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TO: Subject Analysis Committee

FROM: SAC Subcommittee on Genre/Form Implementation

RE: Identifying relationships to categories of persons
DATE: December 15, 2011

The Subcommittee on Genre/Form Implementation has been having discussions on how to identify and record certain aspects of resources that, while sometimes expressed in combination with genre/form terms, are not properly described as genre/form.  SAC recently approved a request to ask the Library of Congress to establish a relator term and code for use with subject terms indicating the setting of a work.  
We are currently working on two relationships for categories of persons: 

 
The audience for a work or expression

The category of persons serving as the creators of a work or contributors to an expression, particularly of an aggregated work

Current LCSH practice includes a number of different methods for bringing out the audience for a work or the creators of the work:

Combining audience and category of creator aspects with genre/form in phrase headings:

African American children’s writings
Alaska Native newspapers
Blind, Periodicals for the
Buddhist music

Jewish songbooks

Mexican poetry

Music by lesbian composers
One-act plays, Canadian

Political prisoners’ writings
Teenagers’ sermons



Sometimes the audience or creator is implied in the heading:



Braille periodicals



College yearbooks

School songbooks



School verse



Sometimes the genre/form is implied in the heading:

Sex instruction for lesbians

Using a form subdivision in combination with a main heading for the audience:

Divorced women $v Life skills guides
Older people $v Life skills guides

Using geographic subdivision to represent the nationality or residence of the creators:



American literature $z Southern States


Jazz $z Lithuania
Using free-floating topical or form subdivisions: 

American prose literature $x African American authors
Canadian fiction $x Armenian authors   
Bible $v Children’s sermons
Russian language $v Conversation and phrase books (for lawyers)
Astronomy $v Dictionaries, Juvenile
Alcott, Louisa May, $d 1832-1888 $v Juvenile fiction
Serbian poetry $x Muslim authors
Hebrew language $v Readers for new literates
Korean language $v Textbooks for foreign speakers
Motion picture plays $x Women authors
The Library of Congress’s policy for its genre/form thesaurus (LCGFT) is that LCGFT terms are single words or phrases that contain only one concept and are entirely contained within subfield $a.  Subdivision in LCGFT is not permitted, and terms are not intended to repeat data already found elsewhere in the bibliographic record.  In essence, the LCGFT terms are strictly used to identify the genre/form aspects of a work.  Related aspects, such as audience and  category of creators, must go somewhere else in bibliographic or authority records.  We have determined that the MARC 21 formats for bibliographic and authority data do not currently provide appropriate places to record audience and creator aspects now that LCGFT separates genre/form from other concepts, and in a way that will facilitate the use of these relationships as facets in resource discovery.  

While the current focus of the Subcommittee on Genre/Form Implementation has been on bibliographic records, and in particular, on aggregate works such as literary anthologies, we are mindful that recording this information for individual works probably better belongs in authority or work records.  Depending on SAC’s feedback, we will address this either at the same time as the bibliographic side or later on.
The SAC GFI Subcommittee favors using terms taken from an established thesaurus/subject heading list that are in the form of plural nouns for the type of audience or the category of creator/contributor.  Examples from LCSH could include:



Adult children of aging parents

Asian Americans



Baptists



Children


Deaf men


Gays



Homeless students


Overweight teenagers


Teachers



Women



Workaholics
Coding in MARC 21 Bibliographic Records
The subcommittee looked at the existing MARC 21 Bibliographic Format and subcommittee members feel that the 6XX block of tags is the most appropriate place to record relationships to audience and category of creator/contributor for indexing purposes.  The existing 521 field (Target Audience Note) can be used for information that identifies the specific audience or intellectual level for which the content of a described resource is considered appropriate.  This is an uncontrolled note field, however, and is not intended for use with indexable, controlled vocabulary.  The subcommittee does not believe that it would be wise to try to repurpose this field for use with index terms.
Information about the target audience and/or intellectual level may also be recorded in coded form in field 008/22 (Target Audience) for some types of material, and while the data in this field could be used in systems for faceting, there are only eight codes currently defined, and they are limited to very broad audience categories, primarily age groups:

a - Preschool
b - Primary
c - Pre-adolescent
d - Adolescent
e - Adult
f - Specialized
g - General
j - Juvenile 
There would be no way to use this single character position in field 008 to code the myriad possibilities for target audience.
Within the 6XX block of tags, we have identified a number of possible ways to record controlled vocabulary for audience and creator/contributor.  Our discussions led to the creation of this discussion paper, to seek feedback from SAC about preferred directions.  From this feedback, it is our intention to produce a formal MARC Discussion Paper for SAC to approve and forward for MARBI consideration at ALA Annual in June 2012.

