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Questions about authorities:

1. LC-PCC for 8.4 alternative, ""record a transliterated form of the name in authorized access points".

What is the relationship between cataloging agency language and resource language?

LC response: The LC-PCC shared NACO file (LC/NAF) sets policies for any cataloging agency that contributes to the LC/NACO file.  Currently, the PCC policy is that non-Latin scripts are only used in authority 4XX fields and a few 6XX fields, such as 670 and 675 citations. Authorized access points (1XX/5XX) must be in transliterated form as indicated in the LC-PCC PS for 8.4 alternative. Other authority files would set their own policies.
If only one form can be recorded (e.g. 1xx, 373, 670), should I use non-Latin or transliterated form?  If both forms can be recorded, which one is additional form: non-Latin or transliterated form?
LC response: The PCC and NACO nodes would need to be consulted before expanding the list of fields that could receive non-Latin scripts.  Most of the new RDA-related authority fields correspond to elements in RDA that specify a language to be used, depending on the language of cataloging for an agency (or group of agencies such as the PCC), and the DCM Z1 guidelines for many of the fields encourage the use of controlled vocabularies for such terms. We don’t recall this issue being raised directly in the work of the Task Group to Formulate or Recommend PCC/NACO RDA Policy on Authority Issues, but the PCC may be a good place to start.

The current FAQ on using non-Latin scripts in authority records indicates this (http://www.loc.gov/catdir/cpso/nonlatinfaq.html ):

Q2. What fields in the authority record can have non-Latin scripts? 

A2. Non-Latin scripts will be added only in references on name authority records (i.e., 4XX fields), and in selected note fields—667 (Nonpublic general note), 670 (Source data found), and 675 (Source data not found). Some fields, of course, will contain a mix of scripts (e.g., 670 citations with headings represented in both non-Latin script and romanized form). Additional fields may be used in the future, based on user feedback. Note that authorized headings (i.e., 1XX and 5XX) in authority records must be in romanized form. 

If for any reason, non-Latin form could not be used for authorized access point, would LC consider adding original language code in fixed field or in variable field or link parallel field for non-Latin form?

LC response: see above for LC/PCC policy on authorized access points.  Other authority files may make different decisions on language/script usage.

2. For field 040$b, is it for English/Latin? If not, in what case is non-English/non-Latin language used?

LC response: currently in the context of the LC/NAF, the language of cataloging is English.  Other authority files/lists may make different decisions on language/script usage.

3. For field 373, can non-Latin language be used? If not, where to record non-Latin form?

LC response: not currently (see above), at least in the LC/NACO authority file.  The non-Latin script form could be recorded in a 670 citation—670’s typically have been used to cite sources that justify the headings and references (including non-Latin references), but can also support some of the newer authority fields (either in addition to, or in lieu of a $v at the field level.  For NACO, the DCM Z1 page for the 373 cites a link to the PCC best practice on using 670 vs. $u and $v for the newer authority fields.  It would still be best to paraphrase/translation into English in the citation, but if you think it is important to record the script form in the 670, that seems ok.
4. For field 670$a, if website name in non-Latin, should I use non-Latin or transliterated form? For 670$b, if more than one variant non-Latin forms, should each of them be recorded in ""="" parallel format?

LC response: See the best practice guidelines for the 670 field when recording non-Latin scripts in the LCNAF (http://www.loc.gov/catdir/cpso/non-Latin670.pdf) 

5. For field 678,  should I transliterated/translated all the non-Latin language? May I use non-Latin only?

LC response: In the context of the LC/NAF, the 678 field is written for users of the catalog, and the records are for an English language catalog.  So yes, the 678 would generally be translated into English for now.  Other authority files would set other policies.
"Would it be OK for NACO participants to remove the populated non-Latin references that are NOT relevant or incorrect when review and update the differentiated/unique name records from AACR2 to RDA? 

LC response: Yes, non-Latin script references that are clearly incorrect or not relevant to the authority record may be removed, as indicated in the FAQ mentioned earlier:

Q9. Can I edit or delete non-Latin references that have been programmatically added to name authority records via pre-population? 

A9. Yes, but please use judgment and err on the side of caution. Since a cataloger probably won’t have the work that caused the pre-population non-Latin references readily at hand, they should exercise caution in removing or editing non-Latin references. Certain changes are encouraged-- for example, egregious errors could be corrected (e.g., obvious typos apparent to someone knowledgeable in the language), and references that were obviously added to the wrong heading can be removed. 

