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Abstract

The classification of notated Western art music is a perennial issue. This thesis analyses
and models the knowledge organization of notated Western art music in order to
elucidate a theoretical understanding of these classification issues and to offer new
ways of viewing music classification in the future. This thesis also considers how music
classification contributes to developments in general knowledge organization and
compares the classification of Western art music across the library and information
science (LIS) and music domains. The research is conducted using a number of analytical
techniques, including examining music knowledge organization discourse, analysing
examples of LIS classification schemes, unpicking discussions of classification in the
music domain and analysing composer worklists in the music domain. After ascertaining
how music classification fits into theories of faceted classification, three important
facets of music are identified: medium, form and genre, and a quasi-facet of function.
These three facets are explored in detail over five chapters: the binary
vocal/instrumental categorisation; classifying numbers of instruments or voices,
accompaniment, arrangements and “extreme” mediums; classifying musical
instruments; classifying musical forms and genres; and the quasi-facet of function.

Five resulting models of music classification are presented. Model 1 demonstrates the
complexities of classifying musical medium, including the interlinked relationships
between different parts of musical medium. Model 2 offers a solution to LIS
classification’s largely binary view of vocal and instrumental categorisation by suggesting
a novel new category: “vocinstrumental”. Model 3 illuminates the entrenched
dependencies between facets of music, highlighting one of the structural issues with LIS
classifications of music. Model 4 offers an original structure of music classification,
proposing a simultaneous faceted and genre-based system. Model 5 compares
classification in the music and LIS domains, offering a novel way of considering domain-
based classification by codifying various types of relationships between the LIS and
domain classifications. This thesis also contributes to the theory and practice of
knowledge organization in general through the development of novel frameworks and
methodologies to analyse classification schemes: the multiplane approach, reception-
infused analysis, webs of Wirkungs (connections) between classification schemes and
stress-testing.
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an edition not mentioned in the above table)

e LCC (Library of Congress Classification, when referring to the scheme generally

or to an edition not mentioned in the above table)

These standard abbreviations are used in the conventional manner, and re-introduced

the first time they appear in any particular chapter.

Also, throughout this thesis, the abbreviation “Grove” is used to refer to the standard

reference source in music currently called Grove Music Online (Grove music online

2016), whose print predecessors were known under a variety of names including The

Grove Dictionary of Music and Musicians. This thesis uses “Grove” when referring to the

most recent edition, and specifies the title in full when referring to a specific, older

edition. Individual articles from Grove music online (2016) are referenced in the thesis

with the author(s) and update or access dates for the particular article, and bibliographic

details for the individual articles can be found in the “References” section.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1. Introduction to Chapter 1

Music classification has both inspired and irritated those seeking to classify music for the
best part of a century. The voluminous discourse about music classification and the
dozens of published classification schemes for music — notwithstanding all the
adaptations, slight “enhancements” and other efforts which never make it into
published form — are indications of a subject which is difficult to classify. Yet, the first
fully faceted classification scheme in the U.K. was for music and the faceted music
schedules occupy pride-of-faceted-place within the Dewey Decimal Classification (DDC)
from 1990 onwards. Solutions suggested by irritation, perhaps; inspired in their

construction, definitely.

On further consideration, while classification usually concerns some form of “about-
ness”, the question must be asked, what is the subject of a piece of music. Its message,
its topic and its rhythm might be useful ways of classifying the latest BBC Radio 1 chart-
topper, but what about the subject of Beethoven’s Symphony No. 5? What is
Beethoven’s Symphony No. 5 about, and how do we classify it? However, this symphony
was treated by critics contemporaneous to Beethoven such as E.T.A. Hoffmann
(Hoffmann 1981, p. 38) as the apotheosis of sublime infinite-ness, celebrated precisely
for its lack of depiction of finite emotions (Dahlhaus 1989b, p. 18). In other words, the
symphony’s lack of defined “programme” — a tangible “subject” — helps to elevate the
symphony to the sublime (at least, to the philosophers and critics of the day) but a
subject-less piece of music will not prosper in a classification system based upon subject
and about-ness. (In addition, what constitutes a subject to some music would not be
useful for other music.) The solution taken by traditional library classification schemes
is to focus on what music is, rather than what it is about — a duality labelled as “the
about-ness vs. the is-ness” in, for example, McKnight (2012, p. 288) — circumnavigating
the issue of music’s subject. Yet, even with classifying what music is, and the solutions
offered by DDC and the plethora of other schemes being used to organize music today,
we do not appear to have gained a theoretical understanding of what it is about music
that makes it problematic in the first place. Our collective knowledge — gained through
the journals of librarianship and music libraries, and the trail laid down by the numerous

schemes and experimental faceted treatment — indicates that music classification is a
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problem, but we have few indications as to why. Thus, even over a century after the
first (extant) scheme for classifying music was published, music classification is (still)
clearly interesting, complex and mysterious. This thesis aims to analyse and explore
music classification in a theoretical plane, illuminating its mechanisms and elucidating its

mysteries.

2. The “music” in “music classification”

The first considerations concern the term “music” and what is meant by this term in the
realm of this thesis. This is not a straightforward question. The answers embrace types
of information, the medium through which that information is delivered, the theoretical

concept of works and the categorization of music into types.

2.1. The various types of music information

An initial question concerns the type of information covered by the term “music” within
the context of “music classification”, evoking questions about what exactly is meant by
music information. On one hand, “music classification” is dealing with the
communicative and aesthetic entities known as pieces of music or musical works and
other such labels; on the other hand, the “music” in “music classification” is the product
of the study of music in all its appearances, commonly called “music literature”. While
the content of “music literature” is broadly anything about music, it can take many
formats — for instance, books, encyclopaedias, journals, e-books, and so on. Moreover,
as well as representing the products of music scholarship, the classification of “music
literature” within a research environment also represents a classification of the

scholarship itself.

However, this thesis is focused on one particular type of music information: the music
itself. In particular, explorations of the classification of music literature are forgone,
only referenced where crossing the direct path of classifying music itself. The primary
reason for this is pragmatic: there is so much research to be done concerning classifying
the actual music, there simply is not space to also talk about classifying music literature,
which would be a separate study in its own right. So the “music” in “music

classification” for this thesis is simply the “music itself”.
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2.2. Music as sound and notation

Alas, defining “music itself” is far from straightforward. Nettl (2014), author of the entry
on music in the seminal music encyclopaedia Grove music online (2016; abbreviated to
“Grove” from this point onwards), notes that there are many variations in how musical
dictionaries and encyclopaedias define music, while some avoid defining music at all.
For example, The Harvard Dictionary of Music (Apel 1970b) gives a historical account of
the term when defining “music”, considering how early theorists and philosophers have
divided up and defined different types of music; yet he neglects to actually define music.
The Grove entry for music (Nettl 2014) suggests that different cultures would define
music in different ways: for Western cultures — different types of music are discussed in
Section 2.4 — the common definitions say music has aesthetics and communications
functions and is essentially about sounds (Nettl 2014). For instance, the Penguin New
Dictionary of Music describes music as “The art or science of arranging sounds in notes
and rhythms to give a desired pattern or effect” (Jacobs 1973). This emphasises the

essentialism of music-as-sound.

However, does this mean music only exists as sound? This question is particularly
pertinent for this thesis, as the object of classification is notated music. At this juncture,
the meaning of the phrase “notated music” should be briefly explored. While the term
“notated music” does not appear in sources such as Grove, the definition of “notation”
in Grove is useful: “a visual analogue of musical sound, either as a record of sound heard
or imagined, or a set of visual instructions for performers” (Bent et al. 2014). If notated
music is defined as the version of music which is in notation (as opposed to sound), then
utilizing Bent et al. (2014) positions “notated music” as the visual “version” of music,
acting as the visualization of musical sound and/or the visual instructions needed to play
or sing that music. The eminent music philosopher Dahlhaus seems to think that
notation is an important element of what constitutes music: when talking about what
makes up a “musical fact”, notation joins sound as being two parts of the “musical fact”
with the third part described as intention (Dahlhaus 1982, p. 12). While Dahlhaus
doesn’t say that music can be expressed only as text, he thinks only counting the
“audible” as music is problematic (Dahlhaus 1982, p. 13). Thus, Dahlhaus, as one
example of a theorist discussing the ontological aspects of music, outlines the

importance of the notated aspects of music.
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The main reason that notated music is the focus of this thesis rather than, say, sound
recordings, concerns the artefacts and types of knowledge which created the practical
problems that germinated this thesis. The world which cannot find a suitable way to
organize the music in its libraries, is largely discussing the physical organization of
notated music (and when it is discussing music-as-sound, it is discussing physical objects
containing sound, such as records and CDs). So, while this thesis discusses the
classification of music in the abstract and concentrates on building a theoretical
understanding of the issues at hand, the context of the conceptual probing is taken from
a very real set of problems contained by time and place. This context — for instance,
mid-20" century public libraries, early music libraries in university music departments in
the 1920s, the first catalogue of printed music in the United Kingdom in the 1950s, and
so on — is bathed in notated music, thus notated music is the most relevant “music” for
this thesis. (Not choosing to extend the remit so as to also cover sound recordings or any
type of music-as-sound is caused by the limitations of time imposed by a doctoral

study.)

So, in this thesis, “music” is taken to be the music itself, and in its notated form. Where
broader conceptions of music are needed for comparison, “music-as-text” (notated
music) and “music-as-sound” will be used to distinguish the two (artificial) divisions of
realisations of music. It must be made clear that while notated music is the base that is
being discussed, notated music does not exist in a vacuum: being realised through
notation does not strip the music of its potential for sound. As Dahlhaus puts this
succinctly: “... with [texts of] music ... silent reading always represents an inner hearing,
translating signs into sound” (Dahlhaus 1982, p. 12). Thus the “music” of this thesis may
be textual and in notated form, and sounds themselves may not be the object of

classification, but this (notated) music is not silent.

2.3. The musical work

Considering classifying the “music itself” in its notated form unearths key constructs in
both the music and library and information science (LIS) domains. In musicology, part of
the music domain, the idea of a musical work has received currency in musicological
thought for a number of years. For example, Dahlhaus (1982, p. 10) suggests that since
the early 19" century, there has been much discussion about the idea that music “is
exemplified in works”. Goehr’s (1994) seminal monograph about musical works

discusses the problematic nature of the musical work: the musical work does not exist in
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a “concrete” way, and a musical work is not synonymous with a performance (Goehr
1994, pp. 2-3). Furthermore, a Beethoven symphony exists outside of all the scores that
contain that symphony (Goehr 1994, pp. 2-3). While Goehr’ work is primarily interested
in the musicological-sociological implications of the “work concept”, the results of her
forays into the ontology of the musical work bear much similarity to discussions about

“the work” in LIS discourse.

“The work” as a general construct has received attention in LIS discourse, by authors
such as Yee (for example, Yee 1994a, 1994b, 1995a, 1995b, 2000) and Smiraglia (for
example, Smiraglia 2001, 2007). Ultimately, general bibliographic discussion about “the
work” is concerned with “the work” as a way of separating out the intellectual content
from its physical manifestation. Smiraglia (2001, p. 121) summarises that at the most
basic level, a “work” in the bibliographic sense is “the set of ideas created by an author
or other artist, set into the document using text, with the intention of being
communicated to the receiver (probably a reader or listener ...)”, and that one work can
spawn multiple texts. Although receiving much interest in the last 20 or so years, the
idea of “the work” in bibliographic circles is not new: for example, Lubetzky’s influential
writings about works were first devised in the 1950s (Yee 1994a, pp. 13-14). The idea of
a musical work receives specific attention in bibliographic literature. For instance,
Vellucci’s (1997) monograph concerning bibliographic relationships for music expands
knowledge and discussion about musical works; Pietras and Robinson (2012) explore the
“musical work” from three standpoints, including bibliographic control, arguing that
there is seemingly no singular concept of a “musical work” (Pietras, Robinson 2012, pp.

553-554).

The advent of the Functional Requirements for Bibliographic Records (FRBR) models in
the 1990s, followed by the embodiment of these models into the cataloguing guidelines
of RDA, has encouraged much discussion about FRBR models and music, and more
generally about the nature of musical works within the bibliographic sphere (for
example, Boeuf 2005, Vellucci 2007, Iseminger 2012b, Schmidt 2012, Holden 2013,
Kishimoto, Snyder 2016)." FRBR appears to be well suited to music in that the otherwise

somewhat problematic idea of “expressions” — an intermediary layer between works

L FRBR will be superseded by a new model which incorporates the original FRBR models and many of the
models which evolved from FRBR. As this new model (FRBR-LRM) was only published in draft form in
February 2016 (Riva, Boeuf & Zumer 2016) and is at the time of writing being revised and renamed
(IFLA-LRM), it is not discussed in this thesis. Furthermore, consulting the draft of FRBR-LRM reveals
that the relevant points concerning the treatment of music discussed in this introduction are
unaltered.
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and their manifestations — is already familiar to those cataloguing music (Vellucci 2007,
p. 141). While in FRBR “works” are considered the artistic creation, “expressions”
describe the channelling of that work via a particular mode of delivery or version. The
expression layer in FRBR is used for different types of information about music itself,
such as whether it is a score or recording, whether it is an arrangement or transcription,
or delineating one particular performance from another (Holden 2013).? So, FRBR can
help to unpick exactly what is being studied in this thesis, which is led by the idea of
music as encapsulated in LIS classification schemes. Usually classification schemes are
concerned with works rather than manifestations; for instance, Beethoven’s 5"
Symphony is classified rather than a particular publication of that symphony by the
publishers Breitkopf & Hartel in 1996. However, elements of expressions are also
sometimes important to classification schemes; for example, classifying transcriptions
and arrangements, to be discussed in detail in this thesis in Chapter 6, is part of the
expression entity rather than the work entity, and similarly the format of the notated

music is an expression rather than a manifestation according to FRBR.

Thus, using the ideas of general and musical works from the music and LIS domains and
combining Lubetsky, Goehr, Smiraglia and others, this thesis could be described as
classifying musical works, rather than their instantiation in any particular publication of
that work. Furthermore, in FRBR terms, the music being classified in this thesis could be
described as works and expressions (in contrast to FRBR’s entities of manifestations or
items). However, this thesis will generally use the more popular term “musical works”
to describe the unit of classification used in this thesis, instead of the arguably more
precise “musical works and expressions”. The reasons for this are partly to avoid
straying into a complex discussion about FRBR, and partly so as to have a suitable term
which can be used — if sometimes incompletely — across the spheres of classification, the

music domain and the bibliographic control of music.?

2 However, Holden (2013, pp. 49-50), who discusses and categorizes expressions as part of his work on FRBR
and music, argues that actually there is too much in the expression layer for music, saying that the
FRBR model does not provide enough ways to distinguish all the types of expression which take place
for music. In addition, FRBR applied to sound recordings has produced some discussion (see for
example, Snyder, Kishimoto 2014, Schmidt 2012, Holden 2014) not least as FRBR’s composer-led idea
of musical works rests uneasily with sound recordings of certain types of music. However, these are
out of the scope of this thesis and will not be discussed further.

* Another simplification adopted in this thesis relating to musical works is that collections of works are not
explicitly discussed. Collections of works could include all the works of a specific composer
(sometimes called “collected editions”) or groups of works sharing the same medium, form, time
period (sometimes called “monuments” or “monumental editions”), and so on. While LIS
classification schemes might separate out collections from single works, this division is not discussed
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2.4. Types of music

There are many “musics”, and not every type of music is considered in this thesis. The
decision to include only notated music in this thesis automatically includes and
precludes certain types of music. First, some musical traditions are oral and some are
written (Kartomi 1990), thus including notated music means that culturally, only those
musical traditions which transmit their music in a written manner could be included.
Second, notated music is intrinsically linked with some types of music within a culture,
whereas sound-based conceptions of music are linked with others. For instance, a song
by The Beatles will most likely be codified by the recording of that song, whereas a song
by Shostakovich will be codified by the publication of the musical score. (Note that
there are also temporal constraints: for instance, codification by sound was impossible
in the 18" century). Thus, while the type of music is a different phenomenon from the

medium in which music is presented (notated versus sound), they are dependent.

This thesis focuses on “Western art music”, so it is useful to unpick what this term
means. “Art music” is not an ideal term; however, it is perhaps the best we have. “Art
music” is often defined by what it is not: “popular music” or “folk music” — see for
example, the definitions in Oxford English Dictionary (“Art, n. 1” 2008, Ill, C [compounds]
1, d. (b)) and Webster Merriam Dictionary (“Art music” 2016). In addition, this use of
“art” as an adjective is defined as “designed primarily to produce an aesthetic or artistic
effect” (“Art, n. 17 2008, lll, C [compounds] 1, d.); the Webster Merriam Dictionary
definition for art music says that art music’s creator is a “trained musician” (“Art music”
2016). Thus, art music’s distinction from popular and folk music lies in its mode of
production, its creators and its intention. Art music’s creators are not “the populace”,

but instead a small, specifically skilled subset thereof.

