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.
Contemporary conditions for scholarly editions of music, and issues concerning the roles and functions these editions might have today.

1. Introduction
Thank you for the honorable invitation from the organizers of this conference to present experiences and thoughts on scholarly editions. I suppose that the reason for the invitation is the fact that since 1996 – actually by mere chance – one of my main scholarly occupations has been  the establishment and implementation of two series of scholarly editions, namly The Carl Nielsen Edition which was finished in 2009, and the Hartmann edition which is still under way. To this should be added the fact that during the previous three years, I have been head of Danish Centre for Music Publication, which so to speak is the successor of the Carl Nielsen Edition, and which has as its formulated aim both to make unknown Danish music available in scholarly editions, and to develop new digital ways of presenting the results of philological work.
To me today the situation is like sitting for an examination: you are asked to comment on a short text which you have not made yourself, so at the beginning you are expected to analyze the given text and then elaborate on it. Unlike the examination situation, I will broaden the given text a little and not only talk about ”...conditions, roles and functions which scholarly editions may have to day” – as the given text goes, -  but also retrospectively reflect on music philology in general and some of the experiences from the work with such editions in the past.

The current tendency of the trade (meaning scholarly editing of music) is reflected in a lot of details these days: in the actual products of various editions, in the development and technical research by various projects like the Reger-edition, the Weber-edition and Danish Centre for Music Publication, in the current literature on editing  of recent years, to mention just  a few.

The outline of the following paper, then, will be [OH]
1. Two cases and introductory remarks

2. Short historical background to the concept ”Critical editions of Collected works” - Nordic editions,  past and present

3. Fundamental (music) philological positions and perspectives in a digital environment
1. Cases and introductory remarks
Let me start with two cases.
Case 1: 
Here are two recordings of a tiny extract from Carl Nielsen’s opera Maskarade from 1906; the second stanza of Jeronimus’ song from the first act, Fordum var der Fred på Gaden, where the pater familias regrets the excesses of the youth and nostalgically looks back on former times when everybody behaved properly and respectfully and  gladly found his og her place on the social ladder.
Musikeks.   Fordum var der fred andet vers [OH]
When two or more collegues from the Carl Nielsen edition sit together either in the opera house or in front of the cd player and hear the second version, they will smile complacently at each other, knowing that the performance was made from the new Carl Nielsen Edition, whereas – if they hear the first version  ​– they will know that either the music was played from parts made during the period between 1906 and 2001, or it was played by a conductor who did use the new Carl Nielsen Ediotion but just thought that he had found still one of the many misprints and misinterpretations of this dreadful edition. The point with this example, of course is, that if  only all the revisions and changes in the 33 volumes – worth a total expenditure of more 40 mill. Danish kroner -  were as audible as this change of one note from c to g, it would be easier for the general public to understand the use of 15 years’ philological work with Nielsens music, including the spending of the mentioned 40 million kroner. But, as we all know it is not as simple as that. A critical edition in actual performance only in few cases sound differently from any other edition, so why make all the fuss about it?
But in the present examples everybody can hear it, and furthermore, not only has any Jeronimus prior to our edition sung the c, but this aria is also part of the Danish standard repertoire of comunal singing in schools etc. and therefore included in many standard songbooks  (among them not least our famous Højskolesangbogen (The Songbook for Danish Folk Highschools) – again with the c, not the g. Therefore,  almost part of the Danish selfunderstanding is at stake here.

I shall not go into further details about why we changed the note from c to g, but only stress that of course the change has a solid philogical basis, founded on the editorial principles of the edition, and – furthermore – has a purely musical ground as well, which is not always the case.
So, in conclusion, music philogical work would not need any kind of legitimacy towards the public or the sponsors, if every result of the work was like this change of a ”c” to a ”g” in the most well known aria of the most well known opera by our national ikon, Carl Nielsen. But unfortunately, it is not.

Case 2

My second case relate to a visit in the Royal Library this spring from a group og woodwind students from abroad, attending a master class at the Royal Academy of Music in Copenhagen under the obo professor Max Artved, focussing on Carl Nielsen’s windquintet. As part of the class, Max Artved had asked me to receive the group of students at the Royal Library and show them  Nielsen’s autograph manuscripts of the work and tell them a little about our editorial decisions in connection with this specific work. If we have had the impression that musicians sometimes do not bother about which edition they use, this visit certainly challenged this prejudice. These young students were highly interested in our work with the quintet, and on the spot realized that there were quite substantial differences between the music editions of the quintet, which they had brought with them to Copenhagen, and the version they found in the CN edition. And first of all they were interested in the reasons, why  there were such differences. The asnwer to this why, of course, was that a philological interpretation of the sorces is mandatory. In addition I could tell them about the most recent foreign cd recording of the quintet where a number of the most important  editorial challenges of the CN edition are not only documented in the booklet after current consultation with the Royal Library, but are also illustrated through alternative ”takes” on the CD itself. [OH fra CD booklet].
To an editor of a scholarly edition like the Carl Nielsen edition, whose work has either been considered superfluous by many Danish musicians or even pernicious (”skadelig”), experiences like these are very encouraging and promise well for the future. [OH]
A few more words on the positive side: 

A number of publications and projects in recent years show that critical editing of music is still alive and is still being considered part of meningsful academic work within the humanistic domain. Let me mention a few examples. As the first example – and especially relevant among this gathering of music scholars from the nordic countries - I will mention the fact that in each of the countries Sweeden, Norway and Denmark projects either have been started or are in the planning stage related to the editing and dissemination of the national canon of music, and that these projects furthermore have been – and in the future probably will be – in a certain contact with one another. In all three cases we are not talking of small, isolated initiatives, but rather of broad nationally funded, multi-year plans, based on ambitious research into obvious needs and desiderata with the public, the music life and the scholarly world. And all with the side effect that the projects wil give both legitimacy and jobs to an academic area – musicology -  which to some of us may seem to be under a certain pressure both from within and from without. I shall briefly describe the three projects such as I have understood them from sources accessible to me:
The Norwegian Musikarvsprojekt
The Norwegian Musikarvsprojekt is a comprehensive collaboration between a number of institutions in Norway with the ultimate aim to edit the music of an explicit list of about 30 Norwegian composers, whose music till now has been either not available, or available in very bad editions and therefore not performed. The project is based on a thorough registration of all potential items to be published, forming an impressive catalogue of composers and works which are eligible to be dealt with by institutions or individual scholars who work under the umbrella of the general Musikarvsprojekt. 
Contrary to its Danish equivalent, Danish Centre for Music Publication, the Norwegian project cleverly decided already in 2008 to publish a preliminary examination of repertoires and needs in a thorough and convincing publication [OH af booklet], where both methodological issues and enumeration of the relevant composers were lined up. The publication was meant as a means of attracting attention and not least funding for this ambitious national project and of course this aim is reflected in the publication. Even though it should be stressed that details in the actual implementation will probably have changed in the period between 2008 and now, I would like to draw the attention to certain issues in the report. In the planning stage, three types of repertoires are mentioned: firstly, collected editions of a small group of composers (namely Johann Svendsen, Agathe Backer-Grøndahl, Ludvig Irgens-Jensen, Geirr Tveit and Fartein Valen); secondly,  a selection of works or single works by approx. 25  composer, and thirdly – and rather surprisingly – a revision of the collected edition of Grieg’s works, which after all was not finished so many years ago. I shall return to this third category – revision of recently finished editions – on a more principal level later. One is a little surprised to read that the pamphlet distinguishes between critical editions and practical editions; if a distinction between different kinds of editions is to be taken seriously one could argue, as it has often been done, that one can only distinguish between ”good” editions and ”bad” editions, not between critical and practical. But again, one must remember the purpose of the booklet. On the same line, one wonders where the scholarly domain is hidden in the adressees of the report; it seems as if the project only aims at musicians and thereby at performance, and not at scholars. But again, this apparent flaw could be due to the special purpose of the booklet.
The first visible result of the Norwegian project is the founding of the Johan Svendsen edition, whose guidelines and general editorial approach has to a certain extent been built on those of the Carl Nielsen Edition. For obvious reasons (namely Svendsen’s biographical connections with Copenhagen) our Danish Centre for Music Publication has been in close collaboration with the Svendsen project, and one of the very first works by Svendsen – his Andante funebre - which has been published under the auspicies of the new Svendsen-edition is actually a co-production between Danmark and Norway, and is available as pre-publication to be freely downloaded on DCM’s home page. 
All in all, one can truely be impressed by the thoroughness and foresight that lies behind this decription of the project, and even if at the end of the day not all of the desiderata will be fullfilled, the 2008 survey must be a very useful tool in organizing and funding the Norwegian Musikarvsprojekt. Compared with the corresponding Sweedish and Danish projects which I shall elaborate on in the following, two interesting  differences can be pointed out: contrary to the Danish project, the Musikarvsprojekt right from the start has a clear and detailed plan for which composers and which repertoires are to be included in the project, and contrary to the Swedish initiative the number of composers to be dealt with comprise less than c. 10 % : 400 composers in the Sweedish project versus c. 30 composers in the Norwegian. With this comparison I am not suggesting any implicit difference in quality between the two projects, only a difference in the fundamental approach and aims of the two initiatives.
Det svenske Levande Musikarv (Swedish Musical heritage)
The sweedish project was planned later than both the Norwegian and the Danish equivalents and is still in a preliminary phase. It takes as its starting point the fact that investigations into the repertoire of Swedish orchestras and ensembles comprise a percentage of music by Swedish copmposers which far from relates to the actual number of Swedish compositions buried in collections and archives. The project was initiated by the august institution Kungl. musikaliska Akademin in collaboration with a number of other libraries and musicological music institutions in the country, and is planned to comprise the following sub-sections:

