Selected Information Management Resources for Imghging New Knowledge
Environments: An Annotated Bibliography

Alex Garnett, with Ray Siemens, Cara Leitch, JMigone, and the INKE and PKP Research Grbups

This select, annotated bibliography reviews sciywlaork in the area of building and analyzing dadit
document collections. The goal of this bibliographyo establish the baseline knowledge for work in
this area, and to provide a set of select, foundatitexts upon which to build.

In total, this document contains three bibliograpdyics: 1. Data Stores, 2. Text Corpora, and 3.
Analytical Facilitators. Each of these areas igdstiled into a further three topics (1A. Digitablraries,

1B. Technical Architecture and Infrastructure, DOntent Management Systems and Open Repositories,
2A. Corpus Building and Administration, 2B. Docurh®gesign and Data Classification, 2C. Lessons
Learned in Corpus-Building Projects, 3A. Data Vigaion and Geographical Information, 3B. Text
Encoding and Analytic Tools, and 3C. Reviewing Haitias Computing), for a total of nine subsections
containing anywhere from six to sixteen documeatheTogether, these articles provide a broadly
accurate snapshot of modern information managetaenhiques pertinent to research in the area.

The bibliography proceeds from fairly late-breakdigcussions of digital repository models, throagh
review of fairly explicit methodologies for analygj corpora, into a more theoretical broad-level
discussion of the digital humanities and relatestigiines. We have, without intending to, become
journalists with our inverted pyramid of breadttdalepth; for this, we present the following naxati
review, such that it may serve with a little effag an index of how and why to best-leverage pnamie
scholarship in information management.

1. Data Stores: A Review of Select Bibliographic Sources

The articles in this section move gradually overplast decade from general theories of digitahiyor
creation and justifications for the developmengd infrastructure to more specific case studies o
using “big data” in the humanities and social scemn This retrospective approach to digital hunesit
scholarship allows us to observe, for examplegtr@ution of nascent work on the Greenstone digital
library project into an active community of openssme and open-access repository developers (ahd wit
them, miniaturized two- and three-page academidigations that would’ve been unthinkable in the
humanities not long ago). Similarly, there is aacleirn in the information sciences from predictireyv
systems and standards for collaboration to cage@ldserving why and how certain traditional pragsic
have or have not migrated to these new systendinigm@m social perspective to our understanding of
what it is that makes certain aspects of schofadgtice truly “digital.” Whether their authors de¢king
about “e-Science” (as in the UK) or “cyberinfrastiwre” (in the United States and Canada), it is
heartening to see such a broadly receptive dialagueng computer scientists and traditional humanist
alike.

! The authors would like to thank Julie Melone, videgan this work by gathering 21 annotations to wedsential to those
working in the area. This kernel was built uporcbysiderably Alex Garnett, working consultativelgh Cara Letich, Ray
Siemens, and members of the Implementing New KnibgdeEnvironment (INKE) and Public Knowledge Proj@P)
research groups.



In this areaD-Lib Magazine should the primary scholarly publication consultgthough others
certainly cover similar topic&dditionally, the fast-paced nature of work in thedd combined with

the relatively slow publication schedule of somleatarly journals makes necessary a frequent review
of presentations and reports to associated grdughe @dssociation of Computing Machinery (ACM),
such as thdoint Conference on Digital Libraries, as well as the UK e-Science community and the
Open Repositories user group.

1A. General Theories of Digital Library Creation

The articles in this section focus specificallytba formation of digital libraries: requirementgigaing
from both a technical and user-oriented perspegdtmglementation of solutions that meet those
requirements, and other considerations regarditigegag data for inclusion in digital libraries. &h
creation of data stores for external use is sinidareating a digital library in its technical ciderations;
thus, in the literature review for data store dmgtthere will necessarily be many articles ontdig
libraries.

Levy, David M. and Catherine C. Marshall. “Going Digital: A Look at Assumptions Underlying
Digital Libraries.” Communications of the ACM 38: 4 (April 1995): 77-84.

The authors discuss the foundational elementsyitedilibraries: how they will be used, how theypshd
be designed, and the relationship they should tapéysical libraries. The authors highlight that
regardless of the type of library, the purposeheflibrary is clear: to house and provide access to
documents, where "documents” includes a wide rahgbjects (and in the digital library, importantdy
wide range of digital objects). The access to tludgects is provided through technology, and
underlying that selection of technology is the wtwlbe done by the library's users. The authomsrass
that when selecting and implementing technologydfmrument storage, one has to consider three
common assumptions: digital library collections teom fixed, permanent documents; digital libraries
are used by individuals working alone; and diditadaries are based on digital technologies. Fohea
digital library plan, one must interrogate thessuagptions and adjust priorities and expectations
accordingly. Additional elements of the digitalriipy that also have implications for current aniife
work include the integration of multimedia as stbobjects (e.g. not simply PDFs of articles or
documents marked up in XML), as well as data veiam.

Marchionini, Gary. “Evaluating Digital Libraries: A Longitudinal and Multifaceted View.”
Library Trends 49.2 (Fall 2000): 304-333.

This article summarizes the creation and subsedglexade of development and use of the Perseus
Digital Library; as one of the primary digital resoes in the humanities since the time of thisktihis
report contains many useful lessons for any teakig to create maintain a large-scale data sidre.
article details the creation and growth of thediyrfrom a HyperCard driven CD-ROM to a fully
Web-enabled resource. More importantly the autismu$ses how the PDL was not originally conceived
as a digital library but the metaphor took holdnihe increased use of card catalog metadata vatth
object record as well as the manner in which useutd freely access significant stores of primary
source materials. At the end of this essay, thiecadlearly defines three main points for the eaiin

of a digital library: efforts must explicate goagsging from evaluation of research to product&yst
testing; understanding and reacting to the fadtdiwatal libraries are complex systems that mest b



augmented as both technology and user requirerabatgye; and statistical data as well as user
narratives must be used to assess impact and penfice. The user-facing requirements for evaluation
and augmentation will continue to evolve as theyeha the decade since this article was publishet,
the points regarding front-loading planning andleaton criteria for data stores are well taken.

Thaller, Manfred. “From the Digitized to the Digital Library.” D-Lib Magazine 7:2 (Feb 2001).

Another useful set of guidelines for creating aralntaining a digital library, this paper focuses on
ensuring that the digital library is not simply igitdzed library; instead, the digital library, wai
containing digital objects, should be built andlaaged differently than its paper-based counterJdme
author asserts that criteria for digitization (atorage and retrieval) projects should begin wiglarc
criteria based on the use of the resources, andhtbse criteria should be re-evaluated and chaage
resource use changes. Other fundamental plansdatirng a digital library should include planniray f
large-scale digitization (over one million objeatéhigh quality (multiple resolutions of digitabpects
stored as image files). Finally, the author diseasequirements of digital libraries outside thepscof
“pure” research—namely, public interfaces, integrated referenceesys, and the use of readymade
objects for teaching.

Chowdhury, Gobinda. “Digital Divide: How can digital libraries bridge the gap?” Lecture Notesin
Computer Science —Digital Libraries. People, Knowledge, and Society (2002): 379-391.

The article begins with summarizing the workingiaigbn and the state of the world’s various “dajit
divides” in 2002, with an eye towards leveragingitdil libraries to help resolve these inequalitielse
author notes that physical libraries have themsdbezn underdeveloped and underutilized for the
developing world, particularly with respect to inftation and communications technology (ICTs; e.g.
public internet terminals), and that the high cestsociated with many successful digital library
initiatives may not translate well to the develapworld. Digital synchronous and asynchronous
information delivery mechanisms (e.g. remote refeeeand subject gateways, respectively) are
compared and itemized for their viability in a deyeng world context, along with then-nascent open
access journals, archives, and e-book stores. Otheraconcludes by outlining recommendations for
building digital libraries on a limited budget, cdering when and where government-backed projects
should be outsourced, kept local, or otherwisedihlstressing the importance of improving digital
literacy skills.

Coyle, Karen. “Mass Digitization of Books.” Journal of Academic Librarianship 32:6 (2006):
641-645.

Although few research initiatives are currentlythe business of digitizing materials, but ratheres
those materials already digitized by third parttbss article provides useful information about the
digitization projects that created some of the enhthat is stored by others. The author firstulises
mass digitization-specifically the Google Books projeeaind how its goal is not to create collections
or maintain anything beyond limited structural markbut instead to digitize everything. This differ
from non-mass digitization, which has a specifieradp of preservation. Another form of digitizatien
"large-scale" projects, which sit somewhere betweaass and non-mass digitization projects. The
example used of this type of digitization is JST@MH its goals of creating collections and comdets
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of documents—journals, in this case. The author also highligiisie of the issues of these types of
digitization projects, such as adherence to statsd@oth in file formats and metadata), and the
production of preservation-quality digital objects.

Seadle, Michael and Elke Greifeneder. “Defining a gital Library.” Library Hi Tech 25:2 (2007):
169-173.

Produced several years after the foundational@stearlier in this section, this article questiamether
or not one can even create a definition of a "dldibrary” that differentiates data stores frony ather
electronic resource. Ultimately, the author deteesithat not only are digital libraries "too young
define in any permanent way," the notions of hoersisnteract with digital contertand the
technologies with which they do-seare changing rapidly. Ultimately, when creating targe-scale
digital resource, be it a data store or a librg:stesm, administrators must begin with a set okdat a
solid plan, and the ability to be flexible in theeeution of that plan over time.

Rimmer, Jon, Claire Warwick, Ann Blandford, Jeremy Gow, and George Buchanan. “An
examination of the physical and the digital qualites of humanities research.Tnformation
Processing and Management 44:3 (2008): 1374-1392.

Human-computer interaction (HCI) researchers waykin the design of digital reading environments
have often asked the question of how closely thasls should mirror their physical counterpartseTh
authors report on findings from interviews with hamties scholars on their use of physical and digit
information resources. While virtually all respontkeare in agreement about the convenience ofatligit
resources, the loss of physical “context” seemméan different things to different people, randign
the purely aesthetic (e.g. the excitement of hagdiincient texts) to the serendipitous (having ®ne’
interest sparked by physically co-located or otheevgimilar resources). The surveyed researchsos al
demonstrate an awareness of the changing demanddanation literacy skills, with mixed opinions
on the subject. The tone the authors take is ulélpalmost one of sentimentality, with their paigiants
agreeing that digital resources are more relightesenting fewer difficulties in resource descdptand
access, but in many cases less pleasurable tdlpcts This suggests that the humanities commusit
aware of the advantages of migrating away from ghysesources, but will do so with some regret.

Warwick, Claire, Isabel Galina, Jon Rimmer, MelissaTerras, Jeremy Blanford, and George
Buchanan. “Documentation and the Users of Digital Bsources in the Humanities."Journal of
Documentation 65:1 (2009): 33-57.

This article presents two digital humanities resbarase studies (User-centered Interactive Seatbh w
Digital Libraries, UCIS; and Log Analysis of Infoation Researchers in the Arts and Humanities,
LAIRAH), offering a critical perspective on docuntation practices for digital resources. First, they
make a distinction betwedechnical (who, what, when, where, why) apdocedural (how)
documentation. They detail recurring issues expegd by the UCIS project in formatting and parsing
various markup languages for technical documenta@Gmnversely, the AHDS project suffered from an
overalllack of documentation, and especially procedural docuati®n, which was undervalued by
administrators — except, notably, in the discidioé archaeology, linguistics and archivism, whicé
authors suggest are perhaps better-accustomedtionéotation practices — at the expense of novice
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users. The authors conclude with a discussion at wimeans for information resources to be acbéssi
not only within logical reach, but contextuallyetitgible for novice users, particularly when worgi
with complex, modular documentation which some itnayo avoid.

Marcial, Laura, and Brad Hemminger. “Scientific Data Repositories on the Web: An Initial
Survey.” Journal of the American Society for Information Science and Technology 61:10 (2010):
2029-2048.

Much current research in digital repositories haxstied on archiving and reuse not just of published
academic literature, but raw “Big Data.” In thisiele, Marcial and Hemminger conduct a survey of
scientific data repositories (SDRs) on the open amddevelop a framework for their and evaluation.
They observe, for example, several repository marsagtated intent to capture and index the “dark”
data which slips through the cracks of the cursehblarly publishing ecosystem, but may still be
re-usable or otherwise valuable. Although they tdigonly four out of 100 surveyed repositories \gBo
scope lies outside the natural sciences, it is shbat a significant majority of SDRs are funded or
directly affiliated with individual universities resenting a clear target for advancement of thiatlig
humanities when working with institutional reposits.

White, Hollie. “Considering Personal Organization: Metadata Practices of Scientists.Journal of
Library Metadata 10:2 (2010): 156-172.

In the interest of making indexed datasets acclesaiid reusable, this article reports on a smaillesc
field study of scientists’ personal information rmgement practices. Using examples fromRQhgad
data repository with which she is personally aifiid, the author explains that individual datasets
originating from different labs often have littleone in common than their document format, evidemcin
the need for descriptive metadata (particularlglistiplines that work primarily with non-standarel;
qualitative data). Of the study participants, thad® preferred the use of physical information otge
were the least inclined to create or use a metarizgtional system (perhaps offering a glimmerayeh
for the organization of digital information whichaybe poorly curated but is nevertheless somehow
indexed and searchable without any special effpthb user). For those who preferred to use eleittro
databases, the most important factor was the yholiview and manipulate the data by some property
which is directly related to the research quesiisgif, highlighting the need for data stores whack
tailored to their respective disciplines.

