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ABSTRACT
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Musicologists and music theorists have traditionally been early
adopters of technological tools to assist with research. The
earliest digital humanities projects in musicology and music
theory came directly out of humanities computing and quantitative analytical technologies developed in the 1980s, but
newer projects created since the mid-2000s still reflect this
past of algorithmic analysis and archival compilation, retrieval,
and display. Computational and archival research is, currently,
only one branch of digital humanities. The umbrella of digital
humanities research now also includes digital publishing, philosophies of digital research, and “born digital” projects that
cannot exist outside of a digital medium (e.g., virtual reality or
3D modeling). This shift in the digital humanities represents a
move to a “bigger tent” that includes more types of projects.
Musicological and musico-theoretical scholarship is slowly
moving in this direction.
Music librarians have been at the forefront of identifying
and promoting new digital tools and archives, even though
these projects have tended to remain at the periphery of
musico-theoretical discourse. They should be on the lookout
for “bigger tent” projects, such as medieval and renaissance
projects like the Isabelle D’Este Archive, Opening the
Geesebook, and the Experience of Worship. These projects
are characterized by being iterative and multi-modally engaging, as well as emerging from communities of practice and
intentionally engaging a public audience. Music librarians
should also be aware of systemic challenges to creating and
supporting digital projects because these issues are at the
center of libraries supporting all types of digital scholarship.

Digital humanities;
musicology; music theory;
music librarianship; digital
scholarship

In 2004 Ichiro Fujinaga and Susan Forscher Weiss concluded that it was “a
very exciting time for music” because of the new technological tools that
provide access to recordings, scores, scholarship, and other pieces of musical
data.1 They, piggybacking off of David Huron’s hope that musicology would
shift from a “data-poor” to a “data-rich” field, hoped that musicological
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research methodologies might “undergo a fundamental change,” including
the undertaking of public scholarship projects and cross-disciplinary initiatives that engage different types of musical scholars.2 Thirteen years on, the
“fundamental change” in methodologies referenced by Fujinaga and Weiss
has not happened in most areas of musical scholarship.
Technological developments have, however, facilitated the creation of digital
repositories of scholarly knowledge, digital tools, and databases accessible online,
which certainly justify Fujinaga and Weiss’s excitement for the future of musical
scholarship.3 Repositories, tools, and databases have contributed to making the
field more data rich than ever before. Not only are more books, articles, scores,
and recordings in digital formats, but indexes (e.g., Google Scholar), knowledge
bases (e.g., ILS discovery layers), and social networking sites (e.g., Academia.edu)
make it possible to discover more materials.4 Digital archives and digital libraries
alone have made manuscripts, ephemera, and other primary resources available in
recent years.5 But what about the digital projects produced with this data? And,
how do these musicological and musico-theoretical projects fit into the larger
ideological debates of the digital humanities? How can these debates be said to
have affected practice in musical scholarship? Finally, where do music librarians fit
into this intellectual landscape?
This article picks up the story of digital humanities where Fujinaga and
Weiss left off by exploring how computational tools in particular have
impacted musicological and musico-theoretical research. It does not present
an exhaustive overview of this history or of the projects that have emerged in
the past thirteen years, but instead it seeks to highlight important moments
that have impacted how born-digital projects are realized in the fields broadly
known as historical musicology and music theory. It situates existing projects
in the broader history of digital humanities work and shows some possibilities for new directions in born-digital musicological projects. Finally, it
identifies some challenges of supporting born-digital projects that music
librarians should keep in mind.6
Histories and ideologies of digital humanities
Before delving into the specifics of how the digital humanities has shaped
trends in musicological research, it is helpful to clarify meanings of the term
“digital humanities,” which is used to describe a wide variety of research
methodologies and encompasses very different types of projects.7 The earliest
digital humanistic scholarship was highly computational and consisted of
linguistic analyses conducted in the early days of computing during the
middle decades of the twentieth century. From these early analyses, projects
like the Text Encoding Initiative (TEI) developed in the 1980s to facilitate the
examination of literary texts in large-scale repositories.8 Known as “text
mining,” these analyses studied, for example, word patterns, phrase usage,
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and other quantifiable parts of literary corpora. These projects can be broadly
defined as humanities computing.
