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PREFACE

The cooperative authority file building system described in this
report reflects several years of effort by many institutions and individuals.
Work began with a meeting of specialists in 1979"to consider all aspects of
authority work, the keystone of our bibliographic structure. The objective

envisioned then -- an integrated, consistent authority file available to all
libraries -- is, at last, nearly at hand. By using technology effectively, by
building on established procedures and structures (and adding new ones where
needed), and by enlisting the help of many institutions, great progress has
been made. While it is gratifying to report progress, it is also instructive
to realize the large amounts of time, effort, and funding needed to reach what
would appear to be a relatively straightforward objective.

Once in place, the Name Authority Cooperative described in this report
will mark milestones both in cooperation and in harnessing technology for
library purposes. In essence, by using technology, this project expands the
capabilities of an existing cooperative project to make the sharing of
authority data easier and more timely. In particular, the Linked Systems
Project, a related CLR funded venture to develop standard protocols for
communication among computer systems, has provided the means for this specific

activity. The protocols that have been developed will facilitate many other
cooperative projects as well.

This report reviews the background and rationale for this project and
describes the services, products, and operation of the new Name Authority
Cooperative. It updates an earlier publication (Requirements Statement for
the Name Authority File Service, 1981) by presenting new information, revised

terMIT5Togy, and substantive changes, along with plans for further
development. This report is distilled from mountains of working papers and
special reports that have been prepared in the process of getting to this

point.

On behalf of the library community, we acknowledge with gratitude the
contributions of many who have participated in this project, both directly and
indirectly, over the past sevQral years. This includes those who participated
in the initial meeting five years ago, members of the Task Force on a Name
Authority File Service, NACO participants and LC staff, those who reviewed
earlier documents, those who responded to the task force's 1982 survey, LSP
staff, and many others.

Warren J. Haas
May 1984
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CHAPTER 1

BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW

Before the project described in this document began in 1979, an

integrated, consistent name authority file, available to all libraries, had

r.

long been considered by many to be a critical element in a nationwide library

and information services network. Cataloging information was being shared .k

successfully among libraries, and the next logical step would be the sharing

of authority work, the most expensive part of the cataloging process. But it

was not obvious how to create and implement such a name authority file,

available to all libraries, to enable that sharing of records.

To review authority issues and to try to find a way of making progress

toward a national name authority file, the Council on Library Resources, as

part of its Bibliographic Service Development Program (BSDP), sponsored a

meeting in September 1979 and invited representatives of shared cataloging

systems, major libraries, and other organizations. From the discussions, it

became evident that there was some agreement that it was both desirable and

possible to establish an authority file for nationwide use. (Appendix A

summarizes much of the discussion at that meeting.)

As a result of that meeting, the Council's BSDP appointed a Task Force

on a Name Authority File Service to initiate and coordinate the planning and

review required to establish an authority file service for the nation. Over

the nexi: four years, that task force would develop procedures for building and

-1
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maintaining such a file, general and specific requirements for the service,

and various sets of recommendations on such topics as quality control and

seection of contributing libraries. Task force members would also work

closely with LC staff involved in the Name Authority Cooperative (NACO)

project and with LC, RLG, and WLN staff involved in the Linked Systems Project

(LSP).

Various working documents have resulted from the work of the task

force, including the 1981 Requirements Statement for the Name Authority File

Service, which was widely distributed for review and comment by librarians and

others. Several presentations, both formal and infurmal, have been made at

library meetings and conferences to keep others aware of progress of the task

force. In 1983, as implementation began, all the authority projects involved

were brought together under the name NACO.

This document describes the current status of plans for NACO, how the

service will operate, and the remaining steps until it is up and running in

1984. The document also makes clear the relationship between NACO, other LC

cooperative projects, and LSP.

The document consists of several parts:

Chapter 2 briefly describes how the service will be operated by LC,

what will be included in the NACO name authority file, how various types of

libraries will contribute to, or use the records of, the name authority file,

and how LC w'll manage the project.

Chapter 3 describes the factors that will be considered in selecting

libraries that will contribute to and participate in the ongoing maintenance

of NACO.

-2-



Chapter 4 describes the quality review procedures and standards that

will be used to assure a high quality of records on the system.

Chapter 5 describes what still needs to be done before the system is

up and running, and outlines the relationship of NACO to LSP.

Appendix A is the report that grew out of the September 1979 meeting

to discuss issues; it presents an overview of the background and rationale for

the project.

Appendix B is a revision of the Requirements Statement for the Name

Authority File Service, the report that was issued in early 1981 to define the

desirable general and technical requirements for such a service.

Appendix C is a revision of part II of that report. It suggests

quality control methods for insuring that records in the file meet accepted

standards.

Appendix 0 presents results of a survey conducted by the task force in

1982 to ascertain the likely use of such a service and the features that would

be most useful in it.

Appendix E is a glossary.



CHAPTER 2

NACO OPERATION

The Name Authority Cooperative (NACO) is the first phase of a

Cooperative Data Base Building SystemJCODABASE) being implemented and

maintained by the Library of Congress. In addition to name authority reco'ds,

CODABASE will eventually include subject authorities, bibliographic recor6,

and location records. Selected participating libraries will contribute

records by mail, by terminals online to LC's system, or by communications link

with the network utilities. Management of both technical and bibliographic

aspects will be provided by LC. Figure 2.1 is a schematic diagram of

CODABASE.

For the NACO implementation, the master name authority file will be

stored on the LC computer system and will be maintained as an online file.

Name authority records will be available on tape through the MARC Distribution

Service and on microfiche through the COM publication: Name Authorities

Cumulative Microform Edition. Other products may be made available as needed.

The distribution of all these products is known collectively as the Name

Authority File Service (NAFS). The name authority file may also be available

online through the network utilities.

The name authority file will include records for names, uniform

titles, and series. These authorities will be used to control headings in the
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books, serials, music, maps, films, and,NUC data bases at the Library of

Congress. The file will also be useful for other libraries who wish their

cataloging to conform to.national practices and standards.

Initially, the file will include full LC authority records, 611

records contributed by other libraries, and Pearly notice" or "preliminary"

records. The latter group will include preliminary records input by LC

catalogers and records created for headings in NUC reports. Contributing

libraries may also input preliminary records prior to submitting the finished
.

record. Preliminary 'records input by LC catalogers and contributing libraries

will be updated to full records when the cataloging is completed. Preliminary

records input by NUC will be updated to full records the first-time they are

needed for use by LC catalogers or contributing libraries. The file will

initially contain all records input by LC since 1976 and all records

contributed by the libraries already cooperating with LC in the NACO project.

Most of the records will be in AACR 2 form. However, the file will alsa

contain some headings input before January 1981 that have not yet been

evaluated to see if they conform to AACR 2. These records are flagged.

Contributing libraries may participate in one of three ways.

1. Libraries may submit authority data sheets which will be input to

the file at LC. (NACO/Mail) These libraries will be responsible for

searching both the LC authority and bibliographic files to make sure that the

headings submitted are not duplicates and do not conflic.: with headings'

already on the LC file. For this purpose libraries will search the files at

one of the network utilities, their own online files, or the name authority

file on COM issued by the Library of Congress. Some libraries may be online

to LC for searching only. This method is essentially the same operation now



being carried out by the existing LC Name Authority Cooperative Project

(NACO).

2. Libraries may be online to LC for searching, input, and update.

(NACO/Terminal) Under this method, libraries will have a terminal-to-computer

link. These libraries will use the LC input and update system to enter

authorities directly to the LC data base. Each library will search the name

authority file and the bibliographic file. If the heading is on the name

authority file, the library will use it unless a modification is needed.

Contributing libraries-W1 be able to add or modify cross references. If a

library wishes to change a heading it will confer first with LC. Only LC will

have the ability to delete a record. If the heading is found on a

bibliographic record, but not on a name authority record, the library will

create a new authority record and input it to the file.

3. Libraries may be online to a network utility (i.e., RLIN or WLN).

(NACO/LSP) Under this method, each utility will maintain a complete copy of

the authority master file. Records input to the LC master file will be sent

within 24 hours via a computer-to-computer link to the utilities holding

copies. In turn,. records input to the utility file will be transmitted to LC

on the same schedule. Cooperating libraries will perform essentially the same

operations as those who are directly online to LC but will use their own

utility files for searching, input, and update.

When LC or a cooperating library wishes to change a record, a flag

will be set in the record and this information will be transmitted to the

master file and each copy file. This will serve as a notice to all libraries

not to try to make changes to the record until the first update is completed.



When the change is completed, the library making the change will remove the

flag from the record.

LC will serve as the bibliographic monitor for all participating

libraries. LC will provide training and then will review all records

submitted by a new library until that library's work meets agreed-upon

standards. After this LC will monitor the contributing library's work by

sampling.

Participants will initially include the current NACO libraries. Other

libraries will be selected basei on such factors as quality of cataloging,

quantity of original cataloging, and successful participation in past

cooperative projects (as described in chapter 3). For the foreseeable future,

the number of libraries directly online to LC will be limited to avoid

contention for LC's own requirements.

NACO MANAGEMENT

I. The Library of Congress will serve as Authority Manager and

Technical Manager of NACO.

A. As Authority Manager, LC will be responsible for:

1. Developing bibliographic policy and quality and
quantity standards (quantity will be negotiated on
an individual basis with each participant);

2. Selecting NACO participants in consultation with

NACPAC (see IIE below);

3. Providing bibliographic training conducted at LC and
distributing pertinent documentation,jincluding rule
interpretations and procedural manuals. (The Au-
thority Manager will review authority records
created during a new participant's qualifying period
and at other times as appropriate; continued



assistance in training dill be provided whenever
necessary); and

4. Providing quality control, primarily through
sampltdg, and monitoring quantity of records
submitted by the participants through review of
statistical data regarding receipts. (The Authority
Manager will consult with participants regarding
problems. Communication between the Technical
Manager and the participants will be via electronic
message service, telephone, or mail as appropriate.)

B. As Technical Manager, LC will be responsible for those activities

that provide support to the operation of the master file. Within this general

responsibility are a number of specific activities:

1. Providing computer and system resources to support
the building of the name authority file;

2. Providing online access to the data base for
selected contributors;

3. Providing offline products (including tapes and
microforms);

4. Providing systems training for online participants;
and

5. Providing statistical data.

II. To advise LC in the management of NACO, a Name Authority

Cooperative Participants Committee (NACPAC) will be formed.

A. The membership of NACPAC will comprise individuals from the

agencies authorized to participate in NACO. Each such agency may designate

two representatives, one to speak on behalf of its administrative policies and

the other on behalf of the ongoing activities of its NACO operation.

Optionally, if an agency is unable or unwilling to sponsor two

representatives, it may instead appoint a single individual as its

-10-



representative. For voting purposes, only one representative from any agency

may cast ballots.

B. NACPAC will be responsible for advising the Library of Congress

about policy matters in regard to the creation and maintenance of the name

authority file and distribution of resulting records by:

1. Serving as a forum to discuss NACO operational matters;

2. Making recommendations concerning NACO policies and
procedures; and

3. Assisting LC in selection of agencies for NACO
participation (see IIE below).

C. The chairperson of NACPAC will be appointed by the Library of

Congress from among its staff. This person will preside over meetings of the

group; call, schedule, locate, and establish the agenda for such meetings; see

that minutes of meetings are prepared and distributed, that correspondence is

processed, and that official records are maintained properly; and appoint

subcommittees and task groups as necessary to achieve NACPAC purposes.

D. Normally, the NACPAC will meet twice annually, usually in

conjunction with the Annual Conferences and Midwinter Meetings of the American

Library Association.

E. A standing Subcommittee on Membership will be established from

among the representatives to NACPAC for the purpose of assessing the

qualifications of any agency that applies for NACO participation and

recommending to LC whether or not it should be selected. The membership of

this subcommittee will comprise two persons elected from NACPAC, but no more

than one from any agency, to serve one two-year term, in addition to a



representative designated by LC from among its staff who will serve as

chairperson.



CHAPTER 3

SELECTION OF CONTRIBUTORS

The Name Authority Cooperative is intended to be the authoritative

source of name headings and associated information for American libraries,

enhancing the °resent Library of Congress service. NACO will allow this

service to be broadened by including headings established by other libraries.

These headings would include many that LC itself would not normally establish

or that LC could not establish in a timely fashion. Furthermore, these

additional libraries will participate in the ongoing maintenance of the

resulting file. Thus, NACO is an extension of what LC is now doing and will

be implemented under the supervision of LC. The headings established or

updated by the contributing libraries will be accepted by LC, and the library

community will expect at least the same level of quality as that provided by

LC.

Thus the selection of contributing libraries is of utmost importance,

since only libraries that are able and committed to maintaining the highest

standards in their authority work will be able to perform at the level

required by NACO. Because resources required for training staff of

contributing libraries and for coordinating the service will be limited, it

will also be essential to limit the number of libraries that participate.

Objective criteria are required for the selection of these libraries,

including a measure of the potential usefulness of a library's contributions.

-13-
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Selection will be made by LC in consultation with the NACPAC Subcommittee on

Membership.

A. BASIC CONDITIONS FOR PARTICIPATION

(1) The prospective contributor must demonstrate a
willingness to contribute time and expertise to the
program.

(2) The prospective contributor must be willing and able to
adhere to the standards and procedures established for
contributors to the service.

(3) The applicant must be willing and able to send, at its
own expense, selected members of its staff to the
Library of Congress for initial training in NACO
standards and procedures, for a total period of
approximately three weeks.

(4) The applicant must be willing to serve a qualifying
period, followed by a commitment of not less than
eighteen months as a full-fledged contributor. Only a
fiscal emergency or the loss of the necessary staff
expertise would be grounds for early resignation from
the program.

B. CRITERIA FOR SELECTION

In selecting participants in NACO two major goals will be sought: (1)

to provide for the highest possible quality of contribution and (2) to provide

for the broadest possible coverage of the service as a whole. The NACPAC

Subcommittee on Membership will help LC monitor coverage and evaluate

applicants against the apparent gaps it perceives. Following are the major

criteria that will be used for evaluating potential contributors. They are

not ranked in any particular order. However, the greater the number that can



be met by a particular library, the greater the desirability of selecting that

library.

(1) Quality of cataloging. This, of course, is a subjective
measure, but, if necessary to limit the number of
contributors, a committee of peers may be convened by
the NACPAC Subcommittee on Membership to judge the
quality of a random selection of each applicant's
cataloging. Factors to be considered will be the
accuracy of the library's cataloging\(including MARC
coding), the completeness of its records, the kind of
training given to its staff over the years, and the way
it has distributed information about LC practice to its
staff.

(2) Amount of general original cataloging done over the
previous year. No minimum number of titles will be
established, but a higher preference will generally be
given to libraries that do more cataloging and to those
more likely to be establishing headings that at least
one other library in the country will ase.

(3) Amount of cataloging of materials from or concerning one
or more geographic areas. Preference should be given to
libraries that can contribute in more than one such
area.

(4) Amount of cataloging in one or more special subject
areas. The sometimes unique expertise of special
libraries or libraries with limited missions should be
available to the cooperative.

(5) Whether or not the library regularly establishes
headings for federal, state, or -- in some cases --
local government agencies.

(6) Successful participation in past cooperative projects,
particularly those in which the library established name
headings.

Other criteria may be established by LC in consultation with the

NACPAC Subcommittee on Membership if experience demonstrates the need.

Numeric weights may be associated with each criterion if the selection process

proves difficult to carry out lacking such precision. It is recognized that

-15-



subjective factors are difficult to quantify. Nevertheless, numeric scoring

may be a means of helping to maintain confidence in the selection process. °It

is important for the success of NACO that there be such confiderice.

C. CRITERIA FOR CONTINUATION AS A NACO CONTRIBUTOR

Prior to the end of the commitment period, the performance of each

contributor will be evaluated. This evaluation will be based upon both the

quantity and quality of authority work contributed to NACO, the latter based

upon the degree to which the contributor has met the NACO standards of quality

(as described in chapter 4). If the contributor's work is deemed to be

substandard, a new qualifying period may be imposed. An extension of full

participation rill be granted if the contributor succeeds in meeting an

acceptable level of quality during the qualifying period.

The quality of a contributor's input will be determined on the basis

of the extent to which the contributor meets the standards defined in Chapter

4, Quality Review Standards.
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CHAPTER 4

QUALITY REVIEW STANDARDS

Quality review is an important cornerstone for the building of the

name authority file. The long-term usefulness and integrity of the file will,

in large measure, be determined by the consistent application of commonly

defined rules and procedures by the contributing members.

The NACO quality review process will consist of the policies stated

below and will be built on the criteria and procedures stipulated in Appendix

C, "Proposals for Quality Control." The quality review agent for the

cooperative will be the Library of Congress, which will apply the standards

and criteria; provide definitions and explanations that further clarify or

define standards; and participate in the development and refinemEnt of new

policies as necessary.

The quality review of records contributed to NACO will measure and

separately record two aspects of quality: cataloging and MARC cooing.

A. Quality of Cataloging

Minimum acceptable cataloging quality will be 0.4 error points per

record processed, including both newly contributed records and records

modified. Error points will be assessed as follows:

Access point errors -- Since errors in access points can cause

multiple problems for consistency in linking records and bibliographic

-17-



records, any error in an access point will be counted with a weight of three

error points.

Non-access point errors -- Minor errors, defined as any error in non-

access point data, will be counted with a weight of one error point.

B. Quality of MARC Coding

The quality of MARC coding will be expressed in terms of an accuracy

rate, which will be calculated by dividing the number of error-free records in

a sample by the total number of records in the sample, and then multiplying

the result by 100. The minimum overall accuracy rate will be 96 percent. The

minimum accuracy rate for access point fields and certain fixed fields,

however, will be 98 percent.

NACO Quality Control may include two types of review: (a) regular

review of each contributing member's input through the use of periodic

samples, and (b) periodic review of segments of the entire database for

special problem areas or general review for overall consistency and integrity.

The Library of Congress will be responsible for initiating

contributing member review on an ongoing basis The Library of Congress will

act as coordinator for periodic reviews of the database, and contributing

members may be assigned or select responsibility for review of a segment of

the file.

. CONTRIBUTING MEMBERS

Since all contributing members of NACO have agreed to follow the

general rules and specifications of the project, each contributor will:

-18-
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(1) Participate in a training phase, which includes resident

training at the Library of Congress.

(2) Have up to 100 percent of their initial worlk reviewed

and revised for an average period of six months but not
to exceed one year.

(3) Have regular sampling and review of their records by the

Library of Congress, which will determine the
contributor's level of performance in the project.

(4) Participate in periodic reviews of the name authority

database to improve consistency control or to implement

corrections for special problem areas identified by the
Library of Congress and/or contributing members.

SAMPLING

A sample of the records of each contributor will be reviewed

periodically to determine the quality of cataloging and MARC coding. Valid

samples, as defined by a statistical consultant to the Library of Congress,.

will serve as the basis for this quality review. Contributions of all

participants will be sampled at least once a year. If a quality review

reveals that a contributor's records do not meet minimum requirements for

either cataloging or MARC tagging, review on a 100 percent basis may be

initiated. This full review may be limited to only the deficient aspect of

quality.

ERROR REPORTING

Comments and suggestions on errors in specific records from users of

the NACO file shall be reviewed by the Library of Congress. Primary emphasis

shall be placed upon the review of comments on access points.

-19-
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CHAPTER 5

IMPLEMENTATION

Parts of the NACO file building .system are already in place. As

described above, a cooperative name authority file is being built by LC and a

few other institutions through diect creation of authority records into LC's

online system and by input of authority records at LC from authority work

sheets submitted by participants. The value of NACO will be greatly augmented

by the physical facilities being planned and implemented under the Linked

Systems Project (LSP): This project is a joint undertaking of tie Washington

Library Network, the Research Libraries Group, and the Library of Congress.

The capabilities implemented under the LSP will make it possible for libraries

with terminal links to the authority systems at MLN and RLIN to create

authority records for the NACO file on those systems. These records will then

be added through computer-to-computer communication to the master NACO

authority file at LC. Through those same communications channels, the

contributors will have both access to an up-to-date copy of the NACO file on

their own systems and the ability to access it and other files held on the

other participating systems.

There are several components to the building of computer-to-computer

links that allow the extension of NACO to this form of contribution. The LSP

planning phase took place between spring 1980 and spring 1982. The work

during that period and continuing into the current implementation phase
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divides into 4hree parts -- establishment of a basic telecommunications link

between systems,,adjustment of application facilities so end users may access

applications at other sites, and establishment of procedures.

For the telecommunications link, standard protocol models being

developed by the, International Organization for Standar:dization (ISO) have

been used in order to maximize the poktential for future use ..of the link. Work

on implementation of the telecommunications part, called LSP/Standard Network

Interconnection (SNI), is scheduled to be completed in December i983. At that

point, the computers at the three sites will be able to coomunicate only: the

changes to the end application programs that process'and manipulate the

communicated data will not be completed.

For use of this link in NACO, the second part of the LSP is required.

It includes the adjustment of the application programs at each site so that

the communicated data can be accessed and manipulated by users. This is being

implemented under the LSP/Authorities Implementation (AI). During the

planning period for LSP/AI several models were analyzed that would bring about

consistency of,authority data among the three sites. The NACO model with a

master file at one site and contribution/distribution links for the three

sites was selected. All three sites will also support intersystem search by

their users. The projected completion of the application facilities is the

late spring of 1984. At that time, at the three sites, terminal users will be

able to search each other's systems and the systems will transfer records over

the new computer-to-computer links between them.

The final part of the implementation of NACO/LSP is the procedure that

will be followed for the orderly building and use of the cooperative NACO

file. Requirements were outlined by the original NAFS Task Force. The
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procedures and experiences LC has had with NACO in its other forms will be

useful. 1ri addition, .wq in its present form will be used to test new

procedures over the nexi° year.

Thus, by mid-1984, computer-to-computer interaction with the NACO

Master File will be possible. The following characterize and differentiate it

from the other forms of contribution.

(1) Record creation will take place on the pa'rticipant's
utility, not necessarily on the system responsible for
the NACO Master File. The record creation facilities
will thus be those already familiar to the user.

(2) The authority records created on the different utilities
will be sent to the NACO Master File at LC vi.a the
computer-to-computer links. This activity will be
carried out by the systems and will not involve the
participant.

(3) The contributions to the Master File will be validatid
by computer and if they fail to pass, the utility on
which they originated will automatically be informed and
the necessary corrections will be made on that utility.
The record may be resubmitted to the Master File.

(4) The contributions to the Master''File will be distributed
over the computer-to-computer link to the utilities.
This activity will be carried out by the systems and
will not involve the participant.