In addition, art music is also known as “classical music” — not to be confused with the
stylistic period of “Classical”, which ran through the second half the 18" century, or
thereabouts — and sometimes even as “highbrow music”. For example, The Harvard
Dictionary of Music’s (Apel 1970a) discussions on classicism outlines a duality between
art music or highbrow music on one hand, and popular music or music for
entertainment on the other hand. The Harvard Dictionary of Music definition (Apel

1970a) neatly encapsulates why “classical” is not an ideal term: its confusion with an

in this thesis. The reason for this is that the distinction between individual and collected works relates
to work information and is associated with ideas from resource description, rather than being purely
about music classification. Conversely, the classification of the contents or subject of that musical
work or collection of works is of interest to this thesis.
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aesthetical movement of classicism and its similarity to the stylistic period. “Highbrow
music” is even more problematic: the term “highbrow” focuses the divisions of types of
music entirely on to the audience, rather than the creators, making an already value-
laden distinction more pronounced. Thus, the term “art music” is seen as the most

appropriate and is used in this thesis.

“Western” is used to distinguish the geographic origins of this art music, for art music
can be found in numerous cultures. The term “Western art music” in this thesis is taken
to mean the art music of a traditional music history, thus focusing primarily on Europe,
with the addition of North America from, say, the 1800s onwards and including other
countries where the music fits into this Europe-centric tradition. “Western” is used to
denote a particular tradition, rather than conforming entirely to a geographic area.
While the term “Western art music” is not explicitly defined by Nettl (2014) in his
definition of music in Grove, he used the expression “Western art music”, helping

legitimise its use in this thesis.

So, “Western art music” is used to mean a particular tradition of music, where the
music’s creation and intention in some way fulfils an artistic or expert creation process.
It is worth briefly addressing why this particular choice of music is used in this thesis.
First, as mentioned above, the choice of notated music automatically limited the choice
of music. Second, like the choice of notated music, the decision was centred on the
types of material that original classifications were designed to classify. Rightly or
wrongly, many of the classification schemes discussed in this thesis were at least
originally designed to be used for a collection which consisted primarily of Western art
music. However, there are schemes discussed in this thesis which include extensive
coverage of folk music; for example, the Flexible Classification (Pethes 1967) has
extensive coverage of ideas relevant to Hungarian folk music. In these rare cases the
extensive and almost equal treatment to the classification of Western art music sours
the argument that the coverage of LIS classification schemes is the guiding hand to
coverage of “music” in this thesis. (However, there is also reason two-and-a-half: not
everything could be covered in a doctoral-length project, so the priority was given to

musics covered in the majority of schemes.)

Third, commentators on music classification note the poor coverage of non-art music
and non-Western music in classification schemes; for example, Nero (2006) discusses

the problems in classifying recordings of Trinidad and Tobago popular music using the
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European, art-music centric DDC. Indeed, poor treatment of so-called “other” musics —
where “other” is anything which is not Western art music — is one of the main themes of
the LIS classification literature, and is discussed in the Literature Review chapter. LIS
theorists such as Abrahamsen (2003) and Weissenberger (2015) point out how their
particular non-art “other” musics — popular music and folk music, respectively — require
special attention or have been neglected in the past, and rightly so, but it can be
asserted that within this narrative of all-music-classification-focusing-on-Western-art-
music, the “Western art music” has actually been passed over in terms of critical
attention and theoretical analysis. Ergo, there is a distinct lack of understanding
concerning the classification of the “non-other” music: Western art music. Therefore,
the third reason that this thesis is concerned with the classification of notated Western
art music, is that despite its position as the “established” type of music, Western art
music has hitherto received very little attention on a conceptual level within LIS
classification discourse, thus a thesis concerning the classification of Western art music

will make an important contribution to LIS.

3. The “classification” in “music classification”
The second consideration is concerned with the term “classification”. As well as
disambiguating the term from “knowledge organization”, it is also important to consider

the type and products of classification at play in this thesis.

3.1. Classification and knowledge organization

“Classification” at its most basic level involves organizing something. The essence of
that something is usually considered to be knowledge or information; for example,
Tennis differentiates knowledge organization as “the process of ordering and
representing documents” (Tennis 2008, p. 102) whereas organizing information involves
documents but also other types of information (Tennis 2008, p. 102). As this thesis is
centred on notated music, which could be considered a document, classification could
be considered to be the process and theory of organization knowledge. The boundaries
of the activities covered by classification must also be explored. In this thesis, subject
indexing is not covered. So, activities such as tagging and subject indexing — whether

III

using “professional” tools such as thesauri or taxonomies, or user-generated structures
such as folksonomies — will not be discussed. The organization of individual

works/expression is the focus of this thesis, and for the purposes of this thesis, this will
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be called “classification”. So, classification is taken to be a subset of knowledge
organization, where knowledge organization is Tennis’ (Tennis 2008, p. 102) “ordering

and representing documents”.

“Knowledge organization” is also the name of the sub-discipline of LIS. (In this thesis no
distinction is made in nomenclature between the process of knowledge organization
and the sub-discipline of LIS known as knowledge organization; so, after first usage in
each chapter and for the rest of this chapter, the initialism “KO” will be used to indicate
either the process, sub-discipline or both.) It is useful to consider where this thesis is
positioned within the sub-discipline of KO. KO discourse includes attempts at
delineating the different strands and activities of KO, which are useful for understanding
how this thesis fits within KO. For example, Hjgrland (2008c) suggests there are six
groups of approaches used within the discipline of KO, which include what he terms
traditional approaches, facets, information retrieval and domain analysis. This thesis
does not fit easily into any one of Hjgrland’s (2008c) categories as arguably it utilizes the
products of traditional approaches (in particular in the form of general classification
schemes such as DDC), focuses on facets in relation to music (discussed in detail below)
and takes parts of the ideas of domain theories. Hjgrland’s (2008c) categorization is also
useful to show what this thesis is definitely not covering, such as information retrieval.
So, while classification is taken to be primarily (but not exclusively) as having retrieval at
its goal, it is important to note that this thesis is not directly concerned with retrieval,

only the classification itself.

Tennis (2008) attempts to make a framework of the sub-discipline of KO. Again, this
thesis does not fall easily into one category or another, but the framework is still very
useful for articulating the approach taken. Out of six main facets, Tennis’ (2008) system
has three directly related to what he calls information organization frameworks, which
could be crudely said to include classification schemes. The three categories relating to
information organization frameworks are “design”, “analyse” and “critique” (Tennis
2008). This thesis is very much concerned with analysing the existing frameworks and in
some cases providing critique. (However, from Tennis’ (2008) description, it is not easy
to unpick the exact boundary between analysis and critique, so it is assumed that there
are places where this thesis does both.) Again, Tennis’ model is useful to determine

what this thesis is not going to do: design a classification scheme. The models produced

at the end of the thesis show the existing frameworks and propose new theoretical
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structures to understand music classification, but crucially, do not suggest new ways to
classify music. So, Tennis’ framework helps to understand where this thesis fits within
a map of KO as a sub-discipline — about analysis and possibly critique of schemes —and

more crucially, what it is not.

3.2. Taking a theoretical approach

This thesis takes a theoretical and conceptual approach to music classification. Using
Hjgrland (2008c) and Tennis’ (2008) appellations, it is neither about “information
retrieval” in that it does not discuss the retrieval of music information (Hjgrland 2008c)
nor is it about “design” as it does not produce a practical solution in the shape of a new
classification system. This is not an apology or a failing of the thesis; instead, it can be
argued that the theoretical and conceptual approach is part of the originality of the
thesis. For example, Hjgrland (2008c, p. 87) discussing Miksa’s seminal text from 1998
about DDC and universal classification, says that in the past KO has been primarily
concerned with making practical solutions; this will be confirmed in the literature review
(Chapter 2) which shows how few writings in music classification are concerned with
generalisations or theory, and are more likely to discuss practices and particular issues.*
So the objective of this thesis is to understand what is happening inside music
classification and to model it, and this breaks away from the traditional route of taking a

practical and solutions-orientated approach to classification.

3.3. The importance of facets

One of the most important ideas which permeates KO literature concerns facets and
faceting. For example, Hjgrland (2008c) lists faceting as one his six theoretical
frameworks, and details the development of faceting and analytical-synthetic
techniques. From the proto-faceted conceptual developments by Otlet (see for example
the early editions of UDC) and Kaiser (Dousa 2010, pp. 19-20, Dousa 2013, p. 403),
Ranganathan’s systematic development of a faceted classification scheme (Ranganathan
1933) and theory (Ranganathan 1937), the work of the Classification Research Group
and Bliss (1953) through to the evolving developments and interest in faceting
classification found in current KO research (see for example, the programme and papers

from the 2014 International ISKO conference (Babik 2014)), faceting is clearly a linchpin

* It is assumed that Hjorland’s (2008c) “past” does not include the last 15-20 years or so. For example, a
quick glance through ISKO’s journal, Knowledge Organization, and the past international conferences,
show much research concerning abstractions and conceptual approaches rather than providing
practical solutions.
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of KO discourse. Coupled with this, there is also a visible link between music
classification and faceting. This can be seen, for instance, in the presence of significant
facet milestones which happen to involve music, such as the first British fully faceted
scheme using music as its subject or one of the first fully faceted sections of DDC being
devoted to music. Thus, to discuss the classification of music in this thesis, it is vital to

embrace faceting.

3.4. Introducing classification schemes

Discussing the classification of a subject such as notated Western art music may involve
considering classification in the abstract, but is likely to also rely upon pre-written
systems of classification, collectively called knowledge organization systems (KOSs). A
KOS is at essence a list of subjects, which has a structured and systematic organization;
for example, the Art and Architecture Thesaurus (AAT) is a vocabulary containing
subjects relating to art and architecture, which is organized to show the relationships
between those subjects, such as broader or narrower subjects. For some types of KOS,
the KOS is also a set of instructions as to how to use the system and even how to classify
the document/item at hand. For example, the DDC includes rules as to how to add
geographic place to subjects, or rules about what to do when there are two or more

subjects.

There are many types of KOSs, and the boundaries between them are not always clear.
For example, Pieterse and Kourie (2014) attempt to categorize and disambiguate various
types of KOS, including taxonomies, lattices and ontologies. In this thesis, a particular
type of KOS will be used: the classification scheme.> For the purposes of this thesis,
classification schemes are taken as to be a structured list of subjects, which are
organized by grouping together like subjects, usually hierarchically. The classification
scheme is taken to be a system of organizing documents (where the subset of
documents being considered in this case is notated music) and it is distinguished from
most other KOSs by having the ultimate aim of placing the documents in a single

physical or conceptual position.

The literature review (Chapter 2) demonstrates how general and conceptual discussions
of notated Western art music are rare; thus, eliciting LIS ideas about the classification of

music will come from dissecting ideas of classification represented by music

> Note that classification schemes are not included in Pieterse and Kourie’s (2014) disambiguation of types
of KOS.
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classification schemes. So, much classification scheme analysis will be involved. (Note
how in Tennis’ (2008) categorization of KO, this translates to “analysis” and some
“critique”.) However, accounts of how to analyse a classification scheme are sporadic.
While critiquing the notation of a classification scheme has various labels and metrics,
such as “expressive” and “hospitality” — see for example, a clear account in Batley (2005)
—and levels of faceted-ness in schemes is a matter discussed by classification theorists
such as Ranganathan (La Barre 2010, p. 248) there are large gaps in our understanding
about how to analysis and critique classification schemes. This thesis, as well as
advancing our knowledge of the classification of the specific subject of music, also
tackles the issue of analysing classification schemes. First, it provides a deep analysis of
particular parts of classification schemes, which is an uncommon approach in KO
discourse. Second, it creates novel and original ways of analysing and thinking about
classification schemes, including “stress-testing”, “reception-infused analysis”,
“Wirkung” (in other words, studying the effect of one classification scheme on another)
and “multiplane approach” analysis. So, the contribution of this thesis resonates within

KO as a whole, and is not limited to the classification of music.

3.5. Focus on music information as part of music classification

As an aside, note that music-as-information is used as a conduit for other types of
scholarship outside of music classification: music information behaviour and music
information seeking. For example, Lam (2011) develops an organizational system for
musicianship, in order to understand the information practices associated with music
instructional videos (Lam 2011). Furthermore, music-as-information is also considered
as part of work concerning music information seeking. For instance, Lavranos et al.
(2015) combine general models of information seeking with models of musical
creativity, part of a general consideration of music-as-information. However, there are
two main reasons these types of studies are out of the scope of this thesis. First,
although retrieval and classification share close bonds (see Section 3.1), this thesis is
primarily concerned with the classification of music rather than how it is sought and
retrieved. Second, Lam’s (2011) model and discourse is concerned with music as an act
—in whatever form this act takes, be it listening or performing — whereas this thesis is
concerned with music as a document. Therefore, music information seeking and music
information behaviour, including the aforementioned papers and others of their ilk, are
outside the scope of this thesis and these non-classification-focused models of music

information will not be considered further.
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4. Non-LIS classification

So far the discussion of classification and classification schemes has been limited to one
perspective only, classification as it is perceived within LIS. Yet, considering the
classifications inherent within domains themselves is seen as significant within LIS
discourse. For instance, despite strong differences between Beghtol and
Hjgrland/Nicolaisen (Beghtol 2003, Hjgrland, Nicolaisen 2004, Beghtol 2004, Nicolaisen,
Hjgrland 2004) about the nature of and terminology of non-LIS classification systems —
discussed in more detail below — the need to study non-LIS classifications is keenly
stated by all these authors. Furthermore, the desire to study and utilize non-LIS
classifications was discussed in the early parts of the 1900s (Hjgrland 2008c, p. 97); for
example, Bliss (1933) writes about what he calls “library classification” and how it
interacts with organizaing knowledge itself, imploring readers to make library
classification “conform to the scientific and educational organization of knowledge”
(Bliss 1933, p. 36). Even before Bliss’ seminal work on classification, authors such as
Cushing Richardson (1901, pp. 67-69) were comparing what he termed “theoretical” and
“book” classifications. Bliss’ (1933) rallying cry about book classification following
knowledge classification in the 1930s is transfigured in the intervening years into studies

of domain-based classifications.

4.1. Terminological issues
To consider the idea of non-LIS classifications, it is necessary to unpick the
terminological entanglements involved with the concepts. Beghtol (2003) articulates

Ill

two types of classification, using the terms “naive” and “professional” to differentiate
the classifications produced by those working in the domain itself (“naive”) and within
LIS practice or theory (“professional”). The term “naive” attracted particular dissent
from Hjgrland and Nicolaisen (Hjgrland, Nicolaisen 2004, Nicolaisen, Hjgrland 2004), as
they perceived it as attaching a lesser value to those classifications produced within the
domain.® These are not the only terms which are proposed: for example, both Hjgrland
(2008a) and Mai (2004) use the terms “scientific” and “bibliographic”. However, to
complicate matters, there are multiple types of “non-LIS” classifications, of which

“scientific” is only one. For example, Mai (2004) distinguishes between scientific and

philosophical classifications, both of which refer to a wider brief than LIS; in addition,

6 Beghtol (2004) makes it clear in her reply to Hjgrland and Nicolaisen that she is referring to “naive
indexing”, in other words, the indexing performed by those whose background is not in the theory of
indexing.
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Ill

Hull (1998) suggests that there are “structural” and “historical” classifications, when

discussing classification as a philosophical concept. So, to avoid the negativity of

“«

Beghtol’s “naive” in the naive/professional duality, and to avoid the duplicitous meaning
of “scientific” as an alternative, two other terms have been selected for this thesis. “LIS
classification” will be used to discuss the classifications imposed by those working
theoretically or practically within LIS, so including schemes such as DDC and Library of
Congress Classification (LCC). The term “domain classification” will be used to describe a

scheme created within a domain, usually by a domain-based researcher using

classification to organize and advance knowledge.

4.2. Comparing LIS and non-LIS classifications

As well as looking at the domain classifications themselves, there is also interest within
KO discourse in considering the comparison of LIS and domain classifications. This
effects questions about the type of relationship which exists between LIS and domain
classifications, and this is not always codified or agreed upon within KO literature. For
example, Hjgrland and Nicolaisen (2004, p. 59) imply that LIS classification should always
be based on domain classification, and later Hjgrland (2011) describes how ideas of
classification start within a domain before spreading to other types of classification.
However, this is not the only view about the relationship between classifications. For
instance, Mai (2011, pp. 714-715) describes an example of a “cyclical relationship” (Mai
2011, p. 714) between an LIS classification (in this case DDC) and domain classifications
(within anthropology and sociological scholarship, amongst others) of race. In Mai’s
example the relationship was one of LIS classification reflecting on changes in the
scholarly world, and DDC ends up making a “social and political” statement (Mai 2011, p.
714). In the process, Mai illuminates how the relationship between LIS and domain
classifications might be more nuanced and complex than just a direct, one-way
influence. Despite the interest in domain classifications from KO discourse, detailed
attempts at unpicking the types of relationships between LIS and domain classification
are not forthcoming. So, this thesis, in the course of exploring the specific connections
between the LIS and music domains’ classifications of notated Western art music, will
also attempt to ascertain the types of relationship between classifications in both

domains.

