ALCTS Subject Analysis Committee

2012 Midwinter Meeting, Dallas

Sunday 1/22/2012 8a.m.-11 a.m.

Hyatt Regency Dallas at Reunion– HYATT, Reunion Ballroom E/F

Minutes

Members present January 22: Judy H. Jeng (chair), Linda Ballinger, Steven A. Knowlton, Tachtorn Meier, Tony Olson, Scott A. Opasik, Deborah A. Ryszka, Adam Schiff, Alex Thurman

Liaisons present January 22: Julianne Beall, Sherman Clarke, Stephen S. Hearn, Ellen T. McGrath, Robert Maxwell, Eve Miller, Joan Mitchell, Eric Childress, Deborah Rose-Lefmann, Hermine Vermeij, Janis Young

Members absent January 22: Molly D. Poremski

Liasons absent January 22: John DeSantis, Jeffrey Beall, Ed O’Neill, Melanie Wacker

1.1
Welcome and introduction of members and guests




1.2
Adoption of agenda
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Adoption of the presented agenda was moved, seconded, and approved unanimously. 

1.3
Adoption of 2011 Annual minutes 
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Schiff suggested that on p. 3 of the 2011 Annual Minutes the word regalia should be realia. Adoption of the revised minutes was moved, seconded, and approved unanimously.
1.4
SAC Genre/Form Subcommittee (Adam Schiff)
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Schiff reviewed the discussion paper he presented to the committee before the meeting. He went over the various categories of audience designation in current headings. Originally, he thought they would give SAC a proposal that could be given to MARBI, but the subcommittee didn’t make it that far in their discussions. 

He listed the decisions the subcommittee made which would be discussed by the full committee

1. Audience and creator will be in noun form in the plural. 

2. Terms will go in the 6XX block, which is indexed. They talked about the audience fixed field, but it does not cover enough categories. There was also talk of repurposing the 656 (occupation) field, but this field is not supposed to be used for the creator. 

3. They could define two tags, one for audience, one for creator, or one field, with one part for audience, one for creator, separated by delimiters or relator term or codes. 

4. They have identified a number of group types and determined those that should be coded, and suggest using subfields to do so:

a. Age group (e.g., Children; Older people; Teenagers)

b. Disability group (e.g., Amputees; Deaf)

c. Ethnic group (e.g., African Americans; Italian Americans; Jews)

d. Gender group (e.g., Men; Transgender people; Women)

e. Language group (e.g., French speakers )

f. Nationality/region group (e.g., Central Europeans; Ozarkers; Kenyans)

g. Occupational/field of activity group (e.g., Knitters; Teachers)

h. Religious group (e.g., Baptists; Jews; Zoroastrians)

i. Sexual orientation group (e.g., Bisexuals; Gays; Heterosexuals; Lesbians)

j. Social group (e.g., Gang members; Homeless students; Immigrants; Low-income parents)

k. Other group (anything that doesn’t clearly fit into any of the groups listed above, e.g.,

Atheists; Brunettes; Cancer patients; Diabetics; Museum visitors; Short people) 

They have discussed composite headings which already exist in LCSH, and have not been able to decide if they should stay as composites or be broken up into component parts. If it is decided that other groups need to be coded, we might run out of letters for subfield codes. This could be a problem in MARC and get unwieldy. 

5. Most of the discussion was about bib records, but they also discussed authority records. Most of these headings would be primarily useful for bib records for anthologies; in individual work records, the data is already there and doesn’t need to be otherwise indicated.

6. RDA uses the singular or completely different terminology from LCSH in its 3XX fields in the authority format, which conflicts with the above-mentioned decision to use the plural and LCSH headings.

7. In the 370 field for place, do we want to also include nationality (which could be the same or completely different)? People might search for either one.

Schiff led a discussion about the questions in the discussion paper:

1. Do you agree that terms for audience and creator/contributor should be in the form of plural nouns?


The committee agreed with the subcommittee’s decision.

2. Are there other relationships between bibliographic resources and classes of persons beyond audience and creators which need to be addressed? 

Knowlton asked about identifying a sponsoring corporate body. Schiff pointed out that this would already be an access point. These headings are supposed to be classes (of persons or other creators-universities, etc.), not individual creators. Hearn asked if subfield codes can express as much as we need. 

3. Regarding the options for MARC tagging:

a. Is the 6XX block of tags the most appropriate place for this data?

