UCLA
UCLA Previously Published Works

Title
What is a Work? Part 1, The User and the Objects of the Catalog.

Permalink
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/2d07plz]|

Journal
Cataloging & Classification Quarterly, 19(1)

Author
Yee, Martha M

Publication Date
1994

Peer reviewed

eScholarship.org Powered by the California Diqital Library

University of California


https://escholarship.org/uc/item/2d07p1z1
https://escholarship.org
http://www.cdlib.org/

Martha M. Yee
August 1993 draft

WHAT IS A WORK?: PART 1, THE USER AND THE OBJECTS OF THE CATALOG

A. Introduction

Present day Anglo-American cataloging practice, arguably with some exceptions,
requires that two editions of the same work be given the same main entry heading and that a
new record be made for each different manifestation of a work. The second object of the
catalog suggests that the catalog user should be shown all the works of an author and all the
editions of a work. Yet a definition of work has never been included in the glossary of any
Anglo-American code. This is the first in a series of articles that explore the concept of
work and attempt to construct a definition of the term based on Anglo-American cataloging
theory and practice.

The exploration begins with a consideration of the objects of the catalog, their
history, and the evidence that bears on the question of whether or not the second object
serves the library user; in other words, the question of the degree to which the user needs
access to the work, as opposed to a particular edition of the work.

There is another reason for considering the objects of the catalog first. In the next
article in the series, main entry practice will be studied in order to reveal the acting concept
of work at various stages in the development of Anglo-American cataloging rules. In
extrapolating concepts of work from rules for choice of main entry, it is necessary to be
aware of the context within which the rules were meant to operate, i.e. whether they were

designed for book catalogs or card catalogs. It is also necessary to be aware of the state of



cataloging theory at the time, i.e. whether the main entry was conceived of as a single
heading, either the author or the title if the work is entered under title, or whether instead it
was conceived of as an author-title or title citation form for a work. Therefore, in order to
arrive at a definition of work, it will be helpful to begin with a historical and theoretical
examination of the objects of the catalog, the concept of finding list, and main entry practice
in book and card catalogs.

In the second article in the series, actual cataloging practice will be examined, with
special attention to rules for determining when changes in text or substance or in
representation of a work caused the creation of a new work. Finally, in the third article, we
will look at what cataloging theorists have had to say about the concept of work, and

attempt to produce a definition.

B. Objects of the catalog and means of implementing them.

Cutter was the first to state the objects of the catalog and discuss techniques for
implementing them. In doing so, however, he was making explicit what had been implicit
in previous codes of cataloging rules and previous practice in catalogs. A number of writers
have investigated and written about Anglo-American cataloging practice prior to Cutter, and
the following account relies on secondary sources rather than on examination of the catalogs
themselves.' Cataloging rules (Bodleian, Panizzi and Jewett) have also been examined.

In the following analysis we will be primarily interested in what was to become the
second object of the catalog, the gathering together of the works of an author and the
editions of a work. The beginnings of the Anglo-American cataloging tradition are
probably most conveniently traced to the Bodleian catalogs of the 17th century. As Frost
points out, the first Bodleian catalogs (1602, 1603-4 and 1605) were primarily arranged by

subject or what we would today term discipline, then by book size, and only then by author.



The 1620 catalog was the first to use author as the primary arrangement. This might then
be considered to be the first Anglo-American catalog to gather together the works of an
author. The 1674 catalog contained in its preface what are generally considered to be the
first set of cataloging rules in the Anglo-American tradition. These rules were to influence
practice in British and American libraries for several centuries.” Explicit in the rules is the
fact that all the works of an author are entered under a single form of name for the author.
Implicit in practice, Frost demonstrates, is the fact that all editions of a particular work with
an author are gathered together under the author's name, as well, regardless of changes in
titles; the subgrouping of the editions of a work based on language and publication date is
evident in the 1674 catalog and becomes even more elaborate in the 1738 catalog. There is
apparently no evidence, however, that the same attempt to gather together the editions of a
work entered under title was made. It is important to observe that the Bodleian catalogs
were book catalogs, and that the gathering function was carried out not by means of the
assignment of alphabetically identical headings, but by placement on the page, determined

by the catalog editor.

