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criticism which this literature contains is concerned with
comparatively unimportant shortcomings of the code. This paper is a
discussion of what the author considers to be some of the more
serious defects. Several suggestions are made for improving the Code:

{n

to avolid ambiguity,
a carefully controlled vocabulary;
stated principles; [}
should be more strictly adhered to;

the rules in a catalog code must be based on
{2) a code should bhe based on
rules for the selection of main entry headings
{4) inconsistency in rules

determining the structure of main entries must be eliminated: and (5)
a catalog code should be as brief as possible. The overall
aeffectiveness of a code depends to a large extent on the
effectiveness of its arrangement. The fact that the scope of some

rules is not
of the AACR,

authors/title cataloging in existence.

clear makes it difficul:t to assess the comprehensiveness
but it is probably the most comprehensive code for
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N.E.L.P. Library Occasional Paper. No 1

Introduction

This is the first of a series of occasional
papers by the North East London Polytechnic
Libraries. :

This examinatien of the Anglo-American code
of cataloguing rules is by John Gilbert,
Chief Cataloguer at ths West Ham Precinct

of the Pelytechnic and is published for
discussion and comment. As a former secretary
of the British end of the joint committee
which evelved the new code and later a
member of the committee, I have more than a
passing intersst in the subject of Gilbert's
monograph which I commend as a thought-
provoking and useful contribution to the
subject of catalogui ..

Philip W. Plumb.
Polytechnic Librarian.




2.

'The rules for cataloguing must be stringent,

and should meet, as far as possible, all difficulties
of detzil. Nothing, as far as can be avoided,

should be left to the individual taste or judgement
of the eataloguer’®

- Charles C. Jewett '0On the construction of
catalogues of libraries ......', Washington, 1852.

Introduction

There is a fairly large body of literature on ths 1567 Anglo-American
Cataloguing Rulsg. Much of the adverse criticism which this literature
contains is concerned with eomparativsly unimporxrtant shortcomings of the
code. This paper is a discussion of what I consider to bs some of the more
serious defects in the code. It was considered that the paper would bs
more useful if it contained suggestions on methods for correcting the
defects. Several such suggestions have besn included. In this papsr,

AACR has been considered only in its capacity as a standard to be used in
the produetion of biblingraphical descriptions i.e. descriptions of books
and similar printed materials. It was thought that a systematic arrangement
would be preferable to a more or less random presentaticn of problems and
suggested solutions. The arrangement is based on that used by Ranganathan
in 'Headings and canons' and slsewhere. Except vhere otherwise indicated,

the discussion applies to both texts of AACR.

Terminology

The terminology of cataloguing contains many synonyms and homonys. It
follows that if ambiguity is to be avoided, the rules in a catalogue code
must be based on a caie?ully controlled vocabulary i.e. each concept should
ba representad by only one term, and each tarm should represent only one
concept. The necessary basis for such a voeabulary is a section of the
cods defining terms used in the code. A definition should accompany each

preferred synonym; refersnces should lead to this from unussd synonyms.

i
;
1
|

Homonymous terms should be 'labelled' to represent different mearings, and

sach labslled term should be accompanied by a definition. Labels can
either be prefixes, as used by Dumannvszky1, e.g. Class A editor, Class B
editor, stc., or suffixes, as used by Ranganathaﬁg, @.g. Series of kind 1,

Series of kind 2, etc. The ssction of a code dsaling with terminology must

caver, inter alia, terms and definiticns relating to document producers and

documents. . E
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21. Occument producers. Document producers (subsequently abbreviated to

DPs) are persons or corporate bodies responsibie in some way for the existence
of do uments or groups of documents. DOPs include authors, editors, compilers,

ete. There is no term in general use at present to represent this concept.

211, ngp@réte br.diss. Most catalegue codes recognize corporate bodies as

DPs, to some extent. AACR does so, although it is not clear whether this
recognition extends to all types of DP (ses Section 4221). AARCR's definition

ie discussed in Section 4222.

212. Types_of DP. Many terms representing types of DP are homonymous
(e.g. editor), so labelling is necessary. AACR gives definitions of most
terms representing types of DP, but homonymous terms are not labelled, and

L . 3
this has inevitably led to confusion .

