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Introduction

[OH 1]
Thank you very much for the kind invitation from the organizers of this symposium, giving me the opportunity to tell something about our experiences, plans and problems in connection with the comparatively newly established Danish Centre for Music Publication (shortened DCM) housed at The Royal Library in Copenhagen, and now having worked for about 15 months.
Let me stress by way of introduction that DCM exists not as a consequence of but in spite of the political tendencies in Denmark at present, both generally speaking and in terms of the cultural climate. 
I shall elaborate a little on this: A project like DCM, which is not an ordinary section or department of an established institution, and thus not funded by the Government’s annual grant for the current running of the institution’s business, is dependent on two types of funding:  namely public money given directly to the project in question, ear-marked for a special purpose, limited to a specific period and accompanied with explicit expectations as to which result the project is to yield. And secondly, private money, normally given to support individual constituents within the general portfolio of the project, in our case for instance  a single edition, an individual developmental approach to an IT product etc. etc. 
In both cases – i.e. both when it comes to public and to private funding – the situation has changed for the worse in recent years in Denmark. Like probably in most other countries, governmental grants for higher education and cultural institutions like research libraries are constantly being reduced. Much energy has to be allocated towards how to cope with cuts and reductions, instead of being directed towards new sustainable initiatives, developments, and visions. This situation of course, has both physical and mental consequences. As for the private funding, one can certainly feel the results of the so-called international financial crises: the private foundations, which for years have generously supported various initiatives and projects in music and musicology, simply have less money to invest than earlier, and the number of rejected applications to such foundations are higher these years than, say, two or three years ago. 
To this should be added another problem, which may or may not be a special Danish problem, namely the drastic change in the overall criteria for granting money for research projects. Projects which are neither multidisciplinary nor part of an international network have few chances – and neither of these conditions is fulfilled when it comes to a centre for national music like DCM.  Furthermore, we have experienced something which could almost be labeled a paradigm shift, when it comes to musicology at the university; catchwords like cultural studies, cross over, ethnicity, gender etc. are very far from the world of DCM. And finally the governmental system of research evaluation which definitely favors research that is published in international, peer-reviewed media in other languages than Danish is of no  advantage to DCM. As a small digression I can inform you that in spite of three years’ of intense lobbying and writing of applications we have not succeeded yet to collect money for a thoroughly planed History of Music in Denmark in 5 volumes, to which about 20 scholars have already agreed to contribute according to a detailed layout of the contents of the book. Norway has its History of Music, so has Sweeden and so has Finland. But till now, not Denmark.
So to conclude this pseudo-political description of the present situation in Denmark, one could say that DCM is a wonder, because nothing connected with its fundamental aims point in a direction where one could expect support from either public nor private sources: all of us at DCM are Danes, we deal with Danish music, we deal with notated art music, we deal with music by individual composers of a certain artistic standard, and we deal with music as part of a comparatively isolated and self-contained music culture. In spite of these odds we do exist, and we are funded from various sources - albeit limited and therefore too scarce when compared with the original planning of the centre, and albeit only for a limited period of five years. Indeed, this is a wonder, the main reason probably being, that the Director general of The Royal Library always favors musical initiatives, and  that much goodwill was created by the fact that the Carl Nielsen Edition of the years 1993-2009, also housed at the library,  was finished in time and within the scheduled budget. I shall briefly come back to that.
My next point will deal briefly with the tradition of music philology in Denmark. The wellknown “Denkmäler”- and “Gesamtausgabe”-wave”, known in Germany and to a lesser degree in the UK from about 1850 and onwards, came comparatively late to Denmark. [OH 2] Actually the fist Danish Denkmäler project was the ambitious series Dania Sonans which was begun with Knud Jeppesen’s first volume from 1933 with music by the early 17th century Danish composer Mogens Pedersen, followed by another 14 volumes, scattered over the following more than 60 years, of which the most recent appeared in 2003; Dania Sonans has not been officially closed down yet, although I doubt that further volumes in this series will appear. The repertoire of the series covers Danish music from the late 16th century to music from the 18th century, including the important Danish madrigal repertoire and all of C.E.F.Weyse’s symphonies and piano music. In spite of its outwards appearance as a scholarly series, the philological approach in the individual volumes is highly different, and anyway not explicitly and methodologically stated. 