Existing discourse about domain classifications usually falls into three categories:

directly concerned with a particular domain classification scheme (for example, Hjgrland
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(2008b, 2011) and Scerri (2011) on the Periodic Table as a classification system, and
Hjgrland (2008a) on the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual for Mental Disorders), directly
concerned with classification within a particular domain (for instance, @rom (2003)
writing about the art domain, and Blake (2011) writing about biology) or concerned with
the theory of domain classification, usually also including examples drawn from specific
domains (for instance, Beghtol 2003, Hjgrland, Nicolaisen 2004, Beghtol 2004,
Nicolaisen, Hjgrland 2004, Jacob 2010, Mai 2004, Mai 2011). This thesis will generally
both utilize and add to discourse in the second of these categories of domain
classification discourse, as discussion about classification within the music domain is at
the heart of the thesis. However, there will also be some discussion of specific domain-
based classifications, in particular the Hornbostel and Sachs Classification of musical
instruments which will be compared with the classification of instruments in the LIS
classification schemes. The models and conclusions of this thesis show that while
discussing the theory of domain classification may not be within the subject area of the
thesis, the discussions about music classification which take place also add to our

knowledge about this third type of discourse.

4.3. Domain classifications for music

Finally, it is useful to consider the state of existing (LIS) research which considers domain
classifications related to Western art music. While scholars such as Hjgrland, Nicolaisen,
Beghtol and Mai (Beghtol 2003, Hjgrland, Nicolaisen 2004, Mai 2004) all advocate the
consideration of domain classification, this has not manifested itself in many exemplars
for music. Gnoli comes the closest in his consideration of the Hornbostel and Sachs
Classification of musical instruments — to be discussed in detail in Chapter 7— as a
domain classification, both when specifically addressing musical instrument
classification (Ghirardini, Gnoli 2005) and as one example in his work on phylogenetic
classification (Gnoli 2006). Thus, Gnoli’s works are built upon in this thesis when
considering musical instrument classification. (In addition, Beghtol (2003, p. 68) uses
instruments as one example in her initial article about professional/naive classifications,
and while not useful for this thesis, it perhaps shows how out of all music, it is
instruments which are considered most suitable for this domain-based approach.)
Abrahamsen (2003) presents a domain analysis approach to music classification which
includes some analysis of music-domain classifications. (Note this article is discussed in
more detail in the Literature Review, Chapter 2.) However, as Abrahamsen’s (2003)

article is primarily focused on both popular music and on the classification of the study
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of music rather than music itself, it does not help address the central topic of this thesis.
So, academic researchers have argued that studying the classification of a domain is
central to understanding LIS classification; yet, so far, Western art music has not
received a detailed and expansive analysis of classifications present within the music
domain — leaving aside the isolated examples of important work considering musical
instrument classification systems from an LIS perspective. Thus, this thesis contributes a
vital service in understanding music classification, and in KO discourse more generally,
by positioning the understanding of music classification within the domain of music as a

central tenet of this thesis.

5. Research questions
So, the objective of this thesis is to explore and model the classification of notated,
Western art music. In order to achieve this, the following five research questions are

posed:

1. How is notated Western art music organized in LIS?

2. How can knowledge organization theories from LIS, such as faceted
classification, be used to understand the knowledge organization of notated
Western art music?

3. How does the classification of notated Western art music interact with and
enhance our understanding of general classification?

4. What classification structures are inherent in the music domain’s classification
of Western art music?

5. What are the accords and discords between the classification of notated
Western art music in the LIS and music domains, and how does its classification
in the music domain influence the classification of notated Western art music in

the LIS domain?

A number of important points need to be noted from these questions. The type of
music is specified in all the research questions: notated Western art music. The
meaning of this term and the reasons for the selection of this type of music were
discussed in Section 2. The inclusion of “faceted” as a likely line of enquiry reflects both
the importance of faceting within KO and the particular interest paid to faceting within
music — as discussed in Section 3.3. Furthermore, the presence of such significant

general faceted classification milestones within the development of music classification,
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coupled with the need to create novel methods to analyse classification schemes which
have value even outside of music classification, suggest that the thesis should consider
the general classification/music classification transversal in both directions; this explains
the need for research question 3. Another important point concerns the term
“classification structures” in research question 4. This is an inclusive term used to make
sure all relevant types of classification within the music domain are captured, not just
those which fulfil the criteria laid down within LIS to be considered classification

schemes.

The research questions are in some respects a tale of two halves. The first three
guestions are concerned with classification within the LIS domain only, while the last
two also consider music classification as a domain classification — this reflects the
importance of considering domain classifications, as discussed in Section 4. In relation
to the domain classification, note how research question 5 encompasses more than just
direct, one-directional influence between classification found in the music domain and
the classification of music within the LIS domain. (Note that in the rest of the thesis, the

research questions will be abbreviated to RQ1, RQ2, and so on.)

6. Outline of the thesis

The thesis starts with a review of the existing literature (Chapter 2), exploring how music
classification has been discussed within KO and beyond. The literature review
demonstrates that despite receiving much attention, there are few theoretical
discussions of music classification, especially those that involve notated Western art
music. Therefore, this thesis and its concentration on theoretical and conceptual
understanding of music classification will fill a significant gap within LIS discourse. Music
classification literature within the music domain is also discussed, and the review shows
how the different availability and approaches to music classification within the music
domain necessitate a different approach to eliciting information from that used within

LIS.

Four main methodologies are explored in this thesis (Chapter 3): literature and
conceptual analysis within LIS, classification scheme analysis, analysis of music
classification within the music domain and synthesis of all the analytical approaches.
Each methodology is described alongside discussions as to how it has been appropriated

for this particular study. Another important discussion in the methodology involves the
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selection of example classification schemes and classification samples from the music

domain, and the sampling is discussed in detail in this chapter.

Six research chapters follow. After an initial chapter which introduces the ideas of
faceting for music classification, the remaining five chapters dissect the classification of
a different aspect of a musical work. Each chapter discusses both the LIS and music
domains’ classification of the phenomenon under review, showing how in each case the
issues affecting KO contemplations of classification relate to those seen in the music

domain.

The first research chapter (Chapter 4) explores how the idea of facets interacts with the
classification of notated Western art music. The core of this chapter lies in analysis and
discussion about what facets mean in the context of notated Western art music,
ascertaining the most important facets for music using a range of LIS literature and
classification schemes. This is coupled with an exploration of the essential constituent
parts of Western art music viewed from the perspective of the music domain. The
results of these discussions drive the rest of the thesis: the most significant facets are
identified as medium, form/genre and a nebulous facet associated with function,
purpose and character. The chapter concludes by considering how faceting manifests
itself in two example music classification schemes; in addition to new knowledge about
music classification, this exploration contributes a specially devised and novel analysis
technique called the multiplane technique, as well as offering some ideas about music’s

importance to the general development of faceting.

The next three chapters explore one of the most critical facets in classifying notated
Western art music: musical medium. Chapter 5 considers the fundamental division
between instrumental and vocal music, exploring this basic categorization in both LIS
and music’s conceptions of music classification. A detailed example of the complications
and consequences of this categorization is offered in an investigation of choral
symphonies, which teases out one of the major issues uncovered in this thesis:
dependence between supposedly independent facets. Chapter 6 explores other aspects
of the medium facet: the notoriously problematic issue of multiple instruments and/or
voices, issues concerning classifying arrangements and the classificatory meaning of
“accompaniment”. A novel classification analysis technique is introduced, stress-testing,
which uses examples of musical works for extremely large numbers of players and

singers in order to deliberately “break” classification schemes and to see how the
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classification of medium really works. Chapter 7 explores the classification of musical
instruments as part of notated Western art music, both within LIS and organology (the
area of music devoted to the study of musical instruments). The chapter includes
explorations of the broad categorization of instruments within LIS classification schemes
and the categorization of instruments within organological schemes such as Hornbostel
and Sachs, positing a bifurcation between the organological and LIS conceptions of the
basic categories of instruments. There is also discussion about classifying specific
instruments, such as the saxophone and whistling, which illuminate various trends
within instrument classification. Through the discussions about particularly important
organological schemes to arrange instruments, this chapter introduces and utilizes
original methods of understanding classification schemes: reception-infused analysis

and plotting the relationships between classification schemes (“Wirkungs”).

Form, genre and function are the topics of chapters 8 and 9. Chapter 8 considers
form/genre as a classificatory device, including outlining how a facet of musical
form/genre would behave. Specific examples of opera, string quartets and symphonies
are used to explore issues relating to classifying form/genre. The chapter is brought to a
close by drawing together various threads relating to form/genre into a discussion about
dependency of the form/genre facet on other facets, exploring the lack of orthogonality
of music’s facets. Chapter 9 explores the nebulous concept of function, purpose and
character, considering how the idea of function and its various acolytes works as a
classificatory principle. Various matrices are considered, such as dramatic/non-
dramatic, secular/sacred, which add to the complexities, and help to paint a more
detailed view of the interaction between the “quasi-facet” of function and the

form/genre and medium facets.

The thesis culminates in five models of music classification (Chapter 10). Model 1
illustrates the classification of musical medium showing how the different aspects of
musical medium fit together and how musical medium works as information and as
classification. Model 2 is an extension of Model 1, proposing an extra category
associated with vocal/instrumental categorization. Model 3 posits musical classification
as a model of dependency between facets, both visualizing and exploring the
culmination of these dependencies. Model 4 proposes a new way of understanding
music classification, as a simultaneously faceted and genre-based system. Model 5

directly considers the relationship between the classification of Western art music in the
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LIS and music domains, categorizing the types of relationships between the

classifications.

There are many possible beneficiaries of this research project. First, the results of this
research will help those who organize music materials as part of their work, such as
music librarians and librarians working with music materials. They might benefit from
directly engaging with the research and the opportunity to more fully understand how
Western art music behaves when being classified, or from subsequent developments in
tools and classification schemes resulting from this doctoral research. Second, anyone
developing a classification system for notated music could also benefit from this
research, by using the results of the analysis and the models as the broad structure for
creating a classification scheme. The benefits are not just limited to those working with
printed music: the structures and ideas explored in this thesis would also be very useful
to those designing systems to organize digital libraries of notated music. Third, those
researching or designing systems to organize and retrieve music-as-sound, such as those
within the computer science sub-discipline of music information retrieval, could employ
ideas from this thesis, especially when working with Western art music. Fourth, those in
the research area of knowledge organization within library and information science will
benefit from this research in a number of ways: through gaining new insights into a
specific area of knowledge organization (the classification of music), through procuring
new methodologies to analyse classification schemes, and from the resulting new

concepts and ideas in the realm of faceted classification.

Through the course of discussion and the proposed models, this thesis demonstrates the
full extent of complexities underpinning the classification of notated Western art music.
However, this thesis’ contribution is not just in showing that music classification is
complicated, it also shows why music is so complex to classify and how these
complexities are manifested. The longstanding literature about music classification and
numerous specially written schemes written over the 20" (and 21°%') centuries, as well as
music’s selection for various general classification milestones involving faceting, are all
signs that music is interesting to classify. This thesis’ (main) contribution to LIS is that
for the first time, the nature of why music is interesting to classify can be fully
understood: through deep theoretical and conceptual analysis culminating in the models
posited at the end of this thesis, notated Western art music finally yields its classification

secrets.
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Chapter 2: Literature review

1. Introduction to Chapter 2

This literature review describes and analyses the literature on the knowledge
organization (KO) of notated Western art music, relating to the research questions
identified in Chapter 1. The review is centred upon the two main themes of the
research questions: library and information science (LIS) LIS conceptions of music
classification and music domain ideas about music classification — although the review
will show that deciding the domain-perspective is not always straightforward. For a
number of reasons which will be described more fully within the review, this literature
review will devote significantly more space to an analysis of the first of these areas
rather than the second, due to the respective quantities of literature and the position of
this research as a doctoral study within the domain of LIS rather than music. As one of
the main methods utilized in the research study is literature and conceptual analysis —
see Methodology, Chapter 3 — much of the analysis of literature will take place within
the body of the thesis (Chapters 4-9). Hence, this literature review will focus on
identification and trawl of the literature, and reviewing the broad discourse about music

KO.

It is important to define the boundaries of music classification for the purposes of this
review. Generally, “music classification” is taken to cover the same core focus as the
thesis as a whole, but there are ways that the literature review takes a wider approach.
The “music” of this review is music-as-text rather than music-as-sound. This means that
literature from the sub-discipline of music information retrieval will generally not be
discussed. An exception is made for music-as-sound as found as physical sound
recordings in libraries, which is briefly overviewed in Section 2.5.1. The reason for this is
that some of the ideas being discussed about sound recordings also pertain to notated
music. Similarly, this literature review is focused on classifying music itself rather than
music literature, but where discussions take place concerning music generally, these will
be mentioned. The notated music being discussed in the review is primarily Western art
music; yet, the dominance of this type of music is one of the themes of music
classification discourse, so the classification of “other” musics is discussed in Section 2.3.
Another clarification is needed as to what sort of KO is discussed. While the thesis

generally covers classification, this is reflected in the literature review. However, there
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is a small overview of key developments and literature in subject indexing and subject

headings (Section 2.5.2), to provide context to the discussions on music classification.

There are a variety of different literature review methodologies; this review is centred
on providing a descriptive summary of a selection of sources which have not been
chosen in a “systematic” fashion in the manner of methodologies such as the
“systematic qualitative review” (Bawden 2012, p. 152). Instead, the review focuses on a
small proportion of the available sources, and uses those deemed to be most important
in providing an overview of the state of literature in the areas covered. (Please note
that an earlier version of part of this review was given as a conference paper at ISKO UK
in 2011, and was later published in the proceedings — see Lee (2012), reproduced in
Appendix B1.) So, the review starts by considering music classification literature in the
LIS domain, including its quantity and history, identifying key methodological
approaches, major themes, and finishing with two areas outside of the strict confines of
“classification” and “music-as-text”. This is followed by a consideration of music
classification in the music domain. The final section considers the literature which is
concerned with comparing classification in the two domains, as well as literature which
discusses LIS classification of music but either uses non-strictly-LIS documents or is
interested in modelling music as information or musical knowledge rather than

classifying musical works.’

2. Music classification literature: LIS domain

Historically, music classification has received much attention by those writing about KO;
therefore, this literature review seeks to outline the history of this discourse, discuss in
more detail the key players within this discourse, produce a typology of methodologies
used in the literature and identify main themes or trends. As well as providing
background and context for the thesis, the review will also demonstrate that though
there is much written about music classification from the LIS perspective, this thesis also

fills a sizeable and significant gap in the discourse.

2.1. History and quantity of literature
The organization of music in libraries is not a recent phenomenon; Smiraglia claims that

“... systematic efforts to develop and organize music collections in libraries are known to

’ The difference between the two conceptual constructs of music-as-information and musical works is
outside the scope of this thesis.
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have been made for nearly 600 years” (Smiraglia, Young 2006, p. 1).® However, most of
the documentation of these intellectual efforts has not survived (Smiraglia, Young 2006,
p. 1). Duff Brown produced one of the first significant and extant documents on music
classification in the form of a letter to The Library in 1897 (Brown 1897).° This letter
discusses the subject arrangement of music in the context of a classified catalogue,
including a scheme for the arrangement of musical works in the subject catalogue
(Brown 1897). Smiraglia claims that this letter “... illustrated the beginning of the
professionalization of the bibliographic control of music materials in libraries” (Smiraglia,
Young 2006, p. 6) and uses the letter as the temporal starting point — 1897 — for his
monumental bibliography on the bibliographic organization of music (Smiraglia, Young
2006).° McKnight (2002, p. 5) conjectures why the late 19" century witnessed the
birth of literature about music classification: this epoch’s genesis of music librarianship
more generally. The existence of music libraries and music librarianship generate a need
to organize those libraries. McKnight (2002, p. 5) then identifies two main drivers for
the establishment of music libraries in the United States during this time; as public
libraries in the United States became more established they started to contain lending
music collections and music also became accepted as a university subject during this
period.11 Therefore, the topic of music classification is a historic one, and this has a
bearing on the age — and as a possible corollary, perhaps even the formats — of the

literature that will be consulted throughout this thesis.

The next question to consider is which issues drove the music classification discourse.
Smiraglia (2006) gives a detailed account of the major issues in the bibliographic
organization of music, and how their fortunes fared over the 20" century. While it is not
useful to repeat Smiraglia’s work here, it is useful to highlight the issues which are
directly relevant and interesting to music classification. For example, Smiraglia (2006, p.
8) suggests that the mid-20" century saw a rapid increase in literature which he terms

“institution-based professional practice” documents, which sees librarians describe their

® Note that although both Smiraglia and Young are listed as authors of this work, Young has a secondary role
as evidenced by their “with” status and lack of name on the Preface. Therefore, in the text, the
author will be referred to as Smiraglia only, but the reference refers to both authors.

