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Despite the remote location and conflicting time with other popular sessions, an audience of ca. 100 people heard three presentations.  While the title of the program was “Authorized Genre, Forms and Facets in RDA,” the reference to RDA was more a placeholder for consideration of possibilities for more creative and useful ways of presenting and using genre/form terms.

All presentations are currently available at http://connect.ala.org/node/107447 

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS UPDATE (Janis Young, Senior Cataloging Policy Specialist, Policy and Standards Division, and Forn/Genre Projects Coordinator)

Young began by reporting on the RDA testing process, a joint project of the three national libraries (LC, the National Library of Medicine, and the National Agricultural Library) and of twenty-plus testing partners of various types.  This session report will not go into detail about the test, but will mention some of the implications of test policies for authority work that might be seen in the national authority file.  One is that in RDA, fictitious characters can be represented by a name access point.  Testers at LC will establish such access points as needed in the name authority file.  If a record for the access points already exists in the subject authority file, testers will inform PSD.  Headings for fictitious characters not needed in name access points should be established as subject headings, the current practice.  RDA also provides for family names as descriptive access points; RDA testers will create name authority records for them, and will break with current practice by making such access points unique (e.g. using specific spellings for the surname, adding qualifiers as needed).  Such name access points will not be eligible for use as subject headings in LCSH, however, and will have to go through the LCSH proposal process.  Asked by an audience member why LC will continue treating family names used as subjects differently from those used as names, Young cited the difficulties of changing long-established practice.  Young invited those with questions about the RDA test to write lchelp4rda@loc.gov

A project to add geographic coordinates in MARC field 034 for jurisdictions has been completed, with about 77,000 name authority records updated.  There are discussions underway to do a similar project for subject authority records. 

The Virtual International Authority File (VIAF) continues to grow; among the newest members are Libraries and Archives Canada (LAC), the Getty Research Institute, and the NUKAT Center (a Polish union catalog).  Potential members include the National Institute of Informatics (Japan), and the national libraries of Hungary and Slovenia.  The VIAF expanded its scope in 2010 to include corporate, conference, and geographic names; there are no plans to add subject headings.

Another growing project is Authorities and Vocabularies, a SKOS-based service that provides lists of codes, subject terms (including LCSH), and terminologies.  There are currently links to terms in RAMEAU (the principal subject vocabulary list for French libraries); linking to translations of LCSH from French and Spanish sources (the Université de Laval for French-Canadian; the national libraries of Chile and Spain for Spanish) is in the exploration stage.  Authorities and Vocabularies offers a mechanism for social tagging, allowing the public to offer suggestions for changes or additions to terminologies; this may be a conduit for non-SACO libraries to have more input in building vocabularies.  The first suggestion was received on June 4, 2010.

LC made a decision in 2007 to continue creating pre-coordinated subject strings in LCSH.  The PSD has recently issued a report on LC’s progress in implementing action items and recommendations from that report.  It is available at the LC ABA Web site (http://www.loc.gov/catdir/cpso/pre_vs_postupdate.pdf)

Young reported on the consequences of the long-awaited change in LCSH from the topical term Cookery to Cooking.  The change, made on June 2, prompted revision of some 1300 subject authority records.  New subject and form authority records were created for the term Cookbooks.  The process of issuing updates is ongoing.  Most LC Children’s Headings for cooking (of the pattern Cookery—[ingredient]) have been cancelled; with three exceptions, children’s headings will follow LCSH.  A revision of SHM 1475 will appear in the fall.	

THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS GENRE/FORM TERMS: A FACETED SYSTEM (Janis Young)

Two projects—for genre/form terms for moving images and recorded sound—have moved from the development stage and are part of the SACO routine.  A project for cartographic headings is in full swing; 65 genre/form terms were approved on May 19, and approval for removal of qualifiers from map form subdivisions is expected on August 19.  All changes will be implemented on September 1.  Asked whether libraries can implement earlier, the response seemed to be positive for new terms, but less so for existing terms.