An early survey of digital humanities research (A Companion to Digital
Humanities, 2004) reflects the continued influence of quantitative methodologies and humanities computing in the digital humanities. Susan
Schreibman, Ray Siemens, and John Unsworth introduce the field as involving “the application of algorithmically facilitated research, retrieval, and
critical processes that, originating in humanities-based work, have been
demonstrated to have application far beyond. […] This area is typified by
interpretive studies that assist in our intellectual and aesthetic understanding
of humanistic works.”9 In other words, the earliest goals of digital humanities
scholarship were to archive and analyze texts that scholars had pored over for
decades without the benefit of algorithms that could analyze or record
phrases or words within or across texts. There is a hopeful tone in A
Companion to the Digital Humanities that previously unanswerable questions
could be answered with these large data sets, new tools and methodologies,
and that humanities scholars would find natural partners with computer
scientists to execute their research. Humanities computing—especially TEI
projects—was the future of digital humanities.
Certain groups of scholars continue to argue for the merits of computational
approaches in debates about the nature of digital humanities, as evidenced in
anecdotal definitions of digital humanities “Day of DH: Defining the Digital
Humanities” (2011).10 John Unsworth, long a proponent for computational
humanities research, continues to define it as: “Using computational tools to
do the work of the humanities.”11 Enrico Natale, the Managing Director of
Infoclio.ch, the professional portal of the historical sciences in Switzerland came
up with this five-fold definition for Day of DH: “I would say there are five
branches in the Digital Humanities: Computing in the Humanities; History of
Computing and Information Systems; Digital Publishing and Scholarly
Communication; Digital Archiving; Epistemological Thinking about
Humanities and the digital Turn.”12 Infoclio.ch still focuses on providing scholars tools for text mining and archiving, as well as publishing textual editions of
their work.13 Unsworth and Natale are not alone in their description; other
participants in Day of DH categorize digital humanities work as consisting of
tool-building projects, creation of archives and libraries around specific topics,
or studies of discrete objects—usually texts—that approach the object with a
quantitative methodology.14
Although humanities computing remains an important division of digital
humanities scholarship, space for other types of projects has continued to grow
since the mid-2000s. These other types of projects fall under the rubric defined
by Eileen Gardiner and Ron Musto as “harnessing computing power to facilitate,
improve, expand and perhaps even change the way humanists work.”15 The act
of compiling, retrieving, and displaying humanities research in digital archives
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and libraries is an important and necessary step along the way for Gardiner and
Musto, but one that is not the end: quantitative work is the means to changing
the way humanists interact and interpret their objects of study.
Among the types of projects that push the boundaries are “visualization of large
image sets, 3D modeling of historical artifacts, “born digital” dissertations, hashtag
activism and the analysis thereof, alternate reality games, mobile makerspaces, and
more.”16 Gardiner and Musto’s argument reflects the shift to “big tent” digital
humanities, which not only includes a wider variety of projects, many of which
were not possible before tools like Tableau, Twitter, GIS software, or other easily
accessible audiovisual software existed, but also a greater openness to collaborative, cross-disciplinary projects that could not exist but in a digital form.17
Gardiner and Musto propose that the bigger tent of digital humanities—like
Schreibman, Siemens, and Unsworth proposed of humanities computing—has
the possibilities of changing the boundaries and definitions of humanities scholarship. The answer to the question posed by Schreibman, Siemans, and
Unsworth about the changes to data collection and analysis made possible by
humanities computing is undoubtedly, yes: The tools available to scholars have
changed the way information is gathered and disseminated in the past decade. In
addition to digitizing published scholarship and primary source collections, a
great number of analytical tools have improved the “critical processes” of humanities work. The data provided, particularly in primary source archives and
libraries have made new types of analyses possible. It remains to be seen, however,
whether this expanded field of digital humanities elaborated upon by Gardiner
and Musto will truly change the boundaries of humanities scholarship. Currently,
“big tent” digital humanities is confronting not only issues associated with tenure
and promotion, but also disciplinary boundaries where neither the analog nor
digital realm represent an adequate place to share scholarship.18 What is definitely clear is that the ground continues to shift for the digital humanities. So,
where do historical musicology and music theory fit into this history?
