/
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paper and pen: a written word is there to stay timradesired or not, which can lead
me to compose different sentences from what | wbakle written in the easily
modifiable space of a computer. The historicityied moment and its material
conditions are part of the moment of creation, Wweethe writer is aware of it or not.
Shillingsburg’s distinction between creative anddarction performances is
useful for editorial theory, particularly as a téolsort through multiple publications
and manuscripts of a work in an attempt to sepauatteorial and editorial
interventions. For these purposes it is converieenbnceptualize text as immaterial,
with the ability to take on different materialitiesthout losing or changing its
essence. This performance model seems to be nefst udhen dealing with the
ubiquitous book, where one could argue that theetiperformances are somewhat
distinct. The most blending occurs between thetereand production performances,
especially when the writer is involved in the protion of the published work, as was
the case with William Blake, William Morris and Hoartists, among others.
Through this model, the reader’s involvement istk@a safe distance: a reception
performance which is distinct from the creative analduction performances and
leaves the text intact. The inadequacies of thidehemerge easily when considering
notions of materiality, discussed so well by catitkke Jerome McGann, Johanna
Drucker, and N. Katherine Hayles, but they standfatiher applied to electronic
media. To prove this, let's examine the most ctadref Schillingsburg’s boundaries:

the distinction between production and receptiafiopmances.
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Production and Reception Performances

When a reader picks up a material document, suahbask, a legion of theorists
such as Iser, Barthes, McGann, and Drucker haghtais that a highly creative
performance is about to begin. There is nothingipasabout the act of reading, not
physically, not mentally. | will discuss some idgas forth by these four theorists,
because each adds concepts that will help us extllerboundary between the
production and reception performances.

In The Act of Readin(lL978), Wolfgang Iser develops a theory of inteoac
between readers and texts in order to createrjtevarks, which are necessarily
virtual. In other words, the work is a concept thaterges from an interaction
between the reader and the text created by anradthe act of reading is understood
as a psychological process by which a reader esghgdinguistic, narrative, and
other structures present in the text. | proceenhfilms brief summary of an elaborate
model to point out that the structures describetsbyresult from a reader’s
engagement with the linguistic dimension of text, with the material characteristics
of the documents that contain the text.

Jerome McGann’s distinguished career as an ealtder, and theorist has
been built largely on the concept of the mategaitd socialization of texts. Fhe
Textual Conditior(1991) he argues that:

Textual and editorial theory has heretofore concerned it-
self almost exclusively with the linguistic codes. The time has
come, however, when we have to take greater theoretical ac-
count of the other coding network which operates at the doc-
umentary and bibliographical level of literary works.

Not that scholars have been unaware of the existence of

these bibliographical codes. We have simply neglected to in-
corporate our knowledge into our theories of text. Surely no (78).
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McGann has described in great detail the graphicdlbibliographical codes
as part of what he calls the socialization of tewith the result that textual models
have been modified to incorporate material anddmjohphical codes, as Peter
Shillingsburg does in “Text as Matter, Concept, &ctlon.” Literary theorists and
critics like Iser consider primarily the linguisttodes that make a text, ignoring or
minimizing the impact of the other codes. The doeatwhich contains a text
contains information and provides an interface singipe and affect the reception of
linguistic codes. This concept has been built upptheorists such as Johanna
Drucker and N. Katherine Hayles, among others,@xmy the material
characteristics of formats such as the book, hggeror works in new media.

For instance, when operating a “traditional” (codea@ok, one begins in the
first page and scans the words on each page, #&firtolright, top to bottom, turning
the page upon reaching the end of it. The readiag takke place over the course of
several sessions, of varying length to completdinggthe book. At times, the reader
may skim or skip entire passages or pages (Bacthesept of “tmesis™) reread
several parts, have different types of readingexstand states of mind—all of
which are part of the reception performance. Beeaastwo reception performances
are the same no two interactions with the samerdeatiwill yield the same text,
proving a point made by McGann and other textuéitsr that no text is self-
identical.

Even though this is true of all media, most of tbees described by McGann

are in the context of print documents, with completoduction performances that

2 The Pleasure of the Texig. 11
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crystallize a series of social interactions andntibns. When it comes to digital
media, he acknowledges that “Aarseth’s and Murraigg/s about the differences
between traditional and cyber textualities are cammmnd widely accepted. That fact
underscores the need for a thoroughgoing rethemmzaf our ideas about books and
traditional textuality in general’Radiant Textualityl48-9). He goes on to argue that
traditional text is algorithmic in character, camtihg that “a text is a display and a
record of itself, a fulfillment of its own instruons” (151). | agree with McGann’s
points insofar as they are built on an intimatearathnding of print and its
conventions and tremendous experience in credtméosetti Archive in digital
media, but questions arise when considering thetiertontext of electronic media,
particularly in the context of this boundary betwgeoduction and reception
performances.

This boundary is much more permeable in electroredia, partly because
the production isn’t over until completed by thader’'s computer, partly because its
time-based nature allows it to have a whole difieatass of codes that generate what
| call behavior. In the opening chapter of thisdstliclaim that “electronic texts
represent a literalization of the theoretical ibgity of all printed texts, as well as an
acceleration of their capacity to change over tiniexts are dynamic entities that
emerge from human interactions with inscription atatage technologies, no matter
whether these are analog or digital, paper or nmagmeedia. These human
interactions are always in flux, as Johanna Drupkénts out inSweet Dreams

No work of fine art is ever finished, never in anddion of static completion.

We intersect with works of art in a specific histat moment, our own, even
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as a work’s capacity to elicit response changesmsves through a historical

continuum.

This theoretical instability Drucker describes iadu literal by the computer joining
the reader in the reception performance. A commaeds to interact with an
electronic text long before a human can and ite¢g historical moment” is very
relevant, particularly when compatibility and obesilence issues arise. A printed
document embodies an entire production performandehistory in materials that
age at a much slower rate, and can last centuvlake the threat of obsolescence for
electronic texts is very real and the range of catibpity of a software type or
programming language can be limited to a few y&rs.

The second factor that blurs the boundary betweedugtion and creative
performances is the behavioral codes. Becauseothpwter is a time-based medium
(or conglomerate of media), it is able to have bt loops that can factor in and
respond to input from the reader’s reception pentorce or delay the completion of

aspects of its production performance until cereaiants are triggered over the

3 The preface of the Electronic Literature Organiras Born-Again Bitstestifies to

this issue:
Acid-Free Bits by Nick Montfort and Noah Wardriptiin (June 2004) was
the first publication on digital preservation tmerge from the Electronic
Literature Organization's Preservation, Archiviaggd Dissemination (PAD)
initiative. Addressing primarily the community eliectronic literature
authors, it concentrated on prescribing standandsbest practices that
creators can follow to prepare for "keeping elive."

With the release of Born-Again Bits, ELO contintles argument by
envisioning a technical framework that can not kestp e-lit alive but allow it
to come back to life in new forms adapted to evaviechnologies and social
needs. The intended audience of Born-Again Bitkithes besides e-lit
authors also the publishers, archivists, academprogrammers, and funding
officers who will be necessary partners in an oNerenewable ecology of
electronic literature (Liu)
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course of a reception performance. An exampleisfisnJim AndrewsStir Fry

Texts in which the reader’'s mouse movements over thglayed text mixes it with
several hidden texts, producing unique textual doattons in the displayed
document’ This happens quite literally in the virtual teliat is formed in a reader’s
mind from the interaction with a document—a prodéss also happens in tisir

Fry Texts—but the interaction affects the document as welich is not the case in a
print document. A typology of these behaviors Wwél fully developed in part 3 of this
chapter.

Clearly electronic media work differently from primedia in the way that
texts are produced and accessed. | believe Shabung’s textual model is useful to
distinguish between the endeavors of writers ougsaf writers, those of publishers,
editors, typesetters, compositors, printers anadbeof the collaborative team that
produces a book or other printed document, andofhvataders. As stated earlier, its
limitations emerge when faced with questions ofemnality, because it is based on a
notion of immaterial textuality. This model direettention to crucial differences
between print and electronic media, however, pathegoad for a more thorough
exploration of what electronic textuality has téeof Before embarking on this
exploration, | must at least touch on the two panances considered to be most

distant in Shillingsburg’s model: the creative aadeption performances.

From Creative to Reception Performances: A Holistiok

Whether a writer is interested in exploring lindiignd/or extra-linguistic codes, the

materiality of the medium a text is produced irg thader’s reception performance,

24 nttp://www.vispo.com/StirFryTexts/index.html
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or any other element of the infinitely complex coomtation process or not, these
elements will have an impact on the text(s). So dowonsiderations of production
and reception performances affect the creativegasiz Both print and electronic
media offer a varied palette of possibilities, eaath its history and conventions.

There are abundant studies and resources on waitersntegrate production
and reception performances in their creative warkily Dickinson’s handwritten
letter-poems explored in tigickinson Electronic ArchiveWilliam Blake’s colorful
poem prints showcased Tihe Blake Archivesa legion of writers/book artists studied
by Johanna Drucker ifihe Century of Artists’ Booksoncrete poets restored to
circulation inUBU Wel and the latest writers/programmers to publisir therks
online and index them in tH&lectronic Literature Organizatigrto name a few.
These studies not only highlight how these writake control over the means of
production to create interfaces for readers toaepheir creations, but they also
point out how the very same formats that both wgigend readers have internalized
and made transparent have an impact in the bo#tianeand reception.

For instance, a poet writing for publication iraditional book format (the
codex) adopts a series of conventions that haverdded literary history for the past
few centuries. Some of these arise from the dewedop of the printing industry,
including print technologies and the division apédalization of the labors involved
in bookmaking. They also emerge from the growtmafkets for the printed word in
a variety of formats (books, newspapers, magazetes, which requires regularized
training of readers from an early ageQpbertext Espen Aarseth coins the term

“ergodic literature” to refer to literature thagreres a non-trivial effort to traverse.
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The opposite, non-ergodic literature, is therefiieeature in which the materials,
interface, and other mechanisms have become sonsast for both readers and
writers that they are virtually transparent, anel @nsidered unimportant or trivial.
These procedures become so customary for bothrseadd writers that they are
taken for granted, freeing them to concentrate batwhe industry allowed them to
concentrate on most: the bibliographical and lisgaicodes of a text.

Separating the performances, as often happens imatiitional book model,
can be freeing for a poet: by not needing to wabgut aspects of production he/she
can really concentrate on the aural, visual, antdasic elements of language. A
conventionalized reception performance is alsarfiggeallowing the poet to focus on
arranging the order of poems in the book, to craagense of a beginning and an end
for readers that follow these reading conventidhsst of the great poetry and
literature has been written within these converstj@md it is understandable for most
editorial theorists to deemphasize the importariedemnents considered to be
external to the creative intentions of the autBuoit to build theories based on
established conventions is misguided becausergghsds the many writers who take
control of the means of production to create wahlet are meaningful in their
variations on established conventions, or works élplore new rules for reading,
challenging readers to commit a non-trivial amaonfreeffort to traverse them. The
past century has placed amazing production todlseadisposal of writers with the
result of more integrated creative, production gewkption performances, not to

mention entirely new formats, media and contexts.
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The decision to write an electronic poem is a degifo consciously engage
some of the special time-based capabilities trattdmputer has to offer. Writers of
e-poetry and other e-texts cannot avoid thinkingualithese performances holistically
when they create their works, because the techoagabilities and challenges of any
inscription technology are integral parts of theative design of the work, as well as
how the work will be reproduced and interacted vagtithe readers and their
computers. The split in the production performaoicelectronic texts pulls the three
performances together in a way that is difficultgoore, be it by writers, critics, or
readers. Even though familiar pre-designed spaeeseatainly available, a writer of
e-poetry usually needs to design the interfacefaadgamental element of the poem.

“The computer, more than just a word processa,dssign tool: it is an
instrument for crafting writing environments.” | wiol add to Kirschenbaum'’s point
that it also serves to craft reading environmeamint | believe he would have little
difficulty agreeing with. The choice of the woedvironmenevokes a sense of the
ecologies that the words exist within, and thedgsrthat can be brought to bear upon
them, as well as the roles these words can inirabiese spaces. Consider how a
writer that writes in the ready-made environmenin&fon paper is putting together
words in a space with predetermined factors thfatathe linguistic text in
predictable ways. Any variations upon the cultyrdiktermined ecology of such a
writing space fly against a reader’s expectatidrisoav to execute the algorithms of
the page and can be used to direct a reader'diatié¢n a particular element of the
text, or to redirect the reception performance.og&tghat uses a computer to design a

writing and reading environment creates a spactefdrwhere the potential
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interactions between its elements—Iinguistic cotkegual appearance and
behaviors, and interface—are open to the poet'dsé expression. There is a
much bigger palette of options placed at a writdisposal, for better or for woré2.

In other words, a poet writing for print media mtiehk about wordelection
(with semantic and phonetic consideratiosgguencémorphological and syntactical
considerationslgppearancdincluding graphical and bibliographical codes)da
interface(conventional or repurposed for the poem). A padting for electronic
media must adtehavior(what the words do and under what conditions)lttha
previous considerations.

The complexities of textuality may never be expgino the satisfaction of all
theoretical concerns. Models such as Shillingslsuage informed by wisdom gained
through years of rigorous scholarship in dealinthwmanuscript and print
documents. Thus, the literary work goes from bainiging of the writer’'s mind to
gaining the materiality of a document to becomingther mental construct, this time
in a reader’'s mind. Text is a thing of the mind—@ldgical materiality so individual
that it might be called immaterial—that can be sdawnly through material media,
whether it is a book, an electronic document, @ tivrecorded voice, or some other

production.

25| am in no way privileging electronic media oveinp media as far as its creative,
expressive potential is concerned. In the longhysbf poetry, some of the best
poetry has developed under formal constraints, asaheter, rhyme, closed form,
and others, while much bad poetry has resulted &a@®nse of freedom from the
same, as was the case with free verse. Ezra Powuh@.&. Eliot both bemoaned the
overabundance of what they considered poor fregeyerhich led Eliot to state that
"No verse is free for the man who wants to do adgob" (“The Music of Poetry”).
Poets should exercise care and restraint in tHergaf poetic environments.
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Material and Emergent Texts

In a world rife with unsolicited messages, typodgnamust often draw

attention to itself before it will be read. Yetonder to be read, it must
relinquish the attention it has drawn. Typographihvanything to say

therefore aspires to a kind of statuesque transpgar@.7).

Robert BringhurstThe Elements of Typographic Style

Common sense tells us that in order to read atexnust first be able to see it, yet
most of the time we are unaware of the visual meligr of the texts we read. It takes
very little time for the eyes to identify a worddaocess its sound and meaning,
moving along to the subsequent words on the doctyrhenause we are not really
observing the words in detail. Our eyes scan worda page or screen and convert
them to thought, voice, or both without much thdugjlien to the font, font size,
color, formatting, or other physical characteristof the text. Bringhurst’'s notion of a
“statuesquesque transparency” is compelling bedabsghlights both the “concrete”
visual materiality of printed words and the waydes readhroughthem to access
their linguistic information.

A more readerly perspective from someone equalhcemed with producing
texts is the following: “All writing has the cap#gito be both looked at and read, to
be present as material and to function as thedafigm absent meaning” (Drucker,
Figuring the Wordb9). For the purposes of this discussion, thidystill use
Drucker’s distinction betweereading—accessing the sounds and meanings of

written language—aniboking—accessing non-linguistic visual information, westh
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present in writing or other types of images. THédences are clear at the level of
ocular motion: saccades (minute eye movementgjiegeted differently when
looking and reading. When looking at something, eyes are directed by what
captures our attention. Reading is a more dis@gli@ye motion—the result of years
of training and practice in scanning a written aaef from left-to-right, top-to-bottom
in order to apprehend linguistic and bibliographmades. But is that all we can find
when we go beyond the material surface of the text?

As discussed earlier, our training and experienite writing is based largely
upon a notion of the word as being immaterial dredteéfore easily translatable to
manuscript, print, speech, voice recording, andrsavithout it being affected in
meaningful ways. Theorists such as McGann, Drudiayles, Kirschenbaum (in
books with titles such &@lack Riders: The Visible Language of Modernisne Th
Visible Word, Writing MachinesndMechanismshave questioned such notions of
transparency, demonstrating time and again thamntiteriality of the written,
displayed, or otherwise recorded document is mgémiand must be considered
along with the linguistic text when reading andKimg at a text. At this point, the
notion of materiality must seem almost commonsahswhen dealing with ink-on-
paper documents, but how does this hold up whelindeaith texts in electronic
media?

Early hypertext and new media theorists tryingistinlguish between print
and electronic textuality often set oppositionsisstn the materiality of print and
immateriality of electronic texts, often makingiohs that print texts were “static”

and “stable” while electronic texts were “dynamasid “unstable.” As discussed in
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part 1.0 of this chapter, it didn't take long fars to be debunked by both editorial
and textual theorists, as well as the later geroeraf new media writing and
cybertext theorists. Two recent examples emergetoteract the putative
immateriality of electronic texts: Matthew Kirscheum labels this distinction the

“tactile fallacy®®

(if you can’t touch it, or manipulate it directhy,must be
immaterial) and Nick Montfort calls it “screen essialism” (thinking that the text is
merely what one sees on a computer screen). T@ fo@onarily on the materiality of
the displayed document, without considering theemaity of the document in
magnetic storage that is manipulated by the comisutardware and software, is to
leave out a durable and essential part of thereleicttext. Kirschenbaum in “Every
Contact Leaves a Trace” and “Extreme Inscriptioniell as “HackingAgrippa:

The Source of the Online Text” assesses the ingdabe hard drive and other forms
of magnetic storage media partly in order to coatiethe rhetoric of immateriality
used to describe electronic media, partly to fpiiife theoretical base of New Media
theories by placing them in the context of its fdational technologies.

For example, let's take the idea of the text digptbon the screen as an
image. Our understanding of the materiality of fgthtexts —as informed by a legion
of theorists such as Drucker and McGann—is thatakes we see on a document are
images that capture linguistic, graphical and bdplaphical codes. Is that the same as
the text we see on a screen? Yes and no. Fromedyguwman reader-centric vantage

point we may not be able to tell the differencenssn an image of text and a text

displayed as an image. “As computational data siras, images differ radically and

26 vEditing the Interface: Textual Studies and F&sneration Electronic Objects."

TEXT: An Interdisciplinary Annual of Textual Stusiiegl (2002): 15-51.
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fundamentally from electronic text,” is a point Meaw Kirschenbaum demonstrates
in “The Word as Image in an Age of Digital Reprotioic.” Some of the differences
he discusses are in file size, searchability, &edypes of operations and
transformations they can undergo. It is this donsbetween human and computer
readers that | wish to discuss and how it trans$otime notion of electronic textuality.

In my discussion of Shillingsburg’s model of creatiproduction and
reception performances, | was able to show howptbduction performance is not
over until the reception performance begins by iga human reader open the file
that contains the electronic text. A different petive of this split can be achieved
by considering “the reader” as an entity consisathgomputer and biological parts—
a cyborg reader, if you will. This perspective aatis for a reader who can read the
dual materiality that constitutes an electronid:téxe source document and the
document(s) generated literally when the sourceich@nt is opened or run. From
this vantage point, we can consider the sourcerdeatito have a complete
production history (which it does) and the recapperformance includes both the
reader, his/her computer, and possibly the netwloali are connected to.

The source document is an electronic object thatiawes data and instructions
in a programming language that govern how its daltdbe displayed (appearance),
as well as how its components will act and reachpot during the time it is
displayed (behaviorY’ This object is stored in some form of optical aagnetic

media and as such can be manipulated in many wedgsehit is even activated for

2" Sometimes the data and instructions are in sepfiled, as is the case of dynamic
Web pages, where the data can be assembled dy thai multiple sources and
formatting itself comes from a different file, arterface known as Cascading Style
Sheets (CSS).
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display to a human reader: it can be copied, cosse decompressed, attached to
other electronic objects, transmitted across a cawenmetwork, searched and deleted,
to name a few operatiorf§.The storage medium, such as a hard drive, flojgky; dr
flash card can be erased using powerful magneidsfildegaussing) or destroyed
through physical means as is necessary in theofag#ical storage media (such as a
CD or DVD)# It can be accessed in at least two ways: as seodeand as an
executed program. When opened it undergoes mamsiateons into different
computer languages (as discussed in section Zbapter 1), all of which are
interpreted in recursive feedback loops by varsafévare and hardware components
that constitute a computer until a document is peed for display on a screen, along
with other output options, potentially includingusml, printouts, and so on. If the file
was opened for display as code (using as an exanel ML file), it is displayed as
a text file without executing the instructions pided; if the file is executed, then it
should produce output that follows the instructispscified in its cod&”

The source code itself is what | wish to focussinge it is written in some
type of programming language, whether the coderitsen directly through
knowledge of a given programming language (a.krarfual coding” or “coding by

hand”) or through a WYSIWYG (What You See Is WhatYGet) authoring

28 Kirschenbaum provides more detail on the histoy essential characteristics of
the hard drive in his article “Extreme Inscriptidrowards a Grammatology of the
Hard Drive”

29 For a more detailed and visceral account of ttadlehges of destroying objects
stored in digital media read Matthew Kirschenbauf&gery Contact Leaves a
Trace: Computer Forensics and Electronic Textuality

30 0r does it? In the case of an HTML file, experietells us that different browsers
and platforms interpret and execute certain instvas differently, resulting
sometimes in radically different output versionkisipoint will be discussed further
in a detailed exploration of Jim Andrews’ e-poeneé&8le Drift” in the next chapter.
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program. Both are types of human-computer intesaatich Lev Manovich defines
as “the ways in which the user interacts with a potar. HCI includes physical input
and output devices such as a monitor, keyboardpangse. It also consists of
metaphors used to conceptualize the organizati@emputer data. [...] Finally, HCI
also includes ways of manipulating data, thatgssanmar of meaningful actions that
the user can perform on it.” (6%) How such a communication takes place is
constantly evolving and mutating and there are nveanys to achieve the same
effects in different programs and programming laaggs, as is the practice of
porting—transcoding from one programming languaganother. Writing for
electronic media employs some form of HCI in orerecord instructions and data
in a computer, so that the computer can then createand/or utilize established
interfaces for humans to access the data. We aainahsuch writing as a type of
programming because, whether we are aware ofnbtfwe are addressing both a
computer and user—the cyborg reader | keep retgtarand which | will discuss in
the next section.

The displayed document’s materiality emerges fragital files stored in
optical and magnetic media processed by the hasdarzdt software so it can be
transformed into signals that the computer’s outmvices can understand and turn

in to visual, aural, and/or other material inforrmat most commonly sound or some

31 Manovich goes on to elaborate this term by addidgmension of culture and the
uses of digital media: “I will use the tercaltural interfaceto describe a human-
computer-culture interface—the ways in which corepsipresent and allow us to
interact with cultural data” (70). He defines th@ncept further by examining its
component parts: “cinema, the printed word, the &mHstomputer interface: each of
these traditions has developed its own unique Wayganizing information,
presenting it to the user, correlating space and,tand structuring human experience
in the process of accessing information” (72).
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form of robotic motion (such as vibrating controfién gaming consoles such as the
Playstation, X-Box, and Nintendo). Since this otffepends upon constantly
refreshed signals to persist, it is open to chaagesrding to timers, randomization,
and new information received through whatever H8lices are created or activated
for the duration of the document dispf&ySo the text we see on a screen is always
more than just an image: it is an ongoing proddssv it is processed depends greatly
upon what kind of a digital object it is (JPEG, GIFEEXT, PDF, and so on), how
much storage space it takes, where it is storechndhat speeds it can be accessed,
and what functionality or behaviors have been mogned into it (hotspots,
hyperlinks, mouseover responses, and so on.)

The materiality of electronic documents is les$lstéhan in print documents
because they are constantly being regeneratedioveand new variables entered
during the life of the document can make signiftagranges. For instance, reducing
or expanding the size of a browser window recoméguhe spatial arrangements in a
Web page. It changes where the line breaks odweipasitioning of images relative
to the text, and the dimensions of the displayexlident—all of which can have an
impact on how the text is read. The linguistic tewty be constant, but the material

text is generated “on-the-fly,” as Loss Pequenai@laexplains it irDigital Poetics

321t is no wonder that early New Media theoristssidared the document displayed
on the screen to be immaterial, unstable, and ecané Transparency can also be
achieved by a computer, after all, especially stheemost prominent output devices
are the screen, speakers, and printer and theuhmgtitous input devices are the
keyboard and mouse. The processor, RAM, hard drares other devices are hidden
away in the shell of the computer, partly from pinactical needs of protecting
delicate equipment, more importantly, to creatersse of immediacy—so that the
moment you press a key on the keyboard, the canelpg symbol appears on the
screen, or when you move the mouse the cursormdsgn kind, creating the illusion
that you are moving objects inside the screen.
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HTML can never sustain a “fixed” text. Indeed, HTMImost appealing
guality is its lack of fixity. Because all browseasd all configurations of all
browsers cannot be anticipated, HTML mark-up, ilgpant contradistinction
to typesetting for printing, proposes a provisiomatonditional text. HTML
markup details a general layout, a skeleton omgement of thearts of the
document, over which the displayed version of thiing is draped like cloth

or a very loose skin (15).

The “provisional or conditional” nature of electromlocuments is what allows for the
integration of different behaviors within a stagitext, because those conditions may
change from one moment to the next.

The elaborate terminology we can use to describerthiteriality of print texts
as images, with all their graphical, bibliographi@and linguistic codes is available
and useful to do the same with electronic textpldiged on a screen, but it would
only be “screen deep,” and would therefore nedatteupplemented with a
discussion of its functional/behavioral programmchdracteristics. Conversely, the
terminology used to examine the behavioral comptsneihelectronic texts wouldn’t
be very applicable to describe the majority of praxts, though some arcane
exceptions can certainly be invoked for this pugpdgany theorists have employed
Poststructuralist theories to describe electramtst a practice Matthew
Kirshenbaum has argued against in the ElectronakBeview and elsewhere:

a bibliographical/textual approach calls upon usrtiphasize precisely those

aspects of electronic textuality that have thudb&en neglected in the critical

writing about the medium: platform, interface, dstandards, file formats,
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operating systems, versions and distributions décpatches, ports, and so
forth. For that's the stuff electronic texts are madé¢‘bfateriality”).
Kirshenbaum’s own work on the ontology of first geattion electronic objects has
debunked misconceptions some early and contempbieamwMedia Writing theorists
have perpetuated, such as the supposed evanest@abeetronic textuality, as
contrasted with the putative permanence of priekt3 in either media have a
materiality that needs to be accounted for.
So to return to a consideration of the title otbection, we can establish a
distinction between print texts and electronic $eadbng the following lines:
1. Both print and electronic texts are material arelstored in analog
media®®
2. While the documents that print texts are storechim be read in their
storage state, electronic texts are unreadableimahs without a
computer because the storage medium (magneticticabpecords a
digital representation of the source document.
3. In order for a human to read an electronic texd,gburce document must
undergo a complex series of digital transformatiand procedures in the
computer from which an analog visual, aural or na@dteal representation

emerges in its output devic&sThis emergent document is not the same

3 For a technical explanation of the analog to digind digital to analog
conversions that go on in a hard drive, see Keabum, “Extreme Inscription” pp.
11-12.

3% Taking McGann’s point that all texts are algoritbrim character and that they
contain instructions for their reproduction, we cae a parallel in print between the
source and display texts of electronic media.
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as the source document because the source is omengfcomponents
that guide the creation of the readable document.

4. Itis possible to read a source document as ageptation of its code
(instructions for the generation of a documena®an executed program
which generates that readable document).

5. The materiality of electronic texts is differendavariable in its human-
readable documents from its storage documentsewhiht documents are
readable as storage documents and are therefosarties®

6. A crucial distinction between texts stored in pantd electronic
documents is that print documents are materiallethe materiality of
electronic documents emerges from processes caieoly variable
digital and material conditions, including the humeader.

If we consider what the computer does when it ogenmans an electronic document
“reading”—something true at least at the levelmtérface metaphors—then the
boundaries between the human reader and the congh@eises to read e-texts
deserve to be examined and perhaps blurred enouggkdte a space for a

metaphorical cyborg reader to exist.

% | make this statement well aware that while docutsistore texts, the relation
between the two is not unproblematic. Multiple liegd of the same document will
produce multiple texts in the mind of the readsriMecGann argues in the conclusion
of The Textual Conditigrpp. 182-6. The fact that this is literally thesean

electronic documents contributes to the concepturaing of the readers of e-texts
and their computers.
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The Cyborg Reader

At what point did the reader become a cyborg? Tatwehltent do the human and
machine components come together when reading@héctexts? Notions of the
cyborg and the posthuman have been explored by @bBianaway and N. Katherine
Hayles and become relevant to the conceptual bignafi functions that a reader of
electronic texts undergoes.

In her famous essay “A Cyborg Manifesto,” Donnaatealy develops a
notion of the cyborg as a metaphorical creaturedkists in the “leaky” boundary
between humans and machines.

The second leaky distinction is between animal-hu(eaganism) and

machine. Pre-cybernetic machines could be hautitete was always the

spectre of the ghost in the machine. This dualisotaired the dialogue
between materialism and idealism that was settjeal dialectical progeny,
called spirit or history, according to taste. Basigzally machines were not
self-moving, self-designing, autonomous. They cowdtdachieve man's

dream, only mock it. They were not man, an autbdrimself, but only a

caricature of that masculinist reproductive dredamthink they were

otherwise was paranoid. Now we are not so sure tvatntieth-century

machines have made thoroughly ambiguous the diféerbetween natural
and artificial, mind and body, self-developing andernally designed, and
many other distinctions that used to apply to oigas and machines. Our

machines are disturbingly lively, and we ourselfriggteningly inert. (152)
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The point | wish to highlight and develop in thexgon is that of the permeable
boundary between the human and machine readelsobfamic texts—not as much
in a science fictional sense popularized by cybekdiction like William Gibson’s
Neuromanceand films likeRobocopandThe Matrixwhere the cyborg is a literal
fusion of human and machine—but in a way that adlos to explore the
interpenetrated production and reception perforregamarther.
| have already established that the computer essaential tool used to read
electronic texts, but what is reading? It is impattto distinguish between what
humans and computers do in order to point out deygs and convergences in what
constitutes this activity.
Reading is the process of retrieving and compreingrebme form of stored
information or ideas. These ideas are usually sswnieof representation of
language, as symbols to be examined by sight, ¢ouxh (for example
Braille). Other types of reading may not be langthgsed, such as music
notation or pictograms. By analogy, in computeesce, reading is acquiring
of data from some sort of computer storage (Wikigp&tbntributors,
“Reading”).
This definition has the virtue of being broad enwotig circumvent most print and
language biases that are present in other defisitimcluding a definition of reading
in the context of computers. Note also that itidgiishes between retrieving and
comprehending, and it includes both linguistic artta-linguistic codes. These
distinctions relate to Johanna Drucker’s contrasiveen looking and reading. A

person may look at a page of writing in a languageign to him/her and not be able
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to comprehend what it says. Similarly, a computay mparse a sequence of magnetic
polarities stored in its hard drive, but if it do&gecognize its data structure, it
cannot read the file. In both cases they wouldlbeking” but not “reading” which
suggests a lack of comprehension of the linguistarmation, despite our sometimes
sophisticated understanding of visual informatidn.

We must not confuse comprehension with interpi@tathough the two terms
are not far from one another. Both humans and ctenpinterpret linguistic texts,
though in different ways. Computers interpret thdes they receive in programming
languages that are designed to minimize ambiguitypaovide clear instructions for
them to follow. The language computers read is adfgrent from the natural
languages we humans speak and write, though senkesrdo emerg¥.As
discussed in the previous section the computemranogning languages are a type of
HCI (human computer interface) which allows pedpl&rite instructions or enter
data for a computer to read, interpret (also knsevparsing”) and attempt to carry
out those instructions as it has been programmead 8. The multiple layers of
interpretation the electronic text undergoes beflisplay to a human being aren't as
distinct from the viewer as many would like to &k, nor are they purely algorithms
under the control of the writer.

Given that people and computers read in simildrdifierent storage media,

what happens when we use a computer to read acidoglie text? We read a reading

% |f Drucker’s word choices seem somewhat humanpaimd biased, it is because
she is dealing precisely with visual aspects ofwhéen word.

3" Mez (Mary Anne Breeze) is perhaps the best knovitemof what she calls
"mezangelle"—a hybrid of English and computer pangming codes and rebus
writing.
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of the codes that describe the text and instricttdmputer on how to display it, but
we are also giving instructions. A reader of edastalready a part of the computer’s
interpretive structures just as the computer’svgamfé and hardware are already
encoded into their users mental processes. Theuengpsoftware and hardware are
shaped by customization (screen size and resojuwtaar spectrum, gamma
correction, sound volume, hardware and softwaretgsdand optimization, and so
on)and more immediate conditions the moment artrel@c text is accessed
(window size, number of files and/or windows opeithe same program, other
software running at the same time, how busy a nétvgoor how fragmented is the
storage of a file in a hard drive, to mention a feators). Readers are trained by the
computers and software they use, to the extentdldine operations are often
carried out without conscious thought—the “incogiorg practices” Hayles
discusses iow We Became Posthumé®9)3® The degree to which training and
customizing happen will be higher when a reades hs®her personal computer and
lower when the reader uses a computer he/shesi¢desliar with—but as far as an
electronic text is concerned, it is encounterirylarid reader composed of integrated
human, machine and software components bound &geth

From this perspective, readers of electronic taxtsno longer separable from
the computers they use to read. Philippe Bootz-eaqar French e-poet and
theorist—has developed a procedural model thatuaxtsdor the complexities of

communication by taking a systemic approach thptoegs the “technical dispositif. .

3 A central idea in this book is that new technodsgireate new incorporating
practices (such as learning how to type, or usease trackball, or stylus) that
become part of how humans experience the world.
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. namely, the computers of the author and the reade the actors themselves” (97).
This framework distinguishes between the “text-@srs (the display generated from
the written text, the reader’s computer and thee€a interactions) and the “text-as-
read” (what is actually perceived by a human reader important part of the
perspective he proposes is that text is a procegaged in feedback loops that bind
the writer, the text, and the reader in ways tinag gower to all, but complete control
to none. The author creates a text that may ormoayun the way it is designed to
do. The code that constitutes the electronic teagt be interpreted in different ways
by the writer or reader’'s computers. The readetsractions vary in infinitely subtle
ways from reading to rereading, in any medium ttieyose to read in, but the
computers they use are part of these variations.

As the boundaries between readers, computergravand texts continue to
erode, new conceptual creatures emerge in theg®lispaces. Some theorists will

consider them monsters, aberrations, while othdrgom their dance.

Reading Textual Behaviors

Reading is a skill; something we learn as childrted become increasingly proficient
at through learning and practice. Since most ofélaeling we do is through print
media—books, newspapers, magazines, journals,aad-s-its conventions and
technologies have become deeply ingrained in @ading practices, and we are
rarely aware of them. For instance, we don’t havéhink consciously of turning
pages, determining which word to read next, or v&fre beginning a new sentence.
Some print works challenge these conventions, rigras to reexamine our reading

practices, but they constitute a small portionhefworks we read in print.
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We are also used to reading screens, be they rtiwmader, television, video
game, or computer screens. When watching subfitted, for instance, we are
basically reading text that operates on a striiceédale: it needs to follow the pace of
the dialogue. In television channels such as CN&lhave screens loaded with text
that is constantly changing, whether appearingsappearing on a schedule or
scrolling in the bottom of the screen. Video ganeesl to work more with images
than language, but these images are charged victhmation, which must be
identified and interpreted (or read) by the playgrccessful players are necessarily
good readers of not just visual and aural inforomgtbut also of the program’s
responses to their actions. All of these screem@ogies inform how we read the
computer screen.

Most documents that we read in a computer follomtmonventions, and add
a few of their own, such as the incorporation k4, and using hypertext for
organization. These are rarely problematic, butrwiie encounter e-poetry or other
“first generation electronic objects,” our tradital reading skills are insufficierit.
Our training in reading print does not accountvimrds that move and form new
textual combinations, nor does it teach us to explloe textual surface with the
mouse to reveal hidden elements, for instance. &sade often disconcerted by a
text that imposes a reading schedule, or textsafeatmpossible to reread because

they change every time they are accessed. So bavedead the dancing signifier?

39 Matthew Kirschenbaum defines them as “a classtif@ets that have no material
existence outside of computational file systemsciwivould include electronic
fiction and poetry, and other types of hypertexd aybertext works” (“Materiality”)

12



| have already suggested that when language isheskcin programmable
media such as a computer it can be describednmstef linguistics, appearance, and
behavior. Since our reading skills have prepareid gge through the appearance of
texts to reach a linguistic meaning, but not tol eketh texts that exhibit behavior, |
propose a typology that describes six behavioratattteristics: static, kinetic,
responsive, mutable, scheduled, and/or aural. Bhigyao identify and account for
the signifying strategies of these behaviors allavsnore sophisticated readings of
e-poetry and by consequence e-texts in general.

But before discussing the typology itself, | muatipe to explain my decision
to describe this textual characteristic as “behavimpacking some of the
connotations and denotations that load the termnmkyhe scope | am using. Let’'s
take as a point of departure a dictionary definitod the term:

1 a: the manner of conductirapeselib: anything that amrganismdoes

involving action and response to stimulatmrihe response @n individual,

group, or specieto its environment.

2: the way in whiclsomeondehavesalso: an instance of such behavior.

3: the way in whicksomethingunctions or operates. [italics added]

(“Behavior”).

By looking at the italicized words, it becomes agpé that the term is closely
associated with the actions of living organismsl anly in its third definition does it
describe inanimate objects. This is not accidetitalterm has not been used to

describe such objects for long, not since 1943 nmitb@rbert Weiner, Julian Bigelow
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and Arturo Rosenblueth published an essay titleeh@ior, Purpose, and Teleology”
where they define it as:

By behavior is meant any change of an entity wapect to its surroundings.

This change may be largely an output from the dbjae input being then

minimal, remote or irrelevant; or else the changg lme immediately

traceable to a certain input. Accordingly, any nficdtion of an object,

detectable externally, may be denoted as behal@)r (
Of interest in their definition is how broad itoge is, including living organisms or
inanimate objects, and how it focuses on exterrddhgctable changes. N. Katherine
Hayles points out that this approach is “relativehgoncerned with internal
structure” and that it leads to “ ‘black box’ engering, in which one assumes that the
organism is a ‘black box’ whose contents are unkmdwoducing equivalent
behavior, then, counts as producing an equivalsties” (Posthumard4). She
argues that it is not a neutral term and that ttesrgts to apply it to machines have
been ideologically motivated to “elide the verylrédifferences existing between the
internal structure of organisms and that of madii(@4). As part of her discussion,
Hayles asserts that Richard Taylor, a philosopher @hallenged Weiner’s definition
of behavior and purpose, “sensed thelhaviorhad been defined so as to allow
intention and desire to be imputed to machines).(3fiese are all considerable
problems with the term behavior, and should be esk#d in order to justify its
usefulness as a methodology.

First of all, do machines have intentions and @s8iin a conversation with

Philippe Bootz during the E-Poetry 2001 confereheesaid that animation is the
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symbolic presence of the author in the text, aedctirsor is the symbolic presence of
the reader. | see these presences as the inteatidrdesires that fuel the behavior of
an e-text—which are encoded into the source doctuthahis executed by a
computer. Yet we are not dealing merely with thesprved intentions and desires of
the author and nor reader’s during the procesesaifing the e-text. Mediating
between the two there are myriad lines of codesgs®ors, accelerators, memory,
hard drives, and components—every single one ofhwvbarries code designed,
written, revised, patched, ported, and so on bividdals, teams, companies, and
many different types of groups, each of which k&®wn individual or collective
intentions and desires. One could argue that tifging desire and intention shared
by all these people is for things to work and rtficiently, but is it? New jobs and
companies have recently emerged to counter thdignable intentions of hackers,
virus programmers, spammers, and other progranwwierse electronic objects are
designed to disrupt the normal functioning of a pater system. The computer
orchestrates all these instructions in its procepseritizing some, overriding others,
and what emerges is its behavior, which respondsibole complex matrix of
intentions and desires, the writer’s, reader’s everyone else’s who contributed to
the workings of a computer. So do computers hatentions and desires: not really,
but they do respond to those encoded within thewh tlaeir external behaviors may

be interpreted as having them.
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Considering that there are different ways to aahige same results through
different programming (as evidenced by the praaiigeorting®) and that different
computer hardware and software configurations pmétrthe same instructions
differently, a purely functional approach (one tfeatuses on the inner workings of a
computer and electronic objects) would be too custae to perform literary
analyses of e-texts because the variables aret@dtghmitless. Yet a purely
behaviorist approach that focuses only on exteymddservable behaviors can lead to
treating the computer and the source code fortaxteas a “black box” and fall into
the very screen essentialism that Nick Montfort Bfadt Kirschenbaum criticize. |
believe a balance can be struck between the twa mpproach that acknowledges
differences between different types of electroriots and still make valuable
readings on how they behave in an electronic enaient when executed.