Panizzi's 91 rules continued to call for displaying together all the works of an
author, although, as Lubetzky and Verona point out, in the case of pseudonymous or
anonymous works with known authors, this principle was not followed consistently,
probably because of the difficulties of revising portions of a book catalog already printed on
the basis of information discovered later.> Panizzi's 91 rules included rules for arrangement
which made explicit the gathering together of all editions of a work with an author,
regardless of changes in titles. In addition, the rules for gathering together the editions of
the Bible under a uniform title represent the beginning of the recognition of the need to
gather together works entered under title when the title changes.

Jewett's rules went further than Panizzi's in gathering together the works of an



author, since pseudonymous and anonymous works are entered under author if any edition
of the work has been published under the name of the author. In keeping Panizzi's rules for
arrangement, Jewett's rules continued Panizzi's approach to gathering together the editions
of a work entered under author. It must be remembered that his stereotyped plates were
meant to be used in the production of book catalogs, so while arrangement based on
headings rigidly alphabetical enough to guarantee a particular filing order was envisioned at
several points in his rules, he apparently did not foresee a need to go beyond the author
heading in this.* In rule XXIII, Jewett called for the entry of the translation of a work
entered under title under its original title, thus extending considerably Panizzi's rules for
gathering together the editions of a work entered under title.

Cutter was the first to make the objects of the catalog explicit and to discuss specific

ways to carry them out. The objects according to Cutter are quoted below:

OBJECTS
1. To enable a person to find a book of which either
(A) the author }
(B) the title } is known.
(C) the subject }
2. To show what the library has
(D) by a given author

(E) on a given subject
(F) in a given kind of literature.
3. To assist in the choice of a book
(G) as to its edition (bibliographically).
(H) as to its character (literary or topical).

MEANS
1. Author-entry with the necessary references (for A and D).
2. Title-entry or title reference (for B).
3. Subject-entry, cross references, and classed subject-table (for
Cand E).
4. Form-entry (for F).
5. Giving edition and imprint, with notes when necessary (for G).
6. Notes (for H).5



We will not be concerned here with C, E, F and H. Note how in Cutter's version of the
objects only collocation of the works of an author is explicit, not the collocation of all the
editions of a work. He states that the means for assisting in the choice of a book as to its
edition are the edition statement, the imprint and the notes, rather than referring to the need
to ensure that all the editions of a work are displayed together to facilitate the user's choice
among them. In fact, however, Cutter's rules followed Jewett's in bringing together all
editions of a work, whether entered under author or title, regardless of title changes.

The rules published by the Library Association of the United Kingdom in 1881 and
1883 should perhaps be mentioned here, since they extended Panizzi's rules for the Bible to
cover other sacred works for the first time.

The first true Anglo-American code, the 1908 rules, while heavily influenced by
Cutter, left out the objects of the catalog, dropped the rules for arrangement that since the
time of Panizzi had called for the gathering and careful organization of all the editions of a
work entered under author, and dropped the rules for entering translations of modern
anonymous works under their original titles, although the uniform titles for sacred works
were retained, and rules for uniform titles for anonymous classics were added. Henceforth,
separately published filing rules would contain the guidelines for the arrangement of works
entered under author and each library was free to determine its own filing rules. The card
catalog, with its separate records and constantly growing size, with its arrangement
dependent on rigidly alphabetical headings for the guidance of filers who might not be
catalogers, had arrived on the scene. For the next fifty years, Anglo-American codes
remained similar to the 1908 rules in this regard. The Library of Congress in its own filing
rules recorded methods for elaborate organization of the works of a single author such that
the editions of a work filed together regardless of title chalnges,6 but this arrangement was
not determined by headings distributed on printed cards, so other libraries could not benefit

from it.



