CONSALD and Vernacular Scripts
October, 2007

Summary by Tim Bryson
Discussion of this issue began at the Madison meeting in 2005. Relevant documents and links are attached below.  Here is my summary of the discussions since then.  I think one assumption is that we are all Unicode compliant or soon will be (Emory is not yet compliant, for example, but hopes to be within a couple years).
A. CONSALD members David Nelson and Alan Grosenheider proposed that CONSALD submit letters to Library of Congress, OCLC, and the ALA task force on non-English access to request the following:

1. Use of vernacular script in new cataloging records in field offices and propose the following sequence of development after Devanagari, Tamil and Bengali (now available), specifically,  1. Telugu;  2. Gujarati ; 3. Malayalam; 4. Kannada ; 5. Punjabi ; 6. Sinhala; 7. Oriya; 8. Assamese
2. Development of a transliteration tool to convert old records automatically from roman into vernacular script.
3. Global  conversion of old records in roman script.

B. The following concerns were raised:

1. Re. #1: Given Unicode issues with the display of fonts etc., they should start with big languages that have technical support even though this criterion might not correlate with number of users. 
2. Re. #1: Why not include Urdu?
3. Re. #2 and 3: Ok to encourage use of vernacular in new records but so many old records are inconsistent in their transliterations; global conversion could be produce disastrous results.

October 2005 meeting minutes
Allen Thrasher of LC: Anne Della Porta of RCCD (Regional and Cooperative Cataloging Division) told him that what languages get selected for cataloging in original script via Unicode depends upon demand from other institutions. CONSALD and other institutions may want to express their concerns to LOC (Library of Congress) in a resolution or some other way.
October 2006 Meeting minutes
Taskforce for non-English Access: David Nelson reported on the taskforce set up by ALA/ALCTS for non-English access. Its report [to which he contributed] was completed and released last week. David pointed out that this matter involved CONSALD members and suggested we form some sort of working group in order to forward to OCLC a list of scripts that need to be priority. Basically, what to do next after Devanagari and Bengali? Jim Nye pointed out that a similar resolution was passed in last fall's minutes. Merry suggested that David look at the old minutes and send out an e-survey to the group. Mary Rader recommended that since there were lots of Unicode issues with the display of fonts etc., they should start with big languages that have technical support. 
       David also strongly recommended that CONSALD should urge OCLC to develop transliteration tools for South Asian scripts as this could allow them to take existing records and change them into vernacular. Mary pointed out that transliteration has its problems. Based on the development of Tamil and Cyrillic transliteration programs at Wisconsin, she pointed out that there was a very high rate of errors in past attempts. Jim Nye suggested that all transliteration be done by people who know the language.
Cover note and draft letter by David Nelson from March 2007
At 02:36 PM 3/30/2007, David Nelson wrote:
Dear Colleagues:

I am enclosing a letter which I drafted earlier to Glenn Patton of OCLC, who, as I mentioned, had said at a meeting at Penn, to send such a letter to him and he will route it to the appropriate OCLC individuals.  (This is a draft--letter has not been sent!) The issues in this letter are several: 

1. a recommended order of script implementation for OCLC to follow
2. developing a transliteration tool similar to ones already developed and used for other scripts
3. asking OCLC to explore the possibility of adding vernacular scripts as part of a (machine) global operation to existing romanized only records. 

I would very much like to see this letter, or some version of it, go forward. I made the script recommendations based on population and published output figures as reflected in our national holdings. I assume that OCLC will  get around to implementing them, but I think we should put forth a recommendation for a preferred order. 

[Alan, I'm also wondering whether or not this is something that CC:AAM could also chime in with.] 

The other issues, the development of a macro for our use to make it easier to add vernacular data (or vice versa), is also useful. I believe Jim N. said that they are in the process of, or have already, done work in this area for DSAL. 

The third issue is something also I think we should be pursuing and this would be to be able to have the existing records enriched with vernacular scripts. This also includes those based on the Perso-Arabic script. 

I think in the long run OCLC will be very interested in  all of this as well. They are now in India (and South Asia) and they will need to be able to show that they have script capability. Likewise, this can also open up for us the possibility, I think and hope, for moving towards a shared cataloging environment with South Asia. As Delnet becomes more robust, there are possibilities here. 