Options that we identified include:

a) Redefine tag 656 Index Term - Occupation to accommodate index terms for all types of creators, not just occupational terms.  It could also be redefined to serve a dual role to accommodate both audience and creator terms.
After much discussion, we do not favor this option, because of the way the field is currently defined.  The field definition says it is “not used to list the occupations of the creators of the described materials, unless those occupations are significantly reflected in the materials themselves or bear some relationship to the materials.”
b) Define two new fields within the 6XX block:

6XX  Index Term – Audience Characteristics
6XX  Index Term - Creator/Contributor Characteristics
The chief benefit of two fields is that there would be no ambiguity about what a term recorded in one of the fields represents.

c) Define a single new field for both audience and creator/contributor characteristics.

6XX  Index Term – Audience and Creator/Contributor Characteristics
There are a number of ways that audience and creator/contributor characteristics could be differentiated in a single field.

i.   Use a first indicator value

#
Not specified

1 Audience

2 Creator/contributor

ii.   Use a relator term/code ($e and $4)

Terms and codes for creator and contributor are already defined and available for use.  A term and code for audience would need to be established.


iii.  Use a relationship designator ($i)



$i Creator



$i Audience

For both audience and creator/contributor, we have identified a number of different group types that could be designated, if desired.  We considered many possibilities, but settled on the following categories that terms used in LCSH in association with genre/form frequently fall under:


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


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


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


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


Language group (e.g., French speakers
)


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


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


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


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


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

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) 
If desirable, it would be possible to code group categories separately.  There would be several options:

a) Define separate subfields for each group, for example:

$a
Age group

$d
Disability group

$e
Ethnic group

$g
Gender group

$l
Language group

$n
Nationality/region group

$o
Occupational/field of activity group

$r
Religious group

$s
Sexual orientation group

$t
Social group

$w
Other group

As an example, for a resource for deaf gay people, one could have this coding:

6XX   $d Deaf $s Gays. $2 [source code]

For a resource for both deaf people and gay people, the field might be repeated:

6XX   $d Deaf. $2 [source code]

6XX   $s Gays. $2 [source code]

Another issue that would have to be worked out in policy is whether to split up headings into component parts.  In LCSH, there is an established heading for Deaf gays.  Should the cataloger use that instead of the separate headings Deaf and Gays?  And if a composite heading like Deaf gays is used in a system that separates group categories as above, how would it be recorded? That is, does one record Deaf gays as a disability group or as a sexual orientation group?
There are only a limited number of subfields that could be established in the MARC format, and if many other group categories were needed, they might not all be able to be accommodated using this method.
b) Use relationship designators (either $i or some other subfield if $i were being used to record the audience or creator/contributor relationship within a single field)

6XX   $i Disability group $a Deaf $i Sexual orientation group $a Gays $2 [source code]

In a single field, having to use multiple relationship designators results in a somewhat unwieldy field, and the positional relationship of the designator to the index term becomes very important.
Coding in MARC 21 Authority Records
The subcommittee has not looked as carefully at the MARC 21 authority format as it has the bibliographic format.  Nevertheless, we offer some comments and observations for discussion at this time.  The subcommittee feels that creator/contributor characteristics for individual persons would be best recorded only once, in the individual person’s authority record, rather than having to be entered in each bibliographic record representing a manifestation of one of the person’s works.  Ideally, systems would be able to search characteristics recorded in authority records in conjunction with searches run against data in bibliographic records.  A search for works by African Americans could retrieve anthologies/collections because the term had been included in the creator characteristics index field in bibliographic records; but it could also retrieve works by individual African Americans by searching the term recorded in name authority records as an attribute of the person and then delivering to the user all of the bibliographic records that had those persons recorded as creators.  
Some characteristics will need to be recorded in authority records for works and expressions.  Audience characteristics certainly are one of these, as of course is genre/form itself.
Recent developments for RDA have added several fields to the MARC 21 authority format which accommodate some of the characteristics related to genre/form.  Additional fields may need to be created or existing ones modified to allow the recording of some characteristics.
Existing fields include:
370 - Associated Place
380 - Form of work

