Questions & Answers, BIBCO RDA Webinar 3 – December 2012

Identifying Expressions and Describing Content

Many decisions regarding expressions are pending in the PCC community.  Several of the questions here were discussed in the final report of the PCC Access Points for Expressions Task Group:  http://www.loc.gov/aba/pcc/rda/RDA%20Task%20groups%20and%20charges/PCCExpressionTGFinalReport.docx 
There’s a survey taking comments until December 14, 2012 on the recommendations of the PCC Access Points for Expressions Task Group: https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/39GPVRQ
Of the 13 responses to the survey, there is near unanimous agreement in favor of the recommendations, but the PCC leadership must weigh the comments before issuing decisions.

From University of Minnesota
Q1. Slide 8:

The slide discusses adding 5XXs on NARs for expression authorized
access points. Are we correct that a 5XX for a more general expression
access point should not be added to an authority for the more specific
access point (with $w g, maybe)? i.e., that the congruity of the two
strings will suffice to collocate the two access points (e.g.,
"Author. $t Title. $l English" and  
"Author. $t Title. $l English. $s Translator") without the use of 5XXs?

Answer:  Task Group favors LC practice of not adding more specifics to the authorized access point, although cataloger’s judgment allows it. RDA 6.27.3.  
Advice from LC PSD:  no 5XXs to link such NARs.

What should the 4XX reference structures for a general and a specific
NAR for an expression look like? Should the manifestation title for
the more specific expression access point be a 4XX on both
authorities?

Advice from LC PSD:  Match the manifestation to the NAR that is the best fit. 

Answer: My interpretation: If a resource using the LeBoeuf translation appears in 2012, it would be added to the LeBoeuf NAR, but not to the general NAR.
100 $a Winter, Jasper. $t Suzy Snowflake. $l French

400 $a Winter, Jasper. $t Suzy Flocon de Niege 
670 $a Suzy Flocon de Niege, 2009.

Assuming that these use different titles, but are the LeBoeuf translation:
100 $a Winter, Jasper. $t Suzy Snowflake. $l French. $s LeBoeuf

400 $a Winter, Jasper. $t C’est Suzy 

400 $a Winter, Jasper. $t Suzy Suzy Suzy 
670 $a C’est Suzy, 2011. 
670 $a Suzy Suzy Suzy, 2012.

Q2. Slide 10:
RDA defines "date of expression" as "the earliest date associated with
an expression" or in many cases "the date of the earliest
manifestation embodying the expression." 264 will record the date of
the manifestation in hand, which may be different from what RDA wants.
Should LC and PCC record the date of the expression when it differs
from the 264 date? If so, where? How will we know when the 264 date is
a date of expression and when it isn't? If we can't tell, is it
meaningful to say the date expression attribute has been included
in the record?

Advice from LC PSD:  We have not added dates to expressions and at this time we will continue to not add the date.

Answer:  Task Group not in favor of using Date of Expression in 046, since various expressions may be attached to that Authorized Access Point (NAR). RDA 6.10.1.3


Q3. Slide 12:
Do "only one expression" and "more than one expression" refer
specifically to NARs with one or more languages indicated (e.g., "... $l English & German")?  For libraries that consider different translator's versions of a text as different expressions, the statement on the slide is ambiguous, since for those libraries, the NAR "... $l English" is problematic because it represents "more than
one expression."
Answer: Your first question probably captures the intent of these phrases accurately, since LC practice is to record all English versions of a work under one expression.   A library that considers each translator’s version as a different expression would need to extend the meaning of this slide to the local practice for expressions.

What if there are both general and specific expression NARs? For example, LC is cataloging a new edition of a standard English translation. LC finds RDA NARs for both: 

Author. $t Title. $l English and  
Author. $t Title. $l English. $s Translator.
 Either authority could be applied. Which will LC use for the new edition?
Advice from LC PSD:  LC would use the NAR that best fits the expression in the manifestation, whether general or specific, and it would add the title as a variant only to the matching NAR.

If the latter, will LC be doing bib maintenance on existing uniform titles that now have more specific expression NARs? Should those be reported to LC for BFM?
Answer:  It may be premature to put effort into this type of BFM at this point, since policy decisions are not solid on expression practices.  The prospect of such BFM in times of limited resources is not popular.

Comment from University of Minnesota: I think LC would be better advised to follow a consistent course. PCC has accepted that general and specific expression-level authorized access points can co-exist. LC should commit to its
preferred level of generality for expression level access, use the
more general access point, and create the more general NARs as needed,
rather than inconsistently applying more specific access points when
it happens to find them. The LC-PCC-NAF should be extended to support
both practices until one or the other is dropped.

From LC PSD:  Yes, LC will be discussing this as part of PPTGE decisions.

Q4. Slide 15:
We're not sure what "date of the expression" refers to (again). When
use in Bible headings, the date qualifier is generally a manifestation
date, which might be taken as in many cases the date of the expression
of the "aggregate work" in the text, but not of the "individual work"
(to borrow FRBR's distinction between individual and aggregate works).
What is meant here, aside from the special case of treaties?

