PCC Participants’ Meeting Summary
ALA Midwinter—San Diego
January 9, 2011 

US RDA Test Participant’s Panel Discussion
University of Chicago:   Chris Cronin, panelist
Columbia University:   Melanie Wacker, panelist
Stanford University:   Joanna Dyla, panelist
Brigham Young University:   Robert Maxwell, panelist
National Library of Medicine/Library of Congress:   Beacher Wiggins, panelist 
            (delivering, as appropriate, National Library of Medicine comments or Library of Congress comments)    

Linda Barnhart, University of California, San Diego, moderator

The format:   Four topics were presented to the panelists in advance of the meeting; panelists were given up to five minutes to present their responses. A “lightning round” followed, with panelists given a shorter time to discuss additional topics. The discussion concluded with questions from the audience. 

Topic 1:   To provide context, what was your institution’s overall philosophy and approach to RDA testing?
Stanford University:   Original catalogers, cataloging staff from the Law Library, and the Music Library. There were eleven (11) testers: nine librarians and two paraprofessionals. Multiple formats were cataloged. All Western European languages, Cyrillic, and Hebrew were included in the test. All of the catalogers received RDA training; there was no set number of records beyond the “common set.” Stanford is not a CONSER member. Stanford does participate in the ECIP program; ECIP's were included in the test, and the usual ECIP workflow was followed. PCC/LC policies were followed. Series authority records were contributed. A small committee of four representing all participating units was formed to review RDA options, to make RDA core evaluations, to review the LCPS’s and to determine whether a local policy was necessary. Training consisted of viewing the “RDA Test Train-the-Trainer” presentation on the LC website, other LC Power Point presentations, Adam Schiff’s RDA presentation, and LC and JSC examples. Stanford created a local listserv for the RDA test.

Brigham Young University:  RDA test participation was voluntary but encouraged. Twenty (20) catalogers participated. All cataloging was done in RDA and local AACR2 institution records were converted to RDA. Training was formalized and consisted of: 1) Robert Maxwell’s presentation on the differences between RDA and AACR2; 2) LC materials; 3) one-on-one training. Everyone was new to this and making mistakes was a part of the experience. There was no prescribed way to the RDA approach. Flexibility was encouraged. Catalogers took advantage of the variations in RDA. Doing things differently was ok and was expected. An open atmosphere resulted. There was no “policing,” although authority records, which were contributed to NACO, were examined and corrected or revised if necessary before contribution.

National Library of Medicine:   Three catalogers (20% of staff) participated in the test; no technicians were involved. All formats were included; two finding aids were cataloged in RDA. LC RDA training materials were used, including Judy Kuhagen’s and Barbara Tillett’s “RDA Test Train the Trainer” online training. 

Library of Congress:   Fifty (50) LC staff members participated, five from each cataloging division. One technician from each division was included as well. Special materials were included in the test, so Collections Services staff also participated. 

University of Chicago:    All original catalogers were involved, including those who process special materials. Units involved included Central Cataloging, East Asian, Special Collections, Law, and Maps. The maps reference librarian/bibliographer/cataloger in particular was enthusiastic and created 600 RDA records for maps. There was no duplication of training efforts. Testers attended the “RDA Test Train-the-Trainer” presentation and Barbara Tillett’s presentation on FRBR for Non-Catalogers. Nine catalogers, five paraprofessionals, and two part-time catalogers participated. All formats were included. Testers were encouraged to exercise cataloger’s judgment, but that was sometimes difficult. A consultation process was used instead of a review process.

Columbia University:   All testers were original catalogers, with a wide variety of experience. The Original Cataloging Unit, the East Asian Library, and the Law Library participated. An RDA wiki was developed and testers met weekly. Columbia did not do all original cataloging in RDA, nor did they define a set of Columbia RDA “core elements,” preferring instead to test RDA “as is.”    

Topic 2:   Describe your experience creating authority records in RDA.
Brigham Young University:  At a minimum, a 7xx field with the RDA form of name was added to any AACR2 authority record needed as an RDA access point; this caused Brigham Young’s NACO work and time investment in authority work to rise exponentially. Catalogers liked the 3xx fields: being able to add opus #’s or thematic index data for music expression records, for example. The Associated Place 370 field was the one most prone to mistakes because of the controlled vocabulary and RDA formatting requirements, which were difficult for some catalogers to understand. Gender and occupation (fields 374 and 375) data were thought very useful, as were most of the other “new” RDA fields, but we recognized as a problem that right now ILS systems cannot take advantage of the data (e.g. by keyword searching).  

National Library of Medicine:   Found that creation of authority records using RDA was time-consuming. Rare item catalogers found it more useful than modern materials catalogers, although modern materials catalogers found the conflict-resolution options in RDA useful. Rare item catalogers lamented the lack of a corollary RDA rule to LCRI 22.2B for non-contemporary persons. RDA authority records tended to repeat the same information in different parts of the record; for example, often the same information was cited in the authority 670 fields and in the 3xx fields. 

University of Chicago:    Authority work in RDA was challenging but at the same time was liberating because of the new 3xx fields that could be added. The focus was not on the amount of time spent in authority work, but on the value of the results of the time spent to the end-user. Catalogers disliked the idea of changing established AACR2 headings to an RDA form. Could AACR2 authority records be coded “RDA-compatible”? Why change a heading if it is functioning well? 

Columbia University:   The additional elements defined for RDA authority work were a plus. Mapping relationships using 500/530 fields also a plus. The Chinese cataloger liked the expanded ability to add $c to personal names to break conflicts. A downside was the need to create a separate authority record for each meeting of an ongoing conference, and the limitation to only add one language to the heading for a work with multiple translations. The 678 field was not useful. Better to link out to other data instead?

