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The PCC/PCA/Task Group on Normalization’s draft document, “Authority File Comparison Rules” <http://www.loc.gov/catdir/pcc/sca/PCCNormalDraft.pdf> was discussed at the most recent meeting of the Yale University NACO Coordinating Committee; comments are summarized below. Unfortunately, time constraints prevented us from polling all Yale University catalog librarians in an attempt to come up with a true institutional response.

The majority of the group’s members preferred to continue using the current normalization rules <http://www.loc.gov/catdir/pcc/naco/normrule.html>. A minority thought that the draft’s Option A might be superior to current practice. If continuing current practice was not possible, the consensus of the group was that Option A should be preferred over Option B. 

Points brought up during the discussion:

· If the task group’s document had included a summary of the pros and cons associated with the two options identified, it would have facilitated evaluation of those options.

· Although the document states that the comparison rules “are not designed for or intended to be used in the many other comparison tasks performed by library workers and library systems,” our group found it extremely difficult to evaluate the options independent of a library systems context (especially relevant for us was the arrangement of headings in a sorted list of search results in an online catalog). Until library systems can easily generate index displays that will resolve conflicts between headings that are identical (except for tags) and not introduce unwanted additional complexity for users, it seems premature to adopt normalization approaches that do not take standard index displays into consideration.

· Option A is very similar to our current normalization rules; the only difference is that it considers name and subject records together in the same mix. This option has the potential to generate a little more work for catalogers than results from current practice because the possibility of heading conflicts is greater; catalogers would have to disambiguate more headings through the addition of qualifiers, etc. Although the number of additional conflicts would probably not be overwhelming, the question of how conflicts between name and subject headings would be resolved is not addressed. Current practice requires that 4xx references be qualified (rather than 1xx headings) in cases of conflict, except in the case of acronyms. However, current procedures for proposing changes to subject record 4xx fields are cumbersome and time-consuming. Moreover, not all NACO libraries are SACO libraries (and vice versa). On the positive side, it seems that Option A would produce less confusing search results for catalog users (because no headings would appear to conflict from the user’s perspective). Most systems have indexes that lump together headings with different tags (especially subject indexes, given that most names are authorized for use as subjects), so this consideration seems particularly important. It would help alleviate problems such as a subject search on “cats” that brings up not only the authorized term for felines but “see” references for the various corporate bodies that use CATS as an acronym. 

· Option B would generate less work for catalogers because fewer headings would need to be disambiguated through the addition of qualifiers, etc. But it would likely lead to more confusing index displays for catalog users because multiple headings would appear to conflict. Although online catalogs may have some tag-specific indexes, many indexes are specifically designed to bring togther results that encompass a variety of tags (with good reason). 

· Both Option A and Option B would require catalogers to perform extra searching when establishing headings because of the need to take subject records into consideration. Most catalogers cannot search name and subject authority records simultaneously using a single index. Systems vary widely in this regard. RLIN21 has completely separate name and subject files; the LC Authorities website allows simultaneous searching of most name and subject records but not all (because most names are authorized as subjects, a “Subject Authority Headings” search is the most comprehensive, although the small subset of name headings that are not authorized for use as subjects cannot be retrieved using this search).

· Neither Option A nor Option B address the question of whether headings that are already differentiated (or not) according to current practice would need to be revised, should either option be adopted. Would catalogers be expected to add qualifiers to existing headings (if Option A were adopted and headings not previously in conflict were suddenly considered to conflict)? Would catalogers be expected to delete qualifiers from existing headings (if Option B were adopted)? This could create a lot of extra work, in terms of both authority and bibliographic heading maintenance.