During the decades following the establishment of Dania Sonans only few and scattered “scholarly” editions with Danish music appeared. This situation changed drastically with the launching of collected, national editions of the three most important Danish composers Niels W. Gade, JPE Hartmann and Carl Nielsen, begun, in the late 1980s, the mid1990s and around the year 2000, respectively. Editors at these three editions, taking among others Georg Feder’s and James Grier’s books on music editing as their starting point, formulated an explicit policy and method for music philological work valid anyway for the three Danish composers in question. In the case of Gade and Nielsen this resulted in comprehensive editorial manuals of more than 100 pages, both containing overall reflections on editorial paradigms for the editions, and detailed rules and regulations for all relevant parameters in the editorial process. The political aim of this work with guide lines – apart from its use in the actual editorial process – was to proclaim and get acceptance of the dictum that to edit is to interpret, and that music editing is an activity on line with musicological research and thus an activity, which can be included in any assessment and qualification for academic merit. An offshoot of the methodological awareness of the three editions mentioned above was an international symposium held in Copenhagen in September 2005 under the heading “Nordic Music Editions”, to a certain extent a parallel of the present symposium here in Oslo, albeit with a more narrow agenda. The preliminary terminal point for the work with the three so-called national editions is that all the Nielsen volumes with instrumental music are now available for free download from the internet, including both textual material like introductions and critical reports and the musical scores themselves. To get that far has been hard work, not least in connection with getting to terms with the publisher Edition Wilhelm Hansen. We feel it is a step in the right direction, even if these on line scores are still only available as flat pdf files, thus not exploiting the potential of digital publication of music.
As indicated above, the Carl Nielsen Edition in many ways functioned as the battering ram for DCM. This is not the place to go into details about the pluses and minuses and trials and tribulations of the Carl Nielsen Edition. Only a few facts shall be stressed which – as I see it – have been of crucial importance to the establishments of Danish Centre for Music Publication.
Firstly: During the 15 years of the Nielsen edition almost no change of staff took place. This means that the same editors worked with and discussed philological and methodological matters almost daily throughout 15 years. We were not subjected to the conditions of many other scholarly editions throughout the world - namely the problem of scholars working at different places and different hours without any daily contact and without any possibility of immediate consultation with each other. The guidelines were not dictated by some overall, distant committee and then forced upon the editors. On the contrary, the guidelines grew out of experiences made during the early years of the edition by the actual editors who were going to use them. In the end, the result became a dynamic file with more than 100 pages of guidelines to which everybody had its ownership. The “centre structure” of the edition also had the advantage, that important issues as “Fassung letzter hand”, “composer’s intended meaning”, source hierarchy, the work concept  (Der Werkbegriff), the validity of ad hoc performance material, identification of hands etc. etc. could be currently discussed and in most cases solved at once.

Secondly: the work of the Carl Nielsen edition showed what could – not necessarily always would – happen when unpublished, and therefore unknown, music was brought to the market. Of the Carl Nielsen Edition’s  33 volumes more than one third consisted of music by Nielsen that had not been published prior to the edition. Earlier, these works had either not been known at all, or they had been known in bad, handwritten copies in the libraries with worn pages, musicians’ jokes and indistinct indications of cuts and moving around of passages. The revision and publication of such works led to a wave of concert and cd performances of these works, now based on an authentic music material, which represent a kind of payback of much of the money invested in the project, thus legitimizing the work socially and culturally.
Thirdly: As indicated above, the Carl Nielsen Edition became a token of the willingness and the ability of The Royal Library to house and to manage a project without violating neither the resources at hand, comprising more than 40 million kroner, nor the time limit set up from the start.

And fourthly and finally: 15 years’ work with Nielsen philology and with publication in hardbound, pretentious folio volumes showed the crucial importance of a revaluation of the philological approach and a revaluation of the way of disseminating philologically based music editions.

