Questions and Answers, BIBCO RDA Webinar 4—December 2012

Relationships

Slide 10 Question: Suppose a later edition of a work, considered a new expression, lists an additional author. Should the relationship of the new person to the work be "editor" of the expression rather than author, or "author" of the work, though not involved in its original creation? 
Do we need to add a relationship designator like "version author" to work or expression relationships?  Or does this really hinge on whether the later edition is a new work or not? If the later edition is a new work, there's no problem with identifying both persons as authors. Should we consider the naming of an additional author to signify a new work?

Slide 10 Answer: This is a complication we didn't consider in the RD report, but it's a not uncommon situation. I wouldn't consider the naming of an additional author to bring a new work into existence  - there is in any case the practical cataloguing consideration of how you would determine that if not all the authors are named in the record for an earlier edition that you don't physically have to hand. I don't have a definitive answer but speaking personally I would probably lean to the view that you can be an author of a work even if your responsibility is only for a particular expression. (Would you remove the ascription of authorship from someone who co-wrote the first edition but dropped out for the second?)
Answer: I don’t think there is one answer that fits all situations like this. Some questions to ask:

What is the role of this person with regard to the new edition/expression? An additional/later author? An editor of the new edition?


Slide 12 Question: the notes mention "joint author" which is not in RDA Appendix I. Can we just use "author" in $e?

Slide 12, Answer:  Yes, use "author."  The definition used in the notes came from the MARC definition of “relator term” and includes mention of joint author. 
Slide 25 Question: the notes say "Notice that you would not normally include these relationship designators in authority records, as they apply to the resource you are cataloging in the bib record." I'd put it differently: 
They apply to the expression, and should be included in a description of the expression, but currently neither the authority nor the bib format in MARC are well suited to representing expressions.

Slide 25, Answer: Agreed. 

Slides 26 and 27 Question 1: if no explanation of the relationship is given in the statement of responsibility, is the use of a relationship designator in the 700 more obligatory, say for illustrator or translator? more advisable?

Slides 26 and 27, Answer:  It sounds like providing relationship designators in this case would be helpful to the user. Yes, by all means add them. The advantage of relationship designators is that they are (at least potentially) machine-actionable. It's desirable to include them whether or not the information is available in human-readable form elsewhere in the record. 
One qualification: there may be cases where you can't tell what the relationship is (this is often true of corporate bodies related to a publication). In those cases, you can give a more general relationship designator if a suitable one is available, or omit the relationship designator altogether.

Slide 27 Question 2:
One of our Copy Catalogers recently questioned whether to include a comma before a subfield $e Relator Term for an Authorized Access Point that ends with an open date (i.e., Sagona, Claudia, 1956-   )

Past practice, common sense, Strunk & White's Elements of Style, and the MARC 21 RDA example records in the RDA Toolkit tell us that no, we do not insert double punctuation in this case. Instead we would record:

Sagona, Claudia, $d 1956-  $e author

ANSWER:  LC-PCC PS 1.7.1 gives guidance on punctuation in bibliographic and authority records. Under the heading Access Points in Name Authority and Bibliographic Records (General) in LC-PCC PS 1.7.1 it talks about separating units of the access points with punctuation:

1. Punctuation/spacing within access points. Use internal punctuation to set off unambiguously the units of access points (including name/title portions of name/title fields). The marks of punctuation for this purpose are a period ( . ), a comma ( , ), a quotation mark ( " ), a question mark ( ? ), an exclamation mark ( ! ), and a hyphen ( - ).

Further down under the section: Bibliographic records which talks about $5 there are the examples you mentioned, showing the appropriate types of separating punctuation with relationship designators, a hyphen if the it is preceded by an open date, a comma if not, and commas between multiple relationship designators. 

This LC-PCC PS also has instructions for formatting designators used in $i of authority and bib records.

Answer: Both MARC formats, Authority and Bibliographic, X00 examples for Relator term show a comma preceding $e, and lack examples using open dates.  Below the MARC items are snippets from RDA LC PCC PS 1.7.1.

