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ABSTRACT

Following recent technological changes, the archival profession will reach the
moment of surpassing previously dominant mediaspheres, in which sounds and
images were stored in traditionally located archives. This is not to say that tradi-
tional archives are not needed anymore — on the contrary. In this article, I will
try to bring out the possibilities of upgrading traditional archives with the help
of blockchain technology and to analyse the complex navigation between online
market and commodification in the world of contemporary ethnomusicological
contribution to sound heritage archiving.
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ATICTPAKT

Cyaehu mo TexmoAomKMM IpOMeHaMa AO KOjUX je AOIIAO Y CKOpHje BpeMe,
Moxe ce pehu aa he mpodecuje xoje yxaydyjy mocaoBe apxusupama npesazuhu
IPETXOAHO AOMHMHAHTHE MeAaujacepe y KOjuUMa Cy 3BYLH M CAMKEe GHAM dyBaHU
Y TPAAUMIJMOHAAHO OpraHM30BaHMM apxuBama. OBO He 3HAYH A2 TPAAUIIMOHAAHE
apxuBe e Hehe 6uTn noTpebHe — HampoTUB. Y 0BOM TeKcTy hy moxymraru Aa
Marpam MoryhHocTr yHanpehuBara TpaAULIOHAAHNX apXUBa IIyTeM YIIOTpebe
6A0K4ejH TEXHOAOTHj€, Ka0 U AQ AHAAM3MPAM KOMIIAEKCAH HU3 IPOOAEMA BE3aHHX
3a OHAQjH TPXKHILITE K KOMOAUQHKALIH]Y y CBETY CaBPeMEHUX eTHOMY3HKOAOIIKHX
AOTIPMHOCA APXUBHPASY 3ByYHOT HacAeha.

KnYy9HE PEYH: 0A0KHejH, apXUBe, AUTUTH3ALIN]A, 3BYIHO HacAehe.

DIGITISED SOUND HERITAGE AND DIGITAL TOOLS
IN THE NODE OF THEIR COMPLEXITY

Digitisation stands for translating the analogue audio format into an electronic one,
but that explanation does not reveal its true complexity. If we have in mind that digi-
tisation is an outcome of technological translations, then its objects are always al-
ready [technologically] emergent, and neither fixed nor finite (Cameron 2020, 58).
In other words, although a product of technological manipulation, a digitised arte-
fact is more similar to dynamic and semantic process than to a mere product, and its
value lies in its cultural and contextual potential (Suvajdzi¢ et al. 2022, 272). That is
precisely why sound heritage digitisation should not be done only as a technological
or a mechanical task. Instead, due to its complexity, sound digitisation should be
done as an act of an informed decision which is rooted in digital humanity knowl-
edge (Corrado and Sandy 2017, 106).

Before I discuss new technologies and their role in preserving and disseminating
digitised sound heritage, it is important to shed some light on the notions of digital.
What is, exactly, meant by digital in both literature and practical life, and is it really a
part of our everyday reality to an extent that we can already consider it mainstream?

Speaking of the use of digital tools in GLAM institutions,” Lewi, Smith, Cooke
and Vom Lehn argued that in recent years GLAM professions came to a point where
their work cannot be imagined without digital technologies (Lewi et al. 2020, 2).
Nevertheless, Lewi et al. conclude that it still cannot be claimed that digitality has
become a method and language that is spoken fluently (Ibid.).> When compared to
digital literacy, which is characterised by “technical and cognitive skills required to

2 GLAM, as an abbreviation, stands for the institutions that collect, preserve, manage and exhibit
material and immaterial heritage artefacts — galleries, libraries, archives and museums.

3 Similarly, Rodley points to the fact that digital literacy, which might be a standard skill needed for
preserving and disseminating cultural heritage in the 2 1st century, is still not the same as digital fluency,
which is a communicational mode that we are yet to master (Rodley 2020: 88).
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find, understand, evaluate, create, and communicate digital information in a wide
variety of formats” (Rodley 2020, 88), digital fluency would require a specific con-
fidence and developed field of knowledge, which is crucial to a process of heritage
communication in contemporary, fast-paced and networked world, its audiences,
and its consumers. Using digital tools at the level of fluency would bring a profound
transformation and a metacognitive shift to GLAM professions and archiving pro-
cesses. Therefore, digital tools should neither be othered and considered an enemy,
nor praised and fetishised, although both of these radical positions can often be seen
in the GLAM sector (Winesmith 2020, 45). Digital tools should provide profession-
als with the opportunity to transform the archives into visible, accessible, searchable
and interactive databases, reframing the ways of contemplating how we meet, under-
stand, appreciate, and use cultural artefacts of the past.