Music and the digital humanities: A brief history of discourse
Some musicologists and music theorists were among the earlier adopters of
digital technologies that could enhance their scholarship. The research methodologies that excited Fujinaga and Weiss are reflected in the early blossoming computational projects (e.g., notation software, music information
retrieval systems, and digital sound production) and digital archiving (e.g.,
composer-specific or period-specific catalogs and general bibliographic databases of abstracts). One of the earliest databases of musical content was the
Hymn Tune Index, compiled and managed by Nicholas Temperley at the
University of Illinois in the 1970s.19
The state of the field was surveyed intermittently between 1985 and 2007
in the serial publication Computing in Musicology, in which scholars wrote
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about computing in music theory and archiving in historical musicology.20
Current mainstays like CANTUS, which archives texts and melodies of the
monastic office and the Thesaurus Musicarum Latinarum, which is a searchable database of music theory treatises, were introduced in discussions from
the 1990s.21 Some articles in Computing in Musicology were also dedicated to
elaborating how to use the then newly developed notation software Sibelius.22
Optical recognition of notation and retrieval of musical information were
also included in the articles.23 By the time the journal ceased in 2007, its
scope had broadened from being primarily focused on tool creation to
include computer-assisted research that analyzed music from a select number
of composers working in the tonal and posttonal periods.24
A fair number of tools, databases, and digital archives have been created by
and for musicologists and music theorists.25 Music librarians have been
taking stock of new archives as they appear in both Notes and Music
Reference Services Quarterly (MRSQ). American Memory: Historical
Collections for the National Digital Library was an early review of a digital
archive in Notes, and not long after Digital Media Reviews was inaugurated
as a regular column to survey new digital projects of interest to music
librarians.26 The first resources highlighted in the Digital Media Reviews
column were those focusing on Jewish Music and a critique of RILM
Online.27 Later columns have included reviews of the Naxos Music Library,
the New York Philharmonic Leon Levy Digital Archives, and the Berliner
Philharmoniker Digital Concert Hall.28 Reviews of these and other projects
have been published in MRSQ. MRSQ has also, through the years, supported
work by librarians who have studied how to guide patrons through finding
materials using digital platforms.29
As digital archives have become more important to creating new scholarship,
music librarians have taken it upon themselves to remain current with these
trends. Arguably, musicologists and music theorists have also been staying
abreast of archives, as well as tools, but most of the project creation has been
discussed at the periphery of musicological and musico-theoretical scholarship.
Interest in digital tools to enhance scholarly endeavors seems, nevertheless, to be
gaining traction in mainstream musicological discourse. The Journal of the
American Musicological Society (JAMS) has added a column in 2014 dedicated
to digital and multimedia scholarship.
The inaugural column focused on in-depth surveys of databases that assist
chant research and tools that assist in melodic analysis.30 Early music scholars who work on chant continue to be among the strongest supporters and
developers of computational databases. The work by the Cantus Planus Study
Group of the International Musicological Society has expanded CANTUS
beyond the database Ruth Steiner developed to become the CANTUS Index,
which includes chant databases from Slovakia, Portugal, Poland, Hungary,
and the Czech Republic.31 Music theorists also champion quantitative tools
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to analyze different aspects of compositions, which is the focus of tools like
music21, a library that allows the user to iterate over large data sets of
musical information to “find interesting moments and get a sense of the
overall profile of a piece or a repertory of pieces.”32 Subsequent columns in
JAMS about digital and multimedia scholarship focus on other types of
analytical tools and other archival repositories for composers and musical
genres.33
Moving toward the “big tent”?: Examples of medieval and
renaissance digital projects
Although the focus of digital musical scholarship has been honed by computational methodologies and has been directed primarily at scholars in the
field thus far, this does not mean it will continue only in this direction.
Several relatively recent projects like IDEA: the Isabelle D’Este Archive,
Opening the Geesebook, and the Experience of Worship suggest there is
growing interest in creating different kinds of archives than represented in
the scholarship discussed previously in this article.34 What makes these
projects worth discussing is not their archival methodology or presentation
of data, in this way they are very much like earlier digital archives that
present cultural materials. They have collected and made accessible primary
resources in the manner similar to many digital archival libraries. I argue
they are notable because they bring the ethos of the bigger digital humanities
tent that is new to musicology and music theory.35
These websites have several characteristics that make them different than
the earlier projects discussed above. First, “bigger tent” projects are generally
intentionally iterative. Where the databases, archives, and analytical tools
discussed before here are updated to include new materials or enhance searching or functionality of an analytical tool, they remain databases with lists of
entries to consult. With IDEA at least, new material and tools are being added
that change what analyses are possible within the space of the archive. In
addition to functioning as a database of Isabelle D’Este archival material, IDEA
seeks to be an event portal, a place to publish relevant scholarship, and also a
tool to analyze texts and music associated with Isabelle D’Este.