Bib format:  X00, Input conventions, an example showing an open date before a subfield code:

	600
	10$aCapote, Truman,$d1924-$xCriticism and interpretation.


Authority format: X00, Input conventions, an example showing open date before a subfield code:

	100
	0#$aChristo,$d1935-$tSurrounded islands


RDA LC PCC PS 1.7.1 Access Points in Name Authority and Bibliographic Records (General)

1. Punctuation/spacing within access points. Use internal punctuation to set off unambiguously the units of access points (including name/title portions of name/title fields). The marks of punctuation for this purpose are a period ( . ), a comma ( , ), a quotation mark ( " ), a question mark ( ? ), an exclamation mark ( ! ), and a hyphen ( - ).

a) Spaces following periods. Leave one space after a period or other mark of ending punctuation that serves to separate units of access points. If the period or other mark of ending punctuation is followed by a subfield code, the space can be generated on display. If no subfield code follows, e.g., as in units within parenthetical qualifiers, input the space.

2. Ending mark of punctuation…

b) Bibliographic records…

	


 1#100
	$aSmith, John,$d1924-$e author.

	


 1#700
	$aBrett, Jan,$d1949-$eillustrator.


	


 1#700
	$aHitchcock, Alfred,$d1899-1980,$edirector,$eproducer.


Slide 28, Question: Appendix I defines "performer" to include corporate bodies. Could the orchestra in the example have been assigned the relationship designator "instrumentalist"? Or should "performer" in the sub-cases of "performer" always be considered as a person?

Slide 28, Answer:    Appendix I RDs should be regarded as neutral between individuals and corporate bodies unless the definition rules out a particular usage. However, it's true that some of the definitions may need adjustment, and other terms may need to be added. For example, the current list includes "singer" with no indication that the term should apply only to individuals, and "choir" doesn't appear on the list. Technically "singer" is correct for corporate bodies, but a revision of the definitions may be in order. The report proposed a process for submitting changes. 

Answer: there is nothing to indicate that the sub-cases should always be regarded as a person. I think it is important to consider the presentation on the resource, the statement of responsibility specifically identifies the role with the words “performed by.” I agree with Naun, these terms and usage are evolving as we get more experience and think of helpful adjustments. 

Slide 31, Question: Is there any way to indicate that a $e term (e.g., "publisher") comes from the MARC Relators list and not from RDA? or to indicate that it is a local extension of the "open" RDA list?

Slide 31, Answer:   No, MARC does not give us a way to indicate source vocabulary for relationship designators. This could be a real problem for communities that want to use their own relationship designators. In the longer term, as we move past MARC, we will want some way to deal with this problem. "Publisher" raises a different issue, though. The term isn't on the RDA RD list but it does appear as an element (I.4.2). We proposed that it should be OK to use element terms as relationship designators. 

 
Slide 39, Question 1: The authorized access points for Hamlet and Lear are considered as "works" which are "parts" of "Shakespeare ... $t Plays. $k Selections" also considered as a "work"--correct? And a pairing of Macbeth and Julius Caesar would be parts of the same "work," thought the texts have no overlap. This seems to stretch the notion of whole-part relationships into something strange and new. We really need to be able to distinguish between the relationship of parts of aggregate works like this and that of parts of individual works, e.g., Fellowship of the Ring as "part" of Lord of the Rings.

Slide 39, Answer 1:  Here is another way to look at it. The compilation of works shown on slide 39 is itself a work, a compilation of two plays.  The authorized access point for the compilation is made up of the author and the preferred title, in this case the preferred title is a conventional collective title.  

As you point out, another compilation of works by the same author might have the same authorized access point, but it is a separate compilation of the author’s works. The authorized access point made up of author and conventional collective title assures collocation. 