 [OH]
· A comprehensive database of works by Swedish composers including annotated lists of works with analytical commentaries and biographies in Swedish and English, thus painting a complete picture of the Swedish musical landscape during the years c. 1600 until ca. 1940. The preliminary listing of names and works is being done on a voluntary basis directly into the database.
· Edition of c. 1500 compositions, with an avarage of at least 250 compositions per year during a period of 5 years
· Register of phonograms and a selection of on line audiophiles to be added to the site
It is not evident from the prospect description whether any of the composers are eligible for a collected edition or whether all composers will be represented only by a selection of their total output. A hint is however, given in the description on the project’s website, in the following words, following a reference to the equivalent Danish project: [OH, hjemmeside]
As for us, it is not a question of focussing on single composers but rather in a broader perspective to dig out, make accessible and mirror the diversity in our Swedish musical heritage. Not least female composers and their works are worth a closer focus.
One could find both pro’s and contra’s towards this view
The project has been labelled by the internationally renowned English music scholar, professor Roger Parker, as unique in the world both in scope and approach, and one must expect a substantial part of music philological work involved, side by side with the other parts of the project. 
Apart from the voluntary work being done already, it is my understanding that at present the project is in the phase of raising money for the first important step, that is, the writing of biographies of a about 400 Sweedish composers, which are to form the background for the final selection of works to be edited. This figure – 400 composers – seems to be quite large and shows the ambition of project. Just as a comparison, the new Danish database of composers born not earlier than 1840 and dead not later than 1940 (that is more than 70 years ago) comprises about 90 composers. Without knowing the editorial guidelines behind the planned edition of 250 compositions per year, my experience indicates that this could be a somewhat optimistic schedule.
Danish Centre for Music Publication. [OH, hjemmeside]
DCM was established as a self-contained, five-year project in The Royal Library in the wake of The Carl Nielsen Edition. The government grant covers 4 full time editors, whereas all production costs are to be covered through private funding. Until now most of the production costs have been covered by royalties from the current sale of Carl Nielsen volumes, which of course is an income source that will diminish rapidly. The proclaimed aim of the centre is twofold: firstly, to publish critical editions of Danish music from the library’s collections, to be freely downloaded from the internet or to be purchased as print on demand. The rationale [tryk på 2. stavelse] – among others – behind this part of the aim was to preserve and develop the philological expertice that had been built up during the fifteen years’ work at the Carl Nielsen Edition, thereby so to speak make sure that editorial work will be accepted as scholarly work along the same line as analytical and historical scholarship. And secondly – and in the long run perhaps most importantly – to investigate and develop on line means of presenting critical editions of music. The latter aim has till now been materialized through the centre’s presentation of a metadata-editor with the acronym MerMEid based on the MEI standard (Music Encoding Initiative), which is accessible as open source, and which is at present used outside the Centre by the Norwegian Johan Svendsen edition, and in the future, hopefully, by other projects as well. My collegue Axel teich Geertinger will give a special paper on this part of DCM’s work later at this conference. Here I shall just add that in addition to the tasks sketched above, the center also houses a current international on line bibliography on critical music editing, music engraving, and notation, today consisting of  c. 520 records (most of them annotated and with keywords).
Even if we, in our capacity as Danish music scholars, ought to be grateful because the efforts to secure funding for a Danish Centre for Music Publication for a five year period with good chances to have it prolonged for another five-year period after 2014, we must at the same time regret that another ambitious project, namely the writing of a new  Danish music history after an intense planning period of more than 2 years, including seminars with potential authors about the contents of the five planned volumes, has now been definitively given up because of lack of funding. On this background it is difficult to imagine that a new History of Music in Denmark , as a parallel and aiming at the same academic level as the Music Histories of Norway and Sweden and as a successor to Nils Schiørring’s Danish Music History from the early 1980s, will be written in within the next few years, if ever – anyway as a traditional multi-volume book. Whether this is a worrying memento of future development in our area, I couldn’t tell.
So much at present about the three Nordic projects with philological ambitions and approaches.
The second example which shows an encouraging growth within the area of music editing is the fact that two comprehensive books have been published during the last two years, which approach today’s topic from two quite different angles. The first is the standard handbook in music processing by Elaine Gould with the characteristic title Behind Bars, which came out in 2011. 700 pages about the state of the art when it comes to music notation and a sine qua non to any editor of a critical edition, be it on paper or for presentation on the internet. It is difficult – if not impossible – to immagine one single detail in the notation of music between, say ca. 1600 and ca. 1960 which is not explained and discussed in Gould’s book. It may not be the most obvious bed-reading, but it is much more than a esotetic book for nerds in music processing. One need only cast a quick glance at the host of more or less privately made music editions on the internet; quick look-ups in this book would have made such editions not only more beautiful to look at, but also more reliable as sources for serious study or playing. If anyone would claim that such things as music notation in itself is not of importance to the academic topic of music editing, one could only quote Esaias Tegner’s famous dictum: det dunkelt sagte er det dunkelt tænkte (”muddled speech comes from muddled thought”) – where ”speach” is the noteheads, the slurs and the dots, whereas ”thought” is the editorial brain work behind the musical text.
The other book I would like to mention attacks our topic from a purely theoretical angle, namely the new book by Denmark’s foremost text philologist, Johnny Kondrup, whose book Editionsfilologi , published early this year, gives an impressive and reasoned overview of all aspects of text philology based on theoretical German, Anglo-american and French positions  and paradigms, and with a host of specific examples from nordic literary masterworks. Even if the book does not deal with music at all, but only with texts, most of what is said is not only relevant, but eye-opening and thought-provoking for any music philologist as well. If I were to set up a new critical edition with a team of scholars, I would start  with a two day seminar on this book. Of course there is a host of philological details where text philology is different from music philology, but this does not alter the fact that Kondrup’s book takes us to every corner of the the trade and gives much food for thought also when it comes to music editing. 
May I add i small digression which illustrates a surprising and interesting extension of the field of music editing. A few months ago vol. 24 of the scolarly series edited by the AMS under the collective title Music of the United States of America, of which the previous 23 volumes comprise music by American masters like Irving Berlin. Lou Harrison. Charles Ives, John Philip Sousa G.F.Bristow and others. The general Foreword of the series states: 

In a world where many nations have have gathered their proudest musical achievements in published scholarly form, the United States has been conspicuous by its lack of a national series. Now with the help of collaborators, the AMS presents a series that seeks to reflect the character and shape of American music making.