When speaking about digital archives that work with heritage artefact management,
we should not restrict ourselves to professional conversations about technology and
its usage or efficiency in itself. We should strive to encourage topics and dialogues
that foster the field of digital humanities and then speak about technology from
there. It is important, therefore, to mobilise knowledge from the humanities that
is already present and to make a transdisciplinary leap, so that we can find a way to
integrate technology and use it for a better and more comprehensive approach in
humanities. This might be essential for matters of research, activities and actions that
involve cultural heritage, and for understanding the place of the past in the present
time. Following such an approach, before I present the achievements of blockchain
technology and discuss how it can be used in digitised sound heritage archiving, in
the next few chapters I will concentrate on some issues of the context in which we
find sound heritage as intangible heritage today. This might be important for a deeper
understanding of how blockchain technology can be useful, but also challenging in the
processes of preserving and disseminating digitised sound heritage.

DIGITISED SOUND HERITAGE AND THE QUESTION OF MATERIALITY
IN DIGITAL TIMES

Information can be considered the main unit of materialisation in digital /virtual
space. As McConaghy, McMullen, Parry and Holtzman note, it is the flow of infor-
mation that gives items, individuals and organisations visibility in a digital culture
environment (McConaghy et al. 2017, 461). As it follows, digital space relies on
immateriality that becomes translated to a new kind of materiality — information-
al materiality, given through writings, images, sounds and hyperlinked multimedia
combinations.* What can archives, and, specifically, sound archives do about that,
and how are they related to this state of the art?

4 “Digital objects appear to human users as colourful and visible beings. At the level of programming
they are text files; furher down the operating system they are binary codes; finally, at the level of circuit
boundaries they are nothing but signals generated by the values of voltage and the operation of logic
gates” (Hui 2012, 387).
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The process of digitisation transforms material, or an analogue item, into a digital
one, thus dematerialising its medium and rematerialising it at the same time. Or, more
precisely, it is the process of putting the dematerialised digital item/artefact into a
network-like context or a flow that will rematerialise it in the realm of the Web, or
webs.® This process of making the material/analogue into information rematerialises
the item or an artefact, making it material enough for the digital realm. However,
this process does not come without further questions and issues. For example,
there is still, in a way, a habit or an often-seen attitude that predominantly marks
digital materiality as less material. Speaking of sound archives, they are specific,
since they do not start with the actual, found artefact itself, but with a recording.
Sound archives, thus, do not collect actual field experiences, such as singing per se;
they already collect technological substitutes — recordings that come instead of the
field experience. In other words, in sound heritage archives, the line that divides
material and non-material, or the experiential and technological is already blurred
(Cameron 2020, 56). Moreover, the sound digitising process enhances the issue
of the artificiality of sound heritage recordings because, unlike material archives,
where the field-found item is present together with its marked value — its aura
(Benjamin 1968, 216), sound archives start with the abstract, virtual, technological
copy of the material experience at the field, while being, on the other hand, a
living memory of the humanity (Mkadmi 2021, 58). Hereby, sound archives need
technology, they cannot function without technology, and that marks technology-
related topics, together with digital humanities, as topics of special importance in
ethnomusicological discourses. Namely, of all the different types of archives, sound
or video archives might be the best candidates for technological transformation
and usage of the very new technologies for digitising and networking the digitised
artefacts. This means that the question of technology application in digitised sound
heritage should figure as one of the top priority issues for ethnomusicologists, but
also for information technology professionals and programmers, who should work
together in transdisciplinary teams. As Mkadmi says, “audiovisual documents are
(...) technological media whose contents can only be read and consulted using
technology. (...) As a result, audiovisual archives today represent an essential and
rapidly evolving part of the digital world” (Mkadmi 2021, 59). Nevertheless, it
should not be forgotten that digital archives are not related only to technology, but
also to specific and numerous discursive practices, which makes them part of both
humanist and technological professional discussions (Garcia 2017, 11).