LC will partner with the American Association of Law Libraries (AALL) to create records for genre/form terms in law.  That is expected to be completed by the end of the year, with implementation in early 2011.  A lacuna is terms for religious law; collaborators have been identified for producing terms for Jewish law; other faith traditions will follow as partners are found.

Young briefly reported on progress with genre/form terms for music; the next presentation goes into greater detail.  Work on religious terms began in mid-June in cooperation with the American Theological Library Association, which is in turn coordinating work with other religious library organizations. 

An outcome of these projects has been the decision to formally remove genre/form terms from LCSH and create a thesaurus titled LC Genre/Form Terms for Library and Archival Materials (LCGFT).  There will be a separate manual for the thesaurus, which will have the MARC code “lcgft.”  Authority records for terms will have the LCCN prefix “gf.”  Among the MARC format implications—coding 008/11 (subject heading system/thesaurus code) as z with an 040 $f lcgft in the authority format, and tagging as 655, 2nd indicator 7 with $2 lcgft in bibliographic records.  The use of $2 rather than a new 2nd-indicator value is intended to ease problems with legacy data, both terms already in 655 and those that are currently tagged in 650.  The 2nd indicator value of 8 was considered, but is used by OCLC for Sears subject headings.  Asked about 2nd indicator value 9, Young replied that “9” has a long-assumed status of being a locally-defined indicator value.   More information is available at http://www.loc.gov/catdir/cpso/genreformthesaurus.html 

A Faceted System—how will it work?

What is faceting?  Young offered her definition—coding single terms or phrases, representing individual concepts, separately in the bibliographic record.  Limiting a field to one concept provides machine and user predictability—witness the problem with parsing meaning from the two-concept string “Animated Western film” vs. the same three terms “Western animated film.”  

A guiding principle in constructing a facet is to put significant words at the front of the string.  Another is to avoid repeating data within the record—if a characteristic is present elsewhere in the record, let that stand in place of a genre/form term.  Young offered the example “German films.”  What does “German” denote?  Language? Setting? Place of production?  If explicit coding of those concepts is present (e.g. the MARC 257 field for place of production), such terms are not helpful.  (A post-presentation question highlighted the complexities here; while the MARC 260 field is for place of publication and 257 is for place of production; the former can go down to the city level and may or may not be transcribed, the latter is explicitly at the country level, using controlled terms.  In FRBR terms, the 260 operates at a manifestation level, the 257 at a work level).  In other cases, such as “Comedy films,” the data might be present (say in a MARC 520 summary note), but not machine-parsable.  Genre/form terms are symbiotic and elaborate on one another, e.g. “World War, 1939-1945—Drama” (subject with genre/form subdivision) and “War films” and “Comedy films” (genre/form terms).  Fictitious characters represent LCSH “crawling into” LCGFT, e.g. the subject heading “Batman (Fictitious character)” vs. the possible genre/form term “Batman films.”

Young expressed the hope that future systems would retain the ability to browse both LCSH and LCGFT.  She reinforced the need to retain pre-coordinated headings in our current environment; we can talk about change when systems improve.  We should look to genre/form headings as means to limit or expand searches.  In this, we are walking a tightrope between supplying usable data for today and creating data for tomorrow.  Current systems, still based in card-catalog structures, can’t do what we want now, but will never do so without us producing the data.  

Among other questions from the audience: What is the future of genre/form subdivisions (MARC $v)?  Young said they are needed for now, though she recognizes the potential redundancy when such a subdivision replicates a genre/form term in MARC field 655.  