1B. Technical Architecture and Infrastructure

The articles in this section focus specificallytba technical architecture and infrastructure sli@ports
digital libraries or data stores.

Buyya, Rajkumar and Srikumar Venugopal. "A Gentle Introduction to Grid Computing and
Technologies."CSI Communications 29:1 (July 2005): 9-19.

This article is not specific to digital libraries data stores, but instead introduces readerstodhcept
of grid computing. Developers and administratoragje data stores with multiple access methods and
user types may be interested in using grid comgutamich is an integrated and collaborative techinic
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infrastructure that encompasses machines (prosaad networks (bandwidth) that are managed by
multiple organizations often geographically disatidéd. Now, readers may be more familiar with the
term "cloud computing,” which is a form of grid cpuating.

Balnaves, Edmund. “Systematic Approaches to Long Te Digital Collection Management.”
Literary and Linguistic Computing 20.4 (Nov 2005): 399-413.

This article is less about the underlying technazahitecture of digital libraries or digital reftosies,
and more about the continued access to these oesadue to licensing of either content or softwahe
author highlights the issues inherent in the rekaof digital libraries on e-journal subscripticntracts
and online database vendors, and proposes methatsraining rich scholarly archives while also
integrating those maintenance practices with tlggiagion practices of the library organization. He
outlines some of the risks associated with digigaburces both physical (fire, media deterioratanmg
institutional (agreement expire or are voided), affdrs solutions (or at least paths toward mitrgt
these risks) such as finding alternative supphle&d using open source collections, applying market
pressure when the size of the organization warigraBgning the organization with large content
clearinghouses, interfacing with distributed dibrgpositories, and implementing content syndicatio
through the use of enterprise-grade content managesystems.

Rosenthal, David S. H., Thomas Robertson, Tom Lipki, Vicky Reich, and Seth Morabito.
“Requirements for Digital Preservation Systems: A Bttom-Up Approach.” D-Lib Magazine 11.11
(Nov 2005).

Unlike numerous digital preservation models thatogdte a top-down approach, the authors propose a
bottom-up model for creating systems that remaaessible and stable for the long term. Of most
importance in this article is the authors' "taxogashthreats,"” or a set of threats which much bgome
way accounted for in system development. Examgdlésreats include media, hardware, software, and
network failures, media, hardware, and softwar@l@seence, internal or external attacks, operator,e
and even economic and organizational failuresté&res that system architects can and should put in
place to survive these threats include data remicapaths for data migration, system transparemz/
diversity (e.g. make it clear how systems are pgéther, and ensure there is sufficient diversity i
location, among other factors)

Crane, Gregory, Alison Babeu, and David Bamman. “eS8ence and the humanities.’I nternational
Journal on Digital Libraries 7.1-2 (2007).

In this article, the authors begin a call to acfiendeveloping a large-scale data architectureffer
humanities by noting that any such system must rdake “intellectually as well as physically
accessible,” citing language barriers as the furetdat challenge for the humanities. Curiously, they
point to optical character recognition (OCR, i.age-to-digital-text-scanning) and machine transiati

as a comprehensive solution, despite the factliegtresent (and still current) state of the arhachine
translation was only sufficient to make a giverefgn-language resource intelligible, preservintgliof

the original text’s richness. They go on to extb# virtues of what are now called “augmented tgali
software — that which runs on personal ubiquitamputing (UbiComp) devices such as mobile phones
and overlays a layer of geolocational data ontiegie captured by the device camera — in the use of
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historical or anthropological fieldwork. Above dlhey stress that humanists must keep abreasndasi
infrastructure developments in the natural scienoeth by leveraging new approaches such as
crowd-sourcing, and by carefully targeting fundaggncies such as the U.S. National Science
Foundation (NSF) for collaboration with the sciesice

Gold, Anna. “Cyberinfrastructure, Data, and Librari es, Part 1: A Cyberinfrastructure Primer for
Librarians.” D-Lib Magazine 13.9 (Sep/Oct 2007).

This article does what its title suggests, in thaérves as a good primer to the cyberinfrastreateeds
within a library environment; in this case the fegsi on "e-science" or digitally-enhanced scieatifi
research and communication, but many of the infnagire issues are similar in humanities work ak: we
technical architecture, methods for collaboratioa digital environment, computational resources
across the grid or in the cloud, data curationa gaéservation, and ongoing data managergrst to
name a few. The author frames her primer as oeadeid to open up discussion between library
practitioners and researchers; to do so she fiostiges a brief history of related fields and inhnces
vocabulary necessary for both groups to communmateessfully with each other. Of particular
relevance in 2011 are the sections on data archauial preservation, curation, access, and
interoperability, and the data life cycle.

King, Gary. “An introduction to the Dataverse Netwark as an infrastructure for data sharing.”
Sociological Methods & Research 36 (2007): 173-199.

This article, notably published in a Sociology joal; makes an intriguing claim about data shattingt
its machinations and practices, despite being sgigmmore rigid and quantitative than traditional
“analog” scholarship, are not nearly as well untterg or officiated as we assume. In order to haiagon
digital and “analog” scholarship practices for rgaition, distribution, and persistence, the author
outlines the infrastructure requirements of theppsed Dataverse Network project. The Dataverse
Network is to be a distributed grid, with severadependently hosted nodes being indexed by the
primary aggregator. Among its other notable featam® what the author calls “forward citation”
tracking (similar to Google Scholar alerts for &iag the citation of one’s own work), and the
server-side implementation of the R statistical patimg language using the Zelig GUI to promote
exploratory data analysis. The author anticipatdszidual Dataverse nodes being used as ad-hasyll
for university courses and other educational opputies, teaching by data-driven example.

Voss, Alex, Matthew Mascord, Michael Fraser, Marinalirotka, Rob Procter, Peter Halfpenny,
David Fergusson, Malcolm Atkinson, Stuart Dunn, Tolas Blanke, Lorna Hughes, and Sheila
Anderson. “e-Research infrastructure development ad community engagement.”Proceedings of
UK e-Science All Hands Meeting 2007.

This article reviews past work on community devebent in order to identify barriers to adoption of
new technologies by humanities and social scieressarchers. The authors begin by discussing
fallacies common to the study of socio-technicatems in this respect, noting that the colloquearty

/ late adopter” dichotomy is more often applicaiolespecific circumstances than to individuals, Hrel
design of these systems is rarely as planned cowlimuous as we tend to characterize them. Thiyide
nascent work funded by JISC in defining “servicagesmodels” to improve our understanding of
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technology adoption. Finally, they add a commomdyexi principle of community development: we
should act to facilitate these developments arifioign within communities rather than pushing them
from outside.

Blanke, Tobias, and Mark Hedges. “Providing linkedup access to Cultural Heritage Data.”
Proceedings of the ECDL 2008 Workshop on Information Access to Cultural Heritage.

This short workshop paper presents a successfol@eaof providing infrastructure for access to
cultural heritage data using digital library teclogies. The authors state with surprising certaihat

the sort of humanities data which begets this stftecture almost always assumes one of two forms —
enormous archival TIFF images, and XML-encodedstteptions of the content of these images.
Therefore, the most important consideration foaahival system is the quick browsing and retriefal
this content: linking corresponding files, allowifay the efficient delivery and storage of thumlbnai
images, and supporting the creation of personaliméispaces which facilitate the creation (and asg,
dynamic sorting) of new metadata elements.

Crane, Gregory, Brent Seales, and Melissa TerrasCyberinfrastructure for Classical Philology.”
Digital Humanities Quarterly 3.1 (Winter 2009).

The article provides a solid overview of several kencepts and includes practical examples of these
concepts. This article would best serve as a genttieduction to some of the more technical aspetts
the digital humanities, especially to scholars nethe field. However, it is included in this bibgjraphy
precisely because it does not provide new inforomatater readers of this bibliography may sedé¢hm
"cyberinfrastructure” in its title and assume tihatddresses the same technical concepts and ceraer
the Anna Gold article iD-Lib Magazine (referenced above) or the Nicolas Gold article iater issue of
DHQ (referenced below). This article is dissimilamfrthose two in its technical depth, but does previd
a model for talking about similar features and tiorality to a lay audience. Specifically, the aarth
remind us al—technically inclined or otherwisethat when "our infrastructure advances incrementall
we may take it for granted,"” which is problemasdtd'does not simply affect the countless costsgfie
decisions we make every dayt defines the universe of what cost/benefit decisiwe can imagine.”
The authors then provide several examples of dligitgects that require substantial
infrastructure—digital incunabula, machine-actionable knowledgeelsaand digital
communities—before providing even more concrete examples of th@se projects are usedio

produce new knowledge and to extend the intellécazch of humanity.

Gold, Nicolas. “Service-Oriented Software in the Hmanities: A Software Engineering
Perspective.”Digital Humanities Quarterly 3.4 (Fall 2009).

This article begins to get at current trends in potimg in generat-service oriented softwarebut with
clear attention paid to the application of suchhmds in humanities computing. For those new to the
concepts of service-oriented software (or a sergitented architecture), the first part of thedetiis a
must-read. The second part of the article is sityilaseful for anyone beginning to think about
developing service-oriented architectures for hutremresearch or as part of digital humanities
applications. The author discusses examples andagies which are analogous to many being put in
place by other open repository users.



Borgman, Christine. “The digital future is now: A call to action for the humanities.” Digital
Humanities Quarterly 3.4 (2009).

In a turn of what could be called “recession-efao$arship,” Christine Borgman issues a supplicatmn
the digital humanities to produce clearly defineglg for advancement in light of limited funding,
particularly as regards data infrastructure ande/gkopositions. She provides a brief history of
development in the digital humanities since 19&Ring that digital scholarship is still segregatexn
other humanities research in many respects, leayaegtions about publishing and tenure still largel
unresolved. Given that the agreed-upon best pesctar digital libraries have so far produced ratad
stores that do not provide any obvious affordancenexperienced researchers, she concludes that
librarians and archivists must remain a valued plaatcumulated humanities methods and practice. Sh
voices regrets that the humanities have so faxddi realize some benefits of electronic publighin
(such as the agile pre-print sharing practices @raged by arXiv.org) because digital scholarshithis
realm has so far been handicapped by the limigspeference for print materials. Her principle
recommendation for resolving these issues is todon the question of what “data” means to humgnist
and with it, encouraging documentation practicefatditate sharing and networked learning. She
concedes that her work is premised on a belieftieatraditional model of a wizened scholar labogri
alone is increasingly dysfunctional — still a difflt proposition for many humanists.

Hicks, Diana, and Jian Wang. “Towards a bibliometric database for the social sciences and
humanities.” (2009). <http://works.bepress.com/diaa_hicks/18/>.

This article, which appears to have been self-ghklil using the SelectedWorks system and may not be
peer-reviewed, ironically takes as its subject ardtie long-standing issue of unreliable biblioneetr
authority indicators in the social sciences and &mitres. Although thée facto bibliometric standard
Web of Science (WoS) maintains the authoritativeocial Science Citation Index (SSCI), which is
functionally similar to the self-explanatorily domaintScience Citation Index, its coverage is much more
irregular. The authors identify a number of readongliscrepancy, including a disagreement over
scholarliness across national and internatioraditires, as well as differences in the evaluaifon
impact of journal articles versus other monograitemal. All of these serve to perpetuate a systemi
overvaluing of SSCI indexing wherein authors anitoesl alike compete for a prize they may find
philosophically objectionable. The authors exto# virtues of Google Scholar as a powerful resource
which has nevertheless focused on findability atedkpense of any curated, evaluative bibliometrics,
undermining the SSCI in practice (i.e. literatuearshing) but not in theory (i.e. tenure evalua)on
They conclude with detailed statistics on the cagerof various indexing databases, affirming WoS’
stature as the most “exclusive” of these databdse® doing, they provide a rare expressly negativ
effect of this: surprisingly poor coverage of nonglish humanities materials.

Terras, Melissa M. “The Potential and Problems in ging High Performance Computing in the
Arts and Humanities: the Researching e-Science Angis of Census Holdings (ReACH) Project.”
Digital Humanities Quarterly 3.4 (Fall 2009).

Although this article does not provide a set oftIpeactices or a how-to guide for implementing
high-performance computing in a humanities envirentnit is a thorough report of a series of
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workshops intended to bring together an interdls@py group to investigate the potential applioatof
grid computing to a large datasehistorical census records, in this case. The resilthe workshop, as
presented-specifically the description of the benefits suomputing resources would bring about for
scholars—are perhaps less authoritative than the questassd regarding the administration of
computing resources and rights to the data botbsitegl and produced. It comes as no surprise theat wh
asked for a "wish list" of tools and processesaforking with such a large dataset as a census|asho
developed a list that ranged from cleaning and miagarecords to producing algorithms and models for
a longitudinal database of individuals throughdwt tensus. Moving from the idea phase to that of
technical implementation, the author identified the "technical implementation [to] perform data
manipulation, and output data, is much less ofoblem than identifying the research question,” then
continues on to discuss the specifics of a possitgddementation; an important aspect of this distus

is the security requirements needed for workindpweommercially sensitive” datasets, and how these
factors necessarily limit the use of a distribugpi]-enabled model for computational resourcesalfy,
the author raises issues of the fair use and ajalicof data during and after a project, especiatien
commercial datasets are involved in the produatiomew knowledge.