The websites and databases associated with CANTUS are, perhaps, one of the
best counterexamples to the work accomplished in IDEA. Similar to IDEA,
CANTUS has grown substantially to provide a wealth of information about
medieval chant; what was one database is now a set of databases, housed on
several websites and indexed in the CANTUS Index. It is an absolutely invaluable tool for medievalists who work on the medieval Office. Even though
CANTUS has been enhanced, however, it is still, at its core, a list of shelf
numbers, transcribed chant texts, bibliography, and images of manuscripts.
Melody searches have been introduced in the latest iteration of the Index.
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Chant scholars, nevertheless, still look to listservs and other publications for
information about conferences and analysis of the repertory. Meanwhile, the
scope of tools and materials in IDEA continues to grow and change as teams
engage with the environment of the digital archival portal.36
Second, these newer projects intentionally engage the audience with multimodal experiences. The Geesebook and the Experience of Worship project
demonstrate this type of engagement. Where typical databases and analytical
tools are meant to report data that is intended to be further synthesized and
analyzed, the creators of these projects made a clear point of making their work
engaging to the eyes and the ears in the moment, without requiring further
scholarly analysis to make meaning of the data. In Opening the Geesebook, for
example, the chant link takes the user to important feast days for the parish of
St. Lorenz. A click into any of these feast days brings up the page and an mp3 file
ready to be played. The user can see the pages being turned and listen to the
chant being performed.37 In the Experience of Worship, the user can watch the
enactments of the worship services or both watch the service and follow along
with the music that is being performed.38 This user-friendly mindset was not a
primary objective in the earlier projects, where the focus of the work was on
encoding text or musical data for other experts.
Third, these projects have emerged from communities of practice that utilize
the expertise of scholars from different fields and in one case, the knowledge of the
lay community, to promote shared, cross-disciplinary learning and dissemination
of knowledge. In IDEA, for example, the directors come from literary, musicological, and archival backgrounds,39 and with the Geesebook, the project coordinators are an art historian and a musicologist.40 Scholars involved in the Experience
of Worship Project reached out to the clergy, church musicians, and lay congregants for their reenactments of liturgy and ritual in Salisbury Cathedral and
St. Teilo’s Church. The Experience of Worship Project also received interdisciplinary funding from the Arts and Humanities Research Council and the
Economic and Social Research Council through a joint endeavor in the United
Kingdom called the AHRC/ERSC Religion and Society Programme. This type of
both cross-disciplinary and team-based scholarship is not at the core of most of
the older, more computationally driven projects discussed above, but is a key
characteristic of projects inside of the big tent of digital humanities scholarship.
Fourth, these three projects arguably represent an emerging type of digital
scholarship in musicology, not only because of interdisciplinary content and
contribution, but also because they purposefully engage audiences outside of
the field. The older projects discussed above are fundamentally for scholars
in the field, to support the creation of scholarly articles and monographs.
Data is available in these databases, archives, and tools to support scholarly
analysis. All three projects that I argue represent the “big tent” make a point
of keeping their data openly accessible through their websites. They also
focus, however, on making scholarly deliverables available to the public,
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which is still not the primary model of scholarship followed by articles and
monographs that lean on the resources in the CANTUS Index. Simply by
making the scholarly production open, they are more likely to engage the
public, another objective of communities of practice in the digital
humanities.41 Corine Schleif and Volker Schier, in Opening the Geesebook
identify that the “Web-based presentation opens the book to scholars while it
makes the work accessible to broader audiences.”42 IDEA has a nice blend of
materials that can forward scholarly research and those that might interest
lovers of Italian art and culture.43 Of these three projects, however, the
Experience of Worship Project is the one most clearly focused on engaging
the public, and it specifically lists as one of its objectives to “offer opportunities for public engagement at key moments in the project and on a
continuing basis after the project – including this website.”44
Only time will tell if new projects similar to Opening the Geesebook,
Experience of Worship and IDEA continue to push musicology toward the
bigger digital humanities tent. But in the meantime, these projects are among
a growing body of born-digital scholarship in musicology that seeks to be
more than a database, an archive, or an analytical tool. At the most basic
level, artifacts and ephemera are presented on these Web sites alongside
notated manuscripts, transcriptions and recordings. Each in its own way,
however, is a proof of concept that musicological scholarship can be conceived within the bigger conceptual tent of digital humanities. They intentionally engage expert and nonexpert users through multimodal explorations
of music in an interdisciplinary context. They also reflect the broader trend
in the digital humanities that scholarship intentionally exists in a community
of practice, where teams of scholars work together to produce a large-scale
born-digital project that is intentionally iterative and continues to evolve as
scholarly and user needs change.