In the middle 1950's, Lubetzky began work on a number of drafts of his Code of

cataloging rules which proposed a return to Jewett's and Cutter's collocation of all the

editions of a work, whether entered under author or title; now, however, instead of
embodying this collocation in rules for arrangement suitable for a book catalog, he
suggested the extension of the use of uniform titles to all works which had been published
in manifestations with different titles. In effect, this was a proposal to move from a concept
of main entry as the author heading for a work entered under author, to a concept of main
entry as the author and title heading for a work entered under author, as well as the more
familiar use of uniform titles for some works, at least, entered under title. This new
approach would have been more suitable for ensuring that editions of a work would be
gathered together in card catalogs produced by the filing of cards created by cooperative
cataloging in libraries all over the country, especially by the Library of Congress.

Lubetzky also revived Cutter's objects of the catalog. Lubetzky's objects no longer
dealt with the subject catalog or with form access. He simplified Cutter's objects to the

point that only two objects were necessary. In their final published form, these were:

Objectives:
The objectives which the catalog is to serve are two:

First, to facilitate the location of a particular publication,
i.e., of a particular edition of a work, which is in the

library.

Second, to relate and display together the editions which a
library has of a given work and the works which it has
of a given author.”

Here, for the first time, the collocation of all the editions of the work is made explicit. In
the two drafts previous to the published 1960 draft, those of 1956 and 1958, the first object
was different in a significant way: instead of referring to a particular edition of a work, it
referred to a particular work.® The phrasing of Lubetzky's second objective in terms of "the

editions of a given work" has led a number of cataloging theorists to question how often



users are seeking all the editions of a work.” In fact, however, the main purpose of this

objective was to aid the seeker of a particular work in the choice of edition or manifestation,

if more than one were available, or to aid the seeker of a particular work to find any

available

manifestation.'” Perhaps the phrase a particular work used in his earlier drafts could have

conveyed this intent more clearly if transposed from the first objective to the second.

Another significant aspect to Lubetzky's version of the objects of the catalog is the
combination in a single object of the collocation of the editions of a work, and the
collocation of the works of an author. For Lubetzky, conditions of authorship are the
primary organizing factor in the library catalog. Main entry under author serves the dual
function of gathering together the works of an author and of gathering together the editions
of those works. However, main entry based on authorship can cause the separation under
two different author main entries of two manifestations of what many might consider the
same work. This will be discussed further later in the third in this series of articles.

Verona speaks of three cataloging objectives, breaking Lubetzky's second objective
into two parts. In the annotated edition of the International Conference on Cataloguing
Principles, Verona points out that the fact that the works of an author can be found does not
necessarily imply that the editions of a particular work can also be found, since it does not
apply to works entered under title, nor does it necessarily mean that in the sub-arrangement
under the author's name, all editions of the same work are brought together.'" For clarity of
thought, it is perhaps preferable to consider these three different objectives.

The objects of the catalog were adopted by the International Conference on

Cataloguing Principles in Paris in 1961 in the following form:



2. Functions of the catalogue
The catalogue should be an efficient instrument for ascertaining
2.1 whether the library contains a particular book speci-
fied by
(a) its author and title, or
(b) if the author is not named in the book, its
title alone, or
(c) if the author and title are inappropriate or
insufficient for identification, a suitable
substitute for the title; and
22 (a) which works by a particular author and
(b) which editions of a particular work are in the
library."?

The use in this version of the first objective of the term particular book was perhaps

unfortunate, since not everyone has grasped the distinction Lubetzky made between the

book and the work. It is possible that substitution for the phrase particular book of either

particular edition or particular manifestation might have prevented the misunderstanding on

the part of a number of prominent catalogers whose equation of a known item search with a
search which could be served by a catalog which meets only the first object is described
below. The version of the objects of the catalog adopted by the ICCP is the version most
readily available to writers in our field, as well as the version which has actually been
adopted as an international standard.