213. Corporate body or person. If a code recognizes corporate DPs, it will

be nscessary, in the case of documents produced by personal members or
employees of corporate bodies, to define whether the corporate body or the
person is to be regarded as the DP. There may be a general definition for
all types of DP, or a definition for each e.g. one for corporate vs. personal
authorship, one for corporate vs. personal editorship, stc. Rule 17 of AACR
deals with this problem as though it were a matter of choice of main entry
heading, rather than a matter of defihitiund, The precise scope of Rule 17
is not clear. The preliminary note states that the rule 'applies to works
issued by or bsaring the authority of a corporate body, but with authorship
or editorship prominently attributed to one or more persons'. It is not
clear if this means that the rule can be used for choice between corporate
and personal editors, as well as batween!cnrpnrate and personal authors. If
Rule 17 only deals with the latter problem, it is obvious that analogous

rules are needed for choice between corporate and personal editors, otec.

214. Dnrpn;atsgbady or_corporats body. If a code recognizes corporate DPs,

it will be necessaﬁy, in the case of documents by subordinate units of
corporate bodies, to define whether the corporate body or its subnrdiﬁate

unit is to be regarded as the DP. Thers may be a genseral definition for

all types of DP, or different definitions for each type. AACR Rule 1B treats
this problem as a matter of choice of main entry heading, rather than az a
matter of defiﬁiticngg It is not eclear whether Ruls 18 applies only to
authorship in the narrow sense, or also to other document production functions.
In the former case, analogcus rules are needasd for choice betuween corporate

1




bady and subordinate unit for other typss of DP i.s. editors, compilers, stec.

22, Documents. The tarm ‘document' is used in this paper to mean (i) a publication

(ii) a section, which can be regarded as an entity, of a publicatien.

221, Publications. A bibliographic description is a representation of a

publication or part of a publication. It is therefors necessary ior a standard
for producing bibliographic desecriptions (e.g. a catalogue code) to define the
sense in which it uses the term ‘publication’. As it is axiomatic that some
publications consist of more than one volume (in the senss of a physical entity),
the definition needs to contain an unequivocal statement of the circumstances
under which a set of related volumes is to be considered either one publication
or a sat of publications. An adequats definition, as well as being nesded for
cataloguing purposes, is also a prerequisite for @ﬂrk in sush fields as library
and book trade statistics, bibliometrics, stc. Perhaps tha lack of ah adaquats
definition is responsible Lo some extent for the widely differing estimates of
the number of sgcientific serials.

2211, Named sets of named volumes. nublications form partsof named

aggregations of publications known as series. Many publications consist of
soveral named volumses. Therefore,it is often difficult to decide whether a
named set of named volumes is one publication or a series. AACR, like mest
other codss, gives no explicil guidance on this problem. There ars three
possible reasons for this: (i) the problem was not considersd during the
drafting of AACR, {ii) the problem was considersd, but no satisfactory
definition could be formulated, (iii) the compilers of AACR falt that this
problem should not be the conecsrn of a catalogue code, and that sach library
and bibliographical service should write its own definitien. If a code is
intendod to be a national or international standard, as AACR is, this

argument is of course invalid.

Flowchart A is suggested as a tentative basis for a definition. The phrase
iplanned whole® must be explained. A set of volumes should be considersd
to form a planned whoele if it has one or mors of the following characteristics:
(i) the numeration of pages end/or chapters, sections etc. is in one
continuous sequence, (ii) the set contains one or more indexes to the whole
set, (iii) the contents of the set asre arranged in a systematic crder (which
may be alphabetical).

o .
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Ranganathan has formulated a definition containing thres criteriaﬁ, and my
first two criteria are similar to his. Ranganathan's third criterion is
whether ths subject matter of the sst is distributed in such a way that it is
'not helpful' to treat the set as a series. My third criterion results in
more sets being treated as monographs than is the case using Ranganathan's

third eriterian.

It is recognized that my third critexrion, like Ranganathan's, will-sométimes
be difficult to apply. In doubtful cases, three slternstive courses of action
are possible: (i) treat as a series (this is what Ranganathan recommends),
(ii) treat as a multi-volume monograph (iii) base the decision on the layout

of the title pages of the set.

