
TG statement: The Task Group members have been working together for almost a year. It 
took a long time for us to reach consensus, and our work is still in progress. We ask that 
you please hear our proposals with an open mind. Nothing is final, and we will solicit your 
input. The overall goal is to help users by increasing the presence of non-Latin script 
references in library records and, ultimately, improving discovery of resources.



This presentation represents the work of this task group, we are presenting on their behalf. 

This slide shows our task group members. As you can see, this group represents the 
language expertise of the non-Latin communities limited to the MARC-8 repertoire. And we 
would like to start by acknowledging the extensive work of each member of the group and 
for their valuable and indispensable contributions. 

We would also like to acknowledge the PCC Policy Committee and the PCC Standing 
Committee on Standards for supporting the Task Group’s work.

We will also remind everyone that our work and examples are limited to the non-Latin 
languages and scripts in MARC-8 repertoire.





The TG has been working on discussing and addressing all five questions, but today will 
focus on questions 3 and 4, as decisions on these two questions will affect the proposed 
practice in dealing with non-Latin script references in name authority records and will affect 
other related cataloging practices  



Before we get into what will be our future practices, let’s look at our current practices: 

● Currently the Name Authority File includes non-Latin script variants that have been 
added by catalogers and/or the machine-populated project in 2008 based on 
bibliographic headings that match entities in the authority file. These latter NARs 
are flagged with a 667 note “Machine-derived non-Latin script reference project” as 
shown in the example on this slide, the first 667 note. 

● NACO catalogers creating authority records for non-Latin names can optionally add 
non-Latin script variants to their records. When adding non-Latin script variant to 
NARs, we should code reference status in fixed field 008/29 “b” and add a 667 
note: “Non-Latin script reference(s) not evaluated.” as shown in this slide. They 
were also added to the NARs with machine populated non-Latin script variants. 

● These non-Latin script variants are essential for enhanced discovery since 
romanization is not always efficient in discovery. However, the machine-populated 
non-Latin script variants are not always correct and need to be evaluated

● Currently, LC/PCC have limited instructions regarding non-Latin script references in 
RDA and DCM Z1, and no guidelines for evaluating non-Latin script references 
have been established

● Each non-Latin community may have developed its own best practices, and even 
within a community, best practices have not been consistently applied. Practices 
between communities are also not consistent 



● Also, not all non-Latin script groups have developed a community practice



I would like to talk very briefly about the NACO CJK Funnel Reference Project. 

● It was launched in May 2019, focusing on evaluating machine populated CJK non-
Latin script variants for a pre-identified set of 80,956 differentiated CJK NARs that 
have more than one non-Latin variants and with the pair of 667 notes “Machine-
derived non-Latin script reference project” and “Non-Latin script reference(s) not 
evaluated.” The project is structured into three phases with the current focus being 
on phases 2 and 3. The project completion is expected in 2025. 

● Project volunteers are about 40 CJK NACO catalogers. They review these NACO 
records based on the usage(s) found in bibliographic records cited in the existing 
670(s) either in OCLC or LC database or other sources, and remove any incorrect 
CJK non-Latin script variants. 



In the future, the coding will change upon evaluation. Fully evaluated records will be coded 
“a” not “b” in the fixed field, and no 667 note, “Non-Latin script reference(s) not evaluated” 
will be added.

For existing records: if the record has one or more non-Latin script references, we apply the 
new coding when all references have been evaluated.

If not all references have been evaluated, the 667 should be revised to note which ones 
have not yet been evaluated as shown in the examples here.

The format of the 2nd example may be used if the cataloger is not familiar with the 
language/script of the remaining variants.

We apply the new coding for all new records, which is to say that henceforth, all non-Latin 
script variants in new records should be evaluated.



Back to the main question from our charge: Is there a need to indicate a particular 
reference in an original script as “preferred,” and if so, how?

The Task Group discussed this question in our charge thoroughly and extensively, and we 
all agree that designating One preferred non-variant reference for each language and script 
would be beneficial.