Although the adoption of the objects by the ICCP made them an international
standard, AACR1 and AACR2, so ready to adopt other international standards, did not
adopt them. Thus the objects of the catalog have never been formally incorporated in any
Anglo-American code. AACRI, heavily influenced by Lubetzky's work in other ways, did
not adopt his approach to the collocation of all the editions of a work. A chapter on uniform
titles was included, but their use was optional and

in practice their use was largely restricted to works of voluminous authors, anonymous



classics and sacred books. AACR?2 follows AACRI1 in this respect.
C. The concept of finding list.
Several writers, Koel and Hall and Seal, describe a catalog which meets only the

first object, that of allowing the user to find a particular manifestation of a work, as a

finding list or finding tool."* The term is not very descriptive; as Edward Edwards wrote as

far back as 1859, "In one sense, indeed, all catalogues must be “finding' catalogues or they
are worthless."'* An examination of how this term has been used historically will help to
clarify several possible meanings it has had, and thus, perhaps, contribute to clearer and
more accurate use of the term in the future.  The term was apparently first used during the
sessions concerning the British Museum catalog which were part of the hearings of the
Royal Commission investigating the management of the British Museum, held from 1847 to
1849. Users of the British Museum, who desired a catalog of the collection in a much
shorter period of time than Panizzi planned to take to construct a "full and accurate catalog,"
urged that instead a "finding catalog" be constructed. Examination of the testimony of
Panizzi's opponents reveals that they perceived such a catalog primarily in terms of "short
title" records, or records with abbreviated titles and fewer descriptive elements than Panizzi
was proposing. In modern day terms, this discussion pertained to levels of description.
Panizzi's tactic in opposing the advocates of a finding catalog was to invite one of them,
Collier, to produce some of the cataloging he was claiming could be so quickly done;
Panizzi then analyzed Collier's cataloging and pointed out some major problems with it in
the context of a collection as large as that of the British Museum. Some of the problems
Panizzi described arose from the fact that Collier was cataloging from the title page of a
single item without consideration for the fact that the item was a particular manifestation of

a particular work by a particular author, other editions and works of which existed in the



BM collections with different forms of name and title on their title pages.15

Level of description is quite a distinct concept from the concept of gathering
together the works of an author and the editions of a work by means of choice of main entry
and authority work. A quite abbreviated description could be organized by means of a
normalized author main entry and a uniform title into a catalog which meets the second
objective perfectly. A description full and accurate to the nth degree could be scattered to
the winds by means of a unit entry approach to the organization of the catalog. However,
from Panizzi's time to this, these two concepts of the term finding list, that of abbreviated
description, and that of item-based rather than work-based description, have remained
intertwined and I would assert have clouded our thinking on two important issues, that of
how full a description is necessary, and that of how the catalog should be organized,
regardless of the fullness of description practiced. As evidence that we are still using two

different meanings for the term finding list, compare the following two quotations:
As finding lists, most catalogs could well suffice if they displayed
records with minimal-level description and a limited number of
access points per record. On the other hand, as reference tools
it could be desirable, and perhaps necessary, to enrich the catalog
record with fuller bibliographic descriptions and a greater number
of access points than is customary at present.16

Listing all works by a given author under a uniform heading incon-
veniences those who use the catalog as a finding tool, i.e. for
known item searches, when the uniform heading differs from the
author's name or form of name appearing in the items themselves.'’