This approach consists of multiple readings of -4@xé using different
computer configurations (i.e. using different brewssto open a Web-based document
or computers from different platforms) combinednltoking at the source code,
when available, in order to observe for potentatgrns and variations in the display
documents. If there are significant discrepancieagling the source code may help
determine which variant is closest to the authmtent, as programmed. Reading the
source code can also be useful to see what aacthal mechanisms that generate
the behaviors, instead of guessing the algorithased purely on observation of said

behaviors. One cannot always count on having atoessof the abovementioned

“0“In computer science, porting is the process afpditig software so that an
executable program can be created for a differemipeiting environment (e.g.,
different CPU, operating system, or third partydity) to the ones it currently runs
on” (Wikipedia Contributors “Porting”).
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resources: sometimes the source code isn’t avajlabtimes the electronic object is
obsolete in its programming; perhaps there arempatibilities that don’t allow the
e-text to execute its encoded instructions colyetilany case, one works with what
one has available, exercising careful judgmentiegboivileging any single
component or variant of an e-text. | believe tha approach can yield fruitful
readings of electronic texts, as | will demonstratthe next chapter.

The typology of behavior | will now discuss provideritical vocabulary to
describe characteristics of electronic texts. # kwief list of characteristics which |
have observed in e-poetry, along with some badicategories, that should describe
a full range of behaviors programmable into eledtrdexts. One could think of this
as a type of folksonomy, which can be used to tHgrdnt textual behaviors within
an electronic text.

1. Static texts are the default we're used to in pfititey are texts that do

not move or change on the screen.

2. Scheduled texts may reveal themselves over timehwhay be linear or
looped; they may force a rate of reading by disappg or scrolling; they

may also trigger events over a programmed or ranstdradule.

3. Kinetic texts move on the screen: this motion maydoped or linear,

random, programmed, or responding to cues fromeheer.

4. Responsive texts take advantage of the computeessTace devices (most
commonly the mouse and keyboard) to create a fekdbap between the
reader and the text. The input cues (such as Imispots, and keyboard

enabling) may be manifest or hidden, allow for vaéuy or involuntary
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interaction, and have immediate or postponed reastio the reader’s

input.

5. Mutable texts involve programmed or random chargesmay also

change due to reader interaction.

6. Aural texts have a sound component, whether veniasical, or simply

noise.

These categories are not by themselves uniquettrehic media, nor are they
mutually exclusive. They are often found in comhiora and in some cases they are
inseparable—aural and kinetic texts are alwaysdudbd, for instance. The next few
sections will provide a brief genealogy of eachawbr and discuss some of their
subcategories, and implications as outlined abpra;iding examples from a variety

of e-poems.

Static Texts

When we think about words in a document, we asghatehey remain still so we

can read them. We also assume that they will reth&isame, so we can reread them
if necessary. Motion and mutability are not chagastics we ordinarily attribute to
words because the materials on which they have inseribed don’t usually allow

for such changes. Static texts are so ubiquitoatsttaditional definitions of text are
based upon this behavior, or lack thereofSttolarly Editing in the Computer Age
Shillingsburg defines text as “the actual ordewofds and punctuation as contained
in any one physical form, such as manuscript, proobook” (46). This notion of

text arises from a centuries old relationship betwalphabetic technologies and the
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media in which they have been recorded. In sintelens, documents have been
produced in stone, clay, papyrus, vellum, woodgpagand other materials that lend
physical stability to the inscriptions they cariyne words etched, inked, penciled, or
glued onto those surfaces are not likely to mowgenfivhere they are placed, and any
motion of these depend on the manipulation of théenmls they are placed upon.
They are also not likely to change, even thougl thay be interpreted differently by
readers. Therefore, in any given document, theisedefined by the stability of the
materials it is inscribed in.

The moment words start to appear in screens (féfayision, computer, or
any other electronic device) the static defaultlbees simply another option
available for their display, because we are dealiitly time-based media that can
display moving image¥: So even if the text displayed is perceived ascsitas being
constantly redrawn many times per second (at aofe®8 hertz in my 2004 E-Mac,
for instance). It is for this reason that Hayleliscalectronic texts “flickering
signifiers.”

When a text presents itself as a constantly refe@&mage rather than as a

durable inscription, transformations can occur thatild be unthinkable if

matter or energy, rather than informational pateformed the primary basis

for the systemic exchangeRdsthumar80).

*1 The rates vary, depending upon the medium. Fibmires 24 frames per second
for human viewers to have what is known as perstgt®f vision—the illusion of
smooth, continuous motion of the images projected screen. Video and television
work with interlaced images, which are refreshed standardized rate of 60 frames
per second. Computer screens operate at diffead, rcurrently from 60 hertz
upwards.
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Some of the transformations occur at the leveéwfual behavior, but they can also
be changes in the appearance of the text, or @vgustic information of the text.
More importantly, these transformations are posdigicause texts in digital media
are informational patterns which are subject to imaation and reconfiguration in
computers. This is obvious to anyone who can wserd processing program to
modify a word’s font, size, color, emphasis, spgcindentation, and many other of
its visual characteristics. What isn’t obvious tarmy users is that we are changing the
word’s informational pattern in ways that the congpican recognize and reconstruct
and that this pattern is particular, not universatlifferent piece of software or
computer may not recognize the pattern in the saayeor may not have the font
available, and it will interpret the information iass able, reshaping the information
pattern to conform with the requirements of theexys Therefore, static texts in
digital media are not stationary objects in repoisey are informational patterns
processed and constantly inscribed on a computeerscThat is what readers
interact with, carrying out their own complex prsses.

To reiterate a key point: there are no stable et itexts, regardless of the
medium they are inscribed in. The act of readirtyvets any illusions of textual
stability because the text that is reconstructes i@ader’s brain is contingent on how
a reader scans the words on a document—the rengrormance Shillingsburg
discusses. It is not uncommon to skip words, cantbhem for other words, invert
their order, or reread them, all of which affea thental reconstruction of a text from

a physically stable document. Reading a documénndred times will produce a

80



hundred similar texts in the reader’s mind—or astea hundred visions and revisions
of the same text.

Purely static texts in electronic media can belsino texts in print,
especially when there is remediation at work (dhesrepresentation of print in
digital media), at least as far as the act of regds concerned. However, since the
computer is such a powerful simulation tool and lsarused to create new writing
environments for texts to inhabit such as hypertixee-dimensional spaces in
VRML, and multimedia so the texts may require etab®navigation to read them.
For example, David KnoebelWords in Spacpoems use VRML to place words at
different “distances” and angles so the reader mosin in and out of the text, and
maneuver amongst the wortfsThe words in Jim AndrewSeattle Drift,if allowed
to drift for a long period of time, would create @mormous virtual space in the
browser that would require serious explorationhatt space using scrollbars to find
them.(Andrews)

When we describe a text as static, it should berstdod that it may not also
be considered kinetic or mutable, even though thay change their behavior, if
scheduled or responsive. Stasis is the most confrleavior for text in electronic
media, but that doesn’t make it any less of a bielnalvan the others. The specter of
possibility haunts texts in digital media, becawsecannot trust that what we see is

what we get.

42 hitp://home.ptd.net/~clkpoet/cpwis.html

81



Scheduled Texts

Because computers are time-based in their operdhiertexts they process have the
capacity to be scheduled. Texts with this behaaiereither finite or open-ended. If
finite, they can be described in terms of duratiavhether they are linear or looped.
The events triggered in the scheduled text careBertbed as singular or recurrent. If
recurrent, we can describe them in terms of frequeitheir recurrence. A key
concept here is the event—an action that changest#te of the electronic object,
triggered by a preprogrammed schedule or user.idpuexample of a schedule-
driven event is when a computer goes into sleepenadtér a predetermined period of
inactivity.

These subcategories become more complex in condmnaith other behaviors,
such as mutability and responsiveness, becauselteeluling can be random,
variable, or affected by the user. Scheduling teatshave several implications as
illustrated by three examples:

1. A basic feature of print texts is that the readertmls the reading rate.
Scheduled texts take control of that reading rags part or all of the work. A
good example of this behavior is evident in theksgroduced by Young-
Hae Chang’s Heavy industries, which display onagdyrword, or letter at a
time on a single frame over a schedule inspiredr/lasting as long as the
musical piece chosen for it—resulting in a text thlays like a film and

demands the reader’s unflinching attention fordheation of the work® The

43 http://ww.yhchang.com/
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text unfolds in a linear fashion, and cannot b@séal or reversed once
activated.

. When scheduled e-texts are looped they provideplpertunity of re-reading
the sequence that has occurred. Brief loops dgimetthe impression of
scheduled operation, because they present mudig@ertunities for re-
reading, as is the case of the brief animationeil Nennessy'$addl€" and
Puddlé”. When compared to the lengthier Young-Hae Changssyavhere if
you miss a word you can’t pause or go back: youtmess on or restart the
work to get another opportunity to read it again.

. Open-ended schedules have events that do notoeatiteast not predictably
so. The drifting of the text in Jim AndrewSgattle Driftgoes from its original
configuration until the screen is left blank. Readeave the option to stop the
text from drifting, and even “discipline” it backto its original configuration,
but they cannot reverse the drift, or even repgediie drifting is randomized,
so any re-readings are necessarily of differerdlyfigured texts, except for
the beginning.

There is little or no scholarship done on schedubf texts, that | know of,

and it is an area that merits further exploratleome related fields that may provide

fruitful information are studies on reception odblanguage and recorded texts, such

as audiobooks, and studies of subtitles, captigrangd other uses of language in

time-based visual media, such as film and video.

44 http://epc.buffalo.edu/authors/hennessey/data/liddiex. html

“S http://wings.buffalo.edu/epc/ezines/deluxe/two/deddml
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Kinetic Texts

The moving image moves. But where does that moveomne from? For a
certain approach in art history, an image is ardte¢ whole entity. To move
from one image to another is already an immenseairesven the analysis of
a diptych is wildly complex. What then is it to sfgeof “a” moving image,
constructed from thousands of constituent imageshiat sense is &n
image? Cinematic movement is a fundamental chadlémghe concept of
wholeness and integrity, its becoming a test ofptfi@acy of existence. In
particular, it raises the question of temporalityten is the object of cinema?
When, indeed, is the moving image? (5)
This excerpt from the introduction to Sean Cubiti®kThe Cinema Effecisks a
relevant and provocative question about the onjotdghe moving image which |
will adapt to the discussion of kinetic texts. Thawvextent can a word in motion be
considered a single signifier? More importantlywhaoes the shifting position of a
word in motion reconfigure its relation to othaerduistic, graphical and behavioral
elements in ways that affect its meaning?
The singularity of the rendered electronic imagya perceptual event, whether
it is still or in motion, because it is drawn ardlrawn many times per second in
order for humans to achieve persistence of viskancomputer graphics, however,

these electronic objects can be multiple or singalepending upon whether they are
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vector or raster graphié§ Any change in a raster graphic modifies its coritfmsas
a numerical object, whereas the formulas that erthegt vector graphic can have
movement programmed into them, as is the caseRlagh animation. For the sake of
convenience, | will take the computer science apgnaf “object-oriented
programming” to treat all kinetic texts as singuarects because it is more flexible
towards incorporating other behaviors, even if taeyycomposed of multiple frames.
The primary theoretical approaches towards comurtenation
comes from cinema—and appropriately soTle Language of New Medliaev
Manovich uses “the theory and history of cineméhaskey conceptual lens through
which | look at new media” (9). His exploration gae both directions, however,
seeing also how digital media and its capabilifiesasform cinema. This study does a
very thorough job of exploring how the history afi@ma informs and helps us
understand some of the ways new media works, $fib¢us is more on
characteristics of new media, imagery and visugiati@e rather than on written
language and its signifying potential when plagedcotion. John Cayley sets out to
rectify this need in “Bass Resonance,” an essayetkialores the cinematic history of

words in motion, focusing on the work of Saul Bassman famous in film history

6 «y/ector graphics stores precise geometric dagoltmy and style such as:
coordinate positions of points, the connectionsvben points (to form lines or
paths), and the color, thickness, and possibleffilhe shapes. Most vector graphic
systems can also use primitives of standard stejdsas circles, rectangles, etc. In
most cases, a vector graphic image has to be deaMier a raster image to be viewed.
Raster graphics is a uniform 2-dimensional grigiggels. Each pixel has a specific
value such as, for instance, brightness, colansprarency, or a combination of such
values. A raster image has a finite resolution specific number of rows and
columns. Standard computer displays shows a rieségye of resolutions such as
1280(columns)x1024(rows) of pixels. Today, onemftembines raster and vector
graphics in compound file formats (pdf, swf).” (Whkdia contributors, “Computer
Graphics”)
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for his animated title sequences at the beginnirignes like Anatomy of a Murder
(1959),North by Northwes1959) andsoodfellas(1990)*’ This brief essay
describes some of the effects of Bass’ dancing syaiigning his practice and much
of the practices of e-poetries with Concrete pgeBonth studies place kinetic texts
and images in digital media in historical, cultueand cinematic contexts, yet their
interest isn’t with the complexities of textualitymotion and their implications for
poetic practice.

An essay that takes an important step in that tirecs “The Software Word:
Digital Poetry as New Media-Based Language Art'Japez Strehovec. This essay
focuses on the aesthetics and cultural space ifjigalgoetry is establishing for
itself—one that moves away from the “lyrical andojective saying™ (143) and even
beyond remediation of print poetic traditions (149pre importantly, he asserts that

words inside textscapes are words-images-virtudidso they are self

contained signifiers which must be perceived ndy considering their
semantic function but also their visual appearasceell as their position and

their motion in space (149).

Strehovec is on the money when discussing digdgetny and its aesthetic function,
yet his discussion of kinetic texts is a good, ihatifficient beginning. Strehovec, like
Manovich, argues that kinetic texts basically opeeom the concept of the loop. This
is a weakness in their argument because they mikeging one of several control
flow statement types, roughly categorized as fodow

continuation at a different statement (jump),

47 http://www.electronichookreview.com/thread/electetics/dynamic
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executing a set of statements only if some condiganet (choice),
executing a set of statements repeatedly (loop),
executing a set of distant statements, after wiellow of control
returns (subroutine),
stopping the program, preventing any further exeauthalt) (Wikipedia
Contributors, “Control Flow”).
These control flow statement types are what madkbeltextual behaviors possible
and make animation in digital media so unique, bseat is able to incorporate other
elements discussed in this typology, such as respemess, mutability, and
scheduled operation. Let us explore further sonte@potential and implication for
kinetic texts.
Time in an animation may be linear, looped, or eprded’®
1. Linear kinetic texts have a clear beginning and wramay not
have an end. For the reader to re-experience ihe#an, they
may have to reload the text and experience it agam the
beginning. Brian Kim Stephan$he Dreamlife of Lettergor
example, is a long kinetic e-poem that unfolds withallowing
readers to pause, “rewind,” or skip through the.t&xt is only at
the end that the reader is given options to retmrief excerpts of
the text in order to re-read sections of the po&nather example

is Jim Andrews'Seattle Drift which gives the reader the option to

81t could be said that all animated texts are sateelj to a certain degree, though it
is not considered scheduled unless the passageefriggers new events. This will
be discussed further in the “scheduled” sectiotheftypology.

*9 http://www.arras.net/RNG/flash/dreamlife/dreamlifedex.html
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end and restart the animation, even return torttieli
configuration of the text, but the animation istbbhear and
potentially open-ended. One might argue that theation ends
when the last word drifts out of the screen, bat hecause the
reader can’t see them doesn’t mean that the wads $topped
drifting. There is the potential for them to didfack into the
screen, given enough time, or the reader may “Credtsr them
using the scroll bar in their browser window.

2. Looped animation allows the reader to re-read thetic text
when it cycles through. Sometimes the loop can thlersense of a
beginning and end for it, and its beginning maydrelomly
determined. Loss Pequefio Glazi€Zslibri contains many short,
quick, looped animated texts around the drawings of
hummingbirds to mimic the birds’ flight.

3. Open-ended animation seemingly has no end, amohed it seems
like there is no sense of progression at all. GQmatius kinetic texts
become clearer with examples such as George Harbgy, where
the word “fly” moves across the screen from itsteeto the edges
in a continuous stream through random trajectogesying in
size as it approach the edge of the screen.

1. Word motion can affect the reading of the textamesal ways.
a. It blurs the line between reading and looking, esgly when the

motion serves as an obstacle to the reading dettieThe reader
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may see texts in motion, but not have the timetognize them,
in which case, the words are perceived more atsbjlean as
signifiers. This foregrounds the graphical aspéthe text,
reducing the impact of the semantic codes in tleaichent. For
instance, in Tammy McGovernMeaning Effegtmoving the
pointer over hotspots triggers words looping sodigghat the
reader is barely able to read them. The effedh@fanimation
speed in this poem is to obscure meaning, of whglte
otherwise easily readable text.

It may reconfigure the word order, producing diffiet phrases and
meanings. This is evident in a work liseattle Drift where the
words drift to form various different textual comhtions. Since
the reader has the option of stopping the textndve syntax of the
drifted poem is available without shifting furtham the reader.
Some of the words may overlap as well, becomingenddficult
to read in the process.

. Works likeThe Dreamlife of Lettersreate a grammar of motion
by grouping words with the same or similar movemeot
instance, in the section from “dread to drip” therds “read” and
“ream” are alternated in an 11-word semicircle \ahicoves by
the stationary letter “d” to form the words “dreaatid “dream,”
after which the solitary letter “d” drops from tbenter of the

screen to fall by the suddenly appearing word *ripiming the
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word “drip” for a brief moment. All these words tinis section of
the poem share the same letter “d.” The visuahimation of the
alternated words ream and read cascading in toeredrom top
to bottom of the screen to form dream and drealliigigt the
relationship between both pairs of words: whahéesrelation
between dreading to dream and reading a ream ef papperhaps
reading being like reaming juice out of a fruit?h&Yis the
relation between the liquid action of dripping d@hd very solid
action of ripping? The juxtaposition of these wefdr the
reader’s consideration is brought about througkepa¢d motion.
There is much more to explore on the implicatioms effects of motion in texts. My
concern in this chapter is to establish clear exasipow they are manifested in e-
poetries and their effects on the texts. The nkeapter will explore textual behavior

further through readings of Jim Andrews’ e-poems.

Responsive Texts

| have chosen to describe these texts as “respgnsither than “interactive” because
the latter term has generated some controversg prévious uses. This arises from
the fact that all texts are interactive, becauseaal is to interact with the graphical
and semantic codes contained within a documergniergte meaning. There is also
interaction with the physical document in which tagt resides, such as page turning
and other physical manipulations, in the case ioit@ad texts. The responsive texts |
refer to, however, take advantage of the computetsfface devices to allow for

input from the reader (usually the mouse and kerg)oa

90



Navigation is an important issue, and one expltriechany writers of e-texts
whenever they make decisions about the degreemdfat@nd manipulation of their
works they want their readers to have. At one lévey must establish the
organization of the work and what tools the readérhave to traverse it. In the case
hypertext works such as Michael Joycafternoonor Shelley JacksonBatchwork
Girl this navigation becomes a self-conscious explomaaind discovery of, not only
the text, but of the act of reading the text, idahg decisions on when to stop. Since
the entirety of the text is not physically preskmtthe reader, there is not always a
clear sense of progression, and the tools for ngeslich a work become integral to
the text. Fabio Doctorovich’Abyssmofor instance, requires the readers to use the
tools offered by: (1) the browser (such as thelk@oand back button), (2) the links
clearly marked in each document, and (3) to dischidden cues within some parts
of his poem. This hypertext e-poem urges the retadexplore its lexia using overt
and hidden navigation cues within the text, butehe one lexia which has no way
out, unless it is through the back button of theaser, highlighting the power the
reader has over the work.

This issue finds its parallel in many print worRsyticularly those that take
advantage of the technology of the book and itBdgkaphical conventions. For
instance, page numbers, footnotes, endnotes, débtentents, indexes, pagination,
cross-referencing, and other devices allow thegettraverse a book in an
organized or even haphazard fashion, if so desw&ders also make numerous
decisions about what navigational devices to inelindtheir books and to what

degree these devices become a part of their artisgation. Mark Danielewsky’s
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House of Leavedor example, uses footnotes extensively, to eradabyrinth for the
reader, mirroring the labyrinth present in his HoVée reader always has the choice
to ignore such devices, however, and can skip amgh jpages at will because the
work is physically present and lends itself to tkiatl of manipulation. Navigation is
only one aspect of interaction, and every technobogd medium has similar issues
that manifest in different ways.
The distinctive factor for responsive electronixtséas the presence of a
feedback loop that takes into account the readspist and responds
according to its programmed instructions. By “idhere, | do not refer to
the mental interaction that is always supplieddnders, as described by
Wolfgang Iser’s reader’s response theories, boptmns programmed into
the text by the author for the reader to triggdreSe input cues (such as links,
hotspots, cursor movement, keyboard entries, @arsfhmay be manifest or
hidden, allow for voluntary or involuntary interamt, and have immediate or
delayed reactions.
1. Manifest input cues find their clearest exampléhmtraditional
underlined link that is such a staple of hypertéxgeneral, manifest cues
are invitations for input, be it as simple as alghg on a link or entering
text into a box.
2. Hidden input cues are also an invitation to inteoag but of the
exploratory kind. They challenge the reader toalsc aspects of the text

not apparent to the naked eye, by using the tadlea disposal, most
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commonly the mouse. The mouseover function, faaimse, reveals
hotspots and may trigger responses from the text.

. Voluntary triggering of responsiveness is the noashmon, and perhaps
the friendliest towards the reader. The reader sb®to activate hotspots
or links.

Involuntary triggers, however, present interespogsibilities. For
instance, to have links or hotspots activated byoaseover, not a click of
the mouse, and to have these cues hidden can theatéect of a trapped
environment, in which any movement of the cursar tteyger effects
beyond his/her control. This can be seen in Giddliguelman’s
Recycledwhere the letters of the word “recycled” chasepbinter, no
matter where it goes in the screen, and disappkan they touch it, only
to reappear from the edge of the screen and cantimuchase.

Most of the reactions of responsive texts are imategdcreating a fairly
direct correlation between action and reactionré&lhea sense of
discovery whenever a reader activates an inputparécularly the first
time a responsive e-text is read. When re-readnggreactions are
expected and any variation may be disconcertingetat po be discussed
in greater detail in the section on mutable e-texts

Delayed responses from activated input cues bkicthrelation between
action and reaction. This is one of the most imgartevices for Philippe
Bootz's e-poem “Passage” because it reinforcesuhigue-reading”

experience of the poem. This poem in three movesradidws for
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interactivity during the second one, but its inpués are hidden and its
reactions delayed. The information gathered byptlegram during this
movement is then used to generate the third, wikidecessarily different
every time it is read, partly due to the programmmpartly because of the
variations in interaction’

7. Sometimes the response is not predictable becheszdre variable
responses to the triggering. David Knoebel usesithan animated
VRML poem titledWalkdon’t In this e-poem, the text revolves around
several different axes and the only input cuedstaunderneath the
revolving text. A mouseover will trigger a changethe rotations, pause
some rotating words and starting others, but tadeedoesn’t have

precise control over what happens.

All texts are responsive and interactive, irrespecdf the mediums they
“inhabit,” because they are a machine for ideatiod signification. The act of
reading is by definition a dynamic interaction witle document that holds the text:
and different writers will place different demangson the reader and offer different
cues for such interactivity. Electronic texts ertdize aspects of this interactivity by
presenting the reader with evident cues, and theerés interaction is present and
noticeable. Phillipe Bootz’s observation that tleénger is the symbolic presence of
the reader in the text is very appropriate to ustdeid this. This becomes evident in

works like Jim AndrewsArteroids in which certain texts chase the player’s “id-

*0 For more details on this unique e-poem, read ifeliBootz, “The Functional Point
of View: New Artistic Forms for Programmed Literaryorks.”
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entity” all around the screen. The reader’s synthpitesence is an event read by the
e-poems themselves, which as electronic objects hait in variables that are
informed by those events.

The extent to which a text can be changed by ioteracan be best described

in the next element of the typology: mutability.

Mutable Texts
As discussed, e-texts are particularly susceptthanges brought about by
different software and hardware configurations. &t texts, however, incorporate
deliberate variation into their design, making aglieg the same text difficult, if not
impossible. Mutable texts involve programmed, randor user-defined changes in
the document.

Mutability is not a distinctive feature of electronexts. Works likeCent
Mille Milliards de Poemedy Raymond Queneau use the book as a machinghand
reader as engine) to create 100,000,000,000,0GM@sonnets. This is a sonnet in
which each page is cut under each of its 14 liseshe reader can open each line on
any of 10 pages, thus creating4fossible combinations. And yet, the work as a
book is present to the reader, who can make chb&ssd on page numbers and
lines. Nothing is hidden, and while the potentia¢lcombinations are enormous, the
fact remains that the individual lines will not cige from what they are.

A parallel work to Queneau’s is by Loss Pequeii@i@ts e-poemNhite-
Faced Bromeliads on 20 Hectaraghich is best described by its “Reading Notes:”

Instructions: Allow this page to cycle for a while you can take in some of

the images and variant titles. When you are repidss "begin”. Once there,

95



read each page slowly, even aloud, watching asleacheriodically re-

constitutes itself re-generating randomly seletitezb with that line's variant.

Eight-line poems have 256 possible versions; nimefpoems have 512

possible versions.
This e-poem’ exhibits some significant differenéesn Queneau’s, particularly
regarding issues of user access and control. Whoe has a finite number of
variants, their access is not user-defined, anddnables are hidden from the reader.
It also operates on a schedule, changing the gspleext every 10 seconds. Thus,
the reader doesn’t have: 1) control over the chan@jethe ability to reread the same
text, unless it is through printing out a givensien, or capturing the image of one of
the displayed documents, 3) access to the vari@hesmutability is very much a part
of this text: it shifts during the reading, encagireg the reader to reread read
backwards, start over and over, attempting to nsakese of this textual moving
target>

The difference between these two works goes debpartheir relation to the
user/reader: they represent the paradigm shift ftoating signifiers to flickering
signifiers. According to N. Katherine Hayles in fWial Bodies and Flickering
Signifiers,” the floating signifier embodies thetictic between presence and
absence, while the flickering signifier shifts tdialectic based on pattern and

randomness. Each page/line of Queneau’s book/pepragents a choice for the

L A reader who can access the code can see thalieattas two variants and each
line is randomly determined every 10 seconds.thés possible to read each variant
and even reprogram the poem to provide more usegratpfor careful studying of
each variant. This is one way in which knowledgeae can allow for an alternative
access to the text. This issue will be discussetid¢uin the concluding chapter,
under the section titled “The Hacker Critic.”
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reader: what lines become present and which lireslasent. Glazier's e-poem has
built in randomness, yet it is structured enougtt thpattern emerges from the
flickering lines of his poem.

Espen Aarseth coined two neologism€ybertextwhich become useful for
the discussion of mutable texts: scriptons andtextScriptons are “strings [of signs]
as they appear to readers,” and textons are “stasghey exist in the text” (62).
Aarseth describes Quenea@snt mille milliards de poemes containing 140
textons that can combine to produce 100,000,000000(possible scriptons (62).

A similar calculation could be applied to Glazie#hite-Faced Bromeliadisvith a
significant difference: that the possibilities paat of the text, but the reader is
presented with only a fraction of these. In wonkshsasPassageby Philippe Bootz,
the program guarantees that you will never seetlgxhe same scripton, no matter
how many times you reread the poem.

So the two main types of mutable texts are:

1. Programmed mutable e-texts have changes that fesultauthorial planning,
whether it is to include random elements into teeegation of scriptons, or
whether these occur in a schedule, or through ramsa animation.

2. User-defined mutability results from the intersectof responsiveness and
the programmed nature of the e-text. The differdretereen merely
responsive e-texts and mutable responsive e-texit&t the changes in the

text are at least partly dependent upon the reaskats input. In a mutable e-

®2He goes on to develop a typology of “modes oferaal” of cybertexts: a useful
one to show the similarities between print andtedeic works that require the reader
to spend “non-trivial effort” in their traversal.
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poem such as “Passage” by Philippe Bootz, the reait@ut during the
second movement is essential to the changes thatastethemselves in the
third movement of the poem. Different users, anbated reading
performances of the entire work by the same usérnecessarily produce
different interactions, which will result in a ngndonfigured third movement

of the poem.

Mutability is necessarily a general category, baigaificant one because it
literalizes the textual instability present intakts, whether in print or in electronic
media. The changes take place as part of the ptiodudstory of the material text
that may or may not include interventions by thedex. Some change—however
minuscule—is possible in any electronic text, as diagcussed in the introductory
chapter, but in mutable e-texts this happens teven greater degree, and as part of

the design of the poem.

Aural Texts
Poets have used writing as a recording mediumedotusies by translating the sounds
of poetry into alphabetic scores for oral recoretan—just as composers have
written musical scores on sheets of paper for syEs® musical reinterpretation. In
poetry, sounds and units of breath become spams, Istanzas, punctuation, spaces
between words, formatting, and other visual markerome part of what readers
learn to interpret in order to come up with to pdavan oral rendition. The use of
writing, however, led many poets to explore theregpive potential of writing in and

of itself . . . culminating in the visual Concré&eetry movement.
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The rise of sound recording technologies allowsdobets to explore the
aural element of language beyond the limitationthefwriting and oral
reconstruction model. These technologies are fagly and have therefore accrued a
smaller body of work—and market—than print. For thest part, sound recording
technologies have been used to record poets redwirgvork: serving as an archive
of authorial interpretations of the written poetdswever, the Concrete Poetry
movement also explored sound as a means in asetffusing the sounds of
language beyond the traditional constraints, ssahising words. Poets like Paul de
Vree and Henri Chopin experimented with recordehnhologies to mix sounds,
voices, and sound effects, creating sound poemgoloid only exist as recordings.
This is yet another example of how production,agerand dissemination
technologies have an impact on poetry, at timesstoaming it into something not
witnessed befor&®

Computers have become increasingly apt for multimeompositions,
particularly since most come equipped with soundsand speakers. Musicians
such as Moby use computers almost exclusively nopase and produce their works.
Computers have also made it possible for many goetgplore the potential of
adding a sound component to their e-poems. Wilitexrslim Andrews take the
exploration a step further by creating works oérattive music, like Oppen Do

Down™* and Nio>®

3 There is a rich sound poetry tradition | have drilyted at, and an excellent online
resource for its exploration: UBU WERBt{p://www.ubu.com

% http://www.vispo.com/vismu/OppenDoDown.htm

®5 http://www.vispo.com/nio/index.htm
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So what are some possibilities for the use of sonmdpoetry? There are

several different types of sound recordings posdinl use with e-poems, and | will

use these to organize my discussion of the aurapooent in electronic poetry.

1. Noises:

a.

2. Music:

Some kinetic works attach noises to the movemdrttseonvords on
the screen. For instandegith by Robert Kendall has the word “logic”
fall on and bounce off of the word “Faith,” makiaglinking sound
when they make contact. This reinforces the illngbsolidity of the
words—yet playing on their meanings at the same.tim

Ambient sounds can also communicate volumes, ssiglstablishing a
situation or settingBusby David Hadbawnick and Mark Gergis uses
the sounds of a bus and its occupants to estabohssceral connection
to the setting for the reader. Its introductiopusely aural, leaving a
black screen to focus the readers’ attention orsthumds.

Some e-poems link sound to input cues, sudHag | Heard Itby
David Knoebel, where all the reader is presented wsually is nine
circles arranged in the middle of the screen. Aiseover on any of
these circles, will trigger a sound associated wityar fight, and
rapidly triggering them all will create a completeral picture of the

experience.

Whether original or borrowed, it is often put foeth a soundtrack for

the e-poem and can go a long way towards settmgptiie or mood of
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the work. Duc Thuan’€hronicle of Deaths Forgottemses a looped
excerpt of opera music and choruses in conjunctomages of the
Statue of Liberty to contrast with what the tegelf is saying about
the statue’s construction. The grandiosity ofrthesic contrasts
sharply with the text's comments on the small litresst were affected
by it.

b. Jim Andrews has been exploring the possibilitiemt#ractive music,
as has been previously discussed. His vididkcombines graphical
animation elements with looped original music arehtes an interface
for the user to combine them. Part of what is ed@ng about this
piece is that it is almost like creating a new laange for the user to
experiment with: he/she can combine elements \hgualsically, or
both.

3. Verbal:

a. Readers need to become careful listeners wheroptme text is
presented aurally—at least if they want to getwhele text. David
Knoebel makes clever use of overlaying verbal asdal text in
Thoughts Gpforcing the readers to decide what text they deNote
their attention to.

b. At times the audible text is the same as the visaalponent, which
can serve different purposes. Often hearing a Viegt@n of a written
text can place stress on different parts of thg terking aspects like

tone clearer. At other times, it just gives anothiay of perceiving the
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work, like in Tammy McGovern'#leaning Effect® In this e-poem,
the words appear both visually and aurally, bwuah a rapid pace
that they are almost unreadable, almost unintblkgil believe this
near-reception of language is the point of thiskyand the reader
must use both senses to understand it.

The use of sound in e-poetry has become more @mvsince authoring
programs such as Flash and Shockwave became thnyndtandard. These
programs allow for seamless integration of sourdhasual elements, allowing for
responsiveness, careful scheduling, and perhaps sartability. HTML and other
authoring programs do not allow for such careftégnation, because sound elements
are loaded as needed, causing potential delay® ipresentation of the aural
element. The performance of the two different systean be compared in David
Knoebel'sClick PoemgHTML) and Thoughts GdFlash). The complexity of Jim
Andrews’Nio was authored through Macromedia Director, andiphbt as a
Shockwave file. There are certainly many other wayiscorporate sound into e-
poetry, but these two are the most commonly used.

| believe the computer, and by extension poetryiveato it, is a mostly
visual medium that is slowly incorporating sountbiits workings. Most navigation
and interactivity, for instance, occurs throughuaisand not aural cues. | also believe
that the use of aural elements figures prominentthpe future of e-poetry, because

the silence associated with reading is linked totpechnologies. While it is true that

%6 http://www.acsu.buffalo.edu/~tm22/meaningeffect.swf
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texts speak when they are read (whether aloudemtlsi) on the page, it is thanks to

screens and speakers that they have literally begdance and sing.

Onwards

This chapter has sought to establish crucial difiees between texts in print and
digital media by exploring how notions of how priakts work become quickly
problematic when applied to digital media. Thissloet invalidate the sophisticated
approaches textual theories have developed to apipithe materiality of texts—it
simply recognizes that they can only take us sinfaur ability to analyze the
materiality of electronic texts, and that new catitools become necessary to do so.
For that reason, this chapter developed a typobddpehaviors exhibited by e-texts as
a tool for describing their programmed actions egattions. The next chapter will
test the ideas proposed here through close readimjanalyses of key electronic

poems by Jim Andrews.
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Chapter 3: Jim Andrews’ (Vis)Poetics
You discover alternative approaches to poetry st @bout all this work,
attempts to synthesize arts, media, and fields asgirogramming and
mathematics or music and recorded sound. As welttampts to write of the
poetics of such practice. It's about putting itadlether, connecting, staying
human, discovering the nature of our altered hutyamd language so that
we can address life with fresh insight and commative power (Andrews
“Jim Andrews’ Vispo.com”).
Jim Andrews is a programmer, poet, and musician e}dpores the poetic potential
of language in the computer by synthesizing hisrgsts in arts that are often kept
separate. He creates poetic texts that can beilbeden terms of their programming
codes or behavior as well as by their linguistid graphical codes. His writing is as
much about interface, permutation, chance, musit,a@imation as it is about what
the words say or mean. As a matter of fact, sonteeofinguistic texts are
consciously prosaic or antipoetic—not “poemy poeassJim Andrews would say—
perhaps to focus the reader’s attention on sontieeobther features of the text. The
beauty and wit often lie in what his languatyes which is inseparable from what it
says This chapter will analyze several of his e-poeexgloring his strategies for
“putting it all together,” in order to get a sertdehis poetics. As a writer of digital
poetry for over 10 years, Jim Andrews serves a®lfip representative of the
practices and poetics of this emergent scene iteaguorary poetry.
Andrews seems very willing to give up some ofdushorial control over the

texts in order to share it with his audience. Thises methodological questions about
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the reading, analysis, interpretation, and evadmatif his poetry. These questions will

be initially addressed here but developed furthesughout the chapter, as part of the

analysis of a selection of Jim Andrews’ electrgmoems.

1. How does one approach the work of a poet who weltnerseader into the very
functioning and presentation of the poems? Oneataassume that other readers
of his e-poems will make the same choices as thlystn Then again, the choices
are rarely limitless. Writers of e-poetry purpodigfdesign the work to respond
in particular ways to specific input cues, whichders may or may not activate.
So giving a choice to readers or providing spaocegteractivity does not
necessarily mean a relinquishing of authorial cantt simply allows for the
readers to express their agency within the parasee for them. Of course, it is
each reader’s prerogative to respect or subvedrtier scripted role in the
design of the text.

2. How does one account for the interwoven agencidiseofvriter, the reader, and
the behaviors programmed into an electronic poeawimy that proves to be
insightful to others? One can imagine a spectrumfhigh authorial control over
a text to a high reader control, but how does @peaach those works that fall in
the middle ground of these two extremes? This ig taking a text-centered
approach can be useful: once the instructionsrazeded into behavior, their
potential for authorial or readerly agency are set.

3. If, as according to Andrews, “each word is a kiditde language widget,” how
does one read the behaviors exhibited by an elacttext (“Digital

Langu(im)age”)? There is no fixed way: each e-ptas different behaviors and
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different combinations of behaviors. Not everythisglways relevant simply
because it is present. The trick is to think allmww knowing about a given
behavior provides insight on the signifying stragsgf the e-poem. Textual
behaviors are also often tied to the developmehbaiware and software over
time, so analyzing them in their technological aistorical contexts can provide
insight on the possibilities explored by a partacidlectronic poem.

. And what can such analyses suggest about Andrevetigs specifically, and
more generally about the poetics of electronic y@edim Andrews’ writing
practices when creating electronic poetry are not linked to programming,
hardware, and software, but also respond to hesast in Burroughs’ cut-up
techniques, Concrete Poetry, Lettrism, and somecéspf Language poetry. This
is apparent when we see texts literally cut upsindfled through mouse
movements (Stir Fry Texts), a poem drifting awaynirthe scene of traditional
verse into a scene of concrete poetry (Seattld)Ddé&ncing letters accompanied
by rhythmic vocalizations in interactive visual mwéNio), and as a reader is able
to navigate a metaphorical poetic ship to shodeufs floating on the space of

the screenArteroidsg.

This chapter will study these questions and insping and how they are put into

practice throughout Andrews’ work. Before embarkamgthis exploration of Jim

Andrews’ e-poetry, some background information anlife and work should

provide useful context by which to approach hisvoeuA major source of data in

this chapter will be electronic correspondence dith Andrews, essays published by

him that accompany his e-poetic works, writing ‘thed” in the source code, and
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even comments and elaborations by Andrews on drftss study. So even if the
Author has been proclaimed as dead, the writeenig much alive, and is a generous

and invaluable contributor to this study.