Ryszka says she thinks that given the examples, yes. Maxwell says the data needs to be controlled. Schiff pointed out that it can be controlled but doesn’t need to use LCSH. Ballinger asked, if data is only in the bib record, how you differentiate various contributors if there are multiple? How do you know who goes with what? Schiff replied that there is an option to link them using $8. How do we go beyond MARC? Schiff says they think if we can get this to work in MARC, it can then be moved beyond. Vermeij mentioned the MARBI discussion about medium of performance at Midwinter. Ultimately, they chose the 382 field, so now there is a precedent; one facet will live outside of the 6XX block. Young isn’t sure this information should go in 6XX because people will think it is a subject. These aren’t usually subject terms; they are more descriptive than subject related. The creator could be related to the subject matter of the work (a vegetarian librarian who writes a dining guide), or completely unrelated (Young as librarian as the author of a book on computer programming). If the former, it could be important to the subject matter, if the latter, irrelevant. Schiff wants to rename the 6XX block, because it already has more data than just subjects. Young agrees that there is other stuff in the 6XX block, but doesn’t know if most people are using the non-subject-related tags. LCGFT might force people to use them. Schiff says he will let MARBI decide where the data should go, but says it needs to go somewhere. The other option is a 3XX field. Maxwell says it’s easier to link data in the 6XX fields. Clarke wants to think about broader searches, not specifically related to genre, then people can disambiguate once they have the results. These ideas are of a sort, even if they are not all topical. Via a show of hands, more people on the committee prefer the 6XX block to the 3XX block, but there isn’t a unanimous feeling. Ballinger thinks that long-term, the information really doesn’t belong in bib records at all. Schiff says compilations often aren’t linked to authority records, so the data needs to go in bib records or work records for the collection or it will be lost. Maxwell pointed out that audience would be hard to deal with in authority records, although the data could go in a work record. Hearn isn’t sure if the work record (which could describe an individual work, an aggregated work, or a person) will end up being a bib or authority record, so the data should go in both places for now. Maxwell says he thinks the fields should be the same in the bib and authority formats, so he would consider putting the information in a 3XX. Hearn thinks we definitely should not call the block “other.” Knowlton pointed out that many current systems will only identify 6XX as “subject” in the OPAC, so we need to have some text that identifies this new field as “creator” or “audience” to the public. Schiff asked for clarification; is this related to authority records or indexing? Knowlton asked if the terms would be a controlled vocabulary; Schiff says right now they are not proposing terms; they are just talking about where to put the terms. Hearn says he wants to know about OPAC labels, and thinks these should not be labeled as subjects, and says we should think about how systems will deal with the data. These are facets, and we are looking at data in a whole new way now. Clarke asked Hearn about Primo and whether it or a similar system would have trouble dealing with the new facets. Are they only dealing with facets from 6XX? Hearn says there is flexibility about how you define facets, but you run out of room. Schiff says for medium of performance, they will need to get the data out of the 382. Olson works with normalization rules for Primo and mentioned that you can define any MARC field the way you want. Clarke asks if 3XX aggregates the singular/plural issue, whether you are talking about RDA or a thesaurus. Schiff says you might need an indicator for indexing. Vermeij says they did define one for the new 382 field (access or no access) and there might end up being two 382 fields in each record (one for RDA, one for access). Schiff says this will probably always happen if a field is used for two standards (descriptive and access). They used the singular for their terms. Schiff says most of the fields on the list are only in the authority format, so they would follow RDA rules and not be an issue in bibs. Hearn mentioned that singular/plural terms are complicated when you look at authority records. Are they descriptors of individuals or categories to which the individual belongs? Some are to be used as headings for individuals and others for categorical use, so one term might not work for both. He prefers plurals. Clarke says that AAT has yet another form which is adjectival, and thinks there should be a way to link the descriptor and category terms.

b. One MARC tag or two? Or some other option we haven’t thought of?

Maxwell asks what we would do if audience and creator are the same. Mandelstam says there should be 2 fields, because catalogers mix up indicators. Young also wants 2 tags, and points out that some systems let you use labels instead of tag numbers. There might be more than 2 facets to define, so we might run out of tags. In 3XX there are lots of numbers left. Schiff asked if anyone liked 1 tag. There seemed to be general agreement that 2 is better.

c. If one is preferred, is there a preferred option for differentiating between audience and creator/contributor?

This question was judged null based on the previous discussion.

d. Is it desirable to be able to explicitly code for different broad categories of audiences or creators (e.g., age groups, occupational groups, religious groups, etc.)? If yes, is one method preferable over others? Is there another method we haven’t thought of? Conversely, is it preferable to just record a term (e.g., Teenagers) without specifically labeling it other than as an audience or creator category? 


Clarke says we only need to separate them to index them separately, and if we had categories like religious groups, we could include denominations, but he thinks it would be better to do it with a thesaurus. Vermeij intellectually likes separating, but in practice it could frequently be ambiguous. Mandelstam mentioned a search she did on Wikipedia, which encodes with separate tags, and thinks if we don’t do specific categories it will be hard to go back. Clarke asked if all the categories in Wikipedia are equally weighted. Hearn says DBpedia lets you search specific aspects of a topic and combine them. Mandelstam likes the ability to keep limiting results rather than combining at a higher level. Schiff says if we want a pull-down list of limits, each aspect has to be individually defined. Mandelstam says she thinks it’s possible to keep limiting even if they aren’t indexed separately. Maxwell says if the terms are controlled, they each have to have an authority record, so we would know the structure of the term. 

e. Have we missed any other possible options for all of this?

The committee did not think there were other options. 

4. What do SAC members feel about the issue raised about composite headings vs. headings representing separate components? Deaf gays or Deaf and Gays? African American teenage mothers or African Americans and Teenagers and Mothers (and possibly Girls)? What is the desired granularity (i.e., how detailed should it get)? Should the granularity be handled by individually coded facets, or should there be pre-coordinated strings? If the latter, which pre-coordinated strings? 