(5) Any participant will be able to update qrchange a
record on its own utility with the change being sent
over the link to the Master File.

(6) The participant on any of the three systems will be able
to search the other systems using the search syntax of
its own utility. The response will also be displayed in
the format that is standard on the participant's
utility.
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APPENDIX A

AN INTEGRATED CONSISTENT AUTHORITY FILE SERVICE
FOR NATIONWIDE USE

The following article from the Library of Congress Information
Bulletin (39(28):244-248, July 11, 1980) describes the rationale
development of the Name Authority File Service.
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APPENDIX

An Integrated Consistent Authority File Service for Nationwide Use
Bibliographic Serz,ice Development Program

Council on Library Resources, Inc.

(Editor's Note: rhe following report is an intet nal working
do umet of the (*Arum il on Library Resourr es' Bibliographic

Set-% e Development Program. In the interest of gking wtde
dissemination to the ideas( ontained m the document, the lihrars
of (:ongess has agreed to publish the report in the I.0 Inlormation

Bulletin I h Comm if would welt one an% «minions on the Rpm(

and thew should be addressed ( . I.ce Jones. Program Of fir et.

Council on 1.ibta Resonn es. Inc , One Dupont Ott Ie. NA1..

%ashington.

In recent months. many of those persons who have
been in vok.ed in establishing pieces of the projected
national libran and information service network
have beconw convinc ed that an important. indeed
critical. component will ix' an integrated. consistent
authority file. An authority file contains the words.
terms, and cross referencesthe access pointsthat
impose consistent y on files of bibliographi«lata.
Consistent files with clearly established access points
are, of course, much easier for users to seal( h. lhe
authority file that these network planners have in
mind would contain records «mtrilmted h a variety
of institutions and c reated in accordance with estab-
lished rules and pi ocedres. It would be available for
nse [tannin% ide. Building such a file would 'edit( e the
aggregate costs of authority work by the sharing of
authority records; in addition, it would assist in the
creation of niore consistent hihliographi( records,
whit Ii. in itself , would improve c invent shared cata-
loging f o r t s .of

.1iithol it% work is the most costly part of the cata-
loging. process. While um( h c ataloging in formation is

11,) am esshdly shared. the weans for sharing the
most expensive produc t. the authority work. has not
been established. Phis paper des( rites a project to
establish, build, and maintain an authorn% file
"el.% e.

he following pages ontain a des( ription of die
sent environment and basic concepts in01, din

implementing all authority file servi«.. the ,( malt.

for the proposed approach is explainecrami .he gen-
eral requirements of the system are identified. \
suggestion is made «incerning the administi anon of
sic h a ser%ic e. Finally. a proposal ha implementing
the projec t is presented.

For purposes of clarity, definitions of tel ins used in

ibis paper appear in an appendix.

Background
For most of their history, libraries generally have

constructed their catalogs using two basic authority
control filesone maintained at the Library of. Con-
gress (LC) and separate ones maintained within vach
library. When a library accepts the authority or access
points in an LC bibliographic product. it relies upon
the authority work carried out by LC. But when such
a library has to catalog an item and create access
points for which I.0 authority data cannot be
found, it must establish an authority mechanism ()fits
own.

Shared cataloging systems such as (WIC. Inc.,
RIJN (Research Libraries Information Network,
which is operated lit the Research Libraries
Group). and WIN (Washington Library Network)
provide an opport nit% to build an integrated. con-
sistent authority fife %%stem loweve. Until

ditiCIssiims relating to such a development
had been cliff use and not encouraging. In Sep-
tember l979. a meeting of tepresentatkes from the
major shored cataloging systems oct.(:. RIAN, and

.N ), the Library of Congress. the National Lihart
of Medicine, and the National Agricultural Library
(the last three hereafter referred to as the national
libraries), and the Council on Lib ary Resour«".
(cl.R) took plat e. At that time a change in attitude,
e%en a change in conunit mem. became apparent.
Each institution was eseted by a senior policy
of I leer. (with one ex«.ption ), a senior computing ex-
pert. and a senior bibliographic polic% officer. [het
agi ...ed. in general, on four points:

It is possible anti desirable to establish and
%bar an integrated. consistent athoritv file for
nat ide use.

t'2' It is possible and tit...habie to tiewlop a set of
ocediires lot building and maintaining such an

am hot it% file.
t'') It is possible to dewlop a set of general and

spet Hit ieqireents for an authority file e.

( I) It is possible to develop a set of design elements
Itu audit:lit% Ont14)11% Ntenh.

I he September meeting irlded (Owl prints
of ,igl cement as well. Fit st. LC should ac( Tt re-
sponsibilit for the management of pro( educes for
building and maintaining the file. Sr t mui, some
agent %. not net e'ssai ii I.( 1. must physic all% maintain

the authm it% file anti proidt. a« es, to it. I im (1,
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some ages' V. probably not I.C, but possibly CLR's
Bibliographic Service Development Program
(BSDP), should begin to stimulate the processes re-
quired to create an authority file service that will be
available nationwide

In October 1979, CLR's BSDP Program Commit-
tee went on record as supporting a concept embodied
in a proposal. submitted by the Research Libraries
Group (RIX ;) and the Washington Library Network,
that would provide these two institutions with the
capacity to build and maintain an integrated author-
ity- file. 11w Prow am Committee also encouraged
CI.R staff to continue work toward an integrated
authority file.

The Present Environment
Authority work is carried on in many institutions

but histoicalh there has been no strategy to coordi-
nate these efforts. It will be useful to note some of the
major authority activities now under way.

lire Library. of Congress continues to produce
high quality bibliographic records that are under
authoritv«mtrol and are used in nearly every shared
cataloging effort in this country and. to some extent.
Antra& I)ie authority control system at the Litman
of Congress is largek a manual system, although now
the authority rec culls produced are «inverted to
mac hive readable hit began sharing its

ma( hine-readahle audio' ity i e«rrds in 1977, when
the subje( I heading file was fir st distributed through
the M.RC Distribution Setyite. Name authoritY re-
m' ds haw beer' distributed since 1978. and I.C's
machine-readabl, name authority file is ay ailable for
ou-line scan hint; at U. Only part of the total L(:
authority file is in machin-readable form. howiler.
Main thousands of retrospec Ike name authority
muds art' still maintained in card form.

I lie other two national libraries. the National Li-
brat% of Nledicine (NI.M) and the Voiotia' Agit( (d-
int al I rbrar% e.0 h [hoe authorit% tiles -.sepa-
t ate (tom that at the I ibtat ol Congress and front
eac h other. In addition to the traditional authority
(onyeotions of the lib' an communit%. NAL per-
( iY es ( ertain obligations to «info' no to the ,authority
011%tlitions followed by the abstracting and index-

ing «mummify. Filen. h;nt. howeyr. been disc us-
%ions among- the there national libraries on de%elop-
ing joint ant hoot% files.

the major bibliographic utilities lune alp! ciac
the issue of authority «num' in dif Irwin was.

(' does nut MA% ()1 .11111101IR Control over
ci n1 (is 111 its blbilt1g1 ;111111«1.11.1 base. although it

does pi of rde for its subs( I tbers search only a« ess to
name atithoi it\ re( orals distributed by 1.c

lire Reseal( h fib,,rries oup's RUN is ( om-

mited to establishing an authority control system that
will link the authority and bibliographic records in its
files. Work on that system is under way with comple-
tion targeted for late 1980. A sophisticated off-line
authority control system has'been used by the New
York Public Library (NY131.) to produce its own book
catalogs fbr several years. This file will become part
of the RI.IN authority file.

The Washington Library Network is unique
among U.S. networks in that its authority control
system is on-line, and provides machine checks of
new headings contributed to the data base. There is
a manual verification process for all headings identi-
fied by machine as new entries into the WLN author-
ity file. (The University of Toronto Automated
Library System is a Canadian network with authority
control characteristics that are similar to WLN.) As
with other authority control systems, WLN's
continues to evolve. Because both the NYPI. and
WIN authority systems preceded the creation of the
LC MARC communications tonnat for authority
records. their authority formats are not fully com-
patible with that of I.C.

In addition to the bibliographic utilities, there are
some institutional systems that incorporate authorit
control, most notably those of the University of Chi-
cago and the National Library of Medicine. There
are also bibliographic services provided commer-
cially that inc t-p(n ate mune degree of authority con-
ical o'er temrds. \gain, to the extent that LC bib-
liographic records are used. these systems lane an
implicit «mind of ac c ess points. IVhetrrecohls not
genet ated by l .( :are used. ac ( ess points ina. on may
not Ix' controlled. depending upon the sYstem

.\ common thread in the present bibliographic en-
oilmen! is the MARC bibliographic i ecord and

the consistem it gnes other tiles be( ause of its in-
tegt ilk. low eer. at pi esent. none of the agent k.s
with audio' it s% stems slim e author it data in an
on-line mode with any whet agency.

The Coneepl
lite «incept is a siniple one: Intikd and maintain at,

integrated. «insistent author its file using con-
tributions flout selected institutions (pet ;fling on-
line to a single compute' -based system. lite «intri-
bitting institutions and others will use the tile for local
(institution specific) ptocessing requirements al-
though the author it% tile itself will not cam institu-
tion spec if is file ys ill be made available to
the nation's libraries in a y aiety of tot uats: for ex-
ample. pi imed. viii I ()form. and mac hine-readable.
In order to implement this new set %ic. certain tech-
nical, prot edit] al. and adminisu :like issues must be
m esoked.
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The institutions initially selected to contribute to
the file will be large, general, research-oriented li-
brakies (academic, public, special) because the cap-
ture of the authority work performed by a carefully
chosen set of institutions will probably satisfy a large
portion of the nation's authority requirements. Con-
tributing institutions will include those reflecting the
needs of users of public and state libraries as well as of
academic and research communities.

Based upon the September discussions and upon
the anticipated capabilities of the RLIN system, it is
expected that the authority file will be built and main-
tained in an on-line mode at RLIN with LC's partici-
pation. The RI-G/WI.N authority control, project
now under way should provide the background and
capabilities to permit RLI N to assume these file man-
agement responsibilities. This same project, incorpo-
rating as it does the authority work and experience of
WLN, may serve to include at a very early stage the
needs of public and state libraries.

Though there are both name and subject authority
records, this project will be limited to name au-
thorities, including uniform titles and series. The
issue of subject authority records will be addressed at
a later date.

The LC name authority file will be the base upon
which the project is established. There are several
other high-quality authority files that may be merged
with the LC file including those of NYPL, WLN,
Stanford, and Chicago. The prospects for merging
these files are being examined by LC, NYPL, and
RLG.

LC, in cooperation with the contributing institu-
tions, will establish procedures required for the
input and maintenance of authority records. LC will
provide necessary training required at each institu-
tion to implement the input and maintenance proce-
dures. Since manual authentication of new records is
costly and time-consuming (witness 'the CONSER
experience), a method of quality control using
machine verification will be explored with sampling
techniques employed to test results. Because the ob-
jective is to build a single, consistent authority file,
and since there are bound to be disagreements be-
tween contributing institutions, some mechanism
must be found to resolve problems. LC, as the quality
control agent, might reasonably assume that role.

RI.I N. as the authority file system manager, will be
responsible for all aspects of technical performance,
such as the systems and computer programs for in-
put. machine validation, and distribution. and will
work with the contributing institutions and others to
meet requirements for display formats and record
access. the authority file which results from this
project will be designed so that it can he used by

libraries and networks for a variety of library proces-
ses such as cataloging and reference.

Once the project is under way, it will be-possible to
expand purposefully the number of institutions par-
ticipating in file development and maintenance,
either directly or through one of the on-line particip-
ants. As examples, LC now has cooperative arrange-
ments with Northwestern University, The Texas
State Library, and the Government Printing Office,
which are assisting in the establishment of authorities
in specific areas.

So far, we have focused on an authority file service.
As time and experience permit, it may be possible to
expand the work to include more sophisticated pro-
cedures leading toward a nationwide authority
control system. Such a system would, in effect, link
authority records to the specific bibliographic
records in which the established terms are used.
These procedures need pot preclude the develop-
ment of individual or local authority control
systems nor prejudice their continuing usefulness
once a nationwide system was in place. The prr'alems
and benefits of linking multiple authority control
concept are described in more detail in the iollowing
section.

General Requirements
If the development of an authority file service for

nationwide use is to proceed in an orderly fashion, it
is necessary to specify its functional requirements.
The work may logically be separated into phases. As
noted earlier, establishing and maintaining an
integrated, consistent authority file is the initial con-
cern of the current project and constitutes phase one
of the work required for the total system. The follow-
ing requirements one through four relate to this first
phase. Requirement five relates to the use of the
authority file and constitutes phase two. The final
requirement explicitly relates the authority file to

'bibliographic files, a relationship that would result in
an authority control system. Because, on a nation-
wide basis, this would require sophisticated file rela-
tionships between an authority file physically housed
in one system and bibliographic data bases dis-
tributed among many systems, it is considered a sepa-
rate (and distant) phase three. Before phase three,
individual systems may use the authority file in con-
junction with their own system capabilities to link
authority and bibliographic records. Requirements
five and six are less well understood at this time in a
nationwide context.

(1) Collect authority data. Elie integrated authority
file is the instrument in which authority data from a
variety of contributing sources are collected. Compu-
ter hardware and software. bibliographic standard~
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governing the intellectual content of records, and
procedures for adding records to the file must be
developed. These elements will permit the creation
of the authority records and collection of these
records into a single, consistent, logical file housed at
a single site. The procedures Tiust ensure conform-
ance to standards pertaining to the bibliographic
data and to its presentation (format). Though sub-
stantial machine checks are envisioned, sampling
techniques must be devised to monitor the verifica-
tion and validation of additions to the authority file
for quality control purposes. By definition, sampling
does not provide a 100-percent confidence level in
the quality of records in the file. But, if a satisfactory
confidence level can be achieved by sampling techni-
ques it is unlikely that comprehensive manual verifi-
cation will be required. Samples will likely be drawn
from records. submitted by each contributing institu-
tion in order to monitor record quality relative to
source of contribution.

(2) Maintain the authority file. Authority files are
dynamic: they- grow in number and change in con-
tent as authority work progresses. Thus they are best
maintained on-line. Technical facilities and biblio-
graphic procedures for creating, correcting, replac-
ing, and updating records and establishing the rela-
tionships that exist between records are all required.
Adequate data security mechanisms are also neces-
sary to protect data in the file, that is, to prevent
unauthorized sources from adding or modifying
records. Machine editing and search capabilities
should support the use of the authority file, using
sophisticated techniques for automatic alerting at the
terminal of errors and record inconsistencies, and
automatic checking of new records against the exist-
ing authority records in the file. In later project
phases, .these procedures could also be used to vali-
date headings in bibliographic records.

(3) Provide on-line access to authority data. Institutions
will have on-line access to the authority file through a
arietv of mechanisms. It is anticipated that con

t igniting institutions, which will be permitted to add.
and maintain records, will also use the file for cata-
loging and reference activities. Other institutions
niav have on-line access for cataloging and reference
purposes provided they are members of .11LG, are
linked in some other way to RLIN, or have access to
any other shared cataloging system that provides
ac cess to the authority file. Access to the authority file
will he via standard communication protocols, such
as the library applications level protocol (NCLIS:
`BS) for communication between computers, o
mirk being refined by ANSC Z39 (American N?
tional Standards Committee Z.39).

(1) Piovulr access to authority data. Because

.1

not all libraries, vendors, and utilities are likely to
have on-line access to the authority file, the file will
also be made available in other forms such as printed
and microform formats, as well as in machine-
readable forms such as magnetic tape. Therefore,
the technical and bibliographic specifications and
procedures to produce tHese products are required:

The following general requirements go beyond the
building of an authority file and deal with the valida-
tion of access points in bibliographic records and au-
thority control. These requirements are viewed as fu-
ture enhancements of the authority file service.

(5) Venficationlvalidation of entries in bibliographic
data. Entries in bibliographic records will be checked
against or derived from the authority file to insure
that they are established as headings in that file. They
may also require access to at least, a portion of the
bibliographic record(s) in which the heading has pre-
viously been used.

(6) Establish links between authority records and biblio-
graphic records. The development of a capability to
create and maintain links between authority records
and the bibliographic records in which these head-
ings (access points) are used will provide the capacity
for consistent access to bibliographic records, the
production of a variety of catalogs, and the on-line
cataloging process. The system would assure that
only established forms from the authority file are
used in bibliographic records. This requirement is
included as a long-range requirement and may be
difficult to implement on a nationwide basis.

Administration
Because this project will involve several organiza-

tions each contributing in different ways, a well-
defined management structure is essential. The
management plans should reflect the cooperative na-
ture of the undertaking and stress effective coordina-
tion of effort and continuing consultation among
participants. Decisions in two basic areas will be re-
quired: those relating to the technical development
and maintenance of the file (that is, the hardware,
computer programs, screen specifications, and pro-
duct specifications), and those concerning the bib-
liographic policy, standards, and procedures. (that is,
participants, trait.ing, institutional interrelation-
ships, rules, and guidelines).

As the projected manager, RLGiniast necessarily
he accountable to participants for tic-hnical manage-
ment of the authority file since it will physically house
and maintain the file and since it is developing inter-
nal capacities that allow for the acceptance of this
external responsibility. Though RIA; will. by virtue
of its role in managing the file, have immediate access
to it, provision will be made to assure that all other
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shared cataloging services and non -RI.(; institutions
have timely, possibly on-line, access to the file. .Be-
cause of the Library of Congress's position as princi-
pal 'contributor to the file and its current role in
analyzing and disseminating information on biblio-
graphic standards, LC has agreed to assume manage-
ment responsibility for bibliographic policy,
standards, and procedures. This alignment of re-
sponsibility is consistent with views of participants at
the September 1979 authority issue meeting.

Once the authority file system becomes opera-
tional, representatives of the contributing instittte
lions, again expected to be a small but diverse group
of" large, general, research-oriented institutions
(academic, public, and special libraries), will farm an
advisory group to the project. These institutions will
take an active part in advising on the continuing
growth and maintenance of the system. RLG and LC
will coordinatp the input from these participants, act
as arbiters in decision making, and have responsibil-
ity for implementation in their respective areas.

While this project is focused on the needs of Ameri-
can libraries, Canadian observers may well be invited
to participate. Insofar as possible, the system should
be developed so that it can take its place among other
national authority systems as efforts to link biblio-
graphic activities world-wide move forward.

Implementation Guidelines
AS, part of its Bibliographic Service Development

Program, cl.R will appoint a task force to assist in the
continuing planning and review-required to establish
the authority file service. This task force, which is
distinct from the advisory group mentioned above,
will cease to exist once the system becomes operational
and the Advisory Committee begins to function.

Fhe task force will be charged with several tasks:
( I ) Review this concept paper with special attention

to the general requirements;
(2) Develop necessary specific requirements for an

integrated, consistent name authority file service ex-
panding particularly upon general requirements 1-4
above: consultants may be employed to assist the task
force and CI .R staff;

(3) Define the specific tasks required to implement
the project.

While these tasks will lead to the establishment of
the file, there are other issues that need attention. The
task force will address, with LC and the file manager.
such fac tors as selection of contributing institutions,
training. I orm s of access, frequency of updates, screen
displays. and products. How will the file he dis-
tributed? Will there he charge: for access? Ilow will

the file manager support operating costs? How will
institutions not associated with a shared cataloging
activity gainaccess to the file? How will other libraries
contributed to the authority file?

Finally, the task force tvitrhave to focus on the issue
of administration /governance. Since this is only one
element in a much larger milieu, how will this issue be
resolved for the authority file service?

Completion of this agenda should result in the de-
sired product an operating, growing, integrated,
consistent name authority file service for U.S. libraries
and those who may join them.

Appendix
Definitions

For purposes of clarity it will be useful to define a number of
terms as they will be used in this project. The terms are arranged in
a logical rather than alphabetical sequence.

Catalog: A set of bibliographic records under control of author-
ity files which describe a set of resources contained in collections.
libraries, networks, and so forth. It is the instrument by which
bibliographic control is maintained and by which the relationship
between individual bibliographic records can be indicated. for
example, the works of a single author or works on a particular
subject. The catalog may include other types of records as well,
such as cross-references and on-order information.

Bibliographic Control: The functions necessary to generate and
organize cataloging records of library materials for effective re-
trieval by name, subject, and so on. Access points such as names
and subjects must be consistent within a data base. Authority
control is the particular function that provides that consistency.

Authority Control: Establishment of logical links between the au-
thority and bibliographic files, that is, between individual author-
ity records and all bibliographic records in which the authority
(heading or access point) is used.

Authority File: A set of records that identify the established forms
for headings (names. subjects. and so on) or access points. An
authority file includes established forms of headings used in indi-
vidual institutions, groups of related institutions, or networks of
related and;or unrelated institutions. Authority tiles include: ross-
references from variants to the established forms for headings and
links iron earlier to later forms; they may link broader and nar-
rower terms and related forms.

Authority Work: The functions necessary to establish, itaintain.
and use authority files.

Consistency /Authority File Context): Each heading (entry) in the
authority file is created and tarried as a unique eleme-it of the
authority file and is therefore consistent (not in «inflict) w ith other
records in the authority.

System: An assembly of components united by some forn of reg-
ulated interaction to form an organized whole. A system can he
designed to perform any function. for example, to build an autlxints
file

File- A collection of related records treated as a unit
Physical File- A toile( non of related records resident in a omivan

physic al enyiromnent. All of the file resides in one Itx idiom
Logical Fitt: A collection of related ret ords iilllependent of shear

physical environment Portions of the same low( al* file MAN be
1(x ated in different physical lot ations.

ISSN (MI-790-1 Key tide: Library of Congress information bulletin
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REQUIREMENTS STATEMENT FOR
THE NAME AUTHORITY COOPERATIVE

This document was first issued in 1981 with the title: Requirements

Statement for the Name Authority File Service. This is a revised edition.
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Section 1. OVERVIEW AND PURPOSE

The Name Authority Cooperative (NACO) is a program for the cooperative
building of a name authority file in machine- readable' form. Libraries may
contribute records to the NACO master file at LC through a variety of channels
-- mail, terminal-to-computer, and computer-to-computer. At the present time,
mail and terminal -to- computer contribution will use the record creation and
quality control edit facilities of LC either indirectly (mail) or directly.
With appropriate access to the master file or a copy of it, cOmputer-,to-
computer contribution allows record creation to take place on other computer
facilities with the complete record transmitted to the NACO master file system
for quality control edit and addition to the file. The purpose of this
document is to specify the requirements to be met by systems supporting
contribution to the NACO file.