Challenges to consider
Some issues and barriers should be kept in mind by librarians, especially
those that are new to working with digital projects. These comments are not
meant to be institution-specific or exhaustive in scope, but instead represent
broader issues with producing and supporting digital scholarship inside and
outside of librarianship.
First, digital projects in general face challenges that seem to be most often in
the purview of scholarly communication and digital scholarship librarians to
solve, the roles which often include the championing of large-scale interdisciplinary projects, assisting with copyright issues, and guiding the creation of
metadata for a project during its lifecycle.45 Nevertheless, it behooves music
librarians to study these challenges because they can bring specific subject
expertise to bear on musicological projects. Issues associated with
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musicological and musico-theoretical projects—such as analysis of scores with
Optical Mark Recognition (OMR) technology or conducting large-scale analyses with software like that of music21—are those that music librarians can
approach because of their skills and expertise.46 Challenges that scholarly and
digital scholarship librarians face are also issues for music librarians; therefore,
digital musicological and musico-theoretical digital projects are only one part
of the competencies applied by music librarians.
Second, although new musicological and musico-theoretical projects continue to emerge, they face barriers to execution. For perhaps the first time,
however, these challenges are ones that music librarians have begun to help
remove. Important for librarians in general to remember: the digital projects
mentioned have been pursued or are being pursued by those very senior in
their fields or by those for whom a digital project is ancillary to retaining
their jobs. Although innovative and thought-provoking, both the older projects and the bigger-tent projects are typically not the type of work by which
someone earns tenure or achieves a permanent post in their university
position. In this way, even though the digital humanities have begun to
disrupt academia, they have not initiated a full-scale remodeling of scholarly
communication. Projects undertaken by early-career musicologists and
music theorists continue to be peer-reviewed articles and monographs. One
of the best ways librarians can support scholars, especially early-career
scholars, is to provide opportunities to contribute to and promote robust
projects like Music Scholarship Online (MuSO), which will be a virtual, peerreviewed research environment.47 Librarians are at the forefront of laying
MuSOs foundations with robust metadata and music encoding. Continued
work such as this will help to make digital projects easier to create and
maintain, thus further encouraging the remodeling of scholarly communication and to bringing down barriers to execution.
Finally, if music librarians can offer their subject expertise on digital scholarship, they can help participate more fully in the changing role of libraries in
supporting digital scholarship. Music librarians, armed with basic knowledge
about institutional repositories, copyright, digital scholarship, but also more
intimate knowledge of musical scholarship (e.g., analyzing music, digitizing
important musical collections, and presenting interactive projects that visualize
musical performance) can absolutely be some of the best resources to support
scholarly production in musicology and music theory. As the long history of
interest in new tools and archives and also the development of MuSO demonstrates, music librarians, with their subject knowledge, are ideally situated to
promote the cause for musicological and musico-theoretical projects because
they have intimate knowledge of what these projects require from a musical
perspective.
However, as libraries continue to re-envision their role in the production,
dissemination, and preservation of scholarship, the future for digital scholarship
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is one of long-term collaboration that extends the boundaries of the library to
include the life-cycle of a project.48 The digital tools and analyses conducted for
musical projects can be one of a set of “tools, methods, and expertise that the
library affords the extended campus community to research and share
scholarship.”49 The future role of libraries supporting digital scholarship is not
wholly determined yet, but as libraries face these challenges, music librarians
have a long history from which to draw in building this support infrastructure.

Conclusion
The past and many present digital humanities projects in musicology and
music theory have direct connections to humanities computing; the winds,
however may be changing with the appearance of new interdisciplinary and
international projects. Although scholars have been excited about the futures
of digital humanities, it is also a time for librarians—including music librarians—to be excited: new tools, databases, and interactive projects embody
possibilities to change the way scholars and students think about music
research. All challenges of creating digital humanities projects aside, there
will not be any less digital material than there exists today and librarians will
have a wider range of resources at their fingertips than ever before. If the past
and present of digital humanities projects in music history and music theory
are indications of what the future holds for new projects, music librarians in
particular will have unique opportunities to be at the forefront of documenting, disseminating, and preserving this work.
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International des Sources Musicales (RISM), Repertoire International de Litterature
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—can be found at the end of this article.
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Services Quarterly 20, (2017): 1–7.