Young thinks we should use composite terms, because people don’t look for all of those things at once. A piece for a very specific group could be of interest to someone who only meets one of those categories. She prefers single terms, which also helps with limiting. Schiff says this is part of an implementation discussion. Young says if you use existing vocabulary, you need to decide which terms would be valid in this section. Some LCSH headings are composite, either specific groups or terms like Nurses and Nursing. We should think in terms of what’s best for access. Ballinger says individual terms make it easier to combine them. It could be harder to map composites between 2 vocabularies. Maxwell says we can build a new vocabulary, or we can switch between vocabularies. Schiff says ultimately, the subcommittee will define best practices, so they can propose not using composites, and give examples to resolve issues with LCSH. Young has an issue with this: if you cherry-pick acceptable terms within authorized vocabularies, computer-controlled systems will need to be able to figure out which headings can go there, which could be obvious to a person. Schiff says you could explicitly code this in the authority records. Most catalogers will want to use LCSH. Maxwell says we should trust catalogers to know the rules about what kinds of headings are valid. Young points out that in the linked data environment, everything should be controlled. Mandelstam says subdivisions aren’t controlled in OCLC correctly right now. Schiff said right now he just wants to know about what should be in MARBI proposals.

5. Should terms come from an established controlled vocabulary, or should a new vocabulary be created? If a new one is created, should it be based on an existing one, or should the terms be unique?

Discussion on this question was deferred.

6. Assuming the use of an existing vocabulary, who would decide which of the established terms are valid for use in this new field? Who would maintain the documentation, including any new authorities or notes/coding in existing authorities? Assuming the development of a new vocabulary, who would develop the vocabulary itself, who would develop documentation, and who would maintain it in the long run (adding and updating terminology, etc.)?

Clarke asked Young if work on the H1095 project addresses this. Young clarified that he was referring to the 072 project and said yes, to a point, like with ethnic groups, it would work well, but with “classes of persons” it would depend on if we decide to use composite or individual terms, and if not all classes of persons terms from LCSH are valid, we might need additional coding. Schiff mentioned that this kind of proposal could come from LC rather than the subcommittee, but a policy could be developed cooperatively. Young won’t address this, but a MARBI proposal has to come from somewhere. Maxwell doesn’t think LC should be in charge, especially if we determine that vocabularies other than LCSH can be used, and thinks maybe a new SAC vocabulary subcommittee should come up with terms. RBMS has a subcommittee that maintains the rare books vocabulary list. Schiff thinks this needs more discussion and deferred to Jeng to make the decision. Clarke mentioned the issue of catalogers’ judgment and reference to a best practices guideline, which the subcommittee is working on. If a cataloger needs a term that is missing, they can make a proposal to add it to LCSH or AAT or another existing vocabulary. Maxwell will make a motion to add the discussion to the Annual agenda.

Schiff feels he now has the information he needs about the bibliographic side of the issue.

7. Does the authority format side of things need to be addressed at the same time as the bibliographic format? What data belongs in authority records for names of creators and what data belongs in authorities for works and expressions? Will we need to use the same controlled vocabulary that we use in bibliographic records for collections? Will systems be able to deal with difference between plural and singular forms or will we need to always use a plural form when the data is intended as an indexing term? What about other variant forms (male vs. Men)? Is there a preferred way to record nationality information, e.g., in a new subfield within the 370 associated place field, in a new field in the jurisdiction name authority, or in a link to the LCSH authority for the nationality? 

Hearn wants to address both, in light of the fact that we will have a new format for both soon, and Schiff would be happy to talk about both. Maxwell wants data in the authority format so that at least creators, if not the audience, can be indexed. This would require a new field because the current authority fields are not controlled, and does not have to be related to RDA. Schiff clarified that this would be a separate field for creator characteristics, rather than using existing fields such as occupation. Maxwell noted that since the terms may be different than what they can be in existing fields, and those existing fields are not controlled, he would like a new field. Vermeij says you could use indicators and source codes to say where terms are from, but this isn’t done now. Schiff is worried that we would have to tell the system to index terms from some $2 codes but not others, and we need to have authority records that are actually searchable. Maxwell says you can now manually search the authority file in OCLC by keyword, then use those results to search the bib database. Schiff said the consensus seems to be that they should look at both bib and authority records, and some of the other issues have already been resolved. How do you reconcile a search where the user can enter a nationality or a country name, which might not be the same? They had a discussion paper about putting all of the variant forms in the authority record for the jurisdiction (e.g. Finns, Finnish, Finland), which could resolve other issues. An alternative to the suggestion in the question is to put the data in the new field about the creator, and we may not want to record the information in two places. Maxwell points out that the 370 doesn’t have to be nationality, it could be country of residence or some other associated country. Clarke asked Young if there is a place in the authority record where we have recorded that someone who lives in the United States is usually called “American.” Schiff says this is exactly what he is talking about putting in the authority records. Young says it isn’t there now, but we could discuss if this should be recorded somewhere. Schiff clarified that this would be a new 3XX field in jurisdictional name records. We could also record the noun form of a nationality, so the system would know to search all of them if the user asked for one. Clarke asked if you then need authority records for variants. This was also in the discussion paper, but Schiff isn’t sure where it will end up.

This was the end of the discussion. The subcommittee will discuss these and other issues and will send more questions to SAC by March 1.