Hedges, Mark. “Grid-enabling Humanities Datasets.Digital Humanities Quarterly 3.4 (Fall 2009).

This article provides a solid foundational defioitiof data and infrastructures that are "grid-esdibl

and provides example applications of use in andh@mnanities research. The author describes the grid
using an "analogy of public utilities, for example electricity grid, where a consumer can connect a
diversity of electrical appliances, making use pé and standard interfaces (e.g. a plug), anduoo&s
electricity, without knowing or caring about itsgin"—to the consumer, the electricity that results is
their only reality, not all that comes before it (® behind it). Cloud computing is also mentiosda
similar type of technology: to the end user, sterdg the cloud" means that their data is houset an
maintained elsewherepossibly within a distributed network, possibly Arednd they can access this
data from various clients, interfaces, and locajdhe technology that powers all of these actismst

of their concern. After noting the early focus afigcomputing in the sciences focused on computatio
tasks and simulations with very large data setsatithor notes that humanists have done a goaoaf job
producing large datasets accessible from beyondtibme institution, the tools for carrying out new
modes of researehand thus creating new knowledgéave "lagged behind." The author then discusses
two projects—LaQuUAT (Linking and Querying Ancient Texts) and ghain terms of the research
guestions asked, the technologies used, and grethip of the projects to grid-enabled computing
(where it could or does enable research and whereaks down). The conclusions made with regard to
grid-enabled computing in the humanities are rararise; technology can enable access and discover
but humanities research is inherently interpresind not scientific. While there are significant adees
that can be made by creating and extending netwadrétatasets, repositories, and tools, the "best" w
can do in the humanities is to aggregate questndsanswers, not provide definitive ones.

Blanke, Tobias, and Mark Hedges. “A Data Researchifrastructure for the Arts and Humanities.
Managed Grids and Cloud Systemsin the Asia-Pacific Research Community. Ed. Simon C. Lin &
Eric Yen. Boston, MA: Springer, 2010. 179-191.

This article presents an in-depth look at an exgstesearch infrastructure used by a community of
classics scholars in order to understand bestipeadior data interoperability in the humanitieeeT
authors begin by defining three essential virtieéwviaualized” resource access: location-free
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technology, autonomy of data management regimesheaterogeneity of both the storage mechanisms
and the data. They claim, intriguingly, that vitimation can hide “irrelevant” differences betwedata
resources (in other words, making different fornfatetionally equivalent whenever it is convenient
do so), offering detailed system specificationsrfrime Linking and Querying Ancient Texts (LaQUAT)
project as positive evidence.

Groth, Paul, Andrew Gibson, and Johannes Velterop:The anatomy of a nanopublication.”
Information Services and Use 30.1-2 (2010): 51-56.

In this article, the authors posit a concept mdaolewhat they call “nanopublications” —
semantically-enabled, one-off data snippets tret believe will help to drive down the lowest commo
denominator of scholarly publishing. Refereed jalarticles can easily take at least a year toghtion
publication, and it is only after this that theydae authoritatively referenced by potential cadiators.
While the humanities have historically been lesemtivized than other disciplines to advance tleedp

at which the gears of the academic knowledge ecgramturned, they are certainly no less dependent
on certain norms for attribution and (particulariythe design of reading environments for the digit
humanities) annotation. Both are made more dynastbese proposed advancements in sentence-level
document structure.

1C. Content Management Systems and Open Repositories

Articles in this section focus on implementatiofshe primary digital repository solutions in useso
the last decade, namely Greenstone and Fedoralbasimiddleware used to bridge systems. Other
content management systems are discussed in attieiein as well, both as reference to the statteeof
field in past years as well as for some indicabbthe types of systems under consideration fom dat
storage in the future.

Witten, lan H., David Bainbridge, and Stefan J. Bodlie. “Greenstone: Open-Source Digital
Library Software.” D-Lib Magazine 7.7 (Oct 2001).

This article — early, relative to the creation wfithl libraries and to the Greenstone softwarganeral —
describes the basic functionality of the Greensthgial library software (content management syste
Although the software has undergone a great dedgdwélopment in the ensuing decade, this overview
describes the basic features of the software wduielstill in place: the ability to construct anésent
collections of information, the ability to searcbth full text and metadata, and the ability to bseviny
metadata elements. Additionally, even this eadsaiion of Greenstone had the ability for develsper
create and install plugirsin this case to accommodate different documennagtddata types. The bulk
of the article is designed to introduce libraryfpssionals to the primary interface for the Greamst
system, the "Collector," so as to demonstrate #se ef use for creating and managing collections,
including adding material to collections and dlaiting these structures both as self-contained
installable libraries or web-accessible libraries.

Witten, lan H. “Examples of Practical Digital Libra ries: Collections Built Internationally Using
Greenstone.”D-Lib Magazine 9.3 (Mar 2003).
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This follow-up article to the aforementioned intuation to Greenstone highlights some of the myriad
ways organizations used the software to build didjibraries in the first few years of the package'
general release. The examples shown highlight skeotiGreenstone in many countries (and thus
housing and displaying content in many languagesgveral different contexts (historical, educadilp
cultural, and research), and to store differené$ypf source material (text, images, audio). Grteaess
geared toward maintaining and publishing collectewhich necessarily includes an interface -- and
not for the pure data storage, disassociated fromtarface, that may be used by large, distributed
research groups.

Witten, lan H. and David Bainbridge. “A Retrospective Look at Greenstone: Lessons From the
First Decade.” Proceedings of the 7th ACM/IEEE-CS Joint Conference on Digital Libraries. New
York: ACM, 2007. 147-156.

This retrospective of ten years of Greenstone dgweént and production helped researchers to better
understand the original (and continuing) purpos@&enstone: specifically, that its goal is to daab
relatively easy method for constructing and pulahghta digital library. As such, it meets its gealas
evidenced by the hundreds of organizations usihgth at the time of this retrospective and teddut
does not necessarily meet current researcher needmstance, that Greenstone is bundled with an
interface (two, actually, one for the Reader ane fon the Librarian) and those interfaces are tiig o
methods through which data can be accessed or adeleessarily limits its usefulness for a research
endeavor in which the data and the interface namstim separate. Interesting to note is that byithe

of this retrospective, Greenstone developers wesa@dy ensuring data interoperability between other
digital repository software such as DSpace and edo

Smith, MacKenzie, Mary Barton, Mick Bass, Margret Branschofsky, Greg McClellan, Dave Stuve,
Robert Tansley, and Julie Harford Walker. “DSpace:An Open Source Dynamic Digital
Repository.” D-Lib Magazine 9.1 (Jan 2003).

A few years after Greenstone was released anddy&aetion within institutions, MIT Libraries and
Hewlett-Packard Labs began collaborating on theldgynent of an open source digital repository
called DSpace. This article provides an overview8pace for library professionals; it first desesb
the impetus behind development (to manage ingiitatiresearch materials and publications in aatabl
repository, specifically for MIT but with the hopeswider adoption) and then describes the unique
information model ("communities"). The authors tli&scribe elements of DSpace with regard to its
metadata standard, user interface, workflow, systerhitecture, interoperability, and persistent
identifiers. Each of these elements is explainéeflgr with enough information provided to give the
reader a clear sense of the usefulness and mabditity software at this point without overwhelming
them. The remainder of the article is a descriptibthe MIT Libraries' DSpace implementation, such
that potential users could gain an understandirtbefpolicies and procedures in place for one such
implementation.

Witten, lan H., David Bainbridge, Robert Tansley, (hi-Yu Huang, and Katherine J. Don. “StoneD:
A Bridge Between Greenstone and DSpaceD-Lib Magazine 11.9 (Sept 2005).

After Greenstone and DSpace each gained a strengase, developers for both projects collaborated o
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a software bridge used to migrate between Greeastod DSpace, along with this article delineatirey t
similarities and differences in the two digitalrlioy systems. Now, the article may be of greater
importance, as it articulates the different goals strengths of each system. The article ident#isst of
situations and describes which system is bettéed@ior these situations. For example, DSpace "is
explicitly oriented towards long-term preservatiamile Greenstone is not"; DSpace is designed for
institutions, while Greenstone is designed for ax@ywith basic computer literacy to run inside or
outside an institutional environment, and so on.

Staples, Thornton, Ross Wayland, and Sandra PayettéThe Fedora Project: An Open-source
Digital Object Repository Management System.D-Lib Magazine 9.4 (Apr 2003).

This early article provides an overview of the Fed@-lexible Extensible Digital Object and Reposito
Architecture) project. The Fedora architectureasdal on object models; data objects are basecdesa th
object models. The software internals are configuoedeliver the content in these objects basetthen
models the objects follow, via web services. Thigcke outlines this architecture in a basic way,
providing enough detail for library professionatglasystems administrators to understand the
differences between Fedora and systems like Greesisind DSpace, discussed previously. The greatest
difference is in an architecture fundamentally ldase multiple layers (web services, core subsystem,
and storage) and public APIs (application prograngmmterfaces, in this case for management and
access). After a description of these layers, thel@notes the features already present in tik/e
version of Fedora, such as XML submission and girparameterized disseminators, methods for
access control and authentication, and OAI metduatzesting. The remainder of the article describes
four use cases for Fedora: "out of the box" managem@nd access of simple content objects, as &adigi
asset management system, as a digital library fes@arch university, and for distributed content
objects.

Lagoze, Carl, Sandra Payette, Edwin Shin, and ChrigVilper. "Fedora: An Architecture for
Complex Objects and their Relationships.nternational Journal on Digital Libraries 6 (2005):
124-138.

This article describes in rich detail the Fedochaecture (as of version 2), and namely the stinest

and relationships that provide the framework f@& ¢korage, management, and dissemination of digital
objects within the repository. Additionally, thethars describe their "motivation for integratinghtent
management and the semantic web," which was adreash by the Fedora user community at the time;
semantic relationships between objects (and the teeeepresent, manipulate, and query these
relationships and objects) became a developmestatf The bulk of this article focuses on detailed
descriptions of the Fedora digital object modelvai as the Fedora relationship model. Both sets of
descriptions are important to understand the hasiciples of this software. The authors also take
moment to discuss the ways in which Fedora (agdion 2) had been implemented for real-world
collections, and also the ways in which Fedoraedsffrom institutional repositories such as DSpace,
arXiv, and ePrints: it was designed from the bemigrior extensibility, modularity, and as a plugtgb
service framework.

Yan Han. “Digital Content Management: The Search fo a Content Management System.”
Library Hi Tech 22.4 (2004): 355-365.
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This article outlines the systems analysis prouesertaken by the University of Arizona Library foe
selection of a digital content management systemkey elements of this article include the
predetermined criteria against which candidategyuetged, as well as the eventual performanceatt ea
system in the evaluation process. The bulk of thelais devoted to detailed analyses of Greergston
Fedora, and DSpace with respect to the predetednairiteria for digital content management:
preservation, metadata, access, and system feétased on the needs of the University of Arizona
Library. This article describes the criteria anasiderations that should have been determineddy th
group as a whole during Year One of the projed;appendices provide documentation of both the
University of Arizona criteria and results of theadysis. Although the University of Arizona selatte
DSpace for their content management system, tlsmeaDSpace won out over Fedora do not point to
any inherent failings of Fedora as a content mamagé system.

Allinson, Julie, Sebastien Francgois, and Stuart Leis. “SWORD: Simple Web-service offering
repository deposit.” Ariadne 54 (2008).

This article documents the work of the JISC-fun88dORD (Simple Web service Offering Repository
Deposit) project from 2007. The impetus behind SVIDQ#As to create a lightweight deposit AP1 which
would be interoperable with open repositories sacbSpace, Fedora, and EPrints. The authors list
some now commonly-heard goals of data repositevigsh informed the development of SWORD: to
support a wide range of large-scale, heterogendaiasformats with linked metadata. They go on to
justify their choice of the lightweight ATOM protoktfor publishing web resources (particularly with
respect to designing the repository to programralyi¢explain” its policies and procedures as prt
the deposit process), and briefly detail the fuoraiity of the available SWORD repository clieridate
that SWORD functionality is also built into the Masoft Word Article Authoring Add-In, available at
http://research.microsoft.com/en-us/downloads/
3ebd6c86-95b0-4dc3-950e-4268508f492e/default.aspx.

Aschenbrenner, Andreas, Tobias Blanke, David Flands, Mark Hedges, and Ben O'Steen. “The
Future of Repositories? Patterns for (Cross-)Repotiry Architectures.” D-Lib Magazine 14.11/12
(Nov/Dec 2008).

In this relatively recent article, the authors exaarthe growth of repositories in the previous diecand
especially at the evolution of what are (by thmsej in 2008) the major players in the field: DSpand
Fedora. However, the goal of the article is to stigate further how repository architectures carld
should change as the needs of libraries and emd ciseange. The first question tackled is whetherodr
every institution even needs a local repositorig $peaks to collaborative and administrative wodtce
than technical requirements, although technolodinalv-how (and potential lack thereof both
internally and externally) underlies this questiO particular relevance is the authors' discuseifdhe
future, and of the desire for an open repositomrenment in which "repository components can be
mixed, and external services can be employed anfinstitution's capabilities and needs."