The new volume 24 carries the title: Sam Morgan’s Jazz Band. Complete redorded works in transcription, including the complete recorded music by Morgan (recorded in New Orleans on 24. april and 2 October 1927) of 260 pages with a comprehensive introduction and critical apparatus. Contrary to most other collected editions, this scholarly edition can be listened to, because the only source of the edition is the original shellac recording from 1927, now tranferred to a CD.

The many problems connected to a combination of transriptions to paper from audiograms and a scholarly ”Collected” edition are thoroughly discussed in the introduction to the volume, and many efforts have been made, both methodologically and typographically to make this edition stand out as a parallel to any other scholarly edition. The following points are stessed by the editor in this connection.

· The edition is meant both as scores for performers and for scholarly musical analysis

· It is the first ever complete edition of a jazz musician’s works
· The edition is both descriptive (conventional musical notation of all the audible details in the recording) and prescriptive (added notational marks to reflect the nuances [tryk på første stavelse]  in pitch, articulation, and rhythm of the spontaneous, fluid style)
Because of the nature of the primary sources – namely recordings made almost one hundred years ago – the notation must involve an amount of conjecture which would be unthinkable in a traditional scholarly edition; there are simply parts of the ensemble that are barely audible on these old recording and which the editor therefore must notate based on conjectures. This is not the place to go into further discussion of extinguishing the generel concept of a collected scholarly edition to notation based on transcription of an audio medium, but I  do not doubt that such a discussion was worth while and even might broaden our understanding of the nature of sources for our traditional editions of so-called serious music. [OH med noder og lyd]
And now a few words on the negative side, concentrating on two selected areas, one being the apparent disproportion between the efforts invested in scholarly editions and the use of these editions, the other being the scepticism of ensembles and orchestras to use the editions in performance. When the Black Diamond of the Royal Library was opened to the public in 1999 one of the innovations of the building was the various centres with a large amount of reference works on open shelves and academic personel present at a visible desk, one of these centres being ”Center for Music and Theatre”. In 1999 we imagined that the Music reading room would be a fruitful meeting place for music scholars and music students who in the breaks would meet on the balcony outside the centre and discuss their current research projects. The flagship was to be a reference collection sine qua non, aiming at a the largest number of volumes north of the Alps. Still to day this center on its open shelves has about 212 shelf metres of scholarly editions of music, all beautifully printed with a host of editorial details, a layout which in many cases is an ornament to its trade, in stiff bindings, in short 212 metres of very heavy publications – both literally and figuratively, some of them comprising a series of between 50 and 100 volumes, some of them – like Adorno’s collected works – only comprising two volumes. One cannot imagine how much scholarly effort and how much money have been invested in such a collection, but 13 years after we opened the Music Centre in the Royal Library we must regrettably accept it as a fact that these editions are only used very occasionally, to put it mildly, and very many of them probably never used at all since the opening in 1999.  This fact has now made the heads of the library decide that the former Centre of Music has  been changed to a general students’ reading room, where students from all faculties and subjects can work with their own texstbooks and have their own essential bottle of water right next to the papers, but where the scolarly editions on the shelves are reduced to a kind of decoration or tacit inspiration for the students, but not used in any way as tools for scholarly musicological research.

The second negative experience in dealing with scholarly editions is the reluctance of some conductors, ensembles and soloists to accept the usefulness of such editions. As hinted at above, this may be a tendency of the past which is gradually being changed to the better. But it cannot be denied that we have met this reluctance, sometimes even hostility, during the 15 years with the Nielsen edition. Whether this is a general trend, or whether it is due to the prominent position of Nielsen in Danish music life, with its long performance tradition passed on from generation to generation, I cannot tell. But it is a fact that there have been instances when orchestras simply denied to play from our  revised performance material, both because the typography of the music was different from what had been used for decades, and because details in articulation, dynamics or even pitch and duration of individual notes were altered – of course with the necessary documentation. Leving aside most of this criticicm, I shall dwell for a few moments upon Christopher Hogwood’s introductory words during the two day conference in Copenhagen in 2006 under the heading ”Nordic Music Editions Symposium”. In his adress Hogwood, whom we all know is a very serious musician who is highly concerned with performance practice and autheticity, began with the following somewhat gloomy words. ”In my experience only a small fraction of performers would feel that this activity [i.e. music editing] had anything to do with their activities; it is fine abstract scholarship, pursued by experts they hardly know, producing heavy tomes for library shelves, cluttered with critical aparatus that no one can penetrate. As players on the other hand, they perform in a style inherited from their conservatory teachers, and probably from sheet music acquired in the same way – light on scholarship, but dense with personal alterations. Having moderated his views somewhat, Hogwood constructively claims that any revision or variant which the editor wants to be taken into conseration by the performer must be added on the relevant music page itself (as an ossia-note or a footnote or by means of different diacritic or typograpic markings), but definitely not in the concluding critical report, where it will never be studied by a busy musician. As we know, this issue is an old story, which during the previous 100 years has devided music editors, namely whether to present one and only one reading on the music page itself, or whether to distinguish between ”important” emendations on the music page, and emendations and variants of lesser importance in the concluding apparatus. My immediate answer to this would be a rhetorical question: according to which criteria does it make sense to classify emendations in a critical edition? Are articulation and dynamics less important than pitch or dyuration? Hardly!

Hogwood finished his address with the following words, which we as editors can fully concur with: ”Our double duty, therefore, is not only to continue refining the musicological excellencies of such editions – as demonstrated in the following papers – but to go to the outside world with the message that these facilities are not luxuries but necessities.” I need not add, that I know that Hogwood himself fully acknowledges the use of our additions, but that he only voiced the predominant attitude of musicians. Still, what Hogwood said is a challenge to  our future work, because as long as professional musicians in general do not accept – and behave accordingly – that it does matter which edition the music is played from, our work will have rough times. I shall come back to later, which effect digital editing may have on this situation. [gør jeg det?!]
2. Short historical background to the concept ”Critical editions of Collected works” – edition in the Nordic countries.
In the following I shall give an ultra brief survey of the history of collected editions in the modern sense of the word, and add a more specifik survey of such editions in the nordic countries. As an ”institution” the collected edition goes back to the general trend about 1850 of historicism and its hero-cult, resulting in the famous row of monographs on individual composers, beginning with Palestrina and followed by Bach, Händel, Mozart, Haydn, Beethoven etc. These monographs among other things defined the composer’s total output and naturally resulted in the first generation of collected works by composers of the 18th and early 19th centuries.  They were neither meant as socalled interpretation editions nor their opposites, Urtext editions, but were placed as a sidetrack raised above everyday musical life with canonization as their primary goal. Without knowing it, I would suppose that their spiritual fathers believed, that such an edition would more or less live onfor ever and ever, and in any case they gave an aura to the composer in most cases for more than half a century, even if no musicians would possibly dream of playing from them – if, for no other reason, because instrumental or vocal parts were not produced for these first-gereration monument editions.
This situation roughly existed up to right after the Second World war, after which time a kind of paradigm shift took place, which could be paraphrased in the following points:

