Questions & Answers, BIBCO RDA Webinar 1 – January 2013
Introduction to RDA; Identifying Manifestations and Items

From Harvard U

Module 1:

1. In RDA 1.4 there is a rule about the language and script for the title, statement of responsibility, etc. However we cannot find the rule for language/script use in notes. Our question concerns data from publishers, or found on the web. Specifically it came up with Chinese cataloging. The cataloger had a note in Chinese characters. Does this note need to be translated? Or transliterated? I know we have been accepting more information from publisher’s etc., and allowing for example a Spanish language 520 for a Spanish work even if the 040 |b is “eng.” But we could not find the rules to govern this in RDA. Any guidance you could provide would be appreciated.

Answer: In 1.4 it says to record all other elements (including notes) in the language and script preferred by the agency creating the data.  So 1.4 does include instruction on notes.  At the beginning of 1.4, there is a general LC PCC PS about the LC practice/PCC practice on Romanizing non-Latin script data with the option of supplying the non-Latin scripts in parallel field in the bibliographic records and 4XX references in authority records.  This includes in the situation when the citing a quotation incorporated into a note.  Record the quoted note in a transliterated form with the option of supplying the non-Latin scripts separately.  

The LC-PCC PS for 1.4 Option refers to this document:
PCC Guidelines for Creating Bibliographic Records in Multiple Character sets 

http://www.loc.gov/aba/pcc/bibco/documents/PCCNonLatinGuidelines.pdf
with examples of parallel fields in OCLC (LC’s Voyager uses the MARC tag 880 for the non-Latin fields) :
500 ǂa Editor: 青木昌彦.

500 ǂa Editor: Aoki Masahiko.

505 0# ǂa . כרך א. חסידים ובעלי מוסר ־־ כרך ב. משכילים, מתנגדים ורבנים .

505 0# ǂa Kerekh 1. Ḥasidim u-Va’ale musar -- kerekh 2. Maśkilim, mitnagdim ṿe-rabanim.

LC-PCC PS for 
1.4
  OPTION

LC practice/PCC practice for Optional addition: If non-Latin scripts are provided for the elements listed at 
RDA 1.4
, provide romanized equivalents for those elements listed as "Mandatory if Applicable" in the 
PCC Guidelines for Creating Bibliographic Records in Multiple Character Sets
.

Non-Latin scripts may be provided for other elements not listed at 1.4 at the discretion of the cataloger, either as parallel to romanized fields or as unpaired 
MARC 880 fields
. 

[2012-07]
2. RDA specifies using “colour” as the term for color illustrations. However, there is an LC/PCC PS that instructs us to use “color” instead.
Answer:  LC-PCC PS for 7.17.1.3 LC practice: Use the spelling “color” when recording that term.
However, “honouree” is the relationship term in Appendix I. There seems to be no LC/PCC PS for this appendix. Does this mean that we should use the British spelling for festschrift honorees?
Answer: As of now, there is no alternative spelling for the term and we will continue to use the term provided in the Appendix I.  

From Cornell U
1. Page 16 of the manual, other title information:  We have been following the RDA-L discussion about whether it is permissible to supply other title information not on the title page (say, from the cover) in the 245 (with or without square brackets).  The key words in the instruction are “appearing in the same source of information as the title proper.”  Please comment.

Answer: Generally, record other title information which appears in the same source information as the title proper.  If the information is not from the same source of title proper, we should not record it in the 245 $b.  But we can record the information as a variant title in 246 or as a note in 500 field. 
2. Page 21: In the example Red Oak [Iowa], [Iowa] is supplied from outside the resource.  Suppose the title page said “Red Oak” and the title page verso said “Red Oak, Iowa.”  In that case, would square brackets be needed?

264 #1 $a Red Oak [Iowa]
(addition OK, but not required)

Answer: As long as the place name appears within the resource, no bracket is needed. 