BREAK

1.5
Report on the Sears List of Subject Headings (Eve Miller)

[SAC

HYPERLINK "http://connect.ala.org/node/166737"12-

HYPERLINK "http://connect.ala.org/node/166737"MID

HYPERLINK "http://connect.ala.org/node/166737"/4]


See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).



1.6
Report of the liaison from the Policy and Standards Division of LC (Janis Young)
See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).
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Young had one correction to her report, on p. 9. Update 2 of the SHM has not yet been published, but will be soon. She also clarified that LC does not usually acquire the materials for which they receive medical ECIPs. If they do get the material, they will fully catalog it. She also mentioned the headings on p. 11. There has been discussion about whether all the chosen terms are correct. When the heading was created, they used the terminology used when the heading was established and they included notes in the records that the terms may be changed if different terms ultimately are commonly used. 

Schiff asked if Tweets will be added as an LCGFT term. Young mentioned that this would be part of the non-disciplinary project, which hasn’t yet started. This reminded her to mention that they have received the 185/155 report and forwarded it to Barbara Tillett. It needs approval from ABA managers to go ahead, and it is on the agenda for their March meeting, so there will be news soon. Tweets would be part of this project, and the collected Tweets aren’t in the catalog. Schiff also asked about animals as subjects (performers, etc.) Young said LC has not yet discussed this issue. They have talked about fictitious characters as authors, and will continue to do so as the subject arises. Maxwell asked about recording the complete history of LCPS, so it’s possible to see more than just the most recent update. He also asked if there had been updates to name headings for South Sudan? Young said yes and thinks there’s one state missing. Many of the changes were done by COOP libraries, but they didn’t do all the administrative agencies and conferences. Young asked for a volunteer to fix the agencies, but got none. She hopes the decision about fictitious characters is interim and doesn’t think 2 versions of a heading is tenable. She also says the fictitious character decision is under advisement, and LC will see how it works in the future. They know publications will have to be updated and policy decisions made. There is a question about whether families will keep the existing subject structure, because people want to use specific family names in 6XX field. Schiff pointed out that the fixed field would have to be changed. Young says the decision could effect the policy about keeping variant names on one record, but Maxwell says this is not necessarily true. 

Schiff asked about the change to monthly lists, and asked if LC is considering changing it. He finds it too slow. Young agrees it is slow and doesn’t like having a really long list. Her experience with weekly lists was overwhelming and sometimes that was all they could do on a particular day. Now it’s longer, but she has more time to deal with it. If proposals get split when they are submitted, it might take even longer than before until the 2nd heading is added. From the workflow and workload perspectives it’s a good decision for LC. Schiff asked about a list every 2 weeks or other options. LC discussed this, but they only have two people working on it, and if they change it, neither person can take a day off. Staffing is part of the issue. When they had weekly lists, they could have a short, quick list or a long hard list where they needed to review every heading. They know they need to shorten the time between when headings are approved and records are distributed, and this is being improved. Schiff says it’s a big workload for libraries to get so many headings all at once. Young doesn’t see the system changing again any time soon. She mentioned that anyone can make comments on proposed headings via the SACO webpage, and requested that those present do so.

Ryszka asked if a Syria heading for the Arab Spring has been proposed. Young says not yet because there hasn’t been literary warrant, but if someone proposes it, they will look at the research and decide what to do then. Hearn asked if any time period headings (Politics and government or History) in the Middle East were closed. Young says not yet, because they’re waiting to see how things work out, and they don’t want to have to make multiple changes. He also asked if LC has numbers for SKOS implementation in linked data settings. Young said no, because not everyone tells them they’re using it, but they should have numbers for hits, and they would love to know if and how people are using it. 

1.7
Dewey Decimal Classification Reports






1.7.1
Report on Dewey Decimal Classification and OCLC Dewey Services (Joan Mitchell)
See written report on ALA Connect (link provided). 
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The Abridged Edition is on the presses now, available mid-Feb. It is based on the Jan. 2012 database. This new Abridged Edition was built differently than in the past, using machine-assisted creation and rules for applying the notational framework. She gave more information at the Dewey breakfast, and that presentation is available on the Dewey

HYPERLINK "http://ddc.typepad.com/" 

HYPERLINK "http://ddc.typepad.com/"blog. The new method has implications for improving the DDC. The rules helped them find inconsistencies and they are also now able to derive other views of the classification, in addition to the abridged edition. Translations sometimes have different views of the classification, and this new software makes it easier to create them. They can easily expand and contract parts of the schedule and let users move between full and abridged versions in different sections. 

The classification number history is the 685 field. Now users can see the full history back to edition 20, not just the most recent update. 

1.7.2
Report of the Dewey Section liaison (Julianne Beall)

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided). 
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1.7.3
Report of the Dewey Classification Editorial Policy Committee liaison (Deborah Rose-Lefmann

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided). 
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1.8
Report of the liaison from the Music Library Association (Hermine Vermeij) 

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided). 
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MARBI approved proposal 2012-01—New Data Elements in the MARC 21 Bibliographic and Authority Formats for Medium of Performance with a few changes. The data that has been in the 650s will now be in a 382 field.

Beth Iseminger will be coming to Annual in Vermeij’s place, as Vermeij is expecting a baby in March.