Poet and Programmer

What has led Jim Andrews to his current statusfaf tame poet and programmer,
with over 15 years of experience writing for a medithat is scarcely older than
that? This question will be answered through aatiane of his life and education as it
pertains to his poetic development. A parallel atare of relevant developments in
computer hardware and software, programming langgiaand the rise of the Internet
will contextualize his growth as a poet who wrigdsost exclusively for publication
in electronic media.
A formative event in Jim Andrews’ childhood camehim courtesy of one of
the great technoformalist poets of thd'2@ntury: William Carlos Williams’
| decided to be a poet when | was ten after reatiihg Great Figure.” It had
seemed to me, from about the age of 5 till | wastii& there were just some
things that language couldn't convey. “The Greguf@” restored my faith in
language at age ten (“Re: notebook”).
This Imagist poem, originally published in 192%tet end of Williams’ boolSour

Grapes consists of language that bursts into the imdminavividly with the sounds

*" The term “technoformalist” is used by Charles Béeim in “The Art of
Inmemorability” to refer to theorists such as WialieOng and Havelock, who
examine the formalist impact of technologies sucbrality, literacy, and poetry.
Williams took advantage of the typewriter as arciipgion technology to control the
use of page space in his poems, which contributénstdevelopment of the triadic
verse form, for example. The label of technoforstas fitting for poets such as
Williams, Cummings, Olson, Howe, and many others.
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and colors of a fire engine in a dark and stornty might. Such powerful use of fairly
guotidian word choices can shape a young poet’sl minvays that reach deeply into
his poetics. Andrews’ own word choices, favoringmsday diction and the use of
color, can be seen throughout his poetic careeirahid most recent works.

When Andrews studied at the University of Victoha, took a course in
introductory programming in 1979 (in which they wersing punchcards to program)
but he dropped out, being much more fascinated$hglish and Math coursés.

He studied English and Mathematics, two fields tiedtl equal interest for him, but
were not taught in any interdisciplinary way. “lutd spend as much time solving a
math problem as writing a poem” (Andrews, “Re:'@de poetry™).

On the literary side of his education, he develdpednterest in Modern
poets such as T.S. Eliot, Ezra Pound, W.H. Auded \dallace Stevens, as well as in
postmodern poets like John Ashbery and CharlessBeim He describes Wallace
Stevens as a favorite and an important influendedriormation as a poet.

| liked his big brain and flights of imaginatiomet way he made philosophy

poetical, the way he uses blue and green, whickertal colors on

vispo.com. He used blue and green symbolicallye lidu imagination and
things of the air, the sky; green for things of &aeth, natural, and so on

(“RE: notebook”).

The use of color in “The Great Figure” and in sangnaf Williams Carlos Williams

and Wallace Stevens’ poems is clear to anyone vasakperienced their work. The

*8 In retrospect, Andrews comments, “little did |liza that the computer as language
machine and as computational machine is a profouitdr of the literary and
scientific” (Andrews, “Re: on 'code poetry™).
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poem “Disillusionment of Ten O’clock” by Stevensaglear example of the potential
vividness of the imagination represented by colexstic animals, and periwinkles.
As will become clear throughout the rest of thigdgt Andrews uses color as an
integral part of his visual poetics, which is an@tin the impact of Williams and
Stevens in his formation as a poet.
His education and interest in both English and Mathhim to develop in
other areas, such as Ancient Greek literature aridgophy.
| also read a lot of Greek literature and philogpphtranslation. Aeschylus,
Sophocles, Euripides, Herodotus, Thucydides, aadPtie-Socratic fragments.
And read a lot of works about the pre Socratics@reek culture and
philosophy by people like F. M. Cornford, E.R. Deddohn Burnet, W.K.C.
Guthrie, and others. The Greeks and their liteeatphilosophy, and
mathematics are sources of wonder, beauty, anghingiat civilization must
always remember, understand, and be appropriatatgfgl for. Their
influence on our lives continues to this day (“RiBtebook”).
In 1983, Jim Andrews graduated with a B.A. in Esigland Math from the University
of Victoria, in Canada. For the six years thatdaléd, he produced two literary radio
shows Fine Linesand?Frame?that focused on sound poetry, audio writing, and
avant garde literary works. Andrews describes itpeificance of this period: “it was
how I first related the literary and electric teology, and it's where | first learned to
be creative with technology” (Andrews, “Re: on 'equbetry™). This was a period of
experimentation with analog sound editing, whichally involved razors and tape,

techniques that resonated with William Burroughgdries of the cut-up.
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It was all analog technology. Cassette decks,teetel tape decks, mixing
boards, a few effects, and a razor blade to cusphde reel-to-reel tape.
That's where | got interested in the cut. The amt loe interpreted in many
ways. The wound. The splice. The transition. Theing. The juxtaposition.
On and on. The cut is a source of great energyadnd audio work. | started
to produce my own audio art. | little bit of itas the bottom of the page at

http://vispo.com/audicSound poetry (Andrews, “Re: on 'code poetry™).

The cut is a foundational device in his artistieatrons, showing itself as early as in
his sound poems, taking center stage irStweFry Textsand most recently
emerging in his interactive audio woéar PigsandF8MW9,among others.

His early audio work also exposed him to the wdrkaund poets, such as
Gregory Whitehead, Helen Thorington, and SusaneStbheir work, along with his
interest in Marshall McLuhan'’s writings, led Andreto the conviction “that there
was more interesting work to be done and listendwyttreating radio and recorded
sound as artistic media, rather than transferringkvirom print to radio and recorded
sound” (Andrews, “Re: on '‘code poetry™). Thisipdrhelped Andrews shape his
poetics into one that took into account the productechnologies and the materiality
of the media he worked with. For instance, he \eas Interested in writing
traditional poems in order to read them out loud enmicrophone than in creating
sound poems that were designed to maximize thaorsos qualities. In addition to
the theoretical and poetic formation that this pgfomented, Andrews produced a
collection of sound poems titl&tlassette Radio Video Destabilizer and Audio Poems

(1989). The sound poems “Woork of Aart,” “Love SgrigPoetry Craft,” and “Song”
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are part of this collection currently availablevespo.com They all take language as a
starting point and find their center of gravity samhere between music and speech,
between verbal and nonverbal vocal sounds, betiesaral” voice recording and

an edited recording.

During this time period he also started to do wanatcessing on a PC 286 at
the radio station, which led him to return to tmaversity in 1989 to study computer
science and math for 3 years. His first computes V@aPC 386 with a 100 Mb hard
drive. That was in 1990, | think. It was running B@nd, a bit later, Windows 3.0”
(Andrews, Re: on 'code poetry'). He used CorelDaiads PageMaker to create a one-
issue literary magazine, titledhd Yet(1992), which published work by Joseph
Keppler, Trudy Mercer, and contained two of histfirisual poems: “The Collected
Sayings of Time,” and “Snapshot in the ContinuindyAntures of I.” These visual
poems used CorelDraw to transform ordinary leteic words into statuesque three-
dimensional figures, kind of like capturing morpheving in space. This is a motif
that he explores further throughout his careegrmfng much of his visual poetics,
including his recent e-poem “A Pen” (2007). Hisuakapproach to language was
only one of the areas that developed from Andrewss’ of the computer: this was
only the beginning of his creative and professianadlorations of this tool.

After leaving his studies around 1992, he worked &gelance programmer,
technical writer, and math and English tutor wigibatinuing to pursue his interests
in writing visual poetry (using CorelDraw and otlagplications) and music (as a
drummer in a band). He learned Delphi and Visuai®and used them to create

several applications, among them the mathematarakeg‘CoLoRaTiOn,” the card
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game “Kings,” and the “The MORPH TEA Applet,” whigowers a number of
image morphs published on his Web site. Duringtimg, he was honing his skills as
a programmer, visual poet, and musician while waglodd jobs. He was also
corresponding and collaborating with his mentor &ishd Joseph Keppler and the
“Seattle crew.”

In 1995, he started his shift to Web writing byugarating his Web site

www.vispo.com(as a schedule of events for Mocambopo—a poe#ayimg he

organized and hosted at Mocambo, a coffee shopcitoNa) and collaborating with
Web artist Florian Cramer in the Neoist “Seven BgeNSquares” project. The
emergence of the World Wide Web during this pereally broadened the horizon of
possibilities for him, leading him to meet othegithl writers, such as “Ted Warnell,
Talan Memmott, Claire Dinsmore, David Knoebel, J&nr_ey, Reiner Strasser,
Philippe Castellin, Miekal And and some other @igwriters on the net.” (Andrews,
Becoming a Full Time Web Artist) The rich excharmgedeas, collaboration, and
exploration of new hardware and software techne®fpr the Web inspired
Andrews to develop his poetics in a new directionting for the computer screen
rather than writing for the page or audio tape.ibgithis time, vispo.com evolved
from being a public online schedule for Mocambdpdjeing an virtual gallery space
for his visual poetry (hence the title “vispo”),b@coming his online “book,” what he
refers to as hikeaves of Gras@Nalt Whitman'’s single book to which he added
during his lifetime). Jim Andrews decided to selfbfish in order to have complete
control over his work—and be independent of thetipsland technological

limitations of traditional publication venues.
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He lived in Seattle from 1997 to 2000 and “workedagechnical writer and
solutions architect there for networkcommerce.caming the Web boom,” spending
the rest of his free time developing and writing\dspo.com (Andrews, Becoming a
Full Time Web Artist). These were very productiveays, in which he spent long
hours during the night programming his e-poemsdewtloping his Web site.
During this period he individually and collaboragly wrote electronic poems in
DHTML (Dynamic HTML) such as th&tir Fry Texts, Seattle Drift, Enigmaamd
Millenium Lyric, as well as other shorter visual and musical workeefoundation
that led him to become a full time Web writer amntish These Web-based electronic
poems represent a continuation of ideas and appesao writing from earlier in his
career, with an added layer of inspiration fromleggpions, operating systems, and
the culture of computing that he had steeped himseds is the case with ti&ir
Fry Texts

The stir frys are a kind of textual analog of theeractive audio work. The stir

frys involve interactive layers of text and sequenof text just as the

interactive audio work involves layers of sounddaations and sequences of
these. Further, the ‘wreader' does not compose fiexh scratch with the stir
frys, but instead explores/composes with 'contbat'is already within the
piece. This is true of Nio and the other interaztudio work I've done so far,
though it is easy to see that both could be deeel@s tools alone. But | am
not drawn to making tools alone. (Andrews, The &rinteractive Audio)

In 1998, he started using Macromedia Director beedne found it to be the

most sophisticated tool for creating interactiveiawork for the Web. His interest in
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music and audio poetry could finally find expressibrough the tools of
programming. He had developed an interest in intetigy through his DHTML
works, particularly the aesthetics and poeticsppliiaation interfaces: menus and
toolbars, both of which are prominent in the wornktten and programmed during
this period in his career. The visual aspect as¢hgraphical user interfaces, as well
as that of language are always present in his audik: what he calls “vismu” (a
portmateau of the words “visual” and “music”). Paesuch aé&\ Rude Little Song
andOppen Do Downwhile working with a similar sound palette (rededa capella
vocalizations by Jim Andrews) provide an increasiiigrconnection between the
aural and the visual, and are prototypes of ideaisreach fruition imNio.

In the past six years he has developed severabwersf a poetic computer
game titledArteroids(currently in version 3.1), has continued to praelnew work,
namelydbCinema(2007, in progressf Pen(2007),Jig-Sound2007, in progress),
andWar Pigs(2008). Two of his recently published projects @reLionel Kearns
(2004) andrirst Screening by bpNich@2007) a collaborative recoding and
restoration of a set of electronic poems writteda 384 by Nichol. He continues to
create and collaborate, publishing his own andrgikeple’s work on Vispo.com,
such as Ana Maria Uribe’s concrete and animatetiypaendF8MW9(2008) a
recent collaboration with Margareta Waterman.

In 2001, his work omNio earned him a grant from the Senior Canada Council
to devote his full attention to digital writing,dosing on interactive audio, which
allowed him to developrteroids(2001-4). Since then, he continues to subsist on

income he makes from freelance programming, sutheasales of his application
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Windows for Shockwayand the honorariums associated with the appeasdne
makes as a Web artist and poet. From 2003 to 2@®&orked for a digital musician
at the University of Victoria programming in Directfor “installation and
performance-based work.”

It is interesting to note that like mathematicadl diterary giants Gottfried
Wilhelm Liebniz and William Blake, Andrews througltchis development and
career as a Web artist and poet has usually hiadt@a “day job,” which makes more
financially rewarding use of his skills. And hewsll aware of this connection, as he
comments in the following e-mail:

We learn [in the booKhe Universal Computer: The Road from Leibniz to

Turing, by Martin Davis] for instance, that Leibniz haday job. This

towering intellectual giant, inventor of differeafticalculus, original

philosopher of the monad, and early father of r@puter was employed by
the Hannover family—to write the Hannover familgtory. Hannover
eventually became king of England. Leibniz, of s@Jwanted to be in

England. Newton was there and London was the cehtemathematical

frenzy of activity spurred on by the invention @l@ulus (simultaneously but

independently invented by Newton and Leibniz}, Hannover said, no, stay

there [in Germany] and finish that history. (AndsgWRe: on ‘code poetry™)
Andrews doesn’t charge for his art. There is ngp@ck of advertising in Vispo.com.
There is not even a link to Web services that aflomhis readers to make donations
to him. The sales on Windows for Shockwave haviee&n a major source of income

in recent times, and he has announced that heelelhse the code for free in the near
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future. On the other hand, he has a very marketMilset as a programmer, which
has allowed him to make a living through specitiay jobs,” much like Blake using
his skills as a printer and engraver during thie 18" and early 18 centuries to earn
a living, while engraving his own poems and illuatied texts when he had the time
and money. As for Blake, whose illuminated prinivgere never commercially
successful, Andrews’ art, music, and poetry ambar of love that has earned the
admiration of his peers, an international audieaocé, favorable critical attention.
His writing project with Vispo.com is substantialchongoing. It integrates
many of his inspirations and interests throughasichreer and allows readers to find
connections among recent and early works. Jim Awsidescribes his Web site as
follows:
Vispo.com is an attempt to create a literary wdté&raative but related to the
book; to create works and experience imaginatiaéiyned to the media and
methods of the Net. Being truly literate involvexs only reading but writing;
vispo.com is an attempt to write through new meldis. my life's work; and
the work on vispo.com by others and in collaboratiath others is a huge
part of the nature of that life and work to pudlittogether, to make strong
connections. The French poet Isou said "Each pokintegrate everything
into everything." And this was way before the N&&me job, different time
and circumstances (“Jim Andrews’ Vispo.com”).
The next section will explore what components afefgthing” Andrews integrates in

the creation of his literary, artistic, and musisa@lrks. As suggested by his
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experience in radio, music, programming, and poéisydevelopment as an artist has

provided him with a uniquely suited backgroundtfas field of electronic writing.

Theoretical Influences and Inspirations
Jim Andrews’ biography brings up several influentes helped shape his thought
concerning writing in new media and to this dayeas inspirations for his work in
interactive sound, electronic poetry, and prograngmAndrews seems to be the
hands-on type of learner and experimenter, whicdupgplemented by his interest in
theory. This section will first touch on some oéttneories that inform his practice
and then elaborate on the practices that arise tfhese.

Marshall McLuhan’s studies of media and its impathuman cognition and
communication was an early influence for Jim Andgsefdy producing two literary
radio shows and reading McLuhan, he became incrglgsaware of the differences
between reading poems published in print and padorces of sound poems
designed for audio recording and radio. “McLuhaw,sar heard, say, radio and
television as introducing a very strong elemertradity back into North America
and the west” (Andrews, “Reading McLuhan”). Thigldy in poetry represents
increased use of sound elements of language, sudtyme, alliteration, assonance,
consonance, and meter—in ways that are not cuyrantlogue in “literary poetry,”
as Dana Gioia suggestshsappearing Ink: Poetry at the End of Print Cukuin
his production of his radio shows, Andrews was ablitness this shift, and
adjusted his programming to maximize the use abrad a medium for poetic
expression. Furthermore, he changed the typesatfypfeatured in his radio show to

include more sound poetry, and audio writing.
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The effects of technology do not occur at the l@fedpinions or concepts, but
alter sense ratios or patterns of perception dieadd without any resistance.
The serious artist is the only person able to ent@uiechnology with impunity,
just because he is an expert aware of the changense perception. (McLuhan,
guoted in Andrews, “Reading McLuhan”)
More importantly, Andrews’ poetic practice movedreasingly towards the visual
and sound boundaries of the poetic spectrum: whaagiage flirts with being seen as
visual art rather than read transparently, heardwsc rather than listened to as
language. His poems during his “pre-Web” periodvglao interest in the Concrete
poetry tradition, both visual and sound, as card® in his sound poems published
in the 198Cassette Radio Video Destabilizer and Audio Posstisction, and his
visual poems available in pdf format at Vispo.com.

In his early work, Jim Andrews engages not onlyaheal and visual elements of
language, but also the materials they are recardex$ influenced by William
Burroughs and the cut-up. “I became interestedamiork when | was working in
radio: Burroughs applied his cut-up technique tdiatape; he's one of the seminal
figures in audio writing. Also, he has written wittsight about the medium of
recorded sound” (Andrews, “On William S. Burroughdiis own work with radio
gave Andrews a sense of the tactile dimension widaenedia, cutting, splicing, and
manipulating audio tape, scratching vinyl albunmg] amploying elaborate
equipment to shape the sounds he broadcast ilmdng. §0 employ a pair of scissors
to cut magnetic audio tape and taping random pieggsther to create a new audio

text is a type of blind remixing of sound because oannot predict with accuracy
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what or where one is cutting and joining. To das@art of poetic experimentation is
to treat language as matter, not as thought orepina central element of Andrew’s
poetics.

It is hardly surprising that Andrews’ is inspired the physical characteristics of
each medium, as well as the technologies emplayectate and manipulate the
objects that carry texts. When he started expetimgmith computers in the 1980s
and formally studying programming in the early 1996ne of Andrews’ goals was to
learn the inner workings of a new writing techngloghis was the time of early
graphical user interfaces which led him to studygoamming languages such as
Visual Basic and Delphi (also known as Object Pasdaich are graphical and
object-based programming languages that emergedBiasic and Pascal, both of
which were based on text and syntax. These comfartguages shaped how
Andrews sees computers and their relation to laggua

Computers are language machines. Some say thegtremachines: they're

computers, they compute. But they simply carryinstructions encoded in

machine language even when they do math. They slomtuch multiply or add,
divide, etc numbers as they shift bits around atiogrto instructions encoded in
language. The gears of the machine are made afidq@eg Language gears.

Language widgets. Langwidgets. Their operatiomtgey predicated on our

understanding of the formal properties of languihge support near flawlessly

repeatable parsing, tokenization, interpretatiomgilation, and execution

(Andrews, “[-empyre-] Poetry and Programming (2¢n@puters are Language

Machines”).

119



He does not see computers, programming, and pagtngcessarily separate fields.
For him, writing poetry that is purely auditory ailsdrecorded in magnetic tape,
writing poetry that is primarily visual and inhabthe page, or writing poetry that
dances with its readers in computer screens aemaktension of the same interest in
the materials and capabilities of language he kas bloing since the early 1980s and
will most likely continue to do for the rest of tpsetic career. “The spirit of poetry,
intense engagement with language, can both stagraé and venture out in spirit

into new relation with arts, media, and programrhif#gndrews, “[-empyre-] Poetry
and Programming (2): Computers are Language MasHindis awareness of the
medium, materiality and formal properties of langgiare major influences on his

poetics.

Poetic Influences and Inspiration
As far as poetic influences on his poetic practicege main schools stand out:
Concrete Poetry, Lettrism, and Language Poetrythile movements engage
language in small units: that is, they are morergdted in the poetics of phrases,
words, letters than in the rhetoric of sentencestha measures of the poetic line.
Poets within these poetic schools also tend tevajten works, inviting readers to
participate in the completion and interpretationheir poems. Most importantly,
these movements seek to bring the reader to exaheireuse and understanding of
language through the experience of the poems, thong could argue that all poetry
worth reading reinvents language for its readers.

Jim Andrews has long enjoyed reading and writiogotete poetry, a poetic

movement that had limited immediate influence i thnited States and England, but
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which was well received internationalf{.In Canada, poets like Steve McCaffery,
BP Nichol, Bill Bisset, and others explored thislather served as inspiration for
Andrews, and he collaborates and corresponds witbrete poets such as Celia
Regina Pinto, Marco Niemi, David Daniels, the |latea Maria Uribe, and others. In
recent work, Jim Andrews has written tributes taj aorts of the work of early poets
of electronic media Lionel Kearns and bpNicholthbof whose work was very
connected to Concrete Poetry. Tt& Fry Textsa set of collaborative pieces
Andrews began in 1999, was recently added to if6 2@¢h a set of five “Concrete
Stir Fry Poems” by Marco Niemi. Andrews own workegdeyond reinventing and
collaborating with others to create visual poelig:first strong stage of artistic
production was with visual poems.

His 1992 concrete poem “LIFE ART” was “the openpuem of the
unpublished manuscri@everal Numbers Through the LyriAndrews, Online
Writings and Vispo) The fact that this poem wasrsafter turned into an animated
poem for the Web demonstrates how Andrews’ affifotyconcrete poetry influences
his electronic poetry. “LIFE ART” consists of 1@ds that recombine the letters in
the words LIFE and ART to create 10 different sempes of words that eventually
return to an inversion of the original statemenRALIFE.” As the opening piece in
his manuscript and as a central part of the dedidgims VISPO page on “On-Line
Writings,” this poem can be read as a statemeAndfews’ thoughts on the

relationship between life and art, art and lifedging from the progression in the

* In Digital Poetics Loss Pequefio Glazier suggests there is a stimkgétween
concrete poetry and electronic poetry, an ideavétsaupported in earlier chapters of
this study.
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sequence of word combinations, the speaker isrshiftom prioritizing life and

leaving art as secondary to art taking over hes ({Bee figure 1.)

LIFE ART

LIFPE ART
LIE FART
LI FEAR T
REAL FIT
. RAT FILE
ERA LIFT
A FILTER
I FALTER
LIE RAFT
ART LIFE

@

Figure 1: Jim Andrews, "LIFE ART"

For a poet for whom life is more important than st‘LIE FART” shows an
allegiance to the needs and priorities of life.sT$peaker has “FEAR” and seeks a

“REAL FIT” and yet reaches a “RAT FILE” in the fiftline of the poem—something
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that has negative connotations. The sixth lindnefdoem begins a progression
towards more positive connotations “ERA LIFT” whistiggests a period of
improvement. The next two lines “A FILTER” and “AETER” can be read as a
series of measures that filter life or languag&tmr artistic creation, though not
without self-doubt. The next to last line of theepg “LIE RAFT” represent a
surrender from the speaker, who lies down in tmellic raft of art in order to let
his life drift in the direction art takes him, ader reinforced by the final line “ART
LIFE.” The speaker has gone from being a dilettgsweneone for whom art is
something that he fits into his life) to becominguee artist—a person whose life is
determined by his art.

The fact that this poem was written in 1992, a tim@m Andrews’ life when
he was developing as both a programmer and visied| ps well as its placement in
Andrews’ two collections of poetryseveral NumberandVispo.com underscores its
significance in terms of what it says about histjgseand aspirations. The electronic
version of the poem (published circa 1996) compléte transition for Andrews from
a writer of concrete and traditional poetry to @&avrof electronic poetry. His art had
become his life.

The electronic version was created with a Javaeapy created called Morph
Tea (an anagram of “metaphor”), which allows theptily of animated sequences of
images in a Web page. Instead of displaying theesees of words arranged in lines,
the electronic version displays the lines sequityiiathe same space, at a rate that
can vary from 1 to 60 frames per second, depenaiinghere the reader’s pointer is

placed on the image space (left is slower ratelenthie right speed up the rate). This
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version adds 9 new lines to the poem, such as “ARHE,” “TAR FILE,” “EAR
LIFT,” “ALT FIRE” which refer to his interest in elnents of programming and
interactive audio. This version doesn’t createsémme sense of a linear logical
progression as the concrete version because @iosnt9 lines that loop without any
pause. The concrete version has a clear senskegfianing and an end which
presents the inverted word order and opposite sefrm@ority. The electronic version
enhances the sense that this is an ongoing meditédmiough a set of ideas centered
on the original “LIFE ART” statement, and perhalbpattis a more accurate
representation of Jim Andrews’ current approacarbstic intent.
Despite Andrews’ shift to digital and networkedsatie continues to identify
his work with concrete poetry—though he preferstdie “visual poetry” to
represent his work, as he states in his 2002 iieerv
| prefer the term 'visual poetry' to ‘concrete pgdiecause ‘concrete poetry' has
more historical specificity than 'visual poetryimean 'concrete’ to me refers to a
certain period of visual poetry and a certain oftemetic approach to the work.
The term 'visual poetry' has some historical bagdag, I'm sure. I'd thought
when | bought the domain vispo.com that it was mwp ¢erm, but the term 'vispo'
preceded my use of it, not surprisingly (Andrewsc@ming a Full Time Web
Artist).

Andrews is very aware that his poetics are pad lafger tradition of visual poetry

than the movement that emerged in the late 1966sgh he would not exclude them

from his practices. Simanowski makes a case imtieeview for Andrews’ work to

be considered as concrete more than visual poetguse “concrete poetry draws
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attention to the material qualities of the languagephic forms of letters, font, size,
color, constellation on the page and to each dthagree with Simanowski up to a
point. Andrews’ poetry seems more aligned withghbetics of Concrete Poetry than
with the broader tradition of visual poetry at fiisgght, but as will become clear in the
section titled “The Electric Pen,” his range oftieijues exceeds those used by
Concrete Poetry, and leads him to towards Lettrism.

The key goals foLettrisme(translated into English as Lettrism or Letterism)
is the interrogation of our customary use of largguior signification by reducing it
to its smallest units, letters. It even goes beyihedetter and the phoneme to create
its own glyphs and nonverbal sounds with whicheiovent language and poetry free
of the ideological frameworks that come with tramhtl signification. Lettrism
emerges from Surrealism, Futurism, and Dada angrgda replace these as the
dominant avant garde in the"26entury. The influence of this movement in
Andrews’ poetics is evident in works suchNis, Arteroids and most of his
“Animisms,” because Andrews focuses on these sométi, exploring the meanings
of letters rather than words.

It isn't really the poets themselves as influera@cerning lettrism. It's the

idea. As a poet-programmer and visual poet, lettexendlessly fascinating

to work with. In all sorts of ways. When you're gramming, they make great
brushes, for instance. And they are basically ssjagampared with long thin
words, so you can transform them in often morer@sting ways, and move
them around quicker. As material, they are moresgaly plastic than words.

But you can use them linguistically as well as atamal brushes and tokens
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and monsters etc. So you can both deal with writtag write, and also create

computer games and animations and interactive shimgf synthesize arts

(Andrews, Re: Notebook).

The result of the Lettrist influence in Andrewsigiry shows when he goes
beyond the concrete engagement of the visual amudsaspects of language to an
atomistic level that is less connected to tradalmignification. Concrete poems
direct attention to the material qualities of verttor spoken language and integrates
these qualities with the meanings of the wordsatang the effect of the poem, what
they describe as “verbivocovisual.” Letterism engbas the material components to
a greater extreme in two ways: 1) its basic unsimsller—Ietters rather than words,
and nonverbal rather than verbal sounds—and Bamdons, if not actually subverts,
the meanings of words. Andrews’ work shows theuierfice of both movements, at
times in the same poem, as is the cag&taroids where words explode
lettristically.

Language Poetry is another movement that informdréws’ poetics. Even
though this is a poetic school with a variety adgirces and no unified manifesto or
set of principles, it has several characteristies tan be observed in Andrews’
poetry.

1. Interest in language games and innovative consgidwilowing in the
tradition of OULIPO, and Surrealism.
2. A blurring of the lines between theory and artenfemploying essay-like

writing and prose in their poems.
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3. Arejection of “official verse culture,” as exemipdd by the deeply personal,
bard-like poetry of the confessional, post-confasal, and other mainstream
poetic movements.

The result of these characteristics in Andrews’tgoghows in a tendency to employ
essay-like language that directly discusses thieatetoncepts in some of his poems.
The third characteristic often results in manifgst@ms, self-referential poems, and
a preference for open works in which there is eittteapparent poetic voice or in
which the reader’s intervention is crucial to coetplthe poetic performance.
Language poetry has many practices and practispaed while Jim
Andrews makes reference to some language poetsasuCharles Bernstein, Dave
Ayre, Lisa Robertson, Andrew Klobucar, and otharkis writing, he does not
consider himself a languag pqedr se His poetic center of gravity leans towards
engaging the technologies that make his electjooéns possible, seeking out the
work and play these allow him to do, and the comitywof like-minded writers that

has emerged since the beginnings of the Web imtdel 990s.

Technological Influences and Inspirations

As a poet, | am less involved in writing poemy padhman in creating
algorithms that operate on language, image, anddsdwpefully to

interesting result. Whether the algorithms cufiton do other stuff. dbCinema
is a kind of graphic synthesizer. Nio and Jig-Soarelaudio sequencers. The
stir frys are text sequencers. | create sequeraidgynthesizing algorithms. |

synthesize media and arts (Andrews, Re: ELO Conéer@roposal).
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There are several aspects about the networkedigita dhedia that inspire
Andrews to program and write his e-poems. Theseas@re programming itself,
specifically seen in what he calls architexture Emgjwidgets, the possibilities of
interactivity and chance, and the multimedia cdgads of the digital computer,
particularly the tools it provides to shape soumtis music. Programming is both a
set of tools and an inspiration that serves Andr@astics well by freeing words and
letters from their traditional roles and interragmhis readers’ relation to writing.

The possibilites programming places at Jim Andreligposal are a major
source of inspiration for him. He loves to prograpaces, environments, and
behaviors for his texts to inhabit and take lifeand he will often create all that
before he has written a text, as he states indheee code for his “Millenium Lyric.”

| wrote the engine before | figured out the contaithe poem. With some of

this sort of work, you first write the engine thing there's a poem in that

engine somewhere. Then you try to figure out thet peem the engine has in
it. Like a piece of stone to a sculptor (Andrewsutge Code for Millenium

Lyric).

For Andrews, an e-poem is literally and figurativ&h machine made of words,” as
Williams famously wrote, and an integral part afdaesign is how it's going to
operate when read, and what kinds of controlstivdireader have at his/her disposal.
The words or “content” of the poem emerges fromolws play and exploration of

the possibilities of the machine he has created 'amcertain that as a poem takes
shape, so does the “engine” that governs its belawlim Andrews creates spaces

and word machines for readers to interact witheddhtly from those those
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interactions they have with poems they find onghge, in order to lead them into
poetic experiences that are more in tune with Wis sensibilities. Andrews
expresses this idea during his participation inEhgyre discussion forum:

| find that in my own work, often how it proceeds first, some long time in

writing the code and creating the accompanyinglgcap interface that

supports the interactive operations on the confidris process is quite long,
and throughout it, I'm thinking of possible contémtthe piece, and am also
thinking about the efficacy of letting the playedder/wreader supply part or
all of the content, as well as providing contenself/(Andrews, [-empyre-]
form and content).

By creating spaces for the readers to add contastpmize the reading, or
heighten awareness of their role in the productioth reception performance of the
text, Andrews is able to expand the possibilitiesating and reading. Sometimes he
is less interested in the words used than in tla¢éioeships of the words inserted into
the behaviors and roles created in the e-poens, the icase witrteroids Jim
Andrews has not only created an e-poem based anttdréace of the classic
Asteroids video game, but has created a textw@waesm which
readers/players/wreaders can insert texts of tiveir into the environment and
rhetoric of this textual space. His Lettrist andhgaage Poetry influences show
themselves in the practice of presenting altereat@ations among words than are
provided by grammatical and linguistic rules.

The flow of language, the pull downwards of linedks and enjambment, the

articulatory shaping of the words in the human nraghthe “hands that can grasp”
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and “eyes that can dilate” all are results of aypse'running,” and it is the reader
who powers the engine to set that machine in mo#isrpage turning, mouse gliding,
button clicking, eye movement, thought, articulatisounds, experience.

In addition to creating environments and interfacesis readers to
encounter his texts, programming allows Andrewatite language that is charged
with purpose and behavior. Each word and lettpotentially a small machine of its
own, what he calls a langwidget.

But each object might have various properties uhitaxh to its usual

appearance and meaning and place amid other wdgdgieceSeattle Drift

is an example of such a text. When you click tixé tleat says "Do the text",

the words in the poem eventually drift independeatf the screen. Each

word has its own behavior, its own partially randpath of drifting off the
screen. Each word is a kind of little language wigdégangwidget (Andrews,

“Digital Langu(im)age -- Language and Image as ©ligjen a Field”).
Andrews treats words as objects—and he descrilees #s things that have
appearance, meaning, placement, and behavior.ashelmade possible through
executing programming in a computer and is a keynterstanding his approach to
poetry and programming, which is informed by objegented programmirtd. Anna
Katharina Schaffner describes this approach to\behas follows. “Behaviour can

be inscribed into letters, and letters are putaams like actors, words end up doing

%0 “Object-oriented programming (OOP) is a progranmmparadigm that uses

"objects” — data structures consisting of datafieldd methods together with their
interactions — to design applications and compprtegrams. Programming
techniques may include features such as data atistraencapsulation, modularity,
polymorphism, and inheritance” (Wikipedia contribrg “Object-oriented
programming”)
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something, like floating around, exploding, dri§inff the scene, dancing, exercising,
changing their size or colour etc” (Schaffner). Aewls imbues words and letters with
kinetic properties, sounds independent of what teeyesent when read aloud,
responsiveness to user input, or random aspetheitcappearance or behaviors.
The linguistic meaning of the word-objects is atdés secondary to the
characteristics of the object, as Andrews discussesation to theStir Fry Texts
The stir frys dawned on me when | realized it'sygasreate an object, fill the
object with whatever content you want (text, imagesinds, etc) and
subsequently change the content however you waetchanges to objects
can be triggered by mousing or clicking objectdypsome other form of
interactivity. This leads to an unusual view ofi@ce of literary Web art
which | want to develop here--not just concerniing $tir frys, but more
widely for the future (Andrews, “Architecture arfeketLiterary”).
If treating his electronic poems and art as a searf@bjects is foundational to his
poetics, so is the notion of interactivity—or pragrming responsiveness into his
digital objects. Andrews creates poetic objectsiamides his readers to interact with
them, incorporating the reader’s input into thengigng strategies of the e-poem. In
a large degree this is true of all poetry and ttteoareading in general, something
Andrews is well aware of, as he discussed in tHeviing excerpt from his interview
with Randy Adams.
In making 'interactive' works, whether they're ratdive in the ways we
associate with computer/person interaction or @wtilays we associate with

poetry on a page—which of course is also interaetror email or IRC, say—
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which are totally interactive—you seek to engage tanbe engaged

meaningfully, deeply, intensely. And of course t@liso implies 'playfully’ as

in any good relationship. The poet Michael Ondasdjel 'Seduction is the
natural progression of curiosity', or something ltkat (Andrews, Defib:

Randy Adams interviews Jim Andrews about Nio).

Seduction is a key strategy for Andrews, who creatterfaces evocative of
applications and computer games, seeking simplibéyarouses curiosity in the
reader. For example, the options menGéattle Driftis placed much like the menu
headers in an application such as a word procelsgbmstead of the informative
(and uninviting) descriptors, Andrews labels thesrfdo the text,” “stop the text,”
and “discipline the text.” Since the personifiedogoof the text says that it wants to
be “done,” the reader curiosity is instantly actedy begging the question: What
happens if | “do the text?” A detailed reading dfathappens when that responsive
textual object is activated is presented in Se@i@of this chapter titled “Drifting
from the Scene.”

Andrews doesn’t seek interactivity for its own sakowever. His engagement
of the networked digital computer as a medium fastc expression inspires
interactivity in and of itself.

The computer itself is a very interactive thingd ahe Web is also very

interactive—between people and also between peoulevorks/apps. It's a

communications thang, yes? As the Web gets mordband and also as

compression and streaming technology are marshtallpcbvide more sound,

animation, and video, the question arises whetteekeb just turns into some

132



commercial variant of the telephone, TV, radio, éto sure there will be a lot

of passive and conventional uses of the media/urhoBe of the things that

attracts me to the Web and to the computer morergbn is that you drive

the thing quite actively or it doesn't go anywh@adrews, Defib: Randy

Adams interviews Jim Andrews about Nio).
The driving metaphor is an apt descriptor for tte/\wne seems to move from site to
site on the Web, while remaining physically in #ane place. Browsing the Web and
reading a book—two activities traditionally corsted in discussions about
interactivity, activity versus passivity, and thet af reading (usually to the critic’s
demise)—both require an active participation frone@&der, but a distinction can be
made by invoking Espen Aarseth’s notion of the drgd believe that Andrews
means that “driving” the computer and the Web resgunontrivial effort to achieve.
Clicking on a link or hotspot in a page (or turne@age in a book) doesn’t require
much thought, but the choice it represents may tlaaidis what distinguishes the two
activities. Andrews in his poetry invites his reei® make some effort to reach a
decision in how they approach the work, whethes Ity playing along with the
conceits that shape the poem, or freely playin Wie responsive objects, or
customizing their reception of the text. The reatien becomes the engine that
produces variation and brings to fruition the npléipossibilities set designed into
his electronic texts.

Mutability, or the ability for a text to changs,another key aspect of
Andrews poetics, who coined the term “combinatofitorepresent his notion of a

range of possibilities, whether they are literaéiytual or interpretive.
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X does not mean whatever we want it to mean.
There is a range of possible valid interpretatidms range is limited.
The meanings anything can have form a combinatoatipossibilities. The
word “combinatorium” is one | coined, | believe elokes the sense of a
space, a set of combinations distributed ovemaitgd) space.
Poem as combinatorium of meanings. Some intendade$ot. Some
anticipated. Some not.
One of the things | appreciate about art is ithaften leaves lots of
room for people to do their own thinking, their owmagining, their own
creating. Part of what | try to do is create anagngg space of possible
meanings and make that space intriguing to thederéaimaginative
engagement so they have lots of room to creatth&mnselves what the piece
means to them (Andrews, “Re: DHTML Dances”).
Andrews uses the term “wreader” to refer to the loimiation of “writer” and “reader”
a term coined in the early days of hypertext thebay suggested that the reader had
become like a writer in their interactions with leyfext. Used more broadly now to
interrogate the traditional notion of reading asszanption rather than creative
engagement, “wreader” points in the direction pkeason who manipulates
responsive elements in an electronic text to malamges in the text they read.

For example, the impact of one’s interaction witte @f Jim Andrews’ e-
poems is not nearly as much “writing” as interagtimth a blank page in a word
processing program. In the first case, one’s ictera is circumscribed to a finite

range of possibilities that Andrews defined whesigi@ng and writing his e-poem.
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In the second, the range of possibilities is enasholarger, limited by one’s
vocabulary, culture, and creativity. So while tbenfier could be considered reading
or even “wreading,” in the end what one has dore @eatively trigger variations in
Andrews’ text, discovering the expressive rangthefwork. In the latter, one is
writing, the product of which couldn’t be attribdtéo anyone but oneself.

But not all of Andrews’ interest in mutable texssniecessarily linked to the
reader’s interaction. He uses a variety of techescio achieve permutation and
randomization of elements in his texts, carefutintcolling the parameters to achieve
his desired results. He is also interested in tb®ty of computing and one of its
greatest challenges: teaching a computer how te wri

One of the interesting things | learned in compsat@ence is that meaning or

semantics is very much more difficult for computersieal with than syntax.

A computer can parse text syntactically with rekatase. But to parse text

for meaning, for semantics, is a very deep issaglypbecause texts are

almost always very ambiguous. But not only are t@piguous, their
semantics also depends on the world view of thegpawhereas the rules of
syntax do not depend on the world view of the parBee only 'world' the
syntax parser needs to know about is very smafleddthe rules of syntax.

Whereas to construct the meaning of natural langsagtences, one needs to

know more about the words than simply their symtgmtoperties (Andrews,

“Re: DHTML Dances”).

Andrews retains control of the semantics of hisuakchoices, though he is willing

to share that control with his readers. Syntaxthenother hand, he is happy to give
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control of to the computer, through randomizatiomesponsiveness. So while the
text of an e-poem can be completely restructuretesyically, the end result is still
limited in its compositional and expressive ramggeinformed by Andrews’ world
view.