® To confuse matters, this letter has two names in the literature, “Cataloguing of music” and “Classification
scheme for music libraries” (Bradley 1973, p. 143).

Yt is interesting to note that Smiraglia (2006, p. 15) considers this letter to be about cataloguing; this is
inferred from his statement that “descriptive cataloguing” first appeared in 1897 (i.e. the Cutter 1897
source) while classification was not written about until five years later.

" Thisis closely related to the “birth” of the discipline of musicology. However, the structure and history of

the music domain is outside of the scope of this thesis.
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experiences and solutions to music-arranging problems. The 1950s and 1960s marked a
significant point in the history of music classification literature, as manuals started to be
published about general music librarianship and the bibliographic control of music more
specifically (Smiraglia, Young 2006, p. 10); Smiraglia (2006, p. 10) highlights Redfern’s
tomes on organizing music in libraries, with one volume specifically about music
classification, which was first published in 1966. Reading the music classification
literature confirms Smiraglia’s comment about the wide use and importance of
Redfern’s tome, so it will be discussed in more detail in Section 2.4. From 1970,
Smiraglia (2006, p. 11) suggests that the topics covered in the bibliographic organization
of music significantly expanded; of interest to this study is Smiraglia’s inclusion of non-
Western musics and the proposed revision of the Dewey Decimal Classification (DDC),
which are both discussed in later sections of this literature review. He (Smiraglia, Young
2006, p. 12) concludes that the last two decades of the 20™ century did not see such an
increase in topics, but instead witnessed an increasing maturity in the discussions as
well as a change in format from technical reports to journal articles. These highlights
from Smiraglia’s (2006) account suggest that the literature review and literature analysis
throughout the thesis will need at least some reference to resources from the early and

mid-20™" century, in addition to any relevant later resources.

The quantity of literature about music classification can be seen through various
bibliographies. Smiraglia’s book (2006) is itself a bibliography — albeit one which
includes all forms of information organization for music, not just music classification —
which provides some evidence of the quantity of published literature on this topic.
Furthermore, an annotated bibliography produced as a master’s thesis by Elmer in 1946
(Smiraglia, Young 2006, p. 9) is noted as being evidence of how much literature was
produced about music classification even by the 1940s. There are also other examples
of substantial bibliographies about music classification, such as Nettl (1960) and a
specific chapter in Bradley’s bibliography of music librarianship (2005). The
bibliographies are clearly a reflection of the popularity of the topic of music
classification, which asks important questions about this thesis: does the presence of so
much existing literature mean that there are readymade answers to the research
guestions laid out in the introduction, and what meaning can be ascribed to the quantity
of literature about music classification? In order to answer these questions, the LIS

music literature now needs to be unpicked.
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2.2. Specific types of approaches to LIS music classification

discourse
Reading LIS music classification discourse identifies a number of distinct approaches and
methodologies. The key topics discussed will be presented in later sections; instead,
these approaches identify how knowledge about music classification is elicited. The four
approaches could be seen as having an order: while the first two are based entirely
within LIS, the third utilizes resources from the music domain to discuss LIS music
classification, while the fourth uses an analysis technique from the music domain and

applies it to LIS music classification.

2.2.1. C(lassification scheme approach

The “classification scheme approach” is a discussion where music classification is
discussed primarily through the prism of one or more exemplified scheme. Sometimes
they are in tripartite form: highlights of the history of the scheme, description of the
scheme, then a discussion about issues with the scheme which may be accompanied by
suggested improvements — see for instance, Bradley (1972) discussing Dickinson
Classification, and Philp (1982) discussing the proposed revisions to DDC. Often, the
tripartite approach is taken repeatedly: a chapter or article consists of multiple
miniature tripartite forms, each discussing a different scheme (for example, Bryant,
Marco 1985, Redfern 1978). These are particularly interesting as they show how
discussions about music classification are the discussions of music classification
schemes. At other times discussions about music classification include a proposal for a
new music classification scheme — see for example, Olding (1954) and Ott (1961),
proposing schemes within journal articles. (The popularity of constructing new
classification schemes for music will be discussed further in Section 2.4.) So, music

classification discourse is frequently mediated through music classification schemes.

2.2.2. Projectapproach

The “project approach” focuses on classification practices in a specific library, and
frequently takes a narrative approach: examination of the problem, discussion about
why existing schemes/practices are not suitable, description of the process of finding a
solution, implementation and then a reflective evaluation. Marsh (2002) describes the
adaptation of the Alpha-Numeric System for Classification of Recordings (ANSCR) at the
Leeds College of Music, showing a project which adapts an existing scheme; Krohn

(1970) describes a project to classify sheet music at the library of Washington University
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in St. Louis, where the author develops their own system of classification. In both
examples, the issue of classification is discussed through the lens of a practical problem,
which involves the arrangement of real-life items. The “classification scheme approach”
(discussed in Section 2.2.1) and “project approach” both involve real-life schemes
and/or real-life libraries. This demonstrates that music classification is a live and

practical issue, even though this thesis is going to take a more theoretical approach.

2.2.3. Music domain approach

The other two methodologies are conceptual and used less frequently. Some LIS
classification literature uses resources from the music domain to discuss music
classification from an LIS perspective. A number of authors use a “book-based
classification” methodology as the basis of their discussion of music classification.
Sources used by authors include the structure of bibliographies (see for example
Goldthwaite (1948), discussed in more detail in Section 4.3.), structure of textbooks (see
for example Abrahamsen (2003), discussed in more detail in Section 4.1.), and structural
diagrams within textbooks (see for example Line (1963)). Authors such as Abrahamsen
(2003) not only use resources from the music domain, but discuss music classification
from the (LIS-based) domain analysis approach, including comparing the organization of
music in both the LIS and music domains. Abrahamsen’s (2003) article, alongside the
few other exemplars of this approach, is important to this thesis, as discussing the
comparison in classification between the LIS and music domains is part of this thesis’
research objectives. So, these articles will be discussed in detail in Section 4, which
considers comparative and non-exclusively LIS works. It is noteworthy that these
articles exist which look outside of the LIS domain, especially considering that
Goldthwaite (1948) and Line (1962) are writing decades before domain analysis is

formulized by Hjgrland and Albrechtsen (1995) and adopted by the LIS community.

2.2.4. Utilizing music domain technique for LIS analysis

The final methodology presented is somewhat of a rarity but sets up a fascinating
coalescing of domains. Elliker (1994) uses a technique of analysis taken from the music
domain — “Schenkarian Analysis”, which is usually used to analyse musical works —and
applies it to LIS classification schemes.” In the previous methodology (Section 2.2.3),

resources from the music domain were used as documents, such as text books of music

12 5chenkarian analysis — a ubiquitous 20th—century music analysis method of great significance — separates
musical works into foreground, middle ground and background, demonstrating the overall structure
of a work across a sea of musical notes.
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history and bibliographies; whereas Elliker (1994) is borrowing the analytical method
instead, using a technique from the music domain rather than a series of documents.
This is one level removed from using an LIS method such as domain analysis to study the
relationship between the “target” domain and LIS. It is truly a dyadic approach. (Elliker
(1994) is also important for other reasons, which will be discussed later in the literature

review.)

2.3. Major music classification themes

The literature trawl revealed a number of prevalent themes within the LIS music
classification literature. The themes discussed are scores versus literature, faceted
classification and music, “other” musics, classification and retrieval, and music

classification schemes.™

2.3.1. Theme 1: scores and literature

LIS music classification discourse sees the potential division of music-related materials
into literature (works about music) and scores (for all intents and purposes, notated
music) as a significant issue. For instance, Jones (1979, p. 95) describes separating
literature and scores as a “basic distinction”; Benton (1976, pp. 55-56) describes
literature and scores as “principal categories”. Furthermore, a classification scheme’s
treatment of this issue is used to assess a music classification scheme’s worth; for
instance, the perceived lack of division between literature and scores in older versions
of DDC is cited by commentators as one of its fundamental flaws (see for example,
Woursten 199043, p. 4). Often, the discussions will draw upon the treatment of other
artworks and their corresponding literature, such as art (for example, Mullally (1976, p.
60) compares the issue to the visual arts). The separation between scores and literatures
could be considered as relating to format; so, this issue is discussed in detail in Chapter

4, Section 3.4, which discusses format’s position as a facet.

2.3.2. Theme 2: faceted classification and music
Faceted classification is a key theme in music classification literature, whether it is

mentioned directly using the terms “facet” or “faceted” or not. One of the ways in

Bitis interesting to note Smiraglia’s (2006, pp. 6-7) identification of themes, to see any overlap with the
themes that have been selected in this literature review. However, it is important to note that
Smiraglia’s base is wider as the documents he uses refers to cataloguing and subject indexing, in
addition to classification. His themes concern the concept of a musical “work”, the subject of a
musical work, and browsing and retrieval (Smiraglia 2006, pp. 6-7). Though some of Smiraglia’s
discussions about these themes have been useful to this literature review, the differences in coverage
and emphasis between Smiraglia’s (2006) overview of the literature and this literature review means
it was not advisable to adopt Smiragli’s themes verbatim.
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which the discussion of faceted classification surfaces is within discussions about the
British Catalogue of Music Classification (BCM), which was the first published fully
faceted scheme in Great Britain (Redfern 1978, p. 24) and also formed the basis of the
DDC Phoenix Schedule (Sweeney 1976, p. 4). Due to the revolutionary nature of both
schemes, they are discussed in LIS discourse and thus faceted classification of music
receives attention within the context of these discussions. As well as mentioning facets
in many writings, commenters also state which facets they consider to be most
important — this is discussed in detail in Chapter 4, Section 3, which considers the LIS
discourse concerning music’s facets. It is worth noting that while many important
references to faceted classification within music occur around the 1960s (for example,
BCM) through to the later 1970s and 1980s (for example, the Phoenix Schedule of DDC),
faceted classification of music is still a current topic; for instance, Madalli, Balaji and
Sarangi (2015) utilize facets of music in order to create an example of a faceted
ontology, showing how facets of music are still an important topic, even when
repurposed for the ontology/computer age. (This paper, and the earlier paper by
Madalli, Balaji and Sarangi (2014) are discussed in more detail in Chapter 4, when
discussing the facets of music.) So, faceted classification of music is an important topic
within LIS music classification discourse, and is explored as part of Chapter 4, which is

devoted to faceted classification and music.

2.3.3. Theme 3: “other” musics

The treatment of subjects outside the realm of Western art music is an important issue
to music classification authors, with the treatment of folk music, jazz and pop music
cited by authors as being particularly problematic. Authors suggest reasons why this is
the case (for example, Nero 2006, p. 122), and how the problems pervade not just the
contents of classification schemes but the structures of schemes (for example, Inskip,
MacFarlane & Rafferty 2008, p. 690). Commentators also describe some of the
consequential effects of problems with classifying these “other” musics on libraries,
most notably the impact upon retrieval. For instance, Langridge (1967, p. 4) cites a case
where the failure to recognize the importance of the performer in the arrangement of
jazz materials has resulted in unwanted separations of materials which naturally belong
together. As this thesis focuses on notated Western art music, further research into
how jazz, folk music, popular music, and so on, are treated in LIS classification schemes
is outside the scope of the thesis. However, it is also important to note that the type of

music being considered in this thesis has primacy within most of the music LIS
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classification schemes being considered. While the reasons why certain types of music
are the focus of LIS classification schemes is not within the scope of this thesis, one

outcome is that the LIS schemes considered in this thesis are primarily designed for the
type of music being considered in this thesis (according to the arguments by Langridge,

Nero, and others).

2.3.4. Theme 4: classification and retrieval

Retrieval is a major purpose of classification (Batley 2005, p. 3) and the organization of
knowledge is described by Rowley and Hartley (2008, p. 4) as the “other face of
information retrieval”. Thus it is unsurprising to find that retrieval is discussed in LIS
music classification discourse. Smiraglia (2006) describes retrieval-based classification
as one of the key themes of 20"-century literature in the bibliographic control of music.
Amongst other questions, the retrieval/classification combination asks whether music
would be better found using certain facets over others (Cazeaux 1966, p. 35). One sub-
theme of the retrieval discussions within music classification concerns the different
information needs of different types of users; for instance, as expressed by Inskip,
Macfarlane and Rafferty (2008, p. 689). Commentators discuss these differences by
categorizing the needs of different types of music library users; for example listeners
versus (what is more succinctly called) performers (McColvin, Reeves & Dove, p. 48),
scholars versus so-called “browsers” (Buth 1974, p. 441) and performers versus scholars
(Line 1952, p. 362). However, it can be seen that commentators don't necessarily agree
on these divisions, or the best classification for each group. In addition, the
categorization of users is itself a questionable activity: not only can one individual
person fall into different categories even within the same library visit, but boundaries
between activities such as performing and research are distinctly blurred. Some authors
also link their categorizations of users to the use of specific facets (for instance, Line
(1963, p. 353), writing in more detail about his scheme). Retrieval is not the focus of this
thesis, so will not be discussed further. However, it will be seen in the thesis that some
classification schemes — for example, Dickinson Classification (Dickinson) — directly link
the workings of their classification scheme to the organizations in which the scheme will
be used, meaning that even theoretical discussions of music classification will be

impinged upon by matters of usage, and by natural extension, retrieval.

2.3.5. Theme 5: music classification schemes
One of the most prolific topics in the LIS music classification discourse is the discussion

of LIS music classification schemes; however, interestingly, classification schemes could
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be considered an approach and a topic. “Music classification schemes” will be used to
denote both the music schedules of general classification schemes and special
classification schemes for music. What is immediately apparent from perusing the
music classification literature is the sheer volume of special and home-grown
classification schemes for music. Some of the most prevalent special schemes in
discussions include BCM, Dickinson and McColvin and Reeves classifications; however,
the literature reveals dozens more. (BCM and Dickinson will be discussed in detail later
in the thesis; McColvin and Reeves was a scheme designed as an alternative to DDC
music schedules (Elmer 1973, p. 149).) This occurrence of multiple special and home-
grown schemes for music is of great significance to this thesis, as it potentially raises two
interlinked and potent issues: first, the number of schemes could be an indication that
music is fundamentally difficult to classify; second, existing schemes are inadequate,
which is also indicated by authors such as Clews (1975, p. 7) and Olding (1954, p. 13).
The link between finding all existing schemes inadequate and creating your own is
logical, but existing KO research does not appear to conceptualize this relationship; an
article written separately to this thesis, but inspired by some of the questions music
classification asks, positions this relationship through a reception studies framework,
where “criticism” leads to a new scheme, which can be considered part of the
“Wirkung” of an existing scheme — see Lee 2015, Lee 2014, reproduced in Appendices B2
and B3.

As well as being a source of complaint, general classification schemes also feature in LIS
classification literature in other ways. For example, McKnight’s (2002) textbook Music
classification systems is mostly a discussion of Library of Congress Classification (LCC)
and DDC (as well as an example of a classification for sound recordings, which will be
discussed in section 2.5.1). This could be seen to signify that music classification
practices in the United States in the early 2000s conformed to using regular, general
schemes as opposed to using the variety of special (and specially devised) schemes

exemplified in older music classification literature.

By far the most prolific music classification scheme discussed in the music classification
discourse is one of these general schemes: DDC. However, the LIS music classification
has a particular concentration around a particular epoch and related series of events
within DDC’s history: the inadequacies of pre-DDC20 editions of DDC, the publication of

the DDC Phoenix Schedule and the eventual incorporation of the Phoenix Schedule into
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the 20" edition of DDC (DDC20). Phoenix Schedules are where a part of a classification
scheme is rewritten to such an extent that every class number within that part of the
schedule has been reassigned (Prytherch 1987, p. 600). In 1973, music was designated
an area needing work within DDC (Sweeney 1976, p. 4) and a project team was formed
to create a new schedule. The reasons given for the need to rewrite the schedules
included the lack of separation between scores/literature and the lack of treatment of
music such as African-American music and jazz (Sweeney 1976, p. 4), both issues
covered above as being highly prolific within music classification discourse.** While
unsurprising, this enforces the idea that DDC's revision is caused by common tropes of
music’s problematic classification, rather than being specific to DDC. In this reading,

DDC is reflecting music classification issues.

The new schedule was completed in 1975 (Humphry 1980, p. viii) and after discussion at
various meetings, was published as a separate monograph in 1980 (Dewey et al. 1980).
During this gestation period, Sweeney and Clews, the main authors of the revised
schedule, engaged the library community with their scheme — see for example, Sweeney
(1976), Clews (1975). The publication of the Phoenix Schedule was specifically designed
to enable librarians to comment on the schedules before it was fully integrated into the
main DDC schedules (Humphry 1980, p. viii), and so the dissemination of the Phoenix
Schedule generated comment, analysis and further dissemination of the revised scheme
(see for example, Cotton 1978, Hassell 1982). The integration of the Phoenix Schedule —
with some major changes — into DDC20 also generated more discussion and analysis
such as Redfern (1991), and a monograph in “celebration” of the schedules (Wursten
1990b). Therefore, it can be seen that DDC, including its narrative of “bad-to-good-
scheme” plays an important role in music classification, and this needs to be considered

during the thesis.

