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General Comments on Chapter 6

Chapter 6 is very ambitious. Is there a limit as to the number of relationships that can be described in a single record? Should these relationships be recorded when the institution cataloging these resources is the not owning institution? 

Although some aspects of Chapter 6 imply that the relationships are for the item in hand, many of the elements are only practicable as authority file records. The purpose of Chapter 6 needs to be clarified and expanded.

The layout that notes optional elements should be reconsidered. It is unclear from the present format which elements are optional and which are mandatory, especially element subsections. For instance, if 6.1 is an optional element, wouldn’t it follow that all subsections of element 6.1 are also mandatory? With the notation, “Optional element” following, for example, 6.1.2, 6.1.3, and 6.1.4, the redundancy is confusing and perhaps unnecessary.

Looking back at Chapter 3, Rule 3.4.0.9 provides rules for recording analytic descriptions of a part. This language is changed in Chapter 6. This is also true for rules under 3.7, accompanying materials.

Specific Comments on Chapter 6

6.1.1.1 If information is to be taken from any available source to describe relationships between resources, at what point will the record cease describing the item in hand? Does this information need to be taken from the resource itself? If not, why not? This will indeed cause confusion among catalogers especially when describing source/reproduction relationships (6.4), format/format relationships (6.5), and source/derivative relationships (6.6). If any source can be used to describe relationships between resources, will it be mandatory to record a citation or reference to that source if it is from an outside resource (such as a published bibliography)?

6.3.0.2.2 Clarification on the difference between Component/Component Relationships and “Issued With” Relationships is necessary here. Either an example is needed in 6.3.0.1, or an expanded and clearer differentiation in 6.3.0.2.2 is needed since is may be difficult to distinguish between components when there is no collective titles (i.e. 6.3.0.1.3). For the rare book community, “Issued With” is an easy concept to understand, this is not so true when recording components of an aggregate resource without a collective title. 

6.3.1.1.2 How does this scope of a Related Component differ from 6.3.0.1.3 or 6.3.0.2.2? Request clarification. 

6.4.0.2.2 This rule raised a red flag. As mentioned previously, how will this rule be practicable? How to decide which reproduction to record? All known reproductions? All reproductions owned by the cataloging institution?

6.5.0.1 Again, how will recording this information be practicable?  What is being recorded? Manifestation/Manifestation relationships or Manifestation/Expression relationships? What if the publisher issues five resources, each in different formats of the same work? Record all five?

6.6.2.2 At this point, the work in hand is no longer being described. These rules would be better suited for creation of authority files.

6.7.0.1.1 Same concern as with 6.6.2.2

6.7.2.1.2 Again, at this point the work in hand is no longer being described. This rule implies that two distinct resources should be cataloged together.

6.8.0.1.1 Same concern as with 6.7.2.1.2

6.8.1.2.1a.1 Although JSC notes that the examples in RDA need to be reviewed, we would like to point out that in this case, the “English ed. Of: Bulletin critique du livre francais” is a translation and thus a derivative work according to 6.6.2.1.2

6.10.2.1.2 Again, a later edition of a work issued under a different title is more appropriate placed in an authority file rather than a bibliographic record unless this rule is referring to serials.

6.11.0.2.1 

6.12.0.2.1

6.13.0.2.1: Are these rules optional? Mandatory? The rule appears mandatory; the conventions in 6.1.3-6.1.7 are optional. 

General Comments on Chapter 7

As transcription, relationships between manifestations and items, and full records are important to bring out elements of rare and specialized materials and resources, the Bib Standard Committee applauds the decision of the JSC to include provisions in RDA to record family names, relator terms, and added access points. 

Specific Comments on Chapter 7

7.1.2.1c.1 The main body of the rule is slightly ambiguous. If this rule is indeed about controlled access points, the rule and corresponding example should state:

The name of a person, family, or corporate body associated with the resource may be recorded as a controlled access point (see 7.1.3)



Melville, Herman, 1819-1891

Alternatively, expand on definition of “Controlled Access Points”.

7.2.1.3.1 If one family is responsible for creating the work but is not named in the resource being described, should a reference be made as to where a statement of responsibility can be found?

7.2.1.4.4 Again, realizing that the examples need to be reviewed, we would suggest omitting (or at least moving) the first example of the Catholic Church, as this follows immediately after the rule requesting catalogers to refer to 7.10 for religious works. Alternatively, move 7.2.1.4.3 and 7.2.1.4.4 below the examples to clarify the rule in 7.2.1.4.2

7.3 We feel it is a disservice to designate Additional access points for collaborators and contributors as an optional element. This is a change for the worse from 21.29-21.30.

Again, we understand that the examples need review but here a few that contain glaring errors:

7.2.2.2.1, second example:  primary access is given to Aaron, R.F.  The author is Henry Aaron and "Aaron, r.f." means "Aaron, right field."

7.2.2.4.1, fifth example: *The director's event : interviews with five American film makers.*  Shouldn't this be title main entry rather than giving the primary access point to the interviewer?

7.2.8.5.1b.1, second example: Main entry is given to "Jolson, Akst."  Whoever provided this example seems to be unaware that there were 3 composers for this song (Al Jolson, Harry Akst and Saul Chaplin), and not somebody named "Akst Jolson."