[OH]
· a collected edition is bound to its own history (NG: Nodal points (”knudepnkter”) on the continually changing path of musical scholarship), thus necessitating, that any collected edition can and will be substituted by another collected edition after a certain span of years.
· a collected edition is impossible – both in scholarly terms and when it comes to funding – if it does not aim at both scholarship and music performance.
· like any monograph or dictionary, the collected edition is a dynamic project, not a static one.
· editing involves interpretation 
· editing is a legitimate part of the musicological domaine, on line with historical and analytical musicology
· the aim of the edition is not primarily canonization of the composer, but rather an increase in the knowledge of repertoires to be included in the public music life, and an attempt to make all sources available for future research in the composer’s working methods and style
· a cholarly edition is not normative – it does not dictate any ”correct” performance or interpretation - but only gives the authentic text and background on which the scholar and the interpreter can build their interpretation.
· a scholarly edition should not result in an eclectic mixture of various versions of the work, but either accept different versions in their own right, or build on a copy text with added, explicitly documented, emendations and variants.
Even some of these ”second generation” critical editions now need re-revision, in some cases almost the very day on which the final volume of the edition appeared. This f.ex. goes for the Neue Bach Ausgabe, whose last volume came out in 2007. Already three years later a NBArev was launched, comprising in the planning stage 15 volumes with works that had already been published in the NBA, and, mind you, to be published as bound volumes like the NBA volumes, thus forcing all subscribers of the NBA to add a subscription of these alternative volumes to their budgets. The first volume of NBArev came out in 2010, comprising the b minor mass; of course much new research on this work has been done since the work was published as one of the earliest works in NBA in 1954, but still one would think that a more adequate publication method than a new complete volume would be feasable less than three years after the complete edition in question was finished.
As mentioned above in connection with the Norwegianm Musikarvsprojekt, a parallel situation applies to the Grieg Edition, although it is not known whether alternative volumes of already published works are planned, or whether some kind of ICT (Information and Communication technology) solution will be chosen. These examples more clearly accentuates the need for a rethinking of the presentation of future scholarly editions, to which I shall come back at the end of this paper.
Nordic editions in past and present
In the nordic countries we began comparatively late to contribute to the bulk of scholarly editions. In the following, I shall give a brief survey of  such Denkmäler and collected editions, mainly in Norway, Sweeden and Denmark.
The two most comprehensive Denkmäler Editions are Dania Sonans and Monumenta Muscicae Svecicae. 

Dania Sonans has had a very motley fate ever since it was launched in 1933 with the subtitle  Kilder til Musikens Historie i Danmark (Sources for the History of Music in Denmark). The two main problems of the edition throughout its more than 70 year history has been, that firstly there was no current plan for the contents and the production schedule, and secondly – and most importantly – there was no overall editorial strategy, meaning that the whole series is an uneven collection of disparate repertoires by Danish composers from three centuries. On the other hand the editorial efforts behind each individual repertory in Dania Sonans reveal a very high philological standard. The contents of the dozen  volumes published till now comprise music from the time of Christian III and IV, Singspiele by Johann Ernst Hartmnn, and music by C.E.F.Weyse, apparently not based on any considerations about whether these repertopires are representative either musically or historically. As far as I know, it has not been decided whether Dania Sonans will continue as a series, or whether its time has run out. In any case it represents one of the most important Danish contributions to the art of critical editing. One could even say that the very first volume, comprising music by the first named Danish composers of a certain standard Mogens Pedersøn working at the court of Chistian IV in the first decades of of the 17th Century, by its editor Knud Jeppesen set a philological standard which has since then been a model to subsequent editors.

The Sweedish parallel to Dania Sonans,  Monumenta Muscicae Svecicae with no less than 28 volumes came out during the years 1958-2008. Like its Danish eqivalent the contents is varied and the methodological approach different from volume to volume. Also the music text itself differs, some volumes presenting the music text as a modern, edited score, while others show the music either in a handwritten copy or as actual facsimiles of the original source. Among the dozen or so composers represented in MMS, the most prominent are Roman, Vogler, Crusell, Düben and not least Naumann with a three volume edition of his opera Gustav Vasa. The most recent volume from 2008 is J.A.Hägg’s Concert Overture in c minor, begun in 1871, presented in an exemplary way, definitely showing the state of the art when it comes to music editing on a scholarly basis. Whether the Sweedish series will be continued after the ambitious Sweedish Musical Heritage project has been started, I do not know.

The number of collected editions in the Nordic countries is comparatively small:

In Sweeden the most well known collected edition – and actually the first collected edition of a single composer’s work in the Nordic countries altogether - is the Berwald Edition, launched in 1966 under the umbrella of Monumenta Muscicae Svecicae and finished in 2011. It is published by Bärenreiter, which of course gives the edition the authority and quality which characterizes all Bärenreiter’s collected editions and also seems to have dictated both the structure and the guidelines of the edition. Even if it is the earliest begun edition in Scandinavia, in some respects it is also the most advanced when it comes to anticipating procedures which the digital age has pushed or will push much further. I am thinking of three little details: one is that in the edition of the orchestral piece, Ernste und heitere Grille from 1842, the introduction of which exists in two authentic versions, both authorized by the composer, the two versions are printed on the music page in parallel so that the student can follow the changes bar by bar, and the conducter can have the score of both version in front of him while browsing through the whole piece. Of course a reconstruction of the alternative version would have been possible from a traditionel list of variants, but not many users would take the time to make a complete reconstruction of the revised version in this way. This facility is what we can rightly expect of any digital edition in the future. Secondly, the final volume from 2011 has a cd enclosed with 80 pages of facsimiles of sketches and librettoes for the works in question – again a facility which the digital edition could elegantly handle, and which, by the way could – perhaps even should - have been published on the internet rather that on a cd in a plastic pocket at the back of the volume. And thirdly, the last 5 or 6 volumes were produced in a way, technically different from the previous 20 volumes. Instead of making a Stichvorlage which was sent to be processed by someone else, the whole process was done by the editor him- or herself, including the noteprocessing in Score and the making of the necessary corrections after the proofreading, thus skipping the metriculous process of preparing a stichvorlag for a professionel engraver and sending proofs by post to and fro. Again this foreshadows a procedure which will be the normal and obvious procedure in digital editing.
The other collected edition by a Swedish – anyway half Swedish – composer is the very ambitious German collected edition of  Joseph Martin Kraus’s oeuvre, of which the first and until now only volume came out in 2006, celebrating the 250th birthday of the composer. To judge from this volume, the Kraus edition  seems to aim at a very high, but also somewhat conservative,  philological level. As it seems to be a purely German project (beutifully published by Carus-Verlag in Stuttgart, I shall not go into further details in this present Nordic context).
The collected edition of the Finnish/Swedish composer Eduard Tubin, who died in 1982,  was begun in 2002. The edition is special in a number of ways. Firstly, it is quite unusual to launch a collected edtion only 20 years after the composer’s death; normally it will take 50-100 years before such an honour will come upon any composer. Secondly, the edition has devided its critical apparatus in such a way that certain comments are published in the normal way as part of the printed volume, whereas other comments are only available on the the internet. The principle behind this division of the comments is explained in one of the Tubin volumes in this way: The commentaries are limited to listing and describing the the original sources. A complete commentary can be found on the internet, where major discrepancies between finished handwritten scores  have been noted. And thirdly the Tubin edition contains thorough analytical comments on the works in the prefaces, which of course may be useful, but which is not normally part of a collected edition.
As for the latter point one could claim that in a way this is a contradiction in terms, if we accept the label “historical critical edition”. The word “historical” in this term indicates that we are dealing with the internal history of the work within the life of the composer from the first sketches till the final authorized version, and not a general monograph of the work in question including its stylistic characteristics and reception between the composer’s death and the present day.

Here is an example of what one could call ”the devided” critical apparatus of the Tubin Edition. At the back of the printed volume of Symphony No. 10 we see the list on the left part of the slide, and on the internet hte user has access to the list on the right side of the slide. Even if on close scrutiny one may deduce the princibles behind this division of the comments, the procedure to me does not seem all that user friendly.
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Remark 153
No crescendo hairpin markings in either

B or C. A contains hand-drawn

crescendo hairpin markings.

