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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.
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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.




Task Group charges

Task Group Charges

e Consider and respond to the questions and issues raised in the PCC White Paper and SCA and
SCS reports

e Survey and communicate with stakeholders in the non-Latin script NACO funnels and cataloging
communities, to identify existing guidelines and best practices; to determine gaps, needs, and
desired outcomes; and to understand the extent to which consensus and alignment of practice
across script-based cataloging communities is possible or desirable

e Develop and propose guidelines needed to support evaluation, formulation, and revision of non-
Latin script references in Name Authority Records, including supporting documentation (such as
FAQ, examples, or training materials, consulting with the Standing Committee on Training (SCT)
as needed)

e Make recommendationsregarding timeline and strategies for evaluation and updating of existing
records where appropriate (for example: establish a “Day One” for implementation; suggest
coordinated projects; identify categories of records amenable to machine processing)




Five questions from the charge

1. Whatdoes “evaluation” mean, and does it mean something different for non-Latin script
references than it does for Latin-script references?

2.Should there be separate guidelines for non-Latin script references and Latin script
references, or do they need to be aligned?

3. Are the varying practices in formulation of qualifiers and dates in non-Latin access points
in bibliographic records, including those formulated according to the PCC Guidelines for
Creating Bibliographic Records in Multiple Character Sets, acceptable or unacceptable as
references in evaluated NARs?

4.1s there any need to indicate a particular reference in an original script as “preferred,” and
if so, how?

5. Are non-established forms of elements in variants for hierarchical corporate names and
name/title NARs acceptable or unacceptable as non-Latin references in evaluated NARs

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




Current practices with non-Latin script references: Quick overview

>

Recstat ¢ Entered 19810515 Replaced 20170310073919.0
Type z Upd status a Enc vl n Source
400 Mohamed Hassanein Heikal
Roman = Ref status @ Mod rec Name use a
400 Muhammad Hasanayn Haykal
Govtagn = Auth status a Subj a Subjuse a 4go e
Series n Auth/ref a Geo subd n Ser use b 400 St aaa K
Sernum n Name a Subdivtp n Rules z 100 Db
400 Ot danaa K
010 n 81045286 400 s
040 DLC #b eng #e rda #c DLC #d DLC #d OCoLC #d UPB *d DLC #*d 400 i S2ke
046 #f 1923-09-23 #g 2016-02-17 #2 edtf 400 S
100 1 Haykal, Muhammad Hasanaynl 667 Machine-derived non-Latin script reference project. I
667 Non-Latin script references not evaluated. ]
670 His Autumn of fury, 1983: #b t.p. (Mohamed Heikal)

Before we get into what will be our future practices, let’s take a quick 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




NACO CJK Funnel reference project

CJK NACO Funnel launched the projectin May 2019 in three phases (currently in
phase 2 and 3). Project completion is expected in 2025.

Project volunteers (CJK NACO catalogers) review differentiated CJK personal name
authority records against mainly OCLC (LC, VIAF, etc. as necessary)

Any incorrect CJK script variant(s) are removed

After completion of a record, a 667 project note, “Non-Latin script references reviewed
in NACO CJK Funnel References Project” is added.

Other two existing 667 notes, “Machine-derived non-Latin script reference project” and
“Non-Latin script references not evaluated”, and the Reference Status (008/29) code
“b” still remain in the evaluated records unless the review of a record results in the
removal of all non-Latin script variants, in which case the 008/29 value will be changed
to “a” or “n” and the corresponding 667 field “Non-Latin script reference not evaluated”
will be removed

With evaluation, non-RDA record is re-coded to RDA

° The NACO CJK Funnel Reference Project was launched in May 2019. It focuses on evaluating
machine-populated CIK script variants for an identified set of 80,956 differentiated CJK NARs
that has more than one non-Latin script variant and included 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 on phases 2 and 3. 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.