Brase, Jan. “DataCite-A global registration agencyor research data.” Fourth International
Conference on Cooperation and Promotion of I nformation Resourcesin Science and Technology.
20009.
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This article begins with a statement of the littlswn fact that since 2005, the German Nationatdrip

of Science and Technology (TIB) has offered a @igbject Identifier (DOI) registration service for
persistent identification of researdata, by virtually identical means to how DOls are gasd to
published articles elsewhere in the world. The Datainitiative thus seeks to enable researcherssac
the globe to assign permanent, unique, and citdbldifiers to their datasets. The authors notessdyv
issues with current linking of data sets — webd®angines, including Google Scholar, do a readgnab
good job of encouraging findability, but face tfranon (and, in this instance, magnified) problem of
poor metadata. Likewise, linking data sets on tkb Wwom the articles in which they are mentioned
solves the problem of organizing and locating resesiaccording to current norms, but only works for
datasets which correspond directly to publisheidlagt This presents an interesting philosophical
guestion, which has been troubling in practicedifin theory for the sciences, and has so far goostly
unaddressed in the humanities and social sciedogsie benefits of standalone data publication
outweigh the difficulties of making such a change¢hte academic knowledge economy?

Green, Richard and Chris Awre. "Towards a Repositoy-enabled Scholar's Workbench:
RepoMMan, REMAP and Hydra.” D-Lib Magazine 15.5/6 (May/June 2009).

This article describes the genesis of the Hydrgeptowhich seeks to develop a repository-enabled
"Scholars' Workbench"-- or, a flexible search arstalvery interface for a Fedora repository (briefly
stated). After discussing four years of researdbraversity of Hull, during which time the RepoMMan
tool (a browser-based interface for end-user icteyas within a repository) and REMAP project
(process-oriented management and preservation lwarkf were developed, the authors discuss the
beginning of a three-year development commitmetwéen University of Hull, University of Virginia,
Stanford University, and Fedora Commons to devalspt of web services and display templates that
can be configured within a reusable applicatiomiwork to meet myriad needs of an institution.

Sefton, Peter. “The Fascinator: a lightweight, modlar contribution to the Fedora-commons
world.” Fourth International Conference on Open Repositories. 2009.

The Fascinator is, in the words of its creatory$aful, fast, flexible web front end for a reposjto
[Fedora] using a single fast indexing system tadil@browsing via facets, full-text search, multiple
'portal’ views of subsets of a large corpus, andtnmoportantly, easy-to administer security.” k@l
includes a client application for packaging ancexidg research objects that is designed to mowydor
desktop and automatically create local or remotkinas for reuse by colleagues or other researchers.
The system is designed to be extensible, so thgind may eventually be developed to
programmatically interpret different research otgdthere are currently plans for a generic intetgarto
read column headers out of CSV files as ad-hocdatg, potentially diminishing the need for
annotation of shared research objects.

Reilly, Sean and Robert Tupelo-Schneck. “Digital Ofect Repository Server: A Component of the
Digital Object Architecture.” D-Lib Magazine 16.1/2 (Jan/Feb 2010).

This article introducing the CNRI Digital Object puesitory Server (DORS) raises some interesting
guestions for consideration. Namely, to what extentesearch initiatives need to disassociate
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themselves from questions of interface and simpdyide the most streamlined access to digital cufite
The DORS is described here as a flexible, scalableamlined package for depositing, accessing, and
long-term storage and management of digital asgetses persistent identifiers, object identifiass
keys, has a uniform interface to structured da&intains metadata associated with objects, includes
authentication features, and provides automatibcagon. However, documentation on the project is
limited; the only available written content is tlaidicle and the source code itself. Despite i lof
information, DORS should be watched for future depments and possibilities.

Kucsma, Jason, Kevin Reiss, and Angela Sidman. "Usj Omeka to Build Digital Collections: The
METRO Case Study." D-Lib Magazine 16.3/4 (Mar/Apr 2010).

This case study is included here as an exampleeoivays in which managers of digital content are
leveraging more lightweight repository solutions lfling-term preservation and access to collections.
This article outlines the ways in which the Metrbam New York Library Council (METRO) used

Omeka to build a directory of digital collectiongated and maintained by libraries in the metraaoli

New York City area; the case-study approach addse®sneka's strengths and weaknesses as a software
platform for creating and managing digital colleas on the web, with an emphasis on original record
creation and the pluggable system architecturdodigh a recent article (mid-2010), the experieces

with Omeka version 1.0; the software has maturexiderably since then, and continues to do so. The
key factors of a pluggable system architecturethednaintenance of content within a flexible
environment point toward the type of repositoried aser expectations we will likely see in the fatu

Viterbo, Paolo Battino, and Donald Gourley. “Digitd humanities and digital repositories.”
Proceedings of the 28th ACM International Conference on Design of Communication. 2010.

This article reports on a case study of the Diditaimanities Observatory (DHO) in implementing a
digital repository. In addition to such commonlgtstd requirements as the ability to deal with
heterogeneous data resources, the authors notia¢heipository must have the ability to support
projects at any individual stage of developmentegithat adoption may vary considerably among its
user community, and that the need to support braywsi resources will necessarily supersede a disire
use a lightweight access protocol. These and sgiemifications — such as the decision to use theenb
management system Drupal rather than the more jhailyesbject-oriented Django largely because of
the former’s large open-source developer commuaitg,an avoidance of Flash in favour of HTML5 in
light of the recently released iPad — are uncomgnarticulate and helpful, as befitting true digital
humanists.
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2. Corpora: A Review of Select Bibliographic Sources

The articles in this section review scholarly warkhe area of corpus building, establishment,
facilitation, and (semi)automatic generation obmmhation resources. It is important to note thatpcis
linguistics” is a bit of a misnomer which need eatail any research into linguistics per se. Laeg¢ual
corpora are at least as valuable for literary saglthey are linguistic analysis, and beyond thaty
inspire pragmatic meta-analyses and case studiesusding their role in digital libraries and areés.
This bibliography reviews the past decade of warkutomatic and manual corpus-building and text
classification, and would serve as an excellerdugs to any who are beginning work with large
corpora. Among the articles reviewed are sevesthimces of using large corpora in related fields a5
natural language processing, network analysisjr@ondmation retrieval, as well as epistemological
meditations on the creation and use of documerddng standards.

Three publications in particular should producated contentD-Lib Magazine, Digital Humanities
Quarterly, and thdnternational Journal of Corpus Linguistics. Additionally, the fast-paced nature of
work in this field combined with the relatively sigublication schedule of some scholarly journals
makes necessary a frequent review of presentagiothseports to associated groups of the Association
of Computing Machinery (ACM) such as SIGDOC (thee8gal Interest Group on Design Of
Communication), as well as the Canadian Symposinmext Analysis (CaSTA).

2A. Corpus Building and Administration

The articles and reports in this section focus i§ipatly on the theoretical framework underlyingeth
eventual technical architecture of a corpus. Altifonot discussed in detail in this bibliographisass
Susan Armstrong's 1994 edited editibiging Large Corpora, brings together numerous essays
concerning corpus-building and corpus linguistmagany of which are reference points to the later
research outlined below.

Marcus, Mitchell P., Mary Ann Marcinkiewicz, and Beatrice Santorini. “Building a Large
Annotated Corpus of English: The Penn Treebank.Computational Linguistics 19:2 (June 1993).
313-330.

Developed initially between 1989 and 1992, the PEreebank was the first large-scale treebank, or
parsed corpus. Although a parsed corpus necesbkaslgifferent conceptual, theoretical, and
technological underpinnings than lexical corpong, lessons learned with regard to resource use and
technical architecture remain valuable. Writteriaiftitial development, this article details theideons
and actions (and reactions) made while construetiogrpus of more than 4.5 million words of
American English, and having researchers anndtatpdrt-of-speech (POS) information for each word.
The problems and solutions regarding collaboratigek of this type are not unrelated to the problems
and solutions encountered during lexical corpustbgment; in both situations, research methodology
must be agreed upon and documented for all pantiesved, and tests (spot checks) of any manuakwor
should be planned into the project. The article aiglicates the research efforts initially reliantthe
output of the Penn Treebank, rightly details thatttions of the initial design, and looks aheatutare
iterations of the corpus. These developmental stagd the manner of project documentation and
description serve as a good model for future codav&lopment projects.
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Davis, Boyd. “Taking Advantage of Technology. Langage And Digital Technology: Corpora,
Contact, and Change.”American Speech 75.3 (2000). 301-303.

Situated at the beginning of the new millenniuns brief essay reminds researchers that the irorius
technology in their studies of language can moeeatbrk forward in multiple ways. Beginning with the
notion that the reproduction of large corpora aathbdases is nothing new (the scribe has created
databases on paper for centuries), Davis remingdgasis new is the digitization of corpora and thus
different entry points of contact for different e@schers. In short, the author argues that whgeadi
technology can support the study of language coatatchange, it can also be "the vehicle and jpsrha
an impetus of change” as well.

Crane, Gregory and Jeffrey A. Rydberg-Cox. “New Tehnology and New Roles: The Need for
'‘Corpus Editors'.” In Proceedings of the Fifth ACM Conference on Digital Libraries. New York:
ACM Press, 2000. 252-253.

In this report , the authors explain the need folearly defined professional role devoted to csrpu
maintenance — that of a "corpus editor," or one wiamages a large collection of materials both
thematically (as a traditional editor) and withheical expertise (at the computational level).# time
of writing, this sort of position was unheard of'as established graduate training provides" anlieay
path toward gaining this expertise. Crane and Rygii®x outline some of the possible tasks for the
"corpus editor,” which are important to note foyane determining personnel to include in such a
project, but the underlying argument is perhapsenmaportant — the need for technical and academic
expertise to be brought together in the formakutdton of humanists, if corpora (and digital libes in
general) are to fulfil their promise.

Crane, Gregory, Clifford E. Wulfman, and David A. Smith. “Building a Hypertextual Digital
Library in the Humanities: A Case Study on London.” In Proceedings of the first ACM/IEEE-CS
Joint Conference on Digital Libraries. New York: ACM Press, 2001. 426-434.

This detailed article describes the digitizatiorthd initial London Collection (11 million words @n
10,000 images) and its inclusion in the PerseugdDigbrary. As the authors clarify, a collectiohthis
size, with information more precise than colledvefore, allowed the developers to "explore new
problems of data structure, manipulation, and Vizagon" and in greater detail than before. Ththats
remind us that digital libraries should be desigfedisers to systematically expand their knowledge
that good design of collections is crucial for lt@ceptance; that the size of collections mafthes
bigger the collection, the more useful it is); thaers should be able to work with objects atal@wvel of
granularity; and finally that study objects shoatmhtain persistent links to each other.

Crane, Gregory and Clifford Wulfman. “Towards a Cultural Heritage Digital Library.” In
Proceedings of the 3rd ACM/IEEE-CS Joint Conference on Digital Libraries. Washington, DC:
IEEE Computer Society, 2003. 75-86.

As the Perseus Project continues to grow and esiabdelf as a model cultural heritage collection,
papers such as this continue to appear, documemrsegrch and technological factors leading to its
success. In this paper, the authors articulat@sssancountered during the creation and maintenaince
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the collection, specifically in the realm of audies, collections, and services. The authors begin b
reminding readers of the premise of the Perseys®rand its corpora: that "digital libraries praei

new methods by means of which new audiences cameagkjuestions about new ideas they would never
otherwise have been able to explore.” The autlhans dlelineate tradeoffs that were considered in
creating and while maintaining the collection: g@ved neglect of the core collection versus thalnee
generalize, and exploring new domains versus teegiof disciplinarity. Additionally, the authors
describe what they consider the basic servicasctade in such a collection (or technical framewiank

a collection): document chunking and navigatiowises, an XML server, visualization tools, citation
linking, quotation identification and source trawyy named-entity identification, semantic services,
authority-list editors, runtime automatic linkired automatic evaluation services.

Sinclair, John. “Corpus and Text — Basic Principles’ In Developing Linguistic Corpora: A Guideto
Good Practice. Ed. Martin Wynne. Oxford: Oxbow, 2005. 1-16.

Burnard, Lou. “Metadata for Corpus Work.” In Developing Linguistic Corpora: A Guide to Good
Practice. Ed. Martin Wynne. Oxford: Oxbow, 2005. 30-46.

Wynne, Martin. “Archiving, Distribution and Preserv ation.” In Developing Linguistic Corpora: A
Guideto Good Practice. Ed. Martin Wynne. Oxford: Oxbow, 2005. 71-78.