The notion of mutability will be discussed in mutiore detail in Section 2 of
this chapter, “DHTML Dances” because it was with BHTML poems that
Andrews really began to explore this through prograng. He had already done so
with analog technology during his radio productasmd sound poetry days, inspired
theoretically by William Burroughs, and poetically Helen Thorington, Gregory
Whitehead, Joseph Keppler and others—a periodaitifidte elaborated in Section 3
of this chapter, “Visual Music.”

In the section that follows, “The Electric Pen,lststudy will focus on how
his poetics develop through the exploration ofwgafe tools for the creation of visual
poetry. The conversation between the growing cdiiabiof computers and
networks and Andrews’ poetry is a constant in #g&iens that follow, examining
three areas in which he develops his poetry: vipaatry (from static to kinetic),
sound poetry (from static to responsive), and qumkdry (from objects to
applications). An idea that will become clear thgbaut the rest of this chapter is that
Andrews doesn’t simply use new software tools pestause they’re new and perhaps
fashionable, his exploration of their capabilitesponds to his engagement with
language in a variety of media, including prograrbl@anedia. His background and
career as a programmer provide him with the exgett carefully select and modify

his tools—and that has a tremendous impact ondeigand artistic creations.
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The Electric Pen

Jim Andrews’ e-poem “A Pen” presents letters twiglon the screen, leaving

colorful traces of their passage as they insctieespace provided them by the
browser window. At the bottom of the window a taailprovides options for readers
to customize the experience: iconic controls affeetspeed, color, nib size, and other
variables in the three pie@éshat constitute the work— “Niolog,” “O,” and “Time
Help is displayed in a small text box on the léfesof this toolbar when the pointer is
placed over the icons, but if the pointer isn’tgeused this way a text is displayed in
this text box, at a rate of a couple of words ev&gsgconds.

How does one approach such a work? Do we lookeaaitimated words that
fill the screen and read the text below as it cytheough? Does one analyze the
motions of the letters on the screen, as well adrdces they leave behind? Does one
look at the animations, but read the screen caglfuee the linguistic texts in this
work secondary to the concepts or technologiesgoemployed in this piece?
Focusing on any single one of these questionslmatyns to unpack what this poem
is all about, because it is about much more thaat Wie texts spell out.

“A Pen” is an exploration of text as a tool foritivrg, rather than as the result
of writing. It is about the interpenetration of ecand language in programmable
media to imbue letters and words with behaviorsallmving the poem to emerge
from their play. It is about creating tools for tteaders to become involved in the
process of shaping the poems that arise from fhesesses. Last but not least, it is a

further development in Jim Andrews’ lifelong ex@tion of the visual characteristics

®1 Would the terms “verses” or “movements” more aately describe these three
components?
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of written language, and the capabilities of corepaito both render it and reinvent
statuesque letters as dancing signifiers that respminput from the reader.

In order to best follow Andrews’ exploration of tten language in digital
media, this section approaches “A Pen” by contdiding it three ways:

As an electronic poem by Jim Andrews: how it iseapression of his poetics.

As a poem in the tradition of Concrete, Lettersigd Language poems.

As an electronic object: its programming languaggabilities, and designed

behaviors.

Integrating these approaches helps establish the’ssignifying strategies, leading
to one or various interpretations. | believe tippr@ach to reading electronic poems
by Jim Andrews can both serve as a model for a#rastings of his work and as a
way to read, analyze, and interpret electronicydatgeneral®?

When Jim Andrews started Vispo.com in 1995, he mhitnafter a
portmanteau of the words “visual” and “poetry,” batf which captured what his
poetics were primarily about at that stage in hiistic career: experimentation of the
computer’s ability to transform language into pgehrough intense engagement with
its materiality.

When | started my site, | knew barely anything d@ldaeitrism or Language

poetry and had only a casual acquaintance with etecMy work grows

more from the challenges of the media | work witart from the traditions of

poetry. However, these traditions, techniques, sygfgoetry, etc, are useful

6262 This analysis is influenced by three approache¢ew Media theory: Loss
Pequeno Glazier’s discussion of the computer sgsaae of poesis, N. Katherine
Hayles’ call for media-specific analysis, and MatthKirschenbaum'’s forensic study
of first generation electronic objects and the tetbgies that support them.
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and very relevant to those challenges. But wheartesd my site, | did so out
of an interest in exploring all the possibilitidstioe Internet in a literary
venture. The visual, the networked, sound, programgnand so on. My
training in literary matters was relatively conventll. No courses in
Concrete Poetry or Language Poetry or Lettrism. Uhizersity where |
studied is quite a small one that had no strongtayarde elements except,
say, Lawrence Russell in audio. But the challerrddiserary radio and, later,
poetry on the Internet, together with my trainingdomputer Science and
Mathematics, equipped me for the directions | hawesen. And Concrete,
Lettrism, and Language poetry have just been usgiotoaches related to the
challenges of media I've dealt with rather thaargirallegiances (Andrews,
comments on Chapter 3.1 The Electric Pen).
When contemplating and reconstructing the caregidanelopment of a poet like Jim
Andrews, it is easy to construct a linear narrati¥anfluence and results, in which
chronologically earlier poetic movements such asddete poetry, Letterism, and
Language poetry are largely responsible for thetedaic poetry that followed. While
there are surely many cases like this, the conditionder which electronic poetry
emerges are in some ways radically different froeartistic and technological
milieu from which these movements arose. Concretdr and Letterism, for
instance, are both poetic and artistic movemertisaimerge from the late age of
print—a time in which, from the beginning of the"2€entury writers and artists in
movements such as as Futurism, started employsuahcharacteristics of written

language in meaningful ways, culminating in moveta¢hat explored the visual for

139



its own sake. In the same way, new technologiewfiing (such as the typewriter)
and printing also left their mark on poetic prodoict The same kind of impulse is
what inspired Andrews development as a poet: ietemgagment with the tools and
materials for the composition, inscription, androgfuction of language. His
intellectual development along with his interesteomputers, poetry, and other
technologies, led him down a path that producedlaimesults as the Concrete and
Letterist poets, but the context in which he reddh&vas different. This is not unlike
Pierre Menard’s version of Don Quijote—which therator of the famous Borges
story considers far superior and much more dahag Cervantes’ version, despite
being word for word identical linguistic texts. TEB®ncretism and Lettrism that
Andrews creates, reinvents, and then uses to caragpinform his poetic work is
significantly different from the works produced kit those movements. Still,
examining these poetic movements is a fruitful sewf insight for some of
Andrews’ visual poetics, because of the affinibesl to a certain degree influence on
his work.

Concrete and Letterist poetry focus attention @nstirfaces of texts, blurring
boundaries between the visual arts and literatdf¢he two, Letterism is more
extreme because it has less of a commitment to imgand the word, at times
inventing alphabets and glyphs in order to freglege from signification,
subverting the centrality of meaning so valued laynstream poetics and language
use. Language poetry, particularly in the tradimdiCharles Bernstein, blurs
traditional boundaries between poetry and theatgptng a prosaic language to

further subvert the bardic voice prevalent in “ofi verse culture.” All three
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movements engage language in small units: thHtey,are more interested in the
poetics of phrases, words, and letters than imhta®ric of sentences and the
measures of the poetic line. Poets within theséi@sehools also tend to write open
works, inviting readers to participate in the coetjn and interpretation of their
poems. Most importantly, these movements seeking ltine reader to examine their
use and understanding of language through the iexyperof the poems, though one
could argue that all poetry worth reading reinvéabtguage for its readers in some
way.

Probably the strongest factor in Jim Andrews’ fotimaas a visual poet was
through Seattle poet and polyartist Joseph Kepphem he interviewed several
times and produced a radio profile for his radiowlfine Linesin August 24, 1988
(Andrews, Vispo ~ Langu(im)age Audio). Keppler helpém Andrews shape his
visual and sound poetry as conceptual art, aselkfimone of the Keppler interview
segments Andrews chose for this radio profile:

What | mean by the conceptual. . . it's a kind ibfthat draws your attention

to the frame of mind which was necessary firstdnoeive and then follow

through in the conception of the art and the siaigliof the work brings that
out. I think it is one of the necessary aspecthefwork to make the piece of
art truly conceptual it has to look so simple t#ayone could do it because
then they’re thrown back upon themselves in aaedimining manner. . . he
[Joseph Keppler] challenges his audience to lodkeit own creative process

(Thomas)®

%3 Radio show available at URhttp://www.vispo.com/audio/index.htm|
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This approach to art, whether it is visual, auwratpal, procedural, or a combination
of some or all, pervades Jim Andrews’ work. By zgnin on a few features of
electronic writing at a time, Andrews challenges feiaders to reconceptualize their
own use of computers for writing. In his early \aspoetry, he employed color,
backgrounds, textures, shading, positioning, ahdrdeatures of written language to
treat them as visual objects. His DHTML pieceshsag “Enigma n” focus on the
reader’s ability to play with the graphical and aeloral features of the texts
displayed. In “A Pen” and other recent works, hallemges his readers’ creative
process by providing them with controls to custa@rspme of his texts’ features, like
size, opacity, color, speed, and so on. The appanaplicity of his work therefore
highlights the aspects of electronic writing helveis to focus on in his poetic
explorations, as well as challenge his readersedgamine their own reading and
writing practices with the software tools at théisposal.
Graphics programs such as PhotoShop, CorelDraviPhntbPaint, Flash,
Xres, Freehand, 3D Studio, 3D Extreme, 3D Dreanthéwvare, Director,
DreamWeaver, Word, Premiere, etc. are out theraptioequire rocket
science to use, and are great toys that most pekel® play with, given the
opportunity. Of course, harumph, they're very sesitoys.
And these programs deal graphically with text. Tesgraphic. Text as
object. Text as object no different from a graphaigect. You create objects
in these programs, and the way you create and miatg&objects remains the

same whether the object is textual, graphical,csgbcedural (‘'neath
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textually directive) or otherwise. (Andrews, Diditaangu(im)age: Language

and Image as Objects in a Field)

Jim Andrews’ sense of playful experimentation wiie possibilities different
software tools offer him comes across clearly andghote above.

If we were to divide Andrews’ visual poetry intorfels according to the
types of software or programming languages he eyegito create his e-poems, we
could divide it into three. During the first oneé9@1-1995) he used raster graphic
“painting” programs as well as desktop publishio§ware to create static visual
poetry designed primarily for the page or gallgggce. In the second period (1996-
1999) Andrews designed Java applets and used DHIMgdgramming to create
scheduled, kinetic, responsive, and mutable vigaams. The third period (2000 to
present) begins when he shifts to Director to ere@&ual poems that are more like
applications than purely visual or kinetic poeths.

During the first and second periods, Andrews use(Draw, PhotoPaint,
and other desktop publishing and graphic desigtwsoé to create static visual works
conceptualized at first for the page or gallerycgpand then for his Web site
Vispo.com. Some of these pieces were created fanpablished manuscript titled
“Several Numbers through the Lyric,” while othereres exhibited in a 1995 gallery
exhibition with Joseph Keppler in the Mocambo ceféhop. These works are

collected in Vispo.com and grouped into four setiggsd: A, E, T andO.

% To divide Andrews’ work into “periods” is a convient artifice to make some
focused observations into tendencies in Jim Andrpvestices, but this shouldn’t be
seen as either purely linear or marking sharp barties between practices. Andrews’
use of software tools isn’t technological detersinj either: he explores the
possibilities offered by the tools and technologieg he also chooses them carefully
depending on what he wishes to achieve.
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The earliest pieces shape the letters as objedts)ginto them, applying
shading, and using other tools to imaginativelyamplepth to the characters he
employs. For example, “The Inner Razors of N,” “8vithg a Bird,” and “aA” all
give character to the letters they are about,imyiteaders to reconceptualize them as
sharp (see figure 1), graceful and maternal (gpedi2), or deteriorating

typographically (see figure 3).

Figure 2: "The Inner Fiur Havin Bird"  Figure 4: "aA"
Razors of N"
The presence of backgrounds is also noteworthlyase visual poems. In

“The Inner Razors of N,” the horizontal line acrtise middle of the background, and
the shadow cast by the letter N help make therléitee dimensional by creating a
sense of perspective. In “S Having a Bird,” theaamntric circles with colors that
shine through the letter S create a sense of aaleay with the title. The background
in “a A” consists of the letter A in both upper dogver cases in a variety of fonts,
and the piece is accompanied by the following t&viss metal A./ Further
evidence/ that typography/ is deteriorating ba@fyiot rusting)” (Andrews, a A). In
this particular visual poem the background is antexpoint to the large metallic
“swiss-cheese” A in the foreground that suggestarawer to the question of why

typography is deteriorating.
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Computers, particularly with word processing anskdiep publishing
software, place so many typographical options\atiter’'s disposal that two extreme
(though not uncommon) reactions are to eitherygstthe default font settings, or
create excessively formatted documents. Andrewqaes this practice by evoking
both the solidity of metal and the controlled detlzat makes Swiss cheese and
presenting it as evidence of typographical “detation.” Is this letter being put forth
as a mockery of applications and operating systeatscreate for their users
typographically ridiculous fonts? Applications maiyer a varied palette of fonts, but
don’t accompany these with any kind of historicdbrmation on the fonts, their
uses, and the cultural baggage they bring to tge pgeey are used in. How far can
typography deteriorate before it loses all meanifigé@ A on the foreground cannot
deteriorate much further and still be an A. Omis &n ironic statement, meant to
critique attacks on digital typography from typqggnars who prefer the well
developed and historically charged typography oftprwith such a reading,
deterioration becomes progress. After all, thefaflyecontrolled decay that makes
the holes in swiss cheese is also what givesfiaw®r. Perhaps Andrews is
suggesting that it is a matter of taste (pun intelénd that any materials that allow
for the development of typography are healthy.

The other main type of visual poetry Andrews créatering these first two
periods suggests motion or transformation throygtial representation. See figures

4 and 5 for examples these types of visual poems.
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Figure 5: “Zzzzzzzzzz7” (third frame)

The ten Zs in this visual poem could be descritsebtating as they progress
along a horizontal line that moves from front tekéor back to front), arranging the
Zs three-dimensionally. A progression in colomfireilver to gold (or vice versa). An
interesting detail when analyzing this suggestedjfassion is that whether one sees
this as moving from left/back to right/front agatates counterclockwise or the other
way around, the rotation goes counter to the lipeagression—that is, if it were a
ball it wouldn’t be rolling in the direction it imoving in. The fact that the letter Z
remains the same if rotated 180 degrees (unlikehgsh would become d), allows
one to imagine the progression differently, witbhdft in rotation direction every
three or four Zs so that they seem to be walkingszcthe linear space of the poem.
If read out loud, this visual poem becomes a fanamanatopoeic expression of
sleep or snoring, which is reinforced by the tgl&rmatting: “Zzzzzzzzzz.” The
reversals in rotation can be seen as reversaleatty in and out, since breath in only
one direction cannot be sustained for long, expeptaps in that sleep of death that
lies beyond the alphabet. This reading could gth&rin exploring the visual poem,
but the most important point is that the poem’sgestion of motion through spatial

arrangement of three-dimensional characters (ihetshading on the letters) on a two
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dimensional space, points toward an interest ituXkinesis, which will mark
Andrews’ shift into different software and programmtools and the beginning of a
new period in his writing.

The other aspect that he attempts to capture tatia svo-dimensional
surface is transformation, as is the case witimtbgoh, as can be seen in the visual

poem below.

the wait.

Figure 6: "The Collected Sayings of Time"
The columns are created throught the linear arraegé of stages in

morphing the words “NOW” and “THEN" along a diagdmaais, with a similar three-
dimensional arrangement to handle overlap. Theotiialgaxis from left to right also
guides how the intermediate steps between NOW &fteNTare displayed because
the beginnings of both words are the center ohaifay of the words, giving the
illusion that NOW in the background is falling intéHEN, which is in the

foreground. Why is THEN foregrounded, instead ofW®This reversal corresponds
with the counterpoint created by the rotation @& @ in the previous visual poem,

and both are consistent with Andrews's Letterisilenge to the reader’'s assumptions
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of meaning in language. A cascading of THEN intoM@ould make sense to
readers and would reinforce the obvious reading“than becomes now.” Keeping
the same arrangement, but foregrounding NOW witdeipg THEN in the
background would also reinforce the obvious readad “now arises from then” or
that the past leads to the present. By reversiaglittection and positioning, however,
Andrews challenges such facile readings and byatemethe columns along two
vanishing points he suggests that these relatians hecome tiresome through
repetition, an idea reinforced by the tone of e that accompanies the visual
poem. Perhaps Andrews felt it was time to redetmeassociations between space
and time, and between words and their meanings.

This interest in textual kinesis and transformatalong with newly available
options for animating text for the Web, explainsdfews’ shift to kinetic texts, and
his current static visual poems are images captinoad his animated texts in motion.
Before moving on to the next period in Andrews’ poand artistic career and
discussing Andrews’ use of different tools to tfan® and animate texts, there is
one tool from the first period that has transcentedriginal use and has become
instrumental to the development of “A Pen.” Thel isdCorelPaint’s “image
sprayer,” described in the patent as:

A method and system are provided for renderinguatbstroke with multiple

nibs which are added to a center point indicated byrsor, and the position

and movement of each nib are controlled based nablas which can be set

by a user” (Corel Corporation).
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Jim Andrews used this “image sprayer” employin¢elst as nibs to create several
visual poems (“Cloud Fire,” “Salad Wreath,” “Worddi#n,” and “The Pen”) from

1996 to 1999, and modifying it to create “A Pen’2007.

Figure 7: "Cloud Fire" Figli,rverg;tﬁalad Figur/e;;;:j/\ﬁactlh\'/yorm
All three pieces use bright colors, evoke threeatisional spaces, and suggest
motion through traces left by the letter shaped maitross the screen space,
particularly in figure 8. The notion of a softwaren with letters as nibs that inscribe
on the screen space is central to both “The Pe989)Land “A Pen” (2007). This tool
will be discussed further in the context of a closading of the electronic poem “A
Pen,” along with the earlier suite of visual poditied “The Pen.”

From 1996 to 2000, Andrews experimented with JanhRHTML to
produce kinetic visual poetry, with responsive angtable behaviors. The letters and
words in these pieces, while they still foregrotmeir visual materiality, are still
treated as text and their transformations are puyplographical— modifying color,
size, and movement, but within the considerabl&ditions of DHTML. For
example, the words can move, but must remain upragtd there is a limited palette

of fonts because the multi-plaform nature of thebWmphasizes a minimum
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common denominator of font options. This periothzre about developing textual
behaviors, such as responsiveness and mutabilitgirehan about expanding his
visual poetics—though the shift to simpler typefatss him to rely more on design,
which is a development of his visual poetics (Angsecomments on Chapter 3.1 The
Electric Pen). The key poems of this period“&eattle Drift” (1997), “Enigma n”
(1998), “Millennium Lyric” (1999) and thé&tir Fry Textg1999-2006). A screen
capture of “Enigma n” provides an idea of the caas and limitations of DHTML

that Andrews was able to explore.

Discombobulate;

Figure 10: "Enigma n" screen capture
At a glance, we can see how this poem offers a mé&options to the reader, each of

which affects the text of the word “meaning” at ttemter of the screen. | analyze this
piece in detail in the next section, “DHTML Dancemd will instead focus on the
significance of this and the other DHTML poems frtms period.

This period is especially important because Andrsiwfis from treating text
as a material object to treating it as a proceduisgdct (much like a component in

object-oreinted programming). In other words, & goes from being the result of
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writing, drawing, and shaping, to being an onggngcess to which both Andrews
and his readers can contribute. Seeing this metayaily, Andrews went from
creating language sculptures to creating langualgets, which is his focus in the
third period.

The third period is from 2000 to the present, inckthe uses primarily (then
Macromedia, now Adobe) Director, its programminggdaage, Lingo, and a set of
behaviors he programmed for Director called “Winddar Shockwave,” which
allows creation and control of multiple sprites antehind the implementation of “A
Pen.® During this time, Andrews creates pieces thatcbufion his earlier static and
kinetic visual poetry, elaborating textual respeasess and mutability and
incorporating sound into pieces like “Nio Afteroids’ and others. The most
significant characteristic is that Andrews now tesavisual works as applications
rather than as objects, emphasizing process, aterand customization. An
excellent example of this is “A Pen,” which Jim Aadis describes as follows:

"A Pen" presents an interactive piece and scre¢sislithe interactive piece

in process. [. . .] The screenshots have more ceitigo to them than what

you typically see when you play with the interaetpiece. The screenshots
were created over a couple of evenings of playirg the interactive piece
and pressing the 'print screen' button on the kaybwhen something looked
interesting. Also, the screenshots give a prettdgadication of the

compositional range of "A Pen", at least with therent animations (Niolog,

% A Sprite is “an independent graphic object coeby its own bit plane (area of
memory). Commonly used in video games, sprites nfi@ety across the screen,
passing by, through and colliding with each oth€ZDNet)
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Time, O). So although the generative range of "A"Peven just with the
current animations, is infinite (it can create mitiely many different graphics),
the compositional range is quite finite. Each & #sual poems (Niolog,

Time, O) consists of a bunch of animations andaavdrg process, and the

compositional range is about 20 images, give o takew.

Poem as small combinatorium of elements. (Andr&s,A Pen)

A major distinction between “A Pen” and the stafigual poems discussed earlier is
that the tools and processes used to create theegoamplete and inaccessible to the
readers. Readers encounter the final product @adhit with it to produce their
interpretations. In “A Pen” as well as in other W®during this phase in his career,
Andrews foregrounds the writing tool, placing ittla¢ disposal of his readers and
inviting them to play with it. Since its processae ongoing, the readers can affect
them and take part in the shaping of the work. Sdreenshots are more like the
poems discussed earlier: they are the final redwh authorial engagement with the
tool, and could be enjoyed equally on the Web, pmiated book, or a gallery space.
Another aspect they share is that they are allesgmons of the compositional range
of the tools used to create them, as is the cabete 1998 piece, “The Pen.”

The central analogy in both “The Pen” and “A Penéxpressed in both
poems, in the earlier piece it is the lexia from finst hyperlink, while in the more
recent work it is expressed in the epigraph:

The guitar, the electric guitar.

The pen, the electric pen.
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The shift from the acoustic to the electric guggaokes for me an image of
Jimi Hendrix, reveling in the electric guitar’s edplity for feedback loops and
distortion and integrating them into his musicalfpenances. This analogy
highlights the shift from the remediated pen ormetypter in the computer, to the
hypermediated pen that Andrews is creating inwlaek. And in this case, he doesn’t
mean the typewriter: he really means the technolbglypowers an instrument that
lays ink through friction with the surface of anedi: the pen.

The most important part of the pen that Andrewsageg in the two “Pen”
poems is the nib. The nib is the point that makedact with the surface one is
writing on, leaving a trace of that contact witk.ivarious pen technologies attempt
to minimize the amount of friction needed to laycasasistently even a layer of ink as
possible on the surface being inscribed. The etestrsimulated pen doesn’t have
such constraints, and its relation to real petargely metaphorical, as are other
simulated tools such as the sprayer, or paintbiagttronically simulated nibs can
have any shape and size and create many kindgoefston a bitmapped, simulated,
surface, including the shapes of letters. One simttric pen is CorelPaint’s “image
sprayer,” which Andrews used to create the cepietles in “The Pen.” Here is a

sample of three central pieces from this poem.
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Figure 11: samples from "The Pen"

These examples showcase a motif that pervadesthkkge pieces: rotation. The first
sample has the letters of the word “POEM” rotainguarter of a circle to end up in
the position previously occupied by the next letbetthe second sample the letters
also rotate upon the same static axis, but this tey have a wider starting
circumference and they seem to be closing in omsleéves, perhaps in a collision
course. In the third sample, the letters rotatethygaround the axis of a curved line,
creating a coloful spiral that moves through thacgpof the page. In all of these
cases, there is no actual movement, but a recqocegfous movement, left behind by
the trace of the letter nibs leaving virtual inkthe surface of the bitmapped space.
The circular movement of the letters emphasize$abéback loop that exists
between the poem and the inscription technologsesl to create them, as well as

evoke a character that has special significanc@marews: the letter &

% He uses this letter spatially for a number of oeasan O is an uninterrupted circle
or loop, it creates two spaces (inside and outsitdean spin and be rotated in any
direction and still be an O (so it is more stabketZ, N, d and p), if rotated along the
axis of its diameter it creates a sphere, if mavetout rotation along a line through
its center it creates a tunnel. Arranging or aninggletters in a circle creates a
relation between them that is closer, tighter timaa line, as letters are traditionally
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Eight or nine years later, Jim Andrews takes thecept to a new level in “A
Pen” by making the nibs animations. Here’s how éscdbes the tool as he has
created it:
For instance, a nib of the CorelPaint "image spragannot be an animation;
it must be a static image; the "image sprayerbisdesigned to automatically
move about the screen, as happens with "A Pen™jiiege sprayer” is meant
as a design tool, not a show unto itself; alsoceptually, the pen in "A Pen"
is such that the nibs are connected to the pelor@ loose springs--so long
and loose it really isn't obvious that's the casdlawhereas the nibs of the
"image sprayer" are not attached to the pen viamgpmat all, and the results
are quite different. (Andrews, RE: A Pen)
So this is not a pen that one can actually continoligh one can customize several
aspects, such as nib size, opacity, inks and baakgrcolor, speed and rhythm,
through the toolbar below. Note that each parsfmuld | say verse?) of this e-poem
consists of 4 simultaneous nibs, each one withfardint animation and trajectory.
These animations can be seen in the essay abditahdinsky 3” series of artworks

generated by a different software tool createditmyAndrews: dbCinem&’

arranged. Andrews has written at least three pabrastly about the letter O (*O
Exhaling in Ur” (1992-7), “Once Upon a Time O” (1®9and “Millenium Lyric”
(1999)), and the shape is ubiquitous in his visuna electronic poetry. Last but not
least, the letter O could also be seen as the nuBylehich is an essential half of
what binary computer language is made of: Os and 1s

®" The Kandinsky 3 essay is available at
http://vispo.com/dbcinema/kandinsky3/intro/inderihAs a critic of electronic
literature, | feel that access to the source caaeatiow one to see its component
parts, as well as the logic and variables thatrargatheir processes, and this can be
useful for critiquing it. Jim Andrews has been redvag readers of source code since
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The presentation layer of Jim Andrews’ e- poentniy one of the layers
through which Andrews expresses his ideas. The, aydeeath text” finds a way
into the surface in “A Pen” in a way that suggelktd the idea behind the e-poem
isn’t just about the traces created on the virtuaface of this piece. In the toolbar on
the bottom of the screen, there is a small helglamwin which descriptions of the
customization icons are displayed. When left altvosyever, a 60 line poem is
displayed, one line at a time, every 6 secondgifmpback to the beginning after it
finishes its 6 minute long sequence. If “you ¢lé app, it creates a little text file [. .
.] that stores the current position of the poent. td#hen the poem restarts, it resumes
with the next line” (Andrews, comments on ChaptédrBhe Electric Pen). The entire
text is quoted below in the following three colutable for convenience: read the

entire first column and continue on the secondtaind to reconstruct the linear

sequence.
I’'m the Help ghost Poesy machine I’'m the attendant
Help & chatter Poetry is now | only talk
Time corridors Made of O’'s and 1's When you’re not
Vispo robot & the seashore busy
Time hatchery & your heartbeat | just work here
Don't just sit there & what you make of Every attendant
City of time it Is an author
Meant to be Neural microscope Every author

1997 with short essays and discussion of the goalsmechanics of his works,
particularly during the period he was programmind ariting poems with DHTML.
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An unfinished poem Brain lang tissue An attendant
Time machine DNA language | just sit here
It takes two t'tango Lang smoke sign Taking it cool
Thoughts Brain time I live
brain language 100% language In the neath text
click & drag sketch Poems grown here Ramon Fernandez
I’m an o pen Pomes groan here Neural lyric
Pen is as pen would Fish language Podopamine
Your brain humming Language machine Language processing
All the live long day Non poemy poem Word processor
Pen songs Give me a hand here Brain pen
Look for shapes Coffee? Bed pan

None for me Language onion skir

Table 2: The Text of "The Electric Pen"

Note that here we have a voice, a personified;ag#re poem, very much in Charles
Bernstein’s language poetry tradition, as wellreAmndrews’ own poetry® This

voice examines its role, as well as the role ofrdaaler, attempting to encourage the
reader into action, which would silence or at leaset the display of the help
window text. This can be seen as the tension betweeauthorial desire to express
an idea and the reader’s own interaction with &xé. fThe fact that Andrews designed
the tools in order for readers to play with thisadtic pen, cannot be ignored,

however, though it leads to some conclusions anigce.

%8 “The Pop-up Poems” and “Seattle Drift” are two exdes.
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Perhaps Jim Andrews wants us to entice us witlptbgpect of playing with
the software pen he has created, while at the samehe takes away our ability to
control its movement. We cannot write with this pee can only shape how it
scribbles across the screen. And yet it is whezadear has exhausted his interest in
playing with the poem, and pulls his hand away ftbexmouse or trackpad to look at
the textures of the largely unreadable writing it on the screen space, that the
poem’s voice emerges from the depths of the code.

So what does this all mean? | hope | have providedaontexts and tools for
you to arrive at your own informed interpretati@tmut this work. What is more
important is to realize that “A Pen” doesn’t emefigen a vacuum: it is an
expression with a history and a development baseéinalrews well articulated
poetics, software tools, and a poetic traditiothat finds expression in many time

periods, from the present day electronic poetrysd®ck to antiquity.

DHTML Dances

From 1997 to 2000, Jim Andrews lived in Seattlel &ms the period in which he
developed much of his early Web work in his Web ¥%fispo.com. Most of these
early works are either visual pieces, using Coraand similar programs, or
programmed works, using DHTML. The latter consisfiooir electronic textsSeattle
Drift (1997),Enigma n(1997-8),Millennium Lyric/Time Piecé2000) and th&tir

Fry Texts(1999-2006), which consists of six works: fourlabbrative and two fully
attributable to him. This section will be subdiwidi@to three parts, each dedicated to
one of these works by Andrews. Between these thogks, we can get another

perspective on Jim Andrews' approach towards @eictipoetry, particularly during
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the early days of Vispo.com when he was producisditst works with programmed
behaviors.

But first, it is important to define and discussl DML as a framework that
helped shape these works. The possibilities anitdlilons that DHTML offered Jim
Andrews and other Web writers resulted in a serfegorks that could almost be
considered a subgenre. The limited selection alfamailable in this language
motivated Andrews to focus more on the design aidabior of his texts rather than
on the appearance, as was discussed in the presgctien. Also the paradigm that
informs DHTML is that of the document: a documetiiata can respond to a timer or
respond to user input, whereas Director and Flagih dperate on a timeline
paradigm, which is more conducive to blending soand animation.

“Dynamic HTML (DHTML) is a term used by some vendao describe the
combination of HTML, style sheets and scripts @diws documents to be
animated” (World Wide Web Consortium). This was ewxactly a programming
language, since it employed multiple types of cdule,it relied heavily on JavaScript
to interact with the browser's DOM (Document Objécidel), defined by the World
Wide Web Consortium as: “...a platform- and lange+agutral interface that will
allow programs and scripts to dynamically accessupdate the content, structure
and style of documents. The document can be fupttteressed and the results of that
processing can be incorporated back into the ptedgrage” (World Wide Web
Consortium). In layman's terms, DHTML worked by nigihg the DOM properties
of a loaded electronic document in real time, mglimetic, responsive, and

scheduled electronic texts possible with Web documéviutability was also
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possible in real time, without having to reload tlmeument in order to activate its
variables. Christian Heilmann describes the polés#si of DHTML,
The main goal of DHTML was to make the formerly wspible possible -
make pages look very dynamic, move things arountherlick of a mouse
or with timed animation and generally make web gagere engaging.
Jim Andrews’ perspective on this is a bit different
| think the main goals of the DHTML initiative weneore about making
business easier on the Web. For instance, beirgtalpresent options for
purchases dynamically. Making pages more engagasggpsobably part of the
intent, but it was a Microsoft initiative, and threybig on functional business,
not engaging art (“Re: Finally, Chapter 3!").
The case of DHTML is a good example of some ofdénelopment model of the
Web: businesses develop functionality for theesitand artists repurpose them for
their own needs. The important thing about thigative was that it opened up the
page to on-the-fly changes. Before JavaScript aodgs DHTML support in
browsers this was science fiction - any changéeadbcument meant a reload. The
main problem of DHTML was that the browsers in u&e prone to change quickly,
and all of them followed a different path whenante to providing the programmer
with a DOM to change the page (Heilmann).
Dynamic HTML was one of the factors that helpecedeine the outcome of
the Browser Wars (1997-1999) in which Microsoftiternet Explorer took control of
the market once dominated by Netscape NavigatdrffeWeb dramatically

expanded its mass appeal and usage. During thatlpeross-browser compatibility
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was difficult to achieve in DHTML, requiring reduawt code for different browsers
to compile, and running differently in differentdwsers, even when the instructions
were successfully portéd.

As a platform for the production of electronict®xowever, DHTML was a
major source of inspiration for Jim Andrews, whdis essay titled “Infoanimism”
describes it as follows.

But what is DHTML? It allows people to make Web dients that change in

appearance and function quickly. More generalliynbhs documents into

programs. When we look at documents on the Welsegdext and graphics
and controls and so forth. But upon understandiegosics of DHTML, we
begin to see the 'neath text, what's unseen bséptrén the source code and
begin to reconceptualize the document as a cadlect objects with
properties that can change as the reader readsbiéets can also respond to
changes in other objects or initiate changes ierodhjects. And changes can
be caused either by the underlying logic of theméaxt without the reader's
intervention or be caused by the reader's respdaghs visible manifestation
of the document.

The shift of “turning documents into programs” isignificant step in his

development as an e-poet, because until this pbimtAndrews used programs to

create documents, but now the product and proaesse conflated. For someone

with a background in programming like Andrews, tisisiot as new a development as

69 For an engaging and techically savvy narratitb® Browser Wars, read
Peter-Paul Koch's “A History of Browsers” availabiehis Web site at
http://www.quirksmode.org/browsers/history.html
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it may seem, but it is a big step in the way theb\@pproaches its documents and it
was a first step in the direction of Web applicatioBefore then, it was possible to
insert dynamic objects within static HTML pages,aaea which Flash and Director
came to dominate once their plug-ins beca®eigeur
In a recent e-mail, Jim Andrews' explained somthefchallenges with
programming his DHTML poems originally, and the moecent implementation
done with the help of Marko Niemi.
A few years ago, Marko Niemi translated some ofkI ML work into
Finnish. He is a poet-programmer. Not only didfa@slate it, he upgraded
the code. When | wrotBeattle Drift and the other DHTML work, it was
really hard to make it cross-browser or cross-platt Most of the DHTML
work only worked on IE for the PC. Marko made itrwon most browsers
and most platforms. Which was very welcome ind&asdl took his code,
which was in Finnish, and put the English in iufmgrade the English

versions.

Since | wroteSeattle Drift and the other stuff, DHTML has become more
standard across browsers and platforms. So iitsem&ier now to make it
cross-browser and cross-platform. Marko is curmeitis DHTML skills. I'm
not, I've let it slide because mostly I'm workimgDirector these days
(Andrews, “Re: ELO Conference Proposal”).

Even though he has shifted almost exclusively t@@or since 2001, Jim Andrews'

DHTML poems were the testing ground in which heeleped all the programmable
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behaviors that characterize his work, with the pkioa of sound--a limitation of
DHTML, which acts primarily on visual informatiofihe more important aspect of
DHTML as a source of inspiration is that while Aedss had used other devices
before to create images and animation, and hadiexgeted with document
responsiveness and mutability through links andgawn, it was with these pieces
that he found his “voice” as writer of electroniogms, implementing and combining
behaviors into them, when before they had appdaradnore isolated fashion.

These DHTML pieces each contain a brief essaypomeentary by Jim
Andrews within their code, which are strong indaratof his goals, inspiration, and
thought process that led to their creation. Thaseath texts,” as Andrews calls them,
will be discussed with each poem, as they becoiegaet for analysis. Creating
works that express or enact his ideas in multgyeis of visible text and code is
characteristic of most of his poetry, and even wienprogramming codes are not
available, their use is often foregrounded in tis#le text, or the presence of a 'neath
text finds its way to the surface, as is the caitle &vPen(2007).

This section of the chapter will explore Jim AndseDHTML poems starting
with a brief reading oEnigma nto highlight how it works as an application that
manages objects, going into more detail v8dattle Drifttocusing on how the
behavioral typology can be useful in examiningtiyd, and going into more textual
analyses with “Spastext,” one of I8&r Fry Textghat is built upon expressions of

his poetics.
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A Meaningful Enigma
Enigma n Jim Andrews' second DHTML poem, written in 199l aeleased with a
companion essay titled “Infoanimism,” is a seriéserations one can run on a
single piece of text: the word “meaning.” After epigraph by Phyllis WeBB ("The
world is round./ It moves in circles."), the poeomnsists of the word “meaning” (in
green) placed in the center of a black screentlamevords “prod,” “stir,” and “tame”
(in gray) on the top left corner right after thigetiof the poem, which is also in green.
As one clicks on the options in the menu bar (wlctihe function of the gray
words), the text is set in motion, stopped, andgka its appearance, while new
options appear after exploring the options offefadce the options “About” and
“Run Away” appear in the menu bar, the reader happortunity to end the poem
and go either to the essay “Infoanimism” or to "ABXP: xes" a work by Ted
Warnell.

The version | am describing is the most recent threeone updated in 2004
by Marco Niemi and Jim Andrews to be more compatikith W3C standards and
therefore with more browsers. When written and sthield in 1998 there were two
distinct versions: one for Netscape Navigator 4 anel for Internet Explorer 4, and
the gatekeeper was a page titled “meaning.htmt’dbgected which browser one was
using and sent one to the appropriate link. If was using Safari, Opera or some

other browser, one would get an error message anttiwt be allowed to read the

O Phyllis Webb is a Canadian poet. | took a firsiry@reative Writing course from
her in the early 80's (Andrews, [comments on] Caapt2: DHTML Dances).
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poem’* The Internet Explorer version was basically thesas the current version,
even though it ran a little differently in termsagfimation speed and other minor
ways. The Netscape Navigator version was diffeireseveral ways:
Its menu text reads slightly differently: “Prod me#y Stir meaning Tame
meaning” instead of the single word “Prod Stir Tamnethe Internet Explorer
version.
It lacks the options “1/0”, “Color”, and “Discombuolate” which are present
(and supported) in the Internet Explorer version.
It had a “drag” function, which allowed the readi®drag the letters of the
text. This was not present (or supported?) by nibermet Explorer version and
has been discontinued in the current version.
The 2004 code revision collapsed the dual versiomsclude a single version that
works on most browsers. An interesting detail & this version's source code
alludes to a disabled (“detracted from focus” indfews' words) “follow function,”
in which the letters would follow the pointer iretivindow!? This along with the
drag function shows a conscious decision on Jimréwd' part to focus the texts'
responsiveness (and therefore the reader's in@mach the toolbar on top of the
window, making it more like an application and l&ks a game. It also makes the
text more like a toy that follows instructions ratithan one that can be manipulated
directly or that responds directly to the readgylmbolic “presence” on the canvas of

the text. In other words, we can make the lettargd for us, give instructions for

71 The message read “Your browser does not seemdierstand DHTML.
Netscape 4 or IE 4 should work if you have a R@.nbt sure which Mac browsers
support DHTML.”

72 Source code d&dnigman
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them do dance differently or stop dancing, we caandake our pointer and join them
in the dance, but they won't dance with us.

If we were to apply this statement to the meamwihitpe words “meaning” and
“‘enigma” perhaps this poem is talking about the swag interact with the language
we read, whether on the page or screen. The meahswmething may be enigmatic,
and we can turn words around, play with them, pefrt in motion or stop them,
change their appearance in diverse ways, but weotalrectly manipulate them:
they will always be just beyond our grasp, alwaymsthing of an enigma. | will
explore this idea through a detailed descriptioe-pbem as a first generation
electronic object.