Future evaluation process: New coding

e Fully evaluated records will be coded ‘a’, not ‘b’ in 008/29 [“Ref status”in OCLC]. No 667
note “Non-Latin script reference(s) not evaluated” will be added

e Existingrecords:
o Forrecords with one or more non-Latin references, apply the new coding when all
references have been evaluated: 008/29 ‘a’, delete 667,
o If not all variants have been evaluated, the 667 note should be revised to note which
ones have not yet been evaluated; 008/29 ‘b’, revise 667
Examples
667 ## $a Chinese and Korean script references evaluated. Hebrew and
Japanese script references not evaluated.
667 ## $a Arabic script references evaluated. Other script references not
evaluated.

e Newrecords: Apply new coding when adding new records with non-Latin variants (i.e.,
all new non-Latin variants should be evaluated). 7

“un “ b ”

In the future, the coding will change upon evaluation. Fully evaluated records will be coded “a” not
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.




Indicate a particular reference in non-Latin script as “preferred”:

Guidelines
What:

e One preferred non-Latin form for each language/script
e Other evaluated non-Latin variants for the same language/script can also be added (but not
designated as preferred)

Who:

e Catalogers with language expertise evaluate the non-Latin reference

How:

Follow recommendations of the task group for each language/script and for each type of entity
Add special MARC coding for designating the preferred non-Latin script variant

Change 008/29 (“Ref status” in OCLC) from ‘b’ to ‘@’

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

Use preferred form as needed in other NARs and in the parallel access points in bibliographic records (880
fields)

(«-]

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)




Preferred non-Latin script variants: Why?

Preferred Variants: Indicate a particular variant in a non-Latin script as “preferred” for a
given language and script in order to

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 and subordinate

corporate bodies
P ) 100 O# Avicenna, #d 980-1037

o o ) 400 0# Lo (n e o
110 2# Ittihad al-Jami‘at al-'Arabiyah 400 0# ¢ 4 L 53 Cppeaal e 50l
410 2#' A el __.d‘;u ;‘_u;@?[f’referred Variant] 400 0 L e 5l )
410 28 52 2l Jsal) Cladlas dasl 400 0# < i%d 980-1037 [Preferred Variant]
400 0# L Gl Lt )11 ]
110 2# Ittihad al-Jami‘at al-'Arabiyah. #b 400 0# L = 52

Jamyat Kulliyat al-I'lam al-‘Arabiyah

410 2# 20l sl Dall Fb 2Sle V) LS dimas

Ay gl 100 O# Avicenna, #d 980-1037. #t Hidayah
400 O# «uw 0+d 980-1037. F#t 4l

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.




Preferred non-Latin script variants: Why?

3. Ensure consistent forms are used in bibliographic records parallel (880) fields, thereby
enhancing collocation of non-Latin script access points for searching and retrieval

100 1# +a Chekimoglou, E. A. #q (Euangelos A.)
400 1# #a XekiyoyAou, Eudayyerog A.
C 400 1# #a Xekipoyhou, E. A. #q (Euayyehog A.) [Preferred Variant]

100 1# #+a Xekipoyhou, E. A. #g (Euayyehog A.), #e author

100 1# +a Chekimoglou, E. A. #q (Euangelos A.), #e author.

245 10 #a @eocoalovikn : #¥b Tekunpia pwToypagikou apxeiou, 1900-1980 / #¢ keipeva
EvayyeAog XekipoyAou.

245 10 #a Thessaloniké : #b tekméria photographikou archeiou, 1900-1980 / #¢ keimena
Euangelos Chekimoglou.

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

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




Options for coding preferred non-Latin script \{ariant access points in MARC

Requires NACO nodes validation changes |
Option 1. Use #w r and #i in 4XX fields

400 O# #wrr #i Preferred variant in Russian (Cyrillic script): #a AGy Anu ubH Cuxa, #d 980-1037
400 1# #wr #i Preferred variant in Chinese (Traditional Chinese script) and Korean (Hancha script): $a
FEEE, ¥d 1895-1976

Option 2. Use #7 data provenance subfields in 4XX fields to encode the language, script, and preferred

status of non-Latin script variants. Requires implementation of #7 in NACO

[
The data provenance category codes that we could use in 7 are:

dpeloe = Data provenance element language of expression
dpes = Data provenance element script
dpecou = Data provenance element context of use