These three chapters from the 2005 text Developimguistic Corpora: A Guide to Good Practice are
especially useful for newcomers to corpus lingasstAlthough these texts are geared toward linguist
rather than lexical corpora, the underlying quadityhe corpus — a collection of texts — remaimesgame,
and as such in this volume the editor has brouggdther numerous experts in the field to describe
aspects of corpus building in relatively non-teclahterms. One of the stated goals of the edited
collection is specifically to be a starting poiat cholars and researchers new to the field, aad #ve
years later this text fulfils that mission. Sinckessay specifically addresses the basic priexipl
corpus development: who builds it, what is it fand how can it be approached. Of particular interes
before the definition of a corpus that comes atthe of the essay (A corpus is a collection otpgeof
language text in electronic form, selected accardiinexternal criteria to represent, as far asiplessa
language or language variety as a source of datafuistic research") are Sinclair's admonitiofs
what corpora are not; he contends the followingnatecorpora: the Web, an archive, a collection of
citations, a collection of quotations, a concoraarand a single text. These definitions will beadily
challenged in later essays as work with corporaags into fields other than those purely linguistic
nature. Although the definitions of corpora maycbetentious, Burnard's entry in this collection
discusses the scope of metadata used in lingestpora, and acknowledging these types of metadata
are useful for other purposes as well. Namely, Brdndentifies the following types of metadata:
editorial, analytic, descriptive, and administratill of these working together, Burnard conterais,
part of the interpretative framework within whidtetcorpus operates. Wynne's essay, on the othdy han
addresses the question "Once you have createccgguuis, what happens next?" Wynne offers tips
regarding the scope of ongoing development (if aifyd rights and responsibility of the developenyh
and where the is corpus stored (and who has atxédyshow users will find it, and what archivarmat
the text(s) should assume for reasons of sustdityabi

Thelwall, Mike. “Creating and Using Web Corpora.” International Journal of Corpus Linguistics
10.4 (2005). 517-541.
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John Sinclair contends in “Corpus and Text — BRsinciples” that the Web should not be considered a
corpus. In this essay (published in the same yd&® Thelwall discusses both the opportunities and
problems of using commercial search engines aniMiie itself as a corpus, as well as ways to mitigat
those problems through alternative data collectioategies. First, Thelwall describes how the Wadsd
indeed meet the requirements for classificatioa esrpus: it is a body of text that can be used for
research. In his estimation (as of 2003, which khba noted is before the boom of Web
2.0/user-generated content) "Web English is nateisemtative of written or spoken English”; it is
difficult to determine the importance of Web cortfevhich is "normally implicit" in corpus construah;
much Web content is in fact replicated or nearlpticated; and authorship of Web content is often
indeterminate. Thelwall's solution for working thgh these issues with the Web as corpus is toeceeat
personal Web crawler “for more direct control oglata collection.” The remainder of the essay ias&c
study that illustrates the use of a Web crawlebiatding Web corpora.

Sharoff, Serge. “Open-Source Corpora: Using the Ndb Fish for Linguistic Data.” I nternational
Journal of Corpus Linguistics 11:4 (2006). 435-462

Like the Thelwall essay published a year priors fper outlines a methodology specifically for
collecting what the author terms an "open-sourogpara, or corpora that are collected from the Web
and distributed in such a way as to reproduceridom snapshot of Internet pages which contain
stretches of connected text in a given languagktiofigh this, again, differs from Sinclair's vielat

the Web itself is not a corpus, Sharoff carefullyails the series of actions necessary to crestenket
corpora: pre-plan the word selection, generateigsiedownload from the Internet, post-processing,
composition assessment, and comparison of wosd(ligth the last two steps being optional depending
on the researcher's intentions).

Rydberg-Cox, Jeffrey A.Digital Libraries and the Challenges of Digital Humanities. Oxford:
Chandos Press, 2006.

This short text is very useful for any humanitieedar looking to collaborate with librarians teate
and maintain a digital repository. By focusing gstems, data structures, and collaboration mone tha
on highly technical details, the author has producaeat resource for the creation and administrati
digital objects. Sections include information oggeng and text encoding, parsing corpora, infororati
retrieval, and new modes of scholarship enablethése methods.

Baker, Paul.Using Corpora in Discourse Analysis. London: Continuum, 2006.

Paul Baker’'s 2006 book provides an excellent intohidn to the state of the art in corpus linguistic
particularly as applied to social science and hutiemmmethodologies such as discourse analysishMuc
of the book is devoted to simple, powerful natlaaluage processing techniques for analyzing text,
such as the creation of dispersion plots, concaelfirequencies, collocation frequencies, and word
type/token ratios. In fact, Baker devotes remarkdétile of the text to the theoretical underpingsnof
discourse analysis, and at times the book morelgleesembles an introductory computational
linguistics textbook. Given that there is a relatdearth of such texts geared towards a humanities
audience, this is nevertheless very much welcome.
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Waugh, Andrew. “The Design and Implementation of aringest Function to a Digital Archive.”
D-Lib Magazine 13: 11/12 (2007).

This article provides a detailed look at the degifjan ingest function for a particular digital lanee (in
this case, the Public Record Office in Victoria,sfralia) and the lessons learned — both managardl
technical — during this process. The core funclignaf the ingest function includes: validation of
digital objects, bulk object handling, supportd&sject grouping, support for minor corrections peats,
and acceptance of responsibility for objects inatahive. Lessons learned included the need to
reevaluate the manual processing area (a sornbblibetween the original location of the object asd
eventual space in the archive), and a desire waceeddministrative interaction while not
overcompensating in automation.

Klavans, Judith, Tandeep Sidhu, Carolyn SheffieldDagobert Soergel, Jimmy Lin, Eileen Abels,
Rebecca Passoneau. “Computational Linguistics for ktadata Building (CLIMB) Text Mining for
the Automatic Extraction of Subject Terms for ImageMetadata.” VISAPP Workshop Metadata
Mining for Image Understanding. 2008.

The authors report on the development of the Coatimuntal Linguistics for Metadata Building (CLiMB)
project for automatically creating, associating] amdexing image metadata, addressing long-standing
challenges in non-textual document retrieval. Ftrety begin by creating indexing terms for theges
from a parallel text corpus. The computational vilosk used by their tools include part-of-speech
tagging of text, identifying maximally relevant jises, associating terms using the WordNet thesaurus
and the further disambiguating these terms. Theututf this process is presented to a human cataftog
alongside potential matching images, and the sydeams” about the efficacy of its suggested indgx
terms based on the accumulated results. The acoecleludes with a brief synopsis of the various
libraries the software is currently being tested in

Mehler, Alexander. “Large text networks as an objetof corpus linguistic studies.”Corpus
Linguistics: An International Handbook. Ed. A. Ludeling & K. Marja. Berlin: de Gruyter, 2 008.

This book chapter details several potential appboa of network analysis techniques to corpus
linguistics. The author begins with relatively hilgivel graph theory, as would be useful to any hove
software development efforts in corpora-driven reknanalysis. He follows this with an extraordimgari
in-depth review of natural language processingnigles at the level of both syntax and semantgs, a
well as applications of graph theory to bibliometmapping. Somewhat unusually for corpus lingusstic
he provides a comprehensive overview of sourcesifoing network data (e.g. networked blogs,
mailing lists), with relatively little attention gen to traditional linguistic corpora. He conclua@sh an
open-ended discussion of some unsolved problemstimork analysis, in the hopes that they may be
solved using mixed-method approaches from textyarsl

Flowerdew, Lynne. “Applying corpus linguistics to pedagogy: A critical evaluation.” I nternational
Journal of Corpus Linguistics 14.3 (2009): 393-417.
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The author of this paper seeks to address critgsinising corpus linguistics in pedagogy, paradyl

in teaching English for Special Purposes (ESP). Agribe primary reasons for this criticism, accogdin
to the article’s author, is the tendency of corgata to present language out of context, strongly
encouraging an “atomistic” bottom-up approach. &perts on a case study addressing this problem
from law education, where students were “inductatti the structure of legal essays by reading tiinou
entire essays before being introduced to the carputerials. She also notes that the “keywords in
context” view returned by most lookup engines (@igimg a fixed amount of the text immediately
surrounding the search string) does in fact enalpl@lown thinking in consideration of the searcutts.
As regards ESP, it is true that a utilitarian, aaty focused teaching philosophy such as mightiognér
enabled by corpus linguistics, but still falls sopig on the shoulders of the teacher, and any such
concerns ignore individual differences in cognitisauch as field dependence.

Gleim, Rudiger, Ulli Waltinger, Alexandra Ernst, Alexnder Mehler, Tobias Feith, Dietmar Esch.
“eHumanities desktop: an online system for corpus emnagement and analysis in support of
computing in the humanities.” Proceedings of thd2th Conference of the European Chapter of the
Association for Computational Linguistics. 2009.

This short paper presents a little-known toolkéttts both surprisingly complete and incredibly sygs
taking an “everything but the kitchen sink” approdc the digital humanities that is nonetheless
deserving of greater exposure. Hiumanities Desktop employs a client-server architecture, enabling it
to run in a browser, and includes easy-to-use Gglieations for part-of-speech tagging, lexical
chaining, and text classification. As a documentagger, it is designed to be extensible into repass,
and allows the user to create taxonomic links bebtnsbocuments, as well as set complex group
permissions for collaborative reading and writing.

Honkapohja, Alpo, Samuli Kailaniemi, and Ville Marttila. “Digital Editions for Corpus
Linguistics: Representing manuscript reality in eletronic corpora.” Proceedings of the29th
I nternational Conference on English Language Research on Computerized Corpora. 2009.

This paper introduces the Digital Editions for QespL.inguistics (DECL) project, which “aims to creat
a framework for producing online editions of higtat manuscripts suited for both corpus linguisticl
historical research.” The authors begin by disagsie theoretical underpinnings of their XML maqdel
using a threefold division afrtifact, text, and context. The first two correspond roughly to “expression”
and “item” in thework, expression, manifestation, item or “WEMI” hierarchy imposed by the Functional
Requirements for Bibliographic Records (FRBR) aagalng standard; context encodes the “historical
and linguistic circumstances” surrounding the adtf In providing access to these documents, it is
important they be as flexible as possible whilk aticurately preserving them first and foremost;
editorial markup should be allowed, but must be ablbe rolled back to a pristine original copyaity
circumstance. The authors speed through issua®bligmatic orthography and copyright, and conclude
with a focus on the architecture of their system.

Rayson, Paul, and John Mariani. “Visualising corpudinguistics.” Proceedings of the Corpus
Linguistics Conference. 2009.

The authors begin with a pitch of sorts: corpuguistics is certainly not unlike related discipbna
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having increasingly great mountains of data totkitbugh, and has in fact experienced this prolitam
at least as long as others, yet seems to haveagmafiormation visualization as a solution. Artekch

as this one are often useful for the way that gexye as effective advertisements for several emall
open-source projects, and this one is no excedloonuBurst (2006) provides a graphical frontend to
WordNet, the aptly-named Concgrams (2006) disptagsam concordance, and Wmatrix (2008)
generates a “key word cloud” for the document. dimnors conclude with a prototype of their own work
a “Dynamic Tag Cloud” in which the size of represehwords is dependent on a number of variables
over which the user has full control.

Davies, Mark. “More than a Peephole: Using Large ad Diverse Online Corpora.” | nternational
Journal of Corpus Linguistics 15:3 (2010). 412-418.

Recent discussions regarding corpus creation hasessarily focused on pragmatics: copyright issues
and project funding. This essay brings to ligheéhdifferent approaches toward corpus development i
the current economy, which is one in which "pul#ishparticipate because of the commercial value tha
they see" in the project; this limited participatioas caused developers without publisher partaat,
without seed funding to gain such partners, to ntasions regarding the restriction of corpora to
end-users. In short, financial concerns have béglimit the value of corpora, such that the vabdiie
corpora as "nothing more than '‘peepholes™ musaken into consideration within the scope of the
project.

Williams, Geoffrey. “Many Rooms with Corpora.” International Journal of Corpus Linguistics
15:3 (2010). 400-440

Much like Davies’ article from the same issue @ jburnal, this essay highlights some of the fimanc
issues facing corpus developers, particularly gards large-scale collaborations. Williams reminds
linguists, humanists, librarians, and technologstenow "where we have come from and why" so ds no
to push "in directions that undermine the very $asithe discipline.” He calls for respect of eattmers'
fields, toward the goal of working together to Ieage lessons learned and, perhaps, grants awarded.

2B. Document Design and Data Classification

Between the need to provide a theoretical founddtio the technical architecture of a corpus amd th
iterative process of project development and tgstinrpus developers and administrators must lild
time to clearly design and classify the documemthe eventual data store. Articles in this secsipsak
to this process and offer rich examples of the gpe function of data classification as it pertdms
corpus design.

Crane, Gregory. “Designing Documents to Enhance thBerformance of Digital Libraries: Time,
Space, People and a Digital Library of London.D-Lib Magazine 6: 7/8 (July/August 2000).

Reports from the Perseus Project are both impoatashtuseful to any researchers planning to cremte a
maintain corpora; important because of the breaflihformation and lessons detailed therein, and
useful because of the granularity of the informmaiircluded within the texts. This essay is paraciyl
interesting because of its publication date — $padly, the attention paid to the geographicaledat
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(through Geographic Information Systems, or Gl8)lladecade before major development work with
GIS and the digital archive. In this essay, thédarg discuss the development of a temporal-spatial
front-end for digital libraries, so that users tetter understand the full nature of the historical
documents contained within. The descriptions obenatted tagging of text and the aggregation of tdgge
data speak to the need for careful planning andtoaction of the documents within the corpora, al w
as for the need to train scholars in the imporasks involved in corpus editing.

Luyckx, Kim, Walter Daelemans, and Edward Vanhoutte “Stylogenetics: Clustering-based
stylistic analysis of literary corpora.” Presentedat the 5th International Language Resources and
Evaluation Conference. 2006.

