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This report presenﬁs a description of procedures used in preducing
the Natiornal Union Catalog, a nationwide ~nion catalog in card form that

~has 'been maintained at the Library of Congress since 1901, and an-

analysis of the variations found in reccords as they are integrated into
the £ile. In order to understand zome of the problems involved and
derive some of the requirements for producing .a consistent nationwide
library- data base, it appeared useful to study. the procedures employed
in building one of the largest files with the attributes of a ‘catalog
that is maintained today.

This study was funded by the National Commisgion on Libraries and
Information Science and performed under contract by Dr. Raymond F.
Vondran, with the administrative and technical direction of. the Library
of Congress Network Development Office. It is one of a series of tasks
in a projeet to provide information for a rational and cost-effective
design for the development of a nationwide library data base.
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Henriette D. Avram
Network Development Office
Library of Cengress ‘
January 1$80

/!/'/
~Tra,

- iii -4 S o o

3



CONTEANTS

.r‘/
T ¢

LIST OF TABLES AND FIGURES ««ecevseeccseccssensnnnnonssnsssadassssensnnas 1V
PREFACE e veeesenensensesnsasnesesesssannnacesnsasssnssiosssessncammeanns Vi1
1. THE NATIONAL UNION CATALOG: OPERATIONS AND WORKFIOW ....oceeevcsacas 1

1.1 Overview of Workflow and Volume of Work
" 1.1.1 Organization of Operations
~1.1.2 Volume of Work

1.2 NUC Control Section

1.2.i Catalog Maintenance ‘Unit

: 1.2.2 ° Searthing Unit

1.3 NUC Editorial Section

2. CHARACTERISTICS OF REPORTING LIBRARIES ..,.m...........un...a,....... 11
2.1 Types of Libraries and Volume of Reports
2.2 Adherence to Repcrting Guidelines
.3 Automated Capabilitlms of Reporting Libraries

A‘

3. DIFFERENCES IN HEADINGS BETWEEN OUTSIDE REPORTS TO THE NUC AND LC

RMORDD eIVl esaesrrese0eeseeLeRcOEsRNREREUSIIOPERRLEDROROROIOERORPCTOEOTS 19

1. Study Decign

2 Format for Subject Heading Analysis

.3 Differences in Subject Headings .
4 ¥ormat for Entry Heading Analysis

5 Differences in Entry Headings

6 Summary of Differences in Headings

4. DIFFERENCES IN BIBLIOGRAMHIC DESCRIPTION BETHWEZEN OUTSIDE REPORTS 0
THE NUC AND LC RECORDS .v.cseceecnscscncccsccassassannssnsssescensnnss 31
1 Format for Analysis of Description
.2 Differences in Description . ) .
3 Comparison of Description and Heading Variations
4 Time Taken to Replace NUCARécords with ILC Recorii—’)

5. CONCLUSIONS ................................ﬂ..&};Tt................. 43

: 5.1 Conclusions for a Rationwide Data Base Derived from the Analysis

co of Processes in the Catalog Publication Division '
5.2 Recommendations for Future Investigation

ABBREVIATIONS s« sseeeenseennenscosnsensassocessnnssensessssansesssnseee o 51




o

LIST OF TABLES AND FIGURES

" TABLE
1 Reports Received by Type of LiPrary ..ceceeececinecececeseneees 12
_— 2 Rate of Exciusions by Type Of LiBrary ceceeececsscsccccccncness 14
3 Potential Contribution of Machine-Readable RePOrts ceecyeceeens 16
"4 Distribution by Ty_.e of lerary of Machine-Readable and

Not-Machine-Readable REPOLtS ccvvecosccosncccnssnsccnnsssss 17
5 Proportion of Reports from Bach Type of Library That Are
Potentially Available in Machine-Readable FOrm ........... 18

6 Summary of Differences in Headings from Comparison of IC and ’
NUC Records R R e R T T4
. 7 Summary of Differences in Descriptive Elements from
. Comparison of LC and NUC Records cesesensscscccscscsssancs 35
o . . - ’
FIGURE _ !
1 Decision Flow Chart of Macro Operations in the Production

" of the L |
Distribution of of Outside REPOLtS ...eteicecececncsncscnscnsanane 4
‘Subjeet Heading Differences: Cumulative Percentage Pclygon ... 23
Entry Heading Differences: Cumulative Percentage Polygon ..... 27
Total Number of Heading Differences per Record: Percentage
i , POlYQgON .vceececsccsoeccssssscaccsscsccsssoacncssncsssnccsenes 30
: 6 Bibliographic Description'bifferences: Cumulative Percentage

POlYgON cccececccccccceconcssocsosocscsssoscsvscncsusnsecssns 36

7 NUC Records Replaced by LC Records in 12~Month Intervals:
Freguency Histogram R e L R LR PR R D 39

8 NUC Records Replaced by LC Records in 12-Month Intervals:
Cumulative Percentage POlYJON ...seececcccscscssscsscceassss 41
9 Number of Records Published Annually in the NUC .......ccceeen. 45
10. Number of Records Added Annually to the OCLC Sy System ..ceceeeee.. 46
11 Gtowth of the CCLC Data Base ...c.cceececencocncecnccscccsccccss 47

L4

[ S VI N |

C"-.

- i -




The National Union Catalog was begun by the Libra}y of Congress
in 1901 with the stated purpose of becoming a centril repository of
tibliographic and location information concerning the resources of the’
major North American libraries. -It was not, however, until January 1956
that® the publication of union catalog information was bequn with the
conversion of the Library of Congress Catalog--Books: Authors into the -
National Union Catalog: A Cumulative Author List. At the time of first
publication, only around 103,000 outside reports were being/seceived
annually for the’ catalog,l/.while in fiscal year 1978 over 4.5 million
reports were received from libraries in the United States and Canada.
The maintenance and publication of the National Unigﬁ' Catalog are
currently under the.control of the Catalog Publication Division of the
Library of Congress. Since the publication of the original book catalog
in 1956, the publishing function cf the division has expanded to ‘include
the Register of Additional Locations; Subject Catalog; Films and Other.
Materials for Projection; Music, Books on Music, and Sound Recordirigs;
Chinese Cooperative Catalog; Monographic Series; Newspapers in
Microform; National Register of Microform Mastery; Library of Congress
Name Headings with References; and Symbols of Aamerican Libraries.

-~ . .. The National Union Catalog, the most extensive of the divisign's
'pdbli;ations,' has actively served the cause of scholarship and library
effectiveness by providing current’ bibliographic and location
information for the resources of American libraries and has materially
contributed to the rational organization of acquisitions and resource
sharing, cataloging, interlibrary loan, and reference and information.
work worldwide. The experience of the National Union. Catalog provides.
information and guidange that are of immediate relevance to the design
and plauning of, future nationwide data base and networking activities.
Although it is presently a. system based upon manual files and production
procedures,2/ the fundamental characteristics of the system, including .
the establishment and continuous integration of records into file
created by decentralized input, are basic to union catalogs built by any
type of procedure. This. file (the «catalog) has the integrity of a
catalog of pnique bibliographic records controlled by a single set of
authorities and consistently applied national standards. Editorial
procedures in the Catlaog Publication Division require that each record
received from a participating library be subject to a critical
examination ard edit to ensure its conformance to the standards of a
centralized Control File, including current Library of Congress
practices and national bihliographic standards. .Thus,’ the National

. Union Catalog presents itself.as a working model that can be analyzed to

.-project those activities required "to fulfill some of the primary
cobjectives for the 'library bibliographic component of a nationwide
network. i

)




The present study was undertaken to fulfill two principle

g objectives which would provide background data for the systematic
development of the library bibliographi¢ component »f a nationwide data

basg and network. The first objective included analysis of the

« operations of the National Union Catalog in its current manual mode to
- determine some' of the requirements for an automated nationwide wunion
- catalog. The ‘second objective .‘focused upon the characteristic

differences of outside reperts in comparlson to Library of Congress
records, in order to determine the extent of variation in b1bllograph1c

reporting-that would probably exist in any future. data base  receiving
decentralized input.

-
°

A mixed methodology was employed in gathering data which included
examining summary statistics for fiscal year 1978; examining raw tallies
. of data for fiscal year 1978 kept for each reporting 1nst1tut10n
conéerning number of reports and . exclusions; interviews with key
National Union Catalog - personnel; observinc searchers and editors ¥n
their work with representative searching and editorial problems; drawing
a sam:le of 230 National Unlon Catalog reports replaced by lerary of
Congress records to ascertain length of elapsed time ‘before replacemént;
and the comparison of valid lists or reporting libraries with published
information. indicating their capacity to deliver bibliographic records
in ‘machine-readable form. The specific methodology used with each set
of findings will be detailed within the text of this report, when it is
necessary to make certain assumpt1ons explicit or to indicate
limitations of thé~data gathered. ‘

This project could not have been completed without the 4id and
encouragement. of many people who generously contributed both ideas and
information. I would like to express my gratitude to Gloria Hsia, chief
of the Catalog publication Division, for introducing me to the National
Union Catalog and for thoroughly critiquing and-improving the final
manuscript; to John Reamy of the NUC Control Section and Barbara Petty
of the NUC Puyolication Section for giving me access to current
statistizal pinformation and gquidance in observing the searching
operaticns; to Frances Thackston, Starr Smith, and John Everete of the

_ NUC Editdfial Section for outlining editorial pollcles and operations
and for-pérmitting me to closely observe their editorial work; to David
V™ Graham and Jacqueline Lee, who served as research a551stants in the most
professional manner in spite of considerable’ pressures and obstacles;
and to Sally McCallum, project monitor, whose gu1dance, encouragement,
< and affable CrltICISm contribuited measurably to the quallty of the final®
product. :

- . / - ) ’
A\\_,/"\\\ Raymond F. Vondran
s Gﬁ%duq@e Department of
' .\\\ Library and Information Science