Records could also include other evaluated non-Latin script variants for the same 
language/script that are not designated as preferred.

Catalogers with language expertise are encouraged to evaluate the non-Latin script 
reference and designate the preferred variant. 
That would be done by:  

● Following the guidelines recommended by the task group for each language/script 
and for each type of entity 

● Adding special MARC coding for designating the preferred non-Latin script variant 
(covered in a few slides)

● And as mentioned earlier, we change the 008/29 (“Ref status” in OCLC) from “b” to 
“a as applicable 

● Delete the 667 note “Non-Latin script reference(s) not evaluated” when evaluation 
is complete



● The preferred form will be used as needed in other NARs and in the parallel access 
points in bibliographic records (880 fields)



This new practice of designating a preferred non-Latin script form would : 

1. Promote consistent practice among NACO catalogers
2. Enable the use of the preferred non-Latin script form(s) in variant access points in 

related authority records (e.g., in qualifiers; name-title; parent-subordinate corporate 
bodies) as illustrated in the examples on the slide.



And would:

3. Ensure consistency in form used in bibliographic records parallel (880) fields. This will 
enhance collocation when using non-Latin script access points as illustrated in the 
example.

4. Facilitate potential future system configuration for conducting searches using the 
preferred non-Latin script form corresponding to a user’s preference



Option 1. Allow use of $w r & $i in 4XX fields in authority records so that we can test our 
guidelines. These subfields are already available in the MARC Authority Format but NACO 
policy does not currently allow them. This would not require any MARC code changes but it 
would require changes to the DCM Z1 4XX See From Tracings – General Information and 
LC Guidelines Supplement Tracings and References 4XX as well as to the NACO nodes to 
allow for validation of records containing these two subfields (see 
https://www.loc.gov/marc/authority/adtracing.html). In this scenario, we would include a 667 
note during the test period to alert PCC participants not to edit 4XX fields with $w and $i. 
The 667 field could be deleted later if option 1 is implemented fully, or it could be used to 
identify records that should be changed to the coding in option 2. A con for this option is 
that it is not very machine actionable.

Option 2. Allow the use of existing data provenance category codes in subfield $7 in 4XX 
fields to encode the language, script, and preferred status of non-Latin script variants. This 
would require the implementation of $7 in NACO records, and for catalogers to learn to use 
data provenance codes and know correct language and script codes. The slide shows one 
possible implementation of this option. Another possible implementation will be discussed 
at the upcoming MARC Advisory Committee meeting on June 25. The MARC Discussion 
Paper No. 2024-DP11 proposes the addition of category codes for use with MARC data 
provenance subfields to accommodate transliteration scheme codes and BCP (Best 
Current Practice) 47 tags in the MARC 21 Authority and Bibliographic Formats.

Option 3. Propose a new code to use in $w to indicate a preferred form. Also propose a 
means of coding the language and script of a variant in non-Latin script in a 4XX field, 



perhaps using a new repeatable subfield or subfield $7. This will require a MARC discussion 
paper and proposal, and will take longer to implement, but coding language and script will be 
much more machine actionable and is more desirable in the long term.



This slide shows Arabic and Hebrew script references found in the current authority record 
for Avicenna. Many of these references were added through an automation process and 
need to be evaluated. In the process of evaluating the references, an Arabic-language 
cataloger determines which form in Arabic is most commonly found in Arabic resources. 
This form can be labeled as the preferred variant access point in Arabic in Arabic script. A 
Hebrew-language cataloger could do the same thing to determine the preferred name in 
Hebrew in Hebrew script. Note that neither the Arabic preferred name nor the Hebrew 
preferred name romanize to the authorized access point. This is not unusual for well-known 
persons whose names appear in English-language resources and English reference 
sources. The commonly found form of name in English is selected as the preferred name 
when determining the authorized access point for an English-language catalog.