A: a missing decrescendo hairpin
marking is hand drawn below the viola
line.

A: A courtesy accidental is hand written
preceding the first pitch of clarinet 2. 219

A and B: performance marking of un
poco agitato. C: marking is poco agit.

263
NB: sketch material for what ultimately
becomes mm. 97-115 appears at this
point in C. 281-282

A and B: tempo indication of Allegro

molto moderato, ma energico; a 306
metronome marking of J = 96-100 is

provided. C: only the same metronome
marking provided.

A and B: violin contains C-natural. C:

A and B: tempo indication of in tempo; a
metronome marking of J= 72 is
provided. C: tempo indication is @
tempo, ma poco sostenuto.

NB: first appearance of a rehearsal
number in C (no. 18). Rehearsal
numbers appear consistently throughout
PIANO after this point.

A: p followed by decrescendo hairpin
marking in double bass. B: p marking
only. C: no dynamic marking present.

A: down bow articulation hand written
above the C-sharp in violin 2.

C: only the uppermost line of the horn’s
four-part choral is present.

A: courtesy accidental hand written
before the first pitch of clarinet 2.

NB: mm. 317-334 are virtually identical
to mm. 119-136. Tubin wrote “18
measures” in C to represent this portion
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{[OH]skal sammenlignes med scanningen fra Tubin bindet, ligger i Stockholm mappen}
De to lister sættes side om side]
Norway has produced a number of collected editions, varying quite a lot in both outwards appearance and editorial method and quality. The flagship, of course is the Grieg edition which appeared in 20 volumes in the years between 1977 and 1995, published by Edition Peters. According to the Norsk Musikarvsprojekt the edition in certain respects is considered obsolete, and an unspecified revision of the edition is  mentioned among the desiderata of  the Musikarvsprojekt. It is not evident, whether this revision means a completely new ”second generation” Grieg edition after only 15 years, or whether additions and corrections will  be presented on the internet.
During the same period as the Grieg Edition, Halfdan Kjerulf’s complete works were published in 5 volumes, finished in 1998. An unsolved problem of this edition is how to handle songs with texts in languages other than German or English. In the Kjerulf edition some of the songs only have Norwegian texts, some German and Norwegian, and some have texts in all three languages, apparently not based on any overall principle or plan. This gives the edition a somewhat uneven outwards appearance, having in some cases more than six text lines between the staves of each music system. 
I shall not go into detail with other Norwegian collected editions, which all have a certain private character, and which – rather strangely – are not included in the booklet about the Norwegian Musikarvsprojekt  mentioned above [på OH]: They comprise collected editions of works by J.H. Freithoff (who could actually also have been considered a Danish composer), the three members of the Berlin family (Johan Daniel, Johan Andreas and Johan Heinrich), and Rikkard Nordraak, the latter from as early as 1942 with a comprehensive description of sources but with emendations on a somewhat loose methodological base, which in some cases reveals a kind of escape from the responsibility of any editor by leaving it to the user to decide between two different readings.
Den røde tekst springes over]
[ eks.No. 3, Holder du af mig: ”Annen akkord har i  forlægget cis, men i senere udgaver oplysningstegn for cis. det sidste er sandsynligvis rigtigt, stiklen for øvrigtvtaget i betragtning” [i udgaven står der cis!] No, 42 Allegro for Klaver: ”Det er muligt at tredje akkord i diskanten skal have opløsningstegn for des”]

J. H.Freithoff (ed. Bjarne Kortsen 1974, hvorfor ikke i Kulturarvsprojektet, er vel ligeså meget en dansk komponist?)

Music of the Berlin Family in Trondheim: (hvorfor ikke i Kulturarvsprojektet?)

(med voldsomme musikpolitiske udfald mod den norske stat og musikliv i forordet)

Berlin (ed. Bjarne Kortsen, 1977)

Berlin, Six Dance-Menuets, (ed. Bjarne Kortsen, 1977

Berlin (ed. Bjarne Kortsen, 1977)

Rikkard Nordraak (eds. Olav Gurvin og Øyvind Anker, 1942, udkommet i 6 hæfter). ]
In its early stages the Sibelius Edition was in close contact with  the Carl Nielsen edition, and organisationally built on a similar model, with the national library as holder of most of the source material as the housing institution. Also many editorial  and typographic details were discussed among the editors of the two editions in their early stages. As head of the Carl Nielsen edition I myself had current and fruitful contact with the then editor-in-chief of the Sibelius edition, professor Glenda Goss. After a slow start, the edition now seems to be in calm waters and volumes come out regularly in the well known Breitkopf und Härtel layout and quality. The JSW operates with three different kinds of emendations: footnotes on the music page, graphic indications of editorial interference in the music, and an ordinary list of emendations after the music in the critical report.Again, this raises the earlier mentioned problem about classification of the editorial comments; what is to decide which class a comment belongs to? Doesn’t this depend on who is asking and with which motive? 
In any case the procedure has a tendency to reward laziness on the user’s part: why bother to go to the list of important emendations in the crititcal report, when one has already found some of them directly in the music text? and why bother to assess the philological reason behind what is indicated directly on the music page.
Finally there are the Danish collected editions with music by the three most important Danish composers of the past, Niels W. Gade, J.P.E. Hartmann and Carl Nielsen. Even if they are organized as three independant projects they all – in very different ways – are losely connected to the present Danish Centre for Music Publication. In many, but not all,  respects the editorial principles of these three edtions are identical, if not for other reasons then because there is a certain convergence of the group of editors of the three editions. 

Whereas the Carl Nielsen Edition was officially finished in march 2009, the two other editions still need a couple of years before they will be brought to an end. 
To day I shall concentrate on the CNU and briefly line up some of the experiences that we have learned form 15 years’ work with the Nielsen  edition.

· To start a project like the CNU with Maskarade, which is the composer’s largest score – and to make things even worse –  an opera – was both very rash and very risky. But because of the background on which the edition was started in 1993, with a severe criticism in the national press of the performance material of the opera that had been sent abroad for a foreign performance in the early 1990s, this was the work which we had to publish as the edition’s very first work, at a time when we even had not finished the production of a complete set of Guidelines. Every editor has probably experienced, that almost by nature an opera is the most difficult genre to handle, primarily because of the elusiveness of the work conecpt, when it comes to an opera. The question of which version of the work – if any -  is the  work, is more difficult to answer than about any other genre. The work concept itself is at stake. And to make a long story short, we broke our backs on the attempt, thus getting off to a very bad start, which definitely did not evade comments from the gentlemen of the press. 
· Vocal texts in Danish (in songs, cantatas, incidental music for plays, operas). The rhetorical question here is: Does it make sense to publish singable translations of the original texts and librettos in f.inst. english and/or German? Will such translated texts ever be used in performance, or would it be better to have prose paraphrases of the texts to make the sense of the Danish texts clear for a foreigner, who would then sing the original texts in Danish? At the CNU we chose three different solutions, none of which are ideal. For the cantatas and the incidental music there is only the original Danish text, accompanied by a synopsis of the plot of the play or the cantata. For the two operas we published two parallel editions, one with Danish/German libretto on the music page, one with Danish/English. Firstly this solution necessarily implies a kind of double notation in the many cases where the translation does not quite fit the rhythm of the music. Secondly, and surprisingly, foreign performances made from the CNU until now, have had an alternative translation of the libretto made, in spite of the fact that our translation was available in the very score. The third solution of the languange problem of course relates to CN’s 296 songs to Danish texts. Here we chose a solution which I am not sure we would have chosen if we were to go through the whole project once more: namely to have every single text translated to singable English with the same rhyme scheme and metrics as the Danish original, but printed not on the music page itself but in a seperate appendix. The rationale behind this solution was twofold: one reason was to have the songs performed abroad by non-Danish singers, whereas the second was to publish an anthology in English of a selection of the best Danish poetry from the 19th and early 20th centuries. The result however, may have been a tour de force in the art of translating under very strict rules, but it is hard to imagine a host of performances of these songs in a language other than the original Danish. And if this is a fact, a poetic paraphrase of the original poems might have been preferrable to these singable translations. As a digression I can mention that in one of the works in progress of the DCM with another main opera of Danish opera history, namely Peter Heise’s Drot og Marsk, we have acted on the assumption that the general trend by most opera companies to day, is to perform operas in their original language. We therefore only bring the original Danish text on the music page, and as a help to non-danish singers add a cd with the whole libretto read aloud by two danish actors wth very clear and theatrical pronounciation of the text, together with a sometime almost nonsensical word-by-word translation of the Danish libretto to English in an appendix of the volume. Of course, this procedure presupposes that a foreign opera compagny of the future will perform the opera in Danish, but with non-Danish singers.
· The fact that the CNU was a national project, funded by public money, with music by a national icon, of whom many scholars and musicians had taken a certain ownership, brought about a strong focus on the project both from the public and from the press. It was rightly or wrongly felt that all the public money invested in the project entitled orchestral managers or cd producers to complain when their special work was not available at the date which fitted into their plans of production. Also – and again because of the money invested – users of the edition would take any opportunity to publicly complain about and question the competence of the editors, if they found either misprints in the volumes or emendations that they did not like. I shall not elaborate on any of the many instances we have experienced in this connection through the years, many of them irrelevant and without any understanding of the gist of the matter, and a few of them fully legitimate.
· And finally the long performance tradition especially of the symphonies, whch implied a very strong and conservative attitude from some members of the professionel orchestras, who preferred the music text from which they themselves and their ancestors had played since Nielsen’s own days instead of a revised scholarly edition like the CNU.
To the positive list of experiences with CNU, I will mention just a few: 