The Catholic University of America
December 1979




John W. Cronin, "History of the National Union Catalog, Pre-
1956 Imprints,” in Maurice F.. Tauber and Hilda Feinberg,
eds., Books Catalogs (Metuchen, N.J.: Scarecrow’ Press,
1971), p. 124. :

Notable exceptions to these procedures are the machine
processing of - information appearing in the Register of
Additional Locations and a small-scale experiment in the

receipt of added locations in machine-readable form.
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l. THE NATIONAL UNION CATALOG: OPERATIONS AND WORKFLOW

bl -

l.1 Overview of Workflow ané Volume of'WOrk'

'

1.1.1 Organization of 0perétion§‘

~ N

The Catalog Publication Div:sion of the Library of Congress (LC)
has the responsibility for /-the compilation and publication of the
National Union Catalog (N&>y*and related publications. The division is
broken down into five major sections, which include the Office of the
Chief, the NUC Control-Section, the NUC Editorial Section, , the NuUC
Publication Section, and the Special Catalogs Section. The focus of
this report is upon the NUC Control Section and the NUC Editorial
Section. The NUC Control Section has the major responsibility for the
searching and disposition of outside reports and the maintenance of a
Control Pile. This Control ‘'Pile;contains all records that have been

published in the NUC of post~1955 imprints and forms the primary control

tool for that catalog. The NUC-Editiorial Section edits outside reports
for bublication in the NUC, supplements the internal syndetic structure
of the Control File, and ensures that duplicate records, entered under
a different main entry element or different form, are not added tc the
Control File or published in the NUC. '
. - j

The internal operations of the Catalog publiéagjgp Division are
dependent upon searching and editing procedures applied to manual files,
The exception, to this procedure is the searching of the LC MARC data
base when a submitted outside report is within the scope of LC MARC
records. The limitations of coverage of the LC MARC file, comprising
English-language imprints since 1968 and other Roman-alphabet languages
"being added between 1973 and 1977, Testrict iqs present utility in daily
operations. ' Thus, the process of searching the LC MARC file is followed
neither frequently nor ‘consistently due to the limitations on the scope
of the LC MARC data, technical difficulties in searching the file, and

.the exigenéies of the internal work flow. *

The work flow begins with manual sorts to separate out those
reports that are immediately identifiable as aualed locations for recorgs
already in the Control File, such as outside reports that carry an LC or
an NUC card number on the record. At this stage records are also
examined to determine whether they fall within reporting scope of the
NUC ' guidelines . for reporting. ~ The remainipg‘ items are sorted
alphabetically and searched in the Control File.. After the initial
examinatidn and se~rching procedures have been accomplished, the work of
the Editorial Sc_tion contributes to the integrity of the Control File
and the published catalog by the further elimination of duplicate

records and records excluded by the guidelines, by modifying outside

reports to conform to the existing filz structure and to current - LC
hY / ..



practices, and by esgablishing the most judicious access point and
references for records ghich will have limited access points within a
book catalog. All recqrds identified as duplicates of either LC records
or previously publish¢d records are sent to the NUC Publication Section
for incorporation into the Register of Additional Locations.

v ¢

There are a series of npatural constraints ‘upoh the overall
organization of work and upon the general operational efficiency of the
system that stem from. the dlfflculty of manipulating catalog cards and
accessing and maintaining a large manual file. Difficulties arise from
searching a file the size of the Control File due to the large physical
space ‘required to house it, the complexity of alphatetical sequences,
and the necessarily limited access  points; from the physical
inaccessibility of the LC Official Catalog, which is the final source of
authority control for the Control File, due to the current remote
location of the division; and from the absence of important reference
tools for establishing entries and the necessary time to use these tools
extensively if they were available yet still maintzin the publishing
schedule. 'A macro analysis of the major operations and decisions in the
productlon of the NUC can be found in Figure 1.

1.1.2 Volume of work

puring fiscal year 1978 the Catalog Publlcatlon Division received
4 514,676 bibliographic records from 438 libraries in the United States
and Canada. Although the mean number:of reports per library was 10,307,
there was wide variation in the extent 'of this reporting. Single
reports were received: from smaller institutions such . as ' Graceland
College, while large research libraries such as the University of Texas
submitted as many as 146,849 records. Of the original putside reports
submitted, about 2.8  percent (128,289) were immediately excluded from
consideration becausé they 4id not fall. withinthe NUC gquidelines for
reporting. On the - basis -of proce551ng data reported for fiscal year
1978, 11.6 percent of the reports received were pre-1956 imprints, 56.1
percent were found to be known duplicates before bibliographic searching
was undertaken, and 27.5 percent were found to be duplicatez cr outside
of NUC reporting guidelines in the searching and editing process. Only
2 percent of the - records submitted entered the NUC Control Fileas_
records for unique bibliographic items that will be published in the NuC
cf post-1955 imprints.  The disposition of NUC reports ds ‘ depicted
graphically in Figure 2.

ll%: NUC Control Section ‘ o ® ' ’

The NUC Control Section organizes the input into the National ,
Union Catalog system. At this first stage in the operation all outside

-
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reports are examined to determine .whether they fit within the published
- guidelines established - for full or selective reporting. Libraries
participating  in full reporting-are asked to exclude from their reports
the following: reprints, serials, United Natlons publications, official
state publications (with the exception of the one library in each = state
designated to report), and United States government publlcatlons {except
for analytics in series not analyzed on IC cards}. Selective reporting
guidelines restrict libraries to submitting records for items that are
foreign or outside the book trade, items for which LC cards are
unavailable, and rare or unusual imprints. The Control Section
administration contends that reporting libraries adhere closely to
specified gquidelines. The error rate, or. the percentage of' imprints
received which are excluded by NUC guidelines, is relatively small: ' 2.8
percent of all reports received. To avoid unnecessary searches, all
reports received are.carefully examined for exclusions before. searching.

Not all excluded 1tems are indeed true errors' on the part of
the reporting 1library. Some libraries, with the permission of the
Catalog Publication Division, report all cataloged items. regardless of
guidelines, as™a convenience to the reporting library and‘&# ensure that
all valid items are submitted for possible inclusion. <€ategories of
exclusion are described with examples for searchers in the Searchers'
Manual prepared by the Searching Unit of -the NUC Cétalog Control
Section. Items regularly excluded include works in braillle, broadsides,
manuscript collections, honor's theses, domestic master' s/theses {except
those in library science), microforms in series which have incomplete
cataloging information, motiorr picturesy  music ‘scores, recorded
interviews, pre-1956 imprints,’ seminar -papers, orientalia, and K serials.
State and federal documents are entered into the Control File when they -
are new items, but subsequent reports of these items are not recorded as
additional holding locations. Records for excluded items are forwarded,
if appropriate, to other catalogs or units within the Catalog
Publication Division or to other divisions of LC.

-

1.2.1 cCatalog Maintenance Unit ' ( . . .

- -

The Catalog Maintenance Unit of the NUC Control Section maintains
the Control File of 1956 and later imprints, the supplementary file to
the NUC of pre-1956 imprints, and the file of pre-1956 imprints of the
Slavic Union  Catalog. The principle functions of the unit include
filing in the post-1955 imprint Control File and signaling errors in
filing, heading conflicts, and other problems in the syndetic structure
of the file to unit supervisors, NUC editors, the Descriptive of Shared
Catzaloging Division, or the MARC Editorial Division. The NUC Control

- FPile which is maintained by the unit serves as .a cumulative card
repository of all entries found in the NUC of post-1955 imprints and as
a source of authority for later items which may ke established under the
same or similar headings. Both the pre-1956 NUC-ahd its supplement are

ey




separate from the post-1955 KUC Control File, and non-LC headings
established for outside entries are not necessarily checked and verified
between the post-1955 and the pre—1956 flles.

During fiscal year 1978 some 530,495 cards were added to the
Control File, consisting_ of &IC main entries, added entries, cross *
references, revised main entries, prellanary cataloglng, and shelflist
cards. If preliminary cataloging, references, added” entries, and
shelflist cards are excluded, cards for 291,341. unique bibliographic
items were added to the Controi File. Records for 68.3" percent of these

items were received from LC and 31. 7 percent were received fron outside
sources.

Although Catalog Publication is a division of LC and although
most of the records contained in the Control File originated fiom LC,
the variations in the headings of reporting libraries make it impossible
to create an authority structure in the NUC Control File and the
published catalogs that 1is identical with that of the LC Official
Catalog.‘ When outside reports are searched to remove duplication and
the nonduQ}lcates are forwarded to the editors for examination, they may
‘be ‘modified._in both bibliographic - description and entry headings to
conform to the Structures in the Control Fila (which is dominated by LC
headings), LC -policies and practices, the editorial practices of the
division, and the Anglo-American Cataloging Rules (AACR). The principle
sources of variation between the headings in the NUC Control’ File and
the LC Official Catalog result from: i y

1)  integration into the Control File of dutsidé headings which
have not been estahlished in the LC Official Catalog; ¥
8

2) < integration into the Conerol File of outside headings ‘which
have been established .in the IC Official Catalog, but,
where, since no conflict for the heading existed 1in the
Control - File at the time o§ establishment and no search was
made of the Official Cataleg, the *outside report was
established as received; :

— - . ] \

3) the small number of cross referencesﬁcreated for headings in
the Control’File. Because of publishing demands, not all
recommended cCross references are made in thé Control File,
as would have been the ' cost in the Offieial Catalog.  (For

" example, inverted cross references are wmot made for
conferences.) : :

Therefore, subsequent reports with the same or similar heading may be

modified to conform to headings of outside reports already established

in the Control File, which with its established reference structure

serves as a form of authority. As a rule, however, when an IC record is

entered into the Control File, that record and the form of its headings
. take precedence in the Control File.