The paradigm that inspired Jim Andrews to writs tihnline philosophical
poetry toy for poets and philosophers from the @fgfeur up™? is that of the
document functioning as an application, a pointliseusses in the companion essay
“Infoanimism.” According to Andrews, this paradigiraws attention to the 'neath
text, because it allows us to “conceive of an oeserword as being an object with its
own properties and behavior€. These properties and behaviors can usually be
observed and determined from the displayed textgiven the potential for different
interpretations of the programming codes by difiét@owsers and different
platforms, particularly when dealing with clientisiprogramming, it is useful to look

under the hood (so to speak) to see how it isqgether.

73 Andrews, Jim. “Enigma n¥Vispo.comURL:
http://www.vispo.com/animisms/enigman/index.h#eccessed 28 March 2008.
74 Andrews, Jim. “InfoanimismVispo.comURL.:
http://www.vispo.com/animisms/enigman/Enigmaninfiosism.html Accessed 28
March 2008.
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“Enigma n” is a perfect example of this. | haddégnigma n” many times

with Firefox (my browser of choice), and played attantly with its options. When |

started examining the source code, | realizedIthais missing a component of the

text, so | opened the document in Internet Explaret saw what | had been missing:

mousing over different words or parts of the doconisplays additional texts in the

status bar. Here is a breakdown of the words/obpbett trigger the display of these

'neath texts, the conditions in which they appaad what effect they have upon the

central word in the text (“meaning”) when clickeat o

Object responsive to
mouseover and/or conditions
for display:

Text displayed in status bar:

Behavior of “meaning’upon
mouse click

blank spaces and the word “by Jim Andrews, 1998” None
“meaning,” when starting the

poem.

blank spaces and the word “It is the world that you love, None

“meaning,” after mouseover of
any of the words in the toolbar.

after all, is it not?”

“Enigma n” (in green letters on
menu bar)

“Enigma n home.”

None. Link returns reader to
introductory page.

“Prod” (gray, green while
activated-- applies to all
subsequent words)

“Meaning prod. Prod meaning.

" Each letter beginsotate on a
different axis, direction, radius,
and speed.

“Stir” “Stir meaning. Meaning stir.” “the lettetsgave a common
center [for rotation]™
“Tame” “Repeated tamings collapse “the letters have a common po

meaning within itself.

of intersection”

during mouseover immediately
after mouse click over gray
words in menu bar, until you
mouse away.

“Meaning is yours to discover
and create”

None

“Spell” (appears after first 3 gre
words are clicked on)

% pell meaning out. Spell for
literalists.

Spells out “meaning” in the
center of screen.

75 Source code of “Enigma

nn
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“0/1” (appears after “spell” and
another gray word are clicked
on)

“Freeze/thaw meaning.”

Stops and starts motionsirel
change of letters (in case of
“discombobulate.” Does not
affect color change.

“Colour” (appears after “0/1” is
clicked twice in a row)

“Colour meaning.”

Changes letter colors.

“Discombobulate” (appears afteiResize meaning.”

“colour” is clicked)

Changes discombobulate mo
1. “no font size change
occurs”
2. “the font size changes tf
same for all letters”
3. “the letters change in siz
differently”

“Speed” (appears several menu‘Adjust speed of meaning.”

clicks after “Discombobulate”)

Provides chart on lefbd side
of screen with 30 speed setting

“About” (appears, along with
“Run away,” after speed has
been adjusted)

“About meaning.”

Links to “About Enigma n”
page.

“Run away”

“Dialog with Ted Warnell”

Links to “ADVEP: xes” by
Ted Warnell.

d

¢

4

-

Table 3: Responsive Objects in "Enigma n"

As must be obvious by now, this document treatsfats elements displayed as

objects, each of which has potentially variablerabgeristics, behaviors, and

conditions under which these characteristics améwers can change. The document

“enigman.htm” is created and operates under theaVimetaphor of the application,

by creating its own menu bar and employing the lsexg status bar. Each of the

gray words in the menu bar (with the exceptiofiAddout” and “Run Away”)

somehow affects the appearance and behavior ¢éttiees of the word “meaning” in

the center of the screen. | specify letters ratin@n word because each one is an

object that can be affected differently with eaabuse click, as is the case with

option 3 in discombobulate. The variables affed¢teceach letter are the following:
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size, color, movement, rotation (further diversifigy variables for axis, direction,
radius, speed, and overlap). With clear labelgpfowiding input to some of these
variables, Jim Andrews keeps the tone playful rathan intimidating, framing the
work as “a poetic and philosophical toy for agesnd up.”

So how isEnigma npoetic and philosophical? The poetic approacheiarty
Letterist, atomizing the word “meaning” into itsreponent parts, letters, charging
each one with individual color, sizes and behayiarsl giving the reader control to
set them in motion. The title “Enigma n” is an araag of “meaning” and between
the title and the word, he raises the questionttieae-poem is designed to provide
some answers to. What is the meaning of a wordnwikdetters are scrambled,
spinning on different axes and directions, changwlgrs and sizes? Do those letters
mean the same thing, or do new meanings emergetfrese motions? Is the
meaning an enigma, with n number of possible imetgtions? All these questions
are the kinds of questions that Letterism want®wsk of language.

Another poetic tradition that infornmsnigma nis Concrete poetry,
particularly if one uses the “1/0” option to pauke twirling letters to form a

constellation of letters, in the style of Eugen Gioger, for instance. (see Figure 12).
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Figure 12: Enigma n stopped after being discombobated and prodded
For a reader to read “meaning” here she would abeeak several “rules”

of reading, particularly those that deal with segige But some words do emerge
without too much effort: “amen” and either “nig” thre reverse, “gin,” which might
make more sense. How does this lead us into insigtliscovery? Is this an intended
combination, attributable to Jim Andrews? The amdwéhat last question is both
yes and no. Jim Andrews created a machine mademfswvith the potential to
arrange the component letters of “meaning” into ynagrmutations, and he did it
with that purpose, as suggested by the anagramtitbtidHowever, by granting the
readers control over when to read-- whether ittnduull speed animation, a slowed
down version, or a completely paused still imagstasvn above-- Jim Andrews has
placed responsibility over the interpretation af tBxt on the reader. If something
doesn't make sense, they can stir, prod, or catrgimy number of operations before
pausing and reading again, and again, until they din arrangement that seems

readable and therefore meaningful. In a way, #sembles a Rorschach blot test, in
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which whatever the viewer sees in the random ioksbis more of an indicator of
their own state of mind than of any inherent megminthe random marks
themselves. And that is the point of this poem: mr&gis an enigma, to be resolved
by the reader through manipulation and play withlthguistic signs of the word
“meaning.”

By creating the letters as objects, imbuing theth twehavior and variable
physical characteristics, and creating a playftériiace for the readers to manipulate
them, Jim Andrews has said what he needed to say #ire meaning of language in
an electronic, programmable environment: what ¢ftteds of a word may spell out in
any given moment is shaped as much by the way“ttang out together” as by what
the reader needs or wants them to spell.

The great British poet W.H. Auden once said thatvbald give less chance

of success to a young writer who said he had sangetb say than he would

to a writer who said that he liked to watch the wards hang around
together. DHTML allows writers to make documentsvimch words hang
around together and interact with each other arll the reader and possibly
with other documents and readers on the Web in Weatscan be relevant to
what Auden said but in radically different waysritiee had in mind

(Andrews, “Infoanimism?).

Enigma n is designed to lead letters to hang aetteer in different ways--lined up in
unchanging sequences readable from left to rigfdrta clear words, splayed on the
surface of the screen for us to try to combine ti@mwords, or spinning and

changing colors and sizes in ways that are prdlgticsareadable as words. It is up to
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the reader to make sense of these letters, ortessescend the need for letters to

mean something, and simply take pleasure in theyfy dance’®

Drifting from the Scene

This piece was written, in part, in response toghestions about text and

poetry that the new medium prompts in me. | watbedext ofSeattle Drift

to initially look like plain ordinary text so th#te contrast is more apparent.

The questions that | have about text and poetrsnpted by the new medium

are similar in fashion to those prompted by abstecabout art and

representation. Both prompt, rather than raisettestions directly (Andrews,

“Seattle Driftsource code”).

Seattle Drift(1997) is the most popular poem from this DHTMlripd in
Andrews’ career, and an important expression opbetics. It was published at a
time when e-poetry was starting to grow as a Wedethart form, yet it doesn’t seem
as dated as other contemporary e-texts. Its sitypb€design and directness of its
conceit are deceptively simple: this e-poem enactstique of current and historical
poetry scenes in order to create a space for eeAgeetry scene. This is also a piece
that speaks well to contemporary audiences, pdatiguvhen being introduced to the
concept of electronic poetry, because it takessdaréing point a traditional notion of
poetry (verse) and leads the reader into the newesof electronic poetry, with a

concrete poetry transition to smooth the way. Thishy | consideSeattle Driftto

®“One of the things the piece evokes for me isnibigon of an engine. Each word
rotates in a circle, and the different circleshal’e some relation. Like gears/cogs in a
machine. When you 'tame' it, the circles have amompoint of intersection; when
you 'stir', the circles have a common center; wymnprod, they don't have a
common property” (Andrews, “[comments on] Chapt®: ®BHTML Dances”).
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be a classic, in addition to its merits as a paghmg¢h should become evident in the

following reading.

SEATTLE DRIFT

I'ma bad text.

| used to be a poem

but drifted from the scene.
Do me.

| just want you to do me.

Figure 13: Screen Image Sgattle Drift’’

At a glance, this e-poem looks very much like ateoporary free verse
poem: divided into unrhymed, unmetered lines.iftguistic text is very
straightforward, and seems clear, uncomplicatecertral poetic device at work here
is personification of the text itself, which is theice of the poem. This self-aware
voice of this poem has found expression in otheka/by Andrews written during
this period, such as the “Pop-up Poems.” The sé#frential tone draws attention to
the poem's form, leading the reader to look attbeds rather than just reading them,
an important aspect of Andrews' visual poetics. dihlg elements that would be out
of place in a print poem are the red words founovalihe poem’s title, which are

options for the reader to activate with a mousekckevoking the familiar computer

""Window size has been reduced to emphasize liriguéstt.
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interface of the menu bar. The presence of thgaé rues and the personified text’s
request to the reader are the keys to this poeomseit and to its behaviors.
Stylistically, the piece is similar to the pop-upems (though not in behavior)
in that the text talks about itself. I like thispaipach because it focuses
attention on the questions and also allows me ¥eldp character. The
character is the text itself, and the characterrmenting on its own nature and
behavior, though embodying that nature and behalsar, beyond it but
within it, like the rest of us. (AndrewsSeattle Driftsource code™
The speaker dbeattle Driftcharacterizes itself as “a bad text” that “useti¢o
a poem.” It has apparently ceased to be a poenubeda‘drifted from the scene,”
yet what we see is clearly a poem. Why would it enalsch a contradictory
statement? Instead of providing reasons or fustkiptanation, the speaker shifts to a
request: to “do” it, reiterating that it is alltants. Perhaps once the reader “does” the
text, such explanations will no longer be necesdaeyhaps the text itself derives
some pleasure from being “done.” In this contegtttiree phrases in red gain more
meaning: “do the text,” “stop the text,” and “digltne the text.” The connotations of
the words “do me” and “discipline the text” comhihwith the texts’ statement that it
is “bad” create a slightly sadomasochistic scenaniolving the reader in the
punishment/pleasure of the text. This is emphasidesh the pointer becomes a hand
when it is placed over the red phrases. If thearussthe symbolic presence of the
reader in the electronic texts, is the extendeeéxrfthger in that hand a

representation of the reader's hand, about to tthectext? Symbolism aside, this is

78 “To expand on that a bit, behaviors allow wook simply to talk about
something but to be it” (Andrews, [comments on] @iea3.2: DHTML Dances)

174



an indication that the phrase is a hotspot, osstolass suggestive language, an input
cue.

Initially, the only input cue that produces a m@sge is the first one, “do the
text” because the other ones depend upon thisoohavie a noticeable effect. Upon
activating it with a mouse click, the words begrdtift across the screen in a random
pattern that slowly leads the words to the edgeletcreen and out of sight. Once
the text is in motion, one can “stop the text” aeaan “discipline the text,” which
brings it back to the original formatting and sta@tismotion. The responsive behavior
of the text is very simple, requiring minimal inpyét important because it triggers
three other textual behaviors: kinesis, mutabibtyd scheduling. The text is static
without the reader setting it in motion by “doirgettext.” The responsive element
needs to be activated by the reader for him otdbe able to read the e-poem
properly, or at least fully. The mutability beconoésar upon subsequent
“disciplining” and re-“doing” of the text, becautiee drifting is subtly different every
time. The use of time (or scheduling) is linear arfthite: the text can potentially
drift for as long as the browser and computer aneetd on, which raises some
interesting questions about the limits of this gcen

The poem's motion, key words, and spaces aretedgerunlock this e-poem.
It may not be surprising that the words drift asrdge screen when activated, given
the poem’s title. And yet, this movement bringgiation to the use of the word
“drift” in the title and the text of the poem. Oakthe primary uses of the word is to
describe the motion of the words-- random, uncdiedipslow-- but it can also mean

moving away, perhaps without a clear direction. pbem states that it used to be a
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poem “but drifted from the scene,” establishingaasal connection between its
drifting and it no longer being a poem. The wordeéise,” can be read to represent a
theatrical stage. The space in the window thataamesee without needing to scroll,
and the words of the poem are like theater perfasnveho eventually exit the stage
after a performance (or do they drift out of thersx). We cannot read the words we
can't see, though we can chase them with the szl Another meaning of scene is
that of poetry scenes, that is performance spa@estions, audiences: the cultural
milieu in which poetry is written, published, perfted, and received. The poem's
strategies (including rhetoric, behaviors, and ptéreadings) stem from the latter
meaning of scene and will inform this analysis.

What we see at the beginningS¢attle Driftis easily identifiable as a poem,
at least in its formatting. It is written in freenge that reads somewhat like a William
Carlos Williams, Marianne Moore, or a Charles B&gimspoem, in the sense that it is
prosaic in its use of language, unadorned by fiijpegdanguage, figures of speech,
rhyme, meter, rhythm, or other devices that we waeadily identify as poetic, with
the exception of the personification of the poeselit The line breaks coincide with
the ends of sentences or independent clausesg $odk are all closed, that is, each
contains a complete idea. So, while it is not & Vppemy poem,” as Jim Andrews
describes more traditional poems, we can identig ia poem primarily because it is
cut into lines, which makes it verse. We can sdgibngs to the general scene of
poetry, focusing it further as belonging to a ppstiene associated with Language
Poetry, which often subverts the conventions otqyd®y using prosaic language that

has been cut into lines.
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To “do the text” is to allow the poem to drift ayvexom that scene of poetry
that we can define as verse, or at least prosetuverse. As the drifting begins, the
words lose their line formatting, as they driftdifferent directions, at times over
each other, yet maintaining their horizontal aliggmt) so they are still readable. The
original linguistic text breaks down as new one®rga from the newly reconfigured
words, something that goes on continuously undélresader clicks on “stop the text.”
At that point the text becomes static, its lingaisext stabilized, and the reader can
read the newly combined text . . . or should I sagm? A screen capture after a few

seconds of drift should provide some insight:

drifted

Figure 14: Seattle Drift
Is this text still a poem? Certainly. It looksdik poem by Stephane Mallarmé,
Charles Olson, Susan Howe, Eugen Gomringer or aaylgelonging to the Concrete
Poetry scene—and these are just a few examplesetitgraditions that use spatial
arrangement in ways beyond the traditional formgttf verse. We can give this new

linguistic text even more attention we gave todhginal one and get insightful
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material to inform our interpretation, becauseai$ hecome less familiar and perhaps
more poetic language. For instance, the openimg loan be read as “text I'm
SEATTLE | Drift” after which the reader must makeatsions on what direction to
read and how to cluster words in ways that makeeséor produce pleasurable
nonsense). This drifted text retains its persodifiense of self, as seen in phrases like
“I DRIFT,” “Poem want | you bad” “be used” and “@othe me.” It also retains some
of the language of desire to be “done,” that ieaut loose from what ties it to
specific scenes and drift away into other poetgnss.

And yet the personified text claims that it islanger a poem, because it
“drifted from the scene.” Perhaps it drifted frohe ttraditionally-formatted-poetry
scene to join the spatially-composed-poetry sceaewill it drift out of that too?
Given enough time, all the words will drift frometiscreen, leaving only the initial
input cues. At what point does it stop being a peéshwhat point does it cease to be
a poem, but is it still a text? When there is aog word? If we consider “the scene”
to mean poetry traditions and/or venues, then tegrpis questioning the scene itself,
and the personified text is being rebellious. Ifne@ad “the scene” as a theatrical
metaphor, then the text is being self-consciousiait® materiality, and refers to its
literal departure from the figurative stage of flteeen. Does an empty page mean
there is no text in it? Certainly.

Does the same apply to an empty screen? Not icabe ofSeattle Drift
because as long as the program is running, thestexifting, and it can drift
indefinitely because the animation operates oneali and endless schedule. The

farther the words drift from their point of origithe larger the electronic space of the
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poem gets. And since the browser window has hot&@md vertical scroll bars that
allow one to move the window to wherever there tpayext to read, one could
literally allow the poem to drift to a truly monatrs size, rendering it horrendously
meaningless, “massively insolent” to use Andrews’'ds. Or perhaps, after years of
running continuously under ideal conditions, prognaer-critics would have to create
new tools to navigate the enormous black spacdsegioem in order to find words to
read, becoming astronomers of this language céaisbel of a size to give Eugen
Gomringer nightmares.

The constellation is the simplest possible kindaifiguration in poetry

which has for its basic unit the word, it encloaagoup of words as if it were

drawing stars together to form a cluster.

The constellation is an arrangement, and at the seme a play-area of fixed

dimensions.

The constellation is ordered by the poet. He datezsithe play-area, the field
or force and suggests its possibilities. the reatiernew reader, grasps the

idea of play, and joins in.

In the constellation something is brought intowweeld. It is a reality in itself

and not a poem about something or other. The déatgte is an invitation

(Gomringer).
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When Eugen Gomringer wrote this essay in 1954dtmensions of a “play area”
had to be fixed, whether he has working with thgepar a landscape, as British
Concrete poet lan Hamilton Finlay became famousTibis notion is echoed by
Charles Olson in his manifesto “Projective Versdiew he describes a poetics of
“composition by field.” In all of these cases, thgmets are taking advantage of the
space they have at their disposal, which prettyhmmeant the page for all of them.
Jim Andrews also takes advantage of the spaceas@ilo him, but in a potentially
more extreme way because the electronic pager{dstape) are mathematically
infinite, and limited only by a computer's storaggacity and processing capability,
than by any actual physical dimensions.

It is at this point, when we start to engage therp's materiality as an
electronic object that the poem has reached iesgcene: the e-poetry scene. This is a
scene of possibilities and experimentation, of @ag invitations for readers to
embark on a journey that challenges their tradatidraining as readers, their
assumptions about language and how it should bigcoed, their preconceptions
about what poetry is and should be. The e-poegestn 1997 was even smaller than
it is today, yet there was an enthusiastic endigyy¢ame from being among the first
to boldly go where no poet has gone before, eveante of those paths had been
blazed conceptually in other media. How far readesuld be willing to follow on
this path is secondary to the need to explorend,the invitation is always there.

Keeping the reader always in mind, however, Jirdraws does provide the
option to “discipline the text” back into “the s&r—back into traditional poetic

form and into the metaphorical stage readers angst@med to. But this act runs
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counter to the poem's desire to drift and be iows scene, to explore cyberspace (or
at least disk-space) beyond our ability to followdde free from tradition,
convention, interpretation. And yet is an obedtent: it responds faithfully to the
three commands we are given as options. Any cantmolthe text come from the
author, who created it (along with its programmedtdvior), and the reader, who has
the power set it in motion, stop it, and “disciglint at his or her own convenience.
Let’s not get lost in the personification, howevEne words have no control
over their motion: they drift as Jim Andrews pragraed them to. The programming
is based on randomly generated numbers and a &xinlyle positional equation that
sends them slowly moving towards the edges of¢heses and beyond. The random
element is important because Jim Andrews has r@bhg@d some control over the
text over to the computer’s ability to generated@n numbers, something that
occurs during the production performance on thdegsa side. This assures that the
text the readers are exposed to will always bedfit, once they “do the text,” but
within certain parameters, which Andrews descréeefollows:
The motion is "pseudo-random.” Note, however, Watn you play the piece,
the words "text" and "poetry" are almost alwaysldst words on the screen.
This is because the number of pixels each word si@aery frame of the
animation), while random, is within a certain ramjeandom values, and
different words have different random ranges. Tdrmges of the words "text"
and "poetry" are smaller than the other words s@werage, they move less
than the other words (Andrews, “[comments on] Caapt2: DHTML

Dances”).

181



This built in mutability reinforces the use of tiwerd “drift,” referring to the text’s
lack of control over its motion, or ability to r@taa single linguistic text.

Thus the literal drift is the agent for metaphatiand semantic drift of this e-
poem. This deceptively simple conceit may initiagem gimmicky, yet it is essential
to the poem because it reconfigures the meaningeyofvords. Drift is also an
important aspect in Andrews’ poetics, finding lgkeexpression in many of this
works, such agérteroids A Pen and conceptual expression in works ltheCinema
To drift is to move without controlling one’s dittean, surrendering to whichever
forces have influence over one’s movement, suchigg and current in the case of a
boat that isn’t using its engines, sails, oarsudder to guide it. The geological term
“continental drift” also comes to mind, particulamh the context of Seattle and the
Pacific Northwest region, since its tall mountaamsl volcanoes are the result of an
ocean tectonic plate drifting against the North Aigan continental plate. A telling
notion of drifting is the Situationist practice thie dérive which directly translated
means “drift,” but is described by them as:

Dérives involve playful-constructive behavior andaaeness of

psychogeographical effects, and are thus quitereifit from the classic

notions of journey or stroll.

In a dérive one or more persons during a certailoge&rop their relations,
their work and leisure activities, and all theinet usual motives for
movement and action, and let themselves be dravthebgttractions of the

terrain and the encounters they find there. Ch@adess important factor in
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this activity than one might think: from a dériveipt of view, cities have
psychogeographical contours, with constant curréxisd points and

vortexes that strongly discourage entry into ot 8®m certain zones.

But the dérive includes both this letting-go arsdniecessary contradiction: the
domination of psychogeographical variations bykhewledge and
calculation of their possibilities. In this lattesgard, ecological science,
despite the narrow social space to which it lim#slf, provides
psychogeography with abundant data (Debord).
This notion of the dérive can illuminate Andrewskewf drift in this poem and in his
other works, whether he was aware of this theonyoby because it points out several
aspects of drifting that are in tune with his ovae wf it. For instance, botnigma n
andSeattle Driftshowcase Andrews’ “playful-constructive” side giving up control
in order to discover insights, through the use afahle and responsive textual
behaviors. The random aspects of the texts areitiodut parameters—his texts,
much like cities, contain “psychogeographical comngowith constant currents, fixed
points” and other means by which both the readdrtha@ text can be guided in their
drift. Seattle Drifthas several such parameters: from the menu bidwediop left
corner of the screen (seducing its readers toatetistop, and reset the text), to the
Vispo logo marking the lower right hand edge of dhiginal window (framing the
psychogeographical “scene” in which the poem bggtoghe programming currents
that guide the letters as they drift in their pseuandom directions away from their

original position. Andrews carefully crafts the &gy of his spaces, designing the
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“psychogeography” of his interfaces, so that hetb@n “let go” of his control over
both langwidgets and readers and let them be dtawuinat they will.

Understanding the role of textual behaviorSeattle Drift—stasis,
responsiveness, kinesis, mutability and schedulialipws us to interpret the poem
more completely than would be possible throughralguextual analysis, because
each one helps shape the reader’s experience. Wieleeve that textual analysis is
at the heart of any good interpretation of a Igsaork, | am convinced that it is
insufficient for the interpretation of an e-poencisas this, even though it is still a
primary tool. The main reason is that since allghssible variations are practically
impossible to be read, partly due to the mutabdityhe drift, partly due to the
difficulty of starting and stopping the words ageity the same time. A close reading
of the text requires access to a relatively stadbte with the possibility of rereading
it. Seattle Driftoffers no such possibility, aside from the initikt.

Perhaps in drifting away from the scene of traddil poetry, this text has also
drifted away from the scene of traditional literanticism, and requires a new
approach to supplement or even replace the critbcds of the past. This study seeks
to expand and develop this emergent critical soéMew Media Studies. The next
section will offer a reading of another set of getttat have built-in instability, thgtir

Fry Texts

Cut Up, Heat, Stir
The stir frys dawned on me when | realized it'sygascreate an object, fill the
object with whatever content you want (text, imagesinds, etc) and

subsequently change the content however you waetclianges to objects
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can be triggered by mousing or clicking objectdypsome other form of

interactivity. This leads to an unusual view ofi@ce of literary Web art

which | want to develop here--not just concerning $tir frys, but more

widely for the future (Andrews, “Architecture arfeketLiterary”).

The Stir Fry Textswhile inspired by William S. Burroughs and Bryon
Gysin’s use of the cut-up, have a flavor of theuno. . a fact not lost on Jim
Andrews when naming them after a culinary technigak known in the Pacific
Northwest region where he was living at the timéheir creation. The technique of
cutting up texts for rearrangement was employe8inyealist poets and artists early
in the 20" century as a way of freeing the creative mind frationality and the ego,
allowing for the unconscious mind to express itdifrroughs and Bryon Gysin used
the technique not only as a composition methodddyrce novels, audio tapes, and
films, but also as a type of literary criticisrmee they believed that the cut-up could
open up texts to their true or latent meanings.

These Stir Fry Texts aren’t quite like what Buigha and Gysin did, however.
They have a style of their own. Sure they are ogtind rearranging texts, but that is
where the differences between print and electremtuality come into play.
Burroughs cut up texts and rearranged them intibogy of novels, but the book that
a reader gets is a completed process: its produpgdormance is over and they can
begin their reception performance. T Fry Textsproduction performance isn't
over until the reader begins his/her receptionqrerince: and the two blend in an

ongoing process.
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What's new in the stir frys is the spastic intaxéiyt they give to the reader/viewer,
the way that they insist on hanging together astgshysically, anyway and, if they
are successful as texts, rather than simply asviaiggtical text toys, the range of
insights they afford into themselves and the randonhthe cut up and the Web and
into oneself, since the stir frys allow you to makeir own texts (Andrews, “Stir
Frys and Cut Ups”).

Jim Andrews did his share of slashing of audiesagiuring his years as a
radio show host, and with this series of collabweag¢-poems, he returns to this
technique, using programming instead of a razarebl&lis ingredients include e-
mails, quotes, concrete poetry, and essay likengtiind lovingly sliced with
JavaScript and DHTML tools. The computer providesénergy to run the scripts
and keep the surface on which the texts residematmanner of speaking. Jim
Andrews and his collaborators prep the texts fiofising, cutting and linking where
they see fit. The reader’s hand, by way of the ra@d its virtual pointer on the
screen’s hot surface, stirs the texts, cooking thprmto new combinations and
possibilities for his/her consumption.

Culinary metaphors aside, tBér Fry Textscan be described as a single-
document hypertext, which the reader can navigeagaits or as a whole. EaSlir
Fry Textcontains 4-6 lexias (textual units), accessibldeair uncut form by clicking
on a colophon at the base of each page. Eachiseg@or coded—that is, each lexia
is in a different color or shade of gray. Sweepimg pointer over the text, produces a
new text composed of different colored segments feach lexia. Jim Andrews

describes thé&tir Fry Textsas follows:
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The basic architecture of the stir frys is stofiethyers of text. Like pages
one underneath the other, really--like a book. Buike a book in that each
text is cut into the same number of pieces (3Gyrand when you mouse
over the text, the phrase you mouse over is swafguete corresponding
phrase of the text below. And this continues, asyouse over the phrase,
until the topmost text reappears when you haveheshbeyond the bottom
layer of texts. Also, you can see the entire, useguence of layers by
repeatedly clicking the colophon (Andrews, Architee and the Literary).
Here is a graphical representation of these layeated by Andrews, using the
“Divine Mind Fragment Theater” as an example. Elagler is represented by either
green, yellow, or blue and the first segment of texeach layer is colored red (see

figure 15) (Andrews, Architexture of Divine Mind&gment Theatre).

Divine Mind Fragment Theatre

Architexture
Figure 15: Divine Mind Fragment Theatre Architextur
As can be seen from the descriptions and diagrémaea theStir Fry Textdend

themselves to two kinds of readings: a linear dekilven exploration of the ideas
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presented in each text, and a reader targeted maneld scrambled text composed of
the all the lexia. The reader has the choice ontoowad the text, and how to
approach the “stir frying” of the texts: when tatiete, how much to “stir,” when to
stop and read, and whether to repeat that or not.

The number of possible texts that can be createsibly scramblings is huge,
and without the ability to methodically control ttextual combinations, the
possibility of reading all the possible variatiaagractically impossible, short of
hacking into the code and modifying it to allow fapre control. Even so, exploring
every possible permutation would be both impossdibhe consuming and
impractical, given the limited control one has oselection. Consider the number of
possible permutations, as estimated by Jim Andrews:

Stir frys are composed of x distinct texts, anchet@at is partitioned into y

pieces. For those who like to count, you see frioenstir frys (requires IE 4+

for the PC) that there aré mpossible permutations of a stir fry, if the pate

distinct (Andrews, Material Combinatorium Supremum)
To take this a step further, consider the pointenaglRaymond Queneau about his
1961 poenCent Mille Milliard de Poémesvhich uses the technology of the book to
intercut the 14 lines of 10 sonnets, to creaté pOssible permutations. He calculated
that to read the whole text in all its permutatisrmild take considerably more than
what is allowed by a human lifetime, even wherdieg nonstop. Basically, both
Queneau and Andrews have created texts that assigpe to read in their entirety.

Both poets have two points to make with these irsjabes texts: these are pieces
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meant to be incomplete and reading them in theiregy wouldn't yield sufficient
insight to warrant the enormous time investmentireq.

Why create a work that cannot be read completebgi¢ve the idea is to
emphasize the processes by which the texts ardittded and to encourage readers
to take an active role in figuring out its patterimsan essay titled “Material
Combinatorium Supremum,” Jim Andrews discusses th@annumber of atoms in the
universe can be calculated and after consideriagetbhnical requirements for
creating a stir fry text that equals that numbenatudes that it would not be difficult
to achieve. The following insight emerges from ttusiceptual experiment:

The 'material combinatorium supremum’, represeaseal text, would

certainly give an impression of great variety, aogefully interest, also, but

you would eventually get a sense that you had iteadd you would surely
be right (Andrews, Material Combinatorium Supremum)
Closure, therefore, comes as a decision from thaerethat they “read it” and got
what they needed from the text. | imagine the idda let the readers decide when
they have achieved closure, or they may succurmthtd Espen Aarseth calls
“aporia” in his bookCybertext The other insight suggests why he hasn’t undertak
the project, with characteristic humor.

There is, of course, much silliness to such a ptojecould end up so

horrendously meaningless as to be an abominatitmtbha combinatorium

supremum and an afront to all poetry in the uniwekdassively insolent.
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Then again, it could possibly be amusing. And alahthing in itself,
regardless (Andrews, “Material Combinatorium Supuent).
The potential for creating absurdly large textg ttrallenge traditional notions of
reading and criticism is very present in digit&dra, and Jim Andrews is both
inspired and amused by it. When he conceptualize@drks, he balances that
potential with his desire to engage his readengnigaestraint in the scope of his
projects while inviting his readers to playfullyatlenge their habits. We see this in
Seattle Drift, where he balances the personified desire ofetkietd drift away (that
is, for the text to explore the limitless potensphce of the e-poetry scene) with
interface controls (for the reader's own desireet and understand the text). For the
Stir Fry Texs this balance comes through restraint, as wdilydke ability to read
whole lexias instead of just scrambled texts. esthworks, as iSeattle Drift
Andrews provides both the well worn paths that eea@dre accustomed to, and
devices that encourage creative drift through ghelpogeographical spaces of his
works.
The stir frys are, in a sense, conceptual pieces.tlfink about them. In a
typical literary work, you read it and think abauhat it said. The stir frys
have that dimension to them, but also you are mieathink of them as an
architecture. We look at architecture. We thinkoildings as structures. One
contemplates the shape of the stir frys. As a coatbrium. As a limited but
vast space of possibilities. As a shape, as it wese kind of conceptual

visual poetry. The visual part is 'on the page'ibistalso invisible, in the
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'shape’ of the combinatorial space (Andrews, “[c@nts on] Chapter 3.2:
DHTML Dances”).
Andrews’ emphasis on architecture and buildingdescribe texts as spaces
strengthens the analogy with Debord’s Theory ofBeve because readers can
either drift and follow the currents of a city, @rt across them with a purpose, but the
city remains still: its buildings don’t mové Andrews offers his readers both the
comfortable familiarity of static text, but alsaethbility to cut loose and drift by
fluidly reconfiguring the words and phrases thahfdhe lexia, undermining the
notion of unmovable buildings, while still evokiagsense of space. A close reading
of a representativBtir Fry Textwill support the claims made up to this point.
The Stir Fry Textdgs a project that consists of the following wortsdate:
“Divine Mind Fragment Theater” (1999) was Jim Anaege first Stir Fry Text
It interconnects quotes by Jerome McGann, JosephéMeaum, and Leo
Marx about poetic experimentation, computers, ameSon’s aim to recover
the “original relation to the universe.”
In “Spastext” (1999) Jim Andrews intercuts fivetein which he discusses
guestions of authorship, publishing, and self-mibhg on the Web.
In “Correspondence” (1999) Jim Andrews intertwieaserpts from an e-mail
correspondence between himself, Lee Worden, Maillig3hand Talan
Memmott.

“Log” (2000) was written by Brian Lennon.

" The French word for building isimeuble which literally means unmovable.
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“Blue Hyacinth” (2003) consists of four brief natixees written by Pauline

Masurel.

“Concrete Stir Fry Poems” (2006) are written by baNiemi.

Note that this framework has served as inspirdboiseveral poets to create their
own work. It is also noteworthy to see that thegpamming for this framework has
been updated by Marco Niemi, who also helped Andrgpdate the DHTML code
to be more compatible with browsers in 2004. Btie Fry Textsare therefore a kind
of machine, with built in interfaces, which prodac@milar results, but that needs
texts to process. Jim Andrews has created a maohade of words, that can be
emptied and refilled with words, and the enginghis literal, literary machine still
operates and inspires others to provide language tmrun with.

Let's take a close look at “Spastext,” since ithis only one of th&tir Fry
Textsfor which he supplies the language for the franrbwAs with many of his
other poems, the essay-like text of “Spastext’rigtan in the tradition of some
Language Poets like Charles Bernstein, who blutities between theory and
practice, poetics and poetry. Jim Andrews likesrtgploy metatextual voices:
personified self-aware poems that address the readectly, as well as the voice of
the poet, foregoing the illusion of creating spealkand confronting the readers with
issues that relate to the themes of the poem. &ttex s the case of “Spastext,” in
which he discusses several issues that relates twdrk: the nature and economics of
authorship, the commodification of poetry and artontemporary culture, the
economics of the Web as a means for publicatiot tlaa ability of art to promote

compassion and self-reflection.
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“Spastext” is composed of five lexia and an opgrgareen all of which
contain a consistent graphical element: a coloptitman image file named
“twitch.gif.” ®° Upon opening the text, one sees a black screénthétcentered
“twitch” icon in the center of a dark screen ancethverbal links: one to the title page
for “Spastext,” one for the Stir Fry Texts, and doethe main page of Vispo.com.
Clicking on the twitch icon, takes us to the fiestia which has its text formatted as a
paragraph centered on the window. If you leavectireor on the same position as
when you clicked on the twitch icon, the first lexvill materialize under it, and its
position will be somewhere in the center of the theee lines of that paragraph.
Unless you have very fast reflexes and are abheawe away from that position
within the first second or two or you moved immeeliya after clicking so cursor is
away from the position the text loads into, youl Wwdve no choice but to begin stir
frying the text, so to speak. If you don’t move thsor, the stir frying won’t begin,
but in order to click on the icon and go to thetrdexia one must move the cursor
over text, activating the “stir frying” part of thjrogram and scrambling the lexias
together. This is Jim Andrews’ way of showing us ffiimary mechanism of the
poem in action without having to tell us how toiate it through instructions.

Each lexia in “Spastext” is cut into 29 pieces aadh piece is linked with the
corresponding piece in the next lexia. The piendhe fifth lexia links to the first,
closing the loop for the rapid cycling from onethe next. Clicking on the twitch
icon cycles from one entire lexia to the next, ahE an important feature, since it

allows the reader to examine each lexia befordrgtirg them into texts composed of
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their intermingled segments. This allows Andrewbldge a rhetorical progression
between lexia equivalent to paragraph progressidhe page. If read that way,
linearly going from lexia to lexia and reading therole without “stir frying,” one
gets the sense that one is reading an essay @sstles mentioned earlier. If “stir
fried” then the texts are intermingled and fornext that is more open to
interpretation, and more poetic by virtue of belegs rhetorical, less familiar in its
structure.

A lexia by lexia reading should lead us to atiahunderstanding of the ideas
Andrews is expressing in this piece, which willdmmpared to close readings of
sample “stir fried” texts.

Who now is the author? Who really cares excepbtieeexpecting the cheque

in the mail? Let him whine and fret about intelleadtproperty rights. The

important thing is not who writes or makes it, that extraordinary work be
done. We own very little, owe those who have gogfere very much.

Pythagoreans attributed all work to 'himself', Rgbras, ipse dixit, he said it

(apparently he never wrote a thing). So did manyafhol's friends ('Here's

a great idea that nobody has done. Why don't yauaiad I'll sign it?") We

entered a phase of combinatorial inter-textuabtygl ago. The Web and

anything digital or copyable perpetuates it (AndseiEpastext”).81
At a glance, this paragraph is a discussion optiigics of authorship , the

indebtedness to work that has been done beforefilqaitousness of intertextuality,

81 This paragraph was originally part of an esgbad “Digital Langu(im)age --
language and image as objects in a field,” pubtishéerihelion1:2 in 1998.
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and its combinatorial nature. There is a clearatedl| progression from question to
answer to examples, reaching a conclusion fromlistsussion. So far, this is not a
very poemy kind of text—which begs the questiorthis a poetic text at all? It is
written in prose that would be difficult to labed poetic because it is not highly
charged with sonorous qualities, images, figuratwguage or any other of the
staples of the poetic traditions. It seems to beemmotune with the anti-lyrical
poetics practiced by Language poets who blurrdistns between theory and
poetry, composing poems that read like poetic neatok. So where does it fitin a
discussion of poetry, or more appropriately, howgithese texts benefit from being
examined as a poem? The answer lies both in thre aod in the executed poem, that
is, the stir fried text.