What will LC do if there's an NAR for the expression of a work in its
original language, but LC practice would be to use the access point
for the work (without language) as the access point for the
expression? Is there any plan to have records like the two below
coexist in the NAF:
    100 $a Author. $t Title
    400 $a Author. $t Title variant

    100 $a Author. $t Title. $l Language [original language of work]
    400 $a Author. $t Title variant   [same variant as above]

  
Are PCC NACO libraries free to add $l's (or to create expression authorities with $l's) for the original language in the LC-PCC-NAF?
Answer:  Not likely, although it’s under discussion as the PCC TG on Expressions continues its work.

Q5. Slides 64ff

When should 240 specify a work and when should it specify an expression? The examples involving revisions do the former, but the ones involving translations do the latter.

From LC PSD:  This is a MARC problem in that the 240 does both - we will continue to use the 240 for either/or as we have been doing - so it depends on what is being cataloged or identified.


Q6. Slide 68

Slide 68:  Same Title, Content Revised – New Expression
no UT--same as AACR2

100  $a Harwood, Gregory W. 
245  $a Giuseppe Verdi : $b a guide to research / $c Gregory Harwood. 
260  $a New York : $b Garland Pub., $c 1998. 
Revision: 

100  $a Harwood, Gregory W. 
245  $a Giuseppe Verdi : $b a research and information guide / $c Gregory W. Harwood. 
250  $a Second edition. 
260  $a New York, NY ; $a Abingdon, Oxon : $b Routledge, $c 2012. 
Is the absence of a 240 in this example due to the two records having identical titles in 245 $a? If so, must 100+245$a uniquely specify a work? What would you do if the same author wrote another, clearly distinct work called, e.g. "Giuseppe Verdi: my part in his downfall"?


Advice from LC PSD: Different work with same title -- apply 6.27.1.9 and make a 240 and qualify it with a distinguishing characteristic - monographic catalogers are not used to doing this, as previously it was only in serials or in creating series that this was generally done, but under RDA this will occur more often.  
LC PCC PS 6.27.1.9 Additions to Access Points Representing Works
…Monographs…

3. Choice of qualifying term

a) Use judgment in determining the most appropriate qualifier. Possible qualifiers are given in the list below; the listing is not prescriptive and is not in priority order.

corporate body

date of publication

descriptive data elements, e.g., edition statement

place of publication

Answer:  The example below uses the place name to differentiate the title, since it’s doubtful that the date or form of work (Biography?) would not accomplish that.
100  $a Harwood, Gregory W. 

240  $a Giuseppe Verdi (Chicago, Ill.)
245  $a Giuseppe Verdi : $b my part in his downfall / $c Gregory Harwood. 
260  $a Chicago, IL : $b Windy City Publishers, $c 2012. 
From TEXAS A&M UNIVERSITY


1. Slide 33

When we need to create an RDA authority for a new French expression of the works of Dante Alighieri, say one published in 2012, do we leave alone:

n 86085384 
Dante Alighieri, ǂd 1265-1321. ǂt Works. ǂl French. ǂf 1858

And create an RDA authority:

Dante Alighieri, ǂd 1265-1321. ǂt Works. ǂl French
Did I understand that the n86085384 form _could_ be used on an RDA record if it described or was related to that 1858 expression?  The authority does not have a 667 saying it can’t be used in RDA.

Answer:  Yes, if your 2012 doesn’t fit the NAR for 1858, make a new authority with the language, but no date.

Yes, the form in record n86085384 form _should_ be used on an RDA record if it describes or is related to that 1858 expression. 

Slide 33 Examples -- Variant Access Points for Expressions
100 $a Lindgren, Astrid, $d 1907-2002. $t Pippi Långstrump. $l English

400 $a Lindgren, Astrid, $d 1907-2002. $t Pippi Longstocking 
100 $a Hartmann, $c von Aue, $d active 12th century. $t Works. $l English

400 $a Hartmann, $c von Aue, $d active 12th century. $t Arthurian romances, tales, and lyric poetry
LC-PCC PS for 
6.27.3

AUTHORIZED ACCESS POINT REPRESENTING AN EXPRESSION

LC practice: Identify expressions by adding an expression attribute to the authorized access point for the work in the following situations:

1. music resources (see 
RDA 6.28.3
);

2. sacred scriptures (see 
RDA 6.30.3
);

3. translations (see below)

4. language editions (see below)

When identifying an expression not already represented by a name authority record, do not add another characteristic to differentiate one such expression from another expression (e.g., do not differentiate one translation of Shakespeare’s Hamlet in French from another French translation; do not differentiate one arrangement of Berlioz’ Corsaire from another arrangement). Other elements in LC’s bibliographic record (e.g., translator, date, medium of performance) are available to the user for selecting a specific expression if desired; 
RDA 0.6.3
 allows differentiating characteristics to be recorded as separate elements or as part of the authorized access points. If there is a name authority record with an authorized access point for an expression that includes an additional characteristic LC would not have added, use the form of the access point in that authority record; this action is consistent with the LC/PCC policy of using authorized access points in existing name authority records. 

PCC practice: Pending outcome of report/recommendations from the PCC Access Point for Expressions Task Group.
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