[y
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If a heading has already been established in the Control File
“using a -’ previous -outside report, this heading will be maintained as an
established heading if it conformg to the current cataloging | rules angd
i¥ there is. no, conflict. Only under special conditions, jsuch as the
establishment of a corporate entry, are outside headlngs searched in the
LC Official Catalog before being established in the Contfol File. Thus,
one can argue that the NUC Control File establishes . an authority
structure which is neither that of the LC Official Catalog nor that of
individual libraries submitting reports but is instead that ol a
separate catalog, i.e., the Control File, receiving decentralized input.

4

1.2.2 Searching Unit

During fiscal year 1978, 701,478 records were searched in the NUOC
Control File and 1,370,402 records ware received to be searched. As of
September 29, 1978, there were 3,267,178 records waiting to be searched
in the - Control Firle, and there are indications tuat this backldg of
records to be searched will not easily be diminished. Catalog
Publication Division administrators ieport that the time taken for a
record to pass through searching ‘and ‘be entered into the Control File
ranges from a few days to. twenty-twog months. Despite the large backlog
in searching, the average lapsed time for searching 1is 1less then one
year. The items to be searched are in 2 temporary work file into which
new reports are entered each day and from which searched reports are
removed each day. Since searching is dene in alphabetical segquence,
howefex, how quickly a new report will be searched will depend on which
letter 1is being searched when the new report enters the temporary work
file. ,

- Searches are conducted in the Control File by searchers with
varying knowledge of cataloging rules and procedures. Cards are
. arranged in large alphabetical batches by main entry so that a single
- searcher may spend a considerable amount of time searching a few card’
drawers in close proximity. Searchers have specific searching quotas to
meet, ranging from forty to fifty searches per hour or about 1,700

searchds per week. As a result, searchers move quickly through record
batches, entering the f11e under main entry and quickly comparing title
.and \ date fields as “the. most commonly used elements to determine
'duplfcates. Secondary points used to discriminate between records are
other imprint information, the series statement and the pagination.. The
edition statement is usually not as important an eleament for
discrimination as the others mentioned. If a duplicate match is not
found 1in the first pass, a searcher may later approach the Control File
from 2n added entry, depending upon the information giwven in the author
staterent.

Srmarchers are generally not conversant with the RAC.. but follow
the 1neerna11y produced Searchers' Manual for determlnlng duplicates.

- : 'y
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1f a matching record is not found in the file, a searcher will typically
scan proximate records in the Control File to ensure that there has been
no misfile of an existing record. 'If the first search does not result
in a match, other clearly indicated entry points will be searched.
Rather than attempt heuristic searches  in the file, searchers will
typlcally fill out a flag record in short form aud place 1t into the

Control File where the search has taken place and forward the record to
the Editorial Section.

Because of the nature of duplicate searching, which is at one
time labor intensive and also fixed rule oriented, attempt: have been
made in systems using machine rgadable data to write programs which will
eliminate duplication in a file with little human intervention. A study
was conducted for the Illinois State Library by-Martha. B. Williams to
determine whether a state "union catalog could be constructed with
machine searches for internal duplicatio...l/ The objective of the study
was to investigate an inexpensive technique for producing a '£ile based
upon decentraljzed input which would contain but one representation for
. éach unique record. Two forms of error are inherent in any matching

system. Mismatches occur when a unique land distinect recerd is thought
to be duplicated in the file and eliminaXed as if it were a true”
duplicate. Missed matches occur- when true dup¢1cate is added to a

.file and assumed to be a unique and dlstlnct record. 'The philosophy of

the -nvestigators was that it was more detrimental to the system to err

with mismatches because the intellectual content of a work was lost to
the bibliographic system.

; .

The primary search key for eliminatien of duplicates was the
title field because it is a relatively good discriminator which appears
in nearly ail records and is least subject to variations in cataloging
practice.2/ Other distriminators include date,® pagination, and
authorship. The tests were conducted using three files: 73,552 records
(master file) from OCLC, 1Inc.,- 57,728 records from Northwestern
University, and 22,857 records from the University of Chicaqo. TWO -

-passes were made of each record. On the first pass titles .were
compared, not character by character but by a bit string comparlson
called a Harrison Key, in which variations in titles due to
transcription and c¢lerical error were rediced by applying a Hamming
distance .criteria for matching which pefmitted some title variation
between duplicate records. Date, pagination, and finally authorship
were used in the second pass for a higher level of discrimination. This

sequence for identifying duplicates (title, date; pagination). is similiar -

to the search strategies cbserved at the NUC in the conduct of this
investigation. ’

Test results indicate this machine strategy to be highly"
effective in eliminating duplication from a file. Tests using the
title/date key alone indicate a matching effectiveness of 97.10
percent.3/ Using additional combinations, error was reduced to 0.0704
percent on matches of 2,838 pairs of records. ‘Using title/cate/IC card



numbpr/ISBN searchk keys the effectiveness of the procedure was 9%8.62
percent.4/ Through these procedureq only 1.1 percent of the recerds
required manuzl verification. Such procedure: could ‘be used for
removing duplicates and signaling locations in a national union catalog
or. nationwide data- -base that was based upon maﬁhlne—readable records and
operations.

'

1.3 NUC Editorial Section ' =

s

The NUC Editorial Sectlon is respon51ble for 1ntegrat1ng records
from outside sources into the Control File of the NUC. The work of the
editorial” staff 1is both heuristic and at times creative, attempting to
ensure that duplicate recokds -are not added to the Contrel File,
modifying records to conform to the «stablished file structure and
authority, and applying the AACR as adoptéd under LC's policy of
super imposition. Editors correct and modify hoth entry headings and
descriptive cataloging of ocutside reports but make no changes in subject
headings or classification. ,Th~ Control. File serves as .the primary
avthority for integrating records. The LC Official Catalog is only
searched by assistant editors when there is a conflict between headings
in the Control File or when an outside report contalns a corporate main
entry that has not been establlsbed in the Control File, a personal name
of nobility, or the name” of an auathor who flourished before the
nineteenth century.

The major variation - between NUC editorial practice and ILC -
practice is in the interpretation of rACR concerning added entries and
in the quantity of cross references made. This variation results from
the‘editorfal demands of publishing a beok catalog and the difficulty in
integrating records without the items that they describe in hand. ~In
editing outside reports for inclusion in the Control File, editors are
at liberty to choose the best and -fullest record that conforms to IC
practices and to the AACR. If additional added entries not found on the
record are required, however, additional access p01nts are not made.
Thus, if an outside report contained two author added entries and a
title added entry, "and these were within LC practice and specified by
the AACR, these additional access points would be made. On the other
hand, if an identical record were to be submitted without these added
- entries, these additional access points might not be made, even if the
bibliographic description clearly indicated that applicatio.:..of the AACR
would require additional added entrles, because it is difficult to be
certain of the entries without the item being cataloged. in hand.

The resources for editing include the AACR3 the Control File, NUC
editorial policy, the internal and published policy decisions of the LC
cataloging divisions, conversations with members of the LC Descriptive
Cataloging Division, the LC Official Cataleg, the recommendations’ of

- Y
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- individual libraries, gonsidered authorities in specific areas, and the
-most likely approach of the user of the published NUC. Constraints upon

the system include the limited access Control File, the requirements of
a published book catalog; the rastrictive crossreference structure of
both the Control File and the uirements of space in a publicatlon,
and the inherent problems of modify g a cataloglng record without the
document in hand. While written ternal NUC editing guidelines are
available to editors, difficulties in keeping them - current has
diminished their usefulnéss.” A recent updatlng of a specific subset of
the guidelines in the area of Catholic Church and Church History has
resulted in greater editorial consistency, according to the editorial
staff. The extension of detailed editing.guidelines into other areas
would perhaps produce the same results. Because of these constraints,
many of the editorial <decisions must be based upon the individual
judgment and the experience of the, editor and the editor's knowledge of
practices at and quality of the cataloging records of spec1f1c
institutions, while taking into account, the limitations of a file and
publication designed for main and added enkry access.

There is a tendency on the part of the editorial staff to choose

ritle entry when confronted w1th a ‘variety of practices, prov1d1ng added

entries from _other approaches as possible. The heading on an outside
report is modified when the heading has been establlshed by an LC record
or a previous outside report. Changes in choice or form of heading will
also be made when a conflict exists in the Control File or information
on the record obviously varies from AACR standards. -

One means of creatlng a more consistent Control :-ile that would
serve as a base of high integrity as a.national file would be - have
grea?er access’. fo ' authorities of LC and to create a writfen set of
editorial guidelines which could also be distributed to 1libraries who
supply reports to'the NUC. The inherent limitations of manual files and
the space llmltatlons of a publication with limited access points will"
continue to prevent the sharing of bibliographic information on a
national level to reach 1its potential for efficient access to a-data
base under a uniform system of authorities.
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2. CHARACTERISTICS OF REPORTING LIBRARIES

- 2.1 Types of Libraries and Volume of Reports

N -

The 438 libraries that submit reports to the Catalog Publication
Division ' for. tl:e NUC break down into six basic types according to their
specialization or subject .collection strengths: business, theology,
humanities’ and social science, law, scientific and medical, and general
collections. Each of the reporting libraries was classified into one of
these mutually exclusive and exhaustive categories by consulting the
American Library Directory to determine specif1chubject strengths. The
number of reports received by the Catalog Publication Division during
fiscal year 1978 was then calculated for each type of l1brarylreport1ng.