The purposes. of the Name Authority Cooperative are:

o to collect and maintain authority data for names, titles, and
series

o to record and maintain the relationships between and among headings
for names, titles, and series; these relationships will include
relationships (a) between and among established headings, and (b)
between variant heading and established form(s)

o to ensure integrity of heading forms

o to provide query access to authority data

In addition, the Name Authority Cooperative must incorporate data definitions
identical to or compatible with those specified in Authorities: A MARC
Format l and its addenda, and must accept data in and produce data for
distribution in this format.

The Name Authority File Cooperative must be usable by a large number
of institutions, although some. functions (e.g., ADD AUTHORITY RECORD) will be
restricted to a limited number of institutions designated as contributing
sources. Contributing sources will be responsible for the creation and
maintenance of data in the file.

1Library of Congress. Processing Services. Authorities: A MARC Format.
First ed. Washington: Library of Congress, 1981. 116 p. MN-0-8444-0391-
1.



Section 2. FUNCTIONS

The purpose of this-section is to outline the functions defined for

the NACO System and to provide a brief description of each.

The setting in which these functions will generally be performed is

technical processing, specifically cataloging or catalog maintenance, although

some functions will also be available to non-technical processing personnel.

The functions described here will;

o permit addition of an authority record

Q permit changing an existing authority record

o permit deletion of an existing authority record (LC only)

o ensure integrity of heading forms and other authority data

o enable access to authority data

o facilitate maintenance activities on authority data

2.1 ADD AUTHORITY RECORD

The function Add Authority Record must:

o accept input of authority records from more than one contributing

source.

o accept only authority records in agreed upon formats equivalent to

or compatible with content and content designation specified in

Authorities: A MARC Format and its Addenda'

o accommodate authority records using characters defined to the ALA

character set

o record and maintain the data in an authority record so that, to the

extent required, the data supplied by different contributing

sources may be identified

o accept input of authority records subject to system security

requirements

Operators at terminals will add authority records through online,

interactive use of their record input systems. If the operator is not on the

'NACO master file system, the operator's system must accommodate computer-to-

computer transmission of 'authority records to the NACO master file.
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2.2 CHANGE AUTHORITY RECORD

The function Change Authority Record must:.
4

o accept change of authority records from more-than one contributing

source f.

o accept only changes to authority records in agreed upon formats
equivalent to or compatible with content designation specified in
Authorities: A MARC Format and its Addenda

o accommodate changes to authority records using characters defined
in the ALA character set

o record and maintain the changed data in an authority r cord so
that, to the extent required, the data changed by diff rent
contributing sources may be identified

o accept change of an authority record subject to system security
requirements and the conditions specified below

Operators at terminals will change authority records through online,
interactive use of their record input systems. If the operator is not.on the

NACO master file system, the operator's system must accommodate computer-to-
computer transmission of .changed authority records to the NACO master file.

Conditions for Changing an Authority_ Record

A. Adding New Information to an Existing Authority Record

An existing authority record may be changed by the addition of new

information under conditions that would, include:

1. See from references (USMARC Authorities tag, 4nn) may be added by
any contributing source at any time, provided that the addition
does not conflict with data already in the file.

2. See also from references (5nn) may be added by any contributing
source at any time, provided that the addition does not conflict
with data already in the file.

3. Any other data may be added by any contributing source at any
time.

B. Changing Information Thor Deleting Information From an Authority
Record-

An exiting authority record may be changed by the changing of or
deletion of existing informatipn under conditions teat would include:
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1. Headings and source citations may be changed only after the
proposed change has been reviewed by LC.

2. All other data may be,changed provided that the change does not
conflict with data already on the file.

3. No local data may be changed, except by the inputting library.

Such changes or deletions must be consistent with policies agreed to
by contributing sources. Data should be deleted with caution.

2.3 DELETE AUTHORITY RECORD

The function Delete Authority Record must accept deletion of an
authority record subject to system securityrrequirementsAnd the conditions
specified below. Authority records may be deleted only by approved staff at
LC. Contributors may recommend deletion of an authority record to LC.

2.4 EDIT AUTHORITY DATA

The function Edit Authority Data provides machine editing and quality
control of data received by the system through the functions: 2.1 Add
Authority Record, and 2.2 Change Authority Record.

The NAG() master file system should. provide quality control through

system software. Guidelines for machine editing and quality control of data
in the NACO File appear in Appendix C -- Proposals for Quality Control for the
Name Authority Cooperative.

System-supported editing and quality control will be provided online
for online interactive use of both of the above functions. It may, however,
be appropriate or necessary to perform some system-supported editing or
quality control through scheduled batch processing.

Machine editing and quality control of authority data will result in
ersor conditions when:

o duplicate normalized established headings are submitted for
addition to the file (not yet implemented at LC)

o headings are changed in or deleted from one record but not related
records (not yet implemented at LC)

o records are deleted from the file without making necessary changes
or deletions to related records (not yet implemented at LC)

-38-



2.5 QUERY AUTHORITY DATA

The function Query Authority Data must support query capabilities for
headings in authority data and for other, non-heading authority data. Query
capabilities for these two general types of authority data are discussed below
at: A. Query of Heading Data, and B. Query of Other, Non-Heading Authority
Data.

The function Query Authority Data must support Boolean operations
(AND, OR, NOT) in search statements and in search criteria in these
statements.

Operators at terminals will perform the function Query Authority Data
through online, interactive use of their search system.

Some mechanisms for scheduled, batch searching will be provided to
process standing search requests and/or search requests entered by operators
at terminals saved for scheduled batch processing.

A. Query of Heading Data

The following types of search criteria are desirable for query of
heading data:

1. Query using right truncated value of a heading as criteria (not
yet implemented at LC)

2. Query using word(s) from a heading as criteria

a. query using any word or words from a heading as criteria

b. query using any right truncated word or words from a heading
as criteria (not yet implemented at LC)

c. query using a combination of word(s) and right truncated
word(s) from a heading as criteria (not yet implemented at
LC)

In addition, the query capabilities for heading data should provide
the following types of access (listed in priority order) to authority data by
the ability to search for:

1. Any Heading in the NACO File

2. Headings by Type

a. Personal Names (USMARC Authorities tag, 100, 400, 500)
b. Corporate Names (110, 410, 510)
c. Conference Names (111, 411, 511)
d. Uniform Titles (130, 430, 530)
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e. Geographic Names (151, 451, 551)
f. Topical Subjects (550)

3. Title Information

a. Uniform Titles (130, 430, 530)

b. Titles in name/title headings (subfields "t," "n" and "p" in

any heading)

c. Any title (combination of 3.a and 3.b, above)

4. Headings by Role in Authority Data

a. Any Established Heading (inn)
b. Any See From Reference (4nn)
c. Any See Also From Reference (5nn)

5. Headings by Role in Authority Data and by Type

a. Established Headings

- Personal Names (100)

- Corporate Names (110)
- Conference Names (111)

- Uniform Titles (130)

- Geographic Names (151)

b. See From References

- Personal Names (400)
- Corporate Names (410)
- Conference Names (411)
- Uniform Titles (430)

- Geographic Names (451)

c. See Also From References

- Personal Names (500)
- Corporate Names (510)
- Conference Names (511)

- Uniform Titles (530)
- Geographic Names (551)
- Topical Subjects (550)

6. Headings by Other Characteristics

a. Personal Name Surname and Forename(s) Initial(s) (not yet

implemented at LC)

b. Names by Form of Name Indicator values, e.g., capability to

specify a search for personal names that are forenames, that
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are single surnames, that are multiple surnames, or that are
family names (not yet implemented at LC)

B. Query of Other, Non-Heading Authority Data

The following types of search criteria should be supported for query
of other, non-heading authority data in offline mode.

1. Query using right truncated value as criteria

2. Query using word(s) as criteria

a. Query using any word or words as criteria

b. Query using any right truncated word or words as criteria

c. Query using a combination of word(s) and right truncated
word(s) as criteria

3. Query using complete value as criteria,

The types of search criteria supported for query of other, non-heading
data will be those approftiate to the specific type of data.



Section 3. ADMINISTRATION AND MAINTENANCE

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the procedures, methods,
and responsibilities of the NACO master file system.

The NACO host computer system at the Library of Congress will be
responsible for physical maintenance of the data, the associated applications
and system software, and the system hardware. For additional discussion of

host system responsibilities, see sections 2 (Functions) and 8 (System Design

Constraints) of this appendix.

The participants will be responsible for maintaining data content of

records. The procedures and methods used for this maintenance will reflect
and encourage a sense of shared responsibility by all participants for the

content and quality of the data. Conflicts about the content or quality of

the data will be resolved on a timely basis.

To assist contributing sources in resolving conflicts, the Library of

Congress will be designated as the conflict resolution agency.

To assist all contributing sources in data maintenance and in conflict

resolution, mail, telephone, or electronic mail may be used.



Section 4. USER OR!ENTED SYSTEM OUTPUTS

The purpose of this section is to describe the user oriented system
outputs. Some are required for the master file system; others for systems
having copies.

The following user oriented system outputs have beer identified and
are described in the subsections that follow: 4.1 Displays; 4.2 Printed
Products; 4.3 Computer-Output-Microform Products; and 4.4 Machine-Readable
Products.

4.1 DISPLAYS

Displays will be supplied by any system that supports NACO record
creation in response to these functions: 2.1 Add Authority Record;
2.2 Change Authority Record; 2.3 Delete Authority Record (LC only); and
2.4 Query Authority Data.

In response to these functions, at least two general types of displays
must be provided:

1. List of headings, records, etc., satisfying the request (search)
criteria

2. Full record display, either (a) with content designation, or (b)
without content designation

Any display should include information sufficient for the user to be
aware of work progress -- for example, a. display following a query should
convey to the user what information was input as the request (e.g., search
criteria, display specifications).

Any display provided in response to a given function should be
appropriate to that function -- for example, a request to Change Authority
Data should return a full record display of authority data with content
designation.

List displays should arrange information in a meaningful and logical
order. Content designated displays should arrange data in agreed upon order
by tag. Displays not using content designation may incorporate the use of
labels (e.g., see from references in authority data may be identified by
labels such as VARIANT NAME).

Displays will be returned to operators at terminals; these terminals
may be cathode ray tube (CRT) terminals or hard copy terminals. Displays must
incorporate use of the ALA character set.



4.2 PRINTED PRODUCTS

Printed products may be supplied by the system through printers

attached to cathode ray tube (CRT) terminals or printing (hard copy)

terminals, and at remote printers as part of scheduled batch processing.

Printed products produced at terminals will typically be limited to

printing of displays.

Printed products produced through scheduled batch processing would

include reports resulting from the performance of scheduled batch processing

activities (e.g., performing query through scheduled batch processing) and

management reports, system performance statistics, etc.

4.3 COMPUTER-OUTPUT-MICROFORM (COM) PRODUCTS

The NACO master file system will support the production of computer-

output-microform (COM) products of authority data. Such products should

conform to existing national and international standards with respect to

header information, reduction ratios, etc.

The principal COM product (probably to be issued as microfiche) is

viewed as an expansion of the current Library of Congress product, Name

Authorities. This Library of Congress COM fiche product contains LEry of
Congress authority data and data contributed by the NACO participants; the COM

fiche product from the NACO File would include authority data supplied by all

contributing sources.

Other COM products may also be produced periodically by the system.

COM products may also be created upon request.

4.4 MACHINE-READABLE PRODUCTS

Machine-readable records in USMARC Authorities communication format

will be produced in the required medium -- tape, disk, etc. -- or for direct

computer-to-computer communication and will be supplied by the system.

Machine-readable products will be supplied periodically by the master

file system. Machine-readable products may also be created on request,

subject to economic and operational limitations of the systems.



Section 5. USER ORIENTED SYSTEM INPUTS

The purpose of this section is to describe user oriented system
inputs.

The following user oriented system inputs have been identified and are
described in the subsections that follow: 5.1 Displays; 5.2 Workforms; and

5.3 Other.

5.1 DISPLAYS

Formatted displays for cathode ray tube (CRT) terminals will be
required for functions that the operator may use to add, change, or delete
data, or to add or delete records.

Such displays should incorporate, whenever possible, prompts and
tabbing to assist the operator in data addition, change, or deletion.

The systems that support NACO record creation will provide displays

sufficient to meet the NACU functional requirements.

5.2 WORKFORMS

Formatted paper worksheets may be required for functions such as

coding or other work away from terminal.

5.3 OTHER

Under certain circumstances, systems will need to provide other types
of user oriented system inputs in addition to displays and workforms. These
other, user oriented system inputs will typically be produced as reports as
part of system-supplied quality control (for example, if some machine editing
is performed as scheduled batch processing, reports produced that identify
errors, problems, etc., would be used by operators to identify records and

data requiring attention).



Section 6. INITIAL. CREATION (LOADING) OF DATA

The Base File for NACO/LSP will be the Library of Congress name,

title, and series authority records that are available in machine-readable
form when the Linked Systems Project is implemented.



Section 7. INTERFACES WITH OTHER SYSTEMS

NACO/LSP will be designed so that it may utilize data from other-
systems through computer-to-computer interconnection, following national and
international standards for communications protocols and for data content and
content designation (e.g., USMARC communications formats).



Section 8. SYSTEM DESIGN CONSTRAINTS

The purpose of this section is to identify and describe briefly

performance objectives and operating requirements.

The following topics are discussed in sections below:

8.1 Performance Objectives for Functions; 8.2 Data Currency Requirements;

8.3 Data Security Requirements; 8.4 Systems Backup; 8.5 System Software and

Hardware; 8.6 Training; and 8.7 System Growth Requirements.

8.1 PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES FOR FUNCTIONS

All functions -- online, interactive, or scheduled batch -- should be

provided in a timely fashion.

The user system should provide rapid response time for online,

interactive functions. Initial system response to complex searches, such as

some word searches, may be data satisfying the search criteria or an

indication that such response will be delayed.

System response to a request for scheduled batch processing should

occur within 24 hours, unless the requestor indicates that a longer time

before response is acceptable.

8.2 DATA CURRENCY REQUIREMENTS

The NACO File should be available through the NACO master file system

for online, interactive use for the maximum available time, five days a week,

except for scheduled and necessary system maintenance.

A copy of the NACO File that is not more than 24 hours out of date

from the NACO master file must be available to all contributors that create

records on systems other than the NACO master file system (or the contributors

must search the NACO master file prior to input). Thus contribution systems

must obtain, integrate, and index all records distributed from the NACO master

file system within 24 hours of receipt.

8.3 DATA SECURITY REQUIREMENTS

Data security for all files and data will be provided such that only

authorized personnel from authorized institutions using authorized commands

(language) may activate system functions. The system will also ensure that

restrictions on the provision of functions are observed.

At least the following data and file security measures must be

provided:
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1. Proper operation and backup, including restart/recovery, for the
online system.

2. The addition of new records, and the change of existing records
should be restricted to institutions designated as contributing
sources; certain functions will be restricted -using appropriate
file security techniques. Other institutions may have access only
to read the files. Deletion of records will be limited to LC.

3. A NACO master file record will be marked when the intellectual
work for an update begins, and effectively "locked" to change
records coming from outside the master file system when the actual
update process is taking place within the master:tfile system.

4. Changes to existing records should be monitored if not restricted:

a. Certain fields or elements within fields should not be
altered. For example, information may be added to a field but
not deleted -- the USMARC tag 040 -- Cataloging Source is, for
example, such a field. (not yet implemented at LC)

b. Certain fields should not be deleted -- the USMARC tag 008 is,
for example, such a field. (not yet implemented at LC)

8.4 SYSTEM BACK UP

The NACO master file system must provide proper operation and back up,
including restart/recovery procedures.

8.5 SYSTEM SOFTWARE AND HARDWARE

Communications software: The NACO master file system should support
query access through telephone dialup, one or more of the value-added
communication networks, and leased communication lines.

Communications hardware: The NACO master file system may require
users of the system to obtain specific hardware and lease communication lines
for communication with the system in full-face block transmission mode.

Query only access should be supported from any ASCII computer terminal
in line-by-line transmission mode (CRT or hard copy). The whole system may
limit full-face block mode to a designated terminal or terminals.

8.6 TRAINING

The Library of Congress will be responsible for providing a training
program for contributing sources.
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As part of the training program, contributing sources will receive

documentation describing applications available, methods of system use, and

conventions to be followed by contributing sources. The same information will

be provided to cooperating systems.

8.7 SYSTEM GROWTH REQUIREMENTS

The Name Authority Cooperative must be designed to fulfill the

purposes stated in this document and to perform the functions outlined herein.

Use of all functions is expected to increase over time; the system must be

designed to accommodate future expansion.
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APPENDIX C

PROPOSALS'FOR QUALITY CONTROL FOR THE
NAME AUTHORITY COOPERATIVE

This document was first issued in 1981 as Part II of Requirements
Statement for the Name. Authority File Service. 'This is a revised edition of
that part.
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II

INTRODUCTION

These proposals for quality control in the NACO File are based upon
the following premises:

o authority data will be subject to as much quality control as is
possible

o insofar as possible, quality control will be supported by the NACO
master file system (there will, however, be some procedural quality
control as well)

o any data used for key (access) will be edited comprehensively by
the NACO master file system

In casting these recommendations, it was also assumed that authority
data will be input to the NACO File as logical records containing:

o established form (USMARC Authorities tag lnn)

o see from (x) references (4nn)

o see also from (xx) references (5nn)

o associated notes, etc.

That is, authority data will be input in the context of all logical
information about an established heading; it will not be input such that a See
To Reference (A see B) or a See Also To Reference (B see also F) is input
without reference to or display of the complete authOFTTiTFTormation for the
established heading(s) involved.



SYSTEM SUPPLIED EDITING AND QUALITY CONTROL (INTERACTIVE, ONLINE)

1 New Data (i.e., any new record or field)

1.1 General Checking

1.1.1 For any field, check to determine:

a. that the tag used for the field is defined to the system

b. when indicators are defined for the field, the correct number of

indicator positions is present

c. when the field is subfielded,

o that only subfield codes defined for use in that field are used

o that each subfield contains data (i.e., each subfield code is

followed by one character that is not blank, a delimiter for

the next subfield, or end of field)

o that each subfield neither ends nor begins with an invalid

blank (not yet implemented at LC)

d. when the field is fixed length, that the length of the field is

valid

If errors are found in the input stream for a record created on the

NACO master file system, reject the verification transaction and write

appropriate error messages. If record was created on another system, the

record is rejected and a rejection response with appropriate error message is

sent to the originating system. In this case, a copy of the record is not

kept by the NACO master file system.

1.1.2 In addition, for fields containing headings or references, or that are

used for access, check to determine:

a. when indicators are defined for the field, that indicator values

are valid
r

b. when the field is fixed length, that the code values used for

defined character positions are valid; when possible, crosscheck

between and among character positions

If errors are found in the input stream for a record created on the

NACO master file system, reject the verification transaction and write

appropriate error messages. If record was created on another system, the

record is rejected and a rejection response with appropriate error message is

sent to the originating system. In this case, a copy of the record is not

kept by the NACO master file system.
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1.2 Editing Specific to the Addition of Data to the File

Having passed the checks listed in 1.1, the field is a candidate for
addition to the file.

1.2.1 For any field, perform whatever additional checks the system may .

require or that are desired.

1.2.2 In addition, for fields containing headings or references, or that are
used for access, perform the additional checks ITIeciTCbelow.(not
yet imp emented at LC)

A. Established heading field (inn)

1. Check to see if the heading is already on the file.

a. If not on the file, mark that data may be added

b. If already on the file, reject the entire input
transaction and write appropriate error message(s)

The check to see if the heading is already on the file will be
accomplished by an access string match of the "normalized"
version of heading.

B. See from (x) references (4nn)

1. Check to see if the heading is already on the file.

a. If not on the file, mark that data may be added

b. If already on the file, check the use of the heading on
the file:

o if lnn, reject the entire input transaction and write
the appropriate error message(s); this is the case
where the "see reference" proposed is already on the
file as an established heading

o if 4nn, mark that data may be added

C. See also from (xx) references (5nn)

1. Check to see if the heading is already on the file.

a. If not on the file, write the appropriate error
message(s); this is a case where a "see also from is
proposed for a heading form not on the file.
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b. If already on the file, check the use of the heading on

file:

o if inn, mark that data may be added

o if 4nn, reject the entire input transaction and write

the appropriate error message(s); this is a case where

a "see also from" is proposed for a heading form
already on the file as a "see from"

D. Other fields, not headings or references

Perform appropriate tests, depending on the fields or character

positions that are used for access.

1.2.3 Other

A. Required input content

If the data added are a new record, check to ensure that the

fields required in each record are present -- e.g., lnn, 008,

control number, etc. -- and check to ensure that mandatory field

content is present.

B. Internal consistency of input content (not yet available at LC)

If the data added are a new record, check that the data are

internally consistent -- e.g., lnn and 4nn content are not the

same, lnn and 5nn content are not the same, 4nn and 5nn content

are not the same, etc.

If the data added are a new field to an existing record, check to

see that the addition of these data to the existing record is

internally consistent -- e.g., if data added am 4nn, check to see

that it is not the same as 5nn in the record.

Depending upon the structure of the file and the input requirements,

the following may also be required/desirable:

C. Warning or error message(s) if duplicate search/sort keys are

place on the file (not yet implemented at LC)

D. Checks, etc., to ensure that if the corporate subdivision is

placed on the file that the main body is already established,

e.g., an entry for

110 aMaryland. #bDept. of Mines, Geology and Water

Resources.

will generate an error message unless
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151 lialMaryland

is present in the file. (not yet implemented at LC)

2 Updates that Change Existing Fields

Input that updates a record by adding a new field (i.e., a field
previously not in the record) is treated under Section 1 (New Data), above.

Input that updates an existing field is treated in this section
(Section 2). An update to an existing field may be viewed as being:

a. Deletion only

The sole action is to remove the field (i.e., nothing is put
in its place).

b. Replacement

The action is to replace existing data with something else:

2.1 Deletions Only

2.1.1 Editing Specific to Deletion of Data From File

A. Is the field defined to the system as deletable?

Some fields will be required in a record, and may not be deleted
(e.g., inn, control number, etc.). If the field is not deletable,
reject the entire update transaction and write the appropriate
error message(s).

2.2 Replacements

2.2.1 General Checking

A. Check to see that the tag used to request replacement is defined
to the system. If not defined, reject the entire update
transaction and write the appropriate error message(s).