THE MUSIC GENRE/FORM PROJECT: ISSUES AND SOME SOLUTIONS (Geraldine Ostrove, Senior Music Policy Specialist, Policy and Standards Division, Library of Congress)

Ostrove sees the Music Genre/Form Project from two perspectives—as a discrete project, and as the prototype for retrospective migration of large amounts of data.  All music vocabulary is already in LCSH; there are aspects unique to music, but much that will apply to other disciplines—principles of vocabulary formation, the interrelationships between LCSH and other vocabularies, the use of headings with language qualifiers.  Future work will include concepts of place and time periods.  The current project is limited to terms assigned to musical works, for which there are ca. 16,000 headings explicitly established in LCSH.  Many of these terms actually denote genre or form, or function as both, e.g. Music.  

Realizing the enormity of the task, LC approached the Music Library Association seeking collaboration.  MLA’s Bibliographic Control Committee agreed, and formed a task force to work with LC’s Genre/Form Project Group.  The groups began by taking the LCSH terms and creating two lists—one of genre/form terms embodying the single-concept principle, and another of terms denoting medium of performance. So far, over 1000 terms have been agreed on for inclusion in the music component of LCGFT; the MLA task force is currently arranging the terms in hierarchies.  Many current headings will be cancelled—those that designate only medium (e.g. Piano music), and compound headings such as Sonatas (Piano), that contain both genre/form and medium of performance (there are ca. 850 instances in LCSH).  Format subdivisions, e.g. –Vocal scores with piano, cannot be secondary, but must become headings.  

No musical work lacks a medium of performance.  So where do we put medium?  It’s arguably the most important attribute of music, and may be a user’s sole interest.  Indeed, some musical works will require no genre/form terms.  LCSH headings containing embedded medium of performance can be deconstructed; this is an opportunity.  Terms for medium of performance need a new “home” in MARC records—possibilities are a revised 048 field, or the newly-defined 382 field.  Libraries using RDA should not need to qualify terms by language because that data will be found elsewhere in the record.   We can ultimately look forward to bringing this data in from an authority record for the musical work as needed.

As a controlled vocabulary, terms for medium of performance will likely remain in LCSH—it already contains terms for names of instruments, families of instruments, types of ensembles, vocal mediums, and objects used as musical instruments.  But—the topical term for an instrument does not denote the same thing as a term for medium of performance, even though the same word may be used for both, e.g. Violin (denoting a physical object when used as a subject).  Another complication is the 200-plus terms so far identified as genre/form terms that have also served as topical headings, e.g. Piano music—History and criticism.  In some cases, these strings can be complex, and will likely be simplified.
  
What is to be done with terms denoting carrier?  The Genre/Form Thesaurus terms are at the work and expression level, not manifestation or item.  In addition, music carriers for those other than printed music require consultation with other communities.  Carrier data has not generally been part of a subject heading (e.g. no. “Notated salsas” or “Recorded sonatas”), but has been recorded in the general material designation, the extent area, other parts of the description, and form subdivisions. What to do is still an open question.

Other issues

Alignment of vocabulary with RDA—this includes carrier and extent terms, and types of musical notation.  The current sense is that terms for the last should be in LCGFT.
	“Aboutness” of music—Some musical works are themselves about other things.  This is often signaled by subdivisions such as –Songs and music or –Musical settings, or by adding (Music) to the topical term.  Some of these can become MARC 655 genre/form terms readily; others cannot.
	Same concept, different syntax—a current example would be the literary formation Ballads, American vs. the musical string Ballads, English—United States. Deconstruction can remove these discrepancies.  But what about Ballads—Texts for a collection of words to musical works?  In literature, ballads are texts by definition.  Would a pair of headings such as Ballads and Folk song texts be the solution?
	Topical lookalikes—These look like genre/form terms, but are restricted to subject usage in LCSH.  Examples include: Ear training, Harmonics (Music), Multiphonics, Rehearsals (Music), Triads (Music).  Some of these would by warrant now serve as genre/form terms, and should be included in the thesaurus.  Other headings, e.g. Absolute music, Avant-garde (Music), and various “ism” terms, will likely remain as topical headings.

Ostrove ended her talk “up in the air,” befitting the current state of the project.

