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ABSTRACT

INTRODUCTION

Digitizing a complex collection that contains a variety of content
types creates a great challenge to make the entire contents of the
documents fully accessible to meet researchers’ needs. The
authors provide a case study that describes an innovative approach
to create metadata for a complex legislative history digital
database with several features: (1) Focus on users’ legislative
history research needs to select search fields beyond the traditional
access points; (2) Innovatively apply the Dublin Core Metadata
Standards and the concept of Functional Requirements for
Bibliographic Records (FRBR) to contextually design the
database and user interface; (3) Contextually create metadata for
legislative documents in order meet complex research needs:
locating all the documents of a particular legislative history;
finding related documents, or a particular document; searching a
particular author/sponsor’s information; searching
multiple
legislative histories. The authors also provide sample metadata
records, sample user interface screen with search features. This
case study shows that digital technology helps not only to convert
information from a variety of source materials to a single
accessible (digital) format, but also offers multiple access points to
match complex research needs because digital technology can
contextually organize information in an active form.

Research in legislative history is important in United States public
law study, since most legal decisions and rulings are based on
interpretations that become precedents. As Robert Berring
mentioned in his book Finding the Law: “One way of
determining what a statute ‘really means’ is to perform a
legislative history [1].” The complicated U. S. legal system,
however, has made legislative history research more difficult
because such research often encounters a series of steps in a
complex legal process. “A traditional legislative history is the
gathering together of every relevant document that was part of the
process of enacting the statute [2].” "Legislative histories can be
very extensive, especially for laws with many titles and sections
and on legislative matters that may have been percolating over
several congresses in various legislative measures [3]." Thus, a
legislative history is a complex compilation of relevant legislative
documents that provide the history of a law. What do researchers
want to find out in legislative history research? “The belief is that
by examining the evidence of what the legislators knew and said
at the time it acted, the researcher can discover what they really
meant. In the matter of federal legislation, this process leads one
through a large number of documents of various types [4]." Even
though legislative history research is important but complicated, it
seems that there was no efficient reference tool besides the
Congressional Index Services.

Categories and Subject Descriptors
D.2.2 [Design Tools and Techniques]: Modules and interfaces,
Structured programming, User interfaces; D.2.10 [Design]:
Methodologies; D.4.3 [File Systems Management]: Access
methods, Directory structures, File organization; D.4.7
[Organization and Design]: Hierarchical design, Interactive
systems; H.3 [Information Storage and Retrieval]: Indexing
method ; H.3.3 [Information Search and Retrieval]: Query
formulation, Retrieval models, Search process, Selection process;
H.3.7 [Digital Libraries]: Collection, Dissemination, Standards,
User issues; H.5.2 [User Interfaces]: Screen design, Theory and
methods, User-centered design

Generally researchers first have to find the Popular Law Name and
Public Law Number, then locate a document list from the CIS
Index, then find the document based on the citation or the access
number. Sometimes, there is no identification such as a “doc
number” or CIS number. Researchers often have to devote
extended periods of time to find the documents one-by-one
through a great number of books, microforms, or databases.
Finally, researchers can pull the documents together, but only after
this long, sophisticated search process. In addition, the CIS Index
has limited time coverage, since it covers legislative history
from 1970. Annual editions usually lag two years. These
constraints increase difficulty for researchers to do legislative
history research on older as well as current laws.
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Figure 3-4: Dublin Core Basic Elements
(from Dublin Core Web site)

Figures 1-2: CIS Index

Consulting standard works about bibliographic control such as
Anglo-American Cataloguing Rules (AACR2), OCLC
Bibliographic Formats and Standards, and Cataloging Legal
Literature also provided no significant help. Again, the treatment
of a legislative history (compilation) in these works is simply one
book/publication without further descriptive information about
contextual relationships within that history.

GREAT CHALLENGES
Emerging digital technology offers an opportunity to digitize
complex legislative history documents in order to make them
more accessible. Scanning and converting scanned documents into
searchable pdf files initially appeared not to be difficult. However,
making legislative documents fully accessible contextually is a
great challenge absent a knowledge management tool that could
be used directly to organize complex digital legislative documents.
A review of “Dublin Core Metadata Standards” revealed that most
elements apparently are not useful for describing legislative
documents.

Figures 5-6: traditional cataloging record for legislative history
(from the Online Catalog of Library of Congress).

The Dublin Core User Guide employs a “one-one principle"
which means only a single manifestation or version of a resource
can be described. With such a limitation, how can complex
relationships in legislative documents be captured in metadata?
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Figure 8: 12 core search fields:

INNOVATIVE DESIGN
Ddesigning a metadata template that suits complex legislative
history research requires: (1) Selecting appropriate access points
and (2) Contextually structuring and arranging legislative
documents.
(1) Access points. Traditional access points are not sufficient for
research in legislative history.

2) Context structure and legislative document arrangement.
Necessary for legislative research is finding a contextual
legislative history, which “is a more active form of research that
will move beyond the normal federal materials. This approach
can help one to focus on certain documents, or even parts of
documents, making the whole process simpler [5].” A basic
research need, evidently, is to find contextual legislative history
information in an active form instead of a traditional way.

Figure 7: Traditional access points (from the Online Catalog of
Library of Congress.)

