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In Debates in the Digital Humanities, Matthew Gold opens with an essay entitled “The Digital Humanities Moment (2012).” This moment is characterized by a swell of scholarly and popular publications on digital humanities (DH), funding opportunities for DH projects, jobs requiring DH skills, and DH centers forming in colleges and universities. The same could be said about a parallel moment in libraries. In the past few months job postings for positions with titles such as Digital Humanities Librarian, Librarian for Digital Humanities Research, and Digital Humanities Design Consultant have multiplied. Additionally, many libraries are integrating support for DH or digital scholarship into their service profiles. However, there are few articles in the library literature, much less in the DH literature, focused specifically on the role libraries are playing or could play in this emerging approach to humanities scholarship. This issue of the Journal of Library Administration will address this gap in the literature. These six articles put libraries and librarians in the center of the discussion of the digital humanities, rather than on its margins. 
There are countless definitions for the digital humanities. DH has been defined as a field, a loosely bound set of practices, a methodological approach, a community, or simply as the application of computational tools and methods to humanistic inquiry.[endnoteRef:1] In aggregate, the following articles articulate a definition of DH at the intersection of research, technology and libraries. At one end of the spectrum, the digital humanities enables libraries to better align support services and infrastructure to the emerging research and communication behaviors of humanists. At the more extreme boundary, DH can serve as a change agent within a library - to help redefine librarian roles and relationships to faculty and researchers.  [1:  For a full range of definitions of Digital Humanities see the centerNet sponsored A Day of the Life of the Digital Humanities, http://dayofdh2012.artsrn.ualberta.ca/. One day each year digital humanists from around the world provide a definition of DH and document what they did on that day.] 

The authors of these articles come from a range of institutions, medium to large public research universities, large private research institutions and a public library. This diversity of voices illustrates the varied landscape of DH in libraries and the great number of opportunities for supporting this emerging trend in scholarship. The collection moves from the theoretical to the practical. Chris Alen Sula's article leads off with an outline of a conceptual model for libraries and DH. Jennifer Vinopal and Monica McCormick theorize a 4-tier model for DH service support with some practical notes for administrators. Miriam Posner presents the institutional challenges and opportunities for libraries supporting DH. Bethany Nowviskie presents an alternative view of DH as scholarly Research & Development framing it within the context of a skunkworks operation. The volume ends with practical articles by Ben Vershbow, Micah Vandegrift and Stewart Varner offering real world examples of DH initiatives in libraries and directives for implementation. 
Several themes emerge in this issue that help guide library leaders involved in, or considering support for, DH or digital scholarship: 1) the contexts surrounding DH in libraries and library support for these activities; 2) human resources and relationship building, rather than technology at the core of DH support; 3) the tension between traditional notions of library service and new models of user engagement; and 4) the fact that DH as a field and set of opportunities has matured faster than support structures for DH activities within libraries.
Context Matters
Collectively, the articles in this collection answer the question “Why Libraries, Why Librarians?” in the context of DH support. The term Digital Humanities is almost a decade old, though the set of practices have been around for almost 65 years, since Father Roberto Busa used computational methods in the creation of the concordance of the works of St Thomas Aquinas for the Index Thomisticus.[endnoteRef:2] In subsequent decades, both humanities research and libraries have undergone significant changes as a result of the advent of information technology. Increased access to available content has altered the structures of both humanities research and library support for it. Yet at the core, humanities scholarship and libraries share the values of furthering the creation, accessibility and preservation of knowledge. These values have evolved in parallel in libraries and the humanities disciplines with the developing technology landscape. Micah Vandegrift and Stewart Varner in Evolving in Common: Creating Mutually Supportive Relationships Between Libraries and the Digital Humanities discuss how technology makes the work of humanists and librarians more accessible and engaging. The open access movement and a desire to make research more relevant to the world beyond the academy create new opportunities for humanists and librarians alike. Vandergrift and Vartner suggest that these opportunities enable the library to “reinvent its place in the cycle and production of scholarship.” [2:  The 2004 publication of A Companion to the Digital Humanities marked the first use of the term Digital Humanities to describe the application of technology to humanities research, superseding the previous term “humanities computing.” See Schreibman, S., Siemens, R.G., & Unsworth, J. (2004).  The Digital Humanities and Humanities Computing: An Introduction. In Schreibman, S., Siemens, R., & Unsworth, J. A Companion to Digital Humanities. (pp. xxiii-xxvii). Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing.] 