Stanford University:   Spent more time on authority control for some bibliographic records than on creating these bibliographic records. Adding 7xx fields to AACR2 authority records for RDA forms meant that work was necessary on all authority records used. In addition, all creators were included in bibliographic records and traced as access points, so this added to the authority workload. Stanford did not add the optional new RDA fields, except for the music cataloger, who used the 374, 380, 381, and 382 fields. But they recognized the value of the new fields. Sometimes it was easier to create a new RDA authority record than to update an existing AACR2 record to add the RDA form because of the difficulty in deciding how much weight should be given to the variant chosen for the AACR2 heading. RDA workflows were used for simplification; RDA alone was too complex. Stanford welcomed the post-test PCC decision to make adding 7xx fields to AACR2 records optional. 

Topic 3:   Discuss PCC practices that are at variance with RDA.
National Library of Medicine:   The CONSER Standard Record conflicts with RDA. For example, a statement of responsibility and the 300 field are omitted in the CONSER Standard Record, but not in RDA. 

There is no RDA option for a single-record approach (for example, where a bibliographic record for a print version is used to provide access to an online version of the same resource). 

University of Chicago:   There were not that many comments on this topic at the University of Chicago. However, the same issues with the CONSER Standard Record and RDA were encountered here as well. There is a need to move away from the single-record approach. How does the PCC relate itself to the internationalization of cataloging standards?

Columbia University:   Provider Neutral record guidelines on reproductions are at variance with RDA. RDA records are a step back from the BIBCO Standard Record. RDA’s strength lies in the optional fields.

Stanford University:   The serials cataloger followed RDA, not the CONSER Standard Record. Local RDA core decisions and RDA core for monographs were not a problem. There were a lot of questions on Provider Neutral records; more guidance is needed.

Brigham Young University:  No Provider Neutral records were created during the test because we concluded that Provider Neutral records are incompatible with RDA (Provider Neutral records do not describe manifestations or expressions, and since the description is based on that of the original, the publication information does not describe the digital object). Not enough serials were cataloged in RDA to test differences between the CONSER Standard Record and RDA.           

Topic 4:   Describe your experience using non-MARC encoding schemes.
University of Chicago:   This is the one area where the University of Chicago might have fallen short. The RDA Test was too MARC-based at the university. Eighteen to twenty Dublin Core records were done at the end of the test period. Metadata schemas were a problem. More Dublin Core to RDA mappings are needed. RDA on its own is too complex, with too much description. If RDA were to be used as a content standard for non-MARC metadata production, RDA workflows could be used to simplify RDA.

Columbia University:   It was possible to create valid RDA records in MODS, however, the general philosophy is to think on the element level and not on the record level. Instead of creating full RDA records in MODS in the future, it is more likely that certain RDA elements or vocabularies will be incorporated and used in non-MARC records. Eleven MODS and two Dublin Core records were created. The vocabularies were a plus. Two finding aids were upgraded to RDA. 

Stanford University, National Library of Medicine:   Only MARC records were created during the test. 

Brigham Young University:  Only MARC records were created. Our archival manuscript cataloger successfully implemented the Archival Authority Record standard using RDA. The manuscript cataloger liked the options to create links between persons and families, and the flexibility that RDA allowed in explaining relationships.

Lightning Round
1. Relator terms:
University of Chicago:   The relationship designators were a plus, when the terms on the RDA list were intuitive. Still want a term for “publisher.” There was some confusion over the term “issuing body.” The maps cataloger was not fond of the designators, due to the unique map publication practice to use specific terms.

Columbia University:   Same reaction as at the University of Chicago with the lack of a term “publisher” and the confusion with the term “issuing body.” Overall, though, the terms were useful, but not for all resources.

Stanford University:   Assigning relator terms was much more difficult for corporate names than for personal names. There may be some inconsistencies in assigning the terms. The list is not exhaustive; need an easy way to propose new terms.

Brigham Young University:  Very enthusiastic about relator terms. They are an excellent way to relate works and expressions to persons, families, or corporate bodies. It is permissible to use other terms that are not on the RDA lists but are in a recognized thesaurus (e.g. the MARC relators list at http://www.loc.gov/marc/relators/relaterm.html. For example, “publisher”, from the MARC list, may be used as a relator term.

National Library of Medicine:   Positive reaction to relator terms, although often the right term could not be found on the RDA lists.

Questions from the Audience
1. Can you discuss the RDA test experiences of catalogers coming from differing cataloging backgrounds? For example, was RDA harder to grasp or more of a challenge for a new cataloger than for a cataloger with more cataloging experience?
All institutions:   Not really. 

2. What “meta lessons” were learned from the RDA Test? What recommendations would you make in the future?
Brigham Young University:   Prepare the community better. This was just an experiment.

Columbia University:   Should have included the non-MARC community better. RDA is schema-neutral. 

University of Chicago:   Be less risk-adverse. Better preparation for the community. 
Concerns were more about MARC than about RDA, and should be solved in MARC and not in RDA. What are we really critiquing? 

3. Can Columbia University elaborate on the earlier comment that RDA is a step backward from the BIBCO and the CONSER Standard Records?  
Columbia University:   RDA is a step backward from the BIBCO Standard Record and the CONSER Standard Record, because more time was spent on RDA. This is largely due to the way RDA is structured and presented. The PCC would benefit from application profiles. PCC/RDA application profiles would help to streamline record creation instead of needing to search through RDA.

4. Can you comment on the RDA policy to spell things out instead of using abbreviations? Does it take more time and create more typos? 
Stanford University, Brigham Young University, University of Chicago, Columbia University:   There was some resistance at first, but it quickly became a non-issue. Catalogers liked this. Perhaps a proposal should be made to eliminate all abbreviations in RDA. Most catalogers saw this as a “community of practice” issue. 