The issue of digitisation is tightly connected to the possibilities of dissemination
of the digitised units, as well as the questions of (mis)using disseminated material,
which can become a point of concern to professionals working in digital archives.
Sound archives are not an exception. In order for the sound archives to function effi-
ciently and to retain their roles to some extent, digital sound heritage archive profes-
sionals think both about digitisation and about digital dissemination management,

S Here Web refers to the Internet, and webs to the other kinds of networks - private, local or
institutional, which are not necessarily connected to the Internet flow.
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as the risk of misuse and abuse of easily accessible artefacts might be significant.
On the one hand, the digital, informational kind of materiality provides visibility,
accessibility, and manageability of data, which is all essential to processes of preser-
vation, revitalisation, and usability of sound files in the case of sound archives, and
it is surely an aspect that can bring benefits in contemporary times. On the other
hand, the possibility of them being copied, altered, and used in different inconsid-
erate ways can pose a real threat to digitised sound heritage. All these perspectives
and problems will be discussed in the next chapters, using blockchain technology as
an example and a possible solution for the aforementioned issues. In order for such
a discussion to be clear, there is yet another topic that should be mentioned: the
audience — users, or contemporary digital-goods consumers.

USER-ORIENTED ARCHIVES AND CONTENT: WHOSE JOURNEY IS IT?

A network might be a network, but in any case, it is approached from the spe-
cific entry points. Or, the other way round, a network might be a multidimensional
communication of informational points and nodes, but it still has its exit points that
actually form another network and give back to the whole networking structure.
These entry and exit points are embodied in the subjects of users. Seen as consumers,
information collectors, researchers, or hobbyists, the users are (providing the Web
2.0 conditions) also content managers and content creators. Thus said, users do not
represent passive entry/exit network ends - they are active, (re)producing nodes,
and what is produced, of course, is information. The information management that
comes from the users imbues the information with the idea of relevance and mean-
ing; it creates a sense of individual or shared identities, and it shapes and reshapes
notions of history and presence, as well as micro or macro communities. In that way,
it is important that there is a discussion about the challenges of digital times, and of
the possible technological solutions to the (fore)seen problems. As much as we may
see sound heritage digitisation as a journey of the professionals, it is as well a part of
the digital journey of present and future archive content users.

The web 2.0 system and the entire digitisation movement has brought about dis-
cussions of the democratisation of knowledge, heritage and art. A significant num-
ber of topics also involve user-related direction of Web material, be it social media
or an archive. These days, users are conceived as autonomous human actors within
a global infosphere (Cameron 2020, 55), and they want to interact with their digital
environment. As much as traditional archives might have been memorialising, con-
servative, limited, and suggestive of a linear history, the new, Web-placed archives
are contemporary collections that work with problem-solving engines, and that are
branching, generative, and non-teleological (Nowviskie 2020, 93). Nancy Proctor
is comparing these archives to distributed networks (Proctor 2020), which is, inter-
estingly enough, exactly the type of a system through which blockchain operates.
Again, making a wise choice towards technology systems and application program-
ming interfaces can help both professionals and users to make heritage digital ar-
chives relevant and interesting in a respectful manner.
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Digital space is quite an unpredictable field; not all users will treat the material
that they might find in the same way. As for a large number of digital sound heritage
archives, the majority of users will still be academics and independent researchers.
Some of the users might also be artists, who look for inspiration for their work, but a
great part of the audience might belong to a miscellaneous group of culture-snackers
that search for ways of connecting with traditional culture in their life (Winesmith
2020, 48); or they could be just passers-by who will search for the opportunity to
share some content through the social networks that they use. Some of the users
might try to download the material and alter it. Some of them might try to copy it
or (re-)sell it. As Andrew Dewdney notes, the main change to the digitisation proj-
ect of online collections has been brought by search engines and sharing platforms
(Dewdney 2020, 74), and that means that we may never know what happened to our
material once we put it on the Web. This can create lots of challenges and problems
with copyright and ownership issues, as well as with constant danger of misusing
and abusing digitised heritage artefacts. Should the archive content, then, be con-
trolled, and how should it be done?® What should be done with all the ethical and
practical questions? Is there a way to protect the posted artefact, together with the
possibility of tracking its usage thoroughly throughout the Web, and if yes, will it
reduce the popularity or visibility of the archive? How can it be ensured that the
artefacts are being used in a respectful manner? In the other words, is there an en-
gine to help professionals do both preservation, revitalisation, and dissemination
of the digitised sound heritage? Blockchain technology might be one of the good
solutions, although it also opens a lot of contradictory questions and conclusions.