Are there steps to make Dublin Core’s “The One-to-One Principle
[6]” (which in general allows only one description of a
manifestation or version of a resource) work to describe the
complex relationships among legislative documents? Based on
underlying concepts in The Bibliographic Record and
Information Technology: “Access implies a mechanism for
isolating a single record or related group of them from among
many others... Both processes involve 1) Selecting one or more
useful access points for each document from among its data
elements. 2) Structuring and arranging these access points... 3)
Linking each access point... 4) Linking related access points with
each other [7].” Thus access points identified above could be
arranged and linked with each other. But how? Contextual
arrangement and linking should be based on relationships
according to the concepts of Functional Requirements for
Bibliographic Records (FRBR): “In the context of the model,
relationships serve as the vehicle for depicting the link between
one entity and another, and thus as the means of assisting the user
to ‘navigate’ the universe that is represented in a bibliography,
catalogue, or bibliographic database. Typically the user will
formulate a search query using one or more attributes of the entity
for which he or she is searching, and it is through the attribute that
the user finds the entity sought. The relationships reflected in the
bibliographic record provide additional information that assists the
user in making connections between the entity found and other
entities that are related to that entity. Relationships may be
reflected ... in a number of ways [8].” How can all the legislative
history documents be linked together based on their complex
relationships? By examining the law-making process and its
relationships, one can see the entire law-making process actually
is the process of “how a bill becomes law.” The central element is
the bill, and many documents are related to it such as hearings,
debates, reports, etc. Occasionally, one law may be involved with
several bills and their relationships could be more complicated.

Can there be additional and modified search fields which better
suit legislative research? Based on the User Guide: Using Dublin
Core: “Each element is optional and may be repeated,” plus the
basic set can be extensible meaning the search fields are
modifiable. This flexibility made selection easier. Focusing on
legislative history research needs, 12 core elements were selected
as search fields: Popular Name, Public Law Number, Title,
Author/Sponsor, Bill Number, Report Number, Document
Number, Citation, Congress, Date, Publication Type and Subject.
Some elements are further subdivided. For example, Publication
Type is subdivided by: Act (Public Law), Bill, Report, Debates,
Presidential Statements. And usually Bills, Reports, and Hearings
are subdivided by House and Senate.
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Since all documents of a particular law are part of its legislative
history, the popular law name and law number should serve as a
single thread that ties every document together.

Figures 11-12: Bill.

Once research needs and the relationship among the legislative
documents are clarified, metadata creation becomes easier. Each
document should be linked with the law being researched and
related document(s). Linkage could be complicated, however, due
to a complex relationship among the documents. In this situation,
analyze the document(s) and select key elements from each
document as determined by research needs such as citation,
document number, bill number, report number, etc. A few
examples follow: Figure 9-10: Act (Public Law).

The bill number is an important key element besides the popular
name and law number, since a bill is the object of debates,
hearings, reports, etc. Numerous documents could be produced
during the process of a bill-becoming-a-law. Here, bill-related
documents can be kept together by using the central point-bill
number. The date, document number and the publication type
help to identify this document.

Various possible forms

From the metadata, one can see that this document (an act) is
linked by Public Law number and Popular Name. But the act also
has relationships with several bills and reports thus it can be found
while searching the popular name or law number. The act
(document) also can be located while searching those related
documents or search by citations.

Figures 13-14: Debates.
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Figures 17-18: Reports

Debates are frequently related to a bill or multiple bills. In this
instance, the related bill is one key element or linking point
between debates and the bill. A sponsor is also an important key
element for a bill and debates, because the researchers usually
want to find out “who” did “what” at the debates.
Figures 15-16: Hearings.
.

Figures 19-20: Documents
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a simple search or browse. Here are the major benefits: Locating a
particular legislative history; finding related documents or a
particular document; searching an author/sponsor’s information;
searching across multiple histories; conducting a combined
(modified) search; modifying search within the result; using
multiple ways to find the same information. In addition, all the
information can be sorted based on research needs. It can be also
used to track bills and to compile a preliminary legislative history
on the fly. Please see the following examples:
(1) Locating a particular history (a compilation of legislative
documents: a) by search. Figure 23

Figures 21-22: Presidential documents

b) by browse. Figure 24.

(2) Finding related documents. Figure 25.

A presidential document is usually officially published in the
Weekly Presidential Document. Using that citation is one of the
required elements for metadata.
By examining all these examples above, one can see that the
Popular Name and Public Law number are two required fields
besides actual title and date for each document as a main thread
which ties up all the legislative documents within a law’s history.
There are also multiple links among the related documents based
on their relationship. Each field is repeatable, and allowed various
forms.

BENEFITS
This innovative metadata creation makes research more active
and efficient, so that researchers can easily find what they need by
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(5) Combined (modified) search. Figures 29-30.

(3) Search a particular document:
a) by citation. Figure 26.

b) by document number. Figure 27.

The combined/modified search could help narrow the search
results.
(6) All the information is in an active form, and it can be
dynamically sorted based on a researcher’s needs - e. g. ,
chronological order, type of publication, etc.
Figure 30: search result sorted in a chronological order.
(4) Search across multiple histories. Figure 28.
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From this chronological sorting order, “what happened” and
“when” can be easily determined.

provide access to many sources and to fully meet complex
research needs.

b) Figure 31: Search result sorted by type of publication first, then
date.
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