Schiff asked whether they are close to creating authority records for genre/form terms. Vermeij says they are still working on a hierarchy because most of the terms didn’t have one, and they are removing religious terms (i.e., Buddhist music) and they will be discussing them next month. She won’t promise proposals for authority records at this point, but it would be great to have them soon. Some of it depends on staffing at LC. He also asked about authority records for medium of performance. Vermeij says those will be in a new thesaurus, but they don’t know where it’ll be in the authority format. They are also dealing with all the questions discussed above in the genre/form section. Hearn asked if instruments have a hierarchy? They do not yet, but this is one of the next steps, once they have a list.

1.9
Report of the liaison from the American Association of Law Libraries (Ellen McGrath)

McGrath did not have a report. She thanked Mandelstam for all her work.

1.10
Report of the liaison from the Art Libraries Society (Sherman Clarke) 

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided). 
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Mandelstam suggested that ARLIS could start working on genre/form. Clarke wants to know if the project is on the list, and asks if he is being invited to start the project. Schiff said they have future projects on their agenda for tomorrow. They have already asked LC to add another project, the 185/155 project to their timeline. If art and architecture should be the next, they would be happy to start discussing it. Clarke will put in on the agenda of the Cataloging Advisory Committee, and Schiff would like to add someone from ARLIS to his subcommittee. Hearn asked if we should be proposing new vocabularies. Clarke clarified that ARLIS didn’t develop AAT or the Built Works Registry.

1.11
SAC Research and Presentation Working Group (Linda Ballinger)

After the success of the presentation at Annual, they started looking at classification, and invited Karen Coyle to speak. She will be doing so at the beginning of tomorrow’s meeting. Moving forward, they need more volunteers (all communication is done by email) and they need a new chair after Annual. Please contact Ballinger if you are interested. She feels it has been a successful experiment so far and she wants it to continue.

1.12
Report of the RDA Subcommittee (Robert Maxwell) 

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).
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John Attig sent out his own summary of the JSC meeting, and mentioned that one proposal was to delete the chapters from RDA, but they are waiting to hear the final decision.

The meeting was adjourned at 10:57 a.m.

ALCTS Subject Analysis Committee

2012 Midwinter Meeting

Monday 1/23/2012 1:30 p.m. - 5:30 p.m. 

HYATT, Reunion Ballroom B

Agenda

2.1 
Karen Coyle’s presentation (1:30-2:30)







“KO: Knowledge Organization”
Karen Coyle’s slides are available on her website: http
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Ballinger introduced Karen Coyle.

Coyle’s presentation began with an explanation that she was speaking not as a subject access professional, but as a user of subject access. She wanted to discuss Dewey and LC Classification as a non-cataloger, however, she did not have access to them, exemplifying how little information users have about subject access in libraries. Subject access is something that has existed for a long time, back to scrolls with tags.

In the current environment, new resources come out faster. The information boom is paralleled by a boom in information tools. Google’s stated objective to “organize the world’s knowledge” is exactly wrong. Keyword access does not equal knowledge organization, as there is no context, nothing systematic or conceptual about it. There are no “related terms” “narrower terms” or “broader terms.” Everything is based on finding strings in documents. Google’s “did you mean” suggestion element is not intelligent, but simply based on statistics. Google is good for finding well-named nouns. However, Google is not good at finding concepts (like philosophy) or anything with “library” in the name. Google is not good at finding nouns that have more than one meaning.

Coyle continued with a screenshot based on her having not allowed the computer to know her location: “Chat with friends in Undefined.” Computers, according to Coyle, are profoundly stupid; they do not know when things do not make sense. Keyword searching works because we bring intelligence to it; we are the ones who understand. When we pull up search results, we are really good at skipping over what is useless, at ignoring what is irrelevant, and focusing on what is really useful. As a result, we tend to have a stronger sense of the success rate of online searching than we should.

Keyword searching is also language-based. We don’t get retrievals in other languages usually (“fiber optic” vs. “fibre optic” vs. “fibre optique”). However, many are unconcerned about this.

Additionally, you can only search something with a name: you have know it to search for it, but sometimes people do not know what it is they are searching for. We have to bring a lot to the computer for it to work. In the traditional understanding, users come in searching at a conceptually higher level than what they are truly looking for, and librarians help bring the searcher down to the specifics. Keyword searching does not help bring the searcher down to specifics. When doing Google searches, Wikipedia almost always appears at the top in the list of search results, probably because Wikipedia is structured information (although currently without a formal thesaurus).

Coyle also touched on libraries, knowledge organization, and the users of information. Libraries have the non-digital stuff that you can’t search by keyword. Libraries can be huge, but they are finite, whereas the internet seems to be infinite. A library knows what it has, but that same knowledge isn’t as clear with the internet. Library users are different, but users’ brains have not evolved completely away from how they were before the internet: information needs are still very similar. The use of classification has existed for a very long time, not just as a way of organizing things, but as a way of thinking about things.

Classification schemes can have different points of view, based on their stated objectives. Any material can be classified under any number of schemes. One of the big problems has to do with notation. How do you show the user where you are in the scheme? LC call numbers are meaningless to users (largely because the explanation given to users is so basic that it doesn’t even begin to touch on the structure and meaning that took so much time to create). Why are we creating complex call numbers full of meaning and not explaining that meaning to the user? Even looking at the shelf is problematic, as you can easily go from one subject to another that are physically close on the shelf but that are completely different. The larger the library is, the more problematic this becomes. Subject headings are in the same situation: there’s often a lot of useful explanatory material in the authority records, but that information is hidden from the user. Classification depends on the user bringing knowledge, particularly knowledge about the library context, to the situation.

