DPC on changes to DCRM Area 4

Draft Rule with a Summary of Comments
--Jain Fletcher--
For the DCP involving “changes to the DCRM publication area to allow for the recording of place and name of manufacture as manufacture elements even when publication, distribution, etc. place and name elements are neither present on the item nor can be surmised”, the following section includes the draft rule, followed by a summary of the advice received. 
Suggested changed text to DCRM(B) (red font is used to indicate added text)
===========+===========+===========+===========+===========+===========+===========+===========+===========

4A6. Elements relating to publication, distribution, etc., vs. elements relating to manufacture

Consider the wording, layout, and typography of the publication itself when determining the most appropriate place to transcribe information relating to the publication, distribution, etc., area. Keep in mind that statements relating to printing will sometimes be more appropriately transcribed as elements of publication, distribution, etc., and sometimes as elements of manufacture.
 Consult the following instructions for guidance. 

4A6.1. Statements relating to publication, distribution, etc., only

If the publication bears only a statement relating to publication, distribution, etc., or multiple such statements, transcribe the statement(s) according to the instructions in 4B, 4C, and 4D.

Geneuae : Sumptibus Petri Chouët, 1651

Viennae : Impensis Joannis Pauli Kraus, bibliopolae Viennensis, 1768

New-York : Sold by D. Felt & Co. ; Boston : Published by Cha's Ellms, agent, [1835?]

4A6.2. Statements relating to manufacture only

4A6.2.1. If the publication bears only a statement relating to manufacture, or multiple such statements, generally assume the manufacturer(s) to also be functioning as publisher(s), distributor(s), etc. Transcribe the statement(s) according to the instructions in 4B, 4C, and 4D. Consider the words “place of publication” and “publisher” in those instructions to refer equally to the place of manufacture and name of manufacturer in such cases.

Moguntiae : In typographeio Ioannis Albini, anno 1602

Edmonton : Jas. E. Richards, government printer, 1907

Te Philadelphia : Gedrukt bij Hendrik Miller, in de Twede Straat, MDCCLXII [1762]

Albany : Printed by Websters and Skinners ; New-York : Stereotyped by G. Bruce, 1822

4A6.2.2. However, if the manufacturer is known or presumed not to be the publisher, distributor, etc., and the identity of the publisher, distributor, etc., can be determined or reasonably surmised, supply the name of the publisher, distributor, etc., in square brackets and transcribe the manufacturer statement as such according to the instructions in 4E, 4F, and 4G.
[Boston : New York & Erie Railroad Company, 1856] (Boston : Farwells & Forrest, steam job printers, 5 Lindall Street)
4A6.2.3. If the manufacturer is known not to be the publisher, distributor, etc., and some or all of the details about the publisher, distributor, etc., are unknown, transcribe the manufacturer statement as such according to the instructions in 4E, 4F, and 4G.

[Ontario? : s.n., 1907] (Edmonton : Jas. E. Richards, government printer)
[S.l. : s.n., 1822] (New-York : Stereotyped by G. Bruce)

4A6.2.4. In case of doubt about whether a named agency is a publisher or a manufacturer, treat it as a publisher.
===========+===========+===========+===========+===========+===========+===========+===========+===========

DISCUSSION
I would like to thank all respondents for bringing up such good points and making such a lively e-discussion out of this DPC!  ;-)  Looking at my own compiled list of responses (to which I added 4 subsequent responses), it seemed to me that there was agreement on a few things: 1) that making an allowance in the DCRM rules “for standalone manufacture information” (in Michelle Mascaro’s wording, which I liked a lot), is a good idea; 2) that “less is more” (as long as the result is useful); 3) that the 4A6 rules should be the location for all changes; 4) that adding to 4E, F and G is too big a change, and finally 5) that inserting the terminology “handpress period” into the actual rules is an idea better left unrealized.  I believe that my reconstruction of the changes should demonstrate that I am happy to agree with the majority opinion on these points, even if I may not have edited it in the ways that some people had advocated. 
For instance, some people had mentioned a preference for making 4A6.2 an all-in-one paragraph to cover both options, but I really believe that a clear statement needs to be made for each case (that is, manufacture info with pub statement and manufacture info without pub statement), using appropriate examples for each. Also, there was not much mention about the idea of adding the AACR2 “default decision” to cover for uncertainty about whether or not the person or firm named is publisher or manufacturer. However, some people did include it (tacitly) in their examples, while others did not include it at all, nor mention it. Again, I believe this is a worthwhile addition, so I have included it.