One other point, the Task Group on Expressions discussed the possibilities of using the authority format to further distinguish access points for such a compilation.
Slide 39 Question 2

Module 4, slide 39: authorized access point (AAP) for works in a compilation (No collective title):
100 1# Shakespeare, William …

240 Plays. $k Selections

245 10 Hamlet ; $b King Lear …

1st 700 12: Shakespeare, William … $t Hamlet.

2nd 700 12: Shakespeare, William … $t King Lear.

According to the documentation, we are to give an analytical AAP for the predominant or first work in the compilation, BUT in this case: 

100 + 245 $a is exactly the same as 700 12, so what additional purpose does the 1st 700 12 serve?

The 100 + 245 $a  is naming the 1st work manifested, just like it does when we have a manifestation with only 1 work. 

Slide 39 Answer 2: Yes, this may look redundant, but will actually be more useful down the road if we need to explicitly identify the works in a compilation-- you can imagine the instructions to programmers now to parse some of the shortcuts we've taken.  In this particular example, the preferred title is the same (245$a and 700 $t) but in many cases it wouldn't be (e.g., if the 245 had "The Tragedy of Hamlet …").  We just thought it was easier on catalogers to say "always do this" than parse out guidelines for when they would and when they wouldn't.  As stated in the PCC  Relationship Designator Guidelines Task Group report, ".. adopt coding practices that give access points for resources explicitly without requiring information to be inferred from other parts of the record."   Inch by inch.  

Slide 41 Question: 

(a) Suppose we have a black-and-white and a colorized version of a film based on a book. Would the film as work have a "based on (work)" relationship to the book (work to work relationship), while the colorized film would have a "based on (expression)" relationship
to the black-and-white film (expression to expression relationship)?

Slide 41, Answer a):   In theory, you could assert that relationship, provided of course that the b&w expression was scoped to the version the colour one actually was derived from. In practice, I'm not sure you would go beyond asserting (via the access point for the work) that both expressions were of the same work. How you actually construct the access point for each expression of this kind - or if your community practices recognized this kind of distinction at all - would be another issue. Maybe an AV cataloguer can help out here.  

(b) Should the "Adapted as ..." entry also be given in bib records representing manifestations of the same work? (Is there any emerging consensus on how you decide where to give this information?)

Slide 41, Answer b) PCC practices for relationship designators are evolving as we get more experience with using them in bibliographic and authority records. Also the recommendations of the PCC Task Group on Relationship Designators may have an impact on how relationship designators are used in bibliographic and authority records. The PCC Policy Committee is still evaluating these issues. 

Slide 44 Questions: 

(a) The notes refer to "the work Two Norwegian novels." If the bib record had 240 $a Novels. $l English. $k Selections" would that be considered an expression access point (due to the language being specified)? Or would the 240 be read as "Novels. $k Selections" naming a work and "Novels. $l English. $k Selections" naming an expression
simultaneously?
Answer: yes it looks like the example in the slide should have: 
240 $a Novels. $k Selections. $l English 

(b) Would you give the English titles in 740 even if they were already present as references in authority records for the expressions? 
Answer: provide 740s if they are helpful to the user.

Slide 46, Question: The expression relationship designators "translation of" and "translated as" omit the (expression) qualifier. Why? The former might be tangled up in the decision to use the same access point for the work and its original language expression, but won't "translated as" always be followed by an expression access point? Or is it a mistake to think of the qualifier as describing the object named in the field?

Slide 46, Answer,   RDA specifically defines "translation of" and its reciprocal "translated as" as expression-level relationships. If a work-like access point (i.e. lacking a language qualifier because the expression is in the original language) follows, then yes, it should be construed as an access point representing an expression.
Answer: Unlike abridged as (expression)
 
Question Slides 46-50: We’re presented with four different ways to show expression relationships – authorized access point, structured or unstructured description in 500 field, and structured description in 765 field.  Do you anticipate a best practice for this situation to be developed?  It seems to me that a standard approach might be the most beneficial to users.
Answer Slides 46-50: 1)  Remains to be seen, I think people need to get the experience under their belts before consensus can build.  Developing that consensus will not be easy, as usual-- take a look at section 2.2 of the PCC Relationship Designator Guidelines Task Group report that is currently out for comment, and also section 3.3.


