_________________________________________________________________

                 MARC 21 FORMATS PROPOSED CHANGE FORM

_________________________________________________________________

      This form is to be used as the cover sheet on all proposals

for changes to the MARC 21 formats.  The proposal itself should

consist of a detailed analysis of the problem, the proposed

solution, and the justification for the change.  Include examples

of possible use where appropriate. All proposals are submitted to the

Network Development and MARC Standards Office at the address below.

      As an attachment to the proposal, please respond to the

questions appended below.

_________________________________________________________________

Format Type:      __x__ Bibliographic           Date: July 11, 2003
                  _____ Authorities

                  _____ Holdings

                  _____ Classification

                  _____ Community Information

Data Elements Affected by the Proposed Change (e.g., fields,

subfields, fixed-field character positions, etc.):

260  $e Place of manufacture
260  $f Manufacturer

260  $g Date of manufacture
Brief Description of the Proposed Change:

Make the subfields above repeatable.
Use of the subfields for recording information about manufacture is unusual for modern books. The rule calls for recording manufacture information when there is no publication information available (which is unusual) or, optionally, in addition to the publication information; typically, this option is not exercised.  Even when given, it is highly unusual for there to be more than one set of subfields needed.

The Descriptive Cataloging of Rare Books (DCRB), the rules most often applied to rare books in U.S. libraries, is being revised. One of the factors that has motivated this revision is a desire expressed by many catalogers of rare materials to apply these more detailed and rigorous rules to books of the machine-press period (primarily the 19th century).  In this period, the functions of printers and others responsible for manufacture has become distinct from the functions of publishers and booksellers and statements, often quite complex, are found on books.  The following are typical examples (using the proposed repeatable subfields):

260 ## $a New York : $b Sheldon & Company ; $a Boston : $b Gould & Lincoln, $c[1860?] $e([New York] : $f Electrotyped by Smith & McDougall ... $f Printed by C.A. Alvord ...)

260 ## $a New York : $b Mason Brothers ; $a Boston : Mason & Hamlin ; $a Philadelphia : $b J.B. Lippincott & co. ; $a Cincinnati : $b Sergent, Wilson & Hinkle, $c 1866 $e (Hartford, Conn. : $f Stereotyped by Richard H. Hobbs ; $e New York : $f Printed by C.A. Alvord ...)
The revised DCRB will call for the transcription of manufacture information in the publication, distribution, etc., area (field 260) and the inclusion of multiple manufacturers when applicable.  Even under current rules, it would be legitimate to record multiple places, names, and dates of manufacture.  Since the subfields are not currently repeatable, catalogers must either decide to record only one set of manufacture information or give the information in a note. It seems preferable that the formats recognize that this information can indeed be repeated and that the repeatability of the subfields be changed.

Name, Address, and Telephone Number of Originator of Proposed

Change:

John Attig
Cataloging Services

University Libraries

126J Paterno

Pennsylvania State University
University Park, PA 16802
Name, Address, and Telephone Number of Sponsoring Organization:

Association of College and Research Libraries
Rare Books and Manuscripts Section

Bibliographic Standards Committee
_________________________________________________________________

Return this form to:   Sally H. McCallum, Chief, Network Development

                       and MARC Standards Office, Library of

                       Congress, Washington, DC  20540-4402

                       Voice: 202-707-5119  FAX: 202-707-0115

                       Email: smcc@loc.gov

-------------------------------------------------------------------

*As an attachment to your proposal, please respond to the following

questions.

1. In the view of the proposing body, is the proposal so minor as

to require little or no cost consideration and no further response

to these guildline questions?

Yes.
2. What identifiable groups will be affected by the proposed

change, e.g. public libraries, utilities, vendors of automated

library systems, LC, archivists, music catalogers?

Catalogers of rare materials applying Descriptive Catalogingof Rare Books (DCRB) to 19th-century machine-press books.
3. Will adoption of the proposal effectively be optional or

mandatory by the groups affected?

Use of DCRB is optional; if applied, repeating of the 
subfields would be mandatory if applicable.
4. Which groups will benefit from the proposal, and to what extent?

Is the benefit demonstrable in fiscal terms?

The benefit would be more detailed and precise description of machine-press books.  The benefit is intangible.
5. Has any study of the cost impact of this proposal been done? If

so, how are the results available to others?

No.
6. If the proposing body sees the costs of the proposal as

potentially significant, what body do you believe would be the most

appropriate to carry out a study of those costs in order to gain

further information and precision?

N/A
7. Which groups will incur costs as a result of the proposal?

The change involves routine system configuration update.
8. What kinds of costs are associated with the proposal, e.g.,

labor, training, data processing, communications? Are they one-time

or continuing costs?

Other than system configuration, the only costs would be training, which will be subsumed within retraining for use of the revised DCRB rules.
9. Does the proposal have retrospective implications?  Will

existing records have to be changed, or materials reprocessed?

Yes, but the retrospective application would have to be determined record by record and done manually, probably with the item in hand. Large scale retrospective application is unlikely.
10. What proportion of materials processed, and of the records

created for them, will be affected?

Miniscule.
11. Are codes or standards affected other than those specifically

addressed by the proposal?

No.
12. Can the proposing body describe alternative ways of achieving

the ends of the proposal?

No.

------------------------------------------------------------------------

Go to:

    * MARC Development <http://lcweb.loc.gov/marc/development.html>

    * MARC Home Page <http://lcweb.loc.gov/marc/>

* Library of Congress Home Page <http://lcweb.loc.gov/>

------------------------------------------------------------------------

Library of Congress

Library of Congress Help Desk <http://www.loc.gov/help/help-desk.html>

(06/24/02)