Another trope within LIS classification scheme discourse concerns the idea of a universal
scheme for classifying music. The lack of standardization in music classification is
commented upon by authors such as Elmer (1973, p. 149). Various constructive moves
were made to develop such a system. The IAML conference in 1966 identified an urgent

issue with music classification (Pethes 1968, p. 83) and originated an initiative to create

Y Of course, it should be remembered that part of the discourse analysed in themes 1-4 was that
associated with DDC, as the themes are not mutually exclusive. However, while some sources will
have been covered in multiple themes, resources discussing themes 1-4 and DDC only make up a
minority of all the literature, so it still stands that the DDC “complaints” reflect the trends seen in
themes 1-4.
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a universal scheme for classifying music (Pethes 1967, p. 1); Pethes’ A Flexible
Classification System of music and literature on music (Flexible) was the response to that
initiative (Pethes 1967). However, the literature reveals that this is not the only
universal scheme which was planned. Chailley (1988) writes independently about the
need for a classified scheme for music.””> Her ideas about universality have a slightly
different focus to the IAML/Pethes campaign: her chief concerns are that the scheme
should apply to all libraries and be hospitable to all formats of music materials both now
and in the future (Chailley 1988, p. 244). However, from the context of Chailley’s (1988)

|”

article, it appears that “universal” has a different meaning for her than in Pethes’ sense:
all music materials rather than worldwide music collections, as she only refers to French
libraries in her article rather than any form of international universality. Chailley’s
(1988) contribution thus raises some interesting points. First, there is no one goal of
creating a universal system of classifying music and second, the quest for universality
occurs in multiple environments and is not limited to a specific campaign in the 1960s by
Pethes and company. Therefore, the idea of creating a universal system for classifying
music is a small but important part of discourse concerning music classification schemes.

So, ideas about universality are explored further in the thesis, during discussions about

universal facets in Chapter 4, Section 3.3.5.

2.4. Seminal texts in LIS music classification

Another interesting question concerns whether there are seminal texts in the music
classification discourse, and to discuss any which are identified. Unsurprisingly, the
importance of various texts is closely related to the research questions being asked. The
following three texts appear to be particularly important, for varying reasons:
Abrahamsen’s (2003) domain analysis account of music classification, Elliker’s (1994)
systematic analysis of music classification schemes and Redfern’s textbook-cum-
theoretical-text about music classification (1966, and 2™ edition in 1978, which is the

edition discussed in this thesis). ** Abrahamsen (2003) is important due to its citation

B Though she writes a considerable length of time after the Pethes scheme was published and the assumed
discussions within IAML about a universal classification scheme, there is no evidence that Chailley was
aware of the previous work of Pethes or IAML concerning a universal classification for music.

'8 please note that there was not space in this thesis to include bibliometric analysis concerning these three
texts, therefore all comments about the texts’ citations are based on approximations from literature
trawl and review. While Smiraglia (2006) does carry out some bibliometric analysis, Abrahamsen’s
(2003) article is outside of the timespan covered in Smiraglia (2006), and Elliker does not make an
impression numerically. Conversely, Redfern (1978) does feature in Smiraglia (2006), albeit briefly.
First, the first edition of Redfern’s monographs concerning organizing music (which includes a volume
devoted to classifying music) are mentioned as one of the “significant manuals” and “landmark texts”
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within KO and outside of LIS through the conduit of music information retrieval. (Note
that it is not the purpose of this study to produce a bibliometric account of music
classification texts, so one or two comments about whether the three texts have been
used is deemed sufficient.) This text is discussed in detail in section 3.2.1. Elliker’s
(1994) work does not appear to have been as widely quoted as the other two texts, but
provides a significant, systematic analysis of multiple music classification schemes. As
discussed in Section 2.2.4., the method is novel, but actually this is not the most
important aspect for this thesis. To perform the analysis Elliker (1994) adopts a series of
facets, and the process and decision to adopt these facets is very useful for
considerations about facets in this thesis — see Chapter 4, Section 3.3.3; furthermore,
Elliker’s (1994) findings, especially their quantitative nature, help to define the most
important facets for music and to this end are used to shape this thesis — see Chapter 4,
Section 3.2. Finally, Redfern’s (1978) book concerning music classification is seminal in a
number of ways. It appears to be referenced often in the literature which succeeds it,
and furthermore, Smiraglia (2006, p. 17) finds that Redfern is an especially prolific
author about music classification. Redfern (1978) includes a general and theoretical
discussion about music classification, and like Elliker (1994), this discussion proves useful
for pursuing general facets of music — see Chapter 4, Section 3.3.2. What is perhaps the
most interesting point about all three texts is not their contents, but their existence.
While the field of music classification writings is voluminous, there is a scarcity of
theoretical and conceptual discussions about music classification and so these three
examples are rarities."” This significant limitation of the existing music classification

discourse is the springboard for this thesis.
2.5. Casting a wider net: two broader, music classification topics

2.5.1. Classification of sound recordings in libraries

While music-as-sound is generally outside the scope of this thesis, it is worth pausing to
mention briefly one particular subsection of music-as-sound: the classification of sound
recordings, especially within libraries. This discussion will focus on physical

manifestations of recordings; later ways of providing music-as-sound to library users

(Smiraglia 2006, p. 10) and Redfern is included as one of the most statistically prolific authors about
the bibliographic control of music (Smiraglia 2006, p. 17).

Y This helps to explain why the three seminal texts are decades old: for instance, there does not appear to
be a 2010s version of Redfern’s monograph. There are likely to be external factors as to why this is
the case, such as changing trends in KO, but a discussion of these is outside the scope of this thesis.
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such as through digital streaming are not easily separable from music information

retrieval discourse, which is mainly outside the scope of LIS.

A broad overview of the literature of sound recording classification within the LIS
discipline revealed a number of main themes and trends. First, the subject has received
much attention over the years since libraries started to collect sound recordings: for
instance, Smiraglia (2006) states that sound recording arrangement was written about
as early as 1933, and by 1963 there was already an entire book devoted to managing
collections of sound recordings, which included discussions on their arrangement. The
lack of good organization for these resources has been noted by commentators (for
example, Davidson 1989). Second, one of the main issues discussed is whether
collections of sound recordings need to be classified or not, with arguments for and
against non-classified arrangements; accession number is discussed as an alternative
organizing system (not necessarily a positive one) by some writers (Stevenson 1973, pp.
276-277, Howes 1970, p. 94). Third, the nature of the sound recording format and
changes in formats are an important feature of discussions on sound recording
arrangement (for example, Stevenson 1973, p. 274). Fourth, one classification scheme
for sound recordings is frequently discussed: the ANSCR scheme. For instance,
McKnight's (2002) textbook about music classification contains chapters on three
specific schemes he perceives as being the most frequently used in the United States:
ANSCR joins LCC and DDC as one of these chosen three (McKnight 2002, p. 1).
Therefore, it can be seen that there the issues relating to sound recordings do not have
much overlap with those identified as major themes for classifying notated music. This
is interesting as, using FRBR terminology, music-as-sound and music-as-text are merely
different expressions of the same works (International Federation of Library Associations
and Institutions 2009); one interpretation is that issues relating to classification are
bound up with the expression layer, generating this separation in classification issues for
text versus sound. Regardless, the classification of sound recordings will not be
explored further in this thesis, as it is seems their focus lies in different places from

notated music.

2.5.2. Subject indexing and subject headings for music

The final issue to be considered within LIS music classification concerns a type of KO not
considered in this thesis: subject indexing. The exact boundaries of subject indexing as
opposed to classification are difficult to define but for this thesis are taken to be by

outcome. Subject indexing is concerned with providing subject access, while
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classification has an addition task, which is to place — physically or conceptually — the
resource as a whole within an organization of knowledge. Again, music-as-sound is not

the focus of this study, but will be included when referring to physical library materials.

The issues concerning music subject indexing are longstanding. For example, Hemmasi
and Young's (2000) important article about LCSH for music dates back to 2000, while
Colby (1998) writes about the issues concerning providing LCSH for notated music and
sound recordings of ZOth—century music at around the same time. Problems with LCSH
and music are clearly not (that) new. Part of the problems concern, what McKnight
(2012) neatly labels, separating “is-ness” from “about-ness”; traditionally, in LCSH the
only way to indicate that through its subject that a book was about opera rather than

“_n
S

being an opera score, was through omitting the from “operas”. Although out of the
scope of this thesis, the principles are very similar to the discussions in Chapter 4,
Section 2.3.1: adequately classifying the format of music materials. This shows that

format-related issues have wider resonance than just in classification schemes.

Tied up with subject indexing are the schemata used to contain the subject terms; one
exemplar is the music thesaurus. Hemmasi (1994) writes about the idea of creating a
(universal) music thesaurus, and work on a music thesaurus started in 1995 (Smiraglia
2006, p. 12). The thesaurus issue has metamorphosed into a recent significant
development in music subject indexing: the extension of the Library of Congress
Form/Genre Terms to include musical works and the development of the Library of
Congress Medium of Performance Thesaurus for Music (LCMPT). The project to develop
a thesaurus of forms and genres for music was part of a wider, ongoing project to create
separate terms for forms and genres, as opposed to topical headings (Library of
Congress 2013, entry: 2 July 2010). However, while the music form/genre project was
being planned, it became clear that the form/genre headings were linked to the medium
of performance, and thus it was agreed that a thesaurus for mediums of performances
would be developed alongside the form/genre terms (Iseminger 201243, p. 65). The
LCMPT launched on 24™ February 2014 (Library of Congress 2014) and is available as a
separate vocabulary through the Library of Congress’ Linked Data Service (Library of
Congress 2016b) among other sources. The form/genre terms for musical works were
officially approved in March 2015 (Library of Congress 2014) and are one part of the
form/genre thesaurus which is available through the Library of Congress Linked Data

Service (Library of Congress 2016a) and other sources. (The projects are described by

58



Iseminger (2012a), Blough and Jurgemeyer (2015) among others.) It is fascinating to see
how medium was soon found to be a critical part of classifying form/genre development
—indeed, its necessity meant that the medium thesaurus was completed before the
form/genre one — and this is discussed further in the context of classification throughout
the thesis but in particular in Chapter 8. The thesauri themselves are of limited use to
this thesis: notwithstanding the different theoretical constructs proposed by subject
indexing, as opposed to classification, the thesauri contain very little hierarchy and are
in many places more like typologies. As identified in the research questions, this thesis
is especially concerned with faceted classification and thus by extension, hierarchy,
making the presence of these KOSs is interesting for the thesis, but their contents not

directly relevant.

Finally, there have been other recent classification tools for categorizing notated music,
outside of classification schemes. For example, Carroll, Grimshaw and Koehne (2014)
describe a “Universal instrumentation code” which codifies the instruments and voices
associated with a work in notated music form — in other words, coverage similar to the
LCTMP — primarily from the perspective and for the use of music publishing, to be used
for the digital exchange of information; while outside the scope of this thesis in terms of
its overall purpose, it is interesting to note that some of the system’s structures echo
significant issues within music classification, such as broad categories of instruments and
multiple instruments. Therefore, while subject indexing and the specific, library-
community-based subject headings are out of the scope of this thesis and will not
generally be discussed further, it is fascinating to note that recent years have seen new
projects and knowledge organization systems (KOSs) for categorizing notated (and
mostly Western, art) music. In addition, some of the features and issues identified for
these types of KO become some of the fundamental issues within music classification

explored in this thesis.

3. Music classification literature: music domain

Up to this point, literature has been discussed concerning the classification of music
within the LIS domain. Two of the research questions are specifically concerned with
the music domain’s conceptions of music classification, so it is important to consider the
contextual landscape of classification literature from the music domain. A search for
literature on classification within the music domain reveals that the quantity and type of

literature explicitly devoted to classification is dependent on the sub-discipline of music.
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For example, ethnomusicology (the study of music from its socio-cultural perspective
and historically associated with the study of music from non-Western cultures) and
organology (the study of musical instruments) both generate explicit references to
music classification. (There are reasons why organology and ethnomusicology seem to
have classification as a fundamental activity, but discussion of the mechanisms of these
sub-disciplines compared to other sub-disciplines would be outside the scope of this
thesis.) For example, in 1990, there were two monographs published specifically
concerning taxonomy of musical instruments (Kartomi 1990, DeVale 1990a), and
organology yields “universal” taxonomies such as those by Hornbostel and Sachs,

Mabhillon, and so on.

Music classification appears to occupy a different position within other sub-disciplines of
music. A literature search on Répertoire International de Littérature Musicale (RILM)
revealed very few results outside of ethnomusicology and organology when searching
for terms such as “classification” and “organization”, suggesting that even if
classification does feature, it uses different terminology.”® Even a significant reference
sources such as Grove does not contain a general article concerning the classification or
organization of music — although note that there is an article dedicated specifically to
the classification of musical instruments. Examples of the areas of the music domain
covered by the relatively few search results in RILM include medieval classification
systems (see Dyer (2007), who attempts to fit music into medieval classification
systems), a criticism of an existing music classification system (see Kenton (1952) who
writes a detailed criticism of Apel’s classification system for music) and classifying types
of musical quotation (see Burkholder (1995), who discusses and categorizes lves’ use of
musical quotation and paraphrase). These examples demonstrate that for certain, very

specific research questions, classification and its ilk are considered explicitly.

This broad description of the state of literature concerning music classification identifies
a number of directions, as well as methodological challenges, concerning the enquiry
into the music domain’s conception of music classification. To start, different chapters
will involve different types of engagement with the music domain. For example, when
discussing musical instruments, organology provides a rich background of discussions
and classification systems to draw upon; however, this rich seam of classificatory

discussion cannot be drawn upon for other aspects of music classification under

18 . . . . . e . . .
“Arrangement” is a problematic search term in music, as it has a very specific and different meaning in

music.
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discussion in this thesis. (Ethnomusicologial classification, another explicit provider of
discourse directly discussing classification, will mostly be out of the scope of this thesis,
as it has traditionally dealt with non-art music and is often based around music-as-
sound. However, note that it is not always easy to draw a line between organology and
ethnomusicology, so ethnomusicological classification might feature peripherally.) In
other chapters, the music domain will be consulted for examples of discussions about
music classification, but will not be able to utilize the same broad classification discourse
as found for instruments. So, a different methodology will be used, which is discussed in

Chapter 2, Section 4.3.

As a postlude, the question must be asked as to whether the music domain makes
reference to music classification in the LIS domain. Largely, the answer is no. One
notable exception is discussion concerning a specific classification scheme in organology,
Hornbostel and Sachs, which sometimes mentions that the notation comes from a
bibliographic classification (an early edition of DDC): for example, DDC gets a passing
reference in Kartomi’s seminal tome on music instrument classification from the
organology perspective, albeit with a warning not to consider Hornbostel and Sachs as
being comparable to DDC (Kartomi 1990, p. 168). The relationships between Hornbostel
and Sachs and DDC will be explored in detail in Chapter 7, Section 5.4. There are other
exceptions. For example, Rehding (2006) frames a music theory discussion about the
“listener” and contemporary music, with his concerns and wonder about a particular
music library’s way of classifying music theory texts — though it is notable that the
discussion does not engage with LIS classification theory or seek to understand why a
library might be arranged in this way; rather, he limits the discussion to the music-
theory “message” of the classification. However, as a whole, the music domain’s
conceptions of music classification stay within their domain, a point worth remembering
when discussing any accords and discords between the two domains. If there is any
flow of ideas between the two domains, on first appearance, it appears to go in one

direction only.
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4. The comparative perspective and other perspectives on

classifying music

4.1. Comparing music classification in the LIS and music domains
The LIS KO discourse includes a few examples where a direct comparison has been made
between music classification in the LIS and music domains. An article by Abrahamsen
(2003) in the journal KO is particularly important, largely because as mentioned above, it
is referred to in much subsequent literature about music classification. This article
focuses on music as a discipline rather than musical works themselves, usually referring
to “musicology” rather than “music”. Abrahamsen’s (2003) article is particularly
concerned with the position of “popular” music, arguing that there is a strong divide
between the treatment of popular music as opposed to classical music; furthermore, he
argues that that musicology’s classical-music focus, has led directly to a classical-music
focus within LIS classification schemes. The article (Abrahamsen 2003) is also concerned
with genre, and discusses the philosophical basis of genre theory. In terms of music
genres specifically, he concludes that much knowledge about genres in popular music
comes from people outside of “music institutions” (Abrahamsen 2003, p. 163), arguing
that so-called “professional listeners” who reside outside of formal institutions
(Abrahamsen 2003, p. 163) have much unwritten and informal knowledge of music
genres. Perhaps of most relevance for this thesis is his discussion about two Danish
music textbooks (Abrahamsen 2003, pp. 149-151), where Abrahamsen considers
whether the different paradigms feeding the textbooks make a difference to how they
are organized. The act of taking sources from the music domain and using them to
answer music classification questions from an LIS perspective is an activity which will be
used in this thesis — even though Abrahamsen’s question and particular approach are
not relevant for this thesis. Thus, most of Abrahamsen’s (2003) article is out of the
scope of this thesis as it focuses on popular music genres, the classification of the
discipline of music and the broad divisions into classical/popular music. (Some
individual topics are briefly useful, such as general ideas about music genres and

mentioning function as an organizing device for music, and these will be referred to in

62



the relevant chapters.) However, the article at least in places is comparing music

classification from the LIS and music domains, showing the interest in this endeavour.”