When looking at the source code, one can seeldlcepwhere the prose
excerpt has been cut, and more than that, arrangetines. The idea of using lines
is a programming convention, which allows for aglenorganization of the
programming codes, in this case declaring the val@ach variable. In what ways is
looking at these lines of code as poetic line bsaadeful? The text is displayed as
prose, after aff? One way in which the notion of the poetic linegsehpproach this
otherwise very prosy text is that it isn’t merelpge: each paragraph invisibly is
sliced and cut into segments and linked with c@oesling segments in other

paragraphs. These breaks in the structure of thtersees become very clear when

82 think of poetry as intensest engagement witlyleye. So, for instance, | look at
the work of Godel the mathematician/logician asna lof poetry. The stir fry concept
has very little to do with story, with fiction, viitthe prosaic. Instead, the whole
concept of it is in the domain of poetry (Andrejemments on] Chapter 3.2:
DHTML Dances).
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textual segments from other paragraphs are integpasd the grammatical
structures from different sentences clash and mogbiioduce a text that could be
described as poetic. The deliberateness of a lieaklds equal to the deliberateness of
a cut in a paragraph of Spastext, in the sensetbgtooth cut across phrases and
sentences, creating open and closed lines, enjantbare multiple readings of
sentences that would otherwise have simpler andrfpatential interpretations. Let’s
take another look at the first paragraph in Spastiis time as it appears in the
source code of the poem, in order to test thisrasee

a[0][0] = "Who now is "

a[0][1] = "the author? Who really cares "

a[0][2] = "except the one expecting "

a[0][3] = "the cheque in "

a[0][4] = "the mail? Let him whine "

a[0][5] = "and fret about intellectual "

a[0][6] = "property rights. The important "

a[0][7] = "thing is not "

a[0][8] = "who writes or makes it, "

a[0][9] = "but that extraordinary work "

a[0][10] = "be done. We "

a[0][11] = "own very little, owe "

a[0][12] = "those who have "

a[0][13] = "gone before "

a[0][14] = "very much. Pythagoreans "
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a[0][15] = "attributed all work to 'himself', Pytharas, "
a[0][16] = "ipse dixit, he said "

a[0][17] = "it (apparently he never wrote "

a[0][18] = "a thing). "

a[0][19] = "So did many of Warhol's friends ('Hera'"
a[0][20] = "great idea that "

a[0][21] = "nobody has done. Why don't "

a[0][22] ="you do it and "

a[0][23] = "I'll sign it?") We entered "

a[0][24] = "a phase of combinatorial "

a[0][25] = "inter-textuality "

a[0][26] = "long ago. The Web and "

a[0][27] = "anything digital or copyable "

a[0][28] = "perpetuates it. "

The breaks have several effects: they tend tatsghrases from the
sentences they are parts of, emphasizing and mgeaganings not apparent if left
whole. For instance, line a[0][1] reads "the auth@rho really cares " which is a
parallel construction to line a[0][4] ( "the mallet him whine"). Both phrases have
an equal number of words , beginning with a questiod making a comment that
can be interpreted as disparaging in tone, undéngnihe earnestness of the
guestions. The fact that both sentences end imttidle of a line and have the

beginning of another sentence immediately followengate a sense of forward
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motion with the ideas put forth. There are 9 ser#enn this paragraph, but only two
of them end at the end of a line, and one of theeat the end of the paragraph. Of the
29 lines in the paragraph, only four are closed:ttto sentences, and two phrases
that end in commas (in lines a[0][8] and a[0][1&yery other line has strong
enjambment, pulling onwards towards the next phtiagewill complete its idea.
Why is this significant? Because when the textmfobfferent paragraphs become
scrambled, the connections between the open liflesarstronger. The pull of these
texts is towards coherence, despite the builteéolerence that comes from
recombining them. Between the two contradictorgdst arises the kind of tension
and play one could come to expect from poetic laggu

Taking this analysis a step further, a juxtapositf the first two paragraphs,

broken into lines of code should provide insighttle& connections between the

lines®

a[0][0] = "Who now is " a[1][0] = "Writers "

a[0][1] = "the author? Who really cares " a[1][1] = "must eat too, but why crusade *
a[0][2] = "except the one expecting " a[1][2] = "for further “

a[0][3] = "the cheque in " a[1][3] = "perpetuation of “

a[0][4] = "the mail? Let him whine " a[1][4] = "the idea of art “

a[0][5] = "and fret about intellectual " a[1][5] = "as commodity, art “

a[0][6] = "property rights. The important " a[1][6] = "as a product “

8 For the sake of compression, | will remove thet famd color tags to focus attention
on the text.
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a[0][7] = "thing is not "

a[0][8] = "who writes or makes it, "
a[0][9] = "but that extraordinary work "
a[0][10] = "be done. We "

a[0][11] = "own very little, owe "

a[0][12] = "those who have "

a[0][13] = "gone before "

a[0][14] = "very much. Pythagoreans "
a[0][15] = "attributed all work to 'himself',
Pythagoras, "

a[0][16] = "ipse dixit, he said "

a[0][17] = "it (apparently he never wrote "
a[0][18] = "a thing). "

a[0][19] = "So did many of Warhol's friends
(Here'sa™

a[0][20] = "great idea that "

a[0][21] = "nobody has done. Why don't "
a[0][22] ="you do it and "

a[0][23] = "I'll sign it?") We entered "
a[0][24] = "a phase of combinatorial "
a[0][25] = "inter-textuality "

a[0][26] = "long ago. The Web and "

a[0][27] = "anything digital or copyable "

a[d][7]="n

a[1][8] ="o

o different from “

ther things produced

a[1][9] = "to function pleasantly “

a[1][10] ="
a[1][11] ="
a[1][12] ="
a[1][13] ="
a[1][14] ="
a[1][15] ="
a[1][16] ="
a[1][17] ="
a[1][18] ="
a[1][19] ="
a[1][20] ="
a[1][21] ="
a[1][22] ="
a[1][23] ="
a[l1][24] ="
a[1][25] ="
a[1][26] ="
a[l1][27] ="

a[1][28] ="

within a market *
society? To crusade *“
for the ‘artist’s “

right’ to have work “
treated like “

any other commodity “
is to invalidate “

the subversive force “
of writing, its “
destructive content, its “
truth, and denigrate “
the alien and *
alienating oeuvres of “
intellectual culture “

to the level of “
familiar “

goods “

and “

services. “

199




a[0][28] = "perpetuates it. "

Table 4: Paragraph Comparisons in "Spastext"

The second paragraph is structured more or lessaime as the first one,
exploring ideas in an essay-like language, andnguthem into open segments that
are enjambed with the previous and following segmérhe ideas progress from
guestions to examination of the ideas they posecandlude with a statement of the
speaker’s position on these issues. The similardfesubject matter, grammatical
structure, and rhetorical progression of ideasgtreen the connections between
different paragraphs.

Looking at the other 3 paragraphs, one can segieal progression in the
argument but also a move towards more introspdgtp@etic language—all of
which is encoded to be mixed with previous paralgsaphe result is a combination
of different registers and styles, all cut intorsegts that can be scrambled together
with the lightest touch of a mouseover, creatingxa that has many possibilities for
expression. The best test of this potential iditdry some texts and then perform
some readings of the resulting text. Here is tketteat results from zigzagging
across the paragraph from top to bottom, leftgbtrnumerous times to have a
thorough scrambile.

Perhaps we come must eat too, but why crusadelseefheque in the idea

art and fret about intellectual as a product néed#nt from may speak out tq
function pleasantly within a market as we are theke have extended out 3

we are "markets are conversations". is to invadideid perhaps if this is of
writing, its is crucial to glasses; when | look Saesisting I'll sign it?") We
entered to the level of what it is goods and sewsvic
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This text breaks a number of semantic and syntadiés of English, yet it makes
sense in the way some of Gertrude Stein’s poeteg.dibis a fragmented set of
phrases for which color can serve as indicatopguottuation at times, emphasis at
other times, or simply expose the breaks withintéx¢ as they appear in the source
code, leaving the breaks open to the reader’sgrattion. This text has a similar
message as the original paragraphs, but it is esmg# and one could argue that
there are truths that emerge from 8ter Fry Textghat are implied in the original
ones.

For example, in the second sentence, the sulj¢lcé sentence, “the cheque
in the idea of art” can be read as the commodiboadf art that goes so deep that it
becomes part of the very concept of art. Its camatiion “and fret about intellectual as
a product no different from” can be read as howliattuals are seen or treated as
products and in some ways are no different frondpcts. While “may speak out to
function pleasantly within a market” suggests that commodification of art may
express itself towards a perpetuation of a plagiation between intellectuals, artists,
and the market.

The statement that follows “as we are those whe lextended out as we are” can be
read in a number of ways, depending upon how amsters phrases and allocates
pauses within the sentence. The initial “as we aggi’ be an assertion of the state of
“function[ing] pleasantly within a market,” echobg another “as we are” which
reasserts “those who have extended out.” In otluedsy it emphasizes that “we”
(intellectuals and artists) are at this moment waykvell within the artistic market

and are extended out, concluding with the quoterketa are conversations,”
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suggesting that the conversations of intellectaatending out within a market or
economic system. That statement could be readeliffiy if we do not ascribe any
pauses within it. In that case, it would mean tiaa’ (intellectuals) “are those who
have extended out as we are,” meaning that theg havchanged how they are in
order to “extend out” beyond the market and the mawlified artistic world. The
difference between both readings is whether intellgs are functioning pleasantly
within the market system, or whether they haverekd out beyond it. Is this a
resolvable ambiguity?

To continue close reading the paragraph wouldlyegually ambiguous
results, partly because the text is very openddedy intervention and interpretation.
Where does a lexical/grammatical unit begin and?’énhere does one break the text
into phrases and sentences? How does one makede¢hsevork? Perhaps a good
approach is a kind of divination, in which a reaslearches for moments of lucidity,
and insightful permutations. Perhaps the pleasu8pastext is in the surprising
insights it offers with every recombination thateal the truths that lie beneath and
between the more deliberately planned statemeriteeinnscrambled texts. After all,
the last sentence in the excerpt quoted above &séklfered to the level afhat it is
goods and services” (emphasis added, though prakeatly through a color shift),
which establishes that the level entered by thedledtuals is a true one that simplifies
everything they produce to “goods and services.”

What happens to these “realities” or “truths” thaterge from the texts when
stir fried further? Is there any consistency tostegements? Do they really cohere?

This can be determined through further stir fryamgl analysis of the resulting texts.
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Picture buy and sell see? over the Web the maiiPib@ whine with books
and pictures as a product insofar as we may spetadf the pain be done.
as we are rent asunder, gone before as we arelagryoommodity ipse dixit

he said And perhaps if this is of writing, its rsicial to great idea that the
alien and you do it and all that crap, to the lefelhat it is goods and
perpetuates it.

This text returns to the ideas of buying and sgjliut this time emphasizing media

(“the Web” and “the mail”),and bringing in some serof who is speaking “out of the
pain” of being “rent asunder” for the creative a@t being treated as “any other
commodity.” A rhetorical move that is perpetuated @mphasized in this stir fried
text is to contradict and undermine the statemeatde, putting forth a sense of
uncertainty. For instance, the phrase “its is @ua great idea” emphasizes the
importance of the idea “that the alien and youttiQariting), but then undermines it
by saying “and all that crap,” returning to thetstaent of writing as marketable
“goods.” The ideas are expressed recursively yghases fall on different topics, as
some phrases become intelligible and others less so

Perhaps the magical number three should guidetm®ration of Spastext
with another scramble of the texts. This shouldiicanthe hypothesis of emphasis
and elaboration that results from this textual nelcmation.

Writers yourself. What do you art and ideas thegadlean you see but within

as a product insofar as we may speak out of thremdone. We own very
little, owe rent asunder, extended out treateddikg other commodity to sa

what we are become. it (apparently he never wrolténg). destructive
content, its great idea that the alien and aliegadeuvres of all that crap, tg
the level of inter-textuality to be one and havd aold.

Here the text zooms in on the reader “yourself’ gudstions him/her directly “what
do you” (or what you do). “Art and ideas, the chedgu[them]” returns to a main and

strongly recurring theme: the commodification df ateas, the author, intellectuals,
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and readers, all of which are “treated like anyeotommodity,” “as a product.”
Other ideas that were in the original texts (oipgons) that find emphasis in this stir
fry text (or texton84) are the notions of “alierdaalienating oeuvres,” intertextuality,
and “to be one and have and hold.” These threeeguaken from the last “sentence”
foreground the central tension expressed in Spagdexthe one hand is the
egotistical pull of the self, embodied by the cqrtaaf the author, who “receives the
cheque in the mail,” who reaches out to other peapt texts and claim them as their
own (as seen in the examples of Pythagoras anddlyavho seeks “to be one and
have and hold.” On the other is the writer's mouéa@rd from the egotistical self:
towards society, towards works that can have “destre content” and be “alien and
alienating,” disturbing the comfortable functioniafjthe marketplace, and
acknowledge the intertextuality of “art and idedset us not forget that the notion of
an author is a complex set of legal, economic,laexry concepts, all suggesting
that an author has rights, receives compensatt@mhpeoduces works imbued with
intentions. “Spastext” is Jim Andrews self-conssi@xploration of his own role as a
writer/author and how he balances the complexfs@g¢sires, needs, and intentions

that making a living from writing implie®.

84 Espen Aarseth’s neologisms: “scriptons” (therse texts) and “textons” (the
text that results from manipulating the scriptoss useful to distinguish the two
kinds of texts in this work.

8| see Spastext, the interactivity, the combinatarature of that interactivity, as
basically manifesting all the contradictions inheri& the 5 underlying texts.
Manifesting and 'dramatizing' those conflicts. Biexts are not consistent with one
another. They may be consistent within themselegs$ext 1 may itself be consistent,
but text x is at odds with text y. The contradin8are ones we live, though. We
realize that commodification of art poses real pepis. But we also realize that
commodification also is what enables work to fumethot only in the economic
markets but also, to some extent, in the 'marketeds’. So Spastext manifests and
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| conclude this reading of “Spastext” with a lcatkts title and the keywords
Jim Andrews uses to tag this piece in its programgneode: “Spastext, Cut Up, Stir
Fry Texts, Web art, visual poetry, vispo, Jim Amiseconcrete, alphabet, lettristic,
poetics, innovative, innovation, poet, typograptahalistic, experimental,
langu(im)age."86 The title is a both a pun and®@rpanteau of the words “spastic”
and “text,” referring to the “spastic interactivitlye talks about in the essay “Stir Frys
and Cut Ups.” The keywords point to the poetics thifmrm his work: concrete,
visual, and lettristic poetry, innovation and expentation, and the interconnection
of language and image through his coined langu@e)&ow the visual
characteristics of language interact with meansngeintral to his poetics, not to

mention behavior, sound, and the reader.

Conclusion
This period in Jim Andrews work shows the significdevelopment of the
behavioral aspect of his electronic poems, becBHSEML made many of the ideas
he was exploring earlier possible. It is here whesdreatment of language as an
object and/or image-- langu(im)age-- gained an ddti@mension, behavior, to
become langwidgets. The three DHTML poems analgesgdonstrate the potential
and limitations of the materials he was workinghyds well as the expression and
development of his poetics. The next stage in fosvth as a full time Web artist and
poet marks a return to his longtime interest inicyusut this time exploring the

potential of networked and programmable mediastisposal.

exaggerates or confuses or dramatizes some obtiteadictions of our social system
and our art systems and our lives (Andrews, [comigen] Chapter 3.2: DHTML
Dances).

86 From the source code lttp://www.vispo.com/StirFryTexts/spastext.html
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Since writing these e-poems in DHTML Jim Andreves Imoved almost
completely to using Director, partly because ofd¢bmpatibility issues due to the
lack of DHTML implementation standards, but padaely because of its limitations
for using sound. Jim Andrews' new direction wouddtd develop interactive audio
works such aRude Little Son§1999), anddppen Do Dowr{2000), leading up to
Nio (2001).

Since that time (1999), the 9 intervening yearshzhanged the computing

environment. The way browser companies have impk@deDHTML is

more standardized because of adherance to W3Castimdo it's easier to
make DHTML pieces that run on different browserd different platforms
without having to make multiple versions and takéfeatures for some
versions. The audio capabilities are still not weefl-developed, however

(this is also true of Flash). Nor are the visualgesssing possibilities of

DHTML very well-developed. Which is to say thataasanimation tool,

DHTML is still fairly primitive. But the DOM (docurant object model) of

DHTML is very interesting from a literary point giew because the main

paradigm is the document, not the movie. DHTMLtil gery interesting

concerning its ability to create exceedingly fumlocuments (Andrews, “Re:

The notebook arrived”).

The paradigm shift from DHTML (which is the docunhand its objects) to the
cinematic approach of Director resulted in an iasesl use of scheduling in the
electronic poems that followed. The shift to Diecs an authoring tool also came

with a shift in direction and location. Jim Andrem®ved back to Victoria, Canada in
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2000, having received a grant from the Senior Caralincil to work on interactive
audio-- what he calls vismu (a portmanteau of “alsausic”). The beginning of a
new stage did not mean that he would abandon tasesst in visual poetry and
programmed behavior, as can be seen from the higgunal characteristics of his

vismu pieces, to be discussed in the next section.

Visual Music
| called my site Vispo ~ Langu(im)age—Ilanguage andge—but that was a
few years ago. Now there are several other meg@vad, not least of which
is sound (Andrews, “Defib: Randy Adams interviews Andrews about
Nio”).
The previous sections in this chapter have focasetivo aspects of Jim Andrews’
development as a visual poet and a writer of edeatrpoetry, which thrives on the
processing power of programmable media. This sedtaces connections between
his aural poetry, from the sound poems he recoirdE2B9 to the interactive music
that he now writes/programs/composes, centeringiorf2001), a piece that seeks to
tie in all the elements Andrews explores in histjgoworks: visual, kinetic, aural, and
‘neath texts (programmed behaviors, particularlyability and responsiveness).
Jim Andrews first became interested in the mateuallities of language
during the six years he produced a radio showmiaatfirst called “Fine Lines” and
later became “?Frame?.” This change in titles fershow reflects an important shift
in how he approached poetry for the show and iroWs practice: “Fine Lines”
found its center of gravity in recording oral penf@nces of fairly traditional poetry,

while “?Frame?” featured sound poetry and works tiek advantage of audio
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recording and editing technologies to shape the fiInoduct beyond what is possible
with the human voice alone.
In my radio show, | started out recording poetslieg poems, writers reading
stories, and occassionally producing those a bitddio. Then | heard the
audio writers such as Gregory Whitehead, SusaneStord Douglas Kahn. |
first heard them on the 1985 audio anthology "Therfsl of Radio" at

http://ubu.com/sound/tellus_11.htmTI'he Whitehead piece "If a Voice Like

Then What?" came as a revelation to me. Here wagaoe doing a type of
audio poetry that was new. And media savvy. Sniastiathe media of
recorded sound and radio. | started to realizeuhdéerstanding media was
important to being able to work artistically witredia (Andrews, “Gregory
Whitehead”).
Andrews elaborates on this shift, narrating threrfative stage in his life in the
following excerpt from an e-mail sent to me in Nozer 2007.
After | graduated in 1983, | started a literaryicashow at CFUV-FM in
Victoria Canada. This was where | learned to trgeéacreative with
technology. | produced the show on cassette tapesamnt the cassette each
week to 15 other campus/community stations acresgda. They aired the
show each week. The show was on CFUV-FM, CITR-FNMamcouver,
CFRO-FM in Vancouver, CJSW-FM in Calgary, and asafsay as CHMR-
FM in St. John's Newfoundland.
I'm mentioning the radio show | produced for seaks in the 80's

because it was how | first related the literargl atectric technology, and it's
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where | first learned to be creative with technglogjlso, | came across the
work of the 'audio writers'--people such as Gregbihitehead (

http://www.ubu.com/sound/whitehead.htijnHelen Thorington (who now

produces http://turbulence.oygand Susan Stone. They were doing very

interesting literary work better suited to radiartireading a print poem into a
microphone or writing a play and putting it to radWhitehead and crew were
thinking deeply and entertainingly about the medofrmadio and recorded
sound, also. This was when | started reading M#rste@_uhan and other
media theorists. And came to understand that utadelmg the
medium/media one uses is very important becausphteomenology or
specific characteristics of the media/um providme®f the expressive power
of art in that media/um, and also because if thistatoes not understand the
media/um and come to 'feel with it', the media/uith @ften dominate the
message, drown out the artist. Media themselveadee at least like the
turbulence of air or water (Andrews, “Re: on 'cpoetry™).
Radio is clearly the beginning of Jim Andrews’ agragss of language as something
that can be deeply affected by the media it is peced in. Even before encountering
Whitehead, Thorington, Stone and others, the egpeei of learning the tools and
techniques required by radio expanded his awarefatssmaterial characteristics.
These sound poets were catalysts for his transtoomftom a poet and literary radio
show producer whose paradigm was the written paddlre performances it evoked
(as evidenced by the show’s title Fine Lines) he kind of writer and producer who

thought of radio and related media as instrumenmtpdesis, renaming his radio show
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?Frame? and featuring sound poets and “audio writérhitehead’s work, in
particular, broadened Andrews’ horizons by showiimg a direction his earlier work
had only hinted at.
If you listen to some of Whitehead's work, you 8&#t he has a rather intense
engagement with language. Theatrical. Musical. Tétezal. Literary.
| saw in his work a kind of intense engagement \tiguage that is more
interesting to me, concerning contemporary poditign the manner of the

poemy poem.

In Whitehead's work, | saw that poetry was movimdirections that weren't

even called poetry, weren't regarded as poetry tbute, were the strongest

directions of contemporary poetry (Andrews, Gregdfyitehead).
Andrews shifted from being a poet who valued pritydhe fine line of lyric poetry
(or “poemy poems”) to a poet who was not afraidhallenge the poetic conventions
learned as an English major at a fairly traditiamaiversity, even if it led him in
directions that were no longer considered poetrtheystatus quo. To date, many of
his works can be categorized as visual or eleatrarti music, computer games,
and/or applications rather than as poetry, and &ndwelcomes the questions that
arise from readers as he challenges their assungptiowhat is poetry. He also began
a lifelong creative engagement with the inscriptiechnologies at his disposal. His

work with the materials of radio led to a seriesofind poems title@assette Radio
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Video Destabilizer and Audio Poerfi®©89), some of which are available in the

Audio page in Vispo.corf,
| worked at the radio station. | wrote grant pragdesSome of them were
successful. | managed a couple of project and snpstiduced my radio
show. It was all analog technology. Cassette deeled;to-reel tape decks,
mixing boards, a few effects, and a razor bladeutaand splice reel-to-reel
tape. That's where | got interested in the cut. dutecan be interpreted in
many ways. The wound. The splice. The transitidre jbining. The
juxtaposition. On and on. The cut is a source e&genergy and art in audio
work. | started to produce my own audio art. Aditbit of it is at the bottom

of http://vispo.com/audio Sound poetry (Andrews, “Re: on 'code poetry”).

These sound poems, particularly “Poetry Craft,” bardistened to as expressions of
Andrews’ rebellion against the traditional appasadiipoetry, critiquing the inflated
social value given to lyric poetry and publicatiahubble full of hot air that in the
end goes “pop.” He uses a variety of strategiesuiinout the poem, such as using
different enunciations of the same word, placingbasis on different parts of the
word or evoking different registers. For examphe word “poetry” is frequently
pronounced as “poretry” in a haughty voice. Inshene way “lyric” is super
enunciated, from the initial “I” to the hard “k” #te end, at times sounding as
distorted as “learik,” creating a counterpointhe songlike or euphonic connotations
of lyric poetry. Some other techniques he usesepetition, nonsensical

verbalizations, and manipulating the sound recagrdlinecho or distort his voice. For

87 http://vispo.com/audio
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example, when he says in a highly enunciated vpioeetry lovely”, he starts to
repeat that last word overlaying it with an echasogind effect to transform it into
“blah blah blah” and further, mocking the highbraeice’s comments on poetry by
boiling them down to the nonsensical. Also does #tithe very end of the poem, by
shifting from “poetry published” to “pop” (repeategany times), undermining the
high cultural value given to publication by evokilegv or popular culture.

His interest in sound poetry led Andrews to me®eattle poet and artist who
became one of his most important influences: JoEepipler.

Also, by that time, through the radio show I'd eseph Keppler from

Seattle. Joe and | are still friends. He was trst &irtist I'd met and become

friends with who was strongly active in severasanta literary way. | did a

radio show on Joe's work. It's at http://vispo.camaio. Joe was something of

a mentor. He's a bit older than me. And is widelgdrin poetry, philosophy,
visual art, and film. He showed me what it mearttéa polyartist. One of
his lines | recall is "We continue to think to conie”. And he does (Andrews,
“Re: on 'code poetry™).
Joseph Keppler's influence on Andrews as a vipaat has been discussed in
section 3.1 of this chapter, but this section redoitef elaboration on his broader
impact on the formation of Andrews as a multimeatigst and poet. Keppler works
on sculpture, painting, visual poetry, sound po&tna literary way,” as Andrews
states above, which is perhaps the strongest agpls influence on a young poet

discovering the impact media can have on languHgs.diversified Andrews’
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interest in exploring the poetic in several media] using the computer to do so, and
empowered him to move beyond radio into other media
By 1989 I'd pretty much done what | wanted tornloadio. And I'd had a
little bit of experience with a word processor anspreadsheet in 1989 at the
radio station. And we were coming to understantl ¢tbenputers were going
to be very multi-use, at that point. That's whejuik the radio show and went
back to university to study Computer Science anthMAndrews, “Re: on
‘code poetry™).
In the following decade, while Andrews focused ewaloping his skills as a
programmer and poet, he never lost touch with tleeaphone and music. He was a
drummer for a few years with the Laughing Boot QetinHe started and hosted an
open mike in the Mocambo coffee shop in Victorieeti Mocambopo, bringing
Joseph Keppler in as the first guest reader. Ansiréigt Web site was a calendar of
events for Mocambopo in 1995, which along with Batwrative art show and
reading with Keppler, led him to create Vispo.cavors after. So while the bulk of
the work that is available from the 1990s is visarad electronic poetry, this side of
his poetics was kept on the backburner, so to spaaely because the Web was
mostly visual in its early years and the toolsv@rking on audio for the Web were
limited. It wasn’t until 1999 that Andrews foundethight tools to begin working with
audio again. He provided details on this searchdols in the following excerpt from
an e-mail:

Before | turned to Director, i looked at other opis for interactive audio.
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| tried embedding multiple media players in a walgg It worked fine on my
computer but crashed many others i tested it opicBjly what people would
do with audio and HTML was embed a wav or midi irlea page, and it
would play while the page was displayed. One sdilad

Java only had 8-bit sound, at that point. Whicheisy poor quality audio.
Beatnik was for midi work, and i wasn't doing midi.

Flash was almost suitable, but its synchronizatepabilities were minimal.
The audio API of Flash was considerably smallentinaDirector. In other
words, the range of audio commands was smaller.

Basically what | was looking for was the abilitygsgnchronize and sequence
interactive layers and sequences of audio files.

You have a bunch of audio files A, B, C, ..., Zhe user should be able to
choose a bunch of them and arrange them in seqsertbey play in
whatever order the user desires. And the user dlimibble to have
synchronized layers of audio, so different sourldg pt the same time yet are
synchronized with each other. And synchronizablthasiser desires.

The only trick to sequencing audio files A and Bniaking sure there is no
silence between A and B. A plays and when it'shed, B plays
immediately. That was more or less impossible withitiple embedded
media players. Java would do it fine but with 8aitio. Flash would do it
but painfully.

The real challenge was the synchronization of kgpéfiles. Director does it

with some pain but it was apparently impossiblélash..
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| also wanted to be able to copy sound icons. Wasdior Shockwave takes
care of that (Andrews, “Re: doc”).
Macromedia Director was therefore a good multimedignoring tool available to
Andrews which allowed him to publish his work oe Web, by embedding
shockwave files. Right around the year 2000 wagithe when Macromedia’s Flash
and Director really became the tools of choicenfiany Web artists and poets,
because they integrated multimedia very effectivAlydrews used both, but really
focused on Director because of the more compldierpfor manipulating, layering,
and synchronizing sound files.
Sound is now a big part of the net because of scantpression and
streaming technology (which provides sound evesblomodem
connections), increased bandwidth for many via @84 cable modem, etc.,
and also because of programs like Napster, skesip3.com, and the
presence of radio stations on the net. Music anddbas migrated to the net
in quite a big way just as writing did previouslyast but not least, multimedia
tools for the Web such as Director, Beatnik, Flastd a number of other
products enable artists of all types to combineimngdworks that stream well
to 56k modems (Andrews, “The Art of Interactive Aaigl.
In addition to the software and programming toaefgilable to him, the Internet and
the technologies that support it developed in a thaywas very favorable for audio
and multimedia work. An important consideration \itzet most people used 56k

modems to access the Internet at the time, anansing large works through that
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limited bandwidth was a constraint that sometineelstb creative solutions, as was
the case witiNio (more on that later).

His return to audio work after a ten year hiatus/imch he had explored
visual poetry, learned programming, and used atsadf applications and
programming languages to create his poetry hadfreddiis approach to audio
work. He had become very familiar with the compuateman inscription technology,
and had in the past few years been exploring sdrteeqossibilities of creating
mutable and responsive texts as a way of exparatidduilding upon interactivity
between the readers and his works. The computgrgmobecame a major force that
shaped his approach to audio work (as well asnvgridind visual art) in this current
period in his artistic career.

Also, the application (I mean the computer progranin some sense one of

the fundamental compositions or, as it were, lifefarms possible on a

computer. It would be odd to draw some line betwa#and the application

or between the tool and art. If anything, it'sitery that needs close scrutiny
by artists. Computer programs people use shouldrekpheir humanity, not
turn them into robots. There are both types aroiirsgtems (Andrews, The

Art of Interactive Audio).

“Vismu” (visual music) and “interactive music” atiee names and paradigms that
have guided his audio work from 1999 onward. Andrexisual music , to date,
consists of the following pieceRude Little Son@1999),Prototype(2000),0ppen
Do Down(2000),Nio (2001),Arteroids(2001-4),Enigma n"22002),Sarah Vaughn

Mix (2003),Idea of Order Reordere(2004),War Pigs(2007), andlig-Sound2007,
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in progress)Nio, though it is chronologically early within thistiof visual music, is
a centerpiece to this collections, partly becabsentorks previous to it could be
considered preparation for Nio and the ones tHkdvicare explorations of a different
vein in interactive music, with the exceptionJaf-Soundwhich is also an audio
sequencer (more on that laté¥)jo is also a work that thoroughly and successfully
integrates the elements of language that Andrew®kjplored in his poetic career:
the visual and kinetic elements are graceful arta&ve, the permutational
possibilities are placed at the reader’s dispdsalugh interfaces that excite curiosity
and invite play, the sounds are catchy and comtioiceeate engaging musical
phrases, and the work is both a product and anbah could be repurposed yet
feels at home with the musical phrases at its dispo

Nio consists of the work itself in two “verses,” sostatic and kinetic visual
art derived fromNio, two essays by Andrews (“The Art of Interactivedtal’ and
“Technotes on Nio and Audio Programming with Diced@®”), the source code for
Nio, and an interview conducted by Randy Adams abloutAll of these are

available in the main page ftdio (http://www.vispo.com/nio/index.htjrand do an

excellent job of exploring Andrews’ poetics and hihwy inform the work, as well as
showing the nuts and bolts of this electronic obj€&his section will not attempt to
duplicate what these works already do so well elagdtit will focus on showing the
characteristics that lead up to Nio and what pi@cesnformed byio itself, in order
to demonstrat@lio’s centrality to Andrews’ current stage as a Wdlstmusician,

and poet.
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The first work of interactive audio Andrews createasRude Little Song
using Macromedia Director 7 in 1999. This piecansexploration of the software’s
ability to process sound in order to create int&racudio.Rude Little Songresents
a simple interface: squares which trigger sounaswgpmouseover and a slide bar for

volume control (see Figure 16).

Rude Little Song

Figure 16: Rude Little Song
The sounds in this and all his other Vismu worlesall generated, recorded, and

edited by Andrews himself. They consist of fingeagping, whistling, singing, and
other vocalizations, and when played individualhcombined with other sounds
form music that evokes capellasinging. The vocalizations are largely musical in
focus, and if transcribed phonetically would yielttasional letters sounds, but only
in very few cases would contain words. Andrewsdasice that has been well
trained by his 6 years working in radio and histlihe interest in music and poetry:
and it is a resource he uses well. The fact thaanedistening to bits and pieces of
Andrews himself, singing to us as we interact whithcolorful and visual interfaces,

breathes great life into these little language widde has createldude Little Song
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is very rough and limited when compared to morespeld pieces lik&io (“rude” in
Andrews own words), but it comes to life with Anei® voice, and showed him that
Director, indeed was a tool that would serve higpses.

When Macromedia released version 8.0 of Direct@Q@o, it did so with a
new audio engine, and enhanced functionality. Sodat the synchronization
capabilities of Director, Andrews created a shagte titledPrototypein 2000, which
is an early version dflio. This is the first piece he labels as “Vismu,” whieveals a

committment to the concept of interactive, visuadia for the Web.

Figure 17: Prototype

Prototypefeatures the same kind of minimalist design aptesious piece: slide
bars and colorful squares, but this time he entmatieeinteractivity by allowing his
“readers” the ability to combine the squares iretay sequences and loops. The
squares do not provide much information about dumds they trigger and they are
not as visually engaging as some of his later wohks is because with this work and
Rude Little Song, Andrews was focused on develofiieg‘'engine” that would allow
him to layer and synchronize sounds, so he co@d Huild a visual interface that

was more in tune with his poetics. A much moregiad design based on this
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concept is what appears in Verse TwdNad, which was the first verse he wrote
(more on that later).

In his next workOppen Do Dowr§2000), Andrews simplified the interface
visually to bring it closer to language and thetpoly using white words in various
sizes arranged on a black background in the cehtbe browser window. Visually,
it evokes botlSeattle DriftandEnigma n reading as if he had “done the text,”

“discombobulated” it, and then “stopped it” (segute 18).

badly -
»  badden bO

biden bon bi
DO pedder

zibabopom

Figure 18: Oppen Do Down
Close scrutiny of the visual components of thiesp isn’t necessary to realize that

the largest words all begin with the letter b amatk the other words are much smaller
and arranged along the margins. The differencedmtwvhite and colored words is
also noteworthy, because they distinguish diffeptatses of objects. Starting from
the lower right hand corner, the multicolored Id§@smu” identifies the piece as
belonging to this category of Andrews’ work. Thedl'synch” is a tool that
synchronizes sound layers when multiple words elected on the screen. The white

words turn light blue when selected, triggeringfikie second sound loop associated
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with each word. Up to eight words can be selectedlisaneously, after which
clicking on a new word causes the previous choseml w0 become unselect&d.

Oppen Do Dowroads with the word “badly” preselected to gehgs started.
It is not surprising that the word is on the tofp t®rner, evoking the most basic of
reading conventions in Western culture: the stgnpioint. This word is one of three
words in the poem that contains multiple layersaind, in this case the sounds are:
fingers snapping to the beat of the piece (altargdietween single and double
snapping), “Oppen do down do down do down,” andtwican roughly transcribe as
“baduba barabambam bombobo.” All the other wondgér single layers of sound,
though perhaps some of the choral voice effeesehnieved through multiple layers
of the same sound clip. So Andrews’ choice to @eltne first sounds of the poem
gives the readers an initial sense of what theepieall about, eliminating the need
for instructions, inciting some curiosity in theaders, and inviting playful
exploration of the piece.

The simplicity of its design masks powerful compilies within the piece, and
one can potentially go deep into the work. The cowatiorial possibilities are
enormous when you have 14 words (and the sounglgrigger) that can be selected
individually or combined in groups of up to 8, yleé compositional range is more
limited. One doesn’t have to spend years going atitially through all the
permutations to get a sense of the musical posg&biOppen Do Dowroffers, but at
the same time the sheer enormity of possibilitexspkthe work fresh session after

session. So what are some avenues for exploratiered byOppen Do Dow® | will

8 There is an exception to this rule: the first tiame clicks on a ninth word, the first
word one selected becomes unselected.
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discuss three routes into the poem that correspathdAndrews’ engagement with
language: visual, semantic, and musical.

The initial description of the poem already highligd several visual characteristics,
reiterated here: the allusion to Andrews’ DHTML pe the foregrounding of words
that begin with the letter b through font size, tise of color to identify selected
words/sounds, and the evocation of the page vatimitial preselection of the word
“badly” on the top left corner. The words are agaah deliberately on the space of the
page along two main central axes for the large“@izevords, and all the smaller
words are arranged peripherally to form three wpdipings.

The first group forms a diagonal axis from the l@fp corner to the bottom
left corner (see figure 19). It consists of twolalyle words that are related
semantically around the initial concept of “badl\§b to “badden” something could
be seen as making it badder (which is not necdgsesise, given how “bad” has
come to denote “cool” during the past 20 years)d&é” doesn’t have a clear
meaning, though it could be the (grammatically nnect) past tense of “bid” or
“bide” or a homophone of “bitten.” “Bedder” is a spelling that has roughly the
same pronunciation as “better,” completing a pesgion from “badly” to “bedder,”
which could be seen as either an improvement frachtb better or from cool to
cooler. What makes it better, one might ask? Paritap the very departure from
normalized spelling and spatial formatting, fronstumary and conventional uses of
language to reinvented, repurposed language, \eitharbitrary relations between

grapheme and phoneme.
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badly =, . | badly =, -
»  badden bO »  badden bO

biden b0 BI | piden bon DI
DO bedder = | DO bedder

zibabopom zibabopom

Figure 19: first axis Figure 20: second axis

Figure 20 highlights another visual grouping of d®that could be seen as a second
axis. When these four monosyllabic words are hggtted together and synchronized,
it is clear that they have the same rhythm, butesed with different syllabic units:
one for each of them, except for “bi,” which uses syllabic units. This visual
grouping has more musical simiarities than theratle, an element to be discussed
further below, though the semantic connections’aesnstrong. | will not venture
into further readings of these visual and semagrbapings and will instead point out
some of the sound groupings, since this is, aftea @isual music piece.

One aspect of the visual interface not yet disaisseomes a useful tool for
the following analysis: the words can be draggeatidnopped by the user to create
new arrangements. | have used this function togtbe words by similar sound

phrases, the results of which can be seen in Fi2fire
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ba dly badden

bo'n

bedder biden

do
Oppen
zibabopom

Figure 21: Oppen Do Dowrsorted by sound types

There are four distinct groups of sound in thismpo@&he first group on the top left
hand column all work with the basic phrase “Opperdwn do down do down” and
have a layer of finger snapping mixed in. “Beddemtl one of the “down([s]” are
basically the same sound, and the only differemtevdren them and “badly” is the
layer of “baduba barabambam bombobo” mixed intalypd The second group
(immediately beneath the first) consists of vaoiasi on the “baduba” sound in the
first group. “Oppen” and “do” are the same musalase except that in Oppen
there’s a single voice and there are multiple dnaoces in “do.” The third group
“do” and “down” in the bottom left corner use mgstbwel sounds and are less
punctuated by the /b/, /p/, /d/ sounds that sogmteis the other musical phrases. The
fourth group is the largest one, the column orridpiet hand of the screen, and it
consists of slight variations on what is basic#tly same musical phrase, articulated
with different consonant sounds, using /n/, /mg Ay. Two exceptions: “bi” uses

two different consonant sounds (/d/in the first lagd /n/ in the second half), and
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“badden” is all whistling. The fourth group is &llgh pitch sounds (with the

exception of “bi”) and the rest of the groups atid and low pitch sounds.

Something noteworthy is that repetitions of the savord do not produce the same

sounds, and with the exception of “bo,” are in ctetgly different sound groups.
The sounds, taken together, are an example ofap"h&his is a term | use
to describe a bunch of sounds that can be sequamceldyered to form a
larger piece. They didn't start out as a songwlaet cut apart. They were
composed in a multi-track recording program cafeaar in such a way that
most of the sounds go together with most of themslounds (Andrews,
“Oppen Do Down [email]”).

Its significance is that it reinforces an arbiyraglation between words and sounds, a
technique used by Andrews in Lettrist fashion tall@mge the readers’ assumptions
of meaning, sound, and language. The relation &ways arbitrary, as is the case
with “zibabopom” (which actually has a verbalizatiof the invented word), but it is
arbitrary often enough to dispel a comfortable mtssh of the sound based on how
one might read the word. This unpredicability isigaed to excite the reader’s
curiosity and invites playful experimentation witle piece—a characteristic
Andrews explored further iNio. The sounds themselves aren’t as arbitrary as they
might seem, as can be seen in Andrews’ descripfittow he composed the sounds:

The music was created like this. I'd record fing@apping first. Then I'd turn
that into a perfect loop. Then I'd play the loop gnoove on it until some
music occurred to me. Then I'd record that. Whemelcord, | set up

Cakewalk so that as | recorded, it split it up ilttops as | recorded it, loops
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the same length as the finger snapping loop. Tlesave some and delete

others. So at this point | have several trackghallsame length, arranged

vertically in the time line. Then I'd mix some bbte, perhaps, the vocal
tracks, | mean, and come up with 1 to 3 combinatibiat sounded OK. Then

I'd listen to those looped, groove on them, utrhe different music occurred

to me that went with the previous stuff. And thihjlist repeat the process.

This way, | was creating loops that more or lesetwegether really well

(“Re: Finally, Chapter 3!").