The vast majority of outside reports (about 86.4 percent) were
received from 51 percent of the libraries which fell into the category

“of libraries containing general collections--the . larger U.S. academic

and research 1libraries. A relatively small portion of the major
university and research libraries provided a large proportlon of the
:total reports. received for the NUC in fiscal year 1978. Twenty-three:
major l1brar1es, which represent only 5.25 percent of the- libraries,
reperting, contributed 34 percent of the records submitted to the NUC.
Although the plan for datasgathering had not or1g1nally included. the
category of- theology libraries, it was found in the data collection to

- represent 11 percent Qf all libraries reporting and surpassed both law
. and business libraries in terms of the number of items reported. Table

1 lists the proport1on of reports submitted by each type of library and
the proportion of reportlng l1brar1es classified in each type.

Turning from the analy51s of the number of reports rece1ved to '
_the number of new unique records that are actually added to the NUC

Control File, the .same pattern is again of Jarge cesearch libraries
making the greatest contribution of records. 1In a survey conducted by
the Library of Congress staff, a systemat1c sample was taken of the non-
LC reports listed in the four volumes of the July-September 1976
quarterly edition of the NUC. This sample consisted of 108 clusters of
seven records , each and y1elded 754 unique non-LC records which were '
analyzed in terms of the number of records contributed by each 1library.
These libraries were categorized into the basic six types of libraries
‘by collection strength. Again, a small number of predominently research
and-university libraries conkributed a high percentage of non-IC records,
for the publication. Twenty-three libraries, which represented only 12
percent of tha 191 libraries in the sample, provided approximately 42.6
percent of the unique non-IC records.

c It would be easy to conclude that the main contributors to a

future nationwide data base ‘'would be the major American un1vers1ty and
research libraries. Such extrapolation from the data derived from study

-1 - <Y
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TABLE 1

REPORTS RECEIVED BY TYPE OF LIBRARY
(Fiscal Year 1978)

. TYPE OF LIBRARY | , REPORTS RECEIVED LIBRARIES
. B : No. [  No. %
Business - 1o,4éz' T2 4 1
Theology 98,233 2.2 . 49 11
' Humanities/Social Science 165,128 ?.7 67 '. 15 .
. Law ' 77,251 ;.7 21 5
Science/Medic _ne ‘ 255,234 5.7~ 72 16
. General Collections 3,903,252 86.4 225 51
EOTAL ' 4,514,676  99.9 438 99

L

oo
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‘};f'the NUC regorting nust be made with due' caution, however. Since both

reporting and using bibliographic information are in part functions of

' perceived cost and benefit. to the individual libraries who contribute to™
and use the NUC, part1c1pation may be limited by the following factors:
.the difficulties in rnporting, ‘the costs of access to the NUC, the
obsolescence’ of the bibliographic data, the use of alternative systems
such as CKXL: Inc., Research Libraries Information Network  (RLIN), or
Washihgtoﬁ) Library Network (WLN), and the inflexibility of main entry
cataloging information. bound by a single set ofs standards. Thése may
tend to limit part1czpation in specific ways that would not be the same
in a nationwide on-11nn system Wwhich offered each 11brary a different
sat of cost/benefit considerations.

P
-

2.2 Adherence to Reporting Guidelines

There 1is 1little difference in the rate at which reports from
various types‘of libraries are excluded by NUC reportzng guidelines,
with the exception of the humanities and social science libraries, which
have a rate}of_contr1buted out-of-scope reports to in-scope reports of
2:1. Libraries within the humanities and social science group are

. generally smaller special libraries, museum and society libraries, or

) university departmental libraries. It may be more difficult to enforce =
. - guidelines upon the small irdependent libraries.of this group, but the ;
~ special collections of thése institutions may make this rate of oqut-of-

scope :epor;. tolerable when compared to their overall cqntrzbufzon of
- potentially unique holdings. The rate of exclusion by type of 1library '
is displayed in Table 2.

- . -

2.3 Automated Capabilities of Reporting Libraries

0

One of the most <crucial questions in anticipating the -
requirements for the development of a nationwide data base with on-line
"access 1is the extent to.which potential participants have the capacit
to transmit records in machine-readable form. The strategy in th1§\
study was to use the NUC ‘libraries as a core of potential participants

in this data base and to assess their automation capability. \Bita\\were \
gathered to -answer - this question by examining NUC statistics\\Bﬁ“‘~»\“—»—

reporting libraries and producing a 1list Hof» all 1libraries that had
submitted reports to the NUC during fiscal year 1978. This list was
searched in the published literature to determine which libraries were -
either active' members of ‘an on-line network or information-utility, or
had an operational in-house capability of producing and maintaining
records in machine-readable form. The number of reccrds potentially
available in machine<readable form was then calculated on the basis of
NUC  statistics on the number of records submitted by each reporting
library during fiscal year 1978. These data are subject to one

- 13 -




TABLE 2

RATE OF EXCLUSIONS BY TYPE OF LIBRARY
(Piscal Year 1978)

f '\P‘
. \\\ * L
TYPE OF LIBRARY . OUT-0OF-SCOPE OUT-OPFP-SCOPE i CONTRIBUTED
: RATE REPORTS (8) REPORTS (%)
Business 1.9 © .15 -, .2
Theology 3.4 2.58 2.2
Humanities/Social Science 5.6 ‘ 7.58 3.7
. ' . T
Law * : 2.6 1.59 1.7
Science/Medicine © 2.4 4.70 5.7 -
General Collections 2.7 83.57 86.4
TOTAL (Percent) 99,91 9.9 .
TOVAL (Number) 2.8 128,289 4,514,676
. B
"x‘,
‘)\ ' .
~ \ -
AN - 14 - ‘)

v



A

important unverified assumption: 1libraries that have a mach:ne-readable
bibliographic capability actually use this capability for all
bibliographic records they submit to the NUC. A secondary assumption is
that all 1libraries that have this capability are known *to- this
investigator. ' '

Of the 4,514,676 outside reports received by the NUC during
fiscal year 1978, 89.3 percent were potentially available in machine-

- readable form (Table 3). As might be expected in the light of their

large contribution of reports to the NUC (86.4 percent), the largest
potential contributors of machine-readable records were the libraries
with general collections (research and academic) which were ‘capable of
supplying 90.5 percent of the machine-readable reports. The other types
of libraries taken together would only be able to provide 9.5 percent of
all machine-readable reports—-leso than their overall present
contribution of reports to the NUC (13.6 percent). Thus it can be noted
from Table 4 that the proportion of reports would diminish from all
other types of 1libraries if input and access were only available‘in
machine~readable form. o

An examination of Table 5 shows that the ma]on‘ﬁ? of reports
contributed by each type of 1ljibrary were potentially available in
machinereadable form and that a majority of libraries .in business and

_theology as well as -libraries with general collections had this

capability. Thus it would seem tS be feasible for a nationwide network .
to .orient its operations to machine-readable rather than manual
procedures for bibliographic reporting. This would accommodate the
majority of libraries potentiaily reporting and woulc orlent operations’
to the vast majority of all records received.

Moreover, if we consider the three ma]or b1bllogfaph*c utilities®
contribution to the potential national llbrary network data store, OCLC,
RLIN, and WDN would be able to report 95.9° ‘percent of all machine-
readable records available from NUC participating libraries. This would
include the reports of $7.7 percent of all libraries that have machlne—
readable bibliographic capabilities. Lastly, linkage with these three
utilltles would potentially provide access to 85.6 percent of all
reports received for the NUC during fiscal year 1978

<O



TABLE 3 °

POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTION OF MACHINE—READABLE REPORTS
; (Flscal Year 1978)

REPORTS/LIBRARIES = . NUMBER - PERCENT

Reports available in - " 4,032,108 89
machine-readable form T

Reports not available in 482,568 11
machine-readable form o

TOTAL REPORTS® 4,514,676 100

P

Libraries capable of - ' 268 61
reporting in machine- .
readable form

. . Libraries not capable . i 170 39
———— . ._____of reporting in -
‘machine=readable form. __

TOTAL LIBRARIES . " 438 © 100

&
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TABLE 4

- DISTRIBUTION BY TYPE OF LIBRARY OF
; MACHINE-READABLE AND NOT-MACHINE-READABLE REPORTS
" (Piscal Year 1978)

v
hnd

e COULD REPORT IN COULD NOT REPORT IN
TYPE OF LIBRARY MACHINE-READABLE FORM  MACHINE-READABLE FORM TOTAL
Reports(t) Libraries(t) Reports($) Libraries(3) Reports(d) Libraries(s)
Business L 1 s ] o ]
Theology | I N T T 2.2 1]
Himnities/Social Selence 2.0 © 8 1.9 2 1.7 15 .
. , | ?
Lav L 4 1.3 6 1 5
Science/Medicine 3.9 1] 0.6 2 F T
.General Collections 90,5 66 52,3 21 86.4 51,
TOTAL (Percent) 99,8 00 10,0 100 99 9
TOTAL (Number) 4,032,108 %2 482,568 170 4,514,6% 438
2 A

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



TABLE § : ‘ ‘

PROPORTION OF REPORTS FROM EACH TYPE OF
LIBRARY THAT ARE POTENTIALLY AVAILABLE
IN MACHINE-READABLE FORM
(Piscal Year 1978)

COULD REPORT IN COULD NOT REPORT IN
TYPE OP LIBRARY MACHINE-READABLE FORM MACHINE-READABLE FORM TOTAL
Records (%) Libraries(}) Records(t) Libraries(3) Records(No,) Lihraries(No.,)
Business / m 50 N 0 - 10,49 4
; theology SRR %3 o B3
' Humanities/Social Seience - 659 R 3.1 8.7 169,128 67
v ¥ s s 65 2.4 mal, ol
Sciences/Medicine 61,2 | 4y | 38.8 56,3 255,234 7
| Gener'al Collections 93,5 19.6 6.5 0.4 3,90},252 JRs
2 : YAN




3. ' DIFFERENCES .IN HEADINGS BETWEEN OUTSIDE REPORTS TO THE NUC
AND LC RECORDS

-
-

r The analysis of the -extent of differences in both entry and
subject headings between  outside 1library reports added to the NUC
Control File of the Catalog Publication Division and those IC records
yhich later -replaced these réports gives us an opportunity to observe
difficulties that will be encountered in bringing together records
created by various bibliographic standards and practices in‘establishing
a nationwide data base. It is expected that the cataloging created in
different iqsfitutions-will vary due to a number of specific factors,
“including the reference sources available to the cataloger, the
publications for which the required headings were first established, the.
cataloging codes ,used, the cataloging guidelines and >policies
established in individual institutions, the .file structure of the
existing catalog intoe which new records are iﬁbo:pgpéted,. the
individualq; who interpret the rules, and and the size’ of the collection
and the catalog of the institution. The integrity of a national file of
bibliographic information based upon decentralized . input will depend
upon a consistent and uniform policy for establishing headingé. 1In a
sense, examination of differences between LC and outside headings is a
comparison between different bases of bibliographic data, under separate
but interrelated authority systems and policy guidelines.