In general, the above draft is my offering for now, but there are just a few other smaller issues to resolve, then maybe a little more discussion (possibly just for fun?) about related matters that arose in the comments.

I liked how both Kate Moriarty and Linda Isaac formulated all my original suggested revisions into 4A6, (Linda’s was an alternative, if the decision was that the 4E, F, G changes were not going to be made). Furthermore, I liked Kate’s re-write of my wording (in the currently-numbered 4A6.2.3), so I took that.  Linda’s version was pretty similar to Kate’s, but she did not re-number each paragraph as Kate did. I am not really clear about the numbering protocols for the DCRMs, but I have taken Kate’s version on the belief that her numbering probably represents those protocols correctly.  I would welcome further advice on that issue.
Notice also that I took Manon’s addition of “presumed”, despite Erin’s and DJL’s thoughts about not including it. In this, I was swayed by Richard Noble’s exhortation for clarity in cataloging. All of us have trained neophyte catalogers and I think it is safe to say that Area 4 is one place where they need a lot of clear advice to help them in their future navigations through the myriad publisher and manufacture presentations they will see. For that reason, I do not think it hurts to bring out the obvious from time to time, even if it is the premise for the rules.
For this same reason, I have also thought a lot about Deborah’s assertion that, due to rule 4B12.2, there should be never be any instances of [S.l. : s.n.], because being given the place where the manufacturer worked should be reason enough to supply that as a conjecture for the location of the publisher. However, as someone who has taken note of the many instances where items have both publisher statements and manufacturer statements, I have observed that manufacturers often work in different cities, and sometimes even different states or provinces, depending on how close to the border the publisher is to the manufacturer. Not that I have done research on this, but my guess is that the rise of the Industrial Age made it economically feasible (or even desirable) to contract jobs to manufacturers in industrialized cities or areas, especially those along rail lines. Therefore, especially in the 19th century, I often have doubts about whether or not a publisher was located in the same town as the manufacturer. In fact, it is exactly for this reason that the [S.l. : s.n.] accommodation needs to be made; my feeling about how to treat this is much like Richard rule #1: “Do not mislead”; rather, let each “side” of the publisher statement speak for itself. 
So, on that note, I looked again at the rule that Kate had mentioned as not quite fitting (the one dated 1907) and I found it to be sort of a perfect example of what both Deborah and I are talking about.  In that case, the government is the publisher, but the printer identification is probably most commonly used to identify that fact. Still, taken to its strictest form, it should perhaps be handled the way I have shown it in my first example for 4A6.2.3, according to our rules, despite long-term acceptance of the treatment as government printers somehow representing the government. (I don’t actually know anything about the seat of government for Ontario, so this is just my stab for the current purpose, using the province as the location; someone who knows in which city the government is located would add that location in brackets in the place element).  On the other hand, the next example in 4A6.2.3 was cobbled from the 4th example in rule 4A6.2.1--which itself seems to be a little unclear as to location(s)--again for the purpose of giving an example for that situation.  In both cases, better examples should probably be found.
� The roles of publishers, printers, and booksellers were not clearly delimited in the hand-press period. Statements relating to printing frequently appear prominently on early printed materials, reflecting the tendency of printers to function as more than solely manufacturers. As the book trade industry became increasingly specialized over time, however, the role of the publisher gradually assumed greater importance, while the roles of manufacturer and distributor came to be subordinate.
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