Williamson adds yet a third meaning to the concept of finding list, that of a catalog with
fewer access points per record than the records in a reference or bibliographic tool. Again,
this is quite a different issue from that of how the catalog should be organized or how full
the description should be. Single entry records, if the single entry consists of the preferred

form of an author's name and a uniform title, can create a catalog which meets the second

10



objective perfectly; with the addition of cross references, the first objective can be met as
well. Lubetzky once pointed out that such a catalog might in fact be preferable to a catalog
with multiple access points, since the former guarantees that the user is shown everything
the library has which might be of interest or substitutable for or preferable to what he or she
is seeking, whereas in a catalog with multiple access points, the user looking at an added
entry can easily miss items of interest found only at the main entry.'"® These single entry
records could have quite full descriptions or quite abbreviated descriptions without affecting
the organization of the catalog.

Since the term finding list has been used for such different concepts, the best
solution to this problem of inaccurate professional terminology may be to dispense with the
term altogether, and indicate more specifically which issue is being discussed: the issue of
fullness of description, the issue of how to organize the catalog, or the issue of how many
access points to provide. If the term is used, however, an argument could be made that
through its use by our leading cataloging theorists, its meaning has come to be that of a
catalog which bases its cataloging on describing an item in hand, disregarding the fact that it
may be a manifestation of a work known under other titles, by an author known by other
names, and that of a catalog which carries out only the first objective of the catalog, but not
the second, failing therefore to display to the user the works of an author and the editions of
a work. This is the sense in which the term has been used by Pettee, Lubetzky, Verona and

Malinconico. "

D. Use of the first and second objects of the catalog
No catalog use study heretofore has attempted to study the relative value to catalog

users of the first and second objects of the catalog. However, over the years, cataloging

theorists have postulated the ways in which these objects serve catalog users, and these are

11



summarized below. If these observations about users are true, users do indeed benefit from
the second object.

First, a number of cataloging theorists have suggested that most known-item
searchers are looking for a work, not a particular edition of a work.”’ Most users can use
any edition of a work.?' The user doesn't tend to know ahead of time that there are several
different editions of the work sought.”* Even if the user is aware of the fact there are several
editions, he or she may not be aware of the differences between editions that might affect
access.”> Even the user aware of multiple editions may not realize that a new edition has
just come out; the latest edition of a scientific text or a new and particularly reliable text of a
work of belle lettres may actually be preferable to a sought edition.”* A user looking for a
particular edition may have an inaccurate citation for the particular edition sought.”> A user
looking for a particular edition not in the library might be able to use another that is.*®
Works contained within other works and analyzed only by means of a name-title added
entry, and related works, such as works about the work sought, can be found in only one
place in the catalog--the main entry created in the course of fulfilling the second objective.
Users who benefit from serendipity benefit from the second objective.27

Several examples might serve to make these observations more concrete. Consider

a request that might easily be encountered at the reference desk in a medical library. A user

asks to see the latest edition of Guyton's Basic Human Physiology. At first glance, this
known item search is for a particular edition of a work, but a closer look is warranted. If

one does an author search, the following will be seen:
Guyton, Arthur Clifton, 1919-
Basic human physiology : normal function and
mechanisms of disease ...

Guyton, Arthur Clifton, 1919-

Basic human physiology : normal function and
mechanisms of disease / Arthur C. Guyton. --
2d ed. -- Philadelphia : Saunders, 1977. ...

12



Guyton, Arthur Clifton, 1919-
Function of the human body ...

Guyton, Arthur Clifton, 1919-
Function of the human body / Arthur C. Guyton. --
3ded. ...

Guyton, Arthur Clifton, 1919-
Function of the human body / Arthur C. Guyton. --
4thed. ...

Guyton, Arthur Clifton, 1919-

Human physiology and mechanisms of disease /
Arthur C. Guyton. -- 3rd ed. -- Philadelphia :
W.B. Saunders, 1982.

x, 709 p. :1ll. ; 28 cm.

Rev. ed. of: Basic human physiology. 2nd ed.
1977.