Af coursse, it would be possible to base the decision on a comparatively

arbitrary eriterion like title page layout in all cases. This has besn

suggested by jahnson7, in a discussion limited to cases where all the volumes

are by the same author.

2212, lWorks of changing authorship. Some reference works are frequently

published in new editions, and their DPs may change from edition to edition.

If the editions are not intended teo be published at regular intervals, thers
iz the problem of deciding if the set of editions is to be defined as = serial,
or sach edition is to be defined as a monograph. Lubetzky's draft code
contained a rule5 devoted to choice of main entry heading for this type of
publication, which he called 'works of changing authorship', treating sach
edition as a monograph. A comparabls rule. was not included in AACR, and

there is no explicit guidance en this problem. There is same,é%plicit

guidance, but it is cgntradictgryg.

222. Categories of documents.

2221. Class A categories. These are categories based on 'form' s.g.

dictionary, directeory. Such categories will of course only need to be defined
if there are rules in the code prescribing different treatment for different
Class A categories. The North American Text of AACR contains such a rule

(sea Section 4), but does not define most class A categories.

2222, Class B categoriss. These are categories based on the number and

types of DP e.g. composite works, collections.




22221. Conference documents. Conference documents are of three types. Type

1 consist of material by the conference as a whole. Assuming a code
recognizes corporate authorship and recognizes conVerences aé corporate bodiss,
thase uiil be treated as works of single authorship. Type 2 éﬁﬁsist of
material by trhs conference as a whole (e.g. resolutions, discussions), and
contributions by “‘ndividual members of the conference. Type 3 consist of

a number of centributions presented or to be presented by conference members.
Typass 2 and 3 must be defined either as works of single corporate authorship
or as works by several authors (composite works or collections). Type 3

are defined as composite works in 'Classified catalogue die,1D’ and the

sixth edition will also include provision for Type 2i1, AACR, like most other
cades, gives no explicit guidance-on Types and 372, but example 3 in Rule

2
17A1 suggests that Type 2 are to be considered as of single authorship.

2223, Class C categories. These are categories based on whether the identity

of DPs eligible for main entry heading is known or unknown.

2224. Class D categories. These are categories based on method of

publication i.e. monographs and serials.

3. Principles
A code should be based aon stated principles. No code is likely to contain
rules dealing with every situation which may be encountered in author-title
cataloguing. There are situations whers it is necessary for the individual
cataloguer to make decisions on problems not explicitly coversed by any ruls
in a published code. These decisions should bes recorded to ensure consistency.
In effect the cataloguér will be extending the code, so it is important that
his approach to code making should be consistent with that of the authors of
the published cods. This is more likely to bse the case if the code is based

on stated principles.

It is not easy to define 'principles' in the context of cataloguing.
Howaver, Ranganathan's Canons a% Catalnguing provide a good exampla,
illustrating the level of ganafality appropriate to prineiples. The 'Paris
Principles' (on which AACR is teo a large extent based) bear more resemblance

to an outline catalogue code than a set aof principles, as Chaplin has

13, It might be thought that even an outlins catalogue code would

pointed out
be of some use in extending a cods based on the outline. This is unlikely to
be the case uith AACR, because many of the Paris Principles allow more than
one interpretaticn, and there are many alternatives. Therefore, fhe statemant

Q that AACR is based on the Paris Principles (Introduction, p.2) will be of
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limited value to anyone sware of the inadsquacies of RACR and trying to

extend and/or interpret it.

The Introductory Notes to Chapter 1 of AACR list four 'General principles'
for entry. These are not really general principles; they merely constitute
a summary of Rules l-6. The nearest approximetion to a genuine set of
prineciples in AACR is the introductory note to Part 2, Description, entitled

"Principles of dsscriptive cataloguing'.

Rules for selection of main entry heading

Main entry headings can be selected (i) arbitrarily, by using the
"alternative headings?! method whereby the main entry heading is always the
publicaticon's tit1514j or (ii) by using a set of rules based on the
intelleetual responsibility concept, whereby the main entry heading is
usually a DP's name, the publication's title being used when an sligible DP
is unknown and in certain other exceptional circumstances. Chapter 1 of AALR
is sueh a set of rules. It is obvious that the uss of the intellectual
regponsibility concept makes some types of DP ineligible for choice as main
entry heading e.g. a publishsr gqua publisher is not eligible; a pubiisher qua

author might be considered eligible.