Anyway, this letter is a beginning to a conversation on the return of the vernacular script to our catalog records and our cataloging operations for South Asia. 

It definitely doesn't need to go out under my name, probably much better under the Chair, and how it is finally worded is to be determined. 

Please look it over and I look forward to hearing from you about this matter.

David

-- 
David N. Nelson
South Asia Bibliographer
nelsond@pobox.upenn.edu 

Draft letter:

March 20, 2007

Mr. Glenn Patton

Director, WorldCat Quality Management Division

OCLC Online Computer Library Center, Inc.
6565 Kilgour Place
Dublin, Ohio   43017-3395 

Dear Glenn,

The Association of Librarians for South Asia  (CONSALD) is extremely pleased with the very progressive action OCLC has taken with regard to the implementation of the scripts of South Asia. It is not without a certain irony that we are finally offering our users the ability to search for items of interest in their preferred script, a capability which we were forced to abandon with the advent of the MARC record. We hope that we be able to incorporate this capability into our various workflows and soon see our catalog data greatly enriched and enhanced through original script cataloging.

As you are well aware, there are still a number of scripts from South Asia that await implementation. We are also very much aware of the complexities involved in the process of getting a script ‘MARC ready’. We encourage OCLC to continue with its implementation of scripts that are not yet ‘MARC ready’ and for the scripts of South Asia, we would recommend the implementation of the following scripts in the following order:

1. Telugu    2. Gujarati  3. Malayalam   4. Kannada  5. Punjabi  6. Sinhala  7. Oriya  8. Assamese

 

This list is based on two factors: number of speakers and published output.


We also would like to encourage OCLC to explore the development of transliteration tools for the South Asia scripts similar to the ones developed for a number of non-Roman scripts and which OCLC has made available. Several such tools have already been developed for the Indic scripts. We would also like to explore with OCLC the possibilities then of a retrospective script conversion project involving the languages of South Asia. The Indic scripts have a near perfect correlation between the original script and their Romanized manifestation, making them a most suitable candidate for this sort of global operation. 


CONSALD will be happy to assist and advise OCLC in these areas of our particular expertise. We hope that OCLC will continue with its very aggressive program of globalizing its ‘catalog’ and we would like to emphasize that such a plan will achieve its full potential by offering users the ability to work seamlessly in their respective native scripts and languages.  


If you have any questions or comments on this letter or matter, please feel free to contact any member of CONSALD (members list: http://www.lib.virginia.edu/area-studies/SouthAsia/Lib/clist.html). Or contact David Nelson 215-898-7460 (nelsond@pobox.upenn.edu). 

Mary Rader expressed reservations on behalf of several members when she wrote the executive committee as follows:

I know David is very interested in the retrospective addition of scripts based on the transliteration but I feel this is just a disaster.  There are SO MANY errors in the transliteration, many that we may not notice since we're so used to searching without using the diacritics, etc. However, as soon as you convert them back, you quickly notice that an n is not an n is not an n, etc.  My reservations, and Jim's, were noted in the minutes from the Madison CONSALD meeting last fall.  Another concern in this regard is how to tell if a certain field was transliterated in the first place?  We've all seen multi-script title pages, complexities of name authority, etc.  Our tests here at Wisconsin showed that automated conversion worked really well and to be clear, I'm enthusiastic.  The trouble is the garbage transliteration that exists in records and the garbage original script that would come out of the process.

Pushing for FUTURE implementation of this is a GREAT idea--especially if one could type in the original script and have it transliterate for us.  As David notes, the one to one comparison makes our languages ideal for this sort of thing.  Again, this is FABULOUS idea for *new or future records.*

On 5/22/07, Alan Grosenheider wrote:

 Hello all,

 How shall we proceed with this?  After our discussions in Boston it would seem that we would want to add Urdu to this list and perhaps high on this list [it would be easy to do and have a great impact].   I would very much like us to cc this letter to me so that I might take it to the next CC:AAM mtg @ ALA on Jun 23.