Coyle brought up an example: Springfield (N.S.W.) –how does a user know where that is? If you just look at the subject heading, the logic doesn’t appear without doing the research. If a person can’t figure out the logic, how can a computer do it? Additionally, there are different words for lake and all are used with equal weight. Also, “Lake” can be the name of a town (Alberta- Cold Lake vs. Alberta –Cold Lake (Lake)). How do users know the difference? A computer will also assume this is a lake.

What can we do about this? This is where we can make use of web resources and work that other people have done to make our data make more sense. For example, GeoNames is a geographic database that makes use of library data exposed as linked data. We need to add more information if we are going to make use of our subject headings and not rely on the context users bring to the situation, because computers do not bring that context.

Navigation is another area in which classification can play a role. We have not historically had a way for users to navigate a conceptual universe, as that’s very difficult to do. In the early days of Dewey Classification, the intention was that the users would navigate the library using the classification. This kind of navigation is something we could introduce again. Wikipedia, Freebase.com, and IMDB are some examples of this kind of navigation. You find a way into the system and can navigate based on links to related concepts, places, and people. In the library world, Open Library is an example of this kind of searching, where context is supplied, and navigation is possible. Subjects have their own pages which have links to all sorts of related people, authors, subjects, places, and so on. You can navigate by as many dimensions as you want (while shelf browsing is linear). This reintroduces serendipity to the library search.

There is the possibility of an infinite web of data with library information. Users could go from Author-->Subject--> other subjects, and on. They will find more this way than by continual searching. Currently, LCSH has some of this. Coyle asked if LC plans on putting classification on id.loc.gov, and Young replied that they were not at the moment. Id.loc.gov has the hierarchy, scope notes, visualization, but it is a little overwhelming. 

There’s still so much more we can do with our data. With the technology that’s becoming available, it’s a good time to think about how we can leverage all the work we have done in the past.

Questions and answers:

Q1: Clarke asked how to get library data to work with this scenario.

A1:There is a lot of linking being done between geographic names and geographic databases, This is largely how Google Maps works, mapping text to technical databases. We cannot get to the data Google uses, but we have GeoNames and can connect authority files to these kinds of databases that have categories, geographic locations, etc., and this can be done by algorithms. The work that has been done between LCSH and GeoNames has been done algorithmically, because it’s not practical to do it all manually.

Schiff said he has made corrections, like if OCLC added coordinates, but it wasn’t to the right place. He wanted to know if we need to put more data into the authority record (like saying Maggiore, Lake is a lake), or should we just link out to a place that already does it, and if so, how do we make that link? Coyle said the data must be in linked data format. LCSH currently is in a linked data format at id.loc.gov, where you can run queries against the data and link to where data resides on the web. LCSH is pulling the information in because they want it to be there forever. Schiff asked how to differentiate Cold Lake (the place) from Cold Lake (the lake) without having human intervention. Coyle responded that you might have to have some manual intervention, and not everything can be done by machine.

Schiff commented that currently we put some information into records as unstructured text. Should we be adding this information as formatted data instead? Coyle responded, absolutely. Unstructured text does nothing for retrieval. There are some ways of pulling information out of text as a starting point, but it’s difficult. Schiff said we need to figure out if the MARC format (for now) is granular enough to code the information we already include. Coyle said that AI people have experience, and it is possible to pull some of the data out, but it’s hard to do so.

Schiff asked about broader terms for things, for the class it falls in, however, Young interjected that not all terms have broader terms. Some regions and geographic features do not have broader terms. There may be plans to go through periodically and add this information back into records. Coyle added that a lot can be done with matching, if we can get precise information in there. It would be interesting to see where the gaps are. You could probably look programatically to see where the orphans are. Most importantly, we need to start thinking like this: we want the data to be retrievable on aspects that you would want to search on. We need to change our thinking and realize we want the data to be retrievable to give us information like the names of all the cities in southern Utah. The computer has to have the information already, including the coordinates, then it can figure out if the coordinates match the requested area. It isn’t good enough to just call something by its name (Yuma City) and expect people to know where it is because it isn’t just people who are using the information.

Q2: John Mitchell asked if Coyle could comment on online printing, if more data is linked, will we get fewer drops?

A2:Coyle responded, if you link massive amounts of data, retrieval is not based on one piece of information. More data gives us more accurate information. The retrieval is based on predominance. If 20 records say that Alberta Lake is a lake and 2 say it’s a city then those 2 are wrong. You can work based on predominance and figure out that those 2 are probably wrong. Crowd-sourcing and Wikipedia use this principle. You can analyze a large amount of data to figure things out. Another example is 
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HYPERLINK "http://openlibrary.org/"Library which wanted to semi-FRBRize and separate works from manifestations, but they needed to know if something is a work. Coyle said that if it has a uniform title it’s a work, but most records don’t have uniform titles, and some that should, don’t. They did an analysis on a large set of records: if one record has author John Smith, title Here’s my book, uniform title Book and another with author John Smith, title Here’s my book with no uniform title, they can intuit that this is the same work. If there’s another record with the title Here’s my book, but it’s not by John Smith, it might not be the same work. They can only do this computationally because they had a large dataset. We need to change the mindset of working with each record one at a time and each record is an island. OCLC uses their large database to do lots of stuff. We need to look at it as data, not just individual entries to be changed manually.