2.2.2 Editing Specific to Replacement of Data on File

A. Is the field defined to the system as replaceable?

Some considerations: Some fields will not be replaceable (e.g.,
005). (not implemented in LC)

1. If the field is not replaceable, reject the entire update
transaction and write the appropriate error message(s).
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2. If the field is replaceable, perform the checks listed in

section 1 upon the proposed replacement data.

a. If all tests are passed, mark the field for replacement.

b. If any test fails, reject the entire update transaction
and write the appropriate error message(s).

3 Deletion of Records

Only the Library of Congress will be allowed to delete records from

the file.

4 System Characteristics

The quality control features supported online for the NACO File by the

systems supporting record creation will include conversational subsystems for

addition, change, and deletion of authority records and data in those records.

For example, when a contributing source wants to change an existing

record, the following steps seem appropriate:

o The operator searches and identifies the record to be changed.

o The system displays data in the appropriate update format.

o The operator enters the proposed changes.

o The system responds to the proposed changes (i.e., the system
performs the tests outlined above and responds).

o If the system responds that the data pals all tests, the operator

will specify that the data be added to the NACO File.

This will permit the contributing source to review changes before

adding them to the NACO File.



SYSTEM SUPPLIED EDITING AND QUALITY CONTROL (SCHEDULED REPORTS)

Even though it is assumed that all input and update to the NACO will
be accomplished through interactive, online use of the system, there will be
definite advantages to producing batch reports on system activity, system use,
etc. These reports may be used to monitor information added to the NACO File,
to identify the nature of problems that users are having, and probably to
isolate areas where conflict resolution may be required.

Some reports should be supplied on a regular and timely basis (r irhaps
daily). Other reports shown below may be useful only under certain
circumstances (e.g., by new contributing sources, by the Library of Congress
on a "spot check" basis) or under certain operating conditions of the host
computer system (e.g., dia9nostics from scheduled, batch editing would be used
regularly only if all editing was not provided during online, interactive
system use).

1. List of records deleted (LC will not generate initially)

2. Weekly statistical reports of LSP activity

I. For each non-LC participating library:

A. Now records added (total)

Name authority

Series authority

B. Records changed (total)

Name authority

Series authority

C. Records rejected (total)

Reason A

Reason B

Etc.

D. List of record control numbers of records added

E. List of record control numbers of records changed



II. For the system as a whole, a summary report combining all

participating libraries' Statistics, using the formats of items

A, B, and C above.

For each utility participating in LSP, a summary report combining

its members' statistics, using the formats of items A, B, and C

above.

3. Monthly report of NACO Database composition

A monthly report, based on four- or five-week periods, listing the

number of name authority records and the number of series authority

records on the NACO database, with each total subdivided to show the

number of records contributed by each participating library.

4. List of headings added (LC will not generate initially)

Experience with online, interactive input/update editing of data

shows that.even the most well-considered series of tests will have

some loopholes, or it will be decided not to install some types of

tests online until a sense of the magnitude of the problems

encountered is identified. There are some types of errors that it is

probably senseless to search for through online, interactive editing,

and these errors should be searched for in scheduled batch processing

(daily, weekly, etc.). (cf. report 5, below)

A method of quality control that seems potentially quite useful is

the listing of headings added during a day, week, etc. Such listings

could be used to monitor headings added to the file. (A

knowledgeable cataloger reviewing such a list can often identify

problems early; the earlier problems are corrected, the better. Some

problems will be coding problems.)

Lists broken out by heading type (100, 110, 111, 130, etc.), and

within that by form of name indicator, would be useful non-system

quality control for human review. (Initially, such lists might be

produced daily, then on some sample basis; it may be desirable to

list all headings added by new contributing sources until it is clear

that the contributing source is using the system properly.)

5. Diagnostics on scheduled batch processing

Certain types of editing may be appropriate for scheduled batch

processing. Reports of results of such processing must be prepared.

(Such reports would be especially important if not all additions to

the NACO File are accomplished through online, interactive use of the

system.)

For example, batch editing might identify headings that incorporate

subfield patterns rarely used (or that seem peculiar; e.g., a

corporate name with 3 or more subfield "b" in data).
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6. Other reports such as lists of error messages received could be
generated.

Lists of error messages received could be generated. Such lists

,
would indicate the understanding of the system and its use; this
information could be used as a basis for retraining or, if
applicable, removal from system use.



SYSTEM ASSISTED QUALITY REVIEW

I.>

In order to review and monitor system use and NACO File growth, it
seems desirable to have the NACO master computer system support mechanisms for

deriving samples of data in the NACO File and making such samples available
for analysis (either by the system or by personnel responsible for conflict
resolution and /or quality control).

As a means of system-supported quality control it would be desirable
for the master file system to enable LC, on a predetermined schedule (weekly,
monthly, quarterly, etc.), to examine a sample of NACO File data. Such data

would include (a) records created by contributing sources during the specified

report period, and (b) records changed by contributing sources during the
specified report period.
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APPENDIX D

RESULTS OF THE NAFS SURVEY

As part of the planning process for the Name Authority File Service,
the Task Force on a Name Authority-File Service conducted a survey in January-
February of 1982. The purpose of the survey was to gather information from
staff in various types of libraries about their expectations of, and potential
use for, such a service. The task force sought information about hOw the
availability of the file might affect both public and technical service
operations, and the library's future in general, and also how plans for the
library's future (e.g., installation of an online catalog) might affect future
use of the Name Authority File Service. Questions were also asked about
current use of, and experience with, the LC Name Authority File.

A total of 263 questionnaires were distributed to libraries (as shown
on the following page), and 182 (69.2%) were completed and returned.

This appendix contains the results of that survey in tabular form.
The questionnaire used to collect these data is reprinted following the
tables.

(Editor's note: The reader is reminded that the data in these tables
are more than two years old, and a similar survey today might uncover quite
different data (e.g., on topics related to online catalogs). The Library and
Information Technology Association's Discussion Group on Authority Control in
the Online Environment has just completed (spring of 1984) an opinion poll
that addressed many of the same issues as this 1982 NAFS survey.)



NAME AUTHORITY FILE SERVICE/SURVEY

RESULTS

THIS PRINTOUT TABULATES RESULTS OF THE NAME AUTHORITY FILE SERVICE (NAFS) SURVEY THAT WAS CONDUCTED DURING
JANUARY-FEBRUARY 1982. THE PURPOSE OF THE SURVEY WAS TO GATHER DATA AND IDEAS USEFUL TO THE NAFS TASK FORCE AS IT PLANS
THE SERVICE.

A TOTAL OF 263 QUESTIONNAIRES WERE DISTRIBUTED; 182 COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRES WERE RETURNED. AS FOLLOWS:

TYPE OF LIBRARY

RESEARCH LIBRARIES: ALL MEMBER LIBRARIES OF

NUMBER
SENT

NUMBER
RETURNED

PERCENTAGE
RETURNED

THE ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES CARL) 113 97 85.8%

Is

ACADEMIC LIBRARIES (U.S.) WITH BOOK BUDGETS
OVER $50.000 (CHOSEN AT RANDOM FROM A MAILING
LIST OF 646 SUCH LIBRARIES: NO DUPLICATES
WITH ARL LIST) 50 32 64.0%

PUBLIC LIBRARIES (U.S.) WITH BOOK BUDGETS OVER
$50,000 (CHOSEN AT RANDOM FROM A MAILING
LIST OF 759 SUCH LIBRARIES: NO DUPLICATES
WITH ARL LIST) 50 25 50.0%

LAW LIBRARIES SERVING U.S. LAW SCHOOLS (CHOSEN
AT RANDOM FROM 166 LAW SCHOOLS APPROVED
BY THE AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION) 25 14 56.0%

MEDICAL LIBRARIES SERVING U.S. MEDICAL SCHOOLS
(CHOSEN AT RANDOM FROM 124 MEDICAL SCHOOLS
APPROVED BY THE ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN
MEDICAL COLLEGES) 25 14 56.04

TOTAL 263 182 69.2%

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



NOTES

1. NUMBERS IN ( ) IN THE TABLES ARE PERCENTAGES -- PERCENTAGES OF RESPONggA$ YOU READ DOWN A COLUMN (I.E.. TYPE
OF LIBRARY). PERCENTAGES MAY NOT TOTAL WO% DUE TO ROUNDING.

1. SOME QUESTIONS ALLOWED MORE THAN ONE RESPONSE; CONSEQUENTLY, TOTAL RESPONSES TO THOSE QUESTIONS CAN' BE GREATER

THAN THE NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS.

J. QUESTIONS 1 - 5 ASKED THE NAME AND ADDRESS OF THE INSTITUTION, AND THE NAME, TITLE AND PHONE NUMBER OF THE
PERSON COMPLETING THE QUESTIONNAIRE. THIS REPORT ON THE RESULTS BEGINS WITH QUESTION 6 AND ENDS WITH QUESTION 36.

;.

BES1 6011 AVAILABLE



QUESTION 62 HOW MANY TITLES WERE CATALOGED AT YOUR LIBRARY DURING YOUR LAST FISCAL YEAR?

RESEARCH
LIBRARIES

ACADEMIC
LIBRARIES

PUBLIC
LIBRARIES

LAW
LIBRARIES

MEDICAL
LIBRARIES

ALL
LIBRARIES

NUMBER RESPONDING 97, 32 25 13 . 14 181

AVERAGE 34647 9236 7555 2230 2848 21624

MEDIAN 29795 . 7820 6063 2030. 2741 15000

RANGE 1500 - 170384 1877 - 21000 450 - 33681 564 - 3854 419 - 5224 419 - 170384

2'.' A VA ILABLE



QUESTION 7$ HOW MANY OF THOSE TITLES REQUIRED ORIGINAL CATALOGING')

NUMBER RESPONDING

AVERAGE

MEDIAN

RANGE

RESEARCH
LIBRARIES

95

7046

3363

75 - 170384

ACADEMIC
LIBRARIES

31

467

309

25 - 1400 2

PUBLIC
LIBRARIES

19

567

361

- 2400 6

LAW
LIBRARIES

12

306

143

- 1'99

MEDICAL
LIBRARIES

12

176

85

15 - 698 2

ALL
LIBRARIES

169

4144

1276

- 170384

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



QUESTION 7A: WHAT PERCENTAGE OF TITLES CATALOGED REQUIRED ORIGINAL CATALOGING%
(THIS QUESTION WAS NOT ASKED ON THE QUESTIONNAIRE, BUT THE PERCENTAGE WAS CALCULATED FROM THE RESPONSES TO
QUESTIONS 6 AND 7.)

RESEARCH
LIBRARIES

ACADEMIC
LIBRARIES

PUBLIC
LIBRARIES

LAW
LIBRARIES

MEDICAL
LIBRARIES

ALL
LIBRARIES

NUMBER RESPONDING 95 29 17 12 12 165

'. AVERAGE 16 6 9 11 4 12

MEDIAN 12 4 6 6 3 9

RANGE 1 - 100 1 - 27 1 - 40 1 - 38 1 - 15 1 - 100

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

4



QUESTION 81 FOR HOW MANY TITLES WAS LC COPY FOUND?

NUMBER RESPONDING

AVERAGE

MEDIAN

RANGE

RESEARCH
LIBRARIES

SO

20881

18916

30 70000

ACADEMIC
LIBRARIES

23

6902

6750

23 - 17010

PUBLIC
LIBRARIES

12

4985

6023

25 - 9000

LAW
LIBRARIES

11

1446

1200

538 - 3718

LIBRARIES

7

MEDICAL

6

2238

2727

- 3918 7

ALL.

LIBRARIES

132

14533

11455

- 70000

BEST COPY AVAILABLL



QUESTION 8A1 FOR WHAT PERCENTAGE OF TITLES CATALOGED WAS LC COPY FOUND?
(THIS QUESTION WAS NOT ASKED ON THE QUESTIONNAIRE, BUT THE PERCENTAGE WAS CALCULATED FROM THE RESPONSES TO
QUESTIONS 6 AND 8.)

NUMBER RESPONDING

AVERAGE

MEDIAN

RANGE 1

RESEARCH
LIBRARIES

79

63"

65

- 90 1

ACADEMIC
LIBRARIES

23

66

74

- 99

PUBLIC
LIBRARIES

11

72

80

18 - 94

LAW
LIBRARIES

11

65

62

40 - 96

MEDICAL
LIBRARIES

5

64

68

55 - 75 1

ALL
LIBRARIES

129

64

68

- 99

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



QUESTION 91 FOR HOW MANY TITLES WAS NON-LC COPY FOUND,

RESEARCH
LIBRARIES

ACADEMIC
LIBRARIES

PUBLIC
LIBRARIES

LAW
LIBRARIES

MEDICAL
LIBRARIES

ALL
LIBRARIES

NUMBER RESPONDING 67 22 11 9 6 115

AVERAGE 7546 2485 1485 607 1366 5133

MEDIAN 5459 2343 1275 500 1181 3120

RANGE 225 - 32047 1 - 7506 2 - 3712 23 - 1500 '605 - 2922 1 - 32047

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



QUESTION 9As FOR WHAT' PERCENTAGE OF TITLES CATALOGED WAS NONLC COPY FOUND?
(THIS QUESTION WAS NOT ASKED ON THE QUESTIONNAIRE, BUT THE PERCENTAGE WAS CALCULATED FROM THE RESPONSES TO
QUESTIONS 6 AND 9.)

NUMBER RESPONDING

AVERAGE

MEDIAN

RANGE 1

RESEARCH
LIBRARIES

67

20

19

56

ACADEMIC
LIBRARIES

19

28

22

11 90

PUBLIC
LIBRARIES

9

23

20

12 41 4

LAW
LIBRARIES

9

28

30

60

MEDICAL
LIBRARIES

6

39

30

15 97 1

ALL
LIBRARIES

110

23

20

97

BEST COP



QUESTION 101 DOES YOUR LIBRARY MAINTAIN ITS OWN NAME AUTHORITY FILE? YES NO

RESPONSE
RESEARCH
LIBRARIES

ACADEMIC
LIBRARIES

PUBLIC
LIBRARIES

LAW
LIBRARIES

MEDICAL
LIBRARIES

ALL
LIBRARIES

YES 88 ( 90 ) 21 ( 65 ) 8 t 32 ) 6 ( 42 ) 9 ( 64 ) 132 ( 72 )

NO 8 ( 8 ) 11 ( 34 ) 16 ( 64 ) 8 ( 57 ) 5 ( 35 ) 48 ( 26')

NO RESPONSE 1 ( 1 ) 0 ( 0 ) 1 t 4 ) . 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 2 ( 1 )

TOTAL 97 32 25 14 14 182

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



QUESTION 111 HAS YOUR LIBRARY RECENTLY DONE A STUDY OF THE EXPENSE--EITHER IN DOLLARS OR IN PERSONNEL HOURS--OF MAINTAINING
THE AUTHORITY FILE? YES NO

RESEARCH ACADEMIC PUBLIC LAW MEDICAL ALL
RESPONSE LIBRARIES LIBRARIES LIBRARIES LIBRARIES LIBRARIES LIBRARIES

YES 7 ( 7 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0

NO 83,( 85 ) 21 ( 65 ) 11 ( 44 ) 6 ( 42

NO RESPONSE 7 ( 7 ) 11 ( 34 ) 14 ( 56 ) 8 ( 57

TOTAL 97 32 25 14

NI
t)

) 0 ( 0 ) 7 ( 3 )

) 9 ( 64 ) 130 ( 71 )

) 5 ( 35 ) 45 ( 24 )

14 182

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



QUESTION 121 DOES YOUR LIBRARY CURRENTLY HAVE AN ONLINE PUBLIC CATALOG, OR DOES IT EXPECT TO HAVE ONE IN THE NEXT THREE YEARS?
YES NO

RESPONSE
RESEARCH
LIBRARIES

ACADEMIC
LIBRARIES

PUBLIC
LIBRARIES

LAW
LIBRARIES

MEDICAL
LIBRARIES

ALL
LIBRARIES

,.:

YES 53 ( 54 ) 5 ( 15 ) 5 ( 20 ) 2 ( 14 ) 5 ( 35 ) 70 ( 38 )

NO 44 (,45 ) 27 ( 84 ) 19 ( 76 ) 12 ( 85 ) 9 ( 64 ) 111 ( 60 )

NO RESPONSE 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 1 ( 4 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) , ( 0 )

TOTAL 97 32 25 14 14 182

BEST COPY AVAILABLI



WOESIION 1a: IF THE ANSWER IU UUESTIUN 12 is YES, WHA1 TYPE OF AU1HUHITY CONTROL, IF ANY, DO (OR WILL) YOU HAVE FOR THAT

ONLINE PUBLIL LATALOG'

RESPUNsE

LIBRARY IS LIVING SuME THINKING'
AIM) AulHURIIY CONTROL, but
NU SFECIFIL PLANNING UR
DEVELuPmENT YE1 **

RESEARLH ALADEMIL FUBLIL LAW MEDICAL ALL

LIBRARIES LIBRARIEs LIBRARIES aimiIBRARLEs LIBRARIES LIBRARIES
.41..

il

..,

25 ( 54 )* a ( 1uU ) a ( 1UU 1 1 ( 5u ) ( 100 ) 35 ( 61 )

AUTHORITY CONTROL uNUER
DEVELOPMENT, UR IN PLACE
AND BEING IMPROVED / t 15 ) U ( u) u t u ) u ( U) U t u) 7( 12 )

BASED UN UNIV UP LAUF sYs)EM 5 ( 11 ) U ( u ) 0 ( tr ) 0 ( 0 ) U ( u ) S ( 9 )

BASED uN WLN a ( 7 ) V U ) 0 ( u ) 1 ( 50 ) u ( u ) 4 ( 7 1

BASEL) uN RLU /RLLN a ( / 1 U ( u ) u( U ) u ( u 1 0 ( u ) 3( S 1

BASED uN NETWuRK (UNSFELIFIEU) 3 ( 1 ) 0 ( v ) v ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) U ( u ) a ( 5 )

1u1AL NUMBER LIF PURFuSEs LIVEN 46 4 a a 5/

NUIEst

(1) NUMBER uF L1BRARIEs
ANsWER1Nu IH1s uuEsIluN 46 a 5/

(4) * PERCENTAuEs IN IHIs TABLE REPRESENI THE FERCEN1AUE OF LIBRARIEs ANsWEKINu THIS UUEsIluN IHAT DAVE IH1ti RESPONSE.

** BASED UN REsPuNSE.:., 1HE IDEAL AUTHORITY CONTROL SYSTEM WOULD HAVE MANY UK ALL OF IRE FuLLuWINu FEATURES:

ONLINE; INIEuRATEUT AU(HURITY REuuRDs LINKED TU BIBLIuGRAPHIC RECORDS; MANUAtuRY, AUIOMAilL VERIF1LAIIUN OF

FERsuNAL AND LuRFuRATE NAMES, SERIES, UNIFURM 11ILEs, RNLI $ULIJEGI HEADINGS AGAINST 1HE AUTHORITY FILE DURING

RELUND LHEAlION AND MAINTENANCE, AND WOULD FLAu RECORDs !HAI ARE Nul LuNsISIENT WITH 1HE Ex1SIINU AUTHuRIIY FILE.

AND wuuLU ALLOW FUR MALMINE LUNVERSIuN OF IHE PROBLEM irgmst BASED UN MARL AU1HuRlrY RECLIRDs1 INFERA(11VE:

INANsPARENI 1U THE USER; WOULD SUUUEs1 "SEE" AND "s.;EE ALSO" REFERENUES tu 1HE USER AI CERTAIN PLIINIs IN A SEARLH;

ANU WuULU HAVE GL0BAL CHANuE LAPABILIFIES.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



QUESTION 14'

IF YOUR LIBRARY CURRENTLY USES THE LC NAME AUTHORITY FILE. PLEASE INDICATE THE FORMAT(S) USED'

_____LC MARC BIBLIOGRAPHIC FILE
NATIONAL UNION CATALOG (NUC)
LC NAME AUTHORITY FILE (ON A SYSTEM SUCH AS OCLC. WLN. ETC.)
LC NAME AUTHORITY FILE ON MICROFICHE
LC NAME AUTHORITY FILE ON TAPE
OTHER (PLEASE DESCRIBE)

RESPONSE
RESEARCH
LIBRARIES

ACADEMIC
LIBRARIES

PUBLIC
LIBRARIES

LAW
LIBRARIES

MEDICAL
LIBRARIES

ALL
LIBRARIES

MARC FILE .. 36 ( 13 ) 3 ( 4 ) 1 ( 3 ) 2 ( 8 ) 0 ( 0 ) 42 ( 10 )

NUC 67 ( 24 ) 14 ( 20 i 2 ( 6 ) 3 ( 12 ) 1 ( 5 ) 87 t 20 )

NAF ON A SYSTEM 80 ( 29 ) 28 ( 40 ) 15 t 51 ) 12 ( 48 ) 12 ( 70 ) 147 ( 35 )

NAF MICROFICHE 80 ( 29 ) 24 ( 34 ) 5 ( 17 ) 8 ( 32 ) 2 ( 11 ) 119 ( 28 )

NAF TAPE 1 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 1 ( 0 )

OTHER 9 ( 3 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 9 ( 2 )

NO RESPONSE 2 t 0 ) 1 ( 1 ) 6 ( 20 ) 0 t 0 ) 2 t 11 ) 11 ( 2 )

TOTAL 275 70 29 25 17 416

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



QUESTION 151 DOES YOUR LIBRARY CURRENTLY USE THE LC NAME AUTHORITY FILE AS OFFERED ON ANY ONLINE SYSTEM?
YES NO

RESPONSE
RESEARCH
LIBRARIES

ACADEMIC
LIBRARIES

PUBLIC
LIBRARIES

LAW
LIBRARIES

MEDICAL
LIBRARIES

ALL
LIBRARIES

YES 81 ( 83 ) 30 ( 93 ) 15 ( 60 ) 12 ( 85 ) 12 ( 85 ) 150 ( 82 )

NO 14 ( 14 ) 2 ( 6 ) 9 ( 36 ) 1 ( 7 ) 1 ( 7 ) 27 ( 14 )

NO RESPONSE 2 ( 2 ) 0 ( 0 ) 1 ( 4 ) 1 ( 7 ) 1 ( 7 ) 5 ( 2 )

TOTAL 97 32 25 14 14 182



QUESTION 15A1 IF YOU ANSWERED YES (TO 15), PLEASE INDICATE WHICH SYSTEM'

RESEARCH ACADEMIC PUBLIC LAW MEDICAL ALL
RESPONSE LIBRARIES LIBRARIES LIBRARIES LIBRARIES LIBRARIES LIBRARIES

LC. 2 ( 2 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) . 0 ( 0 ) 2 ( 1 )

OCLC 72 ( 74 ) 29 ( 90 ) 14 ( 56 I 12 ( 85 I) 12 ( 85 ) 139 ( 76 )
i

RLO 0 ( 0 I 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 )

WLN 1 ( 1 I 1 t 3 I 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 I 2 ( 1 )

UTLAS 4 ( 4 ) 0 ( 0 I 0 ( 0 I 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 4 ( 2 )

OTHER 0 ( 0 I 0 ( 0 I 0 ( 0 I 0 ( 0 I 0 ( 0 I 0 ( 0 )

MULTIPLE 2 ( 2 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 2 ( 1 )

NO RESPONSE 16 ( 16 I 2 ( 6 ) 11 ( 44 I 2 ( 14 ) 2 ( 14 ) 33 ( 18 I

TOTAL 97 32 25 14. 14 182

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



I

uciEslIUN 16: PLEASE LIS1 BRIEFLY ALL HE PURPOSES FuR WHLLH YUUR LIBRARY USES 1HE LG NAME AUTHORITY FILE ON A SYSTEM,
INGLUDINu USES BY PubL/c SERVILE alAFF AND ANY UNIuUE UsES YOU HAVE FUUND FUR tHE FILE.