400 O# <l (n'$d 980-1037 #7 (dpeloe)ara *#7 (dpeloe)per #7 (dpes)Arab #7 (dpecou)Preferred non-Latin form

400 1# A58 =, #d 1895-1976 #7 (dpeloe)chi #7 (dpes)Hant #7 (dpeloe)kor *7 (dpes)Hani %7
(dpecou)Preferred non-Latin form

Option 3. Establish a new code to use in #w to indicate a preferred form as well as a way to code language
and script (using 7 or some new subfield) Requires MARC discussion paper and proposal |
[

Option 1. Allow use of Sw r & Si 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 Sw and Si. 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 Sw 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.


https://www.loc.gov/marc/authority/adtracing.html

Indicate a particular reference in an original language/script as
“‘preferred”. Use cases, examples

100 0# Avicenna, ¥d 980-1037

400 O# L cp Lo

400 0# ¢ )3l L 0 Gpen) e il

400 0# s )

400 O# L ol #d 980-1037

400 0# paesll e sl L ()

400 1# ) 2 o Cpeall s 0l3d 9807-1037

400 0# < 52%d 980-1037 [= Ibn Sing; cataloger determines this is preferred Arabic script form: the

common form in Arabic resources; cataloger has chosen to include dates]
400 O# L ol Lt )l )
400 0# x2'0 12X [= Ibn Sina; cataloger determines this is preferred Hebrew script form; cataloger has
chosen not to include dates]

400 1# n79xT12 |2 |'on7X ,X2'0 12X [= Ibn Sina, Alhasin ben ‘Abdallah; National Library of Israel preferred

Hebrew script form; includes atronymic, i.e., fuller form of name]
| 400 O# #w r #i Preferred variant in Arabic (Arabic script): #a < $d 980-1037
400 O# #w r #i Preferred variant in Hebrew (Hebrew script): ¥a x1'0 |ax

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.




Indicate a particular reference in an original language/script as
“‘preferred”: Use cases, examples

100 0# Confucius [most common form in English; not a transliteration of the Chinese name]
400 0# Kongfuzi

400 O# FLEF

400 0# Kongazi

400 0# Koshi

400 0# Kongja

400 0# FL.F [cataloger(s) determine this is the preferred form in Chinese, Japanese Kaniji, and
Korean Hancha scripts: most commonly found form]

400 0# = 7| [cataloger determines this is the preferred form in Korean Hangul script: most
commonly found form]

400 1# Kong, Qiu

400 1# fLE | 400 0 4w r #i Preferred variant in Chinese (Simplified and Traditional
400 1# Kong, Zhongni | scripts) and Korean (Hancha script) and Japanese (Kaniji script): ¥a 7LF
400 1# A4 fE 400 0 #w r #i Preferred variant in Korean (Hangul script): #a =Xt 13

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.




Preferred non-Latin script variant: General recommendations

> The preferred non-Latin script variant for a given language and script
can function like an authorized access point for that language/script
combination and will be used elsewhere in bibliographic or authority
records where controlled forms are desired or appropriate.

> In most cases, follow RDA instructions for constructing authorized
access points when constructing the preferred non-Latin script variant
(there may be some exceptions, particularly for right-to-left languages)

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




Preferred non-Latin script variant: General recommendations

> Choice of the preferred non-Latin script variant is based on usage (commonly known form in
resources or reference sources) in the language and script. This may or may not correspond
to the form found in 1XX (authorized access point) of the NAR

100 0# Hirohito, $¢ Emperor of Japan, #d 1901-1989
400 0# +w r #i Preferred variant in Japanese (Kanji script): #a BBf1X £, $d 1901-1989
400 0# Showa Tennd, *d 1901-1989 [romanized form of preferred variant]
Authorized access point based on most common form in English, plus RDA-prescribed addition of title of

royalty

Preferred variant is the most commonly used name in Japan for the emperor; the title is part of the name,

and does not include a given name at all

100 1# Maimonides, Moses, #d 1135-1204
400 0# #w r #i Preferred variant in Hebrew and Yiddish (Hebrew script): #a jin'n |2 nwn, #d 1135-1204
400 0# Mosheh ben Maimon, #d 1135-1204
400 1# #w r #i Preferred variant in Arabic (Arabic script): #a « 3« « 3 os1Fd 1135-1204
400 1# Ibn Mayman, Masa, #d 1135-1204
Authorized access point based on most common form in English (a hellenized version of the name)
Preferred variants based on most common forms in Hebrew, Yiddish, and Arabic