Q3: Stephen Hearn talked about Group 2 and Group 3 entities, about if and how they should be retrievable in primary results sets.

A3: Coyle responded that it would be good if possible, and it would make the library catalog like a little Wikipedia.

Q4: Schiff asked for her thoughts about how the computer knows that Utah is in the US and Alberta is in Canada. Should things like geographic area codes that are traditionally in bibliographic records be added to authority records?

A4: Anything in machine readable format is useful. Childress says FAST has created structured data and is putting in all the levels, and you can see what happens with MapFAST. Schiff said LCSH and MESH don’t do that. Coyle concluded that there are a lot of possibilities for enhancing your data with other peoples’ data. What it requires, however, is for your data to be in a linkable, open format, not simply sitting in records.
2.2
Break










2.3
Welcome and introduction of members and guests




Members present January 23: Judy H. Jeng (chair), Linda Ballinger, Steven A. Knowlton, Tachtorn Meier, Tony Olson, Scott A. Opasik, Deborah A. Ryszka, Adam Schiff, Alex Thurman

Liaisons present January 23: Julianne Beall, Sherman Clarke, John DeSantis (standing in for Ed O’Neill), Stephen S. Hearn, Ellen T. McGrath, Eric Childress, Deborah Rose-Lefmann, Hermine Vermeij, Janis Young

Members absent January 23: Molly D. Poremski

Liasons absent January 23: Robert Maxwell, Eve Miller, Joan Mitchell, Ed O’Neill

The agenda was modified so that 2.8 was presented before 2.4 and was presented by Melanie Wacker, rather than Jeffrey Beall, as was originally reported.

2.8
Report of the SACO at Large meeting (Melanie Wacker)




See written report on ALA Connect (link provided)
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2.4 
Update on MARBI (Stephen Hearn)

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided). 
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MARBI had a light agenda. They blocked out time for discussing the relation of MARBI to the LC Bibliographic Framework Transition Initiative. MARBI is an ALA committee, and the MARC advisory committee is basically an LC committee, not an ALA body, that is also committed to MARC. MARBI has a very open charge around machine readable data. Formally, it is very rigid, however. The MARC Advisory Committee is more flexible. How will this body provide feedback to BibFrame without getting caught up in a hierarchical, bureaucratic tangle? MARBI is prepared to make comments as appropriate, but will not officially collaborate with BibFrame. It is a little fuzzy what the relationship will be. MARBI does not feel hamstrung about how it will work.

MARBI decisions:

Proposal No. 2012-01: This is needed urgently, because the data currently in a lot of LCSH will drop out when they get replaced by LCGFT. MARBI decided the data should go in a 382 field. There will now be more specific data provided than when it was in subject headings and more specific than is needed to meet RDA requirements. There was there was clear consensus that 382 was a better place than 6XX to put this (even though it was not unanimous). One point that was mentioned was that it would be useful to have a field that can be used in both authority and bib records. The 6XX block is not a good option for the authority record, so 382 is more navigable between the two formats. This field could be used for multiple purposes. RDA may want to construct heading qualifiers in the 382 which may be different than the medium of performance information that music catalogers would include, and this still needs to be worked out. MLA proposed an indicator which would say if the field should be indexed or not. The RDA heading pieces would not be indexed. A few details still need to be worked out between MLA and LC. 

Discussion Paper No. 2012-DP01: MARBI chose to create the 672 field for titles related to the author. This field can also be used for titles with a subject relationship to the 1XX field. This can be useful when creating a subject authority record which requires a “work cat” citation. 

Opasik asked for clarification of the last sentence in the second paragraph. Hearn responded that it means the authority record can say which titles are also NOT by the person (indicators would show this). In the subject context, there could be a subject authority record showing which works relate to that heading, and these subject headings could retroactively added to appropriate records. 

Karen Anderson commented that this proposal was made mostly for the purposes of machine matching and action, so that the machine can more readily identify which authors go with which titles. Hearn mentioned that there are 2 ways to look at this proposal; from the bib side or the authority side. If you have information about the author you can include it in your authority record, and you can look at the bib file, which tells you how authors are related to titles. VIAF already harvests this information from bibs and he doesn’t know how this proposal directly relates to that process. MARBI felt that if this field is the only structured way to get this information into the record, we should have this field available. Schiff mentioned that everyone has seen records in WorldCat where the wrong author was on the bib record.

2.5
Report of OLAC CAPC Moving Image LC Genre/Form Headings Best Practices Task Force (Deborah Ryszka)

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided). 
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CAPC approved the document on Friday, and Ryszka will make the link available. [After the meeting, she sent an email that it is posted here] She mentioned that this work took three years to complete, and they are happy to have it finalized and approved.

2.6
Update of the FAST project (Eric Childress) 
See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).
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Schiff asked about the ongoing LCSH monthly lists and how FAST is using them. Childress said they synchronize periodically. They cumulate the changes and update the database about three times per year, but they know they may need to do it more frequently based on the projects at LC.