3.1 Study Design

A sample of bibliographic records was taken to reliably estimate
the =xtent of variations between IC cataloging practices and the-
practices of 1libraries that reported their holdings to the NUC. This
sample study was broadly modeled after a study comparing outside reports
and IC replacements on specific data elements carried out by Gloria
Hsla, chief of the Catalog Publication Division, in 1969. That study
examined a small sample of replaced outside reports within the broad
categories of entry headings, subject headings, and bibliographic
description. The present study limits itself to variations in both
entry and .subject headings feund on a sample of outside reports which
had been added to the Control File and published in the NUC and those
. found on the IC records that replaced the outside reports. The headings
are compared for specific, detailed categories of differences. The
categories used in the analysis of.these differences were designed tq, be
consistent with other tasks directed by the Network Development Office
go that meaningful comparisons could result between various studies. It
should be noted that the copies of outside library reports that are
added to the Control File are the original records received from the
reporting libraries, with editing changes marked, not the retyped
version that appears in the printed NUC. The comparisons were made
between the data as provided by the reporting library and <the

.
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corresponding LC records produced later (and 1ndependent1y) by the IC
cataloglng d1v151ons.

-

A sample design was developed to determine the extent of
differences between NUC outside reports and the LC-records that replaced
them at a level of 90 percent confidence and 5 percent telerance. Thus,
there would be a 90 percent chance that proportions calculated from the
"data. in the sample would be within 5 percent of the true population
proportion. To determine the smallest sample size that would be

/ sufficient to meet these requirements, a measure of the ﬁomogeneity of
the pcpulation on the variablé deemed most critical (the number of
reports that had at 1least one variation in an entry heading when
compared to the LC record that replaced it) was reduired. The best
available estimate of this homogeneity was provided by the study
conducted by Mrs. Hsia. Using this measure of homogeneity .as a’
correction ‘factor, it was determined that a sample of 250 outside
reports replaced by LC records would be adequate to achieve the required
level of /confidence and tolerance. Post hoc analysis revealed that a’
sampl es ize of 233 would have been adegquate to achieve the purposes of

the a?' gn.

A simple random sample was taken from the '1978/79 outside reports
replaced by IC records that were held by the Searching Unit of the
Catalog Publication Division. An outside library report may survive the
screening for duplication and exclusion and be added as a unique record
to the Control File and published in a monthly or quarterly w~olume of
the_ NUC but then be superseded by an LC record. Superseded records are

-held for a period by the Searching Unit. The 250 record -sample was
copied and each record was searched in the Control File and compared in
terms of variations in entr¥ and subject heading accesys points with the
LC record that repléced them. Differences were nofed on each.copy of
the outside report and coded by the principle invegtigator. A trial
experiment to determine the reliability of coding wds undertaken before
the test sample was drawn and analyzed. The specific categories of
differences’ and the results of the data analysiX are given in the
following sections.

¢ N

3.2 Format for Subject Heading Anélysis

4

The categories for analyzing éﬁbject heading differences between
outside reports and ILC replacements were developed to be consistent an
comparable with other research concerned with develoring general
guidelines for applying -IC subject headings in a network context, as

lined in Task 11 of the Nationwide Data Base Design Project.l/

2” cifically, these categories were created for use in the analysis of
variations between LC subject heading practices and records in the

( rthwestern University Library Africana file and the serial records in
\ the Conversion of Serials (CONSER) project. The perspective of these




categories of comparison is from that-'of the LC record. The categories
used for subject heading analysis were:

o) Additional LC Subject Heading
o Absence of Outside Library Subject Headlng
o Vq:iatlon in Form of Subject Heading
o Additional LC Subject Subdivision.
- form subdivision N "
- chronological subdivision
- geographic subdivision :
o Absence of Outside Library Subject Subdivision
- .  form subdivision
- chronological subdivision
- - = geographic subdivision 7
o Variation in Porm of Subject Subdivision
- form subdivision .
~ _chronological subdivision
- geographic .subdivision

N

An Addltlonal LC Subject Headir.g was defined as the presence of a
distinct subject heading on a record created by LC where no such
distinct heading was present on the outside report. An Absence of-
Outside Library Subject Heading was defined as the absence of a distinct
subject heading on the LC record where one existed on *he outside
library report. Variation in Porm of Suktject Heading was defined as a
difference in the form or the fullness of form of the same subject
heading that appeared on both an outside report and the LC record that
replaced it.

5
.

3.3 Differences in Subject Headings , )

Considerable differences were found between the subject headings
of outside. reports and the subject headings of the LC records that
replaced them. Of the outside reports, 73.2 percent displayed at least
one subject heading difference when compared +to the subject headings
provided in the LC record.

(1) Additional LC Subject Heading:”
The greatest source of difference between: subject headings was
" due to the LC record providing a subject headlng not .contained on
the outside report. These constituted 51.2 percent of all. -
subject heading differences.

(2) Abseﬁce of Qutside Library Subject Heading:

The area of second greatest difference occurred in the absence of
a subject heading on the LC record that was present on the



outside report. These constituted 28.8 percent of all subject
heading differences.

(3) Variation in Form of Subject Heading:
Oﬁly 2.6 percent of subject- heading differences occurred  because
of wvariations in the form of subject heading between the LC
record and an outside report. :

(4) Subject Subdivision Differences:
Of all subject heading differences be:ween the records compared,
17.4 percent - were due to some specific difference in a subject
subdivision where the main subject entry element remained the

same. These dlffe;ence were distributed as follows:

Additional IC Subject Subdivision: 9.4 pétcent

- * form subdivision: 6.4 percent
- chronological subdivision: 0.2 percent
- geographic subdivision: 2.8 percent
Absence of Outside Library Subject Subdivision: 1,9 percent
- form subdivision: 1.2 percent
- chronological subdivision: " 0.2 percent
- geographic subdivision: 0.5 percent
Variation in Form of Subject Subdividion: 6.1 percent
- form subdivision:” 3.9 percent
- chronological subdivision: 0.5 percent

- geographic subdivision: 1.7 percent
The information ° prov1ded in PFigure '3 shows the cumulative
percentage of recordsin the sample having specific numbers of subject
heading d1Fferences. It can be seen from the figure that almost half
(49.6 percent) contain one .subject heading difference ot less. Of the
records compared, 26.8 percent had no differences. The mean number of
subject heading differences per record compared was apﬁioximately 1.7.

Similar results were reported for ana1y51s of subject headings
assigned t6 serial records by participants in the CONSER project. In a
sample of 99 cataloging records which had been originally cataloged by
CONSER members and then used by IC for current. cataloging, 45.9 percent
of all differences resulted from Addltlonal LC Subject Headings, in
contrast to the NUC sample which indicated - that 51.2 percent of all
differences had resulted from additional headings. . Some differences in

. the results, which could be accounteq for by either sampling procedures
or.-differences in the nature of <cataloging serials as opposed to
monographs, can be noted in the comparison of the two studies. The
serial sample showed that 43.2 percent of the differences resulted from
the Absence of Outside Library Subject Headings, while the NUC sample
indicated that only 28.8 percent of.the differences were due to this

facto:. Moreover, the study of CONSER records indicated that 10.8
N
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* FIGURE 3
SUBJECT HEADING DIFFERENCES:
CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGE POLYGON
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percent of all differences resulted from variations.in Form of Subiject
Heading or some difference in subject subdivisions, while analysis of

the NUC data resulted in 20 percent of all differences being attributed
to differences in these categories.

3.4 Format for Entry Heading Analysis

Differences in, entry headings were compared between the 250
sampled outside library reports that were' added to the Control Fi’ :» and
the LC records that replaced them. The categories develope. for
analyzing these differences were_ created to satisfy three distinct
requirements- to.- make the findings on entry headings as comparable as
possible - with those findings on subject headings in this and cther
research; to make them. consistent with . the majot classjificationgs of
“headings in the’ AACR; and to highlight the impact of specific
differences in headings when maintaining a limited-access file, such as
the NUC Control File.  As was true in the analysis of subject heading
differences, the perspective of these categories of comparison was - from
that of the LC record.  The specific categories for entry- heading
analysis were: ) - . - :

o Differences in Main Entry Headings
= choice of entry.
.= .. form of .entry . ‘
o Additional IC Added Entry Heading _
~ = . author (including corporate author)
- titie (including uniform and alternative titles)
: - series
o Absence of Outside Library Added Entry Heading -
" = . author » o ' . o R
- . 'title . - -
- gseries
Ko Variation in Form of Added Entry Headirg
‘ C - author
- 7 title-
- series

3.5 nifferences in Entry'ﬂeadings
- ) ) : , .

