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This first session is meant to be general, for a general audience, i.e. not just catalogers. 
Hope people from public services and administration are hear. The second session, in 
an hour, will go into the nuts and bolts of changes from AACR2.

Why do we need a new standard? AACR2 was first published in 1978. Although it has 
been updated many times through the revision process that was established by the JSC, 
it is largely designed for an environment dominated by the card catalog. The 
International Conference on the Principles and Future Development of AACR that was 
held in Toronto in 1997 identified substantive problems with AACR2. Although the 
updates issued in the years following that conference addressed some of these 
problems, it became clear that a fundamental rethinking of the code was required to 
respond fully to the challenges and opportunities of the digital world.
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http://www.rda-jsc.org/intlconf1.html


3



The JSC develops the text.
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2.1. Convenience of the user. Decisions taken in the making of descriptions and controlled
forms of names for access should be made with the user in mind.
2.2. Common usage. Vocabulary used in descriptions and access should be in accord with that
of the majority of users.
2.3. Representation. Descriptions and controlled forms of names should be based on the way
an entity describes itself.
2.4. Accuracy. The entity described should be faithfully portrayed.
2.5. Sufficiency and necessity. Only those data elements in descriptions and controlled forms
of names for access that are required to fulfil user tasks and are essential to uniquely
identify an entity should be included.
2.6. Significance. Data elements should be bibliographically significant.
2.7. Economy. When alternative ways exist to achieve a goal, preference should be given to
the way that best furthers overall economy (i.e., the least cost or the simplest approach).
2.8. Consistency and standardization. Descriptions and construction of access points should 
be
standardized as far as possible. This enables greater consistency, which in turn increases
the ability to share bibliographic and authority data.
2.9. Integration. The descriptions for all types of materials and controlled forms of names of 
all
types of entities should be based on a common set of rules, insofar as it is relevant.
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RDA does not correct, but recommends an added access point for the corrected title if 
in the cataloger’s judgment it would be helpful to the users of the catalog.
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Note: Media type is not core, might not be in all RDA records (somewhat duplicative of 
carrier type).
These types are not only clearer than the GMD, they can be used to limit searches in 
very precise ways.
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RDA expands the scope of "person" to include fictitious entities (e.g., Bugs Bunny). LC's 
policy for its testers extends that scope to include real non-human entities (e.g., 
Flipper).
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Note: Each blue box represents one and only one record (sheet of paper). Look over 
each entity record (in their packet) represented on this diagram with the group.
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