These four points, namely the establishment of music philological expertise, the making visible of unknown music, the ability of project managing, and the awareness of the need for rethinking of the dissemination of scholarly editions of music, became important pillars in the attempt to fund raise for and later organize the new Danish Centre for Music Publication, about which I shall now go into more detail. In a way the founding of DCM could be viewed under the catch phrase “from CNU to DCM”.
Prior to the founding of DCM in August 2009 an intensive lobbying activity was made, both directed towards the Ministry of Culture and towards a number of private foundations. An important tool in this process was a comprehensive “memorandum”, made by the director of The Royal Library and myself as then head of the Nielsen Edition, sketching the ideas and visions for a future DCM. The memorandum listed the economic needs and the possible tasks of the centre, and it also made a very strong case for the centre being the musical equivalent to a well consolidated and highly estimated institution in Danish cultural life, namely Society for Danish Language and Literature with a budget that is at least 10-15 times as big as ours.
A comparison between the estimated budget of the memorandum and the reality after the opening of DCM shows a well-known and expected difference: [OH 3]
	Vision 2008
	Reality 2009

	3 editors full time
	3 editors (full time for five years) plus 1 editor full time for one year

	1 IT specialist
	-

	1 secretary 
	-

	1 Head of the project 
	1 Head of the project (full time for four years) 

	4 mill pro anno (staff and production costs) 
	2,5 mill. pro anno (staff and production costs) 


The present number of staff is now 6 persons, not all of them full time plus another four persons who work part time on projects governed by DCM, but who are not on DCM’ payroll. The staff is paid by a combination of public and private money, the public part being by far the largest. But in this connection it is important to stress, that the current budget does not include costs to cover the publication of the individual works published by DCM, nor – and this is the most important problem which I shall come back to – does it cover development of IT facilities for the dissemination of our products, not to say basic research related to international trends in IT-based presentation of music. 
Already in the memorandum, plans for an international Advisory Board was mentioned, and such a board has now been established, consisting of 9 scholars from at home and abroad, who have already met once in Copenhagen for a very positive and constructive meeting. The board do not have any formal obligations or rights, neither economic nor as regards content, but are meant to function as inspiration and support for the DCM staff. And this task they have fully lived up to till now. 
When complaining about lack of funding, one must however remember one very important advantage in the structure of DCM, namely its very close connection to one of the most important cultural institutions in Denmark – also when it comes musicology – namely The Royal Library.[OH 4] Not only does DCM get quite a lot of overhead funding in the form of physical facilities, administrative support and IT know how, but first of all we are integrated in a flourishing musical environment through the close connection with the library’s research department and –most of all - its music department. The synergy between research, musical librarianship and the scholarly work of DCM in the same institution – and even on the same floor of the building - is a very strong element in Danish musicology, and no doubt DCM benefits very much from this structure. Of course to this should be added the simple fact that about 99 percent of the relevant musical sources for DCM’s work are kept in the Royal Library.
Finally, in this part of my talk about DCM as being built on top of the Nielsen Edition, I shall point out two important differences between CNU and DCM: Firstly, CNU was initiated through political pressure from without. The then minister of culture in 1993 asked the Royal Library to set up a Nielsen Edition, at the same time promising the necessary funding for a specific period of time. Thus, in the case of the Nielsen Edition, the political system outside the academic world asked the scholars (or even ordered them) to take up a piece of research. I think this is the one and only example of scholars in the humanities being asked to do a job by the political system and even given money to do it.  In the case of DCM we are back to normal; here it was the academic world who humbly asked the political system for money, so that they could initiate their research project. And secondly: for the Nielsen Edition the sources to be worked with consisted of Nielsen’s total output: one could just start from the top of the pile of Nielsen manuscript, and when the bottom was reached, the goal was fulfilled. For DCM, on the contrary, the whole Danish music culture of the past constitutes the potential source material for our work. We so to speak have to state the criteria for the choice that we make, when we pick out individual works or individual projects to be part of our portfolio - be it a special methodological point, musical quality, market forces from society, an editor’s personal interest or something else? The whole of Danish music history during five centuries is open. Absolute arbitrariness [“tilfældighed”] is a danger – which must be avoided.
And one further difference between CNU and DCM, which can only be fully understood by a Dane: Nielsen is our national composer – some would say the only Danish composer of the past of international status – and everything in connection with Nielsen attracts the highest degree of attention – for good and bad. The work of DCM, on the other hand, touches upon a tiny little corner of Danish cultural life, as indicated in my introduction to this paper, and nobody bothers.

I shall now go into a description of the actual work of DCM during its first 15 months, first by mentioning the overall vision of the centre and focus on some of our problems, and then by picking out a few of our present flagships, including our thoughts on the development and use of the so called MEI concept (Music encoding initiative).
The vision of DCM, as it may be seen from our current website, stresses the double function of DCM, namely to make our editions available one way or the other, AND to develop methods for storing and presenting musical data.