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9. Susan Schreibman, Ray Siemens, and John Unsworth, “The Digital Humanities and
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edited by Susan Schreibman, Ray Siemens, and John Unsworth (Oxford, UK:
Blackwell, 2004), http://www.digitalhumanities.org/companion/ (accessed August 14,
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used abbreviation for digital humanities.
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12. See comment by Enrico Natale (Infoclio.ch—Swiss portal for digital history,
Switzerland) at “How do you define Humanities Computing/Digital Humanities?”
13. See, for example, the list of tools offered in the toolbox here: https://www.infoclio.ch/
de/node/130300. In addition, Infoclio.ch also provides information about other tools
that have become more important in digital humanities scholarship in more recent
years (e.g., data visualization tools, infograph designers, and social networking for
academics).
14. Matthew Kirschenbaum argues that digital humanities is more rooted in English
departments than others because of the emphasis on textual analysis in the field.
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Digital Scholarship in History,” American Historical Association, June 2015, http://
historians.org/teaching-and-learning/digital-history-resources/evaluation-of-digitalscholarship-in-history/guidelines-for-the-evaluation-of-digital-scholarship-in-history;
“Guidelines for Evaluating Work in Digital Humanities and Digital Media,” Modern
Language Association, https://www.mla.org/guidelines_evaluation_digital.
The Hymn Tune Index is still live today and managed by the University of Illinois
Music and Performing Arts Library (MPAL). The work done by Temperley and MPAL
also represents what is possible when scholars and librarians work together throughout
the lifecycle of a digital project. See: http://hymntune.library.uiuc.edu/default.asp/.
Not long before Computing in Musicology concluded its run, the Society for
Mathematics and Computation in Music was founded. Although not explicitly identifying itself as promoting digital humanities scholarship or born-digital scholarship, the
mission of this society is to explore the intersections of music, mathematics, and
computation in an interdisciplinary way. Now in its tenth year, a number of its
members focus their energies on applying computational-linguistics methodologies to
musical topics, which further reinforces the influence of humanities computing in
music-theoretical scholarship. See http://www.smcm-net.info/index.html for more
information about the society.
Thomas Mathiesen, “The Thesaurus Musicarum Latinarum,” Computing in Musicology
8 (1992): 18–20; Ruth Steiner, “Online Resources: CANTUS,” Computing in Musicology
9 (1993–1994): 49–50.
Edmund Correia, Jr., “Notation Software: A Reference List of Products and Providers,”
Computing in Musicology 10 (1995–1996): 211–220.
Tim Crawford, Costas S. Iliopoulos, and Rajeev Raman, “String Matching Techniques
for Musical Similarity and Melodic Recognition,” Computing in Musicology 11 (1998):
73–100. The Crawford et al. article is one of many in a specially themed issue: Melodic
Comparison: Concepts, Procedure, and Applications, Computing in Musicology 11
(1998). The work associated with music information retrieval has today mostly
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moved out of the realm of the digital humanities and into that of computer science and
information studies (see, for example, the proceedings of the International Society for
Music Information Retrieval: http://dblp.uni-trier.de/db/conf/ismir/index.html). There
is definitely space in “big-tent” digital humanities for music information retrieval, but
work needs to be done to welcome that this scholarship back by encouraging interdisciplinary projects.
See, for example, Eva Ferkova, Milan Zdimal, and Peter Sidlik, “Chordal Evaluation in
MIDI-Based Harmonic Analysis: Mozart, Schubert, and Brahms,” Computing in
Musicology 15 (2007): 172–186.
A list that highlights a wide variety of archives, tools, and databases is offered at the
end of this article.
Judy Tsou, “American Memory: Historical Collections for the National Digital
Library,” Notes 57 (2000): 453–457.
Judith S. Pinnolis, “Jewish Music on the Internet,” Notes 61 (2004): 194–197; Donna M.
Arnold, Judy Clarence, Stephen Luttmann, and Holling Smith-Borne, “RILM Online: A
Comparison of Vendors,” Notes 61 (2004): 197–205.
Darwin F. Scott, “Naxos Music Library,” Notes 61 (2004): 512; Darwin F. Scott, “Naxos
Music Library,” Notes 62 (2005): 192; Lisa Shiota, “New York Philharmonic Leon Levy
Digital Archives, Notes 70 (2013): 307; Lisa Hooper, “Berliner Philharmoniker Digital
Concert Hall,” Notes 73 (2017): 761.
See, for example, Ana Dubnjakovic, “Navigating Digital Sheet Music on the Web:
Challenges and Opportunities,” Music Reference Services Quarterly 12 (2009): 3–15.