· The advantage of being a team of editors, working on the same physical location in the very institution that keeps literally all the sources for the composer’s work, and in daily contact with the music department of the library with its host of reference tools and scholarly expertise. 

· The fact to have all practical matters like note processing, proofreading, layout, printing and  binding governed by the edition itself,  thereby being indepent of a foreign publishing house  with its stiff and heavy procedures along pre-organized lines.
· The gratification from the fact that the edition could make more than one third of Nielsen’s total output available to the public for the first time, as the music in question had never been published before. In this way the CNU was able to give a broader and more complete picture of the composer to those who had not had access to handwritten autographs in the Royal Library.

This list of works that had never been published prior to the CNU comprises:

[OH]

Maskarade (CNU I/1-3) 
Saul og David (CNU I/4-5) 
Incidental music to twenty theatrical plays (CNU I/6 and I/9) 
Hr. Oluf han rider – [Sir Oluf, He Rides –] (CNU I/7) 
Aladdin (CNU I/8) 
12 cantatas (CNU III/2-III/3) 
Andante Tranquillo e Scherzo (CNU II/7) 
Symfonisk Rhapsodi [Symphonic Rhapsody] (CNU II/7) 
Approximately 40 songs (CNU III/4-7, passim) 
· The possibility to contribute to a future research project at Aalborg university, headed by Dave Meredith,  aiming at computeraided stylistic anlysis of Nielsen’s music.

· The fact that  CNU paved the way to its sucessor, Danish Centre for Music Publication, by giving credibility to the claim that Danish musicology could handle such a new project within the given budget and within the given time schedule, and on a decent academic level.
3. Fundamental (music) philological positions and perspectives in a digital environment
My final issue to day will be some general remarks on music philology and reflections on the – to me innevitable - transistion from editions in series of bound volumes in book form to editions planned, processed and presented as objects on the internet, partly or in toto.
One of the best and most consice accounts on musical editing is still the 2001 article ”Editing” in The New Grove by John S. Weissmann and Paul Merick. Their introductory sentence ought to be a mantra to all of us who deal with music editing, be it in stiff folio volumes or as fancy, multi-layered presentations on the internet: The ideal edition need not have all the answers but should control all the questions so that users can feel themselves in possession of the best available knowledge about the music.  A close reading of this sentence might reveal a hidden – but to the authors probably unintended – recommendation of digital presentation, in that the folio volumes per definition do pretend to have all the answers, whereas the digital version rather ”controls the questions”.
A keyword is the word ”critical”, which as we all know is to be understood differently from the everyday use of the word. The Grove article pinpoints the word by stating the four basic principles of the nature of editing: [OH]

it is critical in nature


criticism, including editing, is based in historical enquiry

editing involves the critical evaluation of semiotic the import of the musical text, which is also a historical inquiry

the final arbiter (”dommer”) is the editor’s conception of musical style, which again is rooted in historical understanding.

As for the final point I myself would be a little careful in letting stylistic analysis have too much impact on the editorial decisions; it is a well known and banal fact that a passage of music’s clash with the listener’s expectations – f.inst. by NOT adhering to the prevailing style or to the rules of the music text books for ghat matter – may be one of the tools available in a composer’s toolbox. Just to give a small example from my most recent work: is it up to the editor to correct or superciliously (”bedrevidende”) comment on parallel fifths in a song by Nielsen or a piano sonata by Hartmann? The famous bon mot of unknown origin ”Hier irrt sich Goethe” comes to mind!
Another almost scriptural wording of the fundamentals of editing is giving on the website of the Committee of scholarly Editions of the American Lanuguage Associations, thus:

The scholarly edition's basic task is to present a reliable text: scholarly editions make clear what they promise and keep their promises. Reliability is established by
· accuracy
· adequacy
· appropriateness
· consistency
· explicitness

