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Identity management 

Focuses on:

• creation

• conversion

• sharing, and 

• maintenance of 
identity data
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Contributes to KM 
through supporting 
effectiveness of: 

• Systems

• access to information, 
user friendly services

• People:

• Culture of openness 
and sharing Called authority data in the 

cultural heritage institutions 

(including libraries)

NASA 

knowledge 

strategy 

framework



Identity management 
in the library community  

Authority data --

standardized machine-

readable records that 

describe:

• persons

• institutions  

• places

• events 

• works, etc.

• relations between them

Extensive and rapidly 
growing databases, e.g.: 

• US Library of Congress
• Name Authority File (NAF): 

over 10 M records, 22 % 
growth between 2011 & 
2014

• Subject Authority File(SAF)
• Concepts

• Objects

• Virtual International 
Authority File (VIAF), etc.
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Mostly 

in 

MARC

format



Example of meeting 
authority record (LC NAF)
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This record 

needs 

revision to 

conform to 

RDA standard



Resource Description and Access (RDA)

• New standard for metadata, including authority data in library community 

• Developed since 2008, officially implemented in 2013 

• replaced  previous standard AACR

• Intended to greatly improve functionality of authority data:
• focus on representing important attributes and relations 

• for Linked Data / Semantic Web development

• Introduces a number of new data elements in authority records, e.g.:
• 35 new MARC fields  for name and/or title authority records overall 

• 7 new MARC fields for meeting name authority data 

• 5 new Linked Data enabling MARC subfields
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e.g.,  MARC 

field 377

Associated 

Language
e.g.,  370

Associated 

Place

e.g.,  #u  Universal Resource Identifier (URI)



Problem Statement  / Research focus

• Only 3 published studies analyzed authority data in relation to RDA guidelines

• 2 focused on personal name authority records (Moulaison, 2015; Thompson, 2016)

• either small sample of records or a subset of data elements

• 1 study (Kimura, 2015) focused on authority data created in China, Japan, & Korea

• over 1M of name authority records of 3 kinds: personal, corporate, and meeting 

• mostly non-RDA-based authority data

• Shortage of research evaluating results of implementation of RDA in 

authority records

• across various kinds of  authority records

• for the whole spectrum of data elements, and

• with large samples or Big Data approach
6



Purpose of the study

Explore the state of implementation of RDA standard in all 5 kinds of 

authority records represented in US Library of Congress NAF

• corporate

• geographic names

• meeting

• personal, and 

• uniform (preferred) titles for works
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Research Questions

• What elements are receiving the most attention from the record 
creators or editors? 

• How are the Linked Data enabling elements of RDA applied in the 
existing identity data?
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Methods

• Quantitative content analysis of authority records

• Intended to apply Big Data analytics approach and collect all RDA-
based authority records in NAF

• A total of 1.2 M (as of March 2016)

• Record harvesting software limitations resulted in collecting  408.5 K  
records

• 34% of the dataset

• Large random sample 

• Representative sample: all  5 types of NAF authority records harvested
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60.50%

26.39%

5.03%

4.45% 3.63%

meeting name personal name corporate name uniform title geographic name

Record types in the 
sample (n=408,551)
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Findings:



Example of RDA-based name authority record in MARC
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This meeting name record was originally created 

in AACR standard, edited later to conform to RDA 

RDA-specific 

MARC fields
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Findings:
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Occurrences of RDA-specific MARC fields: 
observed 21 out of 35 fields
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Findings:
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Findings:



Conclusions & Future Research

• Developing understanding of the impact of RDA-based record 
creation on the quality and functionality of name authority records. 

• Supplementing quantitative analysis of a large dataset by in-depth 
analysis of its subsets 
• e.g., samples of records from each of the 5 types of authority records in NAF

• Expanding research by including subject authority records from SAF

• Monitoring the change in authority records over time 
• identify the trends in enhancing RDA-based authority data through increasing 

level of use of data elements important to facilitating information access 

• levels of application of data elements that provide Linked Data functionality 
(e.g., #0 Authority record control number or standard number, #2 Source of 
term, #4 Relationship, #i Relationship information, #u Uniform Resource 
Identifier, etc.). 
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THANK YOU!
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Questions?
Comments?
Ideas?