BLOCKCHAIN TECHNOLOGY: AJANUS-FACED SOLUTION

Within the world of art and humanities, blockchain technology is often consid-
ered a Janus-faced solution (Jones and Skinner 2017, 9). Blockchain technology was
primarily made for the financial and economic challenges of the present times, which
means that it is dutifully oriented towards transparency, efficiency, technology, mon-
etisation of digital units, payments, and (crypto)capitalist logic. On one hand, it can
be regarded as one of the most secure digital systems of transactions which is highly
praised as a radical ethical solution, and on the other hand, it has been criticised as a
strictly capitalistic, reductionist tool of technological determinism (Jones and Skin-
ner 2017, 17; Zeilinger 2017, 288). Or, if the Web might be defined as the Internet
of information and communication, blockchain can be regarded as the Internet of
money (Catlow 2019, 27).

6 For a sharp critique of the idea(l) of unconditional openness of online archives see Sherrat 2020.
On the other hand, as Sherrat also points out, some benefits of open archives might be quite important:
there are people who would find the archive, and who would never normally come to an archive as
a building; artifacts can be downloadable, which, if controlled, can be of quite a help to researchers;
researchers can choose their path of discovery, and, if the archive is interactive, they can ask questions
on the spot (Sherrat 2020, 116).
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What is, exactly, a blockchain system? It can be presented as numbers of distrib-
uted ledgers, or documentary frameworks that record all the transactions included
in the chain. Here “transactions” can mean financial transactions, but also any action
of transferring a digital unit of any kind. Although first made for cryptocurrency
transactions,” because of its capabilities to ensure a safe environment for buying,
selling, lending, or exchange, it has found its usage as a tool in social sciences and art
(Suvajdzic et al. 2019, 2022). What the blockchain system does is eliminate third
parties, so the one who is offering a digital unit can safely trade with the one(s) who
are buying it or taking it, without further costs or time spent (Chalaemwongwan
and Kurutach 2018, 957). There are no taxes, no providers, and no centralisation. It
is, thus, a decentralised system of communication, and a kind of an archive in which
all the records of what has happened between the parties are written, locked into
the block, and made immutable through hash - a cryptographic suture that “sews”
one block to another and so on. All the records have been timestamped and trans-
ferred from a block to a block, so there is virtually no way of altering the information
that any of the blocks contain. Instead of third-party proof of trust, the blockchain
system offers a cryptographic guarantee of precision, so it could be trustless: both
because it is independent of a trusted source (other than blockchain), and because
it is regarded as proof that nothing can be trusted enough (the verifiers are mul-
tiplied) (Magnhildeen 2017, 313). Although blockchain is a highly technological
system, there are no fewer mediators to the transaction, but more. Instead of one or
a couple of mediators, here all the participants in the blockchain system, as specific
informational nodes, are witnesses to the transaction. Every new recording made is
reflected in all the nodes and verified by them automatically, so it cannot happen that
someone just forges or falsifies any information stored in the blockchain. This makes
the blockchain pretty much of a unique system that a) works with digital units, b)
enables a communicational track that eliminates forging and/or stealing, and c) en-
larges a body of verifiers to the process, with less cost and more efficiency. The longer
the blockchain, the safer it is, which in itself produces a system whose strength is
amplified with more digital units, transactions, and participants involved, and not
vice versa (Myers 2017, 247). Thus, blockchain technology can be regarded as one
of the more revolutionary technological tools for the future (Mkadmi 2021, 137),
and it can be used in a very wide range of professional and practical fields,® including
digital heritage preservation and dissemination.