[OH 5]

The primary aim of the Danish Centre for Music Publication (DCM) is to make musical works and musical sources related to Danish music history available for music scholars and musicians; it is also the aim to develop and to expand philological competences and alternative ways of disseminating the results of philological work.
Projects at the DCM belong to one of three categories:

· Projects initiated and carried out by members of staff at the DCM 

· Projects ‘on demand’,  ordered not least by soloists, ensembles or orchestras, but still funded and carried out by members of staff at the DCM 

· Projects initiated and funded by external partners, but carried out in close collaboration with the DCM

As for the three categories of projects mentioned in the vision above, we can with satisfaction state that all of them are represented in our portfolio at present: most of what I shall be talking of today belong to the first category; as for the second category, the celebration last summer in Tivoli of the bicentenary of the Danish Composer Hans Christian Lumbye made the Tivoli symphony orchestra order a critical edition of three of Lumbyes pieces to be performed by the orchestra at a festive concert. And finally the third category is represented by a number of projects, made by an external scholars, but under the auspices of DCM, consisting in a catalogue including on line access to the actual documents of Per Nørgård’s many writings about music, most of them in manuscript and most of them kept in The Royal Library, and equivalent catalogue for the Danish-German composer Paul van Klenau, an annotated edition of music from the time of Christian IV by a university pd.d candidate and a thematic catalogue of Hartmann’s music.. In the long run a combination of the first and the third category – that is the synergy between members of staff of the DCM and allocated, externally funded projects - carries a lot of potential as far as I see it.
A short list of what has been done during the first 15 months look like this:
    [OH 6]
· Establishing a website 



· Logo, layout and format of publications 

· Visibility and exposure of DCM

· Available publications:

· three Lumbye volumes 

· three Klenau volumes 

· a dynamic scholarly bibliography 

· various indexes and lists

· Attraction of external projects (Hartmann, Gade  Klenau, Nørgård)
· Ongoing work on Peter Heise, J.A.Scheibe, Gade and Hartmann
· Development of a future platform for different types of publications (including thematic-bibliographic lists), the Music Encoding Initiative

· International contacts (Nordic countries, Anglo-German network)

· Contributions to the (music) philological discourse 

· Contacts with other local institutions (Uni., Kons., Dacapo)

This list may look impressive, but there have certainly been and there are certainly problems involved, of which I shall mention the three main ones, namely limited exposure, IT problems, and skepticism from commercial music publishers in Denmark. 