These important tools suggest that computational methodologies continue to play an
important role in certain areas of musicological scholarship today. Chant tools are
discussed by Alison Altstatt, Journal of the American Musicological Society 67 (2014):
267–285 and the computational analysis tools are discussed by, Ian Quinn, who reviews
Hidden Structure: Music Analysis Using Computers and Music21: A Toolkit for
Computer-Aided Musicology (Journal of the American Musicological Society 67 (2014):
295–307).
In addition to the network of CANTUS resources, three other long-term digital chant
projects bear the legacy of computational methodologies. The Corpus Antiphonalium
Officii—Ecclesiarum Centralis Europae (CAO-ECE) began in the 1980s and has now
moved online (http://earlymusic.zti.hu/cao-ece/cao-ece.html). Cantus Planus
Regensburg began in 2001 with the intent of providing a repository of resources for
the study of medieval chant (http://www.uni-regensburg.de/Fakultaeten/phil_Fak_I/
Musikwissenschaft/cantus/). The Global Chant Database was started in 2009 to fill
gaps in the other projects that focus mainly on creating lists of modes and tables of
chant incipits; it offers users the chance to search melodic incipits (http://globalchant.
org/).
For more information on music21 see: http://web.mit.edu/music21/doc/about/what.
html.
See the section on the on Digital Humanities and Multimedia Scholarship in JAMS 67:3
(2014), 839–880; 68:2 (2015), 455–487; 69:1 (2016), 255–285; 69:3 (2016), 855–891. See
also the list of projects at the end of this article.
I have chosen these projects because I am more familiar with the content and better
able to assess the work presented therein. IDEA: Isabelle D’Este Archive is hosted at
University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill: http://isabelladeste.web.unc.edu/; Opening
the Geesebook is hosted by Arizona State University: http://geesebook.asu.edu/; and
Experience of Worship is hosted by Bangor University http://www.experienceofwor
ship.org.uk/.
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35. For an explanation of the “big tent” see, for example, Patrick Svensson, “Beyond the
Big Tent,” Debates in the Digital Humanities, edited by Matthew Klein (Minneapolis,
MN: University of Minnesota Press, 2012), http://dhdebates.gc.cuny.edu/ debates/text/
22 (accessed August 14, 2017).
36. See, for example, the beta version of the IDEA documents platform: “The Platform,”
http://isabelladeste.ucsc.edu/?page_id=1658 (accessed October 23, 2017).
37. See “Chants performed,” http://geesebook.asu.edu/chants.htm (accessed October 22,
2017).
38. See, for example, the “Lady Mass per annum at St. Telio’s Church,” http://www.
experienceofworship.org.uk/enactments/lady-mass/lady-mass-during-ordinary-time/
(accessed October 23, 2017).
39. Deanna Shemek is a literature scholar at University of California-Santa Cruz, Anne
MacNeil is a musicologist at University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill and Dott.
Daniela Ferrari is the director of the State Archives in Mantua and Milan.
40. Corine Schleif is an art historian at Arizona State University and Volker Schier is a
musicologist.
41. The idea of a “public audience” is difficult to define where the intent of the scholars is
to reach other scholars. Zach Coble, Sarah Potvin, and Roxanne Shirazi acknowledge
this challenge in their recent article “Process as Product: Scholarly Communication
Experiments in the Digital Humanities,” Journal of Librarianship and Scholarly
Communication 2 (2014): eP1137., doi: 10.7710/2162–3309.1137. For a challenge of
“publics” in the digital humanities, see Sheila A. Brennan “Public, first,” Debates in the
Digital Humanities 2016, http://dhdebates.gc.cuny.edu/debates/text/83 (accessed
August 14, 2017).
42. “Goals, Rationale, Collaboration,” http://geesebook.asu.edu/docs/Project%20goals%
20English.pdf (accessed August 14, 2017).
43. See, for example, the video describing the Illustrated Credenza, http://ideaart.web.unc.
edu/the-illustrated-credenza/and (accessed August 14, 2017) and the highly detailed
visualizations of Petrucci’s Book Designs, http://petrucci.web.unc.edu/petruccis-bookdesigns/ (accessed August 14, 2017). The Credenza project is one of three art historical
projects in IDEA, which are described as “intended for both expert and novice
audiences and for the classroom and the museum as well as for scholarly research,”
see “Idea Art | Arte Idea,” http://ideaart.web.unc.edu/ (accessed August 14, 2017).