Chris Allen Sula in Digital Humanities and Libraries: A Conceptual Model also highlights how the changing nature of librarianship situates librarians well for supporting emerging trends in humanities research such as DH. He maps the skills necessary for DH support to the American Library Association Core Competencies of Librarianship including competencies involving digital information resources, knowledge organization, technological knowledge and skills, and user services.
Context matters when considering the intersection between libraries and DH. Each author highlights challenges and opportunities for supporting DH dependent upon their institutional structure, staffing, and resources. The common thread that runs through these articles are new research behaviors; behaviors that include a move towards interdisciplinary work, collaboration, the use of scholarly materials in digital form, and the use of new tools and methods. 
Libraries are well positioned to support these trends in humanities research. Libraries have always been places of interdisciplinary activity; places of neutrality not associated with any particular academic department. In recent years, libraries have created spaces to foster collaborative work by offering information commons, collaborative study environments, and other more active uses of library space. Digital library programs have been converting analog collections to digital for decades. And, finally, libraries are becoming more invested in the acquisition, creation and support for software applications and platforms that support research and teaching. 
Human Resources
While it is easy to imagine that the turn towards digital in research and scholarship is primarily about technology, human resources and relationship building are at the center of DH support. What Miriam Posner in No Half Measures: Overcoming Common Challenges to Doing Digital Humanities in the Library refers to as necessary “soft” skills such as project management, performing an environmental scan, or fostering relationships with scholars.
Throughout the collection, the authors emphasize how important librarians, and the skills librarians bring to the table, are to the provision of DH support. Traditionally librarians, in their role as liaisons or subject specialists, have built strong relationships with faculty and researchers based on their deep knowledge of collections and information resources. Beyond subject knowledge, librarians are experts at uncovering the real need at the core of a researcher’s question. It is no coincidence that many of the authors in this issue discuss the reference interview. As a skill, the reference interview exemplifies the interpersonal skills necessary for supporting DH in the library. In Supporting Digital Scholarship in Research Libraries: Scalability and Sustainability, authors Jennifer Vinopal and Monica McCormick, discuss the use of Service Level Agreements to help librarians evaluate whether current services meet the needs of a scholar’s project. They posit the reference interview as a useful model and they illustrate how the process of matching researcher needs to services during the reference interview serves as a foundation for DH support. The process of referral should also be familiar. Of course, the knowledge and methods necessary for the 21st century reference interview need to morph and expand with changing technological approaches. Vandegrift and Varner characterize the new skills needed for the reference interview as an adaptation that allows for exploration, rather than guiding the user to a specific answer.  Thus a re-envisioned reference interview, and the associated social skills, can be a starting point for a training or “re-skilling” process in libraries. Many of the authors cite the need for providing librarians learning opportunities that can make this transition possible. 
This will not be easy. Librarians need training and mentoring in the specific knowledge and skills necessary to support digital scholarship. Two recent studies in particular highlight the gaps in librarian skills in relation to new research needs: the Research Libraries UK report “Re-Skilling for Research” and the Ithaka S+R study “Support Services for Scholars: History Project Interim Report.”[endnoteRef:3] Both report the need for librarians to better understand data and the new tools and methods being used by researchers. However, the authors in this collection make the case that the librarian service ethic and their “soft” skills uniquely qualify them as potential supporters of, or more significantly, partners in, the DH scholarly process. [3:  Reskilling for Research, http://www.rluk.ac.uk/files/RLUK%20Re-skilling.pdf, was a report commissioned by the RLUK in 2012 to measure the changing needs of researchers and the effect on the subject/liaison role within libraries. The Ithaka S+R group interviewed research support professionals who support the field of history, Ithaka S+R (2012). Support Services for Scholars: History Project Interim Report. Retrieved from http://www.researchsupportservices.net/?p=64.] 

Service as Disservice?
Digital humanities centers or DH support services are often located in or supported by libraries (University of Virginia, Emory University, University of Nebraska, University of Maryland, and Stanford University, among others).  The staffs of these centers are most often comprised of humanities scholars, web developers, and programmers. Librarians are sometimes included on staff, but more frequently they serve as consultants on specific projects rather than as full-time members of the center.  
Aligning DH and librarianship can be challenging due to different methodological approaches in the two fields. The cornerstone of DH inquiry and practice is collaboration. Digital humanities projects are marked by collaborations between disciplinary fields and between staff in different departments and professional roles (i.e. faculty and technologists). DH scholar, Matthew Kirshenbaum characterizes DH as “a culture that values collaboration, openness, nonhierarchical relations, and agility…” (2012). 