The analysis of the differences in the sample “Andicate. that
_.approximately 68 percent of all records had at least one heading
difference when an LC record replaced an outside library record. In
this calculation of - differences, the convention of & main entry was
subscribed to, because the NUC Control File ané the printed NUC provided
main entry access. Thus, two differences would be scored for ' a récord.

whea the outside report had included a main and.added entry ‘in the
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reverse order to that found on the LC record. This occurred in 11 cf
the 250 records sampled. But even if we abandon the notion of a main
entry access point and treat all headings as equal access points, 63.2

percent of all records' compared had at least one differencé in.entry ~

headings. The spe01flc flndlngs of - the comparlson of records 1is
detailed below.

(1) Additional LC Added Entry Heading:

The largest percentage of differences in records was due to the

ILC record having a distinct added entry heading when no such
distinct heading was present on the cutside report. This case
constituted 50.2 percent of all differences in entrv headlngs.
of all the Additional IC Added Entry Headings-

=2

15.2 purcent were due to additional author headings .
+ 20.0 percent were due to additional title headings
14.3 percent were due to additional series headings

(2) Absence of Outside Library Added Entry Heading:

The second largest percentage of difference was . due tb the
absence of outside added -entry headings on LC records, which
reprasented 21.9 percent of all differ:2nces. These include:

12.4 percent of differences due to the absence of author
headings

6.3 percent of differences due' to“-he absence of title
headings

3.2 percent of diffe
headings

ces due to.the absence of series

(3) Differences in Main BAtry Heaciings:

The third largust n er of entry heading variations (19.6
percent} were due to differences in the main entry between the
‘two recorls compared in either choice or #urin of entry. 0f the
differences, 7.6 percent were due to :he cheice of main entry and
12.0 perce. * were due to form of tre main entry.  #bout one-third
of the d: ferences in form of main entry were due to variations
in th nuvilness Of- form. In eight cases the IC record actually
diminis’«.. the fullness of form, which could either be a result
w€ file 'haracteristics or of the application of the newer title-
p:es=oriented rules. In an equal nurber of cases LC 1ncreased
t.e fullness of form, perhkaps again due to its own file
ctaracteristics. In either case, these differences had no
bearing on resolving conflicts within the NUC Control File.
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(4) Variation in Form of Added Entry Heading: '
Variations in the form of added entries accounted for 8.5 percent
of &l11 differences detected between outside repcrts and LC
records. Of these, 2.9 percent vwere variations in the form of
_name 2ntry, 1.2 percent were variations in the form of title, and
+4.4 percent were due to variations’ in the form of series added
entry. However, 4f the convention of a main entry is abandoned
.and the differences in th€ form of those enti.2s are added to
" "Uthis total, the ‘total number of differences due to variations in
~. . form increases to third place among the major sources of

differences and represents 20.6 percent of the total number of
entry head1ng dlfferenCﬁs. '

< _Pigure 4.dlspLays the cumulative percentage of records in the .

sample in relation to the number of entry heading differences found in
each record. It can be seen that approximately 66 percent of all

records contained one ertry heading difference or less. Because the

distribution is skewed and there are a number of extreme scores, the
mean -calculated at 1.26 differences per record is not an appropriate
"average" value. Since, both the median and the mode are the same, it

. would. be most useful to charactérize "the average number of entry -

differences antlﬁlpated through replacements as one.

-

3.6 Summary of Differences in Headings

H

The results of the analysis of the NUC sample data showed that
42.6 percent of all differences in outside reports were due to
differences ' in entry headings, while 57.4 percent were due to
differences in subject heading entry elements.

The majority of differences \éwé% result from replacement of
outside library reports by LC records are additiondl LC entry and
subject ' heading access points. Of -all record changes. 50.8 percent
result from additional LC headings, with a split of *21.4 percent in
entry headings and 29.4 percent in subject headings. By contrast, 25.8

peftent of all changes were due to the absence of headings from outside .

library headings, 9.3 percent in the absence of entry headings and 16.5
percent in the absence of subject headings. All other differences,
accounting for 23.3 percent of the total, are the result of minor
categorical differences which may be observed in Table 6..

There appears to be consistent evidence to support the conclusion
that when an IC record replaces an NUC outside report, additional points
of access are created. Of the total of 739 bibliographic variations
made in the-sample of 250 records, 50.7 percent of all differences were
due tc additional entry or subject access points in ILC records (375),
while 25.8 percent of all differences (191) were due to the absence of
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TABLE 6

SUMMARY OF D: FFERENCES IN HEADINGS FROM
COMPARISON OF LC AND NUC RECORDS

(N = 250)
o - NUMBER OF PERCENT OF
TYPE OF DIPFERENCE : ‘ DIFFERENCES TOTAL DIFFERENCES
Additional Ic Headings - 375 50.8
. Additicnal LC Entry Heading 158 21.4
Additional ILc Subject Headiag , ‘217 _ , E 29.4
Absence of Outside Library Headings 191 _ 25.8
Absence of .Outside Library Entry Heading 69 , : 9.3
Absgnce of Outside Library Subject Heading 122 . 16.5
Other Differences ] 173 ' 23.3
Differences in Main Entry Heading, Form - 38 " 5.1
-Differences in Main Entry Heading, Choice 24 _> 3.2
"\““Variation in FPorm of Added Entry Heading R
- name i 9 s 1.2
- titl'& : 4 } ' R .5
- series . 14 - - 1.9
' . \// N
Variations in FPorm of Subject Heading 11 1.5
Variaticns in Form of Subject Subdivisions :
- form and [topiral subdivisions 16 : 2.2
- chronological subdivision . S 2 , .3
- geocgraphic subdivision ‘ ' 7 .9
Additional LC Subject Subdivision - / .
- form and topical subdivisions » ) 27 3.7
~ chronological subdivision : .1 .1
- geographic subdivision 12 1.6
Absence of Outside Library Subject Subdivision )
- form and topical subdivision . -5 o7
; - chronological subdivision 1 .1

- geographic subdivision - 2 3

-

TOTAL : 739 739 99.3 99.9
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entry or subject access points on the LC record. When additions and -
absences are compared, an average (mean) of .42 additional access points
per record were made in the LC record. The ratio of additions to
absences of subject headings was 1.8:1. The overall ratio of additions
to absences of access bpoints ‘was 1.96:1. The LC replacement of NUC
outside reports resulted in a 1.2 percent increase in name access
points, a 5.8 percent increase in title access points, a 4.7 percent
increase in series acceas points, and a 12.9 percent increase in subject
_ access points.

Both the mean, 2.96, and the median, 3.0, figures indicate that
the approximate "average" nunber of differences that can be anticipated
in any : bibliographic record is three. Figure 5 displays the
distribution of differences in each record in relation to the total
percentage of differences. If one wished to predict the -number of
differences that will occur per record, a good estimate would be between
one and four differences per bibliographic record.

-

k14
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4. DIFFERENCES IN BIBLIOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION BETWEEN OUTSIDE REPORTS
. N TO THE NUC AND LC RECORDS .

4.1 Format for Analysis of Description

)

Differences in d:; riptive cataloging were analyzed between the
250 records in .the samp e of outside library reports that entered the
- NUC Control Pile and the IC records that replaced them. The sample was
that described in section 3.1. The categbries for analysis were
developed to parallel the major elements of descrigtio;rgeveldped in the
AACR. Differences were coded with the historica objective of
descriptive cataloging that has been developed since Cutter's Rules for
a Dictionary Catalog: "To state the significant features of an item
with the purpose of distinguishing it from other items and descyibing
its scope, contents, and bibliographic relation to other. -items."l/
Thus, differences were noted when the specific variation would either
affect the identification of the item. Those that affected neither
could be reasonable ignored.2/ Differences in internal punctuation
which resulted from the introduction of the International Standard
Bibliographic Description (ISBD), e.¢ . hyphenation etween description
fields and slashes between title and author statements, were ignored.
Minor differences in abbreviations (e.g., "ill." for *"iilus.") were also
not scored as variations. Because nearly all records differed on the
specification of size found in the collation, which could result from
differences in binq1ng standards, among other variables, any variations
 found in this area were not scored as differences. .

The épgcific categories for the. analysis of descriptive
differences and the types of modifications each included were:
N ‘ v .

At o ‘
o Variations™in Title Statement

These include modifiéation of the title or subtitle,
increased or diminished completeness, additions or absences
of uniform, alternate, or parallel titles, etc.

o Variations in the Author Statement
These include increased or diminished completeness of this
statement, such as addition or absence of joint authors,
editors, translators, etc. Nonsubstantive words such as
"by", "Hrsg. von", etc., were ignored.

o Variations in the Bdition Statement
These included any substantive difference in the statement

such as numbering and di.:inguishing phrases like "revised,™
"enlarged," etc. ’ .
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o variations in Place and Publisher

These include substantitive changes in places and.
publishers' names such as the addition of place names,
diétributors, etc. Variations in the aypteviation of these
names were ignored.

.o . Variations in Date of'@ublication

These include any difference in date such as addition or
absence of copyright date, printing date, etc. Differences
in punctuation were ignored. -

< Tt

o Variations in Pages or Volumes

These include any difference in paging such as numbering of
preliminary pages, number1ng of plates, and the addition or
absepce of specific illustrative materials 1like ‘graphs,
.maps, etc. Variations in abbreviations were ignored.
x\ . A
o Variations in Series Statement

These include any difference in the statement of series such

as order of terms in the statement. variations in the
abbreviation for “number™ and “"volume" were ignored.