REsPuNsE

VERIFY HEAD1Nus FUR GA1ALuviNv

RESEARCH
LIBRARLEs

68 ( 85 )

ALAUEMIL
LIBRARIEs

1/ ( 0 )

PUBLIL
LIBRARIES

10 ( 6/

LAW
LIBRARIES

) 11 ( 85

MEDICAL
LIBRARIES

) ( 5u )

ALL
LIBRARIES

112.( 76

ES1ABLISH GRUsS-REFERENGEs__ 46 ( ba ) 14 ( 50 ) s ( 20 ) 3 ( 23 ) 1 ( 8 ) 67 ( 45 )

ESTABLISH uR VERIFY AAGR2
AGLEss Pu1N15

fu RESOLVE GUNFLILls IN

11 ( 14 ) 9 ( 82 ) 4 ( 1j ) 4 ' 15 ) 7 ( 6 ) 31 ( 21 )

HEADINuS

VERIFY ENTRY FUR PRE-..

11 ( 21 ) 6 ( 21 ) 0 ,. 0 )

i

1 ( 8 ) u ( u ) 24 ( 16 )

sEARLAINu / ( Y) 5 t 18 ) V( U ) 1 t 8 ) 1 ( 8) 14 ( 9)

FuR REFERENGE WU*. Y ( 11 ) ! ( / ) 0 ( u ) 1 ( 8 ) 1 ( a ) 13 c 9 1

FuR EXAMPLE. 10 HELP E51ABL1SH
sIMILAR AAcRt HEADINvs a t 1u ) 1 t 4 ) 1 t / ) U t 0 ) 0 c 0 ) 10 ( / )

FuR REIR0sPEGlIVE LuNVERsIuN 5 ( 6 ) 1 ( 4 ) 1 ( / ) U ( 0 ) 2 ( 1/ ) 9 ( 6 )

'7,LARLH/AH1EY UNIF0RM
11 ILL HLAU1NU8 5 ( 6 ) j ( 11 ) 0 ( u ) U ( U ) U ( 0 ) 8 ( 5 )

10 LNkL1, NUN -LL LAIALuuINu
LUPY 4 ( d) 4 ( / 1 1 ( 7 ) 1 ( 8 ) 1 ( a ) 7 1 5 )

.ERIFY HEAU(Nus FuR ILL 3 ( 4 ) 2 t / ) 1 t / ) 0 ( 0 ) 1 ( 8 ) / ( 5 )

10 IHELP H1810.0. OF LUNPURAIE
8UUle:-: 5 t 6 ) 0 ( 0 ) 1 ( i ) v t 0 )

I.) ( U ) 6 ( 4

NIA1.0 PAN111-11-14110N 5 1 6 ) 0 ( U 1 0 t 0 ) U t 0 ) V % 0 1 5 t s )

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



QUESTION 16/PAGE2

VERIFY FORM OF NAME PRIOR lu
SEARCHINU DATABASE 1 1 1 ) 2 1

fu FIND CALL NUMBER FOR

7 ) 2 1 13 ) 0 1 0) 0 1 0 ) 5 1 3)

LITERARY AulHuRS 5 1 6 ) U ( 0 ) V 1 0 ) 0 1 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 5 ( 3 )

VERIFY EARLIER/LATER NAMES 4 1 5) 0(

lu Et,AAHL1sH PAttEHNs OF SERIAL

0 ) 0 1 0 ) 0 1 0) 1 1 8) 5( 3 1

NAME HEADINus 3 1 4 ) 0 ( 0 ) V ( 0 ) v ( 0 ) 0 ( v ) ;$ ( 2 )

FUR NOTES. EXPLANATIONS. AND
OTHER 1NFURMAIIUN 4 1 3) 1 1 4 ) 0 I U) 0 1 0) 0 1 0) 3 1 2)

FUR OEUURAPHIL NAMES 1 1 1 ) 2 ( 1 ) 0( 0) U( 0 ) 0( 0) 3 1 2)

OTHER REsPuNAs LISTED bELUW 10 (13 ) 0 ( 0 ) 2 ( 13 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 12 1 8

(u'oL NUMBER OF voRPUSES UIVEN 217 61 ..A 2U 41 349

NulEs:

(1) NUMBER 0- LIBRARIES
ANswERINu (His vuEsTIUN 1,0 Its 15 12 148

(i; * PERCENTAUEs IN THIS TC"LE REPRESENT THE PERCENTAGE OF LIBRARIES ANSWER1Nu THIS QUESIluN 1HA1 GAVE IHIS RESPONSE.

(3) OCHER RESPONSES ARE SUMMARIZED BELOW.
((,ODES FULLUWINU EACH RESPONSE INDILATE THE NUMBER AND TYPE(s) OF LIBRARIES MAKINO THAT RESPONSE.)

WHEN REsPur.sEs: FUR bROWSINu/SCANNING (2R): .OR LuLLECfluN DEVELOPMENT USE (2R)) VERIFILATIuN OF RELATED BuDIEs (2R):
IDENT1FILA11uN OF STATE AND FEDERAL AUENLIES !IP): SEHlES AUTHORITY WORK 1NVuLv1Nu LuRPURA1E BODIES (1R); FOR
AU1HuR LUTTERs FUR LITERATURE AND MUSIC (1), AVAILABLE) (1P)) Tu AssIGN SUBFIELD "W" FOR HEADINOs USED FOR THE
ULLL ARLHIVAL TAPE (114); AUTOMATIC UPLIAIINu OF HEAD1Nus Ilk): lu FIND UUI IF LL HAS RECEIVED A WuRF Ilk).



UESTION 17*

PLEASE CHECK THE APPROXIMATE NUMBER OF LC AUTHORITY RECORDS STAFF AT YOUR LIBRARY REFERRED TO ON A SYSTEM DURING
THE PAST 3u DAYS:

100 OR LESS
101 - 500
501 - 1,000
1.001 - i, 00U
3,001 OR MORE

RESPONSE
RESEARCH
LIBRARIES

ACADEMIC
LIBRARIES

PUBLIC
LIBRARIES

LAW
LIBRARIES

MEDICAL
LIBRARIES

ALL
LIBRARIES

100 OR LESS 3 ( 3 ) 11 ( 34 ) 12 ( 48 ) 5 ( 35 ) 8 ( 57 ) 39 ( 21 )

101 - 500 14 ( 14 ) 13 ( 40 ) 1 ( 4 ) 4 ( 28 ) 2 ( 14 ) 34 ( 18 )

501 - 1,000 17 ( 17 ) 3 ( 9 ) 1 ( 4 ) 0 ( 0 ) 2 ( 14 ) 23 ( 12 )

1,001 - 3,000 26 ( 26 ) 1 ( 3 ) 1 ( 4 ) 1 ( 7 ) 0 ( 0 ) 29 ( 15 )

3,001 OR MORE 21 ( 21 ) 1 ( 3 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 22 ( 12 )

NO RESPONSE 16 ( 16 ) 3 ( 9 ) 10 ( 40 ) 4 ( 28 ) 2 ( 14 ) 35 ( 19 )

TOTAL 97 32 25 14 14 182



QUESTION 181

COMPARED TO SIX MONTHS AGO. HAS THE USE OF THE LC NAME AUTHORITY FILE (ON A SYSTEM) BY STAFF AT YOUR LIBRARY
INCREASED. DECREASED OR REMAINED THE SAME?

INCREASED
DECREASED
REMAINED THE SAME

RESPONSE
RESEARCH
LIBRARIES

ACADEMIC
LIBRARIES

PUBLIC
LIBRARIES

LAW
LIBRARIES

MEDICAL
LIBRARIES

ALL
LIBRARIES

INCREASED 48 ( 49 ) 15 ( 46 ) 5 ( 20 ) 7 ( 50 ) 5 ( 35 ) 80 ( 43 )

DECREASED 2 ( 2 ) 1 ( 3 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 i 0 ) 1 ( 7 ) 4 ( 2 )

REMAINED THE SAME 31 ( 31 ) 14 ( 43 ) 10 ( 40 ) 3 ( 21 ) 6 ( 42 ) 64 ( 35 )

NO RESPONSE 16 ( 16 ) 2 ( 6 ) 10 ( 40 ) 4 ( 28 ) 2 ( 14 ) 34 ( 18 )

TOTAL 97 32 25 14 14 182



UUESTION 19AI IF THERE HAS BEEN AN INCREASE IN 1HE AMOUNT OF USE OF 1HE L1 NAME AUTHORITY FILE UN A SYSTEM.
DEScRIBE BRIEFLY THE CAUSE(S) OF IHE INLREASE$

REsPuNSE

IMPLEMENTATION OF AALR2

RESEARCH
LIBRARIES

30 ( 62 )*

ACADEMIC
LIBRARIES

8 1 6/

PUBLIC
LIBRARIES

) U ( U )

LAW
LIBRARIES

4 ( 51

MEDICAL
LIBRARIES

1 2 ( 4u )

ALL
LIBRARIES

44 ( 57 )

INCREASED CATALUGINu AL1IVIIY 13 ( 4/ ) 4 ( 1/ ) 3 ( 60 ) 4 ( b/ ) 1 ( 20 ) 23 ( 30 1

PuLICY/PRuCEDURES CHANTIES 11 ( 4:$ ) 4 ( 33 ) 1 ( 2u U ( 1) ) 1 ( 2U ) 17 ( 22 1

INLREASED SIZE OF THE FILE 11 ( 43 ) %) ( u ) u ( U ) 1 ( 14 ) 0 ( 0 ) 12 ( 16 )

MuHE STAFF US1Nu THE SYSTEM

slAFF MuFE ExlUiLENCED WITH

7 ( 15 ) U ( 0 ) U U ) 0 ( U ) 2 ( 40 1 9 ( 12 )

THE tYsTEM

iNcHEAsED ACCESS lu IHE sYSIEM
(BY Ju1N1NU A UTILITY OR

5 ( 10 ) 0 ( 0 ) 1 ( 20 ) 0 ( kJ ) 1 ( 20 ) 7 ( 9 )

ADD1NU cHT-b) 5 1u ) 0 ( U ) u ( u ) u ( 0 ) ( 40 ) 7 ( 9 )

INcREASED INVOLVEMENI IN IHE NAME
AulHORITY C0uPERATIVE. PRuJal
(NAcu) 4 ( ) 0 ( u ) 0 u ) v ( 0 ) u ( U ) 4 ( 5 )

NLM s UELIsluN lu MOIL uLusELY
FOLLOW LC PHAU111-Eb

wiAL NuMBER OF REASuNs U1VEN

1 ( ) U ( U ) ) U ( 0 ) 1 ( . ( i )

FuR IHE INLREAsE (SOME
LIRRARIEs uAVE MORE IRAN uNE
REAsuN) tc 14 a v 1U 145



QUESTION 19A/PAGE2

NOTES(

NUMBER OF LIBRARIES REPORTING
AN INCREASE (QUESTION 18)

NUMBER OF LIBRARIES ANSWERING
THIS QUESTION

8 15 5 7 5 80

8 12 5 77

*PERCENTAOES IN THIS TABLE REPRESENT THE PERCENTAUE OF LIBRARIES ANSWERINU THIS QUESTIUN THAI OAVE THIS RESPONSE.



UUESTILIN 19B* IF THERE HAS BEEN A UECREASE IN THE AMuUNV OF USE OF
VEScRIBE BRIEFLY THE CAUSE(S) OF THE DECREASE*

4E LC NAME AUTHORITY FILE ON A SYSTEM,

RESEARLH ACADEMI PUBLIC LAW MEDICAL ALL
RESPONSE LIBRARIES LIBRARIES LIBRARIES LIBRARIES LIBRARIES LIBRARIES

SYSTEM ULANTIME ANU SLAM RESPONSE 2 t luu )* 0 ( U ) 0 t U

PuLILY/PEWELTURE CHANUE 1 ( 5U ) U t U ) 0 ( I)

FRUSTRATION WITH NUN -AALHI
HEAUINUs IN THE FILE U ( v ) 1 t 10u ) V ( 0

UELREAsEU NEED lu usE 11 NUW
THAT sIAFF ARE FAMILIAR WITH
AALH2 U ( ) U l O) U I

luIAL NUMBER OF REASONS GIVEN
FuR THE UE(.REASE tsuME
LIBRARIES DAVE MORE THAN UNE
REASON)

NulEs:

NUMBER OF LIBRARIEs REPuRfINO
A oELREAsE cvuEsliuN is,

NUMBER 0- LIRRARIEs ANWERINu
1111'n 00E'l..110N

1 U

) U ( U ) 0 ( 0 ) 2 ( 50 )

) U t U ) 0 ( U ) 1 ( 25 )

) U ( U ) 0 t U ) 1 t 25 )

) U ( 0 ) 1 ( 100 ) 1 ( 25 )

U 1 5

1 U V 1 4

1

-
U u 1 4

*PERLENIALJE IN 1H1'3 lAbLE ,,LF1-:EENT THE pERLEN1AuE OF LibRARIE', AF6WER1NG IH1'3 vUE511uN THAI DAVE THIS RESPONSE_



UUESTIUN 2w PLEASE LIST ANY PROBLEMS sIAFF MEMBERS Al YOUR LIBRARY HAVE ENcUUNiERED IN USING 1HE LC NAME
AUTHORITY FILE UN A SYSTEM. (WE ARE INTERESTED IN PROBLEMS WITH 1HE FILE kATHER THAN PROBLEMS
WITH THE SYSTEM UN WHICH II IS MOUNTED)

RESPuNsE

UUPLILATE REcURDS IN IHE FILE,

RESEARCH
LIBRARIES

ACADEMIC
LIBRARIES

PUBLIC
LIBRARIES

LAW
LIBRARIES

MEDICAL
LIBRARIES

ALL
LIBRARIES

uFIEN LuNFLIC1INu 84 ( 43 )* 12 ( 64 ) 3 ( 42 ) 1111,( 16 ) 2 ( 20 ) 52 ( 41 )

REFERENLEs Nut EVALUAlEU 16 ( 20 ) 5 ( 26 ) 0 ( 0 ) 1 ( 16 ) 0 ( 0 ) 22 (17 )

IUD MANY NON-AAuk.: RECORDS.
Nul EVALUAIEU 11 t 21 ) 4 ( 21 ) u ( U ) 1 ( 16 ) 3 ( 30 ) 25 ( 19 )

FILE Ntil LuMPRENENSIVE ENuUuHt
MANY NAMES MlsbINu 7 ( 8 ) 5 ( 26 ) 28 ) t ( 33 ) 4 ( 40 ) 20 ( 15 )

NuN-FL1PPE0 HEAUINus 1/ ( 21 1 1 ( 10 ) 0 ( U ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( U ) 19 ( 15 )

NAME LuNFL1L1s; 1NLuNSIsIENLY
uF FukM Uh NAME b ( 6 ) 6 ( ,:t1 ) 2 ( 48 ) 0 ( 0 ) 4 ( 40 ) .. 17 ( 13 )

.

. LALI Uh 1NIERNAL L0N51bleNUY 1 1 ( 1 4 ) U ( V ) U ( U ) U ( u ) U ( U ) 1 1 ( U )

UNIFumm 11ILEt. Ntif %:.b.mitt_HAHLE 6 ( i ) .:: ( 15 ) 0 ( 0 I 0 ( 0 ) U ( 0 ) 9 ( 7 )

APILH2 hukr1 UlhhEkENI hkuM
818L1U1ikAhl1lL kELtikli 6 ( / ) 2 ( 10 ) U ( 0 ) (.1 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) e ( 6)

'z(_0(4 0PUNIE Uh / ( :.s ) 1 ( 5 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) V ( 0 ) :1 ( 6 )

EkkUk5 '-... ( 6 ) 1 ( 5 ) 0 ( 0 ) U ( 0 ) V ( V ) 6( 4)

1NSutl 0.1EN1 D01_11MENIAIWN
UN 1.001N1,. ILRMINHL0Uv.

.1No Ekk..111t t) (-) ) U ( 0 ) ( U ) 6 ( 4 )



GOESIION 20/PAGE2

HISIURY bLUPE NOTES
suMEIIMEs MISSINu

OTHER RESPONSES (SEE BELOW)

5 ( 6 ) u ( 0 )

86 ( 110 ) 19 ( 1u )

TUIAL NUMBER OF PROBLEMS LISTED 218

NUIEbt

(1) NUMBER OF LIBRARIES
ANSWERING THIS UUEsTION

( ) 0 ( 0 )

2 ( 28 ) 3 ( 50 )

,r

1 ( 10 ) 6 ( 4 )

( 30 ) 11.3 ( 89 )

6u 9 8 17. 322

78 25 Y 6 10 126

(2) * PERLENTAUES IN IHIS TABLE REPRESENT THE PERcENTALJE OF LIBRARIES ANSWERING THIS WUESTION THAT GAVE THIS RESPONSE.

(J) LONER RESPONSES ARE SUMMARIZED BELOW.
(LUDES FULLUW1NLi EACH RESPONSE INDICATE THE NutTER AND TYPES) OF LIBRARIES MAKING THAT RESPONSE.)

CO coNFUSINu AsPELTS; HEADINGS,LIEsIUNATED AACR2 (Uk AACR2-COMPATIBLE) THAT DO NOT SEEM TO COMPLY WITH RULES (2R); RECORD
CO DISPLAY UNCLEAR 2H); FILL IS NO) UsER-cuRUIAL (IR); FAILURE IU DISTINGUISH BETWEEN VARIANT AND EARLIER FORMS OF

NAMES (1R)T INCONSISIENCIES BETWEEN LC ANU NLC RECORDS (JR), SOURCE DATA NOTES SOMETIMES INAUEUUATE TO DISTINGUISH
BETWEEN HEADING, (1R, 1A); SYMBOLS IN W-SUBFIELD DIFFICULT ILI DECODE (IR); FRUSTRATION WITH DEFAULT VALUES IN
LuNIHUL SUBFIELU (IR); Nu EXPLANATIONS OF WHAT Lc Is DUINU (1R), 24-DIGIT CONTROL FIELD (IR, IA)) FIXED-FIELD
DEFINIfluNS UNCLEAR (1R)1 NOT ENOULM UsER AIDS AND LEGENDS (2A); /*W CODING SIRING CONFUSING (1A, 1P); INCONSISTENT
cuULNu FUR PRE-& Pusl-AAcH2 (AND cOMPAIIBLE) HELUHLIS (3H).

uuALIIY; INALLORALIES uF NUN -LL. INPUI (1R); INCOMPLETE RELUREIS (jR); UNEVEN uUALIIY OF RECORDS (1R); SEVERAL FIELDS
Nut EDITED Uk VERIFIED (1k); INCORRECT OR MISLEADING LAGS (JR), DUPLICATE ASN'S (2R); CODING ERRORS (1R)I AUTHORITY
HELL)Fais FROM LIP MAIERIAL NUT ALWAYS LoRREcl (jR); INuoRRELI INFuRMAlloN (IR, 1P); DELAY IN CORREcTING ERRORS (1R);
MARL. lAus SOMETIMES MLSSINU (1R); ERRURS ',HUM IHE FLIP (IF)I INACCuRAIE/INCONSISTENT HEADINGS (3R); HEADINGS
SOMETIMES MIScoULD AS AACR2 (1H).

LHuss-REFERENCES; SEE ALSO ENTRIES WIlHoUI LuHREsPoNDINu AUTHORITY RELORDS (1R); APPRoPHIAIE cRuSS-REFERENCES SOMETIMES
Nut IN IHE ONLINE FILE (2H)) INLuNSISIENCY IN CROSS- REFERENCES (JR); STATUS OF REFERENCE NOT INDICATED (1H);
uuEslIoNABLE cHuSS-REFERENCES (2R); LRUSs-REFERENCES INVALID FUR MUST LuHPURATE HEADINuS (1k); MISSING SEE ALSO
REFERENCES (1R); CROSS- REFERENCES LUNFUSINU (IM); Nul ALL 5XX ENTRIES REPRESENTED BY INDIVIDUAL RECORDS (1A); NEW
FoHM uF NAME DOES NU! ALWAYS LUNIAIN A HLFEHENLL To THE ULLI FORM OF NAME (4A, 1A); MANY FOREIGN-LANGUAGE-EUUlvALENT
XHEFEHENCES AHL UNNECESSARY, BUI HARD Tu suRI BECAUSE LANUUAUE IS NUI uIVEN (IR, IA); LC CROSS-REFERENCES ARE BASED
uN LL LAIALW.-MUsl BE REVIEWED FOR USE Al Lull LIBRARY (2R); RELAIIuNSHIPS BETWEEN 4XX AND 5XX FIELDS OFTEN NO)
LXPLAINLO (01); REFERENCES INcoNsISIENI WITH HEADINuS (1A).

uLuuHAPHIc FNIHIES: NEED SUBOELf USAuL As WELL As AUIHUH MAUL FUN uEuuHAPHIC HEADINGS (1k); NEED MORE VERIFIED uhouRAPHIC
HLADINus (2H); SL'ME uLuuHAPHIc HEADINus HARD IL) SEARCH (1k).