As indicated above, exposure was no problem for the CNU; both national and international cd labels were and are very eager to release cd’s with both well known and unknown Nielsen works, provided they can add to the label the slogan “Played from the new, revised edition”. And the few Nielsen scholars outside of Denmark fully acknowledge the fact, that now the composer’s total oeuvre has been made available in a reliable form. This situation has drastically changed, when it comes to DCM activities. In spite of the substantial five year grant from the Government, the Centre has not attracted much attention neither from the musical world nor from the cultural world as such. We cannot come up with immediate, spectacular results, but must rely on long-term developments or marginalized editions stored in a niche.
The IT problems are linked together with the lack of resources behind DCM. As shown above in connection with the dichotomy between vision and reality, the DCM staff does not include any member of staff, specifically dedicated to the relation between music and IT. This is of course crucial because of the importance of “IT development” in the published vision of DCM. In practice it means that all IT support, which cannot be done by us, must be given by the Royal Library’s IT division. This means that every single IT task must be ordered – and paid for – through the ordinary channels of the library and within the library – a situation which for many, here untold, reasons, is totally untenable. At present we feel that this is our most serious problem, and if we are to succeed during the first five-year-period, this problem must very soon be solved one way or the other. As indicated, it is mainly a question of funding. Of course this need for IT support is closely linked to our present participation in the international – mainly German and American – development of the MEI concept, to which I shall come back presently.
The last issue on the list of problems is more or less solved after a hectic and controversial beginning, namely DCM’s relation to the commercial music publishers in Denmark. Before exactly knowing what our aims were, the commercial publishers very much feared unfair competition from DCM as a subsidized institution. After a number of meetings, however, I think we have succeeded in explaining, that we are not set up as a new publishing house, but as a research institution whose results are disseminated like other kinds of research – in this case as authentic editions on a philological basis or as bibliographical tools. 
One of our most important tasks at the DCM is the preparation of four thematic catalogues for the composers Scheibe, Hartmann, Gade and Nielsen. Today I shall concentrate on the Nielsen catalogue, the so-called CNW (Carl Nielsen Works or Werke) because considerations on this project are closely linked with our thoughts on the MEI concept. It seems to be an unwritten rule, that a composer must have been dead at least 75 years before the well known tools for dealing with his music are available: namely a collected edition, and edition of his letters and other writings and a thematic catalogue. As for Nielsen therefore, the time is now ripe, and a thematic-bibliographic catalogue is therefore highly needed – both by journalists, concert managers, scholars and musicians. Also another convention must be born in mind, namely the fact that a thematic catalogue must be a very thick, very authoritarian publication full of aura and with an impressive outwards appearance. A for the latter convention, much discussion and intensive study of some of the most recent thematic catalogues (Grieg, Schumann, Sibelius, Brahms, to mention a few) has convinced us that such volumes may no longer be the most rational solution for a number of reasons, the two main ones being the danger of the books being obsolete too soon, and the muddled mixture and wealth of static information. This analysis made us take another path that could be summarized in the following ideal: [OH 7] all data concerning a work are to be understood as metadata for future presentation of the musical score itself. The metadata are to be entered into a database in the simplest form possible, independent of which form of presentation will be chosen at the end of the day and which extract of the data will be presented in any chosen medium. By using the MEI format for this purpose, we have so to speak turned the program upside down:  MEI has actually been developed in order to present the music score itself in a digitally encoded form in order to allow instant presentation of alternative versions, various sources, editorial comments etc., called forth by a simple click on the bar in question. As we have not got that far yet, but as we still want to take part in the development of the MEI format, we have decided in the first place to use the core part of the program – namely the musical presentation itself – only for the actual incipits and then, as mentioned above, use the other facilities for the metadata; thus creating a flexible thematic catalogue – or rather Carl Nielsen site – with all kinds of search possibilities, and with absolute no boundaries when it comes to the way the data are to be presented to the end user, be it on line in a nice presentation program, or be it as a booklet for libraries with only an extract of the possible parameters. It is a truism to stress that this method makes it possible to constantly update the catalogue with new findings, new interpretations of facts or any other revision of the text which might turn up. According to our analysis the only drawback of this solution – and we must admit that this is a serious drawback – is the problem of maintaining the database, if DCM for some reason would no longer exist. But firstly, this could be said to apply to any internet facility aiming at an overall authority, and secondly the allocation to an institution as the Royal Library makes this concern somewhat less serious.

In spite of the fact that our MEI engagement has a very high priority, we are only in a very early state. So is the work on the CNW. I shall briefly give you an impression through a quick on line presentation – if it works – stressing that this is only a preliminary state of the catalogue. Many details are still being discussed, and much will be regulated by the presentation format available at any time. 
One of the challenges to any thematic bibliographic project is to decide which parameters should be included for each individual work. Of course there are a number of parameters that are mandatory like incipits, dates of composition, dates of first performance, source descriptions, and instrumentation. But what about bibliography, reviews (reference or full text), discography, list of performances in the composer’s lifetime etc.. The obvious problem of course is that the more parameters are included, the more resources will be needed to keep the information up to date. 
[præsentation af CNW  OH 8] 
Of course, the amenity value of our work with thematic catalogues is the synergy between the work on three catalogues at the same time for the same type of composer, namely Gade, Hartmann and Nielsen; and in a short time the 18th century German/Danish composer J:A:Scheibe will be added to this group.
Let me elaborate a little more upon the future potentials of MEI, when we have reached the state, when we shall be able to turn the program back again to its intended position, and use it for its main purpose: namely as a multi-faceted presentation of music in critical editions. In this matter we have an ambition both to benefit from trends from outside, but also – as far as possible - to (albeit modestly) contribute to such trends, the latter furthered through our membership of the MEI council .
There are four requirements behind our interest in MEI [OH 9] as the tool for the future publication of our editions, namely