This is among the foundational papers in what iresedbecome a popular subfield in its own:
“stylogenetics.” The term refers to the algorithroigstering of similastyles of authorship, providing a
guantitative measure of how much more similar gicample, David Foster Wallace’s style of writing is
to that of James Joyce than your own. This, asuitleors explain, is accomplished through largedy th
same means agpic clustering — a familiar tool for bibliometric agals — by iteratively sampling
multi-word phrases (i.e. to learn which words #keli to follow after one another in a given stylie
writing), then plotting the nearness of these saspi a vector space, as is done in informatiarexe!.
The authors isolate four features which they wélte t use as “style markers” in this respect:
token-level features such as word length, syntdetitures such as parts-of-speech (usually ergailin
some degree of manual annotation in combinatioh antexisting part-of-speech corpus), featuresthase
on vocabulary richness (e.g. type-token ratio), @mamon word frequencies (e.g. function words).
Their method eventually draws a hierarchical “faniee” to represent which authors are most sinudar
others — a helpful visualization trick at such arlyestage of this research.

Ebeling, Signe O. and Alois Heuboeck. “Encoding Dagnent Information in a Corpus of Student
Writing: The British Academic Written English Corpu s.” Corpora 2:2 (2007). 241-256.

This essay details the transformation of user-stibtchMicrosoft Word documents (a proprietary file
format) into XML-encoded corpus files. During thamning stages of this project, the researchers
decided to apply TEI encoding standards to all dumis in the corpus. As the authors describe, this
decision had the following implications: files mi& encoded in plain text, the XML will keep separa
the text and metadata, and the TEI standards wallige the basis for the subset selected for use. T
bulk of the essay and its appendices outline tladuation, conceptualization, and decision-making
processes, and finally the process of transfornmitggXML the raw data submitted for inclusion ireth
COorpus.

Kim, Yunhyong, and Seamus Ross. “The Naming of Cat: Automated Genre Classification.”
I nternational Journal of Digital Curation 2.1 (2007).

Kim and Ross’ is the lone paper in this reviewde the wordjenre. In the years since, the term has risen
sharply in popularity among researchers in didibmaries and information behaviour as a means of
describing the miscellaneous attributes of a doecumwdich aid in our understanding of it. This paper
was selected for being (somewhat counter-intuivaimong very few to provide a lucid case study of
how document genre can and cannot be deducedtairceircumstances, unlike many other genre
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studies which focus on eventual use cases for tasagiefined characteristics. Taking this asideyugin
Kim and Ross’ paper is still, in a sense, abouutleef genre artifacts to guide in the automated
extraction of metadata from objects ingested ingital repositories. The enthusiastic reader is
encouraged to look elsewhere for an in-depth detson of metadata specificity, but their esseri@ht

IS not a new one: just as there are certain “cattibutes which are common to nearly all catalaue
documents (e.g. title, author), we can tailor imndliial attributes — or sets of attributes — to uriqu
documents, or sets of documents, i.e. documenegeHere, Kim and Ross report on their effortss® u
both stylistic and aesthetic features of documentsain an automatic genre classifier.

Ide, Nancy. “Preparation and Analysis of LinguisticCorpora.” In A Companion to Digital Literary
Studies. Ed. Susan Schreibman and Ray Siemens. Oxford: Blewell, 2008.

In this chapter, Ide first gives a brief historytbé creation of electronic corpora since the awslity of
computers, before segueing into best practicethopreparation of linguistic corpora. Specificatlye
author describes in detail the all-important inifhase of corpus creation — data capture — and the
multiple methods of doing so (manual entry, OCR,)&8he then clearly states the reasoning behmd th
standard representation format for linguistic coagan XML) and the types of information encodetbin
the XML about the now-digital object. Once basiimimation has been encoded, the linguistic
information is annotated; this includes morpho-agtt, parallel alignment, syntactic, semantic,
discourse-level, topic identification, co-referendiscourse structure, and speech and spoken data
annotations. The essay also includes discussioamion corpus annotation tools at the time of ngiti
notes on the future of corpus annotation speclficd regards the semantic web, and types of asalys
for linguistic corpora (natural language processlagguage learning, dictionary creation).

Sperberg-McQueen, C. M. “Classification and its Stactures.” In A Companion to Digital Literary
Studies. Ed. Susan Schreibman and Ray Siemens. Oxford: BRllawell, 2008.

This incredibly rich chapter on classification stures and schemes, as well as the theoretical and
practical questions of developing classificatiosteyns for objects, is indispensible for the novice
researcher. Sperberg-McQueen begins by clearlpidgfclassification and its purposes: first, for
bringing like objects together, and second, fotigaiishing between objects in a way that is rai¢va
their use. The author then outlines the ways irctvisiassification schemes are used by various
humanities practitioners, focusing the theoretwaik that follows on the scheme best known in the
humanities: libraries and bibliographies for clageg books and articles by subject. The attributea
model classification scheme are defined, and tttsoaueminds the reader of a crucial mantra: "marfe
classification would require, and a perfect clasatfon scheme would exhibit, perfect knowledgéhef
object."

Oard, Douglas. “A Whirlwind Tour of Automated Langu age Processing for the Humanities and
Social Sciences.Working Together or Apart: Promoting the Next Generation of Digital Scholarship,
Council on Library and I nformation Resources. 2008.

The author begins his essay with a truism commbegrd in the digital humanities and other
interdisciplinary fields: that the technologicabdemic future has failed to become the presentuseca
those of us who need the future do not understaadechnology, and those of who us understand the
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technology do not need the same future. Whileighiis many respects a rather plaintive (if not
presumptuous) remark, the author soon justifieSussand them” position with some fairly innovative
concepts. Among them: the idea that OCR shouldrpab remove the “noise” from less-intelligible
handwriting styles, but quantify it for archivaldiy, and the (slightly inaccurate) idea that
summarization research will be unremarkable so &Emthe state of the art involves algorithmically
deriving the most relevant text from a passagepaiagenting it unaltered. Ultimately, this article’s
greatest value lies in its author’s relatively ssgsful attempts to describe where certain practice
communities can be found (literally “conference ashmany folks working on Y, but fewer Z than you
might expect) — rare, and probably useful to navicethe field — and in his strongly-worded preidict
that the dominance of statistics in fields sucmashine translation will soon herald a re-educatown
some (digital) humanists.

Yu, Bei. “An evaluation of text classification metlods for literary study.” Literary and Linguistic
Computing 23.2 (2008): 327-343.

This article, while a relatively simple applicatiohnatural language processing techniques to munsst
for literary study, is nevertheless interestinggogcisely that simplicity, and a fine implemeraatiof
corpus linguistics to a straightforward problem igthprobably has something to do with the fact that
this article is a compacted version of the authddstoral thesis, available elsewhere under theesam
title). The author seeks to find which of a NaiveyBs classifier and Support Vector Machines areemor
efficient for the two tasks of measuring eroticisnEmily Dickinson, and sentimentality in early
American novels. Technical summaries of either m@tan be found elsewhere; for most purposes, it
should be sufficient to keep in mind that both gmpular machine learning techniques; Naive Bayes is
less computationally intensive and more modulae(opplied to the task of detecting email spam),
whereas Support Vector Machines are less pronedeapplying learned rules. While both algorithms
performed sufficiently differently that there was clear winner, the author does offer some impaértan
lessons learned for literary text classificatiamgtsas the difficulty of removing stopwords (i.e.
non-meaningful tokens such as “the” or “and”) frgerse.

Gow, Jeremy, George Buchanan, Ann Blandford, Clair&Vvarwick, and Jon Rimmer.
“User-Centred Requirements for Document Structure n the Humanities.” In Preparation (2009).

This article appears to have sat unpublished tmugple of years despite its presence on its authors
respective preprint archives, not to mention ightguality. The authors present a medium-technical
review of important factors in document display aedign, based on user studies with humanities
scholars (as well, they readily admit, as their gp@rsonal biases). As an exemplar, they note the
traditional table of contents — theoretically mpoaverful in a hypertext environment, but nevertesle
often overlooked. Inspired by this, and with spkeattention to document retrieval, they expoundfen
idea of an XML hierarchy that subdivides all documtsanto “high, medium, and low” content tiers,
suggesting that these could represent chaptemyagrhs, and sentences or individual words,
respectively. This, they claim, would make the tozaof tables of contents, article abstracts,iadeces
a virtually automatic process, all but ignoring #meple effort involved in marking up such documents
the first place. While this abstract mode of catemgdion seems somewhat unrealistic, it is if noghelse
made rather intuitive by an example set of rules the authors lay out for indexing these contiens in
digital libraries; for example, “search[ing] ovagh- and medium-content nodes, and browsing over
high-content ones should be supported.”
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Scifleet, Paul, and Susan P. Williams. “Practice #ory & the foundations of digital document
encoding.” Proceedings of th&7th Annual ACM Conference on Design of Communication. 2009.

This article from the SIGDOC conference disseatst¢ithnology of digital document design as it esdat
to the real-world needs, intention and practicdafument encoders. The focus here is not on tly stu
of documengenre, which has its trappings in communication, but lo& ¢hallenges faced by the
two-decade old Text Encoding Initiative (TEI) commity. As the authors note, there are ontological
guestions about what, in a given document, is dgttepresented atext; certain document viewers
ignore certain tags. When analyzed in terms of dwmmtary practice, this question of representason i
one of normative vs. empirical practice: are docuinemcoding structures self-describing, and how
closely are these structures related to the comtexhich they are encoded and later used? In dader
explore these questions, the authors outline glame survey of cataloguers and other information
professionals working with the new Functional Regiments for Bibliographic Records model for
library classification.

2C. Examples and Lessons Learned in Corpus-Building Projects

These and other sources produce a knowledgeb#sssohs learned in corpus-building projects of any
kind. Elements of the design, management, and neanagt processes can of course be independent of
the content contained in the eventual corpora.

Baker, Collin F., Charles J. Fillmore, and John BLowe. “The Berkeley FrameNet Project.” In
Proceedings of the 17th International Conference on Computational Linguistics. 1998. 86-90.

This essay outlines the key features and earlyntdolyical implementations of FrameNet, an
NSF-supported corpus-based lexicographic projdus particular essay is important as it provides an
example of the technologies implemented in theyetays of the Web and before contemporary scripting
languages were created. Specifically, the Framehgéct contained software modules with user
interface components written in Perl and accesse@@l, and the data structures themselves were
implemented in SGML. The limitations of the intexéaand the data models were already discussed in
footnotes to the essay, in that the authors ndtedntention to move to an XML data model and to
provide a more flexible interface and processintesaf tools. All of this information is importatd note

so that future researchers do not go down a sipé#r rather than evaluating the possibilities and
availability of more modern languages and tools.

van Deemter, Kees, lelka van der Sluis, and AlbeGatt. “Building a Semantically Transparent
Corpus for the Generation of Referring Expressions.In Proceedings of the Fourth International
Natural Language Generation Conference. Morristown, NJ: Association for Computational
Linguistics, 1998. 130-132.

This report discusses the need for creating a siraly transparent corpus, specifically for thepase
of evaluating algorithms that generate referringregsions--this is related to using corpora for
experiments related to natural language generatiatural language generation systems are used to
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understand how concepts are put into words, awsdstirt of linguistic analysis is not too far afiéldm
the types of analytical processes performed ortiegitexts. To that end, the idea (as reported)tbet
"the necessary contextual information and the [Kedge of] conditions under which the texts in a
corpus were produced" are crucial elements of ®gpeation and maintenance.

Ebeling, Jarle. “The Electronic Text Corpus of Sumean Literature.” Corpora 2:1 (2007).
111-120.

Although this is a rather narrowly focused caseéwtvesearchers would be wise to review the lessons
learned about the methods for compiling, lemmagizand making available digitized objects that exis
originally in cuneiform and on clay, as there avee carry-over considerations for the classifiagatio
storage, and retrieval of born digital objectsthis essay, the authors explain the nuanced metbods
marking up the cuneiform in TEI P4, paying clodemtion to the need to annotate transliterationsbt
translations, all the while marking up both in #ioe to make clear the relationships between te in
doing so, the researchers found it necessaryrodnte new attributes to existing markup tags; the
management and evaluation process of new attrdvatgion is described in the essay as well;
undoubtedly this process is one that would be byaather researchers and this essay and the ptoject
which it refers models a useful thought process.

Davies, Mark. “The 385+ Million Word Corpus of Contemporary American English (1990-2008+):
Design, Architecture, and Linguistic Insights.” I nternational Journal of Corpus Linguistics 14:2
(2009). 159-190.

Much like technical and theoretical insights frdme Perseus Project, any published reports regatiténg
creation and ongoing administration of the CorpuSa@ntemporary American English (now into its
twentieth year) will prove useful for anyone woriwith information management and specifically
linguistic corpora. This report in particular igenesting and relevant for information managemesrkw
because of its detailed discussion of relationtdhkese architecture and acquisition of corpora Wdéetn
sources. The premise of the argument for the uaa ahderlying relational database architecturéhfier
corpus is that the architecture "allows for a widege of queries that are not available (or areequi
difficult) with other architectures and interfaceSpecifically, Davies indicates the relationalatzise
architecture is an updated version of similar retetl architectures in use for at least the previeeven
years. The main table in the database contains B8fién rows (one for each word in the corpus), in
which the position, type, and parent text of eaondais indicated in separate fields. That the fatss to
the corpus does allow for wide range of searchddamctionality with relative ease, while not tagfin
advantage of XML data structures or Solr-basedceslideserves further study and evaluation.

Stewart, Gordon, Gregory Crane, and Alison Babeu. A New Generation of Textual Corpora.”
Proceedings of therth ACM/IEEE Joint Conference on Digital Libraries. 2007.