It is worth noticing that this trendsetting American organization MLA (Modern Language Association) whose recommendations via the  Committee on Scolarly Edition,  form the basis for much editorial work in USA,  in their updated and newly revised version on the internet have fully intergrated digital aspects in every part of the editorial process (see  (http://www.mla.org/cse_guidelines), and no longer consider digital editing a kind of second rate procedure alongside the prestigious tomes of editions..
There are many reasons why a change from bound volumes to presentation on the internet is a sine qua non, and there are some reasons why there is still a way to go before the stiff, bound volumes can safely be regarded as something of the past.
 First a warning under the heading vestigia terrent (”experience makes us wary”). About 10 years ago we had a very ambitious project in the Royal Library, which we called ”a catalogue of Danish composers’ hands”. The idea was to make examples available on the internet of a few music pages by each prominent Danish composer in his own autograph handwriting, showing all details of the composer’s individual style of writing including his signature,  so that users outside the library would be able to identify, whether a manuscript which they came about was a genuine autograph or not, without having to physically turn up at the library. Much manpower, many meetings and much energy was used on this project, which was one of the very first digital projects in the Music Department, but which we also in those days considered one of the flagships in the new era of the department. However, shortly after the project was finished and the last composer’s manuscript was digitized, the files could no longer be accessed by the users, because the preferences and priorities of the digital department had changed, and new systems launched. In short, the whole project lay hidden somewhere on a server or in a program which was no longer maintained. This was a lesson which one must bear in mind: namely the challenge concerning  durability, maintenance, and transmission of data. Of course, since the fiasco with our ”Music Hands project”, much has happened in digital technology, and the solution today would of course be a clear distinction between the raw data (i.e. metadata, hyperlinks etc.) and the presentation of the data via an interface by use of XML and TEI/MEI formats. But I am sure that there will be still a number of unknown – and costly – procedures to take into consideration when it comes to long-life preservation of data and adequate presentation to end-users of older data. In the libraries we are used to handle costs for storing and giving access to physical material, nut not yet in same degree when it comes to digital objects.
May I draw your attention to another recent book on this important part of our topic today, namly Johannes Kepper’s Musikedition im Zeichen neuer Medien, which came out in 2011. The author – as you may know – is attached to one of the only modern editions which consistently and in practice has exploited the digital possibilities in the presentation of scholarly editorial work, namely the Carl Maria von Weber Edition in Detmolt, without having taken the final step and completely left the old world of editing. The strength of Kepper’s book is that in spite of his commitment to digital tools, he soberly keeps acknowledging the printed edition both as a point of reference for digital editing and as a necessary methodological inspiration for the new era. Right in the middle the book, where the author moves on from the printed edition to the digital edition, he links the two parts of the book together with the following “bridge” passage: Aufbauend auf den dort gemachten Erfahrungen (that is, the previous 100 years’ history of music edition) sollen dann Perspektiven für eine digitale Musik-philologie entworfen werden, welche die medialen Einschränkungen der bisherigen herkömmlichen Druckausgaben aufhebt, ohne dabei die konzeptionellen Qualitäten der Editionsgeschichte ausser Acht zu lassen. This must be our main goal in the ungoing transition  from the old kind of editing to the paradigm of the future: namely to stick to the solidity of the  essential processes of collation, source evaluation, listing of variants and emendations of the previous ca. 50 years, and at the same time use the possibilities of the digital approach both during the preparatory work and in the presentation of the results.
In his systematic elaboration of the potentials and challenges of digital editions, Kepper uses the following conceptual headlines under the common label Zentrale Aspekte
Offenheit (Openness)
Abgeschlossenheit (Closedness)
Tranparenz (Transparency)
Haltbarkeit (Validity)
Kollaboration (Collaboration)
Dynamischer Notensatz (Dynamic music text)
Benutzerführung (Instructions for the user)
In the following, I shall comment on a few of these headlines. [Her mangler nogle kommentarer til de øvrige punkter ]
When talking about a digital edtion’s “openness” or “closedness”, one could point out two extremes: one is the wellknown relevant expectation from the user, that all arguments and source references behind every editorial decision are openly presented, whereas the final text of the editor has one and only one appearance on the music page which the user must take or leave. In this respect, there is no difference between a traditional paper edition and a digital edition. The other extreme is the kind of openness, which in its extreme has been labeled crowd sourcing, and which we all know f.ex. from Wikipedia. In practice this would mean, that both highly skilled philologists and  musicians on all levels could change the music text, thus either improving the edition on its own premises, or creating an ad hoc version of the work in question which in pitch, instrumentation, key or other parameters would fit a specific performance or a specific need. Such a situation would actually be ideal, and would be the utmost fulfillment of the aim of a modern scholarly edition to appeal both to research and to performance. But if it were to be implemented, certain procedures had to be introduced to control the process, and make sure that the original, or later revised, text of the editor could at any stage be distinguished from any ad hoc version, whether this version was created by a highly skilled scholar or by a group of musicians. Also one of the old librarians’ virtues, namely bibliographic control, would be at stake, because the editor’s valid version would be constantly changing. On the other hand, one could argue that this kind of “openness” of a scholarly edition is a political necessity in a situation when most or all editorial work is funded by public or semi-public money.

The full exploitation of these possibilities of creating individual, ad hoc versions of an edited piece of music, however, would imply a rethinking of how to present the variants and choices on the screen, in such a way that the changes would appear directly as part of the edited text, not as separate alternative windows on the screen (as is the case with f.inst. the Weber and Reger editions, as we shall see in a moment).

And here I am talking of two different kinds of “alternative versions”. One is the result of the needs of the practical musician or the music student, as indicated above: with or without fingering, change of transposing instruments, change of uncommon clefs, performance instructions and recommendations etc.  The other is the result of the needs of the scholar: full presentation of the composer’s fair copy, full score including cancelled parts and passages, later revised versions by the composer, full integration into the running score of variants, etc. Talking about variants, the digital solution marks a  shift in the purpose of the comprehensive list of variants that has always been a sine qua non of every critical edition. Namely a shift from the editor reporting how he has come to the result which he presents in his final text, to  a possibility for the user to recreate earlier or later layers of the text as it is presented in the critical edition. A digital handling of the variants will smoothly be able to combine both aims.
However, one shouldn’t forget that “openness” of an edition in this sense of the word also raises another problem, namely the possibility to place the edition in its historical context. Due to the openness and the flexibility – and all the advantages arising from this – an edition along these lines, on the other hand, no longer reflects its own position in the history of knowledge (what we in Denmark would call “lærdomshistorie”) which will probably still be of importance both in the user’s assessment of the edition’s information and in a future analysis of the development of our subject as part of the humanities. Or said in other words: such an edition would represent a constant dynamic process and not a specific point on a timeline describing the development in the art of editing and in our approach to a composer’s oevre.
Of course it ought to be stressed that there are various ways to handle the dichotomy between “openness” and “closedness” of the edition, many of which on due consideration could take advantage of both labels, “open” and “closed”.


By “transparenz” on the list of the OH slide, Kepper refers to the fact that the digital edition, better than the edition on paper, enables the user to look into the editors’ workshop so to speak, following the various considerations behind his solutions. Or expressed more pointed: the editor need not make the final decision, but only present the case as a number of questions to which the user can give the answer. A consequence of this, however, will be a loss of authority on the part of the editor, even a disregard of the editor’s duty as the professional expert, who not only has the scholarly background to make the final decision, but who also has the duty to do so – as long as he explicitly relates his reasons for doing it. Again, as mentioned earlier: the many new possibilities of a digital edition, giving the user a chance to make his own solutions and changes in the text, must never challenge the fact, that there still is one version which is the editor’s suggestion for the authentic reading within his guidelines, his philological paradigm and his knowledge of the composer’s intentions. If this is not the case, then why not only edit a complete collection of facsimiles of all the sketches, drafts, fair copies and first editions of any work – a solution which I am sure none of us would recommend.

Most recent literature on digitization and not least experiences from all the large national libraries stress the – often overlooked – problem of durability and validity, which I have touched upon above. Without problems whatsoever, we can all browse the library shelves and look up details in the first volume of the old Bach edition published by Breitkopf u. Härtel 170 years ago, but can we access the data of a new digital edition in 5 years’ time with the software available on our computer, and will the institutions still have the necessary resources and priorities for digital preservation, which has hitherto been an entry in the budget which not many bothered about, but which is comparable to or even larger than that of physical preservation. Not to talk about the problem of maintaining the data when a project has come to an end, or the project period with all its focus has been changed to day-day-operations of a busy institution – often after a reception with a tribute speech by the director and a glass of wine. In the busy everyday work of a big institution one of the most critical points in the fate of new ideas and groundbreaking initiatives is, when they are moved from being part of the catalogue of ongoing projects to part of the daily running of one of the existing departments. 

Some of these challenges could be met, if related projects – f.ex. like the ongoing Scandinavian “heritage” projects – could use the same platform in one way or another, exchanging programs, procedures, data etc. – something along the lines which has already modestly been initiated between the Norwegian Johan Svendsen edition and Danish Centre for Music Publication, not least through the work with the MerMEid editor. A negative and depressing example of the lack of such collaboration is the two national Carl Nielsen projects in the Royal Library, namely the collected edition of the music in 33 volumes and the collected edition of the letters in 12 volumes , both housed in the same building, [OH] both sharing a lot of the same primary sources, but without the possibilities to smoothly exchange data. A future merging of these two projects is a strong desideratum of the future, and it may become a reality, when – in a couple of years –an extended Carl Nielsen catalogue on line, will be realized, provided a number of present obstacles will be overcome. Such a catalogue should extend our traditional conception of a thematic-bibliographic catalogue of a composer’s works in book form such as f.ex. the recent Sibelius-catalogue or Grieg-catalogue, and – in its ideal form – combine what has been said above about digital editions of the music with letters, concert ephemera, concert reviews, performance data, venues, articles or notes by the composer for each work – with smooth and elegant searching and listing facilities including any parameter involved, and with integrated tools for presenting any extract of the data and facilities which may serve the individual user’s needs. I admit that there is still some way to go before we get that far. 
At DCM we have thus developed – both intellectually and practically – means to broaden the concept of the thematic catalogue. In practice we work with four such catalogues, comprising the composers Carl Nielsen, Niels W. Gade, J.P.E.Hartmann and J.A.Scheibe, all of them using the same fundamental digital format, and all aiming at a flexible way of presenting the final results in various ways, be they digital or in traditional book form.