WESIluN 4u/PAGEG

LukPuRATE ENTRIES: INLUNSISTENT USE OF NAME BETWEEN MAIN Bolo AND sOBuRDINATE PARTS (6k, IM), HEADINGS FOR MANY SUB-BODIES/
Nul IN FILE (IR): L.:GRP:MATE HISIURY NOTES OulDATED (IR); CuRPoRATE HEADINGS WITH MANY SUBORDINATE ELEMENTS ARE HARD

,

IU seARLH 4A, .'sL), HIERARCHAL CRUsS-REFERENLES NU1 OFDA(ED 1O AAL.R2 (IR)1 GoVERNMENT AGENCIES HARD 10 SEARCH (IA).

RECORD LuNTEN1: Nut ENOUGH DETAILED INFORMATION (1K)) DA1ES OF AUTHORITY DELISIUNS ANU UPDATES NOT GIVEN (IR, 1A); NOT
ENOUGH EXPLANATORY NOTES (IR, IA): HISTORY NOTES INSUFFICIENT oR UNCLEAR (IR, IA).

ulHEkl LACK OF ANNOUNLEMEN1 OF CHANGED NAMES (UN)) ONLY
FAslER (IR): NEED INDEX IU SUUFIELD "" (2R)) SOME
TRONLA1ED ENTRIES IS SOMETIMES HARD T1 DISTINGUISH
UP Wu MANY kEcuRDs ( LA)1 NEED I.:014,11Ru punideR FROM

NAME-TIILE AUTHORITY RECORDS AVAILABLE WHERE NAME ONLY WOULD bE
RECORDS DIFFICULT 10 LOCATE USING AVAILABLE SEARCH KEYS CIR11 FROM
BETWEEN ENTRIES (1101 NU flick. SEARCH (IA)) SEARCH KEYS OFTEN PULL
FICHE To FIND SOME RECURDS (IA)) FILE LACKS SERIES (IR, IM),



QUESTION 211

DOES YOU LIBRARY CURRENTLY SUBSCRIBE TO "NAME AUTHORITIES. CUMULATIVE MICROFOII EDITIUN." THE QUARTERLY'
MICROFICHE VERSION OF THE LC NAME AUTHORITY FILE PUBLISHED BY THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS? EYES NO

MOTE* SOME RESPONDENTS ANSWERING "YES" RECEIVE THEIR COPY AS DEPOSITORY LIBRARIES( S ANSWERING "NO" RECEIVE
A DEPOSITORY COPY. THE QUESTION SHOULD HAVE REFERRED TO "PAID" SUBSCRIPTIONS.")

RESPONSE
RESEARCH
LIBRARIES

ACADEMIC
LIBRARIES

PUBLIC
LIBRARIES

LAW
LIBRARIES

MEDICAL
LIBRARIES

ALL
LIBRARIES

yrs 87 ( 89 ) 23 ( 71 ) 8 ( 32 ) 10 ( 71 ) 3 ( 21 ) 131 ( 71 )

NO 9 ',( 9 ) 8 ! 25 ) 16 ( 64 ) 4.( 28 ) 10 ( 71 ) 47 ( 25 )

NO RESPONSE 1 ( 1 ) 1 ( 3 ) 1 ( 4 ) 0 ( 0 ) 1 ( 7 ) 4 ( 2 )

TOTAL 97 32 25 14 14 182



QUESTION 22t TO HOW MANY COPIES OF "NAME AUTHORITIES, CUMULATIVE MICROFORM EDITION" DOES YOUR LIBRARY CURRENTLY SUBSCRIBE?

(NOTE= RESPONDENTS WHO ANSWERED "NO" TO QUESTION 21 WERE TOLD TO SKIP THIS QUESTION; HENCE, NO "0" RESPONSES.)

RESPONSE
RESEARCH
LIBRARIES

ACADEMIC
LIBRARIES

PUBLIC
LIBRARIES

LAW
LIBRARIES

MEDICAL
LIBRARIES

ALL
LIBRARIES

0 0 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 )

1 62 ( 63 ) 23 ( 71 ) 8 ( 32 ) 10 ( 71 ) 3 ( 21 ) 106 ( 58 )

2 8 ( 8 ) 2 ( 6 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 10 ( 5 )

3 5 ( 5 ) 0(0) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 5 ( 2 )

4 5 ( 5 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 5 2 )

5 1 ( 1 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( b ) 0 ( 0 ) 1 0 )

6 1 ( 1 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 1 0 )

7 2 ( 2 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 2 ( 1 )

8 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 )

0 0 ). 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 0 )

10 1 ( 1 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 1 ( 0 )

NO RESPONSE 12 ( 12 ) 7 ( 21 ) 17 ( 68 ) 4 ( 28 ) 11 ( 78 ) 51 ( 28 )

TOTAL 97 32 25 14 14 182



QUESTION 23: TO HOW MANY COPIES OF "NAME AUTHORITIES, CUMULATIVE MICROFORM EDITION" DO YOU EXPECT YOUR LIBRARY WILL SUBSCRIBE
AT THIS TIME NEXT YEAR?

(NOTE: RESPONSES TO THIS QUESTION ARE DISPLAYED BELOW ACCORDING TO WHETHER THE NUMBER OF SUBSCRIPTIONS FOR NEXT YEAR IS
AN "INCREASE". "DECREASE", OR "REMAINS THE SAME" WHEN COMPARED WITH THIS YEAR'S NUMBER OF SUBSCRIPTIONS, AS INDICATED IN
QUESTION 22.)

RESPONSE
RESEARCH
LIBRARIES

ACADEMIC
LIBRARIES

PUBL'C
LIBRARIES

LAW
LIBRARIES

MEDICAL
LIBRARIES

ALL
LIBRARIES

INCREASE 5 ( 5 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 5 ( 2 )

DECREASE 2 ( 2 ) 1 ( 3 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0( 0 ) 3 ( 1 )

REMAINS THE SAME 75 ( 77 ) 23 ( 71 ) 8 ( 32 ) 8 ( 57 ) 3 ( 21 ) 117 ( 64 )

NO RESPONSE 15 ( 15 ) 8 ( 25 ) 17 ( 68 ) 6 ( 42 ) 11 ( 78 ) 57 ( 31 )

w0 TOTAL 97 32 25 14 14 182
rsa

i



a

QUESTION 24A1 IF YOUR ANSWER 7U NUMBER 23 15 LESS THAN YOUR ANSWER TO NUMBER 22. PLEASE BRIEFLY EXPLAIN
THE REASON(S) FOR THE DECREASE IN NUMBER OF SUBSCRIPTIONSs

NEED 1HE MUST CURRENT INFORMATION SO WILL USE UNLiNE FILE MORE (1k); WILL USE THE ONLINE FILE MORE BECAUSE
it IS POSSIBLE TO SEARCH ON MORE pOINTS OF ACCESS (1R).

CONE RESPONDENT INDICATED A DECREASE BUT DID NOI DIVE A REASON)

K.

QUESTION d4iii IF YOUR ANSWER TU NUMBER 23 IS LESS THAN YOUR ANSWER TO NUMBER 22. PLEASE BRIEFLY EXPLAIN THE REASON(S).
FUk THE DECREASE IN NUMBER Of SUBSCRIPTIONsi

IWO DEPARTMENTS NOW SHARING A COPY WILL BE GEOGRAPHICALLY SEPARATED, SO ANOTHER COPY WILL BE NEEDED (IR)1 UNTIL
DIFFICULTIES WITH THE SYSTEM ARE REACHED, WE WILL NEED MORE COPIES AS BACKUP (2R); NUT ENuU0H 1ERmINALS AT
PRESENT FOR ONLINE USE, SO WILL NEED MORE FICHE COPIES (2k).



QUESTION 2,b) PLEAse. LIS1 BRIEFLY 1HE PURPOSE(s) FOR WHICH NAME AUTHORIllES (MICROFORM EDITION) IS USED IN YuUR LIBRARY

RESPONSE

SUBSIITUIE FUR 1HE. ONLINE FILE
WHEN SYSTEM IS UuWN OR HAS

RESEARCH
LIBRARIES

ACADEMIC
LIBRARIES

PUBLIC
LIBRARIES

LAW
. LIBRARIES

MEDICAL
LIBRARIES

ALL
LIBRARIES

SLOW RESPONSE LIME 38 ( 43 )4* lu ( 41 ) 1 ( 12 ) 2 25 ) 2 ( 66 ) .53 ( 40 )

1

VERIFY NAMES FuH CAIALOUINu 29 ( 32 ) 5 20 ) 6( 75) 4 ( 50 ) 1 ( 33 ) 45 ( 34 )

04kk;

FOR sEARCHES IMA1 LANNUT BE
DONE WELL, UH Al ALL, UN
ucLL 14 ( lb ) j ( 11 ) I ( 12 ) ( 0 ) 1 ( 33. ) 19 ( 14 )

SEAkLA UN1FuRM IIILE
HEADINus (14u) 15 ( 11 ) 12 ) 0 ( U ) 1 ( 12 ) 0 t U ) 19 ( 14 )

ESIABL15H UN %/LHIFY AAL.H2
ALL8bb PUINtb It) t 11 ) ti t 2U ) 1 ( 12 ) 1 ( 12 ) 1 t ) 18 ( 13 )

8U8b111UIE FUN 1ME uNLINE
F1LE WHEN cANU WHERE) A
IEHMINAL 1s NU1 AVAILANLL 11 1. ) 6 ( 15 ) .1 t It ' ( U ) U l U ) 18 ( 13 )

EsTABLIsH LHObb-HEFEHENLEb 10 11 ) t ti ) 1 ( 12 ) 0 ( 0 ) 1 ( 33 ) 14 ( 10 )

.AME As uLlEbIluN 16 10 ( 11 ) 4 t 16 ) 0 ( L1 ) 0 t u ) ( u ) 14 ( 10 )

FuH NulEb, t-xPLANAfluNb, AND
ulMER /NFuHmAlluN Nuf IN

ONLINE FILL

lu VEHI1-Y NAMk%:. Nul IN

/ ) 1 t 4 ) U t 0 1 U ( 11 ) 0 t 0 ) $ ( 6 )

IHL UNL1NE FILE

lu HEbuLvE LuNFLLLIb IN

4 t 4 ) t 12 ) 1 ( 14 ) 1 ( ) u ( 0 ) 9 ( 6 )

AN AUluMAIED uH
MANUAL FILE 1 ) ( u ) U ) 1 ( 1.! ) u ) ( 6 )

I



QUESTION 25/PAGE2

FOR RETROSPECTIVE CONVERSION

TO FIND RECORD NUMBERS FUR
FINDING RECORDS ONLINE

FOR BROWSING /SCANNING

TO AVOID SEARCH LIMITATIONS
(E.G. 256 HITS MAXIMUM)

TO DOUBLE-CHECK INFORMATION
FROM THE ONLINE FILE THAI
APPEARS INACCURATE OR
INCOMPLETE

HISTORY INFORMATION IS MORE
LEGIBLE AND COMPLETE

TO FIND NAMES AFFECTED BY
OCLC'S STOPWORD LIST

FUR INFORMATION DROPPED FROM
THE ONLINE FILE AFTER
REVISION UI A RECORD (E.O.
FOR USE IN A CLOSED CARD
CATALOG)

CORPORATE SEARCHES 9-b

ESTABLISH AUTHORITY RELoRDs
FUR A MANUAL AtilHoRITY
FILL

NACU

FUR REFERENCE wome.

4 ( 4 ) I ( 4 ) 2 ( 25 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 7 ( 5 )

7 ( 7 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 7 ( 5 )

7 ( 7 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( U ) 0 ( 0 ) 7 ( 5 )

4 ( 4 ) 1 ( 4 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 t 0 ) u ( 0 l 5 ( 3 )

I'

4 t 4 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 t 0 ) u ( 0 ) 1 ( 33 ) 5 IA 3)
.

I
r

4 ( 4 ) 0 t 0 ) 0 t 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 4A( 3)

1 t 1 ) ( Ei ) u ( ) ) 0 t u) 3 t 2 )

4 ( 4 ) U ( U ) O ( 0 ) 1 ( 1 2 ) U 0 ) b ( 3 )

1 t 1 ) 1 1 4 ) t ) 0 1 U ) 1 ( 1 3 ) 3 t 2 )

) U ) U V ) ) U ) 2 ( 1 )

) ( U ) ( U ) U ( 0 ) u ( 0 ) 2 ( I )

U i V ) U ( U ) lb ) O ) ( U ) 1 )

1$ 1



QUESTION 25/PAUE3

VERIFY ENTRY FUR PRE-ORUER
SEARCHINU 1 ( 1 ) 0 ( 0 ) 'I ( 5 ) 0 ( 0 ) ---... 0 ( 0 ) 2 ( 1 )

WHEN RESPONSES LLSTEU
.,

,

BELOW 5 ( 5 ) 1 ( 4 ) u ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 6 ( 4 )

luTAL NUMBER OF PURPOSES UIVEN 201 48 17 11 8 285

NulEs:

(1) NUMBER OF LIBRARIES
ANSWERINu 1HIS QUESTION 88 24 8 3 131

(d) * PERCENTAUES IN THIS TABLE REPRESENT THE PERLENIAUE OF LIBRARIES ANSWERINU 1H16 QUESTION THAT UAVE THIS RESPONSE.

(3) ofHER RESPONSES ARE SUMMARIZED BELOW.
(LUDES FoLLOWINU EALH RESPONSE INDICATE THE NUMBER AND TYPES) UF LIBRARIES MAKING THAT RESPONSE.)

OTHER RESPuNsEst PRINT AVAILABILITY OF DIACRITICS (IR); TO FiNU EXAMPLES OF RULE LHANUES ANU CAIALUUINU PROBLEMS
Wol EASIER 10 AC:LESS (IR); CONTRUL VARIANCE IN SERIES ENTRIES (IA)! DETERMINE RELATIoNsHiP BETWEEN UOVERN
MENIAL DEPARTMENT NAMES (IR): VERIFY OR ESTABLISH CORPORATE HEADINUS (1R).



QUESTION 261 PLEASE Lisi ANY PRO$LEMS YOUR INslITUlION HAS ENCOlyNTEREU IN USING NAME AUTHORIIIES)

RESEARCH ACADEMIC PUBLIC LAW MEDICAL ALLRESPONSE LIBRARIES LIBRARIES LIBRARIES LIBRARIES LIBRARIES LIBRARIES

NO1 CURRENT 45 ( 6u )* 4 ( 28 ) 1 ( 50 ) 0 ( 0 ) 2 ( 100 ) 52 ( 55 )

HEADERS HARD lu READ 18 t 24 ) 2 ( 14 ) O ( u ) 0 ( 0 ) O ( 0 ) 20 ( 21 )

SAME AS UUESTIUN 2u (AS
APPLILABLE) 12 ( 16 ) 2 ( 14 ) 0 ( 0 ) O ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 16 ( 17 )

FRUUULTIuN ERRUR-s tDUPLILATE,
MIsslNu, OR DEFECTIVE FICHE;
FILING ERkuRS) 6 ( 8 ) 1 ( 7 ) ( : ) t 0) 1 ( 5u ) 0 ( 0 ) 8 ( 8 )

UNEVALUA1ED RECuRUS 5 6 1 0 ( 0 1 0 ( 0 ) 1 ( 50 ) 1 ( 50 ) ( 7)

INLONSIS1EN1 ANU LUNFLILTINU
HEAD1NOs 6 t 8) 1 t 7 ) t i t u ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( V ) 7 ( 7 ) .

FILE NU1 LARUE ENOUGH 4 ( 5 ) 1 ( / ) 1 ( 50 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 6 ( 6 )

OTHER REsPoNSEs (SEE HELuW) 11 ( 29 ) V t 5 ) u ( U ) j ( 15U ) 0 ( 0 ) :32 ( 34 )

TuIAL NUMBER OF PURPUsEs ulVEN 118 1W 2 146

NOTES*

(1) NUMHEJ OF LIBRARIES
ANSWERING THIS QUESTION 74 14 1 1 94

12) * PERcEN1AUES IN IRIS TABLE REPRESENT THE PERCENTAGE OF LIBRARIES ANSWERING THIS UUESTIUN

t.3) (MIER RESPuNSES ARE SUMMARIZED BELOW.

IHAI GAVE THIS RESPONSE.

tCuUES F.ILLuWING EACH RESPONSE INDICATE THE NUMBER AND TYPES) OF LIBRARIES MAKING 1HAI RESPONSE.)



QUESTION 26/PAOL2

OTHER HESPONSES1 COD1NU FUR AA(:R2 UNCLEAR (3R)1 NCONS1S1EN1 WITH MARC AUTHORITY FORMAT (3Rit DIFFICULTY WITH CODES
(1k). 1A1 IL)1 LACK OF UOOD PRINTED GUIDE (3R)1 RETRO ENTRIES (3R)1 TEDIOUS 10 USE (3R, 1A)1 DUPLICATE RECORDS
(1A1 1L)1 LACKS COORDINATE INDEX (1101 DIACRITICS UNCLEAR (1R)1 CONTROL CODES ON CROSS-REFERENCES ARE PUZZLING
(1R)1 NUT ALWAYS CLEAR WHICH DECISION 1S THE LATEST (1R)1 DIFFICULT TO PRINT (IR); CONTAINS LESS INFORMATION
THAN 1HE ONLINE FILE (1R)1 AACR2 ENTRY NOT ALWAYS IN 1XX (1A)1 NUMEROUS #EADEND ENTRIES (1A)1 DATE OF A.Asi_upplaxE
NO1 UXVEN (1A)1 NOTES NU( CLEAR (1A)1 LACK OF CROSS-REFERENCES (1L)

ci4



Lt
QUEST ION 27' MILD YOU EXPECT YOUR LIBRARY TO USE THE NAME AUTHORITY FILE SERVICE WHEN IT IS AVAILABLE?

YES NO

RESPONSE
RESEARCH
LIBRARIES

ACADEMIC
L BRAR IES

PUBLIC
LIBRARIES

LAW
LIBRARIES

MEDICAL
LIBRARIES

r,
f

ALL
LIBRARIES

YES 91 93 ) 28 87 ) 16 64 ) 13 92 ) 10 71 ) . 158 86 )
a

NO 2 2 ) 1 3 6 24 ) 0 0 ) 2 (. 14 ) 11 6 )

NO RESPONSE 4 ( 4 ) 3 9 / 3 12 ) 1 7 ) 2 14 1 13 7 ) 4 .

=4. ow.

TOTAL 97 32 25 14 14 182

1 ' :



QUE.11uN :OA IF YOU WOULD NW EXPECT,YOUR LIBRARY TO USE THE NAME AUTHORITY FILE SERVICE, PLEASE 1NUICATE YOUR REASUN(S);

)

NOTE] THE RESPONSES GIVEN lu THIS WuEstION ARE LISTED BELOW.

WE DU NO] DO ENCTUuli ORIGINAL CATALOuINU,10 JUSTIFY THE EXPENSE INVOLVED OR THE SEARCH TIME INVOLVED.

ALL BUT A VERY FEW OF OUR BUOKs ARE ORUERED FRUM, AND CATALOGED AND PROLESSiD BY, THE NASSAU LIBRARY SYSTEM.
.

WE FEEL THAT US1 AND MAINTENANCE AT A NAME AUTHORITY FILE 1$ TOO custLY FOR UUR LIBRARY AND THAT WE LAN BASICALLY ACHIEVE
ADEWuATE NESUL1S USINU UUR CARD LATALOU AM.' LC COPY ASfAVAILABLE THROWN LIP AND TRADITIONAL CATALOUINuTOOLS.

TOTALLY USELESS FOR OUR LIBRARY.

I\ WE UUN'T HAVE STAFF TIME AVAILABLE TU DO FULL AuTHOR1TY,WoRK. A

THE,INFuRTWION WE NEED IS AVAILABLE TO U$ FFspri THE NAMER,AUTHuRITy FILE THRuUUH OLLC, WHICH WE ALREADY PAY FUk.

WE MAKE LIMI1EU USE OF ANY,NAME AUTHORITY COMPILATIONS BECAUSE, OF OUR SIZE ANU HOMOUENEITY OF UUR LOLLEulLON.

MOSTLY EXPENSES!

NAME AUTHORITY FILE IN OUR LIBRARY IS THE EASIEST 10 MAINTAIN. WE ONLY MAKE AN ENTRY IF THERE 1$ A NEED FOR A'LHOsS
REFERENCE Uk SEE ALSO REFERENCE. THERE IS VERY LITTLE TIME SPENT CHECKINU UN VARIAN] FuRM$ OF A NAME. ALSO, WE
STILL WOULD LIKE TO BE FREE 10 CHOOSE THE FORM OF 4 NAME, PARTICULARLY WITH UUR LoDuC EYVTEm FUR OuvEHNMENT BuDIkS.

PRESENTLy. uSINU/LINKINU WITH SHAHAF/u1LAS AUTHORITIES cINCLUUES SuBJELIST.



QUESTION 281

p

ASSUMING THE NAME AUTHORITY FILE SERVICE WERE AVAILABLE IN THE FOLLOWING FORMATS, WHICH FORMAT(S) WOULD YOU
EXPECT YOUR LIBRARY TO USE? (YOU MAY CHECK MORE THAN ONE.)

ONLINE
MAGNETIC TAPE
MICROFORM
PAPER COPY (A POSSIBILITY ONLY)
OTHER (PLEASE EXPLAIN)

RESPONSE

ONLUJE

RESEARCH
LIBRARIES

91 ( 44 )

ACADEMIC
LIBRARIES

29 ( 54 )

PUBLIC
LIBRARIES

16 ( 48 )

LAW
LIBRARIES

14 ( 60

MEDICAL
LIBRARIES

) 9 ( 34 )

ALL
LIBRARIES

)59 ( 47 )

MAGNETIC TAPE 12 ( 15 ) 2 ( 3 ) 1 ( 3 ) 1 ( 4 ) 5 ( 19 ) 41 ( 12 )

MICROFORM 74 ( 36 ) 19 ( 35 ) 12 ( 36 ) 6 ( 26 ) 7 ( 26 ) 118 ( 34 )

PAPER COPY 5 ( 2 ) . 1 ( 1 ) .0 ( 0 ) 2 ( 8 ) 3 ( 11 ) 11 ( 3 )

OTHER 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 )

NO RESPONSE 1 ( 0 ) 2 ( 3 ) 4 ( 12 ) 0 ( 0 ) 2 ( 7 ) 9 ( 2 )

TOTAL 203 53 33 23 26 338



WESIIUN 29: WHAT SPECIAL FEATURES, IF ANY, WOULD YOU WANT OR EXPECT AN ONLINE NAME AUTHORITY FILE SERVICE TU HAVE?