"CEAL CTP sent suggestion to LC on some CJK specific questions last May, what’s LC’s response?
LC response:  a separate response document is being submitted to CEAL.
JSC approved ALA/CEAL place name proposal on NEW 16.2.2.12 “Record the name of a state, province, or highest-level administrative division preceding the name of the country” as an alternative, what’s LC/PCC’s plan on developing LC-PCC PS and implementing the change.
LC response:  LC has had internal discussions about how to implement this new alternative instruction.  We have not yet had a chance to discuss with the PCC Standing Committee on Standards.  As you can imagine, the impact is quite large, and needs careful analysis before implementing—as LC noted in its response to the ALA proposal:
“LC is agreeable to the proposed optional addition. We are concerned about the potential confusion for users if the optional addition is not applied to all places within the same country, and believe it would be very difficult to provide such consistency for both legacy data and new records, given the resources that would be necessary to address the existing records. Any implementation of this optional addition would be a multiyear LC/NACO project done one country at a time and only if the implementation could be at least partially automated and responsibility shared with other contributors. In short, we can agree to the optional addition, but cannot say at this point that we would apply it.” (extracted from: http://www.rda-jsc.org/docs/6JSC-ALA-19-LC-response.pdf ).  
Our internal discussions suggest that Malaysia may be used as a test case, given that all of the headings for places in Malaysia need to be changed as a result of a different part of the ALA proposal, but this has not yet been brought to the PCC for discussion, nor planned in any detail.

LC was developing guidelines on NACO non-Latin references, which was put off because of RDA implementation. Where we are now on the guidelines?
LC response:  Indeed, the priority of this task has been significantly impacted by other projects such as RDA and the loss of key staff members.  We had an initial draft of a survey for PCC members written, but it was all done in the context of AACR2—it would need to be revised to cover RDA instead, which has been one of the stumbling blocks.

Previously, CEAL members discussed Chinese religious titles/terms of address.  Among other such Chinese religious titles/terms of address, "da shi" was identified.  Then, LC distributed through the PCCLIST, on Sept. 10, 2012, an instruction that "da shi" was not considered a religious rank or title.  Some CEAL members did not agree with that instruction of LC; and an enquiry message was submitted in that regard to LC in fall 2012.  What was LC's response?  If "da shi" is not considered a Chinese religious title/term of address, how about "shi", "fa shi", etc.?  What are Chinese religious titles/terms of address, to which the provisions at RDA, 9.4.1.8 and 9.19.1.2, c) are applied?
LC response: See separate document from CEAL CTP that addresses this question.
With more institutions implementing RDA, assume LC will receive more questions via LChelp4rda@loc.gov. How many staff monitor the account at LC? How LC addresses questions received via this account, i.e. by subject, by order of questions received? Generally how long it takes LC to answer a question and what is a time frame would you suggest for a cataloger to follow-up if she/he hasn't heard from LC?

LC response: Regrettably, responding to this account in a timely manner has grown more difficult in the throes of LC’s internal training and with the loss of key staff members. The account is generally monitored by one staff member, with assistance from two others when necessary. We would like to say that 2 weeks is a good turn-around time for responses, but can’t promise this at all times.  
I will be interested to know LC’s activities on cataloging NON-MONOGRAPHs in RDA. I knew LC used to have catalogers cover serial, law, map and score for the E.A. materials. I don’t know it is still the case.
LC response: LC is adopting RDA for most of the areas where it used AACR2—books, serials, cartographic resources, musical scores, law materials, etc.  Units of the library that used specialized instructions (not AACR2) for bibliographic records will continue to use specialized standards (e.g., DACS for manuscripts, AMIM for archival moving images, Graphic Materials for pictorial content).  LC will also apply RDA for some published audiovisual resources, but not all, and will follow other content standards for archival audiovisual resources for now.  All units of LC will use RDA for authority records.
It might be helpful if any of the speakers could talk and answer questions about the phase ½ (probably meant 1 ½) changes to the authority file (where we are, what we should pay attention to during the process, etc.)

LC response: The Phase 1.5 changes, completed in January, were primarily related to AACR2 records that had an RDA form recorded in the 7XX added earlier (e.g., during the US RDA Test).  The project was intended to remove the 7XX fields when possible (e.g., when same as the 1XX, when the 7XX and 1XX differences were acceptable differences). Many of the former 7XX fields became 4XXs.  Those records whose 7XX not yet removed will receive a change during phase 2.