The authors report on a successful endeavour firghe- to undertake Optical Character Recognition
(OCR) on Classical Greek texts, which previoustyureed labour-intensive manual input. Their
enthusiasm owes in part to a revelation that OGiResys can easily output many competing translations
the effective equivalent of hiring multiple transles. They believe that this new advance is conipara
to the advent of unlimited file storage in termstsfeventual benefit for the digital humanitiesgda



29

reinforce this statement with a brief history ofttdigitization. Finally, they briefly explain the
advantages of using large corpus linguistics tesireference two or more OCR’d texts.

Rydberg-Cox, Jeffrey A. “Digitizing Latin Incunabul a: Challenges, Methods, and Possibilities.”
Digital Humanities Quarterly 3:1 (2009).

Much like the discussion of digitizing and storitggtual representations of Sumerian cuneiform, many
researchers can learn from the lessons learnedmgonkth the digitization and storage of non-staiada
typographical glyphs such as those produced byewatlhandwriting. The author clearly stated the
requirements-gathering process for this projectciwincluded the evaluation of multiple approactees
digitizing these documents with non-standard typpy, followed closely by developing a data entry
methodology. Determining the data entry methodolegyired the creation of a custom catalog of entry
keystrokes, as the characters and glyphs fourtkiotiginal texts do not exist in any current encgd
systems. The authors conclude, via a detailed raptan of the various resources entailed in such a
project, that the greatest expense would be in huesources (multiple levels of editors, entry apens,
etc.) rather than technological resources.

Davies, Mark. “The Corpus of Contemporary AmericanEnglish as the first reliable monitor
corpus of English.” Literary and Linguistic Computing 25.4 (2010).

This article introduces the Corpus of Contemporamerican English as a new high standard for what
are calledmonitor corpora — those which are designed to be congtaptlated to reflect changes in the
language. The corpus is claimed to consist of aunequantifiable 400 million words from 1990 to the
present, divided evenly between spoken dialogwsjeric journals, books, newspapers, and magazines.
The author explains that the relatively small(Pesof stalwarts like the Brown corpus and the Biiti
National corpus make them uniquely unsuited tokirarlanguage change, and so it follows that
enormity would be a monitor corpus’ greatest asdest of the article is devoted to detailing thaetx
provenance of some corpus resources, and expouadiitg utility for study of all branches of

linguistics (phonology, morphology, etc.).
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3. Analytical Facilitators: A Review of Select Bibliographic
Sources

The scholarship reviewed in this section ranges filee exploration of historical sites via inforneati
presented on mobile phones, to the vast body df wothe ever-growing Text Encoding Initiative (JEI
to several neatly conflicting perspectives on dhtaeen research. The reader would do well to remind
him or herself that much of the work in digital hamities to date has focused on experimentation —
developing novel systems for novel modes of anslysand implementation — officiating complex
cyberinfrastructures.

The Oxford Journal dfiterary and Linguistic Computing can be relied upon to produce relevant
material, as can the long-runni@gmputers and the Humanities, now called_anguage Resources and
Evaluation. Additionally, the fast-paced nature of work ifmstfield combined with the relatively slow
publication schedule of some scholarly journalpsiéd highlight the surprising relevance of
presentations and reports to associated groupedhstitute of Electrical and Electronics Engirseer
(IEEE) such as th€onference on Digital Ecosystems and Technologies, as well as the annual Digital
Humanities Conference.

3A. Data Visualization and Geographical Information

Although there is an enormous body of work on dapielg novel interfaces for work in the digital
humanities, this research shifts in tone somewranhdtically when speaking specifically of visuatize
information. Here, the digital humanities provideusious counterpoint to data visualization in the
sciences: the articles summarized below are speltificoncerned with the epistemology represematio
and interpretation, and nearly all of them mentimahumanities’ distrust of non-textual information
While by no means an unknown topic in computerrsmethe question of trust in visualization is an
important one, and the treatment it receives heogdédly unique.

Jessop, Martyn. “The Inhibition of Geographical Information in Digital Humanities Scholarship.”
Literary and Linguistic Computing 23.1 (2007): 39-50.

The author begins straightforwardly, lamenting tiheeruse of spatial and spatiotemporal data in the
humanities, claiming with a humanist’s fervor tHahdscape has been likened to a palimpsest pasil
human activities have left their signature uponlémel each partially overwriting whatever has gone
before.” He is quick to note, however, that spadatih need not necessarily be limited to GIS,
particularly in the humanities, where place nanmragtate from gazetteers as often as from geometry.
Problematically, these place names are an exemfiae diachronic data which is so often dealt with
the humanities, and lending structure to this dag&asier said than done when scholars have spent
centuries learning to live with small contradictaacross time and place. It is also worth notirag the
vast majority of structured geographic data origgedrom the natural sciences, where both theiegist
infrastructure and typical use cases are radichffgrent. The author concludes by suggesting that
shifting trends in digital scholarship, such asnfigration to online journals, may eventually help
humanities scholars — and their respective fundmgces — to realize the advantages of geographical
data.
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Jessop, Martyn. “Digital visualization as a scholdy activity.” Literary and Linguistic Computing
23.3 (2008): 281-293.

This article, a call for increased use of visudl@as in the digital humanities, begins with a
philosophical discussion on visualization itselawiedium of information transmission. According to
the author, a “humanistic” visualization is not pigna unidirectional data communication channegt&d
itself betrays his definition of the humanitiestasls of “rational enquiry in areas that are mosly
complex to yet be treated by science.” He theneson arguing semantics, making the helpful point
that a visualization ceases to be merelyllastration — i.e. anllustrative complement to some text —
when it becomes the principal medium of communacatFor this, of course, there is the scholar’s
mistrust of images, and the emphasis on cleartemrianguage. Of course, text itself can be “vizeal,”
both in terms of NLP metrics such as text concordaand as in the aesthetic variations of experiatent
fiction. There is also much to be said about regmtion, particularly in the old-fashioned McLuhan
sense where even the arrangement of visual obfeatsiuseum gallery is in a way “visualized.” Figal
transparency and documentation are put forth angébessary components of a successful turn towards
visualization in the digital humanities.

Matei, Sorin Adam, Eric Wernert, and Travis Faas. “Where Information Searches for You: The
Visible Past Ubiquitous Knowledge Environment for Dgital Humanities.” Proceedings of the
| EEE International Conference on Computational Science and Engineering. 2009.

The Visible Past knowledge environment, as desgrilyethe authors, is a sort of scholarly “augmented
reality” system — that which maps contextual, iealld data onto a digital object. They claim to dav
produced fully annotated models of “several dozeraA, Pre-Columbian, African, Middle Eastern, and
European models of UNESCO cultural heritage sitea¢h accessible from a lightweight MediaWiki
backend. They compare it to MIT's OpenCourseWastesy for portable, digitally-enabled education,
with the distinction that theirs is a rich, nonts&tamultimedia environment. Although they boasttth
their 3D models are of sufficiently quality for peotion in “virtual reality theatres,” probably the
greatest achievement of the Visible Past projeits isotential for crowd-sourcing by end-user dibit
humanists carrying mobile phones to annotate their locales.

Battino, Paolo, and Tarcisio Lancioni. “Visualization and Narrativity: A Generative Semiotics
Approach.” Digital Humanities Conference. 2010.

With this article, the authors seek to highligha fhotentially many underestimated differences in
visualizing textuakemantics — via some markup embedded in an XML text — vetexiialsyntax.
Although they devote surprisingly little attentitmthe great labour of providing accurate semantic
markup for any narrative text, they are very muitlrdive to the idea of carefully expressfogction in
narrative (a la predicate logic). They considerdtifeculty of accurately “visualizing” a phraseduas
“The Princess awoke when kissed by the Princetsimiany possible iterations, particularly in ligit
Tesniere’s (195%alency grammar, which focuses on the verb as the central objetii@tentence,
allowing readers to consider syntax and semangparately from one another. From this, they use
Greimas’ similarly-intentioned (197@ytantial model (of more verb-driven predicate logic) to illustrate
the difficulty in reproducing the relationship betn languages’ deep structures and surface stesctur
given the available repertoire of XML analysis ®ol
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Nooy, Wouter de. “Network analysis of story structue.” Digital Humanities Conference. 2010.

Although, as the author of this article notes,ube of network analysis methods to analyze cororexti
between characters and places in fiction is not, hiegre are many social network analysis techniques
that havenot yet been exported to the humanities. The authes thee example of structural balance
(from social psychology), which assumes that irdiials favour social networks that have a relatively
even degree of friendship and antagonism — anddsoas though it could as easily be a recipe for a
satisfying narrative when called by a different matde reminds us that while these networks must
operate on somewhat rigidly defined attributescfwdracter, etc.) in order to be computationallylaa
those attributes can represent abstract concepisiga@s they do so systematically.

Drucker, Johanna. “Humanities Approaches to Graphi@l Display.” Digital Humanities Quarterly
5.1 (2011).

Drucker makes herself an example of the humardstisust of images early on, with the caveat that s
is specifically concerned with observation and espntation of the world in scholarly practice. Ressg
she notes, an objectivist approach to visualizadicts “if the phenomenal world were self-eviderd an
the apprehension of it a mere mechanical tasls][fundamentally at odds with approaches to
humanities scholarship.” Data is givemapta is taken. Much of the rest of the article is dexoto
exploring this fundamental subjectivity, with exsére visual aids. She concludes with a reference to
Edward Tufte’s famous Choleric water pump visudi@a noting that, to a humanist, each of the data
points is of infinitely more interest as a histanyd as a life than a statistic.

Ruecker, Stan, Milena Radzikowska, and Stéfan G. 8¢lair. Visual Interface Design for Digital
Cultural Heritage. Ashgate, 2011.

Ruecker and his colleagues’ recent book affirmsarecpal espoused alternately by Marshall McLuhan
and Melville Dewey, among countless others: thahfehould accord to function, no less so in int&fa
design, and particularly, in this case, as withtdigultural heritage collections.

3B. Text Encoding and Analytic Tools

The Text Encoding Initiative (TEI) is perhaps tlrgée most visible research project in the digital
humanities, and certainly the longest-running. éltgh only a handful of the articles in this sectiare
written specifically to address TElI, text encodivag long been at the forefront of research conderns
digital libraries and computational linguisticskai

Schreibman, Susan, Amit Kumar, and Jarom McDonald*The Versioning Machine.” Literary and
Linguistic Computing 24.3 (2003): 339-346.

This eight year old paper describes the VersioMaghine, an open-source tool designed to facilitate
looking at multiple version of a document alongsde another. The authors expound on their decision
to build on the Text Encoding Initiative standaad,well as the REST-like architecture — softwaged th
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runs directly in the browser, supporting clientesttansformation — some years in advance of the
widespread adoption of REST in enterprise softwiarelopment. They insist, however, that XSLT —
then also fairly new — is the “heart” of the softeaenabling multiple versidiayers to be stored on the
same document using a XML tags which the interfad¢ben able to transform into successive HTML
views.

Bradley, John. “Thinking about interpretation: Plin y and scholarship in the humanities. Literary
and Linguistic Computing 23.3 (2008): 263-279.

This article details Pliny, a new software tool floe digital humanities. The author is curiouslisedt
about Pliny’s failure, by design to support any @lsumethods of textual analysis — rather, “the catep
is meant to sit seemingly in the corner and tolim®sat invisible, helping the researcher do thirgsway
s/he always does.” The need for such a tool, agoptd him, is largely owing to the lack of any
consensus over reseantkthodologies in the pure humanities, which seldom extend oetsitthe
library walls. The author goes on to elaborateh@nprecise capabilities of Pliny, and it eventualigns
out that the software prototype, as it currentligesg is not much more than an annotation suite,aan
proprietary one at that. Though the system at destrves praise for its support of multiple foenfiats
(e.g. both images and text), this article is pritgaraluable for its discussion of computing tooishe
humanities.

Craig, Hugh, and R. Whipp. “Old spellings, new metlods: automated procedures for
indeterminate linguistic data.” Literary and Linguistic Computing 25.1 (2009): 37-52.

This article serves as an introduction to probatidinatural language processing for the humaniiiee
central object of study is a frequency table coritgy the entire vocabulary of an archive of eartydern
English plays and poems from the period 1580-18Vith this data, the authors sought begin solving,
once and for all, the OED’s centuries-old problermdistinguishing variant spellings from variant wlor
forms. Here, they lament the fact that many modern latiosis of their corpora are not in the public
domain, and working from e.g. Project Gutenbergy @alllutes the spelling data further. They present
the compression of this old text as a four-levekcpss, similar to the
Phonology-Morphology-Syntax-Semantics interface wmmly taught in linguistics, namely: 1) the first
orthographic appearance of a word, 2) the earlyfieadorm of that word, 3) the dictionary lemmanca
4) aggregation into word classes or semantic grolips work is concerned largely with the second
level, disambiguating by frequency. In closing, tesearchers echo Noam Chomsky, noting that their
disambiguated corpus seems remarkably small ghethieoretical many linguistic mutations available
to its early modern authors.

Jannidis, Fotis. “TEI in a crystal ball.” Literary and Linguistic Computing 24.3 (2009): 253-265.

This article aims to give a “story so far” updatetbe ever-growing Text Encoding Initiative (TEd)the
Digital Humanities. Although the author refers t&lRs a web “standard,” governed by a consortium,
not unlike any other markup language, its largelydemic home(s) have positioned it as, more
appropriately, @ommunity. As of this writing, TEI had eighty-four institutial members from eighteen
different countries. Anecdotally, the community lgaswn harder to penetrate, if not less acceptiritd,
the heavyweight contributors to the listserv chi@mazed more and more by a power law. TEI, likeeoth



34

markup languages needs to strike a balance of hemy mlements to incorporate, as it is constantiyge
mutated by its various stakeholders to serve var@ans. The author believes that the best way to
minimize fragmentation going forward is by migratimuch of TEI to a cloud server architecture,
helping to support the shrinking contributor bagelevmaximizing use.

