DCRM (S) Publication area ~ 4E5

An issue has arisen, and not for the first time, regarding the use of the year date in the delimiter $c of the publication area.

As a general principle, at the outset of this project, Jane and I resolved to deal with the new rules for rare serials, as far as possible, within the framework of existing rules in AACR2, CONSER and DCRB, with particular respect for the rare book principle of transcription rather than formatted description. In most areas this has been accomplished with what we would hope is a minimum of friction with both existing serials cataloging rules and principles of rare book description.

One area of difficulty is that a serial record, unlike a rare book record, is not meant to be the manifestation of a single or ‘perfect’ copy, but is meant to serve as a descriptive summary for the entire life of that serial title. This naturally presents some problems.  One of these is in the date of publication area, where any given date is subject to change and therefore may be inappropriate as part of the description of the entire work.

There are three issues involved here.  The first one is whether or not we need a date in the publication area.  To what degree can we use the AACR2, RI and CONSER rules for modern serials.  That is, do we leave the $c blank, and use a comma at the end of $b instead, in all cases where we lack the first and/or last issue of the published serial?  This decision, slightly modified by MARC21 in the case of ‘dead’ serials, for which angle brackets surrounding a known date or range of dates is acceptable, would make identification of particular serials--especially those from the early period--extremely difficult.  We decided that in all cases a date in the publication area, whenever possible, was both highly desirable and necessary for identification.   [This is particularly true for serial records where the fixed field dates bear no particular relation to the actual date of publication.]

The second issue is the one of transcription.  How far do we take the transcription principle and how far do we follow the existing rules, which generally ignore transcription in preference for a formatted publication field?  Again we come up against the need to describe the ‘whole publication’.   Information which may alter from issue to issue is not appropriate as part of the date field, apart from the range of dates within which publication occurs. But transcribing the form of a date can be a useful identifier in many cases.  Look at the trouble we have had with monographs where different states, impressions or editions may be in roman rather than arabic as their sole distinguishing feature.  And if a serial begins its publishing life with non-Gregorian dates, or with dates in roman or as chronograms, it is useful to transcribe the date as it appears, noting modifications that occur in any part of the imprint over time, in notes.   For the sake of consistency we have decided to work with DCRM and use the same transcription rules for the form of a date that are adopted for other formats.

The third issue seems to be the most troubling.  What does one do with information that seems to belong to the date area (and is so described in DCRB) but is unlikely to remain stable over the life of the publication?  The  rule in DCRB is: 4D1: “The basic date for this area is the year of publication or printing.”   The rule goes on to say that one should include the day and month, if present, and such additional words or phrases as: “printed in the year” or “anno”.    This is fine for monographs, where each specific edition or manifestation of a work receives a distinct catalog record.  This does not work for serials, where issues change many aspects of their description over time.   The purpose of the delimiter $c is to provide an accurate (as far as possible) and accessible publication date or date range--for user access and identification of the publication.  If a change in the description is apparently permanent, or seems important, the added information should be given in the notes fields.

But what happens to transcription?  How can you just ignore the phrases, dates, and other identifying characteristics of an imprint--particularly where the exact issue from which the description is taken will not then match its transcription in the 260?   Our preferred solution, which received a fair amount of flak in some workshops, is to include the entire imprint, apart from the year dates (when present), and the city of publication (when it is the first element) in the delimiter $b.  That way nothing is lost from the transcription and its accuracy, but no temporary or unstable information is added to the date field. 

 In some imprints the city of publication appears as other than the first element in the imprint; this does not seem to cause an emotional crisis for monograph catalogers, who simply add the place of publication in square brackets to the first area of the field.  But adding “printed in the yeare” to the delimiter $b caused consternation: “It’s not part of the publisher statement; it doesn’t belong there!” was a frequent cry.   However, in some cases--particularly in the STC or Wing periods, those phrases may be the only “imprint” a piece has, and the only clue to the publisher of a particular item. 

We have done our best to allow for hysteria.  Optionally, if transcription is less important to you than the label on the field, you can omit anything that doesn’t seem to

be part of the publishing statement, and give it in a note (where in our opinion it simply clutters up the notes field without adding anything to clarity or description).

We look forward to your responses.   

Jane and Juliet