IMPLEMENTING (PARTS OF) FRAD IN A FRBR-BASED DISCOVERY SYSTEM (Jenn Riley, Metadata Librarian, Digital Library, Indiana University—Bloomington)

Most catalogers are now familiar with FRBR (Functional Requirements for Bibliographic Records), but not as many are acquainted with FRAD (Functional Requirements for Authority Data), and even fewer have done any testing or even playing around with it.

The V/FRBR Project (Variations/FRBR) is one of those experimenters.  The Variations Project (and its successor, Variations2) has been in place at Indiana University since 1996—a digital library system to deliver digitized content, principally of printed music and recorded sound, and associated research activities.  (For more information, see http://www.dlib.indiana.edu/variations/ and links there to later iterations).   When the LC Report on the Future of Bibliographic Control appeared in late 2007, its invitation for further testing of the FRBR model found takers.  The Project received a National Leadership Grant from the Institute of Museum and Library Services to provide a real and concrete testbed for FRBR—large amounts of real data (for over 200,000 scores and sound recordings) in a production environment.  This would include creating cataloging and searching interfaces to the FRBRized data, and producing documentation to be shared with the wider digital community.  The central challenge—taking a human-readable conceptual document and creating from it a working data model.  

As background, Riley discussed some of the decisions made—to interpret FRBR as literally as possible, to represent the data in XM (version 1.0 of the XML Schema appeared in March 2010).  Among the goals—reusability, couched in FRBR terminology, human-readability, and the capacity to go beyond “core FRBR” if needed. 

So what about FRAD?  FRAD adds new attributes to FRBR entities (place of origin of work, history of the work) and a new entity—Family.  It expresses new relationships among Group 2 entities—real person vs. attribution, personas.  It extends the FRBR model to include the naming/assigning of identifiers to bibliographic entities as the basis for controlled access points representing those entities.  By including the activities of rules and cataloging agencies in the model, FRAD goes beyond the data itself to model the creative process.  In this, FRAD assumes an authority control process similar to what we do now.  

What does this mean?  For one thing, a change in definitions.  In FRBR, one attribute of a work is its title; in FRAD, a similar attribute would be a work’s name.  In providing a framework for routinely recording attributes of persons far beyond current practice (e.g. gender, place of birth and death, occupation, areas of activity), FRAD provides many new possibilities for catalogs.  Among them: true internationalization by giving the user control over the language of display; offering supplementary information to provide context for the resources they seek; on-the-fly assembly and display of data for disambiguation; being an effective path to relevant resources not before known to the user; and serving as a research system and not merely a finding aid.  Riley cited Open Library’s goal of creating a Web page for every author, concept, and work.

Toward this goal, V/FRBR decided to 1) add the FRAD attributes to the FRBR entities, and 2) add the Famly entity.  These were relatively easy.  Also being done, but with more difficulty, is adding the new relationships FRAD affords.  The Name, Identifier, Controlled Access Point, Rules, and Agency entities are not being added, since their principal value is supporting a multilingual environment, which is not where Variations is.

The Project developed three models of FRBR implementation: 1) frbr, with the entities/attributes/relationships from the FRBR report, plus an @identifier and a wrapping structure; 2) efrbr, which adds <note>, XML attributes, and groups publication elements; and 3) vfrbr, which expands and restricts efrbr for description of music materials.  This last level models how the basic model can be adapted to a specific community’s needs.

The early beta search and FRBRized data will soon be available.  There are limitations—some of the data-mapping from MARC has posed problems, and data for newly-added attributes will not be present.  This may be ameliorated in future by calling such data on the fly from associated authority records.  In short, things are at a modeling stage.

For next steps from the community, Riley called for 1) IFLA to resolve the differences between FRBR and FRAD; 2) real FRAD implementations to be developed; 2) demonstration of concrete benefits from the added data in FRAD; and 3) show an ability and willingness to pull the extra data in from other sources, and to push it out as needed.  This last point requires a level of trust that is still developing.