7 Basic concepts of the blockchain system reach back to Satoshi Nakamoto’s 2008 whitepaper
“Bitcoin: A Peer-to-Peer Electronic Cash System” (Nakamoto 2008). Blockchain itself is developed
exactly for the cryptocurrency market, although its usage is possible and yet to be explored in other
professions and fields.

8 The examples of blockchain-based archives in the fields of art would be the Ascribe platform,
Monegraph, BAE — Blockchain Art Exchange, BigchainDB and many more, which can all be found
online under the same names.
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WHAT CAN BLOCKCHAIN BRING TO DIGITAL ARCHIVES?

As digital sound heritage archives work with digitised recordings, which are
nothing else than digital units that should be accessible, visible, but also protected,
blockchain technology might be an interesting and useful solution. One of the big-
gest problems until blockchain technology emerged was that the digital units, if not
protected adequately, could easily be copied, shared, or altered without permission,
and it might have been discovered late, or it might not be discovered at all. With the
blockchain system, it can never happen — blockchain automatically records all the
changes and writes them into the blocks, so any type of file handling is quite easily
tracked and monitored. Blockchain system, actually, transforms digital goods into
commodities, or tangible goods that can be treated with all their integrity within a
virtual/electronic environment and online world. What blockchain does here can
precisely recall the idea of rematerialisation of the digital; with the blockchain, digi-
tised recordings are not regarded as simple copies of analogue recordings anymore,
or as a mere copy of the traditional archive, but as material, detectable value in itself.

Blockchain systems can also reduce human resources investment. Unlike tradi-
tional archives, where a person — a professional is usually present and in charge of
the task of working with digitised units, with the blockchain the system itself — the
technology - is doing basic work of tracking what is happening with the digitised
files, who is approaching them, who is using which kind of approved action (lis-
tening online, downloading, borrowing, buying, sharing, or altering them for other
purposes) and so on. With the emergence of a new generation of blockchain cryp-
to-communication, there is even an option not to have a human agent present in
the online archive at all — whatever is done with digitised files can be done through
smart contracts, where the technology itself will make a contract with an interested
party and regulate the process.” This kind of intervention eliminates human agency
from the process — if that is what is desired for matters of efficiency or qualitative
improvement of working conditions, and it still enables a safe and controlled trans-
action. Moreover, it affords a “contradictory possibility of ubiquity and scarcity at
the same time” (Sacks et al. 2015, 16), which can prove beneficial for digital sound
heritage archives. Becoming scarce units on their own, digitised sound recordings
would be fully protected, but it would not affect their accessibility and visibility in
the online world. This could help in promoting and disseminating digitised sound
heritage in a safe and predicted way.

There is also an issue with the ease of copying and illegal sharing of a digital
unit. A special problem with digital, or digitised units is their relation to copying
and theft. If we look at the material object cases, to take a material object illegally

9 The concept of a smart contract was first mentioned and explained by Nick Szabo, a computer
scientist in 1993, but it has become available since Ethereum cryptogeneration (Zeilinger 2016, 16;
Seidler et al. 2017, 67). Smart contracts are pre-defined contracts that can be set so that the blockchain
system automatically applies it when the user initiates the desired action. In this way, the terms of an
agreement between buyer and seller are directly written into the chain code, so they automatically
function as binding.
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is clearly considered theft. Once taken illegally, the object is simply not there with
the first owner anymore. If the digital object is at stake, taking it illegally might just
mean copying it perfectly, so the copy is literally the same as the original. It can also
happen that the file is shared without the consent of the owner, but it still does not
take the object from the owner — the owner still has it. In the other words, things
are a bit more complicated with digital objects of value. Speaking about digital art,
McConaghy et al. refer to this problem of copying as to “an elephant of the room in
digital art” (McConaghy et al. 2017, 469). It could be a rather similar situation with
digitised sound heritage: if we opt for using a less specific and sensitive protective
technology, it may happen that the artefact gets illegally taken or used, and that it
cannot be easily caught or tracked, because one exact piece of digital recording is
still there, in the archive, untaken. This can create problems with ownership issues,
in cases where recordings or field findings are protected and should not be shared
without consent or regulations. Because of its excellent tracking capabilities in the
online sphere, blockchain system solves this issue and enables the owners/archive
managers to track the file and find it, together with the person who originally took it
and misused it. This is entirely possible because of the double keys that every block-
chain user has and uses — a public key, which is visible to all and through which ev-
erything related to the transaction can be tracked, and a private key, which is keeping
the anonymity of users, in case where transactions are done in an expected manner.
In the world of art, there are currently a couple of platforms designed to have these
protective functions, like Monegraph, Ascribe, BigchainDB, and many more. Some
of these platforms could be also open, designed, or developed for digital sound ar-
chives in the near future. That could bring a possibility for the sound heritage to
be popularised, opened to new audiences and new usages, but also protected and
preserved in a professional way. Speaking, again, about the world of art, which might
be highly applicable to the world of digitised sound archives, David Serra-Navarro
(2019, 971) points out possible future benefits for the professions and industries
that work with digital or/and digitised objects of value. As Serra-Navarro says, some
of the benefits might be in the new funding models that can emerge; besides that, the
blockchain system, with its automated programs, would lower the costs of organis-
ing and managing the collection, and it would bring new kinds of audiences, patrons
and participants. Most of all, blockchain systems could bring unanticipated futures
for the professional fields that are still not using it (Serra-Navarro 2019, 973). But is
it all good news?