Preferred non-Latin script variant: General recommendations

> Qualifiers can be recorded as found in a non-Latin form or translated into vernacular if readily
available (e.g., fuller form of name, type of corporate body, type of family, other designation,
associated place, form of work), or English can be used

110 2# Jiu lian hao (Research vessel) )
410 2# #w r #i Preferred variant in Chinese (Traditional Chinese script): ¥a /L. ¥ 3 (B ¥ 7o)

130 #0 Sifriyat eshkolot (Haifa, Israel)
430 #0 #w r #i Preferred variant in Hebrew (Hebrew script): ¥a (7x ' ,n9'n) NI7DWN N"190

151 ## Paekche (Kingdom)
451 ## #w r #i Preferred variant in Korean (Hangul script): ¥a %8 X (&=
451 ## #w r #i Preferred variant in Korean (Hancha script): ¥a 8% (£E)

151 ## Chung-gu (Taejon-si, Korea)
451 ## ¥w r Fi Preferred variant in Korean (Hangul script): ¥a =1 (CHE A|, )

110 2# Namsanhydn Kyohoe (P'yongyang, Korea)
410 2##w r #i Preferred variant in Korean (Hangul script): ¥a g 4t84 3| (B Y, S8

100 3# Romanov (Dynasty : ¥d 1613-1917)
400 3# #w r #i Preferred name in Russian (Cyrillic script): ¥a PomaxoBsb! (duHacTus - ¥d 1613-1917)
400 3# #w r ¥i Preferred name in modern Greek (Greek script): ¥a Popavi@ (Auvvaoteia : ¥d 1613-1917)

110 2# Silsons (Firm)
410 2# #w r #i Preferred variant in Macedonian (Cyrillic script): ¥a Cuncouc (Firm)

130 #0 Kaguyahime no monogatari (Motion picture) .
430 #0 #w r #i Preferred variant in Japanese (Hiragana and Kanji script): ¥a /" < ¥>38®D ¥75& (Motion picture) 16

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




Preferred non-Latin script variant. General recommendations

> Additions (e.g., dates or other qualifiers) of non-core elements are optional and are recorded
on the basis of the cataloger’s judgment and community practices

100 1# Abayov, Shim‘on ben David, #d active 17th century-18th century
400 1# #w r #i Preferred variant in Hebrew (Hebrew script): ¥a 7T |2 jJynw ,arxax
Cataloger chose not to add dates, as they are not needed for differentiation and present directionality issues

110 2# Firqat Jadal (Musical group)
410 2# #w r #i Preferred variant in Arabic (Arabic script): ¥a Jx 48 2
Name in Arabic already conveys the idea of a corporate body, so qualifier not added to variant

> Use English form if the non-Latin script form is not readily available

110 2# Apollo 11 (Spacecraft)
410 2# #w r #i Preferred variant in Belarusian (Cyrillic script): #¥a Ananon-11 (Spacecraft)

130 #0 Rhesus. #l Greek #s (Nauck)
430 #0 #w r #i Preferred variant in ancient Greek (Greek script): ¥a Pfjoog. ¥ EAAnvika #s (Nauck)
500 1# #w r #i Editor: ¥a Nauck, August, ¥d 1822-1892

No Greek script form found for Nauck

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.




Preferred non-Latin script variant: General recommendations

> Hierarchical corporate subordinate variant may have the parent body in its preferred non-Latin

form(s)

110 2# Helléniko Anoikto Panepistémio
410 2# #w r #i Preferred variant in modern Greek (Greek script): +a EAAnvIKS AvoikTéd MavemoThpio

110 2# Helléniko Anoikto Panepistémio. $b Scholé Anthropistikon Spoudon
410 2# #w r #i Preferred variant in modern Greek (Greek script): ¥a EAANvIkS AvoikTé MavemoThpic. b ZXoAn

AVBPWTICTIKWY Zmoudwv

> Other hierarchical variants (e.g., series/subseries) may have all parts in their preferred non-Latin
forms