Slide 59, Question: Which related resource do you reference for an on-demand printing from a digital scan - the original print or the digital version that is derived from it? Which relationship designator do you use?

Slide 59, Answer: This slide shows the two LC core item relationships “bound withs” and reproductions. 

Answer: I think it may depend on the situation and judgment of the cataloger and institution. Is a specification of a relationship being considered because the original print from which a scan was made a unique item in the collection? Is a record being created for the scan and/or the on demand print item? 

J.5.2 Equivalent Item Relationships

equivalent item An item embodying the same expression of a work. Reciprocal relationship: equivalent item

reproduction of (item) A particular item used as the basis for a reproduction.

 digital transfer of (item) An item transferred from one digital format to another.

 electronic reproduction of (item) An analog item used as the basis for an electronic reproduction.

 facsimile of (item) A particular item used as the basis for an exact reproduction.

 preservation facsimile of (item) An item used as the basis for an exact reproduction on preservation-quality media, such as acid-free permanent or archival paper.

 reprint of (item) An item that is used as the basis for a reprint with the same content as the resource being described.


Slide 66, Question: Side comment: the suppression of the 500s in these cases is  problematic. It means that if a person searches Clemens and all our entries are under Twain, they get no reference and no Clemens authority to help them (since our system suppresses an authority with no bib use of the heading). A better policy would be to index and display the 500s, following the general authority principle of references leading wayward searches back to the relevant authority and heading(s), as well as including the explanatory 663. 
Answer: As a result of recommendations in the Relationship Designator task group, LC is looking at the possibility of using $w $i in making relationships. The current practice is a bit of a shortcut and works well in our display, but not all. This a complex example and might be difficult to record, but there is some investigation going on at least with simpler relationships such as earlier/later bodies. 


Slide 69, Question: this sort of diverges into NACO training, but how does the inclusion of $i in the 510 field of a name authority record relate to the use of the 373 (associated group) field? Are there instances where we might prefer one over the other?

Answer Slide 69:   2) Good question; my guidance (i.e., my judgment) would be to prefer the more formalized approach of 5XX see also references when you thought there was a meaningful enough connection between the entities that a cataloger thinks "if you are interested in entity A, there is a good chance you are also interested in entity B".  I would simply use the Less-formalized approach in 373 where it would help to *identify* an entity by recording the attribute, but the shared connection is Less significant beyond that.  For example, the fact that I am an employee of the Library of Congress might be useful in my 373 to reduce any chance of confusion with another person with my name, but would be pretty useLess in the context of leading a user from the authority record for LC to me via a see also link.  

Questions from GPO:

1. It seems that the “viewed” date in the 588/500 field can be either abbreviated or not abbreviated. RDA examples abbreviate: 2.20.13.5: Date of Viewing of an Online Resource.

Answer: Since this is a note and you are supplying the information, it’s not information from the resource used to identify it, ok to supply the date in any form. 
2. Can "issuing body" be used in 110 $e? In Appendix I, “issuing body” is listed under "other persons, families, or corporate bodies", not under "creators." In other words, for RDA-in-MARC bib. records can we assume that RDA Appendix I 1.2.1 designators generally map to 1xx $e subfields and RDA I 1.2.2 generally map to 7xx $e subfields? 

OR, are the Relationship Designators “author” and “issuing body” independent of MARC tagging? We understand the pairing of 19.2 with Appendix I.2.1, and 19.3 with Appendix 1.2.2.

Answer: Creators can have multiple roles, so $e issuing body may be used in addition to the $e author in 1XX and 7XX for creators. The intent of the Task Group recommendation “If you provide an access point for a creator, always supply a relationship designator” is to explicitly state the role of creators- before this recommendation, there was a reliance on the coding 1XX to indicate a creator relationship without necessarily explicitly stating the role with a designator. 
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