BLOCKCHAIN AND DIGITISED SOUND HERITAGE: MORE QUESTIONS
THAN ANSWERS

As much as it was written about the possible benefits of the blockchain system
to digital units, artefacts and archives, including digital sound archives, practically
the same number of arguments are given to the contrary. That means, first of all, that
blockchain technology is still new and insufficiently explored in different function-
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al areas, and its capacities and possibilities are still to be checked. Also, in order to
successfully apply blockchain technology in the fields of heritage archiving or per-
formance/art, professionals will have to mobilise and renew their knowledge from
humanities-related disciplines they are coming from. Once again, to use technology
for the matters of culture or heritage without engaging the platform of digital hu-
manities would be just irresponsible, or, at best, ignorant. That is why humanities,
and in this case digital humanities, are extremely important in the intensely techno-
logical world to come.

One of the most prominent types of negative arguments towards blockchain
usage in humanities are revolving around the idea of the ultimate financialisation
and commodification of cultural artefacts (Zeilinger 2016, 1; Zeilinger 2019, 288;
O’Dwyer 2019, 30S). As a blockchain system is made for financial assets, it implies
financial value to the object in question. Blockchain is developed to protect this val-
ue, and it works for safe transactions under desired conditions. Can cultural, and,
specifically, traditional artefacts, after all, be discussed in such terms? On the other
hand, would it be wrong if it could? And is then every attempt to define the value of a
digitised sound heritage artefact impossible? But, if the artefact is not openly defined
as an artefact of value and put in the system as such, how can we legally solve the is-
sues of theft, copying, illegal sharing and misuse? Are heritage archives already a part
of the wider market, and if yes, have we properly addressed it? Certainly, blockchain
technology leaves us with more questions than answers at this point, but it brings us
back to the very basic questions of humanities, and consequently digital humanities.
One of them would be defining the type of worth of the cultural artefact in contem-
porary times, which is not an easy topic at all.

One group of authors points to the question of freedom within the digital sphere,
at least when cultural artefacts are at stake (Zeilinger 2016, 1; O’'Dwyer 2018, 30S;
Myers 2020, 239; Sherratt 2020, 116; Caswell and Cifor 2020, 159). Should we
make cultural artefacts fit to a monitored market? Following this dilemma, O'Dwyer
(2018, 15) even asks if this idea of freedom is necessarily antithetical to profit - in
the other words, if we open an artefact, a collection, or an archive to be freely ac-
cessed and used, does it mean also that the artefacts have to be, or should be for free?

Another statement goes towards the still present lack of understanding of the
culture/art heritage market from inside the blockchain technological ecosystem. As
Fernandez et al say, the tech industry assumes that technology needs to help human-
ities and art to protect the digital artefacts, thus “solving the issue” once for good
(Fernandez et al 2019, 3; Zeilinger 2017, 3), wherein humanities and art might ac-
tually need a completely different kind of help, or tools. This could be improved by
encouraging more inter- and transdisciplinary dialogues, meetings, conferences, and
working teams. There is also a worry that in case of such a strong dependence on
technology, the society might be taken over by a small group of technocrats, and that
it would severely influence the current state of academy, humanities, and research,
but also the state of other related professions.