4.2 Differences in Description

In the comparison of the 250 Outside reports and LC réplacements,

374 _substantial variations were detected: . 237 in the body of “the entry

(title through date of publication) and 137 in the collation (pagination
through series statement). Thus, 63.4 percent of all differences
occurred in the body and 36.6 percent occurred in the collation. The
mean number of differences per record was 1.496. Within the body of the
entry, the following differences were noted:

variations in .Title ' 13.1 percent
variations in Author Statament | : 28.3 percent
Variations in Edition Statement ., . 5.0 percent
Variations in Place or Publisher 35.0 percent
variations in Date of Publication 18.6 percent
Total Variations in Body of Entries 100.0 ‘percent
Within the collation area, variations were noted in the following
categories: TN
variations in Pages or Volumes 40.1 percent.
variations in Illustration Statement 46.7 percent
variations in Series Statement 13.1 percent
Total Variation in Collation (rounded) 99.9 percent

-32-\ L
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. Differences between the descriptive elements of the 250 records
compéred were extensive: 80.4 percent of all records had one or more
variations. The descriptive " elements with the largest number of
variations were ! the place and publisher, the author statement, and the
illustration statement. These constituted 57.2 percent of all
differences noted. Variatiens in the place of publication alone were
few, constitutlng only 4.5 percent of all the variations in the sample.
The variations in the publishs#r statement alone constituted 13.4 percent
of the differences between all descriptive elements, while combined
variations on a single record of both place and publisher constituted
4.3 percent of all variations. Variationa in the author statement
resulted in 17.9 percent of all differences, while the illustration
statement accounted for 17.1 percent of the differences .in the. sample.
While these elements constitute a major portion.of all variation, their
significance in eliminating duplication from a union catalog is small.
Variation in the author statement is compensated for by the comparison
of entry headings associated with a record, which are more consistent in
their form. On the other hand, variation in the illustration statement
-of the collation is not thought to be a useful discriminator for:
duplicates and is therefore not used in the checking for duplicates at
the NUC. Recent studies show that automated removal of duplicates- from
data basé’},also ignor- . these : data.3/ 4/ 5/ One autom@ted method
ignores the ‘piiblisher entirely.6/ /

Differences in pacination constituted the fourth most common
source of variation, accountiﬂ% for 14.7 percent of all differences in
the ‘'sample. The majority of these differences, however, were in the
roman numbered preliaini vy paging. The importance of variation in
paging is diminishéd for d.piicate searching if only arabic numerals are
uUsed when in remcving unwanted duplication in a f11e.7/

Variatichs in the afﬁ;es statement and edition statement resulted
in the smalle.: aumber of $ifferences: 8 percent. Differences in the
series statziznt r-2z:. i in 4.8 percent of the variation, while
Adifferences in the acition statement constituted 3.2 .percent. The
occurrance o©i these fields in MARC records is low, as reported in a
sample taken by Williams and MacLaury,8/ and edition comparisons were

eliminated in searching for duplication in their Illinois Union Catalog

study. These variations are therefore less important as disériminators
of duplicates than search keys built on the title, which-has a 100
percent incidence of occurrence.

The variaticns due to title rssulted in 8.3 percent of all
differences detectad ian the sample. The variations in the date of
publication caused 1l.& percent of all differences. These two fields

.are of primary importance in the removal of duplicates from a file, as
reported by the manual searchers in the NUC Control File and as
indicated in recent literature reporting experiments with the automated

8

L4

~
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removal of duplicateg.gfik%hese fields are also the most successful and
useful points of access and means of discrimination between records for
ugers of library catalogs, as reported in a synthesis of catalog use

tudies 'by Lancaster.l0/ Most of the variations in the title field were
due to the addition of subtitles, the completion of lengthy titles, and
title abbreviations occurring in foreign cataloged works. Most of the
variation in the date field occurred when minor changes were made in the
date information (the addition of "c" for copyright date, or the
supplying of later printing dates), although substanfial differences
resulted from the supplying of dates by LC that wére unknown to the
reporting library. A summary of all differences found-in the sample is
included in Table 7.

The average number of descriptive variations per record in this
comparison was 1.514. The median number of changes per record was one.
Although the number of differences raported is small, it must be noted
that this report ignored. differences in punctuation and in some
abbreviations, as . indicated at the beginning of this chapter. Of all
the records, 36.1 percent had no variations within the bedy of the
entry, while 39 percent had one difference,. 21.6 percent had two
differences, and only 3.3 percent had three differences in description
. within the body. No variations in the collation were found in 56.4
percent of the records, while 35 percent had one variation, 8.2 percent
had two variations, and only one record had variations in all three
‘areas (.4 percent).

The number of descriptive differences in the sample are given in
terms of cumulative percent’in Figure 6.

v

4.3 Comparison'of Description. and Beading Variations

A number of dJdifferent explanations may be given for cataloging
variations between libraries. These range from the effect of local
circumstances, including existing files, user needs, and staffing, to
lack of the most recent information for cataloging, including name
authorities and rule interpretations for descriptive cataloging.. One
question that could be investigated from the data available in this
study was whether there existed a relationship between variations in
descriptive cataloging and variations in headings, both entry and
subject, between outside 1libraries reporting to the NUC and the
cataloging records of . LC. Is the ~variation in cataloging
monodimensional, that is, do variations arise from a single source, such
as the type of record being cataloged or the individual-library
cataloging the recurd? A-Pearson correlation coefficient was calculated
to determine whether variations in descriptive cataloging and variations
in entry and subject heading work were related, and to what degree. The
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TABLE 7

SUMMARY OF DIFFERENCES IN DESCRIPTIVE ELBMENTS

FROM COMPARISON OF LC i.ND NUC RECORDS

(N = 250)
v NUMBER OF PERCENT OF
AREA OF DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCES TOTAL DIFFERENCES
ZoTTSRENLES 3
Title 31 8.3
Author Statement' 67 17.9
Edition 12 3.2
Place and Publisher 83 22.2
. A
Date 44 11.8
Pages and Volumes 55 14.7
Illustrations 64 7.1
Series Statement 18 4.6
TOTAL ~ 374 '100.0
- 35 -
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FIGURE 6 .
BIBLIOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION DIFFERENCES:
CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGE POLYGON

(N=250)
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© sample and statistics used were those reported in Chaptets 3 and 4. The
following standard equation for computing. the correlation wan employed-

NS » A
‘szz-zy

where:”

-

Correlation coefficient
Number of differences in entry and subject headings on
a sample record
Number of differences in bibliographic description on
a sample record ‘
X = Mean number of diffarences in entry and subject headings
per safiple recotd
= Mean number of differences in bibliographic description
: per sample record
X=X -

o
[}

L]
.

i

-

Thus since: Txy = 71.95, Exzis‘ 1,058 and Eyz = 302.5, the following
correlation coefficient was ¢ uted:

o J1.95

r 555 73

.....

With a correlation coefficient this small, it was necessary to
calculate a test to determine wheth>r an r of .1272 could occur by
chance in a sample of 250. The test of the hypothesis for no difference
(Hg :r = 0) was conducted at the .05 level (95 percent confidence) with
248 degrees of freedom. The critical value of the‘test was 1.97. The
standard formula for the test is given as:

.1272'“248

“1—.0162

t = 2.0198

The computation of the_ tes: yielded a significant correlation of

.1272. That is, an r of .1272 would be signiticant in 95 out of 100
samples of 250 from the population sampled. An r of this size, however,

« is generally considered to be a slight, almost negligable, relationship.
The calculation of the ccefficient of determination (r<} gives us a
better perspective of the strength of this _relationship. In this
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correlation, r2 was equal to .016. The interpretation of this

coefficient is that only 1.6 petdIht of the variance in descriptive
cataioging is explained by the variancé in entry and subject heading
work. We can therefore dismiss the notion that some single facter, such
as the outside reporting library's lack of adherence to standards or the
difficulty of ° the individual record is the single great contributor to
differences in cataloging. 1Instead, one .rust ldok 'to more complex
explanations. o :

4.4 Time Taken to Replace NUC Records Qiéh LC Records

, LA

One factor to be considered in planning for a nationwide data
base was the length of time it would take for a racord transmitted by ' a
member library tc be replaced with a record of higher authority which
would take precedence. To simulate this process, a random sample of 220
cutsidé NUC reports vwhich had been replaced by ILC records was taken from
the NUC Control Pile and the dates on which each record entered -the
Control Pile were compared. The interpretation of the time taken to
replace NUC reports shoyld be undertaken with a great‘deal of caution,
because of the nature of the data collection. Altgough the datea on
which each record entered the file (date of an NUC pPublication) were
compared, the sample figure may be different from a “true®™ replacement
rate, which the currert operating condition of the NJC does not permit.
A valid comparison would require both outside reparts and NUC records to
enter the Cohtrol File on receipt. Because of the backlog of outside’
reports to ‘be searched, edited, and added to the Control File, outside
reports may tr¢main in process for as long. as twenty-two months. .
_ Separatc procedures are followed for editing and filing of LC recorde
which place them in the Control File soon after they are received. It
is possible, “herefore, that while the comparison of dates in this
sample mav indicate a two-year period of replacement for a certain
record, the actual elapsed time between the receipt of the outside
report and the receipt of the LC replacement may be as long as four or
five years. It may also be possible that an NUC report may arrive
. before an IC record and yet reach the Control File only after the IC
record has already been entered. 1In this latter case, this sample would
have revealed no indication of a replacement.