Rules far the selectien of main entry headings should be basaed mainly on
Class B categories. Rulss based on Class A categories should be kept to a
minimum. This, of course, has been generally accepted since 1953, when
Lubetzky's sritiau315 of the A.L.A. code16 was published. 0One of his main
criticisms of that code was that there were too many rules based on Class A
categories and this made it long and complex. AACR's busiec rules (Rules 1-6)
are based an categories from Classes B, C and D. Categories from Class A
oceur only once, in Rule 6 of the North American text. Thisz vuse of Class A
categories is contrary to the general approach of AACR. It is hard to
understand why it was found necessary to prescribe different treatgfient for
different types of serials. Gsborn17'mentigns one posaible factor to account

for this decision of the American committee.

41. Omissions. There are two Class B categories which AACR does not

provide for.

411. Publications consisting of a mixture of new documents and previously

existing doguments. It was pointed out at the Internaticnal Meeting of

51
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Cataloguing Experts that the Paris Principles do not cover this category.
The suggested solution was that this category should be treated the same as
collections 18_ This snlution seems to be equally applicable to AACR. It
could be implemented by a slight alteration of the wording of Rule 5.

412. LCollections of works and/or_parts of works of shared authership.

There are three types of collection (see Diagram 4). Type 1 is covered by
Rule 1 of AACR. Type 2 is covered by Rule 5, but there is no provision for
Type 3. Rule 5 could be extended to provide for Type 3, and I have suggested
Flowchart B (for the selection of main and added entries for Twpé 3) as a
basis for such an extension.

42, The use of an uncontrolled vocabulary (see Section 2)

is not the only possible source of ambiguity in codes. Others are:

421. Structural ambiguity. Catalogue codes can bz thought of as possessing

*
a deep structure and a surface structure . The deep structure consists of a
number of guestions, to each of which the answer is Yes or No, together with
instructions < the course of action to be taken after each guestion has been

answered. A deep structure can be represented inm a number of ways: (i) as a
flowchart {see Flowcharts A-D as examples), (ii) as a decision logic tableig,
(iii) =& a question list (see Diagram 5). The term 'algorithm' can be applied
to all these modes. The surface structure is the rules of the code in ths
form in which they are presented to the user. The surface structure can be
thought of as the result of a transformation of the deep structure, and a

desp structure can be thought of as resulting from a transformation of a
surface structure. The surface structure can be an algorithm*, or it can be

a sequence of rules, with much of the deep strueture only implieit, as in
AACR. If the surface structure is not algorithmic, it must be designad in

such a way that a transformation into only one deep structure is possible.

The syntactic concepts of deep structure and surface structure seem a
useful analogy to use in the study of the structure of catalogue codes,
and as it is fashionable to borrow (misappropriate?) terms from
iinguistics for use in the field of information retrieval, it seems
permissable to utilise the terms as well as the analogy.

It is not a new idea to present codes in algorithm form. Two codes
were published in something ysry similar to guestion list form in 1886
and 1890 - those of Dziatzko?D and Linderfelt?’. Linderfelt's code was
based on Dziatzko'sj; neither made a successful use of the method.

10
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A surface structure which can be transformed into more than one deep structure
is ambiguous. If the design of a surface structure is not preceded by the
working out of a deep structure, such ambiguity is far more likely, because

it is tairly easy to avoid ambiguity when trensforming & deep structure into

a surface structura. Unfortunately, it appears that the construction of a
deep structure did not precede the desigr of the surface structure of Rules

1-6 of AACR.

If tules are hased on categeries from more than one class (see Section 222),
one of the classes must be given prierity. Guidance on the order of priority
between Rules 1 and 3-5 (which are based on Class B cstégéfiés) and Rule 6
(based on a Class D cateqory) is elearly necessary. Rule 1 states that
works of single authorship are entered under author. Rule 6 stateas that
serials are entered under title. It is obvious that guidance is nseded as
to whethar a serial by a corporate author is covered by Rule 1 or Rule 6.

No explicit guidance is given. Rules 1=6 therefore could be based on two
different deep structures; these will be referred to as Interpretations C and D

in this discussion (see Flowcharts [ and D).

