SAC16-MID/15

To: Subject Analysis Committee
From: Sherman Clarke, liaison to SACO-at-Large
Date: 1 February 2016

Janis Young presented on the LC Demographic Group Terms (LCDGT), as she did during her report to SAC. There are now about 800 terms, all of which were proposed by the Policy and Standards Division. They appear in eleven categories, i.e., age, education level, ethnic/cultural, gender, language, medical/psychological/disability, nation/region, occupation/field of activity, religion, sexual orientation, social. Phase 3 (starting now) will involve accepting proposals from others, either through SACO or using a SurveyMonkey form to gather the same information from non-SACO libraries. Proposals should follow the draft manual which is posted on the LC site:
https://www.loc.gov/catdir/cpso/lcdgt-acceptance-manual.html
Proposals should be based on new cataloging, not for projects.

PSD is struggling with how to represent local demonyms: conflict and qualifiers, disambiguation. They want a sustainable solution with as few exceptions as possible and consistency across jurisdictions and within jurisdictional levels. Generally speaking, some LCDGT terms have been established at continental, supranational, national, regional, and 1st-order administrative levels, and the issues are pretty well figured out. The questions for local demonyms: anticipate conflict? (if so, how much research and maintenance, or hybrid where if you know of a conflict, go ahead and apply qualifier); should we bother with disambiguation (or let all New Yorkers and Washingtonians stand together, whether city or state); less familiar place is likely to get buried (demonym may not be used for less familiar place, e.g., Paris (Tex.), London (Ont.), California (Pa.)); qualifier by higher level seems unworkable, e.g., Californians (Pennsylvanians) and Californians (Americans). Other issues: using NAF/RDA qualifiers (not always transparent and American- and Canadian-specific; would U.S. or Canada be added to all qualifiers); spell out all place names in qualifiers; places without demonyms, e.g., Sinnemahoning residents, and where to put qualifier, e.g., Sinnemahoning, Pa., residents or Sinnemahoning residents, Pa. PSD did think of putting the larger jurisdiction or other qualifier elsewhere in the authority record but the relationship of our bib and authority records is not yet sophisticated enough for that to work out in catalogs or discovery layers. PSD prepared a thought paper on the local demonym issues and it was out for comment through January:
https://www.loc.gov/catdir/cpso/lcdgt-demonyms.pdf
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