If one did a name title search using the title word basic, or if one looked only at the records
in the display under author beginning with the word basic, one might conclude that the
latest edition of the work sought came out in 1977. However, if one searched the entire file

under the author (i.e. the main entry), reading each record down through the note level, one

would find that a third edition came out in 1982 under the title Human physiology and

mechanisms of disease. Remember, the user has no way of knowing that the third edition

has changed title. Only the user with special knowledge of the power of the main entry can
be sure he or she has found the latest edition. Nevertheless, to the degree that the second
objective has been implemented in existing catalogs, the capability is there of finding all the
editions of a work without having to know exactly what each title page looked like. The
user in search of this work by Guyton would be best served, however, by a catalog which
displayed all the editions of a work together in response to any search for a particular
edition, even though this user is in fact seeking a particular edition of a work (the latest).

Now consider another example. A user comes into the library looking for a book

13



called Lords of the levee. The library does not have an edition of the work under that title,

but it does have the same work under the title Bosses in lusty Chicago, which, in addition,

has an introduction by Paul Douglas. If the library's catalog, whether manual or on-line, is a
mere finding list, it will tell the user that the library does not own the item he seeks, and that

she will have to pursue her search elsewhere. If the library's catalog is a bibliographic tool,

it will tell the user that the library does in fact have the work she is seeking, but in another
edition with a different title.

It can be seen that in both these examples, the powerful key-word searching
capability offered by on-line systems does not solve the problem. Key-words retrieve all
editions of a work only if the key-words chosen for searching happen to be present on the
title pages of all editions of the work, spelled and formatted in exactly the same way. Titles
and editors are subject to change, and it would be folly to expect the user who seeks the
latest edition of a work, or any available edition, to know about these changes; nor can we

expect public service librarians to know about them.

E. User studies: known item searches

A number of user studies have claimed to study the frequency with which users seek
known items. The data on frequency of known item searches has then been used to argue
that users need only the first objective. For example, Ake Koel writes, "Hafter points out
that all major [catalog user] studies, with very few exceptions, agree that known item
searches account for 60 to 85 percent of catalog use in academic libraries. . . . These and
other findings suggest that a catalog designed to be primarily a finding tool would satisfy
the needs of the majority."28 Hall and Seal state in their study of the use of a short entry
catalog that "the overwhelming proportion of catalogue use (77%) was to see whether the

library had a book and where it was located--thus the catalogue was used largely as a

14



finding list."*’

If we examine the definition of known item used in the user studies referred to
above, we will find that the studies did not differentiate between users who would benefit
from the first objective, that is users who are only interested in a particular edition of a
work, and who have an exact citation to it, from users who would benefit from the second
objective. Lipetz defines known item as "a search for the purpose of borrowing a specific

130

known document,"”” and later states, "in a document search (often called a known item

search) the catalog user is aware of the existence of some particular book or publication that

he wants to locate.""

Tagliacozzo et al. state: "A known-item search is one in which the
searcher is trying to locate the catalogue card of a particular work (book, journal, thesis,
dictionary or other kind of catalogued material)"; this entity is later referred to in the same

paragraph as document and item.”> In another article by the same writers, known item

searches are defined as "searches for a particular item (book or other document) which is
known to exist (although not necessarily in the library where the search takes place) and on

"33 Simmons offers no

which the searcher has such information as author and title.
definition, but utilizes the category of searches for a "specific publication."** Krikelas, in
his survey of catalog use studies, states that "known item searches are defined as approaches
based on information that a specific document exists and that a clue about the author, title,
editor, etc., is possessed by the user.">> An examination of the way the data was actually
gathered in these studies shows that the user counted as one who is looking for a known
item is one who has a written or oral citation to a particular author and title.

It can be seen that in defining known item and using the term to categorize user

requests, no awareness has been shown of the distinction between book and work drawn by

Seymour Lubetzky:
The book is actually only one particular edition, or
representation of the work embodied in it--which may be
found in the library in various editions of special

15



interest (as first, latest, well edited, illustrated),

in various translations, in various media (as books,