One final observation about some of the consequences of digital editing, which has already been explicitly confirmed by the editions using Edirom software. Namely this: in the future it will probably no longer be possible for a single editor or a small team of 2-3 persons to work as editors if they want to benefit from the digital possibility. At any rate it will be very unusual in one and the same person to combine the skilled philologist and the competent computer scientist, who can both handle dots, slurs, variants and handwritings, and also be at the cutting edge of software, programming, and interface philosophy. After all, the printed book in its well known shape of a codex has been known for about a thousand years, whereas internet presentations of texts and music has not been known for not much more than  10 years. Again, one must return to the vision of collaboration, common standard, smooth exchange of data – and – sometimes lacking in music scholarly circles – networking, confidence and willingness to share ideas and results with others.
I shall now briefly turn to a practical example of semi-digital editions, which reveals both the potential and the limitations of digital presenation. Two of the earliest IT supported scholarly editions which have been on the market for a few years are the Max Reger Edition and the Carl Maria von Weber Edition – not directly via the internet but through a cd-rom sold together with the printed volume, made with the  Edirom -software. Of course many of the advantages of the on line facilities are not present here, which again means that the disadvantages of the edition being a static snapshot of the research situation at the time of publication has not been overcome – unless an alternative, revised cd rom would be sent to the buyers of the edition at certain intervals.  On the other hand, the cd rom shows part the potential in this way of presenting philological work, namely the possibility to show parallel readings in facsimile to any bar in the edition directly on the screen next to the edited text of the volume, including the comment in question from the critical report. In other words, any difference between the sources – that is the equivalent of the traditional list of variants – is shown in facsimile, giving the reader the possibility to assess the solution which the editor has chosen for his or her final, revised version of the text in each case. In the Reger example one has even gone a step further, and classified the discrepancies so that not only can the user chose between categories of differences but also between grades of importance (in the latter case, it is not quite clear which criteria the edition has laid behind such a classification of emendations and variants; and – seen from a methodological view one could argue that no editor is entitled to classify emendations and parameters – such a classification solely depends on the user and his or her cognitive interest, so to speak (Erkentnissinteresse, as the Germans would say)
[ OH billed fra Reger cd rom’en]
In this case one could say that the IT solution only relates to the presentation of the scholarly work, made by the editor, not the possibilities to rethink the whole methodological approach to scholarly work. If one were to criticize the presentation, one could say that in actual daily use the information becomes very fragmented, and even if the user has the possibilities to closely study facsimiles of individual bars of alternative sources, he has not the possibility to watch a full page, not to say the whole piece in an alternative version. But speaking of presentation, there is no doubt that these Reger volumes point in a direction which no doubt will facilitate the somewhat clumsy presentation of all the editorial details of a traditional printed folio volume. Still, one must insist that in a way we here have two different, but fully parallel presentations of the same thing (namely the written critical report in the printed volume and facsimiles of the individual sources on the cd rom), not a situation where one could talk about a synergetic effect from one to the other.

I shall point out two further problems with the Reger edition’s solution – or rather two instances, where the Reger edition can pave the way for further progress -, one concerning contents, and one concerning presentation medium. I complained about the fragmentary presentation of the alternative readings; the ideal addition to such a useful facility would be the possibility for the user to add the alternative reading directly into the full music text on the screen, thus being able to see the alternative reading in its context. Such a facility would add a host of user-friendly and innovative possibilities, not only in relation to the user’s “control” of the editors work, but also in relation to musicians’ wish to perform alternative “original” or “revised” versions, without having to “cut” and “paste” fragments from various sources to make a complete, alternative version. The second problem – which will probably be overcome in the future – is the simple fact, that the digital presentation of emendations, facsimiles, variants etc. on cd rom is dependant on the state of the interface possibilities, which, as mentioned earlier,  we all know change very rapidly – not only change but also become obsolete because of the hardware development. As an example of this, one could mention the Carl Maria von Weber edition , where the cd with its edirom-based facilities, which is part of a volume from about 2006, cannot be retrieved to day only six years later – anyway by my computer in the Royal library -  without downloading an old version of a program, which seems to be obsolete today and therefore could not run on my PC.

In connection with the previous critical remarks, it must of course be stressed that Edirom (http://www.edirom.de/startseite/) is a work in progress which is currently being developed. Also that Edirom is not only developed towards presentation of editorial work, but that it is also an important tool to be used during the editorial process itself, not least in connections with the time-consuming process of collation of sources, with its advanced facility of viewing the same passage of a work from various sources though parallel images on the screen. In connection with such visions of a brave new world for future editors, it ought to be stressed that according to our German Edirom colleagues it takes quite a long time to learn how to use Edirom and thus reap the benefits of this tool in the daily philological work. This of course is not something special in this case, but it once more stresses the benefits and need of collaboration and common platforms between the different projects.
On the whole, the advantages of digital editing could be summed up in a number of short – and generalized - statements.

· abolition of the sequential presentation of editorial observations and information by means of hyperlinking (cf. Johannes Kepper)
· the (future) possibility to make computer-aided musical style analysis directly based on the marked up music text
· active use of the potential of pictures rather than texts as means of communication

· the possibility for the user to create the complete text (meaning playable score) of an ad hoc  version or of a specific source, without challenging the authority and validity of the original edited text by the editor

· ideally speaking no quantitative limit of the information included in the edition

· the possibility for a more qualified, virtual “discussion” with the editor of doubtful readings.

· a more adequate handling of the well-known dichotomy between music  performers and music scholars as the target groups of editing

In conclusion. I do not expect that in the near future we will see a total transition from editions in stiff bindings to editions solely available on a digital platform. To me the efforts of the years to come must be a sensible combination of printed volumes, retro-digitized sources and full integration of the digital possibilities in all relevant phases of the editorial process. Somewhat provocatively, one could state: 
The classical folio edition of a work with a learned introduction, a beautifully printed music text with sophisticated diacritical marks and ossia-indications, a thorough description of sources, multicolored facsimiles of individual pages from the sources, a comprehensive list of emendations and alternative readings, printed in an edition of 150 copies and sold in less than 100 copies for more than one thousand kroner, in the future only ought to be made on very formal occasions as collectors’ items, as a gift to a Queen or to celebrate the anniversary of an event, a work or a composer. As tools for ordinary musicians and music scholars, time is running out.
Which does not alter the need for philological competence and experience as an equally important part of musicology as it has been until now.
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In my lecture I will discuss the significance of critical editing – with special focus on the Nordic countries – in past and present. In this connection I will briefly evaluate the three ongoing “music heritage” projects in Norway, Sweden and Denmark. To a certain extent these projects must be seen in relation to the critical editions of the past in the country in question. For obvious reasons, I will dwell on a number of experiences from the 15 years project with Carl Nielsen’s collected works and the last 3½ years’ work at The Danish Centre for Music Publication. 


With one or two of the most recent books on the topic of editing as my starting points (and a few classical “scriptural passages” on musical editing), I will discuss various fundamental issues within the state of the art, and reflect on problems and challenges for future editions stemming from the necessary shift from editions in book form to digital editions. I will argue that time is running out for the beautifully bound folio edition standing on its own, but also point out a number of problems related to the fully computer based edition. In considering the use of digital technology one must distinguish between the use in connection with the presentation of the result, and the use as an integrated part of all levels of the editorial process.