Jong, F De. “NLP and the humanities: the revival ofin old liaison.” Proceedings of thd 2th
Conference of the European Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics. 2009.

This article reviews current research in the didgitananities and natural language processing,
particularly in the field of probabilistic languageodeling, with the hope of harmonizing disciplyar
research agendas for the coming years. The auttess the example of speech recognition models that
can be “trained” on the available metadata andlsopgntary data sources. This neatly supports relsear
interests in multiple domains; humanists can ugpegxnowledge to compile ever-greater language
corpora, which computational linguists can thentoséeratively refine their analysis tools. These
analysis tools can then be reflexively applieduiprise datasets captured in the field, speeding new
analysis in the humanities. The author articulatesw very frequently-heard need for common
platforms, repositories, and standards — ide@dbn standards. From there, evaluation metrics would be
helpful.

Wulfman, Clifford E. “The Perseus Garner: Early Mod ern Resources in the Digital Age.College
Literature 36.1 (2009): 18-25.

The Perseus Garner is an experimental systemdoahzing hypertextual connections between primary
and secondary research texts from the Early Mogeriod. The author, Wulfman, begins with the casual
admittance that “many [digital humanities] toolgldaxts are incunabula, and their designs and
obsessions already seem quaint.” While his modsdaudable, the Perseus Library, and the Perseus
Garner, are clearly more than the sum of theirspae notes that the fact of the library materaisg
co-located, and thus conforming to the same digitaidard, is infinitely more valuable than theivimg
been digitized in the first place. As such, thaeysis very, very good at visualizing hyperlinks;
references can be automatically extracted fromekieand made interactive within the article masgin
However, this capability has so much informed tasigh of the system that the links are foregrounded
against the text itself, making them quite difficial ignore as a reader might otherwise be fredotm a
traditional reading environment. While this devetamt is disturbing, it does remind us that such an
extensive hypertextual network does not, in th@g words, “relieve the reader of the burden of
judgment.”

Jewell, Michael. “Semantic Screenplays: Preparing El for Linked Data.” Digital Humanities
Conference. 2010.

This straightforwardly-named article provides aebresearch-oriented summary of the author’s effort
to augment the existing Text Encoding Standardippert linked data using the RDFa (Resource
Description Format in Attributes) schema. He nobes linked data is growing in popularity from the
early days of theorizing the semantic web througimmlex modern ontologies for linking attributes of
bibliographic data (in this case, films). What loes not note, and what should not go without bsaid,

is that Linked Data is meanwhile rapidly gainintgation in the electronic publishing sphere — a
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development that should not go unnoticed by diditahanists seeking to enhance our capabilities for
document sharing and distribution. Still, the féett this article is only formatted as plain teged not
preclude him from providing descriptive exampleisf markup translation tool, dubbtsiRonto.

Rockwell, Geoffrey, Stéfan G. Sinclair, Stan Rueckeand Peter Organisciak. “Ubiquitous Text
Analysis.” Poetess Archive Journal 2.1 (2010).

This experimental review article from tReetess Archiveis largely composed of annotated text analysis
prototypes, some of which are literally interspdrsgo the HTML article view using javascript. The
authors discuss usability issues which plagued gadtotypes, such as not offering separate intega
to developers and end-users. It then took sevesbkymore to abandon the notion that novel reaatidg
writing interfaces should necessarily take the fofra “workbench” — not, it turns out, how many
humanists characterized their workspaces. Lateratlvent of extensible web browser environments
confused development resources between ubiquitsusinimally useful “bookmarklet” add-ins and
fully-featured Firefox or Chrome plug-ins. From skeeexperiences, the authors put forth several
recommendations for the future: opaque, non-scal@lalsets like Flash should be avoided, beware
immature or closed plug-in models, and above akkwo harmonize the cultures of text analysis and
digital libraries.

3C. Reviewing Humanities Computing

The articles in this section represent a snapdista&eholder views on the digital humanities reslea
ecosystem in the past half-decade. Although thigadligumanities are technically many disciplinasi a
there is appropriately little effort made herestiommarize the breadth of research currently being
undertaken across the globe, these papers providpful view of some especially fruitful pursuits
informed by qualitative and quantitative retrospexanalysis.

Martha Nell Smith. “Electronic Scholarly Editing.” A Companion to Digital Humanities. Ed. Ray
Siemens, Susan Schreibman, & John Unsworth. BlackwWgeg2004. 306-322.

This entry from the edited volundeCompanion to Digital Humanities reflects on the new opportunities
and challenges occasioned by the move to digiitihgdeight years ago. It is interesting to notevh
little has changed in the intervening near-decadgha makes mention of online commenters’ abitity t
effectimmediate “peer review” after an article is published, ngtihat this still has not dramatically
shifted editorial practices away from an overwhelgniocus on preening an article for its debut. €her
are also some remarkably charming discussionsxafdgraphy, to wit: “Strong positions have been
taken about whether the shorter en- or the longemark most faithfully translates [Emily] Dickinsen
mark into print, and [editor R.W.] Franklin hasoksed the matter with the authoritarian stance that
neither the en- nor the em-suffice: according to,tlthe shorter-than-either hyphen best conveys
Dickinson's practice of using a horizontal or adgieark rather than a comma.” There is also a rich
discussion of encoding formats, and of represemtand truth, certainly echoed elsewhere but raely
richly and with broad acknowledgments of metadtaadards and structures outside of the Text
Encoding Initiative (TEI).

Schreibman, Susan, Ray Siemens, and John UnswortBdjtors). A Companion to Digital
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Humanities. Blackwell. Oxford, 2004.

The edited volume remains a landmark in the Didgtiaianities, a now seven-year-old “story so far”
containing contributions from many leading schothet is hardly any less relevant now than when it
was published. The book’s breadth of content sp&aks varied audience; there are individual chegpt
recounting the computing history of art historyitegraphy, and performing arts (to name only a)few
opposite a deceptively artful chapter titled “Hdve tComputer Works.” Hundreds of pages in the latter
half of the book are dedicated to exploring variapplications of the digital humanities, ensurihgtt

this remains an excellent starting point for nesesgechers. It is perhaps only the digital humasitie
whose core interdisciplinarity could be reviewedempletely in a single monograph without appearing
to be divorced from the “digital.” It makes seng®n, that as an added bonus the complete volume is
freely available online.

McCarty, Willard. Humanities Computing. Basingstoke: Palgrave MacMillan, 2005.

McCarty, long a preeminent voice in the digital famties, offers this solo authored volume very much
in the humanist’s spirit; digital libraries and digg publishing are a distant second-fiddle to haastive
rendition of current modes of analysis. He talkeraktely of textual modeling, of new avenues for
scholarly commentary, and research agendas, athbudast in broadly theoretic terms. As such bibek
fulfills a very different purpose from the Blackw&ompanion; where one is a broadly grounded review
of ongoing research, McCarty’s book well probabdyer be dated because he makes the digital
subservient to the humanities, a rare feat thabtking if not interesting.

Warwick, Claire, Melissa Terras, Paul Huntington, and Nikoleta Pappa. “If You Build It, Will
They Come? The LAIRAH Study: Quantifying the Use ofOnline Resources in the Arts and
Humanities through Statistical Analysis of User LogData.” Literary and Linguistic Computing 23.1
(2007): 85-102.

This article reports on the Log Analysis of IntdrResources in the Arts and Humanities (LAIRAH)
project, assessing the long-term use of digitalueses. The study in question used deep log asalysi
literally, analyzing all of the available data, mout sampling, to provide as complete a representas
possible. The researchers also used a paralleViene study to understand why resources were oewer
not being well-used. They note that they were &bl#o so efficiently by giving participants a vestyort
time (5-10 minutes) to assess the utility of a vese, on the grounds that users typically sperittkes
time to make utility judgments in naturalized cott¢e The study showed, perhaps unsurprisingly, that
name recognition was an important factor contritmito the use of the resource. This name recognitio
however, took two forms: resources were not ontjebeised when they contained easily navigable,
Wikipedia-type proper noun hyperlinks inward andvward, but also when they clearly titled. For
example, simply having the name “Exeter” in the tEk€athedral Keystones and Carvings Project
seemed to measurably increase traffic. The findatgs suggested “that there is a scholarly bifuooat
between those who create specialist digital regsuas part of their research, but do not tendusere
those of others, and those who prefer to use mamerg information resources, but are less conderne
with deposit and archiving.”

Juola, Patrick. “Killer Applications in Digital Hum anities.” Literary and Linguistic Computing
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23.1 (2007): 73-83.

This article serves as a response to recent suofeym-digital humanists who have proven unmowed b
research into digital methods of analyses, wondenihat the digital humanities can do to expandrthei
horizons to their disciplinary benefactors. Thehautegins with the troubling evidence of the
rock-bottom impact factor adomputers and the Humanities, the field’s longest-running journal.
Although this metric hardly spells doom on its of@nd the author notes this in a somewhat
self-defeating fashion, worrying about the sigrafice of participation in the digital humanities by
prestigious research universities), it does indithat digital humanities content is not often egushe
article thereafter highlights several projects e believes may become “killer applications” o
digital humanities, selling the whole of the fialithgle-handedly. While it is not at all clear thiat

“killer application” philosophy is suitable to acadic research, nor to the digital humanities iripalar,
the article nevertheless provides an accurate suynofigpromising research avenues in this field.

McCarty, Willard. “Can we build it? Lessons and speulations on literary computing.” Seminar,
An Foras Feasa, National University of Ireland, Maynooth. 2008.

This lecture script reviews different perspectivadigitization in the humanities over the last
half-century. The author, McCarty, makes no seaféis belief that “literary computing has had very
little to say in response to critical discourse&pthis time period. One exception to this, for hiras

been digital humanities’ willingness to study inmplentation, providing a much-needed complement to
the typical language of criticism. Without delvitug deply into epistemic questions of whether cistn
isimplementation or vice versa, he concludes, soraeabruptly, with a call for the development of
more “play spaces” in the digital humanities. Heerf the example of the IVANHOE project: situating,
visualizing, and preserving discourse around asidigital object. It is probably not lost on hiimat

such a system is perhaps tledacto digital humanities tool of the past decade, ieadens of times, and
yet not enough.

Sculley, D., and Bradley M. Pasanek. “Meaning and ming: the impact of implicit assumptions in
data mining for the humanities.” Literary and Linguistic Computing 23.4 (2008): 409-424.

This article’s title is rather self-explanatorydamo less enlightening for it. The authors seekfiorm a
data mining-naive audience in the humanities atheuproblematic breadth of data evidence that ean b
counted as “positive” — made all the more dangerthey claim, by the humanist’s pursuit of novel
subjectivity. Data mining often cares with it the@mise of dixed, empirical distribution that can
continue to provide new evidence over time but fhaot become any less true for it. This can bemnak
for granted in the humanities, where data is iralhyanore often incomplete. To test their prejudidhe
articles conduct a neat study of eighteenth-centofigical metaphors, a la George Lakoff. While the
results of this study seem to get very far awagnftbem, and are not reported on in any particuledgr
manner, the plain-language review of machine legrtéchniques that they provide instead are more
than worth the price of admission.

Schreibman, Susan, and Ray Siemens (Editoré)d.Companion to Digital Literary Studies. Blackwell.
Oxford, 2008.
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This edited volume, a spiritual follow-up to 200€empanion to Digital Humanities, does not attempt
to duplicate its predecessor’s breadth — instédakes a focused look at literary studies throinghens

of the digital humanities. The result is a bookhwatmuch more experimental character — whereas the
Companion to Digital Humanities aimed at reviewing the history of digital humaastisubfields, much

of the work documented here is nascent or spealalihere is, for example, a retrospective of “&tev
Public Reading: Readers in Digital Literature lliateon,” and an ample body of work on digital was|
analyzing representation and play. Still, more thahird of the volume is dedicated to clearly
illustrating various methodologies currently in uisehe digital humanities, ensuring that the besok’
relevance will not be diminished should all ofafgen questions manage somehow to be solved.

Siemens, Ray, John Willinsky, Analisa Blake, Greg &lwvton, Karin Armstrong, Lindsay Colahan.
“A Study of Professional Reading Tools for Computiig Humanists.” Digital Humanities Quarterly.
In Press.

This comprehensive write-up of a work-in-progresaliative study seeks to document how the design
and structure of scholarly reading environmentscff the experience of novice and expert users. The
study focuses primarily on the tool suite embedddtie Public Knowledge Project@pen Journal
Systems (OJS) platform, and particularly hypertext-enafplieatures within OJS. Much of the feedback
obtained through interviews centred on the limitddrmation resources made available through OJS.
Although “expertise” — in both information assesstend the domain itself — may enable users to
search the open web for supplementary informatidside of the narrow snapshot that is availabtb¢o
interface, the OJS reading tools were thought fodstcularly helpful for novice users, providindjrite

and trustworthy set of links. Among the asked-fdufe developments were a more sophisticated open
access content recommender system, as well as fealeategories, more of which should be
contextual and keyword-driven.
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