130 #0 Akademiia’ fundamental'nykh issledovanil
430 #0 #w r #i Preferred variant in Russian (Cyrillic script): #a Akagemus dyHgameHTanbHbIX UCCNeaoBaHuin

130 #0 Akademiia fundamental'nykh issledovanii. #p Istoriia”
430 #0 #w r #i Preferred variant in Russian (Cyrillic script): #a Akagemus dyHaamMeHTanbHbIX UccneaoBaHuin. ¥p Mctopus




Preferred non-Latin script variant: General recommendations

> Nameltitles for work/expression can have the name portion in a preferred non-Latin variant
form

100 1# Mahfaz, Najib, #d 1911-2006
400 1# #w r #i Preferred variant in Arabic (Arabic script): #a «uas dasisadd 1911-2006

100 1# Mahfaz, Najib, #d 1911-2006. #t Qushtumur
400 1# #w r #i Preferred variant in Arabic (Arabic script): #a «uss dasisadd 1911-2006. #t s

~aa

100 1# Morrison, Toni
400 1# #w r #i Preferred variant in Japanese (Katagana script):#a £') 2/, F =

100 1# Morrison, Toni. #t Tar baby
400 1# #w r #i Preferred variant in Japanese (Katagana script):#a ') 2/, FZ. #t % —JL » N E—

100 1# Morrison, Toni. #t Tar baby. #| Japanese
400 1# #w r #i Preferred variant in Japanese (Katagana and Kanji script): #a £') 27/, | =, #t
2= N E— # BFFE

Note: this decision (including the language name in |l) has notyet been finalized.




Preferred non-Latin script variant. General recommendations

> Dates: continue to use Gregorian calendar following RDA 9.19.1.1, standard Arabic numerals, and English terms

100 1# Ahmadzay, Gita, #d 1994 or 1995-
400 1# #w r #i Preferred variant in Pushto (Arabic script): #a &S «s 32al¥d 1994 or 1995-
not 400 1# #w r #i Preferred variant in Pushto (Arabic script): #a «i€ (s j2ea) #d Y349 ¢ 51340

100 1# Khmel'nyts'’kyi, Bohdan, #d approximately 1594-1657
400 1# #w r #i Preferred variant in Ukrainian (Cyrillic script): ¥a XmenbHuubkuii, boraan, +d approximately
1594-1657
not 400 1# #w r #i Preferred variant in Ukrainian (Cyrillic script): #a Xmenbruubkuii, BoraaH, #d npubnusHo 1594-1657

100 1# Tzetzes, John, #d active 12th century
400 1# #w r #i Preferred variant in modern Greek (Greek script): #a TZét{ng, lwdvvng, #d active 12th century
400 1# #w r %i Preferred variant in Korean (Hangul script): #a EM E XA 0| 2 QHH|A | #d active 12th century

but
100 1# Zheng, Shaowei, #d jin shi 1088
400 1# #w r #i Preferred variant in Chinese (Simplified Chinese script): #a *8/0'#, #d i#+ 1088
400 1# +w r #i Preferred variant in Chinese (Traditional Chinese script): #a /) f#, +d 11 1088
Since ‘jin shi” is a Chinese term, the Chinese script form may be used in Chinese script variants
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The “Hindu-Arabic” numeral form should not be used and deleted if found. Any other non-Arabic
numerals should not be used either




Other (non-preferred) non-Latin script variants

May be added/maintained if they are considered to be helpful
May include qualifiers or other additions in non-Latin script or in English
similar to what is available in the 1XX or other 4XX fields

e When evaluating existing records: non-Latin script variants generally should
follow RDA instructions; those with errors in format, language, etc., should be
deleted or enhanced based on the existing 670(s) or other sources
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Some details for all non-Latin script variants

Mixed scripts

Forms may contain a mixture of scripts (e.g., Latin and non-Latin or two or more different non-Latin scripts). Follow
found usage.