Note that including dates in scripts that read from right to left has been considered optional 
by some NACO language communities. In the example here, the Arabic cataloger chose to 
include the dates while the Hebrew cataloger chose not to.



Here’s another example of a name that does not correspond to the ALA-LC romanization of 
the non-Latin script. The authority record for Confucius has a number of non-Latin script 
references in Chinese, Japanese, and Korean languages. A cataloger or multiple 
catalogers determine that the first 400 shown in red in the slide is the preferred form in 
Chinese, Japanese in Kanji script, and Korean in Hancha script. The second 400 shown in 
red is determined to be the preferred name in Korean in Hangul script. These references 
can be labeled as preferred variants.

One reminder specific to Korean: even if only a Hancha script form is found, the Task 
Group recommends that the Hangul script form must always be provided.  It is a simple 
matter for Korean catalogers to convert a Hancha script form into a Hangul form. The 
Hangul form shown in this slide is found in many resources but a different case is shown in 
slide 22.



Here are some general recommendations for preferred non-Latin script variants.





For persons, do not use a term as a qualifier that reveals the person’s gender. 



Second example: (In one of its several uses), the Arabic word Firqat means musical or 
dance group.

Third example: if the cataloger knows the Belarusian word for “spacecraft”, they could use 
that as the qualifier in the preferred Belarusian variant instead of the English word.  
However, English qualifiers are still perfectly acceptable.





Note: this decision (including the language name in |l) has not been finalized yet.



The “Hindu-Arabic” numeral  form should not be used and deleted if found. Any other non-
Arabic numerals should not be used either.





1. Hangul and Latin script personal name = Korean form of C.S. Lewis. Last name first 
followed by a comma for Westerner’s name

2. Greek and Latin script series (work) title

3. Japanese in Hiragana, Katagana, and Kanji scripts corporate body name

4. Korean in Hangul and Hancha scripts corporate body name. As Adam mentioned 
already in slide 13, even if there is no resource carrying only Hangul like this case,  
provide a variant in all-Hangul to help search; both can be set as preferred non-
Latin references





MARC discussion paper No. 2024-DP10 (https://www.loc.gov/marc/mac/2024/2024-
dp10.html) will be discussed at the upcoming MARC Advisory Committee. It proposes 
redefining subfield $b from a roman numeral or a roman numeral and a subsequent part of 
a forename to a regnal numeral or a regnal numeral and a subsequent part of a forename 
to allow recording non-roman numerals in variant access points.



We are proposing to continue using English ordinal numbers in all access points for 
conferences, including non-Latin script variant access points.



The TG is proposing these guidelines that are the result of extensive discussion and 
testing, and yet this comes with many challenges, some of which are:

● Inconsistency of practice across non-Latin communities and cultures.
● The variety and extent of categories and situations that the TG needs to address 

across all the entities and all the language/script practices

● Complexity of certain issues related to languages/scripts (bi-directionality issue, for 

example)

● The need to compile comprehensive guidelines including examples

The magnitude of the work simply requires a lot of time…  Time consuming: weekly two 

hour meetings in addition to off-line work to examine the various situations and discuss the 

possible implications of each question and recommendation



Community feedback will be crucial to our proceeding with the recommendations. Therefore 
we will be sending a survey soon (hopefully after ALA). 

We ask you to please watch for the survey and provide your thoughts on these 
recommendations!



Our work is not yet complete.

We need to evaluate the survey results and try to incorporate them into the proposed 
guidelines

We still have some questions that need to be addressed. For example, one of the main 
questions is whether designating a preferred non-Latin script variant should be optional or 
required.

Once our charge is fulfilled, we will send our recommendations to the PCC Standing 
Committee on Standards; then it will be shared with PoCo for approval.

Also, the recommendations require NACO node validation and/or MARC development.

The TG will also need to provide documentation with examples to demonstrate various 
recommendations, as well as provide training for using new guidelines to the various 
communities since some languages have some special considerations.

We hope that this will be implemented by next year! 

And that concludes our presentation for today. 