372 - Field of Activity
373 - Associated Group

374 - Occupation
375 - Gender

In RDA, terms used for form of work, field of activity, occupation, and gender are recorded in the singular.  Most of the above fields are used primarily when needed to differentiate entities with identical names.  Examples used in RDA authority records might be: Motion picture (form of work); Stamp collector (field of activity); Architect (occupation); Female (gender).  Some means of accommodating the difference between singular and plural forms of a term will need to be developed by discovery systems.  In addition, there is the issue of variant terminology for the same thing. For example, RDA’s gender element is a partially controlled vocabulary consisting of three terms: female, male, or not known.
  In LCSH, female and male human genders would be expressed as Women and Men.  Systems will need to be able to accommodate these variants and related terms in some way (for example, with index tables) or else redundant data in both forms will need to be entered into the authority record.
At its November 2011 meeting the Joint Steering Committee for the Development of RDA approved a suggestion to revise examples under Field of activity and to remove Field of activity as a possible addition to authorized access points.  In RDA, Field of activity will now be recorded in the form of the name of a discipline (e.g., Architecture; Stamp collecting) rather than in a singular noun form of a class of persons (Architect; Stamp collector).  Terms in the form of a discipline will be less usable for retrieval for audience and creator/contributor characteristics.
Perhaps with some revision, the existing 372, 374, and 375 authority fields could accommodate field of activity, occupation, and gender group characteristics related to genre/form.  Other characteristics would need to be accommodated elsewhere.  An additional subfield for the nationality term could be defined in field 370 (Associated place).  Another option would be to record the authorized and possibly the variant forms for nationality in the name authority for the jurisdiction and let systems pull the information from there.  Or, if LCSH is the controlled vocabulary of choice for nationality terms, the established LCSH terms could be linked in some way to name authority records, either in the name record for the jurisdiction, or in the 370 field in records for persons and for works/expressions whose authorized access point is just a title. Many new LCSH authority records for nationalities would need to be established (e.g., American Samoans; Anguillans; Chadians; Djiboutians; Jordanians; Kosovans; Ni-Vanuatu).
Field 373 is currently used for a group, institution, association, etc., that is associated with the entity in the 1XX.  An RDA example might look like this: Faculty of Biological Science, Leeds University.  But it might also be possible to use this field for all informal, social groups to which a person belongs when that group does not fall within defined groups like gender and occupation that have other authority fields.  An indicator could be used to differentiate between the formal organizational group and the informal social group.

In authority records for works and expressions, there will need to be a way to record audience characteristics, which as we have seen from above, could be any number of different kinds of groups (age, disability, gender, sexual orientation, etc.).    Field 370 has a subfield for Place of origin of work.  Transforming this place into a nationality raises the same issues for nationality discussed above.  In RDA, Field of activity is an attribute of persons and corporate bodies. Occupation and Gender are attributes only of persons. Associated group (the Affiliation and Associated institution elements in RDA) is also an attribute of persons and corporate bodies.  It would seem that none of these fields (372-375) are currently intended for use in work and expression authority records.
Questions for SAC:

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

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

3. Regarding the options for MARC tagging:

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

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

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

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

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?  
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?
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.)?

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?
� Periodicals in Braille for blind people


� Yearbooks for and by college students


� Songbooks for school children


� Poetry by school children


� In this heading, the form (handbooks, manuals, etc.) is implied. The heading has been used by LC only for works that are sex manuals for lesbians, for example such titles as: The Guide to Lesbian Sex; Lesbian Sex: 101 Lovemaking Positions; The Lesbian Sex Book: a Guide for Women Who Love Women; On Our Backs Guide to Lesbian Sex; Sexual Intimacy for Women: a Guide for Same-sex Couples; Susie Sexpert’s Lesbian Sex World; The Whole Lesbian Sex Book: a Passionate Guide for All of Us; Woman to Woman: a Guide to Lesbian Sexuality. Other headings of this type include Sex instruction for boys, Sex instruction for older people, Sex instruction for teenagers, etc.  Each of these headings may be used for works about sex instruction or for works that are handbooks or manuals for a particular audience about sex and sexuality.


� LCSH does not currently have main headings for speakers of a particular language, dialect, or language group.  These may need to be established at some point.  However, LCSH does have this concept, in the form of topical or form subdivisions in headings such as English language--Study and teaching--Chinese speakers, Esperanto--Textbooks for English speakers, French language--Films for English speakers, German language--Sound recordings for English speakers, and Russian language--Textbooks for foreign speakers--German (the final subdivision of this last heading specifically refers to the language of the textbook, but also implies the language of the speakers).


� If none of those three terms is appropriate or sufficiently specific, RDA allows the cataloger to record a more appropriate or specific term or phrase such as intersex or transsexual woman.  