 Thinking ahead we may also want to prepare a similar letter to LC  [OvOp or Cataloging Support  and/or their parent body, the Cataloging  Directorate] that original script be entered in bibliographic and  authority records for all supported scripts not just those in the  scripts of the JACKPHY languages [Japanese, Arabic, Chinese, Korean, Persian, Hebrew, and Yiddish].

 -Alan

At 08:47 AM 5/23/2007, David Nelson wrote:

 Alan et al

 Yes, we should get a letter (or 2) drafted which includes Urdu, although, theoretically, it is already there. Urdu probably needs to be treated separately in terms of the need to start inputting at the offices and in DC the Arabic script  for Urdu (and Balochi, Sindhi, Panjabi, etc) because the capability is there as part of JACKPHY.

 I think we should strongly recommend that LC implement scripts as  soon as OCLC makes them MARC-ready: Bengali, Devanagari, and Tamil are now ready to go.

 This would then also allow for a phased approach for them to gain  experience with this change in their workflow and ours.

 But, I think it cannot be emphasized strongly enough the need for the  original scripts in the MARC record and that it is also simply conforming to current (and future) cataloging guidelines (AACR2 now, RDA soon).

 Romanization, I think, has become almost a bad habit judging from the  reluctance to move with the original scripts for which we have the capability in our systems now.

 David 

Alan Grosenheider represents our area on the ALA’s CCAAM (Committee on Cataloging: Asian & African Materials). Here’s a note from him after the June 2007 meeting.
Just got back from ALA; but, even though we missed this meeting, we can at anytime send comments or suggestions to ALCTS regarding non-roman access, to OCLC regarding languages and scripts to support, LC regarding policy changes and procedural implementation of the input of original script by the field offices [especially now that at least one of their vendors, DK, is offering records with original script] and at the DC office, and cc CC:AAM on any correspondence to help move these issues along.

I appreciate that original script cataloging may not be a high priority for the South Asia librarians or our audience; especially, since most of the romanization tables are intelligible to scholars, students, and other readers.  Nonetheless, I feel it is a matter of principle to pursue this option for our materials even if we do not have the problems with the romanization tables as do our colleagues in Southeast Asian studies [most East and Southwest Asian languages are already supported in OCLC with LC committed to including original scripts, that is the scripts of the JACKPHY languages] [JACKPHY = Japanese, Arabic, Chinese, Korean, Persian, Hebrew, and Yiddish].  Also, we have a window of opportunity now to actively influence the future of original script cataloging for South Asian materials.

In fact, with a little training the LC staff might be as, or even more, productive and accurate in their descriptive cataloging if they could input in original script [or import from a vendor] and then run an automatic romanization tool.  Philosophically, I believe that as the technology becomes available for more and more scripts that romanization should become more limited as it was in the days of the card catalog or even optional [perhaps even available only on the fly along with any other script the user wishes]. 

At CC:AAM during this ALA, we discussed NACO/LC's plan to populate the name authority file with original script entries in the 4XX, 7XX and 670 fields by automatically pulling from bibliographic records with 880's and importing the data to the corresponding heading record for the linked field.  There will clearly be issues with undifferentiated headings which will take the commitment of the area studies community to clean up.  But, there will also be the issues with the variances in original script inputing practices.  These will not be readily identifiable and may be a long term, ongoing clean-up effort.  Before they begin they will be consulting with *all* areas studies groups on this.  It seems at least some in the Bibliographic Access Directorate at LC want to see their original script cataloging to expand beyond the JACKPHY languages.

So, I understand your concern about any automatic transliteration inputing based upon past cataloging practices [e.g. adding 880's based upon other fields in a record].  But, perhaps we should wait until after we have a significant number of materials with original script already cataloged before worrying about a retrospective conversion and focus on current/future practice.  We, in the librarian profession, need to belief that the future is longer than the past otherwise we will perpetually find ourselves mired in the problems of past practice.  

But, without seeing any examples of these error laden records after automatic transliteration, I have to wonder if there would be a subset of records that we could "safely" convert, for example those that are encoding level blank [LC/PCC] and/or after a certain date of input?  This might greatly reduce the amount of garbage records.  But, as I said above, this is an issue to address later if at all [though it should be planned for in current implementation such as how we should code the Modified record field in the 008 and use of the 066$c, &c.].