44. “Research Contexts,” http://www.experienceofworship.org.uk/project/researchinvestigation-and-realisation/ (accessed August 14, 2017).
45. A detailed report with a lengthy list of resources on librarians supporting digital
humanities scholarship has been compiled by Kirk M. Anne, Tara Carlisle, Quinn
Dombrowski, Erin Glass, Tassie Gniady, Jason Jones, Joan Lippincott, John
MacDermott, Megan Meredith-Lobay, Barbara Rockenbach, Annelie Rugg, Ashley
Sanders, John Simpson, Bryan Sinclair, and Justin Sipher for the Educause Center for
Analysis and Research: Building Capacity for Digital Humanities: A Framework for
Institutional Planning, May 2017, https://library.educause.edu/resources/2017/5/build
ing-capacity-for-digital-humanities-a-framework-for-institutional-planning (accessed
August 14, 2017).
46. For more information on OMR technology and scores, see, for example, Ichiro
Fujinaga’s interface for score searching and analysis http://simssa.ca.
47. Timothy Duguid’s white paper on this project highlights what was accomplished in the
first stage of development (Timothy Duguid, “MuSO: Aggregation and Peer Review in
Music,” (2016), http://oaktrust.library.tamu.edu/bitstream/handle/1969.1/157548/
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NEH-White-Paper.pdf?sequence=1 (accessed October 31, 2017). See also the project
website: http://muso.tamu.edu/.
48. For an in-depth analysis of the changing role of the library in supporting digital
scholarship, see Rikk Mulligan, Supporting Digital Scholarship May 2016, SPEC Kit
350 (Washington, DC: Association of Research Libraries, 2016).
49. Mulligan, Supporting Digital Scholarship, 10–11.
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Analysis Tools
The ELVIS Database: https://database.elvisproject.ca/
Linked Jazz: https://linkedjazz.org/
music21: http://web.mit.edu/music21/doc/about/what.html
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Music Encoding Initiative: http://music-encoding.org/
The Josquin Research Project: http://josquin.stanford.edu/
Single Interface for Music Score Searching and Analysis: https://simssa.ca/

Digital Archives (Broadly Defined)
Arnold Schönberg Center: http://www.schoenberg.at/index.php/en/
Beethoven’s Werkstatt: http://beethovens-werkstatt.de/
British Library Sounds: http://sounds.bl.uk/
Britten Thematic Catalog: http://www.brittenproject.org/
Broadside Ballads Online: http://ballads.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/
Cantus Database: http://cantusdatabase.org/
Cantus Planus Regensburg: http://www.uni-regensburg.de/Fakultaeten/phil_Fak_I/
Musikwissenschaft/cantus/
Center for the History and Analysis of Recorded Music: http://www.charm.rhul.ac.uk/index.
html
Corpus Antiphonalium Officii-Ecclesiarum Centralis Europae (CAO-ECE): http://earlymusic.
zti.hu/cao-ece/cao-ece.html
English Broadside Ballad Archive: https://ebba.english.ucsb.edu/
The ELVIS Database: https://database.elvisproject.ca/
Experience of Worship: http://www.experienceofworship.org.uk/
Extraordinary Sensescapes: http://sensescapes.asu.edu/index.html
Fonda de Música Tradicional: https://www.musicatradicional.eu/
Global Chant Database: http://globalchant.org/
Handel Reference Database: http://ichriss.ccarh.org/HRD/
Historical Soundscapes of Andalusia: http://historicalsoundscapes.com
Hymn Tune Index: http://hymntune.library.uiuc.edu/default.asp
IDEA: Isabelle D’Este Archive: http://isabelladeste.web.unc.edu/
The Italian Opera Aria on the London Stage 1705–1801: http://italianaria.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/
search.php
Johannes Tinctoris: Complete Theoretical Works: http://earlymusictheory.org/Tinctoris/
John Cage Unbound: http://exhibitions.nypl.org/johncage/
The Josquin Research Project: http://josquin.stanford.edu/
KernScores: http://kern.ccarh.org/
The Medieval Refrain: http://refrain.ac.uk/
MOTET: http://legacy.arts.ufl.edu/motet/default.asp
Opening the Geesebook: http://geesebook.asu.edu/
Prague Concert Life, 1850–1881: http://prague.cf.ac.uk
Schenker Documents Online: http://www.schenkerdocumentsonline.org/index.html
Virtual Sheet Music Consortium: http://digital2.library.ucla.edu/sheetmusic/