There are other examples of direct comparison between music classification in the
music and LIS domains, which focus on one aspect of music; classifications of musical
instruments have generated some good examples, which is unsurprising considering the
apparent fondness within organology for direct discussions about classification and
classification schemes. Forinstance, Gnoli (2006) uses musical instruments as one of his
examples when discussing evolutionary principles within classification, which combines
discussion of LIS classification principles with “scientific” or “domain-based”
classifications (see Chapter 1, Section 4.1 for discussion of these terms). Ghirardini and
Gnoli (2005) discuss the classification of musical instruments from the perspective of
comparing the classification of the object (musical instrument) with the subject (say,
books about musical instruments); inevitably, this involves comparing domain-
classification with LIS classification. Furthermore, Ghiradini and Gnoli (2005) is unusual
in being co-authored by, what could be crudely classified as, representatives of the LIS
and music domains, thus furthering the LIS/music domain mashup. These examples are
exciting as they show a new aspect to domain comparison and the potential dividends of

exploring musical instrument classification, which is the focus of Chapter 7.

4.2. Classifying music as information and knowledge

The classification of music is not limited to those approaching the topic from a pure KO
perspective: those interested in defining and refining our understanding of music-as-
information and musical knowledge, appear to consider music classification as part of
this overall goal. For example, Lam (2011) produces a model that classifies music-as-
knowledge, focused on music as pedagogical activity. This model (Lam 2011, pp. 204-
206) categorizes knowledge about music, rather than categorizing musical works, and
the layers of the model are based on education-based divisions rather than aspects of
musical works. However, a few familiar ideas from classifying works are mentioned in
the model such as musical forms, timbre and rhythm (Lam 2011, p. 204) — although they
are mentioned within the context of knowledge and understanding rather than as parts
of the model’s layers in their own rights. Therefore, although an interesting model and

paper, especially as it introduces a new dimension into the music domain in the form of

19 Inskip, MacFarlane and Rafferty (2010) also use a domain-analysis approach, drawing upon Hjorland,
Albrechtsen and Abrahemsen when discussing the classification of film music. However, the target of
the analysis is outside the scope of this thesis as it does not cover music-as-text.
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music education, Lam (2011) will not be considered further as it is asking very different

questions from this thesis and is not based around classifying musical works.

Similarly, Weissenberger (2015) discusses music classification, but largely from the
perspective of information retrieval, drawing upon ideas from information theory. The
article (Weissenberger 2015) introduces the idea of a “Music Information Object (MI0)”
and produces a series of three classes which cover all types of representations of music
with a few subclasses for each class. Again, the paper focuses on creating a system
which is inclusive of all types of music, “traditional music” in particular. However, while
the discussions about music-as-information provide interesting context to defining
music for the purposes of this thesis — as already discussed in Chapter 1, Section 2 —
Weissenberger’s (2015) classification and classes do not help answer the questions
posed by this thesis: Weissenberger classifies the different representations of music (so
for instance, this thesis’ music-as-text falls into one of Weissenberger’s classes) rather

than a universe of musical works.

4.3. Classifying music using non-LIS documents

Other authors use documents from outside of the LIS domain to understand the
classification of music, without comparison between the LIS and music domains as the
primary focus. For example, Goldthwaite (1948) considers how music bibliographies are
organized and classified. The article (Goldthwaite 1948) discusses classification, but
does not relate the analysis to classification within LIS or any formal classification
policies. The subject that is being classified within Goldthwaite (1948) is music literature
rather than music, so this article is out of the scope of this thesis. However, the
technique of analysing the classification of a domain by studying the classification of its
bibliographies is noteworthy, especially as it is written decades earlier than formal
developments of analysing the domain and domain classifications espoused by theorists
such as Hjgrland and Albrechtsen (1995). Whether Goldthwaite’s work (1948) is from
the perspective of LIS looking into musicological debate while asking questions pertinent
to LIS without directly addressing LIS classification theory, or is a musicological work
happened to be published in The Library Journal is not clear, or perhaps not even too
important. The resulting article (Goldthwaite 1948) is another demonstration of the
documents of the music domain being used to understand that domain’s classification,
even if this was not the precise intention of the author. So, while analysing

bibliographies would not be a useful technique for this thesis, as it helps to understand
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the classification of the literature not the musical works, it provides a useful example of

“domain classification” applied to music.

Krummel (1984) writes about music classification through the lens of music catalogues
and music bibliographies from pre-1850, building in part on Goldthwaite’s work.
Krummel (1984) constructs a general historical account of music classification, detailing
principles of the classification of musical works (by definition of their source, notated
Western art music) and works about music, using the classifications found in early
bibliographies about music and publishers’ music catalogues. The results of this study
have some overlap with the purpose of this thesis, as he (Krummel 1984) discusses
specific categories of music which are important to LIS such as medium, genre, function,
and so on. As well as a new angle on discussing non-LIS conceptions of music
classification — we can loosely attribute the music bibliographies to music theory and the
precursors of musicologists, while the publishers’ catalogues represent the commercial
aims of music publishers who intertwine but do not represent LIS — Krummel (1984, p.
181) gives examples where his findings about the classification used in these sources
match the categories found in one particular LIS system, the IAML facets. (The IAML
facets are discussed in Chapter 4, Section 3.3.1.) Therefore, while his (Krummel 1984)
analysis is part of LIS in its questioning, but arguably not in the sources it utilizes,

Krummel’s findings will be discussed alongside their pertaining topic within the thesis.

5. Conclusion to Chapter 2

Reviewing the LIS music classification literature revealed a number of critical insights.
The broad topic of music classification has been discussed in LIS discourse since the last
few years of the 19" century, and has received much attention since. One
interpretation of the popularity of discussing music classification is that there is
something interesting or difficult about music classification, a view enhanced when
combined with the numerous LIS classification schemes that exist for music. The review
identified that there were a number of dominant methodologies used in discussions of
LIS music classification; notably, the two which appear to be the most common, the
classification scheme and project-based approaches, discuss music through the conduit
of a vehicle such as a classification scheme or a practical problem rather than music
classification in the abstract. A number of themes also emerged: format issues, faceted
classification, “other” musics, classification and retrieval, and music classification

schemes. Two of these are outside of the scope of this thesis (“other” musics and
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retrieval), but the other three will be analysed in later chapters. (The theme relating to
facets is particularly interesting. However, its presence as a key trend cannot be
considered wholesomely a “result” of the literature review, as “facets” was identified as
part of the research questions of this thesis a priori to the review — see Chapter 1,
Section 5.) The literature review illuminates the numerous classification schemes for
music; again, an inference can be made about how this could be an indication of music’s
difficult-to-classify qualities. A brief summary of how music classification is considered
within the music domain reveals that it is dependent on the particular sub-discipline of
music, and for many sub-disciplines, music classification receives little explicit interest.
This will have ramifications on the methodologies and discussions which take place in
this thesis. Finally, some interesting discussion about music classification takes place
outside of the focus of this thesis, which will not be explored further; for instance, LIS
conceptions of music as sound recordings and an interesting examination of domain

comparison (Abrahamsen, 2003) which largely focuses on “popular” music.

This literature review has identified some important gaps in the literature on music
classification, which this thesis aims to move towards filling. For instance, the review
showed that methodologically, there is little within the voluminous field of LIS music
classification which considers the theory of music classification outside of a scheme or
specific scenario, and no in-depth study on the scale of a doctoral project; this thesis is
interested in understanding and modelling the theoretical classification of (notated,
Western, art) music, so will help to fill this gap. In addition, the review showed the
paucity of discussion which compares the classification of notated Western art music
within the LIS and music domains, whereas this comparison between domain and LIS
classifications is considered by Hjgrland, Beghtol and others to be a significant part of
modern KO; arguably the most significant article which compares music classification
across domains, by Abrahamsen (2003), concerns the treatment of popular music and is
therefore not insightful for Western art music. (Conversely, Gnoli and Ghiardini’s work
comparing instrument classification in the two domains is relevant and will be consulted

and integrated into the research.) Again, this thesis will tackle this gap in the literature.

The literature review has also revealed appropriate methodologies for the thesis and
methodological considerations. First, the prevalence of existing music classification
discourse which uses the classification scheme as the prism through which music

classification is discussed, indicates that classification schemes — both direct analysis and
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through analysing the literature the scheme generates — will feature as an important
methodology, with details to be discussed in Chapter 3. Second, this literature review
has also demonstrated that the music and LIS domains will require very different
approaches to literature analysis. An examination of the music domain literature
revealed that most topics considered in this thesis are not accompanied by numerous
explicit references to classification or obvious KOSs; thus, for these topics, more implicit
literature will be sought and used, and creative alternatives explored for finding
“classifications”. Authors such as Goldthwaite (1948), Abrahamsen (2003) and Krummel
(1984) have shown how a variety of different documents can be used as “surrogate”
classification schemes, which will be useful when devising this thesis’ methodology for
examining classification in the music domain. Organology, or the study of instruments,
provides the main exception; the plethora of discussions and presence of published
classification schemes means that this section of the thesis will need a different

methodology — see Chapter 3, Section 4.2.

In conclusion, this literature review has shown how music’s classification is inherently
interesting, while the specific and theoretical study of the classification of notated
Western art music has been neglected within LIS, despite the quantity of literature
generically categorized as about “music classification”. The review has illuminated the
importance of schemes of music classification, leading a path to the methodology
needed to explore the theoretical foundations and to model the classification of notated

Western art music.
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Chapter 3. Methodology

1. Introduction to Chapter 3

The general methodological approach selected for this thesis is theoretical and
conceptual, with “analysis” the key method employed. Literature and conceptual
analyses are key members of the artillery of methodologies employed in this thesis.
These are joined by another type of analysis which is not normally considered as a
methodology in its own right although it often forms part of knowledge organization
(KO) research: classification scheme analysis. This thesis not only makes use of deep
analyses of specific classification schemes but also offers new perspectives and novel
ways of using classification schemes to enrich classification research. Thus, some of the

methods used in this thesis also form part of the results.

Four broad methodologies are utilized in this thesis. The first two focus on library and
information science (LIS) conceptions of music classification. Methodology 1 discusses
how literature and conceptual analysis are the bedrock of this thesis, and positions
these discussions as a type of qualitative content analysis. Methodology 2 considers the
analysis of LIS classification schemes, showing how analysing the manifestation of
classification theories through a realised classification structure can fill in the gaps left
when only analysing literature and concepts. The selection of three main example
schemes and a wider set of classification schemes are also discussed, including how this
classification scheme selection can be viewed in relation to case study methodologies.
Methodology 3 is based on classification ideas in the music domain: while somewhat
diluted and smaller-scale methods employed in methodologies 1 and 2 were preferred
for the music domain, in reality, the unavailability of explicit discussions and
classifications of music led to slightly different methods being used. Methodology 4 is
concerned with synthesis, and this discussion considers how the findings of the other
three methodologies were synthesises to produce the discussion and results in this
thesis. The methodology concludes with a short outline of the main ethical

considerations of this research.
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2. Methodology 1: Literature and conceptual analysis

2.1. Use of literature and conceptual analysis methodologies
Analysing the literature and concepts involved in music KO is one of the major
techniques used in this study. There are a number of reasons why literature and
conceptual analysis are considered the most appropriate research method for this
thesis. First, as the literature review revealed (see Chapter 2), there has been little in-
depth analysis of the LIS music classification literature. Second, in order to model music
classification — one of the stated objectives of the thesis — it is imperative to survey the

existing knowledge and theories.

There are different types of literature analysis; for instance, Bawden (2012, p. 151)
references Grant and Booth, who identify 14 different types of literature review.
Bawden (2012, p. 156) states that a philosophical and conceptual analysis endeavours to
“analyse, clarify and explain concepts” and gives examples where this type of analysis
has been successfully performed on an individual term. In this thesis, this technique was
used in a number of places, for example when outlining Ranganathan’s PMEST formula
in Chapter 4, Section 2.4, where an overall understanding of the theory was needed.
Another example occurs in the same chapter, when the principles of facet analysis
needed elucidation (Chapter 4, Section 2.1); here, analysing and synthesising various
definitions and discussions which define this concept were a critical initial step in
ascertaining the faceted nature of music. Bawden (2012, p. 156) also differentiates
between “do novo” conceptual analysis and analysis carried out through examination of
the literature; this thesis largely uses the latter. The concepts analysed — such as facet
analysis — have already received a lot of consideration and careful analysis by theorists,
so it would not have been beneficial for this thesis to ignore the existing literature and

philosophical debate.

2.2. Re-purposing literature analysis as a form of content analysis
It is useful to consider how the literature analysis of LIS music classification can be
considered through the lens of the methodology of “content analysis”. For example,
Krippendorf (2004, p. 87) gives an overview of the main features of quantitative and
qualitative content analysis (in an attempt to illustrate the common ground between

both types of content analysis):
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“... [both types of content analysis] sample text, in the sense of selecting what is
relevant; unitize text, in the sense of distinguishing words or propositions and using
qguotes or examples; contextualize what they are reading in light of what they know
about the circumstances surrounding the texts; and have specific research questions in

mind” (Krippendorff 2004, p. 87).

The literature analysis in this thesis is certainly working towards answering the research
guestions of the thesis and only using the music classification literature which is relevant
rather than all available literature; for example, literature concerned with issues limited
to a single library was largely dropped. Examples from the literature are used
throughout the thesis, and attempts are made to contextualize the examples, for
instance in placing the literature within the context of its country, time period and
purpose underpinning the text. Therefore, in the broadest way, the literature analysis of

LIS music classification is loosely using the methodology of content analysis.

Though traditionally thought of as a quantitative method, content analysis is also
qualitative (White, Marsh 2006, p. 23), and the literature analysis methodology
employed in this thesis shares certain traits with qualitative content analysis. One
significant difference between qualitative and quantitative content analysis is that in
qualitative analysis, some ideas are found in the text that were not sought nor originally
considered (White, Marsh 2006, p. 34). This occurred multiple times in the course of the
thesis; for instance, the importance of formats within music classification literature was
not originally considered to be a main topic, but the literature revealed its importance

and thus it is considered in a separate section in Chapter 4.

Inevitably, qualitative content analysis uses only a small number of texts, as the reading
of the texts is very close and texts may be read multiple times (White, Marsh 2006, p.
36); this was borne out by the literature used in this thesis. While the initial reading in
music KO was reasonably wide, there was much closer analysis of a number of key,

theory-based texts, such as Redfern (1978) and Elliker (1994).

However, there are a number of significant variations in the literature analysis in this
thesis and the formal content analysis methodologies as described in Krippendorff
(2004). For instance, in this thesis the specific parts of texts for close reading were
identified freely using criteria assigned during the literature analysis process, rather than

following a pre-ordained pattern. No formal use was made of “memos”, an essential
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step in content analysis methods; rather, new ideas and changes of focus were built into
the research plan during the analysis without necessarily noting on a memo the
development of the theory at every temporal signpost. Therefore, though the literature
analysis method employed in this thesis benefits from being examined using the content
analysis standpoint, the methodology utilized is best described as a “quasi-qualitative

content analysis” or “loose qualitative content analysis”.

2.3. Techniques of literature search, trawl and sampling

The methodology of the literature search and trawl is an important part of literature
analysis. Three main methods of literature searching were utilized for this part of the
literature analysis: searching of abstracting tools and bibliographies, citation pearl
growing and serendipity. The abstracting site Library and Information Science Abstracts
(LISA) was used as the initial tool for trawling the literature, which yielded approximately
200 to 300 results when searching for variations of “music” and synonyms of
“classification”. A purposive sample of around 70 citations was used to inform the
initial, broad reading; these sources were needed to identify the trends and key topics in
order to focus the analysis and to search other tools. The criteria for selection of this
sample were as follows: first, the citations which suggested theoretical articles and
general articles were prioritized. Then, convenience sampling was used to identify those

articles in English, French and Italian, due to the language competencies of the author.

As well as LISA, another review was undertaken, using Smiraglia’s bibliography of music
cataloguing and classification (Smiraglia, Young 2006). Approximately 270 classification
references were reviewed and cross-referenced against the existing reference list
(drawn from LISA). References not on the existing list were selectively added; again,
convenience sampling was used, so citations in languages such Chinese and Hungarian
were omitted. In addition, as by this stage certain boundaries had been set — for
instance, it had been decided to exclude sound recording classification from the study —
citations which were out of scope were also excluded. Formats such as book reviews
were also deemed to be of limited value and were rejected, though reviews of
classification schemes were included as these were useful for understanding the
reception of classification schemes and in-depth “scholarly” reviews such as those
appearing in Knowledge Organization were also included. Bibliographies from a small
number of citations were also analysed in a similar way where they added value in an

underused area. For instance, Nettl’s (1960) master’s dissertation on music
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classification schemes was particularly rich in references from the first half of the 20"
century, an era not well served by abstracting sites such as LISA; the section of Bradley’s
(2005) bibliography of music librarianship devoted to music cataloguing and
classification was useful to both confirm no important sources had been missed through

other methods, and also provided a few extra references.