An example of the confusion caused by this ambiguity can be seen in
'British National Bibliography', which started to use AACR in January 1968.
A sample of serials by corporate authors was checked in the annual volumes
for 1568 and 1969. 1In the 1968 volume, some have main entry under author and
some under title. In the 1969 volume, all have main entry under title. (EF.
entries in 1968 and 1969 veolumes for ‘'Children in care' and 'FPassenger 7

transport in Great Britain'). BNB now sesms to be accepting Interpretation D.

The svidence supporting Interpretation C in the code itself is as follouws:
(i) the first general principle (Introductory notes, n.9) states that main
antry is‘under author when known, and daoss not mention serials as an Ekcaptign,
(ii) the sixth example in Rule 1 is a serial, (iii) Rule 167B4 of the British

Text mentions 'serials entered under corporate asuthors'. The esvidence

supporting Interpretation D in the code itself is as follows: (i) the fact

that serials by personal authors are covered by Rule 6C suggests that Rule 6
takes precedence over Rules 1 and 3, (ii) thé first example in Rule 167B6 of
the British Text is a serial of corporate authorship entered under title. Ue

can conclude that it is not possible to reach a definite conclusion on which 3

interpretation is correct from the code itsself.

11
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| The literature non AACR provides evidence to support both interpretations.
Tait22 saems tou favour Interpretation C, because he gives a serial as an
example of the application of Rule 1. Rajan and Cuha’’ are inconsistent.

They state 'by imglication and dasign AACR places serials under the category
of diffused authorship', but they also seem to regard Rule 6 as the only basic
rule which applies to serials. Lubetzky 24 supports Interpretation D (see
section 43), and a statement by AACR's editor, C. Sumner SpaldiﬁQQS, while

not totally conclusive, also supports Interpretation D. On the whols,

therefore, Interpretation D seems more likely to be correct.

422, Contradictions.

4221. Rules contradicting 'prineciples'.

42211. Corporate bodies as editors. The second general principle for sntry

states 'entry should be under editor when there is no author wor prineipal
author and when the editor -is primarily responsible for the existence of the
work'. This 'principle' is really a summary of Rule 4. Houwsever, the wording
of Rule 4 suggests that corporate bodies ars not covered by this rule, and
none of the examples are works edited by corporate bodies. The code's
definition of 'editor' seems to exclude corporate bodies. One piece of
évidance on this gquestion is a sentence in the Preliminary Note which states
'For works inveolving guestions uf corporate authorship, see 17'. If this
refers to corporate authorship in the wider sense, it would be reasonable to
expect Rule 17 to deal with choice of main entry heading for works edited

by corporate bodiss. This is obviously not the function of Rule 17, .pace
Guha and Rajanga. It must thersfors be assumed that the sentence refers to
corporate authorship in the narrower sense. Thus, thesre are still two

possible interpretations of the coverage of Rule 4.

Damannvszky27 examined this problem of corporate editorship in AACK and
came to the conclusion that the code 'does not give, either explicitly or
implicitly, any-guidance to: handling ttsissue of title vs. corporate.body'
It would perhaps be more accurate ta say that there is some implicit
guidance, but it is cantr;dlctory. Fleld2 has statad 'I do not feel a
:curporate budy can be an editor in the sense intended by Rule 4, unless its
responsibility extends to all that is ;mplled by ‘Rule I7A'. Thie bags the
qugstlon of ths exsct atopa of pule 17. If Rule 17 app es to ”Dfpnrata

adltors (sae Section 21*), RACR ubv1ausly rBEﬂgﬁlEES cerpmrate Edlt@rﬁhlp- if

- i<
*oF .zgi,_




this is so, Rule 4 should be rewritten to include explicit provision for works
adited by corporate bodies, and the definition of 'editor' should be altered
accordingly. If AACR does not recognize co rporate editorship, the second

general principle needs to be alitered, as well ase Rules 4 and 3BZ2.
As AACR recognizes corporate authorship, there seems toc be no logic in
denying the existence of. corporate editorship. It is a relevant

coneideration that the latter concept was recognized by the 1508 and 15948 codes

42212. Corporate bodies as compilers. A similar situation exists regarding

the question of whether AACR allows main entry under a corporate body as
compiler of a collection. The third general principle states ‘fentry should

be under a compiler named on the title page in the case of collections of

works by various authors'. This 'principle' is really a summary of Rule 5, but
an examination of Rule 5 shows that it does not appear to apply to corporate
bodies, and none of its examples are works compiled by corporate bodies. The
most satisfactory solution for this situation is analogous to that propased

for corporate editorship: Rule § should be rewritten to include explicit
provigion for works compiled by corporate bodies, &nd there should be a new

definition of 'compiler'.