These qualities of agility, openness, and collaboration are often not part of library culture and the service model in librarianship is built on a support relationship between librarian and researchers that is often hierarchical. Librarians have been trained to serve the needs of the scholar, not to act as a partner or collaborator. This can establish a subservient role for the librarian in the researcher- librarian relationship: service as servitude. To date, most of the DH activities supported in libraries have focused on service-oriented activities: training, software and hardware support, search and discovery assistance, the creation of disciplinary portals, and collection building.[endnoteRef:4] In A Skunk in the Library: the Path to Production for Scholarly R&D, Bethany Nowviskie articulates how a librarian’s strong service ethic can sometimes be an impediment to DH projects because the service goal is “not distracting the researcher from his or her work.” This approach keeps the librarian behind the scenes. Nowviskie questions this typical service model and challenges librarians to engage with researchers in a more open and collaborative manner.  [4:  For a view of the landscape of services offered in Digital Humanities centers see Zorich, D. (2008). A Survey of Digital Humanities Centers in the United States. Washington, D.C.: Council on Library and Information Resources. Retrieved from http://www.clir.org/pubs/reports/pub143/pub143.pdf.  For an analysis of the service-oriented nature of DH support in libraries see Svensson, P. (2010). The Landscape of the Digital Humanties.  Digital Humanities Quarterly, 4 (1). Retrieved from http://digitalhumanities.org/dhq/vol/4/1/000080/000080.html.] 

Can framing DH as a service model in libraries be a disservice? At the 2012 Digital Library Federation Conference this question provoked much debate and the sharing of several models for “doing DH” in libraries. Trevor Munoz, Assistant Dean for Digital Humanities Research at the University of Maryland Libraries and Associate Director of the Maryland Institute for Technology in the Humanities, articulated a vision of library-based DH in line with Nowviskie’s by introducing the DH Incubator project. The Incubator introduces librarians to DH through a series of workshops that help librarians develop project ideas and projects themselves. In describing the impetus for the Incubator Munoz states:

Framing digital humanities in libraries as a service to be provided and consequently centering the focus of the discussion on faculty members or others outside the library seem likely to stall rather than foster libraries engagement with digital humanities….Better, I think, for libraries to support space and resources for interesting, possibly risky DH projects and to think of "technology transfer" as the key service to develop…Enabling anyone in the library who wants to "do DH" to be involved and to have at least some way for librarians, library staff, and GAs to start pursuing their own DH ideas will be a more productive starting point.[endnoteRef:5] [5:  Munoz, T. (2012) Digital Humanities in the Library isn’t a Service. Retrieved from https://gist.github.com/3415438.


References

Gold, M. K. (2012). The Digital Humanities Moment. In M.K. Gold (Ed). Debates in the Digital Humanities. (pp. IX-XVI). Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press.

] 

One of more radical aspects of a library commitment to DH is the rethinking of the supporter/supported relationship. Posner suggests that DH is a good fit in a library if librarians can be viewed, and view themselves, as partners in the scholarly process. The language of partnership and collaboration is sprinkled throughout this issue. Vandegrift and Varner write, “In this publicly visible, collaborative, online network and infrastructure, the Library should begin to see potential to become a true scholarly partner.” Posner posits, “Many of the problems we have experienced “supporting” digital humanities work may stem from the fact that digital humanities projects in general do not need supporters — they need collaborators.” She suggests that libraries can provide both the technical infrastructure and expertise in the form of knowledgeable librarians for DH work. In these articulations librarians are not doing something for the researcher they are doing something with the researcher. 

But moving wholesale away from the notion of service in a library would be a mistake. The service ethic in librarianship is one of its defining features; a feature that only becomes more important as increasing amounts of information can be found online. What distinguishes a library from Google? In part, it is the user-focused set of services that have traditionally been offered in a library and continue to be relevant. Services such as one-on-one research consultations, research education, and technology support services, to name a few.  In an effort to build on the strong history of library service, Vinopal and McCormick have formulated a four-tier service model for DH in libraries that focuses on sustainable and scalable services. They suggest libraries promote tools and platforms that are reusable and extensible and build on existing strengths in a library – preservation, scalability, sustainability, standardization, and support services for users. Their model puts service at the foundation but expands the notion of service and calls for growth in the profession. The focus on staff gaining new skills indicates that this model requires change and, in essence, a redefinition of librarian and librarian service. 