3. Page 40: We do ECIP cataloging for LC.  The TCEC program currently captures e-book ISBNs as subfield a 020s.  Based on this module, we are changing e-book ISBNs to subfield z.  OK?
Answer: If you are speaking of an e-book publication in which you are cataloging, the ISBN should be recorded in 020 $a.  If you are describing a print version resource and what you have in hand includes ISBN for an e-book or in addition to the ISBN for the resource in hand, then the ISBN for the e-book should be recorded in 020 $z. 
4.      In the example labeled “acceptable”

        264: 1: |a Red Oak : |b Montgomery County Historical Society, |c 2010.

        264: 3: |c 2011.
Why doesn’t the 264: 3: have a subfield a and b as on page 25 of the manual?  Also, could one have BOTH a 264: 3: AND a 588 “Description based on 2011 printing”, or is it one or the other, not both?

Answer: The 264 #3 is for manufacturing information.  The only such information on the resource is the manufacturing date, given as “2011 printing.”  In this instance, there would be no reason to include $a or $b, since the manufacturing statement is not core if the publication statement has been recorded.  In other words, a complete distribution statement is required when distribution data elements are given in lieu of missing publication data elements (LC practice 2.9).  But the cataloger wanted to record date of manufacture because it was there and that is ok.  It is possible to use both 264 #3 $c and 588, but data encoded in the 264  #3 $c are more available for machine manipulation, and that may make the 264 preferable if using only one approach. 

5.
LC’s preferred version of Exercise #2 omits the second statement of responsibility.  We understand that 2.4.2 states that only the first is required, but it’s a surprise that LC is not recording the second (“research assistance by Philip Gordon, Georgetown University”).  If this is a consistent policy at LC, not an instance of cataloger’s judgment, an LCPS might be a good idea.
Answer: The LC policy is that it is cataloger’s judgment to record other statements of responsibility in addition to the first one which is considered LC CORE.  The LC policy statement requires catalogers to record the 1st statement of responsibility, all the others are cataloger’s judgment.  The exercise demonstrates the LC CORE which is required element.  You may provide the additional one(s) if you determine it is useful in terms of fulfilling user tasks.      

6. 
Also in Exercise #2, Ph.D. is transcribed without spaces between Ph. and D.  An interesting instance of 1.7.6.  LCPS 1.7.1 “Precede or follow abbreviations consisting of two or more letters with a space” is for access points only.  Yes?


Answer: You are correct.  There should be a space in between the letters.

7.
Exercise #4: LC permits: 323 pages ; 25 cm + |e 1 CD-ROM

Could we say: 323 pages ; 25 cm + |e 1 CD-ROM (4 3/4 in.)

We have seen numerous examples of catalogers piling up info in the |e parenthetical statements: “+ |e 1 computer disc (CD-ROM, PDF, MP3, JPEG, sound, color ; 4 3/4 in.)” etc.

Answer:  I don’t see why you can’t add the dimension to the accompanying material described in subfield $e in 300 field.  Note that for disc, the LC practice is to record diameter in inches.  Alternatively, you may describe the accompanying CD in a separate 300 field, or even a 500 note field. 

8. On page 31 of the Module 1 manual (or is it page 23?), we find this example:

For an integrating resource, supply the date of the last update if it is considered to be important.

Example:             1995–1998 [updated 1999] [First and last published iterations of an updating loose-leaf available; date of last update known]

If the resource was updated in 1999, why isn’t the second date 1999 instead of 1998?  When a loose-leaf is updated, isn’t the resulting resource considered a new iteration, by virtue of the very fact that it has been updated?  Perhaps I am misunderstanding the meaning of “iteration.” Also, if the date of last update is unknown, why are we supplying a date at all? Why not leave the date open?

I have cataloged loose-leaf publications for decades, but I find the example confusing.  I have more than a casual interest in the answer to these questions; as a law library, we get quite a few loose-leaf publications. 
Answer:   I think the example shows an updating loose-leaf with base volumes updated by separate inserted/removed/substituted pages. I think it is possible that that the 1995-1998 date range reflects dates associated with the base volumes (and also reflects what is “available” to the cataloger). I think that the [updated 1999] reflects known information about updating pages that have been issued, the cataloger knows about the update but the update has not been received or is not otherwise available to the cataloger.
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