4222, Rules contradicting definitions. 1In a previous pape.r2 y I pointed

put that Rule 2A contradicts AACR's definition of 'corporate body'. I
suggested resolving this problem by means of 2 new definition. Unfortunately,
my -definition was not completely satisfactory, because it did not take account
of the fact that some corporate bodies consist of other corporate bodies, or
consist of a number of corporate bodies and persons. My definition has
therefors been revised as follows:

Sense 1. A group of persons which acts as an entity, other than one acting
as an entity solely for the purpose af document production.

Semse 2. An aggregation of Sense 1 corporate bodies which acts as &n
entity, other than one acting as an sntity solely for the purpose
of document producticn. '

Sense 3. -An aggregation of Sense 1 and Sense 2 corporate bodies which -acts
as an entity, other than one aetlng as an entity solely for the
purpase of document pruductlon. ' ' T a
The presence of the phrase 'other .es..e.. productién' is nereésafy in arder
to exclude groups which only exlst tn praduce documants, mhlch m;ll hé:
referred to as DPGs in thlS d;sﬁUSSan. If thls phraSﬂ ware nDt 1ncluded,

shared document production (e.g. shared authorsh;p) mauld be deFlnEd as

=12 -
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document production by a corporate body. O0OPGs can be defined as follows:

Sense 1. A group of persons which acts as an entity sclely for the purposse
of document production. :

Sanse 2. A group of corporate bodies which acts as an entity solely for the
purpose of document production.

Sense 3. A gro.p of persons and corporate bodies which acts as an antity

solely for the purpose of document production.

Some DPGs have names. Typs A have pssudonyms, Type B have descriptive
names (ses Diagrams 1-3). If the new definitions suggested above were éﬁﬁptgd,‘
there would therefore nesd to be rules on choice of main'entry heading for
documents by named DPGs (see Diagram 2). In fact, AACR already contains a
rule for named DPGs of Type A (Rule 3C). This rule is redundant, becauss
AACR's definition of 'corporate body! includas named DFGs of Type A { ses
Diagram 1); if a separate mention of this type of group was nacessary, the
logical place for it would therefore have been Rule 1. (Spalding has stated
that such a group is 'to some extent a corporate body, although the name is
nct the nams of a corporate bady but of a fictitious person‘zD; This may be
so; the point is that AACR has defined such groups as corporate bodies). If
the new dsfinitions were adopted, the existence of Rule 3C would be justified;

it could deal with Type A DPGs, and a new rule 3D could deal with Type B DPGs.

There is an alternative methed which could be used to raticnalise the
present situation. This would involvs a definition of 'corporate®body' which
would include =11 named DPGs e.g. Sense 1 would hecome.'A group of perscns
which acts as an entity, other than an unnamed grous acting -as an entity
solely for the purpose of document production'. This definition would, of

course, maks Rules 3C and 3D unnecessary.

423, Ambiguous wording of rules. Rule 4A lists thréé con ;tlnns wh1ch

must apply if a work is to be entered under its edltor, The flrut is that
the editor must be 'named on the title page of the work' i.e. on the tltle
page of the publication which embodies the work. This could either mean
that the editor has toc be named as editor, or that it is sufficient that the

person or corporats bady which is thse editor is named as a DP e.g. as publisher.

43, ~Inconsistency. rﬁssﬁmiﬁg Interpretatlun D is carrect (sea Sactlon 421),

ser;als by Eﬁrparata authors are @ntsred under author ln the Fﬁllowlng

circumstances:




British Text

When ihe serial is 'issued by or urnder the authority of a corporate body'
and (a) the title includes the corporate author's name ox
(b) the title includes the corporate author's abbreviations or

(e) +the title includes th=z title of an official of the corporate
bo~ which is the author or

(d) the title consists solely of a gensric term or phrase, and the

issuing body is also the authoz.