The language of partnership and collaboration infuses library service with a new mandate. If librarians hope to “do DH” rather than just support it, a new approach will be required. As Vandegrift and Varner state, “…the role of the research librarian is evolving in order to effectively integrate the library as a partner in the scholarship of digital humanities.” This evolution of librarian roles and expanding definition of service seems crucial to realizing the potential of library involvement in DH.
Institutional Barriers
Supporting DH in libraries requires skills and habits of mind that are often absent from current institutional structures. The field of DH has matured to a point where it needs institutional support, and as the articles in this collection argue, libraries can be natural places for such support. It is clear that there is a desire on the part of libraries and library leaders to get involved in DH activities. However it is not enough to simply add DH to an existing set of library services. Library administrators’ enthusiasms for supporting DH must come with an associated commitment of resources and staff, and perhaps even more importantly, a commitment to the possibility of failure and a loosening of control. DH is messy. It involves uncertainty, deep collaborations, and a flexibility that is foreign to traditional library culture.
Many of the authors in this collection discuss the challenges of integrating DH support into libraries. Posner’s central conviction is that the problem is not reluctance on the part of librarians but a host of institutional and organizational barriers. She writes, “that much of the discussion about building a DH-friendly library environment leans too hard on individual librarians, without taking into account the set of institutional supports, incentives, and rewards that will allow DH to flourish in a sustained way…” These barriers include: insufficient training opportunities; lack of time, institutional commitment, and incentives for DH projects and initiatives; over cautiousness; inflexible infrastructure; and an unproductive diffusion of efforts; among others. 
Institutional culture in libraries is marked by deliberative, often slow, decision-making processes and inflexible technical infrastructures. This can come into direct conflict with the culture of DH. In his article, NYPL Labs: Hacking the Library, Ben Vershbow describes his team as “an unlikely crew of artists, hackers and liberal arts refugees” and the strategic aims as follows:
Focusing on NYPL’s public mission and deep collections, the program was sketched with a heavy emphasis on user collaboration and open data, envisioning a kind of in-house technology startup that would venture proactively into the library in search of curatorial collaborations. The work was envisioned as inherently inter-disciplinary, empowering curators to think more like technologists and interaction designers, and vice versa.
This doesn’t sound like your typical library department. Yet, this is the kind of team that has been able to build large, crowd-sourced DH projects that have repurposed and revitalized several NYPL collections. NYPL Lab’s success is based on their ability to work agilely and outside the confines of usual institutional structures. This is much like Nowviskie’s description of her skunkworks operation:
What if our obligation were to play? To play in public? To make the things we want to see made? To collaborate like mad, with local scholars, with other librarians, and with the wider, public open source and open access community that encompasses them both? What if we were to enable sectors of our own organizations to demonstrate a path to production not just for stable content, but for deliberately unstable scholarly R&D?
This series of questions might terrify the technology teams in our libraries. Advocating for experimentation, play, unstable content, and failure is new to library culture. It flies in the face of our historical commitment to preservation and stable platforms. Yet, this is the kind of thinking advocated by many of these authors, not just for supporting DH work, but for supporting the next generation of scholars and their embrace of new research methods. Scholarship is changing and libraries must change as a result. Vinopal and McCormick suggest that this transition will not happen overnight and that a library culture will gradually need to become “inquisitive, adaptable, responsive…one that is willing to try new things, assess their success, and sometimes simply move on.”
The emphasis on this not being a one-time organizational change is an important message to library leaders. Scholarly work behaviors and methods will continue to change and evolve; change is the new status quo. This will destabilize libraries and librarians or as Posner states, “DH is not, and cannot be, business as usual for a library.” DH cannot be an add-on to current library positions, but a rethinking of the way in which we staff and resource our libraries. This also means deciding what we are no longer going to do. These are difficult, strategic decisions that involve new incentive structures on the part of the administration and professional risks for librarians.
Even with all the barriers outlined in this set of articles, the authors are optimistic about the opportunities that DH creates for libraries and librarians. The thread that runs through the collection is the need for top down support for DH efforts. Grass roots effort may jump start the process of supporting DH, but because of the resources required to effectively engage these activities, library administrators need to commit in theory and in practice by providing the necessary resources (human and infrastructure) and operational flexibility within our library organizations. 

Conclusion
Libraries are indeed in the DH moment, and this moment affords some exciting opportunities for us to redefine fundamental concepts such as service, librarian competencies, library as place, and our relationship to researchers. Libraries have long been a place where users could come to discover information; we now have an opportunity to structure libraries as a place where that information can be used to create radically new forms of digital scholarship. DH is a “making” culture and libraries can foster the making of creative digital products and projects. Vandegrift and Varner state, “Reframing the library as a productive place, a creative place engaged in producing and creating something – whether that be digital scholarly works or something else entirely – will open the door to allow the library into the life of the user.” This new kind of library, and new kind of librarian, builds on the historical strengths of librarianship while opening the door for increased engagement with our users and their scholarship.