· making information reusable

· optimum communication with the user

· independence from media of presentation

· portability of data belonging to one work

First about reusability: it lies within the nature of music making and music reception that no music edition can be static; lack of contact with former performance practice, appearance of unknown sources, musicians’ skills, new insight in composer’s habits of notation, paradigms in music philology at any time,  and many other factors play a role. The revision of the contents of a printed volume in stiff binding is complicated and expensive (let me remind you of the recent information about new revised editions of already published volumes of the  Neue Bach Ausgabe, appearing almost the same day as the last volume of the ordinary series was published).
 The comparatively simple storing as pdf  files (the way we have had to do it with Nielsen’s music) is not make optimal, as there is no reliable way to get from a purely graphic format back to the structured, semantic description of music required in music notation software. Furthermore, software changes quickly with the result that a certain format will be unreadable within a few years. On this background the ideal must be a long-term storage of music notation data, preserving the semantic structure of music, not just the graphical appearance. 
As for communication, we are probably all aware of the fact that many of the efforts and much of the money spent on streamlined critical reports and lists of emendations and alternative reading are wasted: very few users will spend time to consult information about a philological detail, hidden on three or four different pages of a heavy and thick score. Likewise, we know the problem of cluttering the actual music page with ossias, footnotes, different sizes of dots, slurs in bracket, note heads of different sizes etc. For musicians such graphic differentiation disturbs the flow of the reading of the music, and for the scholar they are a poor substitute for a decent, scholarly documentation. The obvious solution of course is to use interactive, digital presentation with user-friendly facilities, through which all kind of information will pop up on demand tightly linked with the relevant music text in question.
The third point was presentation. No one knows how modes of presentation will develop, only that they will change rapidly. Therefore, the aim will be not to exclude any output solution at all, and try to keep data completely separated from modes of presentation in order to avoid the problem, which has been well known from the phonogram industry during the last 50 years with its changes of record sizes, speed, equipment etc.
And finally portability. Using an XML-based format furthermore has the advantage of making the back-end of the system software-independent to the greatest extent possible: No database software is needed to handle it. This solution also provides a high degree of portability, as all data concerning a particular work are contained in one single (text) file. 
In the long run MEI seems to be able to live up to the three demands made above about reusability of data, communication and independence from media of presentation. The advantage is that MEI is an open, international community, dedicated to the development of an XML-based model to digitally encode notated music. It is explicitly developed with critical editions in mind, including the possibility of integrating the critical commentaries in the music itself. Furthermore, MEI makes it possible to deal with the notated music in the same way as one can now deal with texts, a fact which opens up possibilities for numerous analytical approaches to the music.
But there is still a long way to go before we get that far, and further progress along this path needs both international cooperation and financial resources.

As already mentioned earlier, we have therefore decided temporarily to use MEI in a far more modest way, namely concentrating on the metadata part, primarily in connection with our thematic catalogues.

Let me proceed to a short presentation of other DCM projects, which can be further studied on our website. The largest single project, and also the most traditional, is a critical edition of Peter Heise’s opera Drot og Marsk (King and Marshall). This opera is often considered to be the Danish national opera of the 19th century, both because of the musical language of the work and because of the subject which is based on one of the famous myths of Danish history of the Middle Ages, at the same time as it deals with eternal human emotions like love, jealousy and revenge. Its lack of international prominence till now might therefore be due to the Danish libretto, and the fact that the opera has never been published in full score. The publication of the score within a year or so will take place in collaboration with one of the Danish commercial publishers, as a traditional critical edition on paper. Production cost from private funds will be about 700.000 kr., whereas the editorial work will be done by some of the DCM-editors as part of their daily work. 
  It is a well-known fact that critical editions of operas often raise a number of special problems, because of the elusiveness [“flygtighed”] of the work concept: which version of the opera is so to speak THE work? Is there an ideal version which the composer had in mind, but which for various practical reasons had to be adjusted or even corrupted in practical performances?  How should one deal with changing performances during the composer’s life time and under the composer’s participation, but not necessarily with his full consent? How are changes in the score due to theatre managers’ commercial considerations or singers’ lack of ability to sing a certain note to be reflected in the critical edition of the work? The insistence of such questions varies from composer to composer and as a short digression I can draw your attention to the fact that for the Kurt Weill edition, which has been under way for about 15 years, such questions are not only marginal, but in the centre of all their doings. To a Weill editor they are the trickiest methodological challenge at all. 
When some years ago we made the revised, critical edition of Nielsen’s opera Maskarade we were faced with the same problems, and in the end decided to publish a version which had never been performed and which would probably never be performed; in this case, any other solution, we found, would be pure eclecticism.