North American Text

When the serial is 'issued by or under the authority of a‘curéorate body?

and (a) the serial is not ona of the types listed in Rule 68, and ths
issuing body is alsc the author or

(b) +he serial is one of the types listed in Rule 68 and the title
includes the corporate author's name gor

(e) the serial is one of the types listed in Rule 6B and the title
includes the corporate author's abbreviations or

(d) the serial is one of the types listed in Rule 6B and the title
consists solely of a generic term. : : :

Both texts therefore enter some serials by corporate bodies under title,
but enter some serials merely issued by corporate bodies under the
corporate body. This apparently anomalous sitution is justifiable from a
practical peoint of view, as Lubetzky has shnunEl. Basically, the reason
why serials by corporate authors cannot generally be entered undesr author
is because the author may change, without a simultaneous change in the
title. This reasoning applies equally to serials by personal authors
(Rule 6C). It is hard to see any logic in AACR's practice of entering
serials by corporate authors under title, and serials by psrsonal authors

under auther.

Inconsistency in rules determining structure of main entriss

Some publicatiaﬁs consist of a collection of extracts from a serial. These

Swill bé referrsd to in this discussion as extract zgllectlonsi The structure

of the main entry for such a publ;gatlgn is determined by rules for cholce of
main antry headings and rulss for un¢fﬁrm tltles. There are tuwo basic
méthods by which main entries for extract collectLuns ‘can be cﬁﬁstfugted{

(a) Thg cnlloeatlue mathgd. U51ng th;s methﬁd, tha haadlng is the sam2 as
the main entry headlng far the sgurce Serlal uthh can gf Dourse be 91ther

a title or the name of a Dp. 'If the haadlﬁg is a Dﬁ'r ﬁana, the source
serial's title is the next slement in the entry. In either case, the source

serial's title is followed by the ua;dm'SEiectimns' and then the extract

- 14 .=
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6.

collection's title. (b) The direct method. Using this method, the heading
is sither the compiler's name ar the extract collection's title. In ths

former case, the extract collection's title is the next element in the entry.

If the collocative method is used, most main entries for publications
consisting of extracts from a serial will file immediatsely after the main
entry for the serial. If the dirsct method is used, the main erntries will be
scatterad by title or compiler's name. This would be the case even in the
unlikely (but possible) event of two extract collsctions containing the same
selection of material. Choice between the two methods should, in my opinien,

depend on whether the extract collection is a monograph or a serial.

51. Monographs. The collocative method should be used for monographs.
AACR is inconsistent (see Table 1). The collecative methed has been
prescribed in cases whers all the extracts are by one auther, and the direct
methed when they are of varying authorship. In the latter cass, tﬁé
collocative method is tréditinnal and also thé hetter from é theoretical
point of uiemsz’gg, nd it is hard tu find any valid reason mhy it huS

been dropped by AACR. (See also Sactinﬂ 64).

52. Serials} The direct form should be used for serials. This is
because a changa in the source serial's name and/br the namé Df the DP used
as its main antry heading will not nscessarlly be reflected in the ﬁame of
the extract collection. The use of the cnllocatlve method would therefors
involve recataloguing by the dirsct method in many cases after SUGh a
changé. However, it should bs noted that there is one situation uhere suuh
changes in the source serial wlll almost certa;ﬁly be reflectead by a Changa
in the extract collection's title: when an extract collection's title
inecludes the source sgrial’s tifle. In this situation, it would be
possible to use the collocative methbd, if the source sarlal has title main
entry. Despite this éxceptinn, it seéms simpler to use the ﬁlrect method

for all serial extract collections.

"AACR uses both methods for serials. ' As thére seems to be no logic in its
use of the two methods (ses Table 2), one must assume that the

inconsistencies in provision for serial extract collections are inadvertent.

Arrahgemeht
The overall sffeatlven ss of a .code: depends to a. large extent on the

effsctivensess of its arrangement..



Bl. Overall arrangement. Overall arrangament (i.e. of groups of rules

dealing with relatsd problems) should be based on the sequence nf cataloguing
decisions i.e. choice of main entry heading and added entry headings, choice
between different names and different forms of names to bs used in headings,
choice betwsen possible entry words in names, etec. AACR is arranged in this

way, and its overall arrangement is better than that of any other code.