Why is this poem titled “Oppen Do Down?” Does ivhany relation to
Objectivist poet George Oppen? | suspected notAadews confirmed in an e-mail
that he wasn’t thinking about him when he recorded wrote the poem (Andrews,
Re: Oppen Do Down). | think the title is phonetther than allusive, and could be
read as “up and do down.” Its rhythm is symmethclhlanced: it is composed of a
trochee followed by an iamb. Scanning most of thusioal phrases reveals that they
consist largely of iambic tetrameteofpen dodown dodown dodown”) though
with plenty of substitution to keep things varied.

| think the poem tantalizes us by using languageéjdesigned to resist
interpretation and “meaning” in order to favor thasicality of language freed from
the constraints of meaning. It is an interactiversbpoem, in which the poet’s voice
has be recorded, cut, mixed, and tied to a worédagerface that suggests
(purposely imprecisely) the musical phrases thdeewill be able to select, layer,

and synchronize to create many possible musicabougs.
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When | present Oppen Do Down publicly, | basicatigke a song of it. |
start out with just one sound playing ("down" dowrthe bottom right) and
slowly add and subtract other sounds to form a $lats about 3 minutes
long (Andrews, “Oppen Do Down [email]”).

Nio takes this idea to anotherlevel by practicallyngtiating ties to words and
the semantic baggage it carries. In true Lettashion, Nio employs letters, glyphs,
and visual art derived from these linked to vedral nonverbal musical sounds
similar to “Oppen Do Down” and his earlier vismeges, but more polished and
varied. Jim Andrews worked on this poem for a yaarded by Turbulence.org and
presented it at the E-Poetry 2001 Conference ifiaByfNew York. This was the first
project for which he received funding and couldalfell time artist, and it allowed
him to obtain funding for his next big projeétriteroids It is also a project that
advances all three areas of his poetics—his visgopresence of the ‘neath text, and
the vismu—and does so in an integrated fashioma#t Andrews most ambitious
work to that point and, in some ways, is his mastsssful one, in part because of
the number of concepts he brings together in oeeegpias shown in his introduction

(see figure 21).
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Figure 22: Nio introduction

This still from the introduction tdlio describes the work in several ways: “interactive
audio / music video / musical instrument / mixirgald / kinetic poem / vis and audio
sequencer.” These descriptors bring in many diffeschema to the table and one
might wonder how the piece is able to be succesdfall of these things in a way that
is engaging to an audience. Andrews’ backgrounddiio informs some of these
conceptual domains and he creates tools and inesrthat allow users to layer and
sequence sounds and their associated images idiffeent ways, as seen in the two

verses ofNio below.
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Figure 23: Nio, verse one Figure 24: Nio, verse two

The two verses iNio can be seen as extensions of two of Andrews’ psvwwismu
pieces, conceptually and in how they employ tharrfaces. Verse one has a similar
interface toRude Little SongndOppen Do Downclicking on icons or words
activates the musical phrases associated with eachmultiple icons/words can be
activated to layer up to six sounds. Verse twoRrmdotypeboth work with a four
by four grid, which offers volume and loop contrasd icons linked to sounds for
his audience to drag and drop into the grid. Venseallows for layering of up to
four sounds in four sequencing tracks, has a ramhdion icon that will randomly
reassign the icons already placed within the grid.
Nio was only verse two for the longest time. But titerame time to make the
thing stream nicely to 56k modems. And | found thatould be a lot of work
to make verse two stream liko does. So | introduced verse one, which is a
lot like a previous work calle®@ppen Do Downonly a bit more deluxe in

some ways. That's how verse one came about. T thimg is that many
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prefer verse one to verse two (Andrews, “Defib: ®aAdams interviews Jim

Andrews abouNlio”).

Even though there is no accounting for taste, haanture forth an explanation for
why verse one is preferable to verse two. Versesomglifies the interface so that it
IS more intuitive to people who regularly use thebVReaders only need to click on
an icon to be rewarded with music and animatiom leétwhich invite them to
continue selecting and unselecting icons to crela@surable combinations of
animation and sound. The visual design is also nmwigng: the circular
arrangement of the icons creates a perfect spatcked@nimations to unfold, and
since they seem to be tumbling down towards a Wargspoint, the circle and its
black background can be read as a hole in cybezspaxwhich the letters can be
pushed in by the reader. Verse one is like a mugisaument placed at the disposal
of its audience to play with creatively. Even thbubere are fewer options in verse
one, since it doesn't allow sequencing (only layg)i these options are sufficient to
explore the compositional range of the piece.

Verse two feels more like a tool: an audio playst mixing board that allow
for more complex interaction and can therefore $eduo expand the compositional
range of the piece. For those interested in cigimmething more complex with the
materials and tools provided, this is the versehaiice. But for the more casual
reader, the number of options and the grid and ewnthterface, with slide bars and
other controls may cause the impression of greateplexity and a longer learning
curve and therefore be less inviting. Verse two disemphasizes the integration of

the visual and sound components by spatially amgnipe animations and color

230



control in a window on the left side of the scresnl a the icons and sound controls
in the grid on the right side of the screen. Byidling the audience’s attention
between two separate areas and types of contnel&nipact of creating a “kinetic
poem” or “music video,” is reduced, emphasizing‘ttéxing board” and “vis and
audio sequencer” aspect of Nio. Andrews commentigron a article in 2003.
These [online synthesizers] generally allow yolaier and sequence sound,
and sometimes sound and visuals. Note that aflesfe use a grid structure.
Sequenced sounds are represented as horizontatigwous sound-icons;
layers or channels of sounds are vertical. Thadlia bit too rectangular and
sound-studionfluenced - the designs resemble bland deviaes fiecording
studios rather than having the sort of thematievahce we find in the devices
of Electrica Getting away from the grid paradigm may providareninterest
to the visual dimension and allow the visual dimemso be more
thematically interesting, be art in its own rigas, opposed to merely
following function. Form should follow function, bif that is all it does, then
we end up with understandable but merely functiamakfaces (Andrews,
“Interactive Audio on the Web 1”).
| think Andrews achieves a more thematically insérey form in verse one, even
though it comes at a cost of functionality. Forttleason, Nio would feel incomplete
if either verse was missing. As discussed eari¢hé section oA Pen the
application is an important part of Andrews’ postiandNio is clearly an application
designed to create visual music. Andrews blurdities between tool and product:

presenting both to his readers for them to not omdyvel at and play with the result,
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but actually get a feel for how that artistic exgmien was created and take a hand in
shaping the final work. Blurring the line furthémdrews made the source code
available in the main page for others to eitherthse'engine” for other purposes or
simply substitute their own animations, record attdch their own sounds, and
create their own visual music with thio tool. The fact that anyone could repurpose
the Nio code emphasizes Andrews’ committment terattivity. How the piece
responds to Andrews’ poetics as a programmer whar$anteractivity and
permutation should be clear by now, so | will dsstow this piece advances his
visual and audio poetics.

BeforeNio, Andrews used software and programming langudgesatiowed
him to point in the direction he wanted to develogut couldn’t achieve due to
technical limitations. In the earlier discussionfoPen we saw how Andrews used
CorelDraw to create visual and letterist pieces évake kinesis with static works.
Using Corel’s patented image sprayer, he useddedienibs on a pen to leave traces
of movement over the virtual surface of the screeiting with language rather than
writing to produce language. His DHTML poems allowendrews to make his
words drift on the screen space, and allowed feldtters inEnigma nto move in
circles along varying axis, allowing readers torgf@formatting aspects of the text.
The movement of these pieces worked fine for tieegs they were created for, but it
seemed that he had a difficult choice to makeatithe: he could manipulate words
and letters visually or kinetically, but not boththe extent he wanted to.

Director and Flash allowed him to do both and wii music he recorded

created forNio he had a tune for these letters to dance to. &ason for this is the
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shift from using raster graphics (with programsigiesd to create bitmaps, like
CorelDraw) to vector graphics in Flash. The letteeg dance in the screen aren’t
exactly images described bit by bit anymore, theymaathematical formulas that
render the images, and are therefore much moreabieeto smooth animations and
transformations. Andrews used Flash to create amonsafor Nio that matched the
rhythm of the recorded music, and imported therm Ditector. With Director, he
then created sixteen electronic objects, each ceatpof three different kinds of
objects linked together: a musical phrase, an ecgraphic, and an animation. The
icons are composed of letters that have been stabkered, or otherwise
transformed arranged into compact representatibtiee@nimations and sounds they

activate when selected. A perfect example of thitké Nio icon, which represents the

work and is one of the icons available for selattiothe poem (see figure 25).

>
o

Figure 25: Nio icon in Introduction
The Nio icon suggests the very shape and animafigarse one of this e-poem by

placing the N behind the | and surrounding thenitie O%° This could be

interpreted spatially, as if the letters were thme size, but arranged one behind the

8 The Nio icon appears sideways in the introductia,it is upright in Nio itself.
With this orientation, the N could be read as a #otif that appears in other
animations in this piece, as well as in some ofrBad’ earlier visual poetry.
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other at a distance that would create this arraegéthrough perspective. This
evokes both the animation, which consists of Isttalling within the circular space
of the poem and the outward projection of soundesdwom the computer’s speakers
towards the readers. The sound activated by thedan be transcribed as
“nanananananananio” (boldfaced letters mark stress, which like masirgls in
Oppen Do Dowrs can be scanned as iambic tetrameter), whittaditional sound
poem fashion emphasizes the sounds of the word™Nio
The title of this work has no meaning that coulddaend in a dictionary,
though it could be associated with “new” or “Netti€ protagonist of the Wachowski
brothers’ cyberpunk film “The Matrix”). The senskilmnovation one can connote
from the word, when seen in the light of how Andseamploys language in this
work, leads me to think that Nio is about freedoonf meaning and conventioNio
employs letters and sounds freed from the ruletsgingern their spatial, phonetic,
and semantic arrangement into words, somethingeéwslhas been doing throughout
his career.
I've been drawn for years to visual poetry, paléidy lettristic visual poetry
that deals in syllables and letters as opposedtdsy phrases and sentences.
For the above reasons, but also because in thldigalm the shapes of
letters are more various than the shapes of warish tend to be elongated
rectangles. And, as a programmer, a letter is &fyia continuous thing on
which various transformations/animations are masaaily appealing and
suggestive than on whole words or sentences. kedtercharacters. They

have more character than words do, in some wayd.shte they take up less
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memory than whole words, they're more amenablentmosh animations

(Andrews, “The Art of Interactive Audio”).
When focusing on the visual aspect of Nio, one @¢@ugue that it is about exploring
the character of letters through animation, “a lohd ettristic dance” (Andrews,
Defib: Randy Adams interviews Jim Andrews about)NitheNio animations have
been the most important recent development in Amsireisual poetics, because he
makes his letters dance with a gracefulness thatunprecedented in his earlier
work. While his earlier visual poetry suggested iomgttransformation, depth through
shapes, arrangement, and perspective, these amnmald so by seamlessly
integrating motion and formatting changes. The dasfdhese letters creates the
illusion of depth by floating, rotating, slidingr twirling, all along a linear or
spiraling line most frequently from the edge to tleater of their space, losing size
until they disappear as they reach the end of timaation. This size reduction, in
addition to having a consistent direction for thewement, creates a sense of words
moving towards a visual horizon or vanishing poirte circular arrangement of the
icons in verse one suggests a well or vortex irbthek space of the screen into
which the animations and sounds fall when trigg€féthe more icons have been
selected, the larger the number of letters anddare cast into the virtual space of
the computer and the very real space of the wartdide of the computer by way of

the computer’ speakers (devices with a circulapsha

% The choice of a black background with coloredsletis also significant
computationally: a black space on a screen is aliygia space with no signal, a silent
space to which the screen reverts to when turne€Cohversely, the white space of
the remediated page in this document (when seetr@bécally) is full of digital
signals constantly being refreshed on the screaces@nd the letters are little silent
spaces.
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There are too many references to circularity torgrthis as a signifying
aspect of Nio, a work whose own iconic represemateinforces this idea, but one
more point should reinforce this importance: thersband animations are looped,
which connects the ending right back with the bemig. The fact that there is a
slight pause between ending and beginning is simplgd to that breath that the
virtual poet must take before repeating the sams&icalphrase and sending the
letters back on their journey into the silencehaf black space on the screen and
cyberspace. This loop takes what is visually deiand transforms it conceptually
into a four-dimensional sphere, creating a clogeds where meaning cannot enter
and a new language can dance. The opening intgghise is created through
interactivity: this dance can only happen through ¢hoices of its audience, and the
space closes around them the moment they clicknacoa. Once inside, their
preconceptions are challenged by this Lettristiccgéawhile they play with the piece,
and hopefully they emerge changed in the way thimktanguage can be used, if
only in a small way.

One of the reasons Nio keeps itself accessiblarafitthg is that the reader
isn’t left at the mercy of randomly reconfigureadmage: there is a method to the
madness, and patterns emerge from close readings ddnguage. | have identified
four groups or types of objects, according to teeunds, animation, and/or icon, as
well as by patterns in their arrangement in verse &or the analysis that follows, |
will provide screenshots of the groupings, but eisound clips are out of the

guestion for a document designed for print, | i@wibu to go tdNio
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(http://www.vispo.com/nio/Nio5.htin match the selections, synchronize them for

accuracy, and listen to the sounds.

Figure 26: group one Figure 27: group one subset

The four icons selected in Figure 26 all contaemmghme audio track and are the only
ones with two layers of sound already mixed: “lanad@aambam badubaba” and
finger snapping (alternating single and double pirgg). The animations are
composed of almost the same elements, so that sédiected together and
synchronized, they form a kaleidoscopic arrangemefthe letters. Eliminating one
of them creates a gap in the pattern, breakingithel, if not the musical or temporal
loops. The arrangement of letters A and L creatgsaae that frames the atom-like
pattern created by the interlocking Os in the ceoté¢he screen. Andrews is showing
an alternate way of combining the smallest unitaigten language, creating both
static and kinetic visual art (still images viatepsbutton on the menu). Musically,
this is the most recurrent pattern in the work,chhineans that it serves as a base for

all the other layers of music that can be builuaibit. The finger snapping to the
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beat, helps set the rhythm for the whole musicwag that is catchy, bodily, and
simple enough to invite the audience to joirt'in.

An aspect of the music which makes things more dexhan his earlier
work, like Oppen Do Downis that each musical phrase is repeated twicestie a
complete animation loop. The music sounds the shatet allows for mixing
animations, as is the case with the icons selentédure 27. These two icons have a
different animation during the first musical phraaed the same animation (though
oriented in opposite directions) during the repmtibf the musical phrase, as can be
seen in the screen capture above. Note that istenlg, rotating, fading, and
overlapping letters are all ways in which Andrewb\gerts the mainstream
conventions for the arrangement of letters intodspwhile creating visually
appealing language art. See Table 3 for three dtleeobject groupings to see how

he arranges some of the language in this poem.

=3

What defines this group is its use @
the /b/ and /m/ sounds to form
syllables, the use of a single voice
(unlike the choral voices in group 1)).
This group is composed of two
subsets—the icons on the left of th
circle and the ones on the right.

D

The musical phrase for the subset pn
the right is identical, as well as the
animation (except for their

%L While the whole vocal apparatus, from the diaphrag lips, is employed in any
speech act, poetry tends to draw attention to caméiculation of language and
therefore to one’s body as a language machine.dpoetry often takes that to the
next level by choosing and combining sounds puieiyheir articulatory and sound
value and relegating meaning to a secondary offdeorsideration. The finger
snapping in Nio brings awareness of the handsti@doodily experience, particularly
the thumb, index, middle fingers—all three of whatle needed to operate a mouse,
incidentally.
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Group 2

orientation), but what distinguishes
them is a slight tonal variation: the
lower icon is slightly lower on the
musical scale.

This group is the only nonverbal
one: it consists of whistling two
different tunes that become the sar
tune at the very end. This divergen
and convergence in musical phrase
matched by the animation, as show
in the screenshot.

This group is the largest one and
probably contains subdivisions

within it, but they have the stronges

convergence of characteristics. The
are the only icons and animations
that use red and orange tones, alot
with the blue and green used in all
the other ones. Musically, they all
have in common several /na/ soun(
in a variety of tones and rhythms, g
well as being sung in falsetto. They
all use stacked NA or AN letters in
two tones, floating from various
positions in the edge of the circle
towards the central vanishing point
and an icon composed of letters,

—

D
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s,

such as thélio icon.

Table 5: Object Groupings in Nio

There is much more detail one could go into anzdty, particularly if one

possesses a musical background or is familiar Bitéctor and programming in

Lingo. In depth phonetic or phonological analysm also yield articulatory

patterns that could prove insightful. Another prcitke avenue for exploration is how

239



Nio works as an electronic text because it exhgditthe behaviors in my typology:
describing it as a responsive, mutable, kinetioedaled, and aural text. Here is a
work that would be extremely difficult to carry aatanything other than a computer,
because it employs its capacity for processingjldaek loops, it constantly redefines
or reasserts the state of its objects, and it tallgantage of the multimedia and
simulation capabilities of a computer to createiremments for its texts to dance and
sing. All of these approaches have great potebéieduse Nio is such a rich work of
art, music, and Lettrist poetry, in addition tor@ean an application and a set of tools.
In short, Nio is the most successfully integratekaby Andrews, arising from his
earlier experimentation and informing his subsegjaestic, musical, poetic, and
programming work.

When Andrews presentédio at E-Poetry 2001 in Buffalo, New York, the
Canada Arts Council (which had previously rejecadapplication from Andrews to
fund Nio) asked him to reapply. He did so and obtainedifugntbr his next big
project,Arteroids Even though Andrews classifies this e-poem uMigmnu category
in his Web site, | feel that it is not musicallynam, and will therefore not discuss it
in this sectionArteroidsis a very important work, however, and it will the focus
of the next chapter in this study.

Andrews has produced several other works of viaodlinteractive music
that could be grouped together based on what tbethdy cut up songs, mix them
and/or loop the fragments, providing the readeingerface that both interprets the
music visually and allows the listener to selecil® within the song. These works are

titled: Enigma n*22002),Sarah Vaughn Mix2003),Idea of Order Reordered
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(2004), andNar Pigs(2007). All of these works could be considerededrated
tributes to the poem or music they work with, d$sey and reconstructing (and in
the case of th8arah Vaugh Mixgcombining two musical pieces) the works they are
about.

Enigma n"2eturns to some of the ideas Andrews was explanifignigma n
back in 1998, primarily interrogating meaning couastion in languageEnigma n
achieves this with the rearrangement and refornwatf letters, whil&Enigma n”2
does the same by cutting and shaping the playblaakexording of the word
“meaning” spoken three times by Andrews, “twicenfard, once backwards”
(Andrews, “Chapter 3”). In both cases, Andrews ayplrandom elements, as well
as some user control over the text placed bef@mtihe interface is much simpler
for Enigma n”2the user can click on different parts of the sbgraph placed before
them to determine the beginning of each portiothey can allow the program to
follow its own randomly generated cutting of thegde and repetition of the excerpts
it creates. The length of the clip is always ranbodetermined, and unless the user
clicks again, it will repeat 1 to 6 times, befolenging to a new random location (see

Figure 28).
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Figure 28: Enigma n”2

The effect is rather visceral: Andrews voice isglaed guttural, speaking the word
“meaning” in two different inflections, and emphasg different vowel and
consonant sounds in the word in true sound poeddition. On top of that the cuts
often come in places one doesn’t expect, such teeimiddle of a sound or syllable.

When a short portion is repeated multiple timesait create unexpected rhythms or

LN} LLINT

words, such as “me/me/me,” “mean,” “meaning” “ndhaé and others. If we
interpret some of these words, an idea emergessticansistent with Andrews’
previous expressions and the origieaigma npoem: meaning is constructed by
me/me/me, but it may very well mean na/na/na (ngughbthing?). Andrews’ sonic
cut and reconstruction of the word “meaning” sustdlyy expresses an idea he has
been exploring since the beginnings of his poetreer: how can meaningful work be
created and communicated in ways that take advarmtfthe particularities of
different media and technologies?

The work of Godel and Turing, which has led usi® development of the

computer, also resulted in a situation where laggsare as much of a

topic of study in mathematics as the ole parti¢lphysics. Consequently,
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human language, codes of all kinds, and, basicatlything that can be
turned into information are all placed into an wBeproximity of code and
language stew in the computing environment. It'guat ones and zeros in
the computer. It all gets mixed together in an uylod, to me,

fascinating kitchen sinkness. Languages get masiyedher. So do different
media and arts. And the networking environmentddada hyper
connectedness where connections between ideasa{dautinovation) are

made and noted at an accelerated pace.

Nio's engagement with language is an engagemehtsyatthesis of arts,
media, and types of language, from the Shockwav&sia Nio to the essays,

source code, still graphics, and so on (Andrewso [Hmail]”).

Andrews’ return to audio work with the tools comgnstplace at his disposal, and

more importantly, the tools it allows him to crelses been a vital development in his

growth as a poet, programmer, and artist. His Vigsaatry benefitted from shifting

from raster to vector graphics and from dancintherhythm of his music. As a

programmer, his need for more sophisticated progriag tools has led him to create

products, such as Windows for Shockwave, whichnadbb him to expand the

capabilities of Director to create an e-poetry gaihed Arteroids(2001-4) as well as

create beautiful still images with a new art toeli currently developing titled

dbCinemg2007, in progress). His vismu project continuethwivo works in

progressWar Pigs(an interactive music game) adig-Soundan expansion and

elaboration of the concept behiND).
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All of these works mentioned in this paragraph trferither discussion, but
since they are all works in progress (with the exiom of Arteroidg, they will
receive the attention they deserve in future studiwill conclude this chapter with a
guote from a recent e-mail from Andrews in whichdescribes how he sees himself
as a poet at this time.
As a poet, | am less involved in writing poemy paetman in creating
algorithms that operate on language, image, anddsdwpefully to
interesting result. Whether the algorithms cufiton do other stuff. dbCinema
is a kind of graphic synthesizer. Nio and Jig-Soarelaudio sequencers. The
stir frys are text sequencers. | create sequeraidgynthesizing algorithms. |

synthesize media and arts (Andrews, “Re: ELO Cenfez Proposal”).

Other Works

This chapter has classified and analyzed a langglgaof Jim Andrewsbeuvre
focusing on three major areas of his artistic pobidm and development, but this has
unfortunately left out some important works thatrat be analyzed within the scope
of this study. There are roughly three groups ofkeamot included in this chapter:
text poems (including hypertext), tributes (whiokludes both homages and digital
restoration work), and works in progress. Thisiseaoill briefly describe these as a
means to conclude the discussion of Andrews’ pastd/poetics and lead to the next
chapter, titled “Mining thérteroidsDevelopment Folder.”

As discussed in the first section of this chapterirews’ literary formation
was fairly traditional, so it is no surprise tha first explorations of language were

with poetry written for the page and for the voicehat he calls “poemy poems.” |
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will refer to these works by Andrews as “text poéimscause they foreground
linguistic aspects of language, and don’t explaregguage in visually artistic, musical,
or programmable directions. Here is a list of Angsetext poems currently
published in Vispo.com, along with his descriptions

The Riddler (1997)

About Heraclitus.

The Material (1996)

This also is published on Jennifer Ley's site.

Kasparov (1996)

A poem on the strength and weakness of the chesspibn defeated by a
machine.

Second and Third Snow (1995, PDF, 191Kb)

Second and third aren't as dramatic as the fiast,.b

First Snow (1995, PDF, 53Kb)

| was there.

Customs (1994, PDF, 75Kb)

Customs at the border between Canada and the Usgin&ly published in
Quarry when Steven Heighton edited it.

My Friend's Friend (1993, PDF, 150Kb)

A, uh, hopefully humorous song and dance on Iaapusy, and the cosmic
dynamo from my manuscript Several Numbers ThrohghLiyric.

Eyes (1992, PDF, 36Kb)

The beginning of a suite of four short poems. A Wetsion of the suite is
located at Sequence

Song For Sun and Moon (1992, PDF, 43Kb)

Second in the suite.

Border Crossing (1992, PDF, 43Kb)

Third in the suite.

An institutionalized avant garde is: (1992, PDHBb

Fourth in the suite.

LIFE ART (1992, PDF, 29Kb)

The opening poem of the manuscript Several NumBén®ugh the Lyric.
This was the original version of a piece | movetbdhe web in animation
fairly early on.

Lifer (1992)

A poem for the late poet Luella Kerr.

245



Trust (1991)

In a word.

The Meeting Place 1l (1991, PDF, 168Kb)

There are a few poems I've done that involve varimations of the meeting
place.

Alice In Flatland (1991)

A fifteen page poem on the edge of knowledge ahdrdtoundaries.

The Secret Life of Trees (1991, PDF, 188Kb)

A song to good times and hard times and the gyitite trees outside my
place in the city in Victoria in 1991.

Safe Cracking (1989, PDF, 75 Kb)

A poem about conspiracy, complicity, guilt, anditakchances. Originally
published in Quarry magazine from Kingston.

La La (1989, PDF, 70Kb)

A lyrical/anti-lyrical love poem. This operatesaligh the lyric.

Hands (1984, PDF, 44Kb)

The Meeting Place (1984)

This poem is published on Jennifer Ley's site Teadphysicist's Tango
Partner Speaks. A PDF version that | designedsis abailable

Walk in Streetlight (1983, PDF, 51Kb)

Lower Yates at Midnight (1983, PDF, 47KigAndrews, On-Line Writings
and Vispo: Poems)

Andrews’ text poems are written in a variety ofrfisr. free verse (often evocative of

William Carlos Williams and Wallace Stevens’ sparsagistic lines or Charles

Bernstein’s prosaic diction), prose poems, and dtycouplets. They range in tone

from philosophical to whimsical, using narrativelarful images, and references to

Greek philophers, mathematical and computer thispasd technological

innovation. Most of these poems were originallylmlied in print and Web

magazines, were part of Andrews’ 1992 manus&exeral Numbers through the

Lyric, or were published originally in Vispo.com.

A text poem not present in that list is thRernomorphsa 17-part hypertext

poem (or a series of related poems) written in 198ich Andrews categorizes as a
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“graphic poem” in his full site pull down menu. Eggart of this poem uses visual art
created with the CorelDraw Image Sprayer, but agstef using letters as nibs (as in
other visual poems from this period), he employages of a penis, a vagina, eyes,
and other body parts. Each lexia (with the exceptibMadame Ovary) is
accompanied by a text poem which develops a neerafisorts about Ur Grrl and
Penis Unix, two bots that inhabit the Web.
he and Ur Grrl and the rest of the pornomorphs
populate the Web like wild west
wanted things,
Agents, bots without masters,
the first Al,
inhuman,
not quite like you and me.
(Andrews, “The Pornomorphs: Ur Grrl Alias 2”)
This is a work that is thematically in tune witketrest of his poetic work, but in this
case foregrounds a creative sexuality that is lysedher absent or more subtly
present, as is the caseS#attle Driff in which langwidgets are released to follow
their semi-random paths when the reader “doesettté in a sexualized interaction.
The Pornomorphbkave characters that are artificial intelligen(escualities?), born
native to the Web expressing their desires, reteasen human control—much like
the language imbued with behavior that dominatesttistic creations from 1997

onwards.
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| include this hypertext work in the category ofttpoems. They also
foreground the textual, using links to assembleras of lexia. Another group of text
poems worth mentioning are tRep Up Poemswhich he wrote between 1996 and
1999, using the pull-down menu tool offered by HTMlhese charming short poems
consist of personified voices that are aware tiey have been written to reside
inside a pull down menu, which leads them to havedelf-esteem. Andrews
describes them as follows:

The pop-up poems haven't fully matured yet, comectept their place (or

lack thereof) in the world. They're still acclinmatig to the 'neath text they

inhabit, still dealing with it. They've never rgaknown any other place, but

they know that they're in an odd position (Andrei#p up Poems”).
The fact that Andrews was imbuing his text poents wersonality is a strong
indicator of the conceptual direction he wantetht@ with his poetic works for the
Web, which he sensed HTML and DHTML would allow hionpursue. Andrews’
hypertext and pop up poems are voices from thehneat, the source code that
powers the behaviors his subsequent texts willleihwhich is the major paradigm
shift from writing documents to writing applicat®xescribed in DHTML Dances.

Andrews’ text poems, whether written for the pagéor the Web, are strong
indicators of the ideas that he is struggling vaittistically, and can serve both as a
way to map his development as a poet and artidtaarworks worthy of analysis in
and of themselves. The focus on electronic textutidat guides this study excludes
deeper analysis of these “text poems,” but notauthirecognizing them as a gold

mine of insight on the poet and a worthy subjeatrdical attention.
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Another important area of Andrews’ work that ismtluded in the scope of
this study are his tributes, restoration work, eswlorkings of poetry by Lionel
Kearns, bpNichol, and Joseph Keppler—three poetswlhvork is very much in tune
with his own.

His 2004 workOn Lionel Kearnsis “a binary meditation on the work of a
pioneering Canadian poet contemplating digital jgsdtom the early sixties to the
present” (Andrews, “On Lionel Kearns”). The wordsriary meditation” are aptly
chosen to describe a project in which the 1/0 naty code is explored directly
through selected visual poems by Lionel Kearnseesagined by Jim Andrews for
the Web. Andrews’ interest in Kearns is best dégctin the following excerpt from
the essay which accompanies the e-poem.

He is a Linguist. Which is interesting because ofihe reasons | became so

excited about his work is he seems to understaaidltiere has been a

synthesis going on, over the last seventy yearse mioless commencing with

the work of Godel and Turing, between number anddage, between
mathematics and language studies, between tharattsciences, between any
pair of fields that code their material in such aywhat it can be turned into

information. Kearns is a language man. Kearns&ahthinker. Kearns is a

media man. Kearns is a polyartist. Kearns has bestemporary since the

mid sixties. | can't think of any other poets franound here except maybe bp

Nichol who might have written anything in the sediabout digital poetics

and issues (Andrews, “About 'On Lionel Kearns™).
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Lionel Kearns’ work brings Andrews right back tetfirst two passions that guided
him in his university studies and have defineddaiseer: mathematics and language
studies. If binary codes (1s and 0s) are the fouioaf his ‘neath texts, the math and
language are the conceptual foundations of Andreastic work. By exploring
Lionel Kearns’ work, Andrews is exploring his owsuhdations as an artist at a time
when he had completed his three-year profettroids(2001-4) and perhaps needed
to decide what direction he wanted to pursue next..
| created 'On Lionel Kearns' via email correspomeenith Lionel. | didn't
meet him face to face before | finished the piét&d shown me his visual
poem 'The Birth of God/uniVerse' and told me howyean he'd created that.
It was obviously a significant early piece relevantigital poetics. And
indeed Chris Funkhouser thought so too in includimg his history of early
digital poetry. At the same time, | was learnimgdging Lingo' in Director,
which is a bunch of techniques for doing image pssing. So | thought I'd
try learning the techniques while applying thentitmnel's writing. It was a
way of meditating on Lionel's work in an active diof reading looking for
connections between Lionel's works and betweendli®mworks and digital
poetics. And a way of creating a kind of contempprareading of Lionel's
work. 'On Lionel Kearns' is somewhere between adiregy of Lionel's work,
an essay on his work, and a digital poem in itS&e: Finally, Chapter 3!”).
Clearly, writing “On Lionel Kearns” was both a ateve engagement of Kearns’

work and a learning experience for Andrews.
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First Screening by bpNich@2007) is an important work of editing and digital
restoration made possible by Jim Andrews, Markgidmi, Geof Huth, Lionel
Kearns, and Dan Waber. Andrews and Niemi workethenJavascript programming
to port the original Apple Basic animated poems mformat that would run on the
Web. Andrews didn’t really become interested in lgbidl’'s work until he was well
developed as a digital artist, and it was througtfriendship with Lionel Kearns that
he was exposed to this early digital work fromtiid-80s. Publishing this
pioneering digital poetry by a fellow Canadian poentributed to establishing the
history of the digital writing scene and preserdaednteresting technical challenge
that he was concerned with in his own work: time.

In programming, you can hardly avoid having to deitth repetition and

therefore rhythm. Once a computer has done sontetimoe, it is very easy to

make it do the same thing again. In this sensgrpmmed work usually
deals with rhythm and repetition, whether the paogmer does so
consciously or not. The loop is one of the fundatalestructures of
programming. But can you make it funky? Can yowegivhumanly

significant rhythms and feeling rather than just thythms of an automaton?

In “Off-screen Romance”, it isn't just through @@mation itself, but through

engagement with the work as a written thing bottihatevel of the screen

and the off-screen level of programming that we edma deeper
appreciation of the relations of the piece to wgtipoetry, and synthesis with

other arts such as music, cinema, programming dred tme-based arts. In
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this sense, “Off-screen Romance” refers to the raeaf all that is present

but unseen on the screen (Andrews, “Framing 'Ofet Romance™).
Time, repetition, and rhythm are key elements swrbcent work—vispoA Per),
vismu War Pigs, Jig Sound, FBMW,and cinemadbCinema—and challenge him
artistically and technically. It must be inspirit@restore and publish the work of a
prominent poet dealing with the same kinds of issmeer 20 years ago, because it
gives depth to a poetic scene that many contempogaders consider to be rather
young.

Two recent tributes by Andrews are strong indicatd his current direction
of reconnecting with the past as he shapes hisefutivection as poet and
programmer. The first is his publication of his n@rand friend’s Joseph Keppler's
visual poems from “The First Remainder Series” of
Poets.Painters.Composers.Critics.Sculptors.Slaweklished in print in 2007 and in

Vispo.com in 2008 _(vispo.com/guests/keppldhese visual poems by Keppler

weren’t really designed for Web publication by Aews, yet they lent themselves so
well for it. They are a testament to the ideas thaye been sharing over the past
twenty years. The visual poems are so minimalisipproach that they achieve a
conceptual elegance that Andrews explores in hiswarks, even though
superficially Andrews’ works seem to be visuallyskar than Keppler’s.

The other tribute is a collaboration between Megtgm\Waterman and Jim
Andrews, titled=8MW9(2008), in which he designed an interface to slzaperies of

glyphs and audio recordings of her sound poems.
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There is hardly any English in the interface, eitdugral or visual. But

don't be confused. Feel it out. Look and listen, aviten you feel like it,

explore the interface: click around and see whabiliitons and spin

controls and sliders do. They don't really needexptanation if you play

with them (Andrews, “F8BMW9 [e-mail]”).
This work is pure visual and aural language thatdlseno meaning or explanation
except that it is beautiful: and Andrews has kbptsame spirit in the interface
design. There is no help menu or help ghost. Bhéswork that leads its audiences to
drift along with it, to play creatively with it tough its interfaces, much likéio.
Waterman and Andrews have been friends since tlegymgeattle in 1989, and
Andrews’ choice to develop this collaboration tess$i to her impact on Andrews’
formation as a poet.

The main reason | have not chosen to analyze ttrdsates” in the amount
of detail | have given other works in this chapsethat | wished to focus on works
written entirely by Jim Andrews, rather than onlabbrations, because | could reach
a “purer” sense of what his poetry was all aboutpping his poetics, however, does
lead one to the edges of what his poetry is: aatishwhere collaboration can help
one fine-tune some boundaries. Seeing the workstharge between Jim Andrews
and the work of Joseph Keppler, bpNichol, and MastgaWaterman helps us
understand the affinities between them, but alseresndrews will not follow.

There are a number of unfinished works that ttudyswill not explore, such
asdbCinemaandJig-Soungbecause they are works in progress. They ateister

development—conceptually, artistically, poeticallgrd | feel that a critical
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intervention at such a delicate time could inflleetieem in ways that could prove
detrimental to the artistic vision that got themrsad in the first place. Besides, |
relish the prospect of approaching those works filoenperspective gained from this
study, once they are completed.

This chapter provided a detailed and insightfoklmto important facets of
the work of a poet whose formation is very muckuime with the development of a
new frontier in poetic production known as electcqooetry. Andrews’ poetics of the
visual, musical, linguistic, and behavioral aspefteanguage should be clear by now,
as is his commitment to repurposing functionalriiatees (like the menu) to create
artistic experiences for his readers. An impligabof this chapter was to model a
Formalist approach to media-specific analysispésined by biographical and
technical details.

The next (and final) chapter will examine thirteroidsDevelopment Folder”
a treasure chest of source materials for one oféwsi most significant projects:

Arteroids
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Chapter 4: Mining thérteroids

So part of the ‘confrontation’ dArteroidsis between poetry and new media,
poetry and entertainment, poetry and popular celltpoetry and
programming, poetry and visual art, art and gametevg realize, in their
confrontation with the page and with language, thay need to understand
their medium or it will have its way with them. Wheiriters move to the
Web and/or the Net (which includes email etc), tbit#gn do not
acknowledge that the change in media has conseesiémctheir work, how it
is distributed, read, contextualized, and underst¥dhat | have been trying
to do for about thirteen years is develop as aewiit the multimedia soup
that is computer-mediated writingrteroidsrises from the bog and hunkers
toward poetry (“Poetry, Arteroids, and the Flaw”).
The previous chapter analyzed key products of Jmdr@dws’ exploration of the
computer as a medium for artistic expression. Whibse earlier works focused on
one or two aspects of computer mediation: visuailaand behavioral components,
his more recent work with Director integrates themalia to achieve his artistic
goals.Arteroids like Nio before it, is a milestone in Andrews’ artistic é@pment
because of its ambition and complexity both as e&wbelectronic poetry and as a
work of programming. More than any of his work &te] Arteroidsseeks to “bring it
all together"—vispo, vismu, and interactivity—innaork that references the most

native genre in computerized entertainment: theagame”

92 Games have been present from the very beginniithe @ersonal computer
because they entered popular culture in the 19nbshardware designed for it:
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The complexity arises from the conceptual blendabfemas embodied by
Arteroids The areas of “confrontations” that Andrews listshe excerpt above serve
as frames of reference to help us Materoidsas an artistic creation. | believe
Andrews places the word confrontation in quotatiarks in order to soften the
hostile connotations of the term and emphasizedhgng together of the terms as
they “face” each other. These kinds of confrontagiare creative for Andrews,
exploding binary oppositions in a deconstructivekabat questions the ideologies
that establish them as oppositional in the firatpl

Jim Andrews has been facing these oppositions thenvery beginnings of
his career, and he has been doing so artistidalbm the traditional education in
poetry he obtained in college, (as exemplifiedh®/work of Wallace Stevens and
William Carlos Williams) Andrews learned a conceppoetry that was traditional as
far as its use of the conventions of print and irgadloud. When he started with his
radio showFine Lines this notion of page-and-voice based poetry caue fo face
with the medium of audio recording and its (pagesjenateriality as influenced by
MacLuhan, Burroughs, and Gregory Whitehead. Theltré®m this “confrontation”
was reinventing the radio show il?érame?and writing a series of audio poems,
such as “Woork of Aart” and “Poetry Craft.”

His next major creative confrontation was betweeetfy and visual art,
combined with the medium of the computer as afmotreating and manipulating

images, the results of which are discussed in ldat@hapter 3, in the section titled

arcade video games and video game consoles s#dhrasComputer games predate
both, but not as an entertainment industry, antdlieged games dominated the early
personal computer gaming market.
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“The Electric Pen.” When combined with the new naeaind the HTML

programming that launched the World Wide Web, the previous types of poetic
engagements found a means of publication in his ¥itelVispo.com, but it wasn’t
until he started using DHTML that Andrews realla@d poetry in “confrontation”
with programming, the results of which are discdsseChapter 3, section 2:

DHTML Dances. His move to Macromedia Director amdgramming in Lingo made
the integration of poetry with its visual, sounddgrogramming components
possible, resulting in several works that led hina tsuccessfully integrated one, titled
“Nio.”

“Nio” is a poem, musical instrument, and toy, pldtefore its audience to
read it, play it, play with it, to explore it andeate with it. As such, it developed
some questions for Andrews that he tried to anslwreugh ‘Arteroids’ by taking the
concept of play and channeling into the more forexaerience of the game.

1. What is the shape of poetry created (written, draecorded, programmed)
for publication in networked personal computers?
2. How does an audience receive (read, listen to, &pplay with) such poetry

and to what extent can Andrews build upon or shigpexpectations?

The combination of poetry and video game is a magamdary crossing and one that
has only recently been explored.

