
If/when the implementation of Resource Description and Access (RDA) by the national libraries of the 
United States, Canada, Australia, and Great Britain occurs, libraries would be faced with the integration of 
RDA records into their catalogues with legacy AACR1 and AACR2 records, and perhaps some "green and 
red book" ones.

Experience with card catalogues at the time of leaving the ALA "red book" entry rules for AACR, and 
massive reclassification from the Dewey Decimal Classification (DDC) to Library of Congress Classification 
(LCC), we know that starting a new catalogue for new forms of records is a very bad idea.  No matter how 
incompatible the entries, it is better to have one catalogue.  This is even more true now with online 
catalogues, in which the favouredsearch is by keyword, than it was in the days of card catalogues.  

If our sources of derived records adopt RDA, we will all have to cope with a mix of AACR and RDA in our 
catalogues.  How can this best be done?

With up to 90% of new records being derived in some libraries, the idea of editing RDA records back to 
AACR2 does not seem a viable one; it is too labourintensive.  OCLC has announced it will not accept 
AACR2/RDA records for the same editions/manifestations.  Given the poor writing style, poor indexing, 
and cost of RDA access, the idea of annotating your AACR2 with some changes made by RDA for use in 
original cataloguing is a very viable one.  As noted below, changes which affect interfiling are few: basically 
Bible, treaties, and entries containing "Dept."  Those changes can be noted in your AACR2 binder, while 
retaining the rule of three, AACR2 abbreviations, and ISBD Latin abbreviation inclusions.

Issuing revision pages for AACR2 and/or MARC21 with major RDA changes might be a money maker for 
some private enterprise.
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I will discuss adapting legacy AACR2 records to accommodate use with RDA ones in 
five parts:

More important ...

I. Changes Needed to AACR2 Entries to Interfile with RDA.

II. Ways of Coping with AACR2/MARC 245|h General Material Designations

(GMDs) vs. RDA/MARC21's 336 Content, 337 Media type, and 338 Carrier. 
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Less important ...

III.  Retrospective Automated Global Changes to AACR2 Descriptions to be More 
Compatible With RDA Descriptive Practices, or Automated Changes to RDA Records

IV.  Possible Retrospective Changes in Choice of Entry.

V.  Retrospective Addition of 336-338

Practical Measures to Cope with RDA 
Records 

4 Feb. 2011

by J McRee "Mac" Elrod 3



The abandonment of the rules of three (main/prime/preferred entry under first 
author mentioned regardless of number), and the entry change for for treaties 
changed (first mentioned regardless of number), *choice* of entry will often be 
different.  This does not affect integration of records.

Fortunately for us, the changes in *form* , which will affect interfiling, are few.  There 
are only three which in my opinion will require global retrospective change, and a 
fourth which will have to be dealt with on an individual basis.  

These changes are dependent on what the national libraries do in their controlled 
vocabularies.  If the source of your authorized terms does not follow the RDA practice 
you may decide to continue using the authorized form whether it follows AACR2, 
RDA, or predates both.

Ideally, if you have an automated authority process most retrospective changes can 
be handled with updates of your authority records. If the RDA practice is accepted by 
national libraries (NACO, etc.), you may use any established headings as established 
and conform to the new practice for new headings.
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"Superimposition", for those of you too young to remember, is not a song sung by 
Julie Andrews as Mary Poppins and Dick Van Dyck as Bert.  

It is a word to describe a policy related to entry form the last time there was a major 
change in form of entries.  It meant that established entries would be left as they are, 
but new ones would be established according to the new rules.  This made some 
sense in the days of cards.  

I can not believe that 1f/when RDA is adopted, National Authority File

(NAF) established entries for books of the Bible and treaties will be left as they are  
(even if "Dept." is left abbreviated), with new forms expected to interfile with old 
ones.  If that very unlikely situation should occur, we should not allow that in our local 
catalogues.  Some of us are using "Stilton, Geronimo" as a bibliographic identity main 
entry aren't we, regardless of the NAF to the contrary?  There is such a thing as jury 
nullification.
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As alluded to, a major RDA change from AACR2 in entry form is the omission of "O.T." and "N.T." between "Bible" 
and |p the name of a book in 130/630/730 entries.  If there is no name of book following, "Old Testament" and 
"New Testament" are spelled out.

Another change is the omission of the |k uniform title for treaty entries.

The third change is the spelling out of "Dept." in the names of 110/610/710 corporate bodies.  This was an AACR2 
change which the Library of Congress ignored.  They have now announced that they will apply it.

There is a fourth change which is not possible to anticipate, and for which superimposition might be a good idea.  
That is the introduction of 1XX |c terms such as "Jr." and "Rev".  During the test period, LC had test libraries use 

the RDA form in the 1XX of the RDA test record, even if it differed from the established form, with the RDA 
form in authority 700. For these changes, we will be dependent on changed authority records in the NAF.

The argument against adding death dates to established name entries, is that the entry is already distinctive, so 
the addition is not worth the effort.  That argument does not convince me in relation to death dates.  But in 
relation to 100|c terms added to distinctive established entries, I do find it convincing.  Also, isn't there some 
ƛƴŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅ ƛǎ ŎŜŀǎƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀŘŘ Ϧ{ƛǊά ŀƴŘ Ϧ5ŀƳŜϦΣ ōǳǘ ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀŘŘ ϦWǊΦϦ ŀƴŘ ϦwŜǾΦϦΚ

Given the ability to do global changes in your ILS, three of these changes are not too difficult processes to 
program, either as a change to your authorities or a change to all bibliographic records.  If change by authority or 
within your ILS is not possible, you could undertake what Special Libraries Cataloguing does for global changes, 
make the changes to the database outside the ILS, and reload.  SLC uses the programming language PERL, with the 
database in MYSQL.  

If that make no sense to you, take it up with your programming guru (in our case my son Matthew).  It would also 
be possible to contract that service to an outsource agency such as MARCIVE or SLC.

These and other changes which could be make at the same time will be discussed as we go along.
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With RDA, 100/110/700/710 author entries may have an added subfield, |erelationshipdesignators.  These 
are not core elements for the LC RDA test period.  Perhaps these designators, showing the relation 
of the entry to the item being catalogued, led to the RDA provision that there may be added 
entries not in the description, what we old style cataloguers call "unjustified", and the earlier 
exclusion of statement of responsibility from core elements.  SLC is creating a program to 
compare surnames in 700 against 245/|c, 500, 508, and 511, tagging any records with 
unjustified added entries for cataloguer attention. If present, relationship designators can cause 
two potential problems in your OPAC.  

The first is that in some ILS, any difference in entry form (even the presence or absence of a period at the 
end), can cause a new sequence to begin.  You will need to look at your OPAC to see if this is true in your 
case.  Perhaps some of your juvenile materials have

| eillustatorafter some 700s.  Try some with and without the |e for the same name to see if they interfile, 
or form a different sequence with each relationship designator.  

A second problem with relationship designators is that if your OPAC returns a hit-list of alphabetical titles 
under an author's name, the relationship of that author to the first title listed (whose form of entry is given) 
may differ from the relation to titles later in the list.  The author may have written the first title (with 
| eauthordisplayed), but translated or edited later ones.

For these two reasons all of our clients who have responded to the question, have asked that 
| erelationshipdesignators be removed on export, leaving only the final period.  You should investigate the 
mapping provisions of your ILS, to see if you can exclude |e from indexing and display, should you wish to 
do so.  It is far better to remove something from display, rather than remove it from the record, not only 
because of the editing work involved, but because you may wish to have it later.
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