RESEARCH ACADEMIC
RESPONSE LIBRARIES LIBRARIES

PUBLIC
LIBRARIES

LAW
filBRARIES

MEDICAL ALL
LIBRARIES LIBRARIES

INSTANT UPDATE OF FILE AND INDEX 24 ( 3U )* 2 ( 11 ) 1 ( 11 I 2 ( 22 ) 1 ( 25 ) 30 ( 25 )

FLExIBLE AND EFFICIENT SEARCH
CAPABILITIES 10 ( 12 ) 2 ( 11 ) 2 ( 22 ) U ( u ) 0 ( 0 ) 14 ( 11 )

CAPACITY To LINK AUTHORITY
AND BIBLIOGRAPHIC FILES,
WITH AUfuMATIL UPDAIE
OF LAI1ER ( 8

klUORLIUS WUALITY CONTROL FUR

) 2 ( 1tt. ) 2 ( 22 ) u ( u ) ( 0 ) 11 ( 9 )

ALCURALY, cONSISTENLY,
ELIMINATION OF DUPLICATES 5 ( 6 ) 2 ( 11 ) 2 ( 22 ) U ( U ) 0 ( 0 ) 9 ( 7 )

ABILITY lu TRANSFER RECORDS
INIU A LULAL ONLINE AUTHORITY
sYsTEM 10 (

uTHER HEsPuNSEs (suMMAHLLEU

12 ) 0 ( u ) 0 ( U ) v ( u ) 0 l u ) 10 ( 8 )

HELuW) lab 33 Y 11 6 224

uIAL NUMBER OF sP,ILIAL 221 41 16 13 7 298
FEAIUHE'') sUuuEsIEU

ti) NUmbER uF LIBRARIEs
ANsWERINu IHls ovEslION 78 18 8 y 4 117

* RERLENtAuEs IN IRV. (ABLE HEPRESENI THE PEHLENIAuE uF LIBRARIEs ANsWERINu IHIs IHAI LAVE THIS REsPL.NSE.

(i) ulRER REsPuNsEs ARE sUMMATIIIED bELLIW.
(LuDEs FLILLuWIN6 EACH RESPONSE INDILAIE IHE NUMBER AND TYRE(s) uF LIBRARIEs MAKINU THAI RESPoNsE.)

I



QUESTION 29/PAUE2

SEARLHINUI KEYWORD (9R,2M)I BY
SEARCH KEYS (6k), BOOLEAN
AUTHOR-UNIFORM TITLE (2R.1
SEARCH (JR), QUICK SEARCH
(2A), FULL VALUE (1k), by

ALL VARIANT FORMS ANN) CROSS REFERENCES (5R,3A,21.); UNIFORM TITLE (5R,111), IMPROVE
(3R,1L.IM), BROWSING (4R), RIGHT-TRUNCATED (3R), REMOVE SEARCHING LIMITS (3R),
A), FLEXIBILITY IN USE OF SIOPLIST (1R.1A,IM), REDUCE NEED FOR RE-KEYING DURING
STRATEGY (1R,IP), TITLE (1R,1A), AUTHOR-TITLE (1R,1A), RESTRICT LENGTHY SEARCHES
CORPORATE SUB-BODIES (1R)

RELURD CONTENTS* INCLUDE CLASS NUMBER FOR LITERARY AUTHORS (2R)I NAME INSTITUTION THAT ESTABLISHED OR MODIFIED
THE HEADING (8R,2A,1P,101 DATE OF ENTRY AND REVISIONS (1R,2A)I SOURCE(S) USED 10 ESTABLISH HEADING (5R,IL)I
INCLUDE MARC TAUS (1R)I INDICATE CLEARLY WHETHER AACR2, NON-AACR2, AACR2-COMPATIBLE (3R,2A)I INCLUDE BRIEF
BIOGRAPHICAL DATA (IR)I CITE AACR2 RULE/INTERPRETATION USED (2R)I FULL MARL AUTHORITIES RECORD AND FORMAT
(1R,1A.1L)I USE LESS OBSCURE CODING (2R,1A), INCLUDE MORE HISTORY INFORMATION, ESPECIALLY FUR CORPORATE,
GOVERNMENT, AND GEOGRAPHICAL NAMES (9R,11.)1 INCLUDE MORE DETAILED INFORMATION AND RELEVANT NOTES (2R),
INDICATE RELATED BODIES CLEARLY (1R), DESIGNATE FIELD(S) FOR ADDING LOCAL INFORMATION (IR)I IDENTIFY 4XX FIELD
THAT REPRESENTS PREVIOUS LC ENTRIES (IR), LIST ALL CROSS-REFERENCES (1R)I USE FULL AACR2 FOR (2R,IAIIL)C NOTE
LANGUAGE OF CROSS REFERENCES (IR), MORE COMPREHENSIVE SCOPE NOTES (IR,11:1)1 INDICATE DATE OF LAST USE OF THE
RELURD (1R), MORE COMPREHENSIVE SCOPE NOTES (1R,1A)I INDICATE DATE OF LAST USE OF THE RECORD (1Ro! BASE 4XX AND
bXX TAGGING UN THE HISTORY OFTHE ORGANIZATION, RATHER THAN ON LC'S CATALOGING (1R)I LATEST ADDRESS FOR CORPORATE
BODIES (1M).

UISPLAYI DIFFERENT DISPLAYS FOR PUBLIC VS. TECHNICAL . ."ICES USE (2R,1A)I TRANSPARENT CROSS-REFERENCESI ESPECIALLY
FUR PUBLIC USE (4R./M)I FULL DIACRITICS DISPLAY (1R)I DISPLAY MARC TAGS INSTEAD OF MNEMONICS (1R)I ONLINE FORMAT
AND FICHE FORMATS AND CODES SHOULD BE SIMILAR (IA)I USE AACR2 FORM IN CROSS-REFERENCES (1R); EASY TO READ DISPLAY
FORMAI (IA)I USE LEGENDS RATHER THAN FIXED FIELDS TU DESCRIBE RECORD STATUS (1R).

DATABASE( INCLUDE SERIES (5,2,1A)I INCLUDE SUBJECTS (3R)I INCLUDE VALID, EXTENSIVE ROSS-REFERENCE STRUCTURE (6R,1A,IL).

QUALITY CONTROL; USE LC STANDARDS AND POLICIES (2R)I FACILITATE ERROR REPORTING BY ANY USER, USING ELECTRONIC MAIL
(6R11A); ASSURE PROMPT ACTION ON ERRORS REPORTED (IR)I ASSURE ACCURACY (1R)I ASSURE INTEGRITY (1F4)1 ASSURE
CONSISTENCY (2R,1P)I UTILIZE ONLINE VALIDATION FOR ERROR AND DUPLICATE ELIMINATION 42R,2A)I ASSURE UNIFORMITY
BETWEEN HEADINGS AND SUBDIVISIONS (2k).

AVAILABILITY( IMPLEMENT ON ALL MAJOR UTILITIES (1R)I ALWAYS AVAILABLE (IR); HAVE REGULAR LOADING OF TAPES ONTO ANY
SYSTEM USING IT (1R)I ACCESS TU CORPORATE NAMES AT ALL TIMES (1A,2L).

IJ1HER SPECIAL FEATURES( ABILITY TO ADD LOCALLY INTERESTING CROSS-REFERENCES (18)I NOTIFICATION OF NAME CHANGES
(2R,1A,1P)I INTERACTIVE CAPABILITIES WITH LOCAL SYSTEMS (1R)4 ALLOW OVERRIDE FOR LOCAL DECISIONS (1R)I
ALLOW INTEGRATION WITH THE AUTHORITY HIERARCHIES OF OTHER UTILITIE (E.G., SHARAF) (1R)I GLOBAL UPDATING
(1R.IA)I ABILITY TO EDIT RECORDS FOR LOCAL USE (2R,IP)I ABILITY TO PRODUCE AUTHORITY CARDS AND CROSS-
REFERENCES FOR LOCAL USE (2R.1A,3P)I ENABLE RETRIEVAL OF NAMES ADDED UR CHANGED OVER A TIME PERIOD (IR)I
ABILITY TO AUTOMATICALLY UPDATE ARCHIVAL TAPES (1P)I LOW-COST DATA COMMUNICATIONS (1R)I EASY TU USE/USER
LORDIAL (4R,2A)I ABILITY TO DISPLAY HOLDINGS ATTACHED TU INDIVIDUAL AUTHORITY RECORDS FOR INSTITUTIONS THAT
HAVE USED THOSE HEADINGS (2)01 AUTOMATIC GENERATION OF AUTHORITY RECORDS FUR NAMES USED AS SUBJECTS (IR)I
DIFFERENTIATE BETWEEN REFERENCES CRITICAL FUR FINDABILITY AND LESS IMPORTANT ONES (1R); WHEN AN ENTRY IS
LISTED MORE THAN ONCE UN A SUMMARY DISPLAY SCREEN. DISTINGUISH BETWEEN THEM (1R)I ABLE TU ACCEPT DECENTRALIZED
INPUT AND UPDATE (2k).



QUES1ION 301 WHAT SPECIAL FEATURES, IF ANY WOULD YOU WANT OR EXPECT A MICROFORM NAME AUTHORITY FILE SERVICE TO HAVE?

RESEARCH ACADEMIC
REsPONSE LIBRARIES LIBRARIES

...

PUBLIC LAW
LIBRARIES LIBRARIES

MEDICAL ALL
LIBRARIES LIBRARIES

FREQUENT CUMULATIuN AND UPDATE 32 ( 57 )* 5 ( 33 ) 2 ( 33 ) 3 ( 50 ) 2 ( 40 ) 44 ( 50 )

SAME AS QUESILON 29 13 ( 23 ) 5 ( 33 ) 2 ( 31 ) 2 ( 33 ) 0 ( 0 ) 22 ( 25 )

UUOD CROSS- REFERENCE STRUCTURE 5 ( 8 ) 1 ( 6 ) 2 ( 33 ) 3 ( 50 ) 1 ( 20 ) 12 ( 13 )

EASY T0 READ HEADERS 6 ( 10 ) 1 ( 6 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 7 ( 7 )

LARDER PRINT 5( 8) x ( 6) U( 0 1 U( U) O( 0) 6( 6)

UUOU INSTRULlluNs FUR USE 4( 1 ) 1 ( 6 1 U( U 1 U( 0 1 0( 0) 5 ( 5 1

INCLUDE REILEVANT NulEs AND HIsTuRY 2 ( 3 ) U ( U ) 1 ( 16 1 2 ( 33 ) U ( 1 ) 5 ( 5 )

CLEAR UESIuNAIIUN 0- AACR2 AND
AALR2-uOMPAI1BLE HEADINUS 3 ( 5 1 U ( u 1 1 ( 16 1 2 ( 33 ) 0 ( 0 ) 5 ( 5 )

U1HEH RESPuNSES (SEE bELuW) 24 ( 42 ) 4 ( 26 ) 2 ( 33 1 2 ( 33 ) 1 ( 20 ) 33 ( 37 )

tulAc NUMBER OF EEATUREs LlsIED 94 la 10 Is 4 139

N0lEss

(1) NUMBER OE LIBRARIES
mNsWERINu iHls WUESIluN 56 6 6 S 88

(2) * 1.-ERcENFAuEs IN THIS TABLE REPRESENT IHE PERLENTAUE OF LIBRARIES ANSWERLNU 11-41b QUESTION 1HAI GAVE THIS RESPONSE.

(3) ulHER REsPuNsEs ARE bUMMAH1ZEU BELOW.
ti_AJIJEb EULLUWINU EACH RESPuNsE INDIO:1(E fHE NUMBER AND 1YPE(s) OE LlEIRARLEb MAKING 1HA1 REW,UNSE.)



UES1 luN 40/PAuE2

OTHER RESPUNSO,;1 INCLUDE SERIES (2R,IA)( FICHE, NUT FILM (2R,IA); FULAZISPLAY OF MARC AUTHORITY (2R,IA);
FEWER CRRORs (2R)T USER-CORDIAL FORMAT (2R)I TITLE SEARCH (IR,IA)T IDENTIFY INPUTTING AGENCY (IR,IP,IL)I
COMP(EHENSIVE INDEX (IL,1M)( REMOVE NON-AACR2 HEADINGS (IR); USE SAME CODES AS ONLINE FILE (IR); RETAIN
CO'_UMN LAYOUT (VICE PAGE LAYOUt) (IR)I LOW COST (IR); 48X,REDUCTION (IR)i PERMUTED ACCESS (IR); INDEX/
NEulsTER FORMAT (IR); FULL AACR2 FORM (IR); GRID COORDINATE INDEX (IR)T CONSISTENT DENSITY AND CONTRAST
(IR); INCLUDE sUNJEGIS (1R); INCLUDE NON-ROMAN SCRIPTS (IR); DESIGNATE NEWLY ADDED NAMES (IP).

h 1



CAUES11UN 31; WHAT SPECIAL FEATURES, IF ANY, WOULD YUU WAN1 OR EXPECT A PAPER COPY FORMAT 10 HAVE?

RESEARCH ACAPEMIC PUBLIC LAW MEDICAL ALL
RESPONSE LIBRARIES LIBRARIES LIBRARIES LIBRARIES LIBRARIES LIBRARIES

WUULU NOT USE THIS FORMAT 15 ( 44 )* 2 ( 33 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 / 1 ( 33 ) la ( 34 )

SAME ANSWER AS QUESTION 30 9 ( 26 ) 1 ( 16 ) 1 t 25 ) 3 ( 60 ) 0 ( 0 ) :4 ( 26 )

REUULAH AND FREQUEN1
CUMULATIONS/SUPPLEMENTS 4 ( 11 ) 1 ( 16 ) 1 ( 25 ) 1 ( 20 ) 1 ( 33 ) 8 ( 15 )

SAME ANSWER AS QUESTION 29 2 ( 5 ) 1 ( 16 ) 0 ( 0 ) 2 ( 40) 0 ( 0 ) 5 ( 9 )

EXTENSIVE CROSS-REFERFALES 2 ( 5 ) U ( 0 ) 1 ( 25 ) 0 ( 0 ) 1 ( 33 ) 4 ( 7 )

OIHER RESPONSES (SEE BELOW) 5 ( 14 ) 1 ( 16 ) 1 ( 25 ) 1 ( 20 ) 0 (+0 ) 8 ( 15 )

IWAL NUMBER REsPUNSES 3/ 6 4 / 3 57

NUIEs)

(1) NUMBER OF IBRARIEs
ANsWERINu IHIS UUESI1uN .4 6 4 52

(4) * PEkLENIAIjE IN IHIs FABLE REPHESENI THE PERLENIALJE OF LIBRARIES ANSWERINu 1111'i UUESIIUN IHAI LAVE 1H1S RESPONSE.

OTHER RESPONSES ARE SUMMARIZED BELOW.
(LUDES )-LILLuW1NU EALH REsPUNSE INDILAIE IHE NUMBER AND IYPE(S) OF LIBRARIES MAKINU IHAI REsPuNSE.)

WHEN REsPuNsEs: ALLUHALY (1R)( LEu1BLE HRINI (2R); ELIMINATION OF NUN -AALN4 HEADINus (IR); SIMPLIFIED DISPLAY
FUN PUBLIL SE.RVILES USE (NU MARL. lAus) (1k); 1IILE EARLH (IA); FLRMAI SIMILAR (U LGSH (11-)1 LOW Lu$1 (IL).



QUESTION 32:

ONLINE ACCESS TO THE NAME AUTHORITY FILE SERVICE WILL HAVE TO BE PRICED IN A FAIR AND REASONABLE WAY. WHICH OF
THE FOLLOWING WAY(S) OF CHARGING WOULD YOU PREFER? (IF YOU INDICATE MORE THAN ONE, PLEASE INDICATE A PRIORITY,
WITH "1" INDICATING FIRST PREFERENCE, ETC.)

PRICE BASED ON AMOUNT OF TIME SPENT ON THE SYSTEM
PRICE BASED ON NUMBER OF HEADINGS FOUND; A PER RECORD CHARGE
PRICE A SUBSCRIPTION CHARGE (IF YOU CHOOSE THIS ONE, PLEASE SUGGEST HOW THAT CHARGE MIGHT BE SET; E.G..
BY AMOUNT OF CATALOGING DONE THE PREVIOUS YEAR, ETC.)
OTHER (PLEASE EXPLAIN)

(EXPLANATION OF TABLE: RESPONSE "TIME 1", FOR EXAMPLE, REFERS TO THOSE RESPONDENTS WHC INDICATED "PRICE BASED ON
AMOUNT OF TIME..." AS THEIR FIRST CHOICE FOR PRICE SETTING; "TIME 2" REFERS TO THOSE WHO RATED "PRICE BASED ON
AMOUNT OF TIME..." AS THEIR SECOND CHOICE, ETC.)

RESPONSE
RESEARCH
LIBRARIES

ACADEMIC
LIBRARIES

PUBLIC
LIBRARIES

LAW
LIBRARIES

. MEDICAL
LIBRARIES

ALL
LIBRARIES

TIME - 1 16 ( 12 ) 3 ( 6 ) 4 ( 15 ) 2 ( 10 ) 3 ( 15 ) 28 ( 11 )

TIME 2 3 ( 2 ) 2 ( 4 ) , ( 3 ) 2 ( 10 ) 2 ( 10 ) 10 ( 4 )

TIME - 3 1 ( 0 ) 2 ( 4 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 3 ( 1 )

TIME - 4 1 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 1 ( 0 )

RECORD - 1 31 ( 24 ) 13 ( 30 ) 6 ( 23 ) 7 ( 36 ) 6 ( 31 ) 63 ( 26 )

RECORD - 2 9 ( 7 ) 4 ( 9 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 1 ( 5 ) 14 ( 5 )

RECORD - 3 2 ( 1 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 2 ( 0 )

RECORD - 4 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 )

SUBSCRIPTION 1 25 ( 19 ) 12 ( 27 ) 2 ( 7 ) 1 ( 5 ) 3 ( 15 ) 43 ( 18 )

SUBSCRIPTION - 2 4 ( 3 ) 1 ( 2 ) 0 ( 0 ) 1 ( 5 ) 0 ( 0 ) 6 ( 2 )

SUBSCRIPTION - 3 3 ( 2 ) 1 ( 2 ) 0 ( 0 ) 1 ( 5 ) 1 ( 5 ) 6 ( 2 )

SUBSCRIPTION - 4 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 1 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 )

OTHER - 1 21 ( 16 ) 1 ( 2 ) 0 ( 0 ) 5 ( 26 ) 0 ( 0 ) 27 ( 11 )

OTHER - 2 1 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 1 ( 5 1 2 ( 0 )

OTHER - 3 1 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 1 ( 0 )

OTHER 4 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 )

NO RESPONSE 10 ( 7 ) 4 ( 9 ) 13 ( 50 ) 0 ( 0 ) 2 ( 10 ) 29 ( 12 )

TOTAL 128 43 26 19 19 235



QUESTION 32A1 (EXPLANATIONS BY RESPONDENTS C:HELKINO "OTHER" ON QUESTION 32.)

RESEARCH ACADEMIC
RESPONSE LIBRARIES LIBRARIES

1.-.ACH UTILITY SHOULD SET liS OWN
PRICINo STRUCTURE FUR PROVISION

PUBLIC
LIBRARIES

LAW
LIBRARIES

MEDICAL ALL
LIBRARIES LIBRARIES

OF SERVIcES BASED UN NAPS 5 ( 21 )* 1 ( 100 ) 0 ( v ) 4 ( 8 ) 0 ( 0 ) 10 ( 33

HOPE USE OF THE FILE UN UCLC
REMAINS FREE 2 ( 8 ) 0 ( u ) 0 ( 0 ) 2 ( 4 ) 0 ( u ) 4 ( 13 )

PROVIDE ULSCOUNI (OR 0144,-i
INCENTIVE) FUR NAPS
LoNTRIBUTURs 3 ( 13 ) 0 ( U ) u ( 0 ) U ( 0 ) U ( U ) 3 ( 10 )

LHARUE ONLY FUR AUTHORITY
RECORDS ACTUALLY USED 2 ( 8 ) U ( U ) U ( 0 .) U ( U ) ( 0 ) .2 ( 6 )

PRICINo MUST BE FAIR ANU
EQUITABLE . 4 ( 8 ) u ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) U ( U ) 2 ( b )

101AL NUMBER OF "OTHER" lY I 0 6 1 27
cuMMENTs MADE

NuiEsi

(1) NUMBER OF TABRARIEs mAKINo
"WHEW COMMENTS 23 1 0 5 1 30

(2) * HERCENrAuEE IN THIS TABLE REPRESENT THE PERLENIAOE OF LIBRARIES ANSWERING THIS OoESTION THAT DAVE THIS RESPONSE.

(4) uTHER REsPuNEs ARE SUMMARIZED BELOW.
(LUTES FoLLuWINu EACH RESPONSE INDICATE THE NUMBER AND TYPES) OF LIBRARIES MAKIN%3 THAT RESPONSE.)

u1HER REEuTISES (SEE BELOW)

CHARLIE PER RECORD WITH DISLuUNT FuR QUANTITY (1R)1 SoBsCRIPiluN CHARLIE, WITH DIELuUNT BASED ON NUMBER OF NEW BIBLIu-
uRAPHIc RECORDS CulsiTRIbuTEU LAST YEAR (1R)i INCLUDE WITH SuBSCRIHTIuN 10 MARL; SERVILE (If)i FUR ONLINE USE,
CHARIA A PLAT RATE PLUS A CHARuE BASED UN USE (1R); FOR ONLINE USE, CHARGE A FLAT RATE (1R); C.HARUE FUR NUMBER
OF HEALT1NoS SEARCHED (1M).

1



WUESTION JJ; PLEASE USE THIS SPACE TO MAKE SUGGESTIONS ABOUT PRICING OF MICROFORM, TAPE AND PAPER COPY EDITIONS
OF THE NAME AUTHORITY FILE SERVICE.