Other methods were also employed which utilized citations. First, a form of citation
pearl growing (Rowley, Hartley 2008, p. 116) was used to identify new sources, being
particularly fruitful for gaining citations for sources outside the traditional KO and LIS
paradigms. Second, citation analysis was used to crudely identify the most cited and
respected sources by authors, which would be employed for identifying the sources
which would be closely read (for instance, as discussed in identifying major sources in

the literature review, see Chapter 2).

The third searching method employed was “shelf browsing”, which was utilized
specifically to target monographs. It was apparent that a number of general texts on
music librarianship and music libraries contained information about classification.
However, as these texts were usually published too early to be covered at chapter-level
by abstracting services, and the music classification information not normally significant
enough to be included as a subject term in the catalogue record, these texts were
sought by a serendipitous method. The shelves of University College London Science
Library (specifically the music librarianship section within the librarianship collections)
and Senate House Library (specifically the music librarianship section within the music
collections) were scanned and a number of useful sources found which had not been

identified by the other two methods.

As the final stage, the results from LISA were triangulated with the results from
abstracting sites with different coverage. Web of Science was used to seek out
references not covered in LISA using a title/abstract search, which yielded a few extra
citations. Library and Information Science and Technology Abstracts (LISTA), which has
similar but not identical coverage to LISA, was also consulted. While the initial search
for literature was carried out in the first year of doctoral research (2010-2011), any
relevant references published in the intervening years were added during the course of
the research, and a final search of LISTA was completed in July 2016 to ensure that no
new references had been accidentally omitted. The initial sample of 70 sources from

LISA enhanced with extra references found through other means, were all read broadly.
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However, detailed analysis of this many references was not practical, therefore “key
texts” were identified using purposive sampling, and these sources were analysed in
detail — focusing on a few key resources is a key feature of the content analysis

methodology, as mentioned in Section 2.2.

The literature trawl and search used triangulation in a number of ways, which helped to
validate the literature analysis research. Using different abstracting tools — LISA, RILM,
Web of Science, Smiraglia’s bibliography (Smiraglia, Young 2006), and so on — is a useful
type of triangulation, namely data triangulation, as this triangulation helps to reduce the
number of omissions (Wildemuth 2009, p. 55). The combination of different methods of
literature searching — searching abstracting tools, citation pearl growing, citation
analysis and shelf browsing — is a form of methodological triangulation, and this not only
reduces the risk of significant omissions but also counterbalances any natural biases

present in any one of these four methods of literature search (Wildemuth 2009, p. 55).

3. Methodology 2: Classification scheme analysis

The literature review (Chapter 2) and literature analysis which took place during the
course of this thesis (above, Section 2) revealed a number of interesting ideas, which
influenced subsequent methodologies employed. First, classification schemes were
clearly a central tenet of music KO literature. Second, the literature revealed the
existence of a multitude of different music classification schemes suggesting an
interesting phenomenon at play which was worth exploring in its own right. Third, the
literature analysis carried out during this thesis suggested that a classification scheme
was the physical realisation of theorists’ views on classification or a commentator’s
starting point when discussing music classification; therefore, these schemes needed to
be explored in order to better understand the theory of music classification. For all
these reasons, analysing music classification schemes was a major methodology in this

thesis.

3.1. Outline of classification scheme sampling
The size of the population of music classification schemes or general schemes with
music schedules is unknown and even the known number of music classification

. 2 . . .
schemes is large.”® Therefore, only a sample of music classification schemes were used

P Asa rough idea of scale, three major surveys of special schemes for music — Redfern (1978), Elliker (1994)
and Nettl (1960) — analyse a total of 11 unique special schemes, and a few more published, special
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in this thesis as the purpose of sampling is to improve efficiency by not needing to look
at the whole population (Wildemuth 2009, p. 116) — useful, if the total population is
unknown. While the initial plan was to work from a deep analysis of a very small
number of classification schemes, as the thesis progressed, it became clear that having a
second set — a “backing group” as it were — would be useful for various different
questions posed by the research. Therefore, two samples were selected. A few
“example schemes” and a “broader set”, with one or both sets of schemes employed at

various junctures in the thesis.

3.2. Selecting three example classification schemes

Selecting the example schemes started with non-probability sampling. This was chosen
as the total population of schemes was unknown, and even the known part of the
population was not always easily available. Wildemuth (2009, pp. 120-121) lists four
types of non-probability sampling. From these, purposive sampling was the method
selected, as this relies on the judgement of the researcher and this was felt to be an
important consideration due to the uniqueness of each potential classification scheme.
In addition, convenience sampling was also used as a screening device (Wildemuth 2009,
p. 121), as only schemes which could be obtained without issue were considered for the
sample. Pickard (2007, p. 64) suggests that purposive sampling can be divided into two
types, a priori and snowballing. Pickard’s description of a priori sampling best describes
the method by which the three classification schemes were selected: developing criteria
from theory then outlining what is needed from the members of the sample to fulfil

these criteria, usually using a grid system (Pickard 2007, p. 64).

The criteria for selecting the schemes were as follows. First, only special schemes were
considered, in other words, those classification schemes which only cover music. The
reason for this was that in general schemes, it can be difficult to unpick where a feature
has been designed to accommodate music and where it has been inserted for
consistency with the rest of the classification scheme. In addition, general schemes
introduce the complexities of editions, which significantly complicate the classification
scheme analysis. (Some of these complications can be seen when selecting the broader

set of schemes.) While two of the eventually-selected schemes do in fact exist in

schemes have been encountered in the course of the doctoral research. Furthermore, there are
schemes published as part of journal articles on music classification and schemes such as “McColvin
and Reeves” which sit on the boundary of the general/special divide as they are special schemes
written as a reaction to music’s treatment in a general scheme, Therefore, a sensible description of
the scale of the special music classification scheme population would be “dozens”.
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multiple versions — which could be viewed as an inevitable consequence of any scheme’s
perpetually transient existence over time (Tennis 2010, p. 223) — the “versioning”
(Tennis 2010) of these two special schemes is still notably simpler than the “big” general
schemes such as Library of Congress Classification (LCC) and Dewey Decimal
Classification (DDC). Second, classification schemes were only considered where they
either did have or intended to have a wider impact than just affecting one library
collection. Out of the special schemes which fulfilled these criteria, three aspects were
selected where different values were sought for each: background of author, geographic
location and purposes. So, the following three schemes were selected: Coates’ British
Catalogue of Music Classification (Coates 1960a, abbreviated to BCM), Pethes’ Flexible
classification system of music and literature on music (Pethes 1967, abbreviated to
Flexible) and Dickinson’s Classification of musical compositions: a decimal-symbol
system (Dickinson 1938, abbreviated to Dickinson). Their fulfiiment of different values

for the three criteria can be seen in Figure 1.

BCM Flexible Dickinson
Author’s background | Classification Music librarian Musicologist/
theorist music librarian
Geographic location | UK Hungary USA
Original purpose Arrangement of a | Theoretical Use for a specific
classified scheme for collection in
catalogue potential adoption | specific library
by international
community

Figure 1. Three selected schemes showing different values for certain criteria

However, purposive sampling was also used in the selection of these three schemes, to
not only fulfil the criteria but also ensure that each of the schemes was significant in
some regard. In brief, some of their important criteria are as follows: being the so-called
first fully faceted scheme in the United Kingdom and authored by a classification
theorist (BCM); being in one respect a (common) home-grown scheme, yet published
and used in multiple libraries in the United States (Dickinson); intending to be a
worldwide scheme for music (Flexible). Dickinson exists in multiple versions, with the
so-called “Vassar-Columbia” edition updating and enhancing the original Dickinson
scheme (Bradley 2003, p. 471); however, the original version is used in this thesis as it

provides an example of a relatively early classification scheme and the single-author
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aspect of the original version simplifies the analysis. While no updates to BCM were
published, an annotated version was used until the scheme was discontinued — for more
details, see Chapter 4.3.1. However, for similar reasons of date and simplification of
having a single author, in most cases, only the original, published scheme is used in this

thesis.

3.3. Using the case study methodological framework for

classification schemes analysis
The case study is an established methodology in LIS (Wildemuth 2009, p. 51) so it is
useful to consider whether the analysis of three specific music classification schemes
could be viewed as a type of case study research.” Yin defines a case study as exploring
a “... contemporary phenomenon in depth and within its real-life context ...” (Yin 2009,
p. 18). The three example schemes under exploration in this doctoral study fail this list
of criteria in three ways: the schemes are not contemporary and the issues they raise
are not exclusively new; it is difficult to argue that a classification scheme is a
“phenomenon”, as schemes lack the event or sensual qualities associated with
phenomena (“Phenomenon” 2008); the investigation in this thesis focuses on the

schemes as documents rather than focusing on their use.

Nevertheless, this thesis does share the aims and general theoretical approach of the
case study methodology. For instance, Pickard (2007, p. 85) suggests that the aim of a
case study is to consider the particular as well as looking at something with a specific
purpose in mind — both aims shared by the use of three example schemes in this thesis.
So, while the use of these three schemes is not directly a case study methodology, it can
be useful to use some of the models from case studies in order to unearth more

information about how the three example schemes are working as a methodology.

The first consideration is the type of case study. Pickard (2007, p. 86) identifies three
types: intrinsic, instrumental and collective. The three examples of classification scheme
were generally used in order to analyse and understand music classification generally
and therefore could be considered to be instrumental (Pickard 2007, p. 86); knowledge

and information about the schemes themselves were not deemed valuable in their own

! There is some debate over how the term “case study” is used. Both Burns (2000, p. 459) and Pickard
(2007, p. 85) describe the use of “case study” in methodological literature as a catch-all term. In
addition, a case study can be either the writing produced as an output of a study or the research
process itself; researchers discussing methodology for LIS such as Pickard (2007, p. 85) or Wildemuth
(2009, p. 51) both use the term “case study” to mean the latter, thus this section uses the term in the
same way.
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right most of the time, even when knowledge about the specific schemes was enhanced
as a by-product of the research — for example discussions about the multiplane
approach (Chapter 4, Section 5) and the connection of schemes to an organological
scheme (Chapter 7, Section 5). However, the schemes were all used in a collective way,
as three schemes rather than one constituted the “case study”. A second consideration
which is useful for thinking how the schemes are used within the doctoral study involves
replication, and what Wildemuth (2009, p. 54) describes as either “theoretical” or
“literal” replication. For this study, theoretical replication was utilized, as there was no
intention to get the same results from each scheme; in fact, the difference in analysis

between the three example schemes provided much richness to the study.

3.4. Selecting a broad set of 15 classification schemes

While in some parts of the thesis, the three classification schemes described in Sections
3.1 to 3.3 answered the theoretical questions about LIS music classification, in other
parts of the thesis it became clear that a wider set of example schemes needed
consultation. Therefore, in addition to the three example schemes, a broader set of 15
LIS classification schemes was also selected to add further breadth to the analysis of LIS

music classification schemes.

As discussed in Section 3.1 and in the Literature review (Chapter 2), there are many LIS
classification schemes which cover music, so some sampling was needed in order to
provide a workable set of music LIS schemes. Again, purposive sampling was deployed
to narrow the field, and the following minimum criteria were used: include a music
schedule within a general classification or to be a special classification for music; cover
Western art music; cover all Western art music, rather than a specific subset only; be
published. (Note that unlike the three example schemes, in this group, general schemes
were also included.) In addition, interoperability of terms in different languages would
add extra complications to the analysis and would create unnecessary additional work,
therefore only schemes which included English were considered — thus, using

convenience sampling to narrow the field further.

Even with these criteria, there are more schemes than would be practical to include in
this thesis, so more purposive sampling was used. The chosen 15 schemes were
selected in order to provide a wide coverage and give a “popular” account of issues
within music classification, so obscurity was not considered an advantage to the

analysis. The coverage of LIS schemes in key texts was considered the basis of the
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selection; 12 out of 15 schemes appear in Elliker (1994) and seven appear in Redfern
(1978).% Other factors were considered important, such as ensuring the inclusion of
modern and historic schemes, widely-discussed or widely-used general schemes, and
including some of the earliest special schemes for music. So, the following schemes

were selected:

e Ayer’s 1902 article outlining a classification scheme for music (Ayer 1902)*

e Bliss Classification, 1* edition (Bliss 1953)

e Colon Classification, 6" edition (Ranganathan 1963)

e Colon Classification, 7™ edition (Ranganathan, Gopinath 1987)

e Cutter’s 1902 article about classifying music (Cutter 1902)

e Dewey Decimal Classification, 19" edition (Dewey, Custer 1979)

e Dewey Decimal Classification, 22™ edition (Dewey et al. 2003)

e Cutter’s Expansive Classification original edition (Cutter 1891-1904)

e Haroon’s revised music schedules for the Colon Classification (Haroon 2010)

e Library of Congress Classification, current edition (Library of Congress 2015)

e McColvin and Reeves’ adaptation of Dewey Decimal Classification’s music
schedules, appearing in their textbook of music classification, which was later
edited by Dove (McColvin, Reeves & Dove 1965)

e Olding’s outline of a classification scheme (Olding 1954)

e Ott’s outline of a classification scheme (Ott 1961)

e Duff Brown’s Subject Classification (Brown 1914)

e Universal Decimal Classification, 3" edition, standard edition (British Standards

Institution 2006).

Nine of these are general schemes, with the other six being either specially created
special schemes for music or music-related spin-offs from general schemes. For
simplification, these particular versions of classification schemes will be referred to by
their abbreviated titles from this point onwards: Ayer, Bliss1, Colon6, Colon7,

Cutter1902, DDC19, DDC22, Expansive, Haroon, LCC2015, McColvin and Reeves, Olding,

22 Of the three schemes which do not appear in Elliker (1994), one was published a number of years after
Elliker’s article was written and two appear in multiple versions in this thesis but in only one version in
Elliker (1994).

2 The Ayer scheme is taken from an article by Ayer about music classification and his scheme for the
Harvard University library. In some sources this is referred to as the Harvard Classification but will be
referred to by its author in this thesis.
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Ott, Subject, UDC.** (Note that the specific editions listed above will be referred to by
these specially-formulated abbreviations; however, when referring generally to a family
of classification schemes —for instance Dewey Decimal Classification or Library of
Congress Classification — the full italicised title will be used or a standard and stated

abbreviation, such as DDC or LCC.)

Editions and versions of LIS classification schemes (see, for instance, Tennis (2010)
proved to be a significant issue when sampling schemes, as most of the chosen schemes
exist in multiple editions, and many of these live within a complex system of editions
and versions. So, a mixture of purposive and convenience sampling was used to select
the editions used in the above list. Generally, the latest version of the scheme was
selected — albeit when the latest version was easily available in London and no major
changes were known between the latest version and that easily-available version.
Sometimes the latest version changed during the course of the doctoral study. For this
reason, DDC22 is used rather than the 23™ edition of DDC, which was published during
the course of the thesis; while the online, free publication of LCC in 2015 meant an easy
transfer to the latest version of LCC; by 2016 this 2015 version is no longer quite the
latest. For purely pragmatic reasons, the latest version of UDC was not consulted as a
slightly earlier edition was more easily available. At the time of writing, the second
edition of Bliss Classification has not been published; however, a draft of a revised
version of the Bliss Classification music schedules was produced in 1972 to 1973 and
was extended in 2002 (Bliss, Lane 2002). As this draft largely copies BCM, with a few
additions, it was not considered necessary to include the draft of the new edition of Bliss
Classification in this thesis. Yet, the original scheme of Bliss Classification (Bliss1) was
important to the development of faceted classification, so the older edition is included

instead.

However, sometimes one edition of a classification scheme was not considered to be
sufficient, as the schemes might have undertaken considerable change in the music
schedules between editions. Satija (1997, p. 20) lists the editions and dates of
Ranganathan’s Colon Classification, suggesting that while Ranganathan was alive the
scheme was predominately the work of one man, Ranganathan (Satija 1997). Therefore,
it makes sense to utilize one of the “pure” Ranganathan editions of Colon Classification:

the revised version of the 6™ edition of Colon Classification, published in 1963. This

** While the abbreviation “Subject” will be used where possible, on some occasions it will prove necessary
to give the full name of this classification scheme in order to avoid confusion.
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particular edition has been selected as it is the last edition written while Ranganathan
was alive, and is also considered to be the most popular edition (Satija, Singh 2013, p.
266). However, the 7" edition is also selected: not only is it the first edition which
appeared after Ranganathan’s death (Satija, Singh 2013, p. 266), thus demonstrating
different authorship, but is also profoundly changed from Colon6 (Satija, Singh 2013, p.
266) including significant changes in the music schedules. Thus, both editions make an
appearance in the classification scheme “backing group”. DDC is one of the most
significant examples of this phenomenon. The music schedules undertook radical
changes between editions 19 and 20, through the conduit of a Phoenix Schedule; this
radical new schedule for music was developed in 1974 to 1975, revised during 1975-
1979, and then published in 1980 (Humphry 1980, p. viii). Therefore, including a
representation of the pre-DDC20 and the post-DDC20 schedules was imperative. For
the “before”, the last pre-DDC20 edition, in the shape of DDC19 schedule was included,
but selecting one or more post-DDC20 editions was more complex. As the Phoenix
Schedule was not used in its published state, it was considered more useful to include a
published schedule, and as the main structure of the revised music schedules did not

change drastically between DDC20 and DDC22, only DDC22 is included in the list.

