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The NACO Coordinating Committee at Yale University discussed the proposal to revise the LCRIs regarding AACR2-compatible headings. The committee’s reaction is divided. If the proposal is considered in its current wording, 5 members of the committee are opposed and 3 are in favor. However, if the proposal is modified to make upgrading the headings optional rather than mandatory (in the two situations that the proposal lists as mandatory, i.e., when updating an AACR2-compatible record or creating a new record based on an existing AACR2-compatible heading), the tally is reversed: 5 members of the committee would be in favor and 3 would be opposed.

Some points raised in the discussion (in no particular order):

1. The current proposal requires upgrading the heading in two situations: when updating the record (no matter what kind of update is being made) and when creating a new record based on the heading (i.e., a record for a name-title heading or subordinate body). The committee fears that this requirement may produce an unfortunate chill on NACO catalogers’ willingness to update and create new records. This is especially true in those situations involving an AACR2-compatible heading that already has a great many other authority records associated with it (e.g., a composer such as “Mendelssohn-Bartholdy, Felix, 1809-1847” with its many associated name-title records, all also coded AACR2-compatible). Not only would the name require an upgrade but all of the name-title records would require upgrades as well (and it would not simply be a matter of replacing the name portion; the title portion of each name-title record would also need to be re-evaluated). A cataloger balking at this required level of effort might well decide to forgo making the update (e.g., adding a useful reference or a citation with biographical information) or creating the new name-title record and we would all be the poorer for it.

2. As with the recent death date decision, libraries without good global change capabilities in their local systems would be unfairly burdened. In such libraries, it might take a long time for the heading changes to get done manually and user searching might be compromised by split headings in the interim. Even in those libraries that have decent global change capabilities, a human operator must often initiate/approve the heading corrections; the staff time needed for such maintenance work simply might not be available.

3. Some thought there would be little clear benefit for users given that the AACR2-compatible headings probably don’t confuse them (as sometimes happens with open-ended death dates for persons no longer living) and thought that creating new authority records would be a much better use of catalogers’ time than upgrading existing records.

4. Some expressed the desire to be able to upgrade any AACR2-compatible heading (i.e., not just when updating the record for another reason or creating a new record based on the heading). They would like the upgrading of AACR2-compatible headings be fully optional (with the exception that if the cataloger is adding a death date to an AACR2-compatible heading, the heading and references should be re-evaluated and upgraded).

5. Some wondered, if the proposal is adopted, whether the old heading should be retained as a 4xx reference and coded with an appropriate $w.

6. Some questioned the advisability of upgrading headings to AACR2 when we don’t yet know what the RDA rules for heading construction will be. If we will eventually have to re-evaluate and upgrade these headings yet again, from AACR2 to RDA, it was pointed out that this exercise might be a waste of time.
7. Some noted that it was difficult to assess the proposal’s impact without knowing the number of AACR2-compatible headings currently in the file. I later queried the PCC discussion list and received a figure of 47,000. It would be interesting to also know the number of authority record “clusters” in existence (by “cluster” I mean: a single name plus all its associated name-titles or subordinate bodies). 

8. It was suggested that LC/PCC might coordinate a group of volunteers to upgrade the AACR2-compatible headings in a more systematic way (similar to the project undertaken when upgrading the Wade-Giles headings to Pinyin). Such an effort would speed up the process of eliminating the AACR2-compatible headings and soon we could strike all mention of these headings from the LCRIs (and simplify NACO training).

9. It is unclear why these heading upgrades would require BFM notification (as proposed in 22.1 and 24.1 under “Existing headings being revised”). As simple one-to-one heading changes, they would seem to fall into the category of “not reportable”.

10. The proposed revision of 26.1 is confusing. The text that would be replaced (“Forms of References”, #1d) identifies one of the 4 exceptional situations when a reference should NOT be constructed in the same form as if chosen as the heading (namely: when the reference is constructed to "match" the AACR2-compatible element in the heading). However, if a cataloger were to add a reference to an AACR2-compatible heading following the new proposal, the cataloger would upgrade the record to AACR2 and reformulate the heading and references to their AACR2 forms (and thus it would no longer constitute a situation when the reference is NOT constructed in AACR2 form). It might be better if the section on "Compatible headings" were made a separate section of its own. All the more so since this section of 26.1 (“Forms of References”, #1) is devoted solely to Personal Names and the proposed AACR2-compatible text covers both corporate names and personal names. If the "Compatible headings" section is left in #1d, then the reference to 24.1 needs to be deleted, since it refers to corporate names, and some text should probably be added to make it clear that if the record is not being upgraded, the references will "match" the AACR2-compatible element in the heading (with the exception of "pseud.") but if the record is being upgraded, the references will be upgraded to AACR2. 
11. Some thought the policies for upgrading AACR2-compatible headings should apply equally to those headings coded AACR2 that reflect now-obsolete practices (e.g., if we are to upgrade an AACR2-compatible heading when updating the record for another reason, then we should also be upgrading headings that contain a British terms of honor such as "Sir," "Dame," "Lord," "Lady" when updating the record for another reason).
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