62. Classification of rules and definitions. It is important to ensure

that individual rules and definitions are not classified in the wrong group,

as this will tend to lower the effectiveness of the overall arrangement.

Most of AACR's definitions are in the Glossary, which is an appendix, not
part of the rules proper. Whether the definitions are treated as part of the
rules or not is unimportant, but it is reasonable to expect consistency. AACR
is inconsistent; some of its 'rules' are in fact definitions (see Sections 213
and 214). Some of the dafinitions are scattered through the rules as
frotnotes =.g. the faatnoﬁe to Rule B7 is a discussion of the eircumstances
under which a conference can be considered a corporate body. This is tha
wrong part of the code in which to present sﬁch a discussion. Chapter 3,
which includes Rule 87, is cencerned with names of corporate bodies.
Legically, therefore, it should ﬁnly be nécsssary to sonsult this chapter
if it has already been decided that a conferaence is named, and is therefore

a corporate body according to AACR's definition.

Rules for the constructionbof headings should not appear in tha group of
rules concerned with choice of main and added entry headings. The only ;

cases of this in AACR are in ths Speclal Rules (Rules 20-3 , L =rse form :

BEY]

subhsadlngs are involved. Thls is a legitimate excepticn. Convers. vy,

rules for choice of main and added eﬁtry.haadings shculd not appear in the

i
3
I
i

group of rules dealing with the coﬁstrﬁctian of headings. This does not

occur in AACR.

63, Arrangement of rules within groups. As wall as the overall arrahgémeht i

of groups of rulss, arrangemsnt of rules wlthln the grﬁups is also important.

This has gensrally besn handled very well in AACR.

64. Clasgification of cataloguing problems. It is important to ensure

that individual cataloguing problems are not glassified in the mrbng'fule,
as this will tend to lower the effsctiveness of the arrangement of the rules.

Rule 19 of AACR includes extract Gallesti@ns.' This category of publications

ERIC BRI |




has nothing in - -mon with the other categories in Rule 19, which are nearly
all 'dependent wc -ks'. Provision for extract collections should be removed
to Rules 1 and 5, which both implicitly caver this category of publications
already. A refersnce would be needed frem Ruls 5 to Ruls 106B3. (See zlso
Section 51).

Brevity and comprehsnsiveness

A catalogue code should be as brief as possible. AACR is not notable for
its brevity. The group of rules dealing with choice of main and added entry
headings is about the same length as that in the 1949 A.L.A. code. Howsver,
it is obvious that it is not length as such which is a fault, but redundancy.

AACR does not appear to be very radundant.
. The fact that the scope of some rules is not clesar (d.g. Rule 17) makes

it difficult to assess the comprshensiveness of AACR, but it is probably

the most comprehensive code for author/title cataloguing in existencs.

- 17 =5
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DIAGRAM 5: QUESTION LIST EQUIVALENT OF FLOWCHART A

1. Is the set intcnded to be YES Go to 2
cantinued indefinitaly? NGO Go to 3

2. Are tho volumss of the set YES Cztalogue the set as
intended to be publishesd ‘ a serial
periodically? NOD Cataloque each volume as

as a monograph

3. Is the set a collesetion? YES Catalenue each volume
as a monograph
‘N3 Go to &

4. Does the set form a planned YES Catalogue the set as
whinole? a monograph
MO0 Catalogus each velume
as a monograph
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TABLE 1: MONOGRAPH EXTRACT COLLECTIONS i
Headings: ;
A Personal author of source serial !
B Corporate author of source serial (B) Corporate author's name etc. as §
part of title of extract collection ;
C Non-author corporate heading of (C) Non-author corporate body's name as i

source serial part of title of extract collection

D Title of source serial d title of source serial
E Title of extract collection e title of extract collection
F Compiler of extract collection 5 subheading 'Selections’
G DP of work listed first on title # unnamed extract collection
page of unnamed extract collection, -
or DP of first work in collection
T Title of work listed first on title t title of work listed first on title
page of unnamed extract collection, page of unnamed extract collection,
or title of first work in collection or title of first work in collect-

ion
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