Form found (personal name): C.5. £0|A

Color key for scripts:
Variant access point: 400 1# £0|2, C. S., $d 1898-1963 ¥ 4

Form found (series title): MoAwg historia Greek
Variant access point: 430 #0 MoAg historia -Hangul
Form found (corporate name): &M /\JL 5 R EfiifE ll-(iira__gana
Variant access point: 410 2# %MD /\JL H R E 8 Kgg‘gana

Form found (corporate name): 22|} Rl #t Bl Zoit Latin

Variant access point: 410 2# 220} BRIk #i— LR
Also make a variant access point all in Hangul: 410 2# Bg]o} R1&F Ed AT 4
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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 variantin
all-Hangul to help search; both can be set as preferred non-Latin references




Some details for all non-Latin script variants

Romanization

When romanizing non-Latin script variant access points that have parenthetical
(cataloger-added) qualifiers, romanize the preferred name, but not the qualifiers

151 ## Macau (China : Special Administrative Region)

451 ## #w r #i Preferred variant in Chinese (Simplified Chinese script): ¥a
R (PE : FATTHEKX)

451 ## Aomen (China : Special Administrative Region)

not 451 ## Aomen (Zhongguo : Tebie Xingzhengqu)
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Some details for all non-Latin script variants

Numerals appearing with given names of royalty and religious officials

In non-Latin variants, record numerals associated with a given name in the form,
language, and script that they are found

400 O# "x171o123%Fb “awn, Fc %22 79n, +d -562 B.C.
400 0# 7x172123%b 2-17, F¢ 922 79n, ¥d -562 B.C.
[Nebuchadnezzar Il]

400 O# (ol> wbe#Fb «JoYIFC ¢ jms Sladd 18137-1854 [‘Abbas Hilmi 1]

400 O#f = #b — + =1, +c #H5R, +d 1881-1963
400 O# 2.3+ #b 234, +¢ W ¥, +d 1881-1963
[John XXIl1]

40004 J AR 7%¥b 617 KL D, #¢c A xz—FT VEZE, #d 1882-1973
[Gustav VI Adolf]
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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.



https://www.loc.gov/marc/mac/2024/2024-dp10.html

Some details for all non-Latin variants

Number of conference
Continue to use English ordinal numbers in non-Latin script variants for conferences

111 2# Mizhnarodnaia navukova-praktychnaia kanferéntsyia "Stylistyka, mova, madlenne i
tékst" #n (4th : #d 2017 : #¥c Minsk, Belarus)

411 2# +wr #i Preferred variant in Belarusian (Cyrillic script): #a MixxHapogHas
HaBykoBa-npakTblyHas kaHdepaHubls "CTbinicTbika, MOBa, MayneHHe i TakeT" #n (4th :
*#d 2017 : #c MiHck, benapychb)

110 2# Nihon Fujinka Gakkai. #b Sokai #n (38th : #d 1940 : #c Tokyo, Japan)
410 2# #w r #i Preferred variant in Japanese (Kanji script): ¥a B AR AR 2§
+b # & +n (38th : #d 1940 : ¥c B, B X)

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




Challenges, or, “Why is this taking so long?”

e Inconsistency of practice across non-Latin communities and cultures

e Variety and extent of categories and situations that the TG needs to
address: all the entities and all the language/script practices

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

e Need to compile comprehensive guidelines including examples

The magnitude of the work simply requires a lot of time...
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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




Survey: What is expected from the NACO community?

We need practitioners’ feedback on:

General recommendations
Some details on non-Latin script variants with practices specific to a

specific non-Latin community
e Any other questions, concerns, use cases not covered, etc.

Survey will be sent shortly after ALA. Input will be considered and
included in TG report.
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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!




Next steps

e Evaluate survey results

e Resolve outstanding questions (e.g., mandatory requirements vs. optional,
language-script specific guidelines)
Send recommendations to PCC Standing Committee on Standards (SCS)

e Pursue complete NACO node validation changes and further MARC
development

e Test guidelines, noting the dependence on NACO node implementation

e Draft documentation with examples to demonstrate various
recommendations

e Receive SCS and PCC Policy Committee approval
Create training for implementation of the new guidelines

e Determine implementation date (20257)

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. | will now turn the microphone to Larisa for the Q& A
section.







Thank you!

Presentation will be linked to the TG wiki page
https://wiki.lyrasis.org/display/PFCCP/SCS+Task+Group+on+Evaluation+Guidelines+for+
Non-Latin+Script+References+in+tNARs