RESPONSE

CHARGE A FIXED SUBSCRIPTION RATE

RESEARCH
LIBRARIES

ACADEMIC
LIBRARIES

PUBLIC
LIBRARIES

LAW
LIBRARIES

MEDICAL
LIBRARIES

ALL
LIBRARIES

THAI LOVERS COSTS 9 l 29 )* 1 15 ) U 0 ) 0 0 ) 1 50 ) 11 1 25

KEEP THE PRICE OF THE MIcRUFORM
EDITION LOW SU ALL LIBRARIES
CAN AFFORD ITS KEEP PRICES OF
OTHER FORMATS LOW it REASONABLE 6 19 ) 1 25 ) 3 ( 60 ) 1 ( 50 ) u 0 ) 11 l 25

BASE CUSP OF EACH PRODUCT UN
Lust OF PRODUCING ITS PRICE
UP 1 PRODUCT SHOULD NUT
SUBSIDIZE COST OF ANOTHER 4 l 12 ) j 75 ) ( 0) ( U) 0 l u ) 7 l 15 )

USE A VARIABLE SUBSCRIPTION
RATE EIRSED UN EXPECTED USAGE
OF THE SYSTEM (E.G., BASED
UN AVERAGE CATALOGING LAST
j YEARS. OR BOOK BUDGET) J 9 ) U ( U ) 1 20 ) U ( U ) 0 ( 0 ) 4 l 9 )

401,,

ALLOW DISCOUNTS FOR ADDITIONAL
COPIES IN THE SAME UR
ANOTHER MEDIUM 9 ) 0 ( 0 ) ( U ) U ( U ) ( U ) 3 ( 6 )

OTHER PRICING STRUCTURES* INCLUDE
COST OF FILE MAINTENANCE;
CHARGE COST OF THE MEDIUM PLUS
A PER RECORD CHARGE 1 ( 4 ) U ( U ) U ( U ) U ( U ) 1 ( 50 ) 2 ( 4 )

PRICE FUR ONLINE USE UN A
UTILITY 'SHOULD BE COMPARABLE
Tu UTHER PER RECORD CHARGES 1 ( 3 ) U ( U ) U ( ) U( U) 0 ( 0 ) 1 ( 2 )

TWAT_ NUMBER OF suGGE5f1UNS 4 5 4 4 4 44
MADE

11



QUESTION 3G/PAGE2

NUTESI

(1) NUMBER OF LIBRARIES
ANSWERING THIS QUESTION 31 4 5 2 2

0

44

(2) PERCENTAGES IN THIS TABLE REPRESENT THE PERCENTAGE OF LIBRARIES ANSWERING THIS QUESTION THAT GAVE THIS RESPONSE.



UUESTION 34; WHAT CHANGES, IF ANY, WOULD YOU EXPECT THE AVAILABILITY OF THE NAME AUTHORITY FILE SERVICE TO MAKE
IN THE OPERATIONS AND SERVICES OF YOUR LIBRARY?

RESPONSE

REDUCE TIME FOR AUTHORITY WORK;
SPEED UP CATALOGING AND
RETROSPECTIVE CONVERSION;

RESEARCH
LIBRARIES

ACADEMIC
LIBRARIES

PUBLIC
LIBRARIES

LAW
LIBRARIES

MEDICAL
LIBRARIES

ALL
LIBRARIES

REDUCE UNIT COSTS 53 ( 67 ) 8 ( 53 ) 4 ( 33 ) 4 ( 50 ) 5 ( 62 ) 74 ( 61 )

JMPROVE LOCAL FILES AND DATABASES;
INTEGRITY, CURRENCY, CONSISTENCY
AND ACCURACY 13 ( 16 ) 1 ( 6 ) 3 ( 25 ) 1 ( 12 ) 3 ( 37 ) 21 ( 17 )

IMPROVE PUBLIC SERVICES AND
ACCESS TO THE COLLECTION 5 ( 6 ) 2 ( 13 ) 2 ( 16 ) 1 ( ) 1 ( 12 ) 11 (9 )

IMPROVE CAPABILITY FOR EXCHANGE
OF BIBLIOGRAPHIC DATA WITH
OTHER LIBRARIES (LOCALLY,
REGIONALLY, NATIONALLY) o ( 7 ) 2 ( 13 ) 1 ( 8 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 9 ( 7 )

REDUCE STAFF COSTS; ALLOW
REALLOCATION OF RESOURCES 7 ( 8 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 1 ( 12 ) 8 ( 6 )

FACILITATE DEVELOPMENT OF, OR
IMPROVE, AN ONLINE CATALOG;
ALLOW GLOBAL CHANGES. CONTROL
OF CROSS-REFERENCES, ETC. 4 ( 5 ) 3 ( 20 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 0 ( 0 ) 7 ( 5 )

MAKE LIBRARY MATERIALS AVAILABLE
MORE WILKLY; REDUCE BACKLOGS 4 ( 5 ) 2 ( ta ) 0 ) 0 ) 0 ) 6 ( 4 )

MORE TERMINAL TIME WILL BE
NEEDED (UN A UTILITY) 2 ( 2 ) U ( U ) 0 ( ) 1 ( 12 ) 0 ( 0 ) 3 ( 2 )



QUESTION 34/PAGE2

NO CHANGES EXPECTED: UNABLE TU
PROJECT CHANUES AT THIS TIME 5 ( 6 ) 2 ( 13 )

lUTAL NUMBER OF CHANUES LISTED 99 2U

NOTES:.

3 ( 25 )

1:i

0 ( 0 ) 1 ( 12 )

7 11

11 9 )

150

(1) NUMBER OF LIBRARIES
ANSWERING THIS QUESTION 78 15 12 8 ei 121

(2) * PERCENTAGES IN THIS TABLE REPRESENT THE PERCENTAGE OF LIBRARIES ANSWERING THIS QUESTION [HAT UAVE THIS RESPONSE.

(3) UlHER RESPONSES ARE SUMMARIZED BELOW.
(CODES FULLOWINU EACH RESPONSE INDICAfE THE NUMBER AND TYPE(S) OF LIBRARIES MAKING THAT RESPONSE.)

OTHER RESPONSES: ELIMINATE NEED FOR IN -HOUSE AUTHORITY FILE (IR): ENABLE AUTOMATION OF LOCAL AUTHORITY FILE (IR)T
INCREASE COST OF CATALUOINU (1R): FACILIATE AACR2 IMPLEMENTATION (1P): INFLUENCE CHOICE OF UTILITY 10 JUIN (1L):
SPEED UP ILL REQUEST PROCESSING (1M).



QUESTION 351 WHAl CHANGES CAN YOU FORESEE IN YOUR LIBRARY THAI, OVER THE NEXT FIVE YEARS, M10Fi1 AFFECT YGJR USE OF
THE NAME AUTHORITY FILE SERVICE?

RESPONSE

IMPLEMENIATIUN OF AN

RESEARCH
LIBRARIES

ACADEMIC
LIBRARIES

PUBLIC
LIBRARIES

LAW
LIBRApIES

MEDICAL
LIBRARIES

ALL
LIBRARIES

ONLINE CATALOG 37 ( 54 )* / ( 43 ) a ( 21 ) 4 ( 57 ) 1 ( 12 ) 52 ( 46 )

DEVELOPMENT OF, OR CHANGE IN,
ONLINE AUTHORITY FILES

.0.

AND /OR AUTOMATIC SYSTEMS
IN-HOUSE OR ON UTILITIES,
NETWORKS OR VENDORS 2u ( 29 ) 2 t 12 ) 2 ( 14 ) u ( U ) 4 ( 47 ) 37 ( 23 )

RETROSPECTIVE CONVERSION
(CONTINUATION(OR
BEGINNINU 5 ( 7 ) 1 ( 6 ) 3 ( 21 ) U ( 0 i 1 ( 12 ) 10 ( a )

CHANGES IN TEC,ONICAL SERVICE
OPERATIONS tE.G.,
cENTRAL1ZA11ON) 3 ( 4 ) U ( U ) 2 ( 14 ) 1 ( 14 ) 1 t 11 ) 7 ( 6 )

BUDUE1ARY CONSTRAINTS 3 ( 4 ) 3 ( 18 ) 0 ( 0 ) U ( 0 ) U ( 0 ) 6 ( 5 )

NU MAJOR cHANUES EXPECTED 3 ( 4 ) 2 ( 12 ) (..) ( U ) u ( 0 ) 1 ( 12 ) 6 ( 5 )

END OF RETROSPECTIVE
CONVERSION, AACR2 CONVERSION 4 ( 4 ) 2 ( 12 ) U ( U ) U ( U ) U ( 0 ) S ( 4 )

CONVERSION TU A CUM CATALuO 1 ( 1 ) 2 ( 12 ) I ( / ) 1 ( 14 ) 0 ( 0 ) S ( 4 )

DECREASE IN ORIGINAL CATALOUINU
PEcAUSE OF USE OF U11L1TIES 1 ( 1 ) U ( U ) 1 ( 14 ) 0 ( U ) 1 ( 12 ) 4 ( 3 )

CONIINUAILUN OF AACR2 CONVERSION U ( U ) 1 ( 6 ) 1 ( 7 ) 1 ( 14 ) U ( U ) 3 ( 1 )

MAJOR LHANuES IN cATALOUINu
RULES (E.U., Hi-MIA 1 ( 1 ) U ( U ) ti ( 0 ) U ( U ) 1 ( 11 ) 2 ( 1 )
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BEGUMINu A NAGu PARlIGIPANI
01 0,0 UePuBITORY LIBRARY.

INGHLASE IN AMOUNT MAIERIAL
lu BRINu UNUER BlisluHAPHIG
cONIRuL

V ( u ) 0 U )

1 1 )

.UEULLIA,MEN1S Al NLM IN
UNLINE SYSTEMS U U )

luIAL NuMBEH uF LHANuE.$ ulVEN

NUlbst

0 U )

U t U )

U U )

o

( 0 )

O )

.>

U ( ) 2 ( 1 ),

U ( U )

1 ( 12 )

1B 20 It b 10 131

tl) NUMBER uF LIBRARIES
AW:.WERINU !His uUEsIluN 6B 16 14 113

* NBRLENIAuBS IN IHIs lAbLE RBPREsENI 1HE VERCENIAUE OF LIBRARIES ANSWERINU IHIS vUESIIUN THAI RAVE THIS RESPUNSE.



UUEsIloN pLEA:-.E MAKE ANY WHET% COMMENTS R souuEstluNS Abool THE NAME AUTHORITY FILE SERVILE.

'4/* LaTkAfiltv. MADE COMMENTS AND SocluEstIONS. HERE IS A SAMPLINU OF THOSE COMMENTS%

NAME Auillokity FILE SERVICE EMBUDIEs IHE CONCEPT OF MUTUAL COUPERATIoN OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES FOR THE COLLECTIVE BENEFIT THAT THEPROJECT WILL PROVIDE. HoWEVER, CAREFUL CONsIDERTION SHOULD BE GIVEN IN THE PLANNINU STAGES TO THE EFFECT UN INDIVIWALINsTITUTiONs ASKED 10 bE CONIRIbUTORS. CONTRIBullN6 LlbkARIEs WILL INCUR INCREASE() EXPENSES lu MEET THE HIUH LEVEL OFJuALIIY cONTRoL PROPOSED AND Al THE SAME TIME WILL NEED TO MAINTAIN BOTH LOCAL AND NATIONAL PILES. 11 APPEARS THAT SOMEIYPE OF EXTRA bENEFIT OR INDUCEMENT MAY bE NECESSARY IN ORDER To ENSURE THE CONIINUINU SUPPLY OF H1C*H WAL11Y, TIMELYAcITHoRily DATA UNIIL THE PRUJELT REACHES A LEVEL OF ACTIVITY THAT PROVIDES HIGHER RECIPROCITY AMONQ ALL PARIIcIPANTS.
WE $UuuEst IHAT YUU PROCEED WITH THE pEvELOPMENT OF THE SYSIEM WITH ALL DELIBERATE SPEED. AVAILABILITY OF THE sEkVILE SHOULDbE As WIDE AS POSSIBLE. EVEN TO PRIVATE VENDORS. OUVERNANCE SHOULD REPRESENT THE NEEDS OF ALL TYPES OF PARTICIPATINULlbRARIES.

PRESENI PLANS FOR DIsTRIBUTED DEVELOPMENT SHOULD bE CONTINUED. TH AUTHORIZED LIBRARIES bEIN0 EXPANDED IN NUMBER, FUR 1NPo1AND cuRRELTION. ALTHUOUH THIS WUESIZUNNAIRE RELATES To N E AUTHORITIES. SUBJECT ANU SERIES SHOULD FOLLOW AS QUICKLY ASPOSSIBLE.

IMPORTANT To HAVE CLEAR, TIMELY MEANS OF COMMUNICATION, BUT ONLINE AND OFFLINC:REOARD1NU 1HE STATUS OF AN AUTHORITY RELURDNEW, LHANUED, DELETED, ETC. REFERENCE STRUCTURE WIREMENTS ARE NOV ALWAYS THE SAME FOR AN ONLINE CATALLWE AND ALARD cATALouUE. WILL THE NAME AUTHORITY FILE SERVICE TRY TO SAT1sFY ALL CATALOOUE ENVIRONMENTS?

WALLIN. CONIkuL AND CONSISTENCY ARE IMPERATIVE. THERE SHOULD BE REVISION OF THE MORE DIFFICULT KINDS OF ENTRIES BEFORE THEY-ENTER 1HE FILE. THERE SHOULD ALSO bE PROWSION FUR FEEDBACK (UN -LINE IS HloHLy DESIRABLE) FROM USER LIBRARIEs.cONCERNINuERkokS ANU.PROBLEmS. THESE SHOULD BE CENTRALLY REVIEWED AND SPEEDILY RESOLVED. ONCAUTHORITY FILE RECORD MAY AFFECTMANY BIBLIOURAPHIL RECORDS SO THAT AN ERROR MAY ENUENUER MUCH cONFUsloN AND DELAY.

AN OPTION FU CREATE PkuVIsIONAL RECORDS (PERHAPS HANDLED by THE INDIVIDUAL oTILTIES) WOULD bE ESSENTIAL Su THE LIbRARIES WHLLHARE NUT ONE UP THE "LIMITED NUMBER OF LUNIRIBUTINU LIBRARIES" COULD PROCESS MATERIALS WHICH HAVE UNVERIFIED ACLESS POINTS.
ONCE WE HAVE BASE NAF, WE WOULD NU1 WAN1 TU RECEIVE THE COMPLETE FILE AGAIN BUT ONLY CHANUES AND ADDITIONS. ALSO INTERESTED INLc SUbJECT AcITHuRITY FILE ON SAME BASIS.

A "uNIUN" NAME AUTHORITY MoN110REU BY LC SOUNDS LIKE STANDARDS WOULD BE ENFORCED. THIS SHOULD INCREASE THE WORTH OF 1HE FILE,ANU DELREAsE THE NEED TO MAINTAIN FILE INTEURIIY Al THE LOLAL LEVEL. :-.;TRONu LUNDIDERATIUN SHOULD BE OLVEN IU INCLUSIONuF ERiEs AND sBJELI IN ,THIS SERVICE.

sHuuLD BE LWANULU Tu INcLUDE vEkiEs IN THE NEAR FUTURE, SUBJECTS EVENTUALLY.

Fuk LLNHAHIE UniNu SERVILE SHOULD UENERAIE CROSS REFERENCE LARDS 14 THESE coULU bE cos) EFFELIIVE.

WE HOPE lI WILL Avulu IHE bAcIeLuu PROBLEMS OF cuNSER.

1 '2



ULIEt)11UN ::6/PAuL.:

ImLHF A NEED Fk A '4.-.UBJLLI AUIHUNIIY FILE bENVILE. LUULD BE INLURPuHAILLI IN IHE NAME PUIHLIKIIY FILL ':.ERVILF'

IHE IN WHILH YUU ImAI IHE NAF!. WUULD bt PHILLD, INDILAIL IHA1 NAF'D 1'6 LNVI'LAUNED MAINLY A LUUV-UP '7,LHVILL.
WILL IHEHL BL ANY FRULIUU1!: UN bLRVILEb AVAILABLE Wo IHL E.u.. IHL rHINIINu LNU:.':-.-HLFLRLNLL AND
AUIHuHlIy LAHLr.7, uR A IAPE UF AUIHURITY HLUUNLPD NEEOLLI BY INDIVIDUAL LIBHARIED' LA%,1 WUULD bE. IYA.FUL
FIJI; WHu LANNUI AFFURD Uk DU NUT WIEFI IU BUY THE LUMPLLIE UN-LINL FILL. PRILINU LIJULLI IHE.N BE LIAtLLI UN LIF A
RELuRD. IF Nu *DuLH *:,LHvILL'D AHL LIFFLNLI4NIHEN A LHANuL by I IME. UN IHE. 'DY'DILM MLW EUUllABLE. A LHANuE LIA,:.+ELI UN
RELuNLy:. REIHILVLD MluHI BE UNRLAUNABLLAOLLINIALILRINu IHE MULIIPLL 8LLURIA: FUN BODY PLUb '1,LINDIVP7AUN'D LIN AUIHUR/IIILE LIN
UNIFLIRM !LILL LUMBINAIIUN%..

ALIIHuRILED INtIIIUILUN!= Du NLII NLUEbbARILY PHUVIDL IHE. IYPE uF ENIRILb A t.PELIAL LIBRARY. LIFE LAW, WuULO NEED. II WUULD BE
ADVANIAuLuL: lu HAVE uNE uF IHE!:;E INt:.111U1ILIW6 Bt A LAW LIBRARY. IHE 'AML MAY AL'z,U HULL' IHUL uF MELIILAL

WmAI ABoUI ':.UPPLYINU NLM t. NAME ALIIHuHllY FILE/

(*LIBHARIEt, HLt.PuNDINu Iu UUL'DlluNs HLLARLFI, 4 ALADLMIL. 4 PUBLIL. LAW. MLDILAL.)



NAME AUTHORITY FILE SERVICE QUESTIONNAIRE

Instructions

As you complete this questionnaire, skip questions that you are unable to answer.
Feel free to continue answers on the back of a page if necessary. Questions about
this questionnaire should be directed to Keith Russell, Council on Library Resources,
(202) 296-4757.

General Questions

1. Name of Person Completing Questionnaire

2. Title

3. Organization
4

4. Address

5. Phone

6. How many titles were cataloged at your library during your last fiscal year?

7. How many of those titles required original cataloging?

8. For how many titles was LC copy found?

9. For how many titles was non-LC copy found?

10. Does your library maintain i+s own name authority file?

YES NO

(If you answered NO, please skip to question 12.)

11. Has your library recently done a study of the expense--either in dollars or
in personnel hours--of maintaining the authority file?

YES NO

(If YES, could you supply any data to us?)

12. Does your library currently have an online public catalog, or does it expect
to have one in the next three years?

YES NO

13. If the answer to question 12 is YES, what type of authority control, if any,
do (or will) you have for that online public catalog?
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14. If your library currently uses the LC Name Authority File, please indicate
the format(s) used:

LC MARC Bibliographic File

National Union Catalog (NUC)

LC Name Authority File (on a system such as OCLC, WLN, etc.)

LC Name Authority File on microfiche

LC Name Authority File on tape

Other (Please describe)

Questions 15-20 concern your library's use of the LC Name Authority File as offered
on any online system, such as OCLC, WLN, etc.

15. Does your library currently use the LC Name Authority File as offered on any
online system?

YES NO

(If you answered YES, please indicate which system:

(If you answered NO, please skip to question 21.)

16. Please list briefly all the purposes for which your library uses the LC Name
Authority File on a system, including uses by public service staff and any
unique uses you have found for the file.

17. Please check the approximate number of LC authority records staff at your
library referred to on a system during the past 30 days:

100 or less

101 - 500

501 - 1,000

1,001 - 3,000

3,001 or more

18. Compared to six months ago, has the use of the LC Name Authority File by

staff at your library increased, decreased or remained the same?

Increased

Decreased

Remained the Same
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19. If there has been a change in amount of use, describe briefly the cause(s)
of the change:

20. Please list any problems staff members at your library have encountered in
using the LC Name Authority File on a system. '(We are interested in problems
with the file rather than problems with the system on which it is mounted.)

Questions 21-26 concern your library's use of Name Authorities, Cumulative Microform
Edition, the quarterly microfiche version of the LC Name Authority File published by
the Library of Congress.

21. Does your library currently subscribe to Name Authorities, Cumulative Microform
Edition?

YES NO

(If you answered NO, please skip to question 27.)

22. To how many copies of Name Authorities does your library currently subscribe?

23. To how many copies of Name Authorities do you expect your library will subscribe
at this time next year?

24. If your answer to number 23 differs from your answer to number 22, please
briefly explain the reason(s) for the change in number of subscriptions:

25. Please list briefly the purpose(s) for which Name Authorities is used in your
library:
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26. Please list any problems your institution has encountered in using Name
Authorities:

Questions 27-36 concern the Name Authority File Service, described in the cover
letter accompanying this questionnaire.

27. Would you expect your library to use the Name Authority File Service when it
is available?

. YES NO

(If you answered NO, please briefly indicate your reason(s) on the back of

this page.)

28. Assuming the Name Authority File Service were available in the following
formats, which format(s) would you expect your library to use? (You may

check more than one.)

Online

Magnetic tape

Microform

Paper copy (A possibility only)

Other (Please explain)

29. What special features, if any, would you want or expect an online Name .

Authority File Service to have?

30. What special features, if any, would you want or expect a microform Name

Authority File Service to have?

31. What special features, if any, would you want or expect a paper copy format

to have?
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32. Online access to the Name Authority File Service will have tO.:be priced in a
fair and reasonable way. Which of the following way(s) of charging would you

prefer? (If you indicate more than one, please indicate a priority, with "1"

indicating first preference, etc.)

Price based on amount of time spent on the system

Price based on number of headings found; a per record charge

Price a subscription charge (if you choose this one, please suggest
how that charge might be set; e.g., by amount of cataloging done the
previous year, etc.)

Other (Please explain)

33. Please use this space to make suggestions about pricing of microform, tape and
paper copy editions of the Name Authority File Service.

34. What changes, if any, would you expect the availability of the Name Authority
File Service to make in the operations and services of your library?

35. What changes can you foresee in your library that, over the next five years,
might affect your use of the Name Authority File Service?

36. Please use this space, and the back of this page, to make any other comments
or suggestions about the Name Authority File Service.

Thank you for taking time to complete this questionnaire.

Please mail the completed questionnaire by February 5 to:

Council on Library Resources
One Dupont Circle, N.W., Suite 620
Washington, D.C. 20036
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APPENDIX E

GLOSSARY

LASP Linked Authority Systems Project - the planning project for
LSP/SNI and LSP/AI. et

LSP Linked Systems Project - the project to develop a standard
computer-to-computer link between LL, RLIN, and WLN.

LSP/SNI /Standard Network Interconnection - the telecommunications
part of the LSP link.

LSP/AI /Authority Implementation - the authority application part,
i.e., contribution, distribution and search, of the LSP link.

NACO Name Authority Cooperative - the cooperative project to build
a name and series authority database.

NACO/LSP That portion of the NACO project that contributes using the
Linked Systems software.

NACO/Terminal That portion of the NACO project that contributes using a
terminal-to-LC link with LC (e.g., Harvard, Chicago).

NAFS Name Authority File Service - collective designation for the
products made available from the NACO fiTe.