3.5. Using the broad set of 15 classification schemes

The broad set of schemes is used in a number of ways in the thesis. In some places the
set is used as an overall way of gauging an issue — such as the most popular terminology
used for a musical term within LIS classification or the groupings and order of specific
music-related concepts in LIS classification schemes. At other times, the 15 schemes
provide a pool to draw upon when giving examples of phenomena found within music
classification. In these places, the whole set of 15 schemes are not mentioned, but the

example schemes are generally drawn from their ranks.

However, it should be noted though that while the 15 schemes are the bedrock of the
broader set of schemes, in every chapter, there are slight changes to the line-up to best
fit the analysis. For example, sometimes adding earlier or later editions of schemes
already being used are useful for discussion. In Chapters 5 and 6, the 13" edition of DDC
(abbreviated to DDC13 when used alongside the other 15 schemes) is added to the
broader set of schemes; more pre-20th editions of DDC are used, for instance, to trace
the development of the classification of saxophones and electronic instruments in

Chapter 7, while the 1904 and 1917 music schedules of LCC and unpublished

80



annotations to BCM are used in discussions of unusual instruments. Conversely, some
schemes are not relevant for certain sections or chapters. In Chapter 7, only schemes
which list many specific instruments are useful, so some of the early 20™-century

schemes are temporarily abandoned; in Chapter 8, the non-Western nature of Haroon

means it is of little use for discussions about form/genre and is dropped.

4. Methodology 3: Music domain analysis

The third methodology utilized in this doctoral study concerns considering the music
domain. The introduction (Chapter 1) outlined the importance of examining how a
concept was classified from the perspective of its domain, through for example, writings
on particular domain classifications by Hjgrland, Scerri, Dupré and others (Hjgrland
2008b, Scerri 2011, Dupré 2011) and for instance the debates between Beghtol,
Hjgrland and Nicolaisen (Beghtol 2003, Hjgrland, Nicolaisen 2004, Beghtol 2004,
Nicolaisen, Hjgrland 2004) concerning so-called professional and naive classification.
So, the consideration of domain-based ideas of classification is the third methodology.
At a broad level, the methodologies used to analyse the music domain are very similar
to those used for the LIS domain — as discussed under Methodology 1 and Methodology
2. However, there are some differences, so the music-domain equivalents of literature
and conceptual analysis, classification scheme analysis and analysing a specific set of

example classifications are now discussed.

4.1. Literature and conceptual analysis

Literature and conceptual analysis is an important methodology in determining how
music is classified within the music domain. However, while the methodologies
employed follow a similar pattern as those used for LIS classification — for instance, using
an abstracting site and citation pearl growing — the general importance attached to the
concept of classification within the music domain as compared to the LIS domain,
resulted in taking a somewhat different direction. Furthermore, as this thesis is based
within the LIS paradigm rather than music, a broad investigation of music classification

within the music domain would suffice.

General ideas of classification were sought as a starting point using a key abstracting site
used in music: Répertoire Internationale de Littérature Musique (RILM). However, the
results were very different from the equivalent searches in LIS sources such as LISA. In

RILM, general accounts of classification or classifying were not found, and once results
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based in LIS and computer science (through music information retrieval) were
discounted, the valid results tended to focus on particular areas of the music domain —
such as ethnomusicology and organology (the study of instruments). For each music
classification phenomenon, such as medium, form/genre, function, and so on, RILM was
searched for equivalent results within the music domain, in addition to searching the
seminal encyclopaedia for music (Grove). With the notable exception of musical

instruments (Chapter 4), these searches did not yield many results.

As an alternative, the literature and conceptual analysis which appears in the thesis was
mostly found using citation pearl growing, often from a single source. These “pearls”
were usually found through general musicological reading or from a reference directly
from the LIS literature, rather than direct results from RILM. So, the process of finding
discussions about music classification from the music domain suggested a number of
somewhat interlinked conclusions. First, the music domain is less concerned with how
music is classified than LIS. Second, the so-called lack of literature sometimes
represents a lack of explicit discussion about classification; in other words, sometimes
discussions about music are talking about classification, but not acknowledging that they
are doing so. Third, sometimes the level of detail was an issue; for instance, discussions
and taxonomies of chords or individual paraphrases for a particular composer existed in
the music domain, but this was too detailed to be comparable to LIS. Whatever the
reasons for the dearth of equivalent literature about music classification in the music
domain, the following methodologies were adopted: some general discussions about
music classification using only a few sources (for example, the discussions in Chapter 4,
Section 4) and some analysis of classificatory ideas in the music domain which might
have at their source some musicological discussions which do not directly discuss

classification at all (see for example, discussions in Chapter 5, Section 4).

A notable exception to the lack of direct discussion about music classification is found in
Chapter 7, devoted to the classification of musical instruments. Organology, the area of
study concerned with musical instruments, appears to put classification at its centre,
which meant a rich seam of literature which directly discusses classification. As well as
results from abstracting tools such as RILM, the analysis of organological classification
literature also made good use of citation pearl growing, with Kartomi’s (1990)
monograph about the classification of musical instruments proving to be an excellent

|II
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Finally, a short note is needed about the use of Grove in this thesis. Music-based
research would be in most cases expected to consult more detailed resources than an
encyclopaedia such as Grove. However, this thesis makes much use of Grove in a
number of ways and for a number of reasons. First, when discussing musicological
concepts such as a particular instrument, form, and so on, the purpose is to get a sense
of the standard, most common ways those in the music domain consider the term in
order to understand these ideas within LIS classification, so Grove is an ideal source.
Second, the thesis is frequently concerned with definition, thus Grove articles are very
useful for this task. Third, as Grove is a seminal resource within the music domain, the
inclusion or exclusion in Grove for a particular term — for example, choral symphonies —
helps to ascertain useful information from the classification perspective. Fourth, as this
is not a musicology thesis, a simple overview from Grove was often adequate for the
purpose of providing a brief explanation for a concept within a LIS thesis. Fifth,
sometimes Grove itself was used as a primary resource, for example the Grove

composer lists discussed in Section 4.3.

4.2. Classification scheme analysis

The original intention was to use a similar methodology in analysing music-domain
classification schemes similar to that utilized in Methodology 2. However, outside of
organology (Chapter 7), few schemes relevant to the topics discussed in Chapters 4 to 6
and Chapters 8 to 9 were revealed in literature searching and there were no suitable
leads given in the literature and conceptual analysis. So, some alternative approaches
were attempted. The first attempt was to consider the organization of music textbooks
as a representation of the music domain’s music classification, in a manner similar to
Abrahamsen’s (2003) discussion of the arrangement of two music textbooks. So, the
contents of the multipart monographs The Oxford History of Music and the newer series
of monographs The Cambridge History of Music were scrutinized. However, this did not
provide appropriate findings as it seemed analysing music textbooks is insightful for
considering the classification of music literature — effectively, Abrahamsen’s (2003)

. . . . . . 2
motivation — but less so for representing the organization of musical works.”

” The original objective of this thesis was to consider the classification of music literature, which was an
initial reason why this method was tested at all.
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The second method attempted was thus to consider resources which list musical works:
classified lists of composers’ works. These appear in a number of different guises but
one proved particularly useful: the lists of composers’ works found under the entries of
individual composers in Grove. Grove offers guaranteed coverage for all composers of a
certain level of importance, with some levels of consistency between composers even if
the basic categorization and order of categories differs. More details about this
methodology are discussed at length in Section 4.3, which also explains how the
individual composers were chosen. An additional type of source was also explored with
the idea of enhancing the Grove analysis: thematic catalogues. The thematic catalogue
is a scholarly resource which lists every work by a composer, often with incipits of the
first notes of the musical composition. A pilot study was attempted but the results
suggested that this would not be a beneficial line of enquiry to explore further: many of
the catalogues were arranged chronologically rather than in a classified fashion, and the
availability of thematic catalogues varies widely between different composers causing

issues when attempting to create a good set of examples.

In some chapters, classifications covering areas of music were sought. For instance,
classification schemes pertaining to examples of forms and genres were sought for
Chapter 8, such as taxonomies of opera or classifications of orchestral forms/genres.
However, these were generally not forthcoming and so a different approach was used
instead, which again focused on indirect discussions of the classification of forms/genres

in musicological discourse, rather than analysis of music-domain classification schemes.

Conversely, classification schemes for musical instruments were found to be abundant
and therefore could be utilized in the study. The most dominant classification scheme,
Hornbostel and Sachs, was used directly, while secondary literature from organology
was used to discuss other classification schemes. This was partly due to the detailed
accounts of the history of organological classificatory thought provided by Kartomi
(1990), DeVale (1990), and others, meaning that overall trends in categorization could

sometimes be used as a shortcut to obtaining the same information from direct analysis.

4.3. Grove composer worklists

The Grove composer worklists formed the main set of classification schemes from the
music domain and were analysed at a few different points in the thesis. Grove includes
a list of works for every entry about a composer, and the organization of these worklists

— which for some composers can contain thousands of musical works — can be
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considered to be a type of classification structure. In the online version of Grove, the
worklists appear at the end of the article on a particular composer, usually as a separate
tab.” From here onwards, these will be shortened to “Grove worklists”. However,
there are some ways in which composers’ worklists are not ideal as a methodology for
this thesis. Generally, lists of composers’ works do not emulate the coverage of
classification systems found within LIS schemes — LIS classification schemes cover
multiple composers, as they are attempting to cover the universe of musical works,
rather than the oeuvre of a particular composer. In addition, the Grove worklists only
use one, or occasionally two, levels of hierarchy as they are in essence a broad
categorization scheme. Again, this limits their usefulness for comparing classification
between the LIS and music domains. Nevertheless, due to the lack of general music
domain classifications as described in Section 4.2, the Grove worklists were the most
suitable tool at the disposable of this research project, and they provided some useful

results.

It would have been impractical to select every composer featured within Grove, and
thus sampling was needed. A pragmatic figure of around 25 was selected in the first
instance as a good size for the sample. In a similar vein to the selection of classification
schemes, obscurity was not considered of particular value for a number of reasons:
more mainstream composers will be more comparable with LIS classification schemes,
which are largely designed around mainstream works; the desire for large worklists
where possible, as these will need more detailed classification, which are more likely to
occur when a composer is reasonably well known. Time period was another important
factor: in order to cover the biggest range of Western art music as possible, composers
from a range of time periods were desired in the selected worklist. So, purposive
sampling was needed to ensure that all the composers met the criteria of being “not
obscure” and from a range of time-periods. To achieve these criteria, a list of composers
found in the “Subject guides and research resources” section of Grove (Oxford music
online 2016) was utilized as the basis of the sampling. The composers were divided into

stylistic periods: Medieval, Renaissance, Classical, Romanticism, twentieth century and

% The specific composer worklists have been referenced. It has been assumed that unless a specific set of
authors is stated for the worklist, that the authors responsible for the whole article also wrote the
worklist. Dates of articles in Grove are generally problematic and there are various practices within
musicology. In this thesis, where an update date for the whole article, the worklist or the bibliography
has been provided, this has been used as the publication date. However, where no update date is
given, the publication date has been assumed as the date of retrieval. So, in the case of the Grove
worklists, the retrieval date occurred in 2014 when this part of the research was carried out.
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opera. The latter (opera) was ignored, as it would not have helped to reach the goal of

wider time periods and presented potential duplication.

However, using all the composers featured in the subject guides would still have been
much more than 25. So, more sampling was used. The composers were grouped into
their stylistic periods, and even though there were different numbers in each of the
periods, four composers from each category were selected. As an arbitrary measure,
the composers in each period were placed into alphabetical order and divided into four
groups, with the first of each group selected.”’ Where the lists did not divide neatly into
four, the final group was bigger and contained “the remainders”. This method was
selected rather than an alternative of dividing remainders between some of the groups,
as it produced a more useful list containing Handel, Mozart and Beethoven, all
significant composers with long lists of musical works — this illustrates purposive
sampling at work, and how some decisions were made a posteriori. However,
composers which would have been selected using this “alternative” method were used
as a list of “reserves” when extra composers were needed. Thus, a set of 24 composers

was produced.

However, a few changes were needed to the list. First, due to the diversity of music
produced in the first half of the 20" century, it was considered problematic that the final
24 did not include composers who primarily wrote during this time-period — again,
purposive sampling at work, manipulating the results of the sampling to ensure
coverage which helps to answer the research questions. So, two composers were added
from the 20" century group, with a decision to add two extra composers rather than
replace two existing composers, as the 20" century group had been the biggest in the
first instance. Two composers from the “reserve” were selected who added national
styles not already featured in the set of worklist. Second, two composers from earlier
periods had no classified worklists — one (Fruolfus of Michelsberg) being considered
more of a theorist rather than a composer and the other (Cavalieri) having too few
extant works for their worklist to be classified. While a replacement from the Baroque
list was selected from the “reserves” for Cavalieri, due to the dearth of composers in the
Medieval list in the first instance and the few Medieval composers who had classified

worklists, an alternative was not taken for Fruolfus of Michelsberg.

7 Note that two composers (Monteverdi and Beethoven) appeared in two different categories. However,
as this did not interfere with the selection methods, this was ignored.
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So, the Grove worklists of the following 25 composers were used as a set of example

classification systems in this thesis:

e Adam de la Halle (Falck 2014)

e Jacopo de la Bologna (Fischer, D'Agostina 2009)

e Guillaume de Machaut (Arlt 2014)

e Gilles de Bins Binchois (Fallows 2014)

e Guillaume Du Fay (Planchart 2014)

e Pierre de la Rue (Meconi 2009)

e Giovanni Pierluigi da Palestrina (Lockwood, O’'Regan & Owens 2014)
e Tomaso Giovanni Albinoni (Talbot 2014)

e Francesco Cavalli (Walker, Alm 2014)

e George Frideric Handel (Hicks 2014)

e Alessandro Scarlatti (Boyd 2014)

e Carl Philipp Emanuel Bach (shortened to C.P.E. Bach) (Wolff 2014)
e Ludwig van Beethoven (Burnham, Johnson 2014)
e Christoph Willibald Ritter von Gluck (Brown 2014)
e Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart (Eisen, Sadie 2014)

e Daniel-Francois-Esprit Auber (Schneider 2014)

e Franz Liszt (Eckhardt, Mueller 2014)

e Luigi Cherubini (Fend 2014)

e Robert Schumann (Daverio, Sams 2014)

e John Adams (Cahill 2008)

e Pierre Boulez (Hopkins, Griffiths 2011)

e Philip Glass (Strickland 2002)

e Wolfgang Rihm (H&usler 2005)

e Leos Janacek (Tyrrell 2014)

e Dmitry Shostakovich (Fay 2014).®

%8 Note that generally only the surname of the composer will be referred to in the thesis. However, initials
or first names will be used when either musicological convention is to refer to the whole name which
is especially pertinent for Medieval composers, or there is a possibility of confusion with another,
equally or more famous composer from the same family (such as C.P.E. Bach).
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5. Methodology 4. Synthesis of different analyses

The final methodology to be discussed is that of synthesis. Synthesis is a useful
methodology as it often provides new ideas from concepts which show no obvious signs
of association (Hart 2001, p. 2). For each chapter, which covers a separate element of
music classification, both the literature analysis and the classification scheme analysis
have been synthesised. For example, Chapter 7 is a synthesis of the literature analysis of
bibliographic KO concerning musical instrument analysis and the results of analysing the
three example schemes with the 15 broader examples. Furthermore, another aspect of
the thesis could be considered as synthesis: the comparison of classification phenomena
found in the LIS and music domains. For instance, Chapter 7 sees the cross-fertilization
of ideas between classifying instruments in the music and LIS domains, and conceiving of
a model which compares both the domains could be considered in terms of synthesis.

In addition, the ideas within each of the domains have already been synthesised — for
instance, Chapter 7 contains synthesis of literature analysis and classification scheme
analysis within LIS, then it is synthesised with the findings from music-domain literature

analysis. So, this “double synthesis” methodology could be termed “meta-synthesis”.”

Synthesizing the results of the literature analysis and classification scheme analysis
within each of the domains could also be considered as a form of triangulation — more
precisely, “methodological triangulation” (Wildemuth 2009, p. 55). Analysing the
theoretic