Pigure 7 shows the distribution of replacements in relatjon to
time using twelve—ménth class intervals. 1Intervals rather than raw data
were used because the replacement dates corresponded to NUC publication
dates, usually quarterly, and using precise months of replacement wouid
lead to false precision. The distribution in Figure 7 is positively
skewed, similarly to a Bradford distribution, which indicates a
progression of ‘replacements more logarithmic than arithmetic. The use
of a mean value to characterize the “average" time taken to replace an
outside report is misleading because of the presence of extreme scores,
The median time of approximately thirty months is perhaps the best
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FIGURE 7

NUC RECORDS REPLAGED BY LC RECORDS IN
12MONTH INTERVALS: FREQUENCY HISTOGRAM
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“average" value and indicates that approximately one-half of those items
to be replaced will be replaced in less than two and one-half years. It
must be considered, however, that this "average" time for replacement
ma; be in fact as long as: five and one-half years. : :

Figure 8 shows the ﬂumulative percentage cf replacement in
relation £o time. It can readily be seen that over onz quarter nf the

‘geplacements occur within one vyear, and. that 8§90 percent of 1all

replacements are made within six and one-half vyears. This sample
inciluded only records that had been replaced. The deotermir :ion of the
number of items which are never replaced is thus not indicaced anéd is

- beyond the scope of this report. Conszidering the _rapid ohsolescence of

materials in many fields of knowledge and the need for quick access to
materials in, every discipline, thé reports of outside libraries seem to
provide a distinct and valuable supplement to the national collection

..available at LC.
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FIGURE 8
MUC REZORDS REPLACED BY LC RECORDS
IN-12 MONTH INTERVALS: CUMULATIVE
PERCENTAGE POLYGON
(N=230)
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5. CONCLUSIONS'

5.1 Conclusions for a Nat10nw1de Data Base Derived from the Analy51s .
of Processes in the Ca*alog Publlcatlon Division - .

S

\

The National Union Catalog has served libraries and the cause of
scholarship in a unique and exemplary fashion since its inception in
19C¢1. 1It provides valuable aséistance in the areas of acquisition and
' collection development, cataloglng, interlibrary loan, teference, and
research to libraries throughout the world. ' The rich experience of the
NUC can serve ‘as "both -a guide and a -stimulant to planning for a .
nationwide data base and network. The following cenclusions are derived
from a brief participation in certdln\elements of this experience and
may be viewed as recommendations for future data base operations.

\

®

(1) A set of written guidelines must be created for the,
editorial sections of future centers of responsiblity and
centers of special authorization to serve as a guide for

- editors and as a document to aid’ Reportlng libraries.

. RN ,
There is wide variation among NUC editors in their modification
. of -outside reports, establishment of headings, énd creation of cross
references. The | lack of current written  guidelines that are
consistently enforced permits editors to have the \latitude for broad
interpretation of general policies regarding the productlon of the NUC. ..
This could lead to inconsistencies in a file which  will inevitably
diminish the utility of the product as users will be less able to
anticipate potential access points in conducting their searches.

(2) The editorial staff of a proposed nationwide network should
have the most current and open access to the policies and
interpretation guidelines of the LC cataloging divisions in

f a usable form. This access should be broadesned to

eventually include all libraries that report their holdings

to the data base.

Variations in cataloging rgcords would be reduced if reporting
libraries were able to incorporate ILC rule' interpretations in their
cataloging. 'This incorporation would also reduce conflicts in local
cataloging that are dependent upon IC and NUC reports for their

cataloging data .and potentially reduce cataloging costs on the local .

level a¢ well as for the NUC Editerial and Control Sections. It can be
anticipated that these variations and their resulting inefficiencies
will exist in a nationwide data base unless coordinated action is taken.
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Cumulative Book Index was less effective, with a verification rate of
32.8 percent. When this level of effectiveness is combined with the
average time required to search titles, the NUC was rejected as an
ineffective verification tool.

This lack of currentness can also be observed in the data derived
from the study described in Section 2.1, ‘which analyzed a sample of
outside reports from the July-September 1976 quarterly edition of the
NUC. Ho titles were found with 1376 imprints in the catalog, while 1975
imprints represented :less than 1 percent of the records, and records of
1974 imprints were just being registered by 1976. ,

The diminished comprehensiveness of the' NUC.can also be observed
in the comparison of growth statistics between the NUC and the OCLC data
base.. Pigure 9 depicts the declining number of records ghblished
annually in the NucC. By contrast, the increase in records input and
growth of the data base can be observed in the OCLC file, as Figure 10
and Figure 11 graphically demonstrate. The NUC Control File and the

OCLC data base differ in the levels of effort expended in creating files

with high bibliographic integrity and freedom from unwanted duplication.
‘Operations oriented to machine-readable records and the exchange of

information via telecommunication 1links would, however, expedite these .

processes for any future bibliographic data base and network.

’

5.2 Recommendations for Puture Investigation

This study has established to some degree the relative rate of

replacement of ° NUC reports by IC copy and the diversity of cataloging

practice indicated by the exten: of differences in the records. Rach of "

these two problems still requires further investigation to ascertain a
more precise rate of replacement independent of internal processing time
and backlog for searching NUC reports and to determine the sources of
differences in cataloging practice between libraries so that decisive
steps can be taken to reduce inc¢onsistent cataloging practices before an
attempt is made to input records into a nationwide data base.
M.n~ .
‘(1) Conduct a study in the form of a blind experiment “to
determine not only the differences between the records for
documents cataloged criginally by mucC contribury's and 1C
but® also the reasons for these differences.

The objectivev'of this investigation would be to demonstrate
causal links between specific. cataloging coaditions. in C member
libraries " and  variations between their records and LC /cataloging
records. This study, because of economic and time constraints, would
have to sacrifice external validity (generalizabi’ity) for’ the internal
validity which must be present if causal inferences are /to be drawn.
This study would therefore concentrate on an intensive investigation ‘of

./ :
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- " FIGURE 9 »
NUMBER OF RECORDS PUBLISHED ANNUALLY INTHENUE—_ .
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. ' FIGURE 10
NUMBER OF RECORDS ADDED ANNUALLY TO THE OCLC SYSTEM
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FIGURE 11"
GROWTH OF THE GCLC DATA BASE
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(3) 1Increase access to LC,ahthorities.

The IC Official Catalog is the final arbiter for establishing
authorities in the NUC Control PFile, and thus in the division's
publications. This authority is currently imposed through the limited
use of the Official Catalog by the NUC editorial staff and through the
new IC records which establish new headings or serve 30 modify
established ones. The physical distance of the Catalcg Fublication
Division from Processing Services currently hampers the work of the
Editorial Section. = The inability of libraries reporting to the NUC to
access the Official Catalog also leads to inconsistenciea and
differences in eat&b)ishing headings in their reports. Planning for a
nationwide data naae nmust include access to all authority information in

machine-readable ‘form which can be shared through a telecommunication
link.

(4) Any proposed nationwide data base must be clesigned for -the
receipt, processing, and dissemination of bibliographic
information in a machine-readable mode to achieve a high
level of cost-effectiveness in internal operations and to be
of greatest utility in the delivery of services. -

Of all records submitted to the NUC, 89.3 percent were from
libraries which could have sghared biblicgraphic information directly
with the NUC in machine-readable form. Most of thesge records (85.6
percent) would be available through, and most of the libraries reporting
(59 percent) would be members of, at 1least one of the three major
bibliographic utilities: OCLC, WLN, and RLIN. The current mahual
- processes of the Catalog Publication Division are cumbersome and slow.
The processes of a proposed nationwide data base should take advantage
of the current capabilities of repdrting libraries that are no longer in
a manual mode. Those libraries that cannot transmit bibliographic

information 'in this form should be accommodated as a special system.
The manual operations which are responsible for the approximately
twenty-two month backlog of searching new outside reports at the NUC are
currently diminishing the overall effectiveness of the NUC as a source
of both location and bibliographic information. 1In a recent evaluation
of the effectiveness of bibliographic services for .verification
purposes, the NUC demonstrates the effect of the internal manual
operations responsible for its lack of currentness.

: In the evaluation conducted by Reid,1/ the NUC was compared with
other verification tools including OCLC, Inc., IC dep081ts, the American
Book Publishing Record, and the Cumulative Book Index. Using a
population of currently requested monographs in the English language
with imprints ranging from 1974 to 1976, a sample of 534 titles was

 taken betfgeen May 17 and June 18, 1976. OCIC, ILC deposits, and BPR all
proved more effective than the NUC as a verification tool. of all
searched items, 92.7 percent were verified through the OCIC system,
while only 44.6 percent were verified using the NUC. Only the

- . . : Y

..48... l ‘lg
‘J{'



the records and internal conditions of a small number of libraries which
were determined by judgment to be representative of libraries which
would submit reports of catalog activity to a nationwide data base.

Ten . lrbraries would be selected and approached for participation
in this study. gach library would be requested to submit 1ts original
cataloging records-and they would be searched to determine whether they
have been cataloged by LC, are currently in process, or 2re in ‘a low
priority cataloging category which can be immediately cataloged for the
purposes of this investigation. The individual libraries participating
woul.d be asked to retain their workslips and other precataloging records
for all records submitted in this experiment. .

N

Records would be compared for differences in all cataloging
fields, and the results tabulated as in the descriptive portion of this
stucly. The principle irvestigator would then sgchedule visits to each of
the participating libraries, examine preliminary cataloging records and
worksheets,” and interview coriginal catalogerz to determine why specific
decisions were made that varied from LC practice. The resources,
policies, and guidelines for rule interpretation would also be -examined
at IC concerning these reccrds to determine what factors were absent in
the participating libraries whrrh contributed ‘to the variations in the
catzloging records.

This procedure should supply the data necessary to determine the
extent of reduced variation that would result from specific programs
such 28 the rapid sharing of cataloging pelicy, guidelines, -and
interpretations which could asgist libraries in establishing a higher
degree of uniformity in cataloging practices. Factors which were beyond
the control of a na‘ficnal program would also be identified.

{2) Conduct a study to investigate the rate of replacement and
the time taken to replace individual library reports with LC
records.

This investigation would be conducted using an on-line
bibliographic utility such as OCLC which would not be subject to the
processing delays and backlogs which now exist in the Catalog
Publication Division. Currently input original cataloging would be
sampled in the data base and monitored for replacement by LC records.

-

Since it is a longitudinal study, this would take a pinimum of one to-

two years to conduct. However, since examination of Jthe NUC
replacements within current operations does not permit a reliable
measure of the records actually replaced, nor are specific time periods
for replacement obtainable, this study would permit the only reliable
measure of replacement rate and time. '
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