One further general - and actually rather stunning – observation in connection with editions of Danish operas should be mentioned: Before we published the two Nielsen operas 10 years ago not a single Danish opera had been published in a critical full score, in spite of the fact that such works have been written at least during the last 300 years. To a certain extent this is in the nature of things, considering the special circumstances related to the opera genre with the intimate connection between work and performance. Still, till now only four Danish operas have been published in this way: two by Nielsen, one by Hartmann, and one by Rued Langgaard. So Heise’s King and Marshall is number five in this row of critical edition of Danish operas within the last 10 years. Even if it probably the longest Danish opera ever written, the source material is not as complicated as it was the case with the other operas mentioned above. One challenge, however, is the edition’s language of the Danish libretto, bearing in mind that we aim at an international dissemination of the edition. We all know that the trend these days is to perform operas in exotic languages in their original language, and we have learned from the Carl Nielsen Edition, that if in rare cases a singable translation of the libretto is made, managers will not use the one that is printed in the edition, but will make an ad hoc translation for the actual performance. I can remind you that the neither the Bregenz performance nor the Covent Garden performance of Maskarade used our meticulously made singable translation, but made their own. So in the case of Heise’s King and Marshall we have decided to follow the state of the art in this respect: namely the libretto with the music only in Danish. To help the singers, two further versions of the libretto will be added: a prose synopsis of the plot in the three main languages, and – most important – a not singable, literally word- by-word translation of the Danish text into English, including phonetic transcription of each Danish word. The point of this solutions is, of course that it gives the performer the possibility to sing in the original language and to understand why this very word is to be sung to this very tone or musical phrase, thus avoiding the danger of the singable translation spoiling the intimate connection between words and music.

Whether these considerations will admit the opera to the international standard repertoire of 19th century operas, nobody knows. But now we will give it a try.
As a final example of the kind of output DCM has made available as a supplement to our music editions, I shall draw your attention to our current bibliography on music philology, made and maintained by Dr. Peter Hauge who is also present here today.

 [OH 10]. The current discussion among the editors of DCM revealed that quite a substantial amount of literature is written on textual criticism in general and on music editing as such, scattered in many different periodicals and monographs, as well as on the internet. All records of this very comprehensive bibliography have keywords and in many cases also abstracts; and of course the references to internet publications have URL’s to the online version of the document. 

I shall finish this survey of DCM’s work during the first year with a few words about the future. Even if we feel that we have just started, or anyway that we have just consolidated our position inwards and outwards, we have to look ahead – not only in order to discuss and launch future projects, but first of all to focus on the end of the five year grant in august 2014. The overall criterion for success is, that by the beginning of 2014 DCM will be an indispensable part of the Danish musicological domain, to such an extent that the Centre will either be incorporated as a fully integrated department into The Royal Library, or that a new five year grant will be donated to make the Centre continue under similar conditions as now. In this relation certain strategic considerations must be made. Which of the following two strategies will the better: either to be able to present a substantial catalogue of products and editions, which testify to the efficiency and importance of DCM, with a selection of music and sources that are used regularly by musicians and scholars; OR to make sure, that when the first five-year-period has run out, there are so many far-reaching and barrier-breaking projects going on, but not finished, so many current international contacts established, that it would be a waste of the money of the first five years not to make possible that these on-going initiatives could be finished. With a metaphor from the film world, one could talk about a cliffhanger effect.

Whether the former or the latter strategy will be chosen, the overall problem to me will be the demand for a more determined strategy for the musical repertoire which shall dominate DCM’s portfolio in the future. As it is now, our current “order book” is somewhat haphazard, marked by projects that was already underway when we started, personal interests of the editors and myself, and projects for which it for one reason or the other was possible to get funding. No doubt, DCM ought to have done – or perhaps to do – what our Norwegian colleagues have done; namely make a thorough charting of the whole area of Danish music history with the view to making a priority list of future needs. Indeed, we have tried to do something like that, but not to any extent as meticulously and exhaustively as it is done in the Norwegian “Musical Heritage project”. The explanation – and perhaps not a good one – is that we were so eager to get started and see results, that we chose a more pragmatic approach. Be this as it is, we anyway have a long list of desiderata, [OH 11] and provided we can get funding for projects on this list, we anyway believe that during the first year of DCM’s history we have established an organization, a set of ideas and experiences and certain theoretical positions concerning editorial work, which hopefully will constitute a basis for future projects. The challenge is to make musicologists and musicians in Denmark agree with this self-evaluation.
Thank you for your attention.
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