2.7
IFLA liaison report (John DeSantis) 

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).
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IFLA has established the proposed committee on bibliographic standards. Young noted an error in the report; she is not responsible for MulDiCat; the person is charge is Anders Cato of Sweden.

2.9 
Report of the chair of SAC (Judy Jeng) 

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).
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Jeng thanked all present for their hard work and participation. She has not heard back from LC about the setting proposal, and will send it again to make sure they receive it. She is also waiting to hear back about the 185/155 proposal.

2.10
New business









There was an idea from Maxwell, contained in an email that had been forwarded, about proposing a vocabularies subcommittee. Knowlton read the email:

I think it wouldn't hurt to appoint a standing vocabularies subcommittee to SAC that could oversee some of these vocabularies we're proposing for use with genre/form terms, like class of person/ethnicity (or whatever it winds up being called) and some of the other "aspects" Adam's subcommittee has been proposing (e.g. demonyms?). The subcommittee could write the best practices documents and could also, perhaps, maintain certain vocabularies. I'm thinking of the RBMS/Bibliographic Standards Committee thesaurus subcommittee as a model, which for many years has developed and maintained the rare materials thesauri and relationship terms. One of the RBMS/BSC subcommittee members is actually on Adam's genre/form subcommittee, so there is already expertise there--perhaps Adam's subcommittee could morph into a thesaurus subcommittee. Tony reminded me this morning that there is precedent in SAC for doing this--SAC developed and published the GSAFD thesaurus. I'd be in favor of exploring the creation of such a subcommittee within SAC. 

Discussion:

Schiff doesn’t want his existing subcommittee to morph into a new subcommittee at this point, because they have plenty more work to do, but perhaps this would be a good idea in the future.. He feels that these vocabularies are related to genre/form, but aren’t actually genre/form, so this should be a different subcommittee. He says any vocabularies need to be developed with LC, so he asked for Young’s input. Since she just heard about it, she doesn’t have a strong feeling. Her feeling, not given as LC liaison, is that it’s too early for this, because we still need to figure out if there should be a new vocabulary, or if an existing one should be used, and if so, which one/s. She suggests tabling the conversation until Annual, when the genre/form subcommittee will have more discussion papers and decisions. Schiff says that by the end of Annual, they should know if MARBI wants proposals for the following Midwinter meeting.

David Miller asked if Maxwell is allowed to make a motion. He is actually a liaison rather than a full member of the committee so he can’t.

Schiff says he thinks it is too early to form a group we should keep the idea in mind for the future. Ballinger would like to discuss the idea over email and if it seems appropriate, form the group at Annual. Schiff thinks we won’t have enough information until after Annual. Young said that if a proposal goes forward, there will be a discussion paper at Annual, and there won’t be a real proposal until next year’s Midwinter. She thinks until we know what the field is, there isn’t any point in discussing the vocabulary that will go in it. Olson supports the idea, but wants more discussion. Young had a final comment related to GSAFD. The subcommittee that developed it no longer exists to maintain it, so it hasn’t been updated in about a decade. This is a problem for people using it as a guide for LCGFT. If there’s an intention that the subcommittee would maintain it long term, it needs to be made clear that it would need to be maintained in perpetuity.

Moving on to other new business, Schiff mentioned a discussion from the genre/form subcommittee meeting about the projects at LC. They have just started the literature project and they want a body of people to volunteer to assist them, , just as formal associations have helped for other disciplines (law, music and religion). There is no literature librarians’ association. The subcommittee discussed putting together a task force, including members of the subcommittee and people from outside it with literature expertise, to review LCSH for genre/form, particularly to identify the headings that are difficult to find with a keyword search. Four members of the subcommittee are interested; Schiff wants to know if there are others in the room, or if there are suggestions for recruitment. Thurman is interested, as is Knowlton, and Schiff will be in touch after the meeting. 

Ryszka mentioned that they want someone from a public library to participate, and wants to know if anyone has suggestions about how to find them. Opasik asked how big the SAC discussion list membership is. Schiff isn’t sure it’s bigger than the current SAC roster. He could also ask on Autocat. Ballinger thinks the list includes past members and others who have expressed interest. She thinks having a task group coordinated by the subcommittee, drawing from SAC membership and with targeted recruitment, could be the right way to go. Mary Mastraccio has volunteered to lead the task group. Young suggested the SACOlist; Karen Anderson, the RDAlist, Thurman suggested the RBMS list. Yael Mandelstam will help with the organizational aspects. Schiff asked if PLA has a list, Young is pretty sure they have a list, Bodian thinks the problem is finding catalogers. Schiff says he will post to the PLA list and see if he gets a response. Brian Baldus suggested the public library tech services group of ALCTS . Lori Robare mentioned the public library rep to CC:DA. Schiff will contact him. Young thinks LC would welcome help, but she can’t accept anything. She thinks the help would be useful and will try to get approval and let Schiff know. 

There was some discussion about the technical aspects of creating a task group, whether it would need to be formally listed, and so on. Jeng offered to contact Charles Wilt to investigate. Schiff will wait to hear for formal acceptance from Young, and will attempt to recruit more people from public libraries to help.

2.11
Open Discussion / Open Announcement period





No announcements or discussion. 

The meeting was adjourned at 3:35 PM.
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