Last but not least, some of the voices of concern go to the notion of energy con-
sumption. Cryptographic mining, which is necessary for producing hashes and lock-
ing the blocks one into another, requires a substantial source of energy. This kind
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of production still cannot be done without heavy machines that consume so much
electricity that it may actually contribute to global warming (Nadal and Andaluz
2019, 73). Of course, in recent years, there have been numerous discussions on this
topic and some solutions have already been found. Still, it may take some time for
this issue to be resolved.

The role of blockchain technology in preserving and disseminating digitised
sound heritage may still leave us with a huge number of questions and a significant
unease. What is important is that these questions have to be asked, from the point of
digital humanities no less. All these disciplines — including ethnomusicology - rely
on digital tools more and more, and the only way to actively make these tools work
for our needs and ideas is to grapple with them and to engage in dialogues with all
the other professionals that deal with similar issues and circumstances. As for the
blockchain and digitised sound heritage archives, it may be worth a try. If nothing
else, as professionals, we may discover how we see the heritage that we work with,
what its role in the present times is, and what it is that we need from technology in
order to retain or revitalise its value.
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AraraHA CTOJAHOBU'R

OUYYBAKE U ANCEMUWHAIIUJA AUTUTHU30BAHOTI 3BYYHOI' HACAEBA'Y
CABPEMEHOM AOBY: IIOTEHITMJAA BAOKYEJH TEXHOAOTH]JE

(PE3UME)

OBaj pap poxycupaH je Ha HCTpAXXUBAIbe IIOTEHIMjAAd OA0KHejH TEXHOAOTHje, Kao
U Ha HeH AONPHHOC OYyBAamy M AHCEMUHAIMju Beh AMTHTH30BaHHX apTedakaTa
Hacaeha cauyBamux y 3ByuHOj u BuAeo popMmu. Ilparehu BaxHe acmekTe Kaxo
TEXHOAOIIKHX, TAKO U eTHOMY3HKOAOLIKHX Ipo0AeMa, KOjU IPOH3Aa3e U3 OBe
TeMe, TeKCT je OPraHM30BaH y IIeCT MamMX IOTIOrAABAdA KOja IIOKPHBAjy MHUTaEa
KOMIIAEKCHOCTH AeQHUHICAkha AWTHTH3AIje 3BYyYHOI HacAeha u eTKy mpumeHe
OA0Kk4ej TexHOAOTHje Ha 3ByuHe apxuBe. Pap ce 06aBH KioyqHHM IIOjJMOBHMA Kao
HITO Cy AMTHTaAHA QAYEHTHOCT M AMTHTAAHA XyMAaHHCTHKA, Te IOKpehe murame
MaTepUjaAHOCTH y AUTHTAAHOM AODY, IIPH YeMy je IIPUMETHO CYLITHHCKO IoBehame
noTpebe 3a U3BECHOM ,MaTEPUjAAU3ALIMjOM , OAHOCHO 32 QUKCHPAheM AUTHTAAHOT
dopMaTa y OIHUILLHBO KyATYPHO A0OPO Koje je Moryhe caayBaTu. ¥ TekcTy ce Takohe
HCIIUTYje KOHLENT apXMBa OKPEHYTOT KOPUCHUIIMMA U aHAAU3HPA OAHOC KOPHUCHHUKA
U Capp)Kaja y BpeMeHHMa MYATHAMPeKIHOHe OHAAajH KoMmyHuKarmje. Hamocaerxky,
PAaA IIPeACTaBAa OA0KHEjH TEXHOAOTH]Y Y CBETAY eeKTUBHOT CHCTeMA OPTaHU30Bamba
AeSEHHX AUTMTH30BAHMX 3BYYHHX apXHBA, HCIHTYjyhH AaTy TeXHOAOTIHjy IryTeM
CaBpeMeHUX eTHYKHX ITUTaka Kao IITO Cy KOMOAM(UKAIIKja, BAACHUIITBO, yAArame y
ANYACKE pecypce, TpOlIerbe eHeprije U UHTeP/ TPAHCAUCIIMIIAMHAPHA CapaAba.