On the other hand, poetry and games have had alstayy, provided one
include play in the definition of a game. The coaisits created by OULIPO group
could be considered as poetry games, for exampl&l#Y poem (in which someone

replaces each noun in a poem with thevbrd following it in a dictionary), the
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palindrome, the lipoem and other playful constathtat lead to poetic creativity.
Surrealism and Dada both entered chance operatitmpoetic creation, as was the
case with the original cut-up poems and the exgprpse. Creating constraints or
playful conditions for writing poetry is a very aent practice, and could be traced
back to traditional poetic forms, such as the sgnnkanelle, and sestina.

Poetry created by whimsical constraints weren't jused for free play: the
competitiveness of a game can also be attributpdéts who used poetry to outwit
their rivals. For instance, the well documentealny between Sir Walter Raleigh and
Christopher Marlowe manifested itself in the ld&éilhe Passionate Shepherd to His
Love” and the point-by-point rebuttal by the fornvgth “The Nymph’s Reply to the
Shepherd.” A case could be made for poetry as btitemldest forms of
entertainment in both literate and pre-literatéurels. One might go as far back as
Anglo-Saxon riddles to see how they could be useal game, as imagined by J. R.
R. Tolkien inThe Hobbitwhen Gollum and Bilbo have a life-or-death riddéatest
in the depths of a mountain. Some poetry gamessthraive to this day are based
poetic or song improvisation, such as the PuertamRitrova” competitions, in which
contestants draw a word from a hat and have toamge a highly structured song
based on that word. Rappers do “battles” in whidythave to outwit and outperform
their competitors, as can be seen in the Marshathkt (Eminem) 2002 movi
Mile.

As must be clear by now, poetry and games haveyedja productive
connection for centuries, but none of these exasmgdeount for the paradigm shift

resulting from the combination of videogames anetpo Part of the reason for this
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is that most videogames place their emphasis ggh@graand sound, but not on
language. If verbal language was an importantgfarideogames, then some
playfulness with language would be inevitable dr@ldonnection might have
emerged sooner, but since is not the case, videegave developed along very
different lines and developed their own genresi{agthe first-person shooter, the
multiplayer duel, the strategic wargame, etc.)nBing poetry and videogames
together has therefore resulted in unusual combimst

This combination isn’t unique to Andrews. The D3 issue oPoems that
Gowas dedicated to “literary games,” featurigeroids(version 2.5), Natalie
Bookchin’s adaptation of the Borges story “The udgr,” “Nine” by Jason E. Lewis,
“Bad Machine,” by Dan Shiovitz, and an introductessay by Nick Montfort. He
concludes that,

The games in this issue, drawing on the traditiocomputer and video

games in various ways, provide a more certain piteatfthe literary game can

do the serious, hard work of both literature anchigg, and suggest several

ways in which different aspects of a literary gazaa function effectively

together (“Literary Games”).
In response to Andrews’ characteristically humltégesnent thatArteroidsrises
from the bog and hunkers toward poetry,” (like s@od of swamp monster), |
would have to agree with Montfort thatteroidsdoes the “hard work of both” a
poem and a game. It is a work that is very consist&h Andrews’ poetics and has
received international critical attention througtickes, reviews, interviews and

translation to Portugese. In shdktteroidsis a significant contribution to the
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development of electronic poetry and poetics bex#usiccessfully integrates so
many of the frames of reference that inform writingligital media.

Jim Andrews started working on his literary compug@meArteroidsin 2000
when his work omNio helped him receive funding from the Canada Councithe
Arts. For the next two years, he workedAmeroids publishing numerous versions
during that time in his Web site and discussingytfie Webartery? The earliest
versions were titled Weateroids preparing him to publisArteroids1.0 in 2002.

He published version 2.02 to participate in the éatgrt show in New York City
(August 24 to September 2, 2002) and publishedae&5 in the Fall of 2003 issue
of the electronic poetry magaziR®eems that Go The most recent version (3.11) was
published in Vispo.com in August of 2006, but Anglsechose to keep version 2.5
available, an indication that version 2.5 still waps his intentions for the piett.

It is well known to textual critics that authoriatentions vary over time, and
Andrews is no exception. For example, in an unghield document in th&rteroids
Development Folder titled “For the Judge,” Andredescribes a direction for future
versions of the work that haven’t been developethave been developed differently

from what is there described:

% Webartery is a Yahoo group he created with othréters of electronic literature,
such as Mez, Alan Sondheim, Thomas Bell, Millief\i®avid Knoebel, and many
more, as “a serious forum for discussion of Welbath

from an artistic and critical point of view” (Andses, Jim, “webartery : Message: Re:
welcoming Patrick-Henri Burgaud”). This forum is imvaluable source of
information onArteroids because it was the primary space for Andrew$aoes
drafts of the work and bounce ideas off the gréigalso received quite a bit of
feedback, so it is an essential resource for tiiealrstudy of this e-poem.

%t is also to protect the texts people wrote amdked for Canto 2, because it
wouldn’t be compatible with version 3.11 (AndrewRe: Back in Business”)
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Version 3.0 will also introduce different typesAuteroids Ones that shoot
back at you and require more firepower to dest@raphicalArteroids | have
developed some politicAlrteroidsat

www.webartery.com/temp/blair/speedtest.htm

www.webartery.com/temp/bush/speedtest.htm

www.webartery.com/temp/chretien/Burroughs.html

www.webartery.com/temp/hussein/speedtest.htm

www.webartery.com/temp/binladen/Burroughs.html

These guys fire at you when they turn full profilen not sure if I'll end up
using them or others.
Version 3.0 will also store scores on the server.
Version 4.0 will introduce a story. At certain ptanyou'll be whisked away
into the story which will be about a man who is vext about his own rage
and what he is going to do to the world. And ithalso be about an
acquaintance of his who also is worried about wihiatguy is going to do.
The guy is developing a shoot-em-up computer game.
Hopefully this will be a way into exploring violeaén computer games and in
the world.
Version 5 will use the Macromedia Multi-User seraed allow people to
play one another &rteroids And that is where | will stop.
For now, Andrews has stopped developiiteroidswith version 3.11 (which is
different from what is described in the 2002 docothand has moved on to other

projects. Yet this excerpt suggests that the cdneégevelopment of tharteroidsis
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much larger than what one can sense by readingigldélye versions published by
Andrews in Vispo.com. Reading the Webartery postimg Andrews as he was
developingArteroidsreveals a great number of ideas that he was censg
revising, getting feedback on, adopting, and diogr. As a matter of fact, the three
versions currently published are merely the tiphef proverbial iceberg, because
there are 82 different versionsAiteroids many of which were developed under the
working title WebArteroids There are also numerous essays, online forunmngsst
e-mails, documents, sound, image, and other flésf which present a complex
matrix of developing intentions and conceptual@atf the work known as
Arteroids

None of this information has been published, aadchlaware of it because Jim
Andrews has been generous enough to sharefitierdidsDevelopment Folder”
with me, as well as notebook full of notes, diagsagraphs, and ideas that document
his work inNio, Arteroids, Jig-Sound, DBcinenaad in other recent projects. These
materials are a gold mine of information for a dahmterested in studyingrteroids
in depth as a work of e-literature, as a first gatien electronic object, as a computer
game, and as a record of an artist’s work with maognable media, among others.

This chapter will make a case for the importancthese materials and how
they enrich the experience Afteroids justifying their use for the creation of a
critical edition ofArteroids The argument will be developed along two maiesiof
critical inquiry: it will employ the bibliographitheories of Jerome McGann, Peter
Shillingsburg, G. Thomas Tanselle, and John Bryamipng others to formulate my

editorial approach towards these materials andllibe informed by the work of
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Mathew Kirschenbaum and N. Katherine Hayles onteda textuality. The
discussion will highlight key moments in the deyeieent ofArteroids
supplementing them with documents from #réeroidsArchive and Webartery—a
Yahoo Group in which Andrews expressed, discusmadi o a certain extent
discovered the direction he conceptualized fomtbek.

Why focus on all these unpublished drafts and vesst G. Thomas Tanselle
offers an elegant justification for capturing thstbry of a work in a critical edition.

Approaching every human creation with an understandf its textual

history, seen against the panorama of all oth@u#kistories, helps us to

appreciate the humanity movingly embedded in eacbion of a work and to
enjoy the hard-won accomplishment represented tliEamselle)
John Bryant considers this textual history a readrtthe fluidity of texts. From the
outset, the fluidity of intention and designAnteroidsis evident in its early draft
versions titledNebarteroidsand it is this group of versions that this chapt#
focus on.

Before embarking upon a project of mining thréeroidsDevelopment Folder
for data that may be fruitful for criticism, it isiportant to assess the critical tools one
will use to perform such data mining. For instarely go through the exercise of
descriptive and analytical bibliography? FredsomBis delineates a clear path for
the first step of this inquiry.

The concern of the descriptive bibliographer isxamine every available

copy of an edition of a book in order to describéibliographical terms the

characteristics of an ideal copy of this editiandistinguish between issues
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and variants of the edition, to explain and desctiite printing and textual

history of the edition, and finally to arrangenta correct and logical

relationship to other editions (6).
Arteroidshas been published in a number of Web sites iitiaddo Vispo.com, and
each publication contextualizes the work as itssiit needs. For instance, the version
published inPoems that G@2.5) is part of an issue dedicated to literamngs. It
contains an essay by Andrewsyteroids Poetry, and the Flaw,” which captures Jim
Andrews’ conceptualization of the piece at the titneas published (2003) and in the
context of the collection. The same version ofghem (with a revised version of the
essay) is published in Vispo.com, along with vers3dl1. Each publication has its
own history, context, accompanying materials, atfeodistinguishing factors: all of
which are enough to consider them as discreteoedinf the work. These are
socialized texts, as Jerome McGann establishets$ iwiitings, because they have
entered a social contract that shaped the finalym The contents of th&rteroids
Archive are drafts, versions, raw materials, wgtabout the work, among other
things, but they have not necessarily been predareah audience (also known as
edited). Some of these versions were shared wetMtabartery group for feedback,
testing, and discussion, but are no longer avalahline—they can be considered to
be “circulating drafts,” using Bryant’s terminolagWith access to these materials,
one could begin the editorial work of describing @malyzing them in order to
supplement and further contextualize the publiggitions of the work.

Applying “bibliographical terms” to electronic olges can be challenging,

because the materiality of printed objects lead#ifferent terminology than what
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they require, as Kirschenbaum points out in “Edjtine Interface: Textual Studies
and First Generation Electronic Objects.”

Significantly, a bibliographical/textual approadls upon us to emphasize

precisely those aspects of electronic textuali&y trave thus far been

neglected in the critical writing about the mediyptatform, interface, data

standards, file formats, operating systems, vessa distributions of code,

patches, ports, and so forth. For that's the stefftronic texts are made of.
So what isArteroidsmade of? It was authored with a variety of tobls, the central
one was Macromedia (now Adobe) Director—a proprietaultimedia authoring
software that uses a high-level programming languzdied Lingo. Because it is
proprietary, one can only experience the presemtaddyer of the work, without
access to its data layer, that is, the materialssanrce code that go into producing it.
And that is fine for most readers, but for thoderiested in a textual approach to this
poetic game, those materials are denied.

This is another contribution this study can makthtise interested in
exploring the textual materiality @frteroids providing insight into the contents of
the ArteroidsDevelopment Folder. Some of the materials extdafttam the source
code and published in this study are:

A listing of all the versions oArteroidscontained in the Development
Folder, with “date modified” metadata and file SZ&ppendix A).
The linguistic texts ofrteroids Canto 1 & 2 Green and Blue texts,

Winning Notices and Death Notices (Appendix B).
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A complete listing of 1331 files, directories, asubdirectories in the
ArteroidsDevelopment Folder (Appendix C).
A compressed folder with files from the Arteroids\2lopment
Folder discussed or alluded to in this chapter @quix D.)
These materials can inform readings of the wotkywafor the study of its source
code and programming architecture, and can evéynieald to a production of a
critical edition or fluid text edition of the work.

A bibliographical/textual approach does raise lelmgles. As established in
Chapter 2, this approach is built upon a vocabuauy set of concepts developed for
manuscript and print, which becomes problematicrwdygplied directly to electronic
texts. One area that requires attention is the euimdp conventions for different
software versions and releases. For example, timbers next to a software title
(such as Firefox 3.6.3) correspond to at most liexels of versioning:

Major: The major number is the first integer in thegsion string (e.g.,
v1.2.3). Changes in the major number typically ¢atle a significant
change in the code base and/or end-user functipnéhe major number
is always included in the version number.

Minor: The minor number is the second integer mhbrsion string (e.g.,
v1.2.3). Changes in the minor number typically cade a incremental
change in the code base and/or end-user functipn@he minor number
is always included in the version number.

Release: The release number is the third integireiversion string (e.g.,

v1.2.3). Changes in the release number typicatlicate a bug fix in the
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code base and/or end-user functionality. If theasé number is O, it is
omitted from the version number (e.g., v1.2 hasl@ase number of 0).
Quantifier: Open MPI version numbers sometimes f@wvarbitrary string
affixed to the end of the version number. Commaoings include: aX (for
alpha versions), bX (for beta versions), and raX (Elease candidate
versions). (Open MPI: Version Number Methodology)
The Open MPI Project’s methodology is a good exangplversioning and release
conventions used in programming. The differenceveen the major, minor, and
release numbers could be considered analogouffecedices between versions,
editions, and errata inserts in the world of pritdw do these correlate to notions of
work, version, text, and document as describetlarfield of textual studies? If we
were to use Tanselle’s notions of the “texts ofudonents” versus “the texts of
works,” a bug fix documented in the release numiamsld correspond to a correction
of an error in the “text of the document,” while joraand minor releases would
represent versions and editions of the work, eaehanlding to “the text of the work.”
These correlations are important because the vwdrddmputer software the
release numbers are documented in the publicatlong with mechanisms that
provide and facilitate updates, patches, upgraatespackwards-compatibility for
those who choose to not update. The world of gvastlong sought to elide versions
in order to create the illusion of a single, unftauthoritative work. The exception is
the practice of creating critical editions, suctvagsorum editions, which foreground
the variations in different sources and reveaMirsions within the text. Recent

tendencies in bibliography and textual studies sed&reground these differences, as

267



is the case with John Bryant's Fluid Text editidiTgpee and with projects like the
Dickinson Electronic Archiveand theWilliam Blake Archiveswhich provide
facsimiles of manuscripts and prints of illuminategts, respectively. When these
two worlds collide in electronic textuality, howeayeroblems arise due to differences
between source code and displayed documents, aratitical tools developed for
each distinct media.

For example, what is considered textual variaiotne world of print is
primarily variation in linguistic texts: not variahs in source code. Variations in
visual formatting (fonts, sizes, etc.) would be gidered by Tanselle to be
documentary variations and wouldn’t contain infotim@ worth preserving or
documenting. In electronic texts, variations inttek behavior would need to be
documented, whether through a description of theaweral change from version to
version or by documenting differences in the socame?

An example from the Arteroids Development Foldesstl underscore this
point. The linguistic text of Webarteroids 1 thrbugis the first stanza of the nursery
rhyme “Mary Had a Little Lamb,” after which it starto be replaced by versions of
the original text compiled in Appendix A of thisudly. In Webarteroids 1 through 3

this text appears, a few words at a time, in gtegts that float across the screen at

% The very use of the term “version” has a similaaming but different connotations
in the worlds of print and programming. The maifiedence is that versions are
commonplace in programming, because documentingrttgress of developing code
and testing it out is an integral part of the dngftand release process. The equivalent
in print is drafting and publishing different edrtis of a work, something that
historically implies fewer versions and variatioAs. discussed throughout this study,
the difference between print and electronic textsrie of scale, time frame, and
convention.
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variable speeds in random linear trajectories patng from the top right hand
corner of the screen. Webarteroids 4 introduceariatvon which becomes a major
line of development ikrteroids some of the text of the nursery rhyme is blue,
emerges from the top left corner of the screen,falholws the word “poetry” (which
the player controls) throughout the screen—muah thile little lamb followed
Mary.?® From Webarteroids 6 onwards, the blue texts aimggo be different from
the green ones, but the behavior remains basittedlgame.

This is where a linguistic text approach would dmndt, here’s a detail that is
documented in a programming approach, and shouddibeessed when exploring
electronic texts: between Webarteroids 4 and 6fdireula which determines how
the blue text follows the word “poetry” changes\Webarteroids 4, the blue text
moves horizontally from left to right to match tpesition of the word “poetry” and
then it descends vertically to attempt collisiowjrgg the illusion that the word is
dropping from above. Webarteroids 5 changes thedrtal movement to one
shallowly diagonal towards the word “poetry,” argbnthat becomes sharper and
more direct in Webarteroids 6, and randomly variartwebarteroids 9.

How does one read the way the blue texts followntbed “Poetry” text? The
left to right, top to bottom initial motion is eve& the most common reading

convention in Western Culture, a point that is leken the algorithm was modified

% Throughout my study of Arteroids, starting witke thublished 2.5 and 3.11
versions and working backwards when | got the Aitks Development Folder, |
considered the use of the first stanza of “Mary ldddttle Lamb” as a textual
placeholder during the initial programming stagehef poem. Now | see that either
the choice was not as arbitrary as | thought, a tifee initially arbitrary choice led
Andrews to an important textual behavior—that @& téxt following the player’s
“ship” throughout the screen.
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for the text to make a beeline towards the worcetpo” This tendency is
reminiscent of the wa@eattle Driftbegins looking like a traditional poem, but moves
away from that “scene” to embrace the scene ofetrpdy creating its potentially
infinite space. Here is another example of the famtations” Andrews sees between
poetry and games, in which the behavior of the b#ués is perhaps inspired by a
poem, and the animation begins very strongly aligiwereading, and reduces this
effect to become more game like. Then again, maytarews was simply tweaking
the chasing algorithm from version to version thiace a vision he had all along.

Another consideration is that these revisions agred towards a different
reader: the computer and software that parses»aulies the source code. In other
words, these revisions are not for the readerteypnet as much as they are for the
logical layer of the computer to interpret and astec

The point is that the behaviors of electronic texsd to be taken into account
when editing them because they can provide insigbtthe work. Tracking variation
in different versions, as suggested by John Brgdhtid text approach, by observing
changes in textual behavior can lead to a moregaghunderstanding of the function
of such behaviors in the work, as well as highlidjet creative process. John Bryant’'s
fluid text approach provides a framework to tradkedences in versions of texts, but
the method has yet to be applied to a first geieraiectronic object, and it doesn’t
account for fluidity in textual behavior and souomle, because it was designed for
linguistic texts in manuscript and print. This s several questions about the
pragmatics of applying this approach to electroéexts, particularly when seen in the

framework of data layer, logical layer, and preaganh layer:
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How important is it to track the fluidity of sourcede, the documents from

which the presentation layer of electronic textgaaerated?

Does one document the source code (data layenpgrresentation layer of

the text (what we read on the screen)?

How much variation can be attributed to the comphéedware and software

(the logical layer)?

How can one go about creating an edition of anteleix text that can

incorporate significant versions in how it runs?
Part of the answer lies with tools created for ppogmers to be able to document and
track variations in executable code: two of thet keswn ones are CVS (Concurrent
Versions System) and Apache Subversion. These sm@ge version tracking
systems are used to track the differences betweksions of the same document and
are especially useful in collaborative environmemtere individuals and teams
develop and modify cod¥®.If implemented from the beginning of a programming
project, these systems can automatically trac&halhges and number the versions
according to the conventions described earliehis ¢hapter. These programs don’t
work on already completed programs, however, #sigase with Arteroids. Another
limitation of the software is that it doesn’t fuimst with proprietary programming

languages, as is the case with Macromedia/Adobectr Lingo.

" This kind of feature is becoming more commonlydusatside of
programming circles, as is the case with Googleudwents, which keeps all saved
versions of a document and allows the user to compacept, and/or reject changes
within versions. Word processors such as Microgédtd and Open Office Writer
have tools to track changes, but once the chargmsie accepted or rejected by a
reviewer, they are absorbed in the document andalenger retrievable.
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Another part of the answer can be seen in the pleaaiThe Agrippa Filesa
scholarly Web site dedicated to “one of the lasagmemes of the pre-Mosaic
Internet” (KirschenbaunMechanismpg This collaborative project was created by the
Transcriptions Project in UC Santa Barbara, arimes described in the words of its
editorial board.

Agrippa (a book of the deadppeared in 1992 as a collaboration between

artist Dennis Ashbaugh, author William Gibson, andllisher Kevin Begos,

Jr. The Agrippa Filess a scholarly site that presents selected pagasthe

original art book; a unique archive of materials§r@afrom the book’s

creation and early reception; an emulation of Gibscluded poem in its
original born-and-die-digital form (it ran from #sHette once before
encrypting itself into oblivion); a simulation ofhat the book’s intended

“fading images” might have looked like; a videotloé 1992 “transmission” of

the work; a “virtual lightbox” for comparing anduslying pages; full-text

scholarly essays and interviews; an annotateddgiaphy of scholarship,
press coverage, interviews, and other materia¢taileéd bibliographic
description of the book; and a discussion forunu(kt. al. “The Agrippa

Files”).

Agrippais a fascinating work, largely because it wasioatly published through
electronic and physical objects that were desidaoes|f destruct, but has proven to

have a life beyond the intended design thankseorttervention of a hacker named

272



Templar?® The work of descriptive bibliography, forensicadaarchiving carried out
in TheAgrippaFiles is a model of how to create an online resedor scholarship on
a first generation electronic object, but it hadimitations.

The first limitation is that despite the exquisiiegree of details with which
the objects are described, analyzed, and madeablatb the public—including the
recent addition of a disk image that one can comyran in an emulator for a less
mediated experience of the electronic text in @aetithe project has drawn the line at
a point that | can’t help but simultaneously re$@e criticize:

We finally want to emphasize that we did not in aray “hack” theAgrippa

program to accomplish what we describe here. Bhisiportant not mainly

for legal or ethical cover, but because the languzdiacking would obscure

what are in fact well-established, open proceduréise digital preservation

and forensics community. Hacking has had a colgtate inAgrippa’slore.

Indeed, | would hold that Templar and his colleagcen indeed claim credit

for a “hack” of sorts—albeit one that was not fum@stally computational in

nature—when they were able to transcribe Gibsoo&pfrom their bootleg
video. But the term “hacking” would lend our wonk aura of derring-do that

is both deceptive and distracting. (Kirschenbauna).¢No Round Trip”)

The point the team of Th&grippaFiles project makes is valid, and places emphasis
on what is perhaps the most valuable contributfath@ archival project: using “well

established, open procedures in the digital pregienv and forensics community.”

% Matthew Kirschenbaum dedicates a chapter to #m®fis e-poem and artist book
in hisMechanismswhere a detailed narrative of how the text wascked” and
shared on the Internet on the very same day itpub$cly screened.
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Indeed they may have shed light upon the mosthtfsigpart of the materials that
inform this tantalizingly closed work of electroditerature, but we have yet to see
the source code to understand the inner workingggappa, and it seems like the
only way to do so, short of with the help of Gibséshbaugh, or the anonymous
programmer who helped him, is through hacking.

The term “hacking” is loaded with connotationgrainsgression, illegal and
unethical practices, but also has air of sexinaggely owed to Gibson’s cyberpunk
novels, whose hacker protagonists help free infiondrom the control of
corporations to subvert their questionable ager@dison and Ashbaugh’s work was
designed with a full awareness of the challengeptesented to the hacker
community, and was released with the expectatiagoofe sort of a hack occurring—
and it did, but in a limited fashion. What was “ked” was the linguistic text and the
presentation layer of the text through video recwydperpetuating its transmission
beyond the event of its presentation. The matemade available in Thagrippa
Files (with the consent of Gibson, Ashbaugh, Tem@alad others), especially the
disk image, are more sophisticated reproductiah@®imaterials, but the source
materials are still tightly shut within the blac&bof its encryption.

The time has come to open that box and see wisatvltdin, the mechanisms
at work that we may not be aware of by simply sgée presentation layer. What
documentation, insight, or even “goodies” can lzxhed by taking up Gibson’s
computational challenge to the hacker communityfarttia way to break the
encryption and access its source code? Curiosig agvealing the source code

would add a whole new layer to interpret: it wordgteal its mechanisms, algorithms,
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variables, references and borrowings from otheggammming codes, inactive code
that may reveal other intentions, and much more.

Perhaps this could be considered to go countdéret@atithor’s intent—and in
this case the term “author” is more fitting tharriter” to refer to the collaborative
team that created and exercises legal controlttreematerials—but why go through
such pains to create and publicize such a challeargbe hacker portion of Gibson’s
readership? Perhaps hackigrippais computationally impractical or even
impossible without the encryption key, which mayifeontrol of any, all, or none of
the people involved in creating the electronic \@rof Agrippa In any case, the
potential rewards are worth the effort, and perh@apsdishing the disk image in The
AgrippaFiles could be interpreted as an invitation todbeymunity to attempt to
crack the encryption and reach the source cods.Wbuld be a valuable contribution

to the study of this important early e-poem.

The Arteroids Development Folder

Thanks to Jim Andrews’ generosity and help witls #tudy, there is no need
to hackArteroids to get to the source code. The source code lftlealersions is
available in theArteroidsDevelopment Folder, as are many of the mateiaswent
into Arteroids images, sound files, and more. Better yet, shdrews is a
programmer, he knows the conventions of softwarsi#e numbering and named
and numbered the files in a way that makes it éasyack the versions of the work.

The rest of this chapter will describe four vensi@fArteroids two of which

are only available in the Archivéi(teroids1.0 was published in issue 117dfe
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Remedi Projecthttp://www.theremediproject.com/indexSetHigh.htimlt the

project ended in 2002 aritteroidsno longer loads successfully in the site), and the
two versions currently published in Vispo.com. Tingt two versions could be
considered drafts because they were not even Attegtoids: “shipshoot8” and
“WebArteroids” | will contextualize these drafts with some ohdews’ postings to
the Webartery discussion group, establishing howdmeeived the project, and
pointing out ideas that may be useful for intenpigethe work. The study will then
provide a brief comparison and contrast of threaipbed versions oArteroids 1.0,
2.5, and 3.11, pointing out key variations and ttguaents.

What this chapter will not do is provide detailea@dings of the texts, as was
done in the previous chapter. Its goal is to makase for the importance of studying
the files in theArteroidsDevelopment Folder and justify the creation ofitaal
edition of the work by delineating some of its @dweristics, challenges, and editorial
principles. This chapter will conclude the studydmynting a direction for future

research on Andrews’ work.

WebArteroids: Preparation and Conceptualization

While Jim Andrews was exploring the possibilitideeced by Macromedia Director 8
and its programming language, Lingo, he found actkef the 1979 Atari game
Asteroidsby lan Clay which had been posted on Director \&eli-eb 5, 2001 (“New
Is Old”").

Asteroidsis a classic from the arcade video era and ibisists of basic
elements: a ship in space avoiding and shootifigating asteroids, the large ones

explode into smaller asteroids, each with diffeigreeds and trajectories. The
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smallest asteroids disintegrate when fired upora®ionally a flying saucer appears
and fires randomly into the screenspace while nwpinra linear trajectory across the
screen. Upon clearing the screen of asteroidsyweane more difficult level begins,
with more asteroids moving across the screen. @heegends when the player’s ship
has been impacted by asteroids or flying saucemfiore times than the ships

accumulated in the game (see figure 31).

3 -ixL)

©1979 ATARI INC @

Figure 29: Asteroids screenshot
This screenshot contains all the elements desciibé game. You can see the three

sizes of asteroids, an explosion, a flying saundraashot close to it. The ship is the
triangular shaped object near the center of theesciThe reserve ships (or “lives”)
are lined up beneath the score on the top leftesarhthe screen. One element worth
mentioning is that the space of the game is whiabh@gsvn as a “wraparound” space,

which means that objects that go off one edgeefttieen automatically reenter the
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screen on the opposite edge—in other words, tilsene escape. The player needs to
deal with what is present on screén.

Perhaps the A-shaped ship appealed to Jim Andiestsistic sensibility, or
some other aspect of the game captured his imagmaut inspired by the potential
he saw in adapting the game for his poetic explamat Andrews started to develop
an e-poem and game he initially calMtkbArteroidsThese early drafts (available in
Appendix D), along with the forum discussions hielthe Webartery group, are
evidence of the conceptual groundwork Asteroidsas well as a record of Andrews’
intentions for the work and are therefore a valeabkource for media-specific
analysis and bibliographical study of the work.

The very first draft found in the Archive is titléghipshoot” and it is purely a
test of the game framework, consisting of two slipe smaller ship for the user, the
larger as a target), instructions displayed abtheeability to shoot and the capability
to detect an impact from the shot (registered slgjat movement of the otherwise

static ship) (see figure 32).

9 Asteroidsis based on one of the first computer garS@gcewara program
developed by Steve Russell in 1961 and elaboratdtele Sampson and Dan
Edwards for release to the computing communitydé2L This game was free and
open source, so subsequent hackers developedvettsesns or added functionality
to the game (Kent 17-18Arteroidsis a contribution very much in the spirit of the
programming community, and its lineage seems {jttor an early e-poetry game.
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spacebar

Figure 30: screen capture of "shipshoot"
The firstdraft he shared with the Webartery group is tititupshoot8” (see figure

2), in which the large target ship was replacedh\aitfloating head that chases the
player’s ship in an attempt to “eat”f® His July 2, 2001 forum posting is the first
published reference to the work that would becdwrteroids and it includes a link to
“shipshoot8” and an invitation to the Webartery coumity to send pictures of their
face from different angles, so he could turn theta fspace monsters” (Andrews,
Jim, “webArteroids’). This initial concept of the poem/game pittee tilayer in a
destroy-or-be-eaten relationship with the diseméddieads of poets, perhaps the
poets who participated in the Webartery commurtityat time. If the work had
remained as that it would have probably becomenausang game focused mostly on
strengthening the online community of poets ancanetts, and it wouldn't really

have such a prominent position in this study. ButAndrews, playing with this

1%The head animation is more complex than a simpégémas described as follows
by Andrews “I borrowed my friend's digital cameradahen just held it at arm's
length and snapped away, looking into a mirror.efe most of them. Ended up with
24, but so far have only used 8. Took them intotéaint and removed the
background, replaced it with black, and turnedghetos into grayscale. Also
increased the contrast to get more shadow, maaguat black/white thing, a dark
thing, and made myself into a bit more of a monttan | am in some others.” (see
figure 33) (“webartery : Message: RE: [webarterg@barteroids”).
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interface was the beginning of a creative concegatéon that led him to the text-

based version now published in several versions.

Figure 31: shipshoot 8 Figure 32: Image 23 in
Arteroids Development
Folder

The reception was enthusiastic and the forum pgstuggest several volunteers for
sending pictures for the piece, but Andrews wasaaly uneasy with that initial
concept, as evidenced by this posting the very dayt

The poetry in this piece... where is the poetrthia piece ... ?

| think it will be in the nature of the departufesm Asteroids, the

import of the animations and sounds... what isplhger doing? Blowing up

poets and/or other things also? What is the idyeafithe player? Itis a

ship now, but it could change through the game. whdt are the poets

and/or characters doing?

I'm way open to suggestions here (Andrews, Jim raweelArteroids).
And suggestions he got, such as making it a kindagnetic poetry/asteroids
combination, questions about what happens to thdshehen exploded and whether

they became other smaller heads, comments thatssisdhthe venture as a bauble,
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and long-rambling philosophical writings about miegnn language and poetry. As
Andrews discovered the direction he wantedita@bArteroidsand made choices that
focused the project (to the point of softeningWebartery reference to rename the
work Arteroids) the feedback from the Webartery community bectroesed as
well, keeping itself important as a sounding bdardAndrews'®* The discussion in
the community space is also important becauséd iAledrews to explain the work,
the directions he contemplated, his choices, aagbetics.

Two messages from July 8, 2001 are particularlyulise reconstruct
Andrews’ thoughts on the directions he might takdeveloping the work.

| am working on one now where the id-entity is Ward 'id-entity’ and the

‘asteroid' is a text that grows in letters as ymapos it...if you run into the text,

then the text gets set back to one letter longthedext scores points against

you...if you manage to shoot it enough times witlroaning into it, thus

revealing the full text, then you score points digpatch it to hell (Andrews,

Jim, “webartery : Message: RE: [webartery] weteroids)).

Another one of course could be where the id-eiithe word 'poetry' and the

asteroids are lots of the word 'prose' and 'ad’ etc

Or the id-entity is the word 'web.art' and the astks are 'net.art’, ehehe. Or

the other way around. or historicism vs web.amvbatever.

Or the id-entity is a toywar figure and the asterisietoys...

Or the id-entity is a graphic or set of animatiofigou and the asteroids are

191 suggest visiting Webarteritp://groups.yahoo.com/group/webardeand
searching the message archive with the followinguads: “asteroids,”
“webarteroids,” and “arteroids” to access the désoon of the work in progress.
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your pet peeves (or worse)...

There can be more than one 'asteroid’' on the stasyéme but only one id-

entity. And the behaviors of the asteroids can varyopen to suggestions

here. So far | can see some that follow the idigrdbme that don't but just

drift. And then there's the one | mentioned where lgave to shoot it several

times before it expires, and each time you shabthanges, like if it's a text

it might grow by a letter or word or shrink by

a letter or word. Or if it's an animation it mighsplay a different animation

each time it's hit, and a different one yet whda itlestroyed'.

And the 'missiles' can change in their graphical sonic nature also. Can be

letters or words or some other graphic and thecast®al sounds (if any) can

change (Andrews, Jim, “webartery : Message: REbputery]

webArteroids).
A foundational idea discussed in these messagdhs isotion of a text that gradually
reveals itself through game play. The linguistiatemt of the text is still
indeterminate here, but the adversarial relatidwéeen the “id-entity” (the player’s
“ship”) and the targets (the “asteroids”) is evigjexs are the militaristic undertones
(“missiles,” “destroyed,” “dispatch it to hell,” dri'toywar figure”). From the outset,
Andrews places the player/reader and the poemfpoeither side of this relation but
had yet to decide how to explore or deconstrudtdpposition.

The first version actually titled “Welsteroids’ was published to the
Webartery group on July 11, 2001, and it was tret fitep in a textual path that

would remain consistent to the latest versioAéroids(see figure 35).
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Figure 33: WebArteroidsl
In this version, the word “Poetry” has replacedsh (or what Andrews calls the

“id-entity”), though it retains the ability to shoat floating texts. The text of the
children’s song “Mary Had a Little Lamb” appearsomord or phrase at a time and
moves in a random linear trajectory at variableesiseuntil exploded by being shot.
There is no negative effect from a collision beytoging points in the overall score,
so the player is indestructible, and the game’y tavel ends when the player has
accumulated 300 points. With this version, Andrel\eBnes the basic structure of the
game/poem and needed only to develop it alongrtles bf game design, mechanics,
text, and sound.

The following morning, July 12, 2001, Jim Andreveseived notification that
he had been awarded a $20,000 grant from the C&wauazcil’'s Electronic and
Spoken Word program to develdpteroids(Andrews, Jim, “webartery : Message:

surprise”). This allowed him to continue workindlfiime on this project all the way
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up toArteroids1.0, which he published ifhe Remedi Proje@nd submitted a copy

to the Canada Council along with its documenteda®aoode (See Fig. 36¥

Figure 34: Arteroids 1.0
But there are four months of work d¥ebArteroidsand conversations with

the Webartery group before that led to the firéic@lly published version of the
work. The list below identifies some landmark vers in the development of the
work.
WebArteroids4ntroduces blue texts that follow the player’s-adtity.”
WebArteroids@jives the blue texts an independent text to dyspla well as
an explosion that is distinct from the text.
WebArteroids®pens with a text editor which allows readers tideror copy

and paste green and blue texts for the game.

192 The file “arteroids1_for_Arts_Council” in th&rteroidsArchive is a working copy
of Arteroids1.38 with the added benefit of a voice recordihdim Andrews
discussing the e-poem.
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WebArteroidsdmoves the text editor to Canto 2, reachable af&ching a
score of 300 points.

WebArteroids2®pens with a menu which allows users to choossdmt
Cantos 1 and 2 and displays instructions for cdimgpthe id-entity. It also
includes an original text for both the green antebkexteroids.” (see

Appendix A for a complete list of texts.)

Beyond this version, the differences become mob#estas Andrews develops
the code, materials and text for a smoother, miargaple experience. After
publishing version 1.01, still in many ways a warkprogress, the developments
continue significantly. An important landmark thitesn’t fall into this list
because it occurs ifrrteroids1.38 is the addition of sound to the game.

As must be clear by now, exploring different versi@fArteroidscan
provide useful insight for those interested in gtng the work, be it for analysis
and interpretation, for its programming, or for thevelopment of its concept. An
insight | get from seeing the work in process & thndrews’ moved from a work
that was initially concerned with icons, faces,tgpand graphical objects to
interact with to a more focused engagement witguage in the materiality of
the digital environment as envisioned and simulatetheAsteroidsgame.
Andrews was already interested in words driftinghi@ scene of digital media:
Arteroidsallowed him to expand on that concept, its lexjatsisimulated
physics, its lexicon, its interactivity, its multedia capabilities, and its expressive

potential.
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The Arteroids Archive and its Challenges

TheArteroidsDevelopment Folder presents significant challerngesansform it into
a publishable archive. The following discussion wihborate on these to outline
some of the work that will continue beyond the scopthis study.

The first concern arises out of how to organizentaerials for a chronologically
organized descriptive bibliography. There are ai@®1 files, directories, and
subdirectories in theArteroidsDevelopment Folder,” some of them with the same
titles, some of which are duplicated, some comgekgs folders, and so on. A
challenge of organizing these materials chronokltjidas to do with the usefulness
of the files’ metadata. For instance, the “date ifiedl’ information is a good
guideline, but the “date created” data is lostduse the process of transferring and
decompressing the files records the present datetbat metadata. Working with the
“date modified” metadata does present the probletit records when Andrews
finished working on the document, but not when &gam. Fortunately, in the early
stages oArteroids there were versions that were hours apart im tdate
modified,” so one can get to a close approximatibtihe time spent on each version.
Another more labor intensive yet precise way toggeénse of versioning is with the
documents contained within each Director file.

EachArteroidsDirector file contains several dozen objects (imyapund, and
text files, scripts, timelines, etc.) each of whodntains date created (an accurate
one) and date modified metadata. As Andrews deeeloprsions oArteroids,the
number of objects increased, some objects becasabldd within the work (but

remained within the file), others were rewritteegesigned, merged, and so on. So
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cataloguing each file with its multiplicity of olgts is a huge job, particularly if one
is interested in tracking the changes within thenkielw would require a high level
of expertise in Director and its programming larnggi&ingo.

Another challenge comes from the fact that Jim Andy started with
Macromedia Director 8 and upgraded versions ug tedching Adobe Director MX
2004 (version 10.1). At this time, Adobe Directsiin version 11.5, which changes
how it generates and interprets its code and m@sveaudio engine. This means that
when you open aArteroidsfile with Director 11.5, it converts it to the nexsde,
changing it into a format that no longer runs propehanging the date modified
metadata, and providing an interface that doedlotvahe same access to the objects.
In other words, you're not really looking at thersafile anymore. Getting a legal old
version of Director is challenging and expensivespnts potential problems with
compatibility with current operating systetfts and is no longer supported by the
company.

The issue of compatibility is key, particularly b&se software companies rarely
maintain backwards compatibility for more than years. One of Andrews’ current
projects Jig-Soung doesn’t work in Director 11 because the soundreniy
completely different, so he is no longer upgradirggauthoring softwaredlig-Sound
still runs with the Shockwave Plugin, but how lomidj Adobe produce a plugin that
read current and “legacy” codes? And on the acaclsie of things: even when one
can “run” the files, accessing its source mate@ald code in an intelligible way (that

is, with the right version of authoring softwarg)iecoming increasingly difficult.

193 | am running my copy in Window 7, using a WindoM compatibility mode.
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The threat of obsolescence is a tremendous mativédi create aArteroidsArchive
that provides a more lasting and significant actesise work.
An initiative that Andrews and | will be working thiis the Preserving Virtual

Worlds project (http://_http://pvw.illinois.edu/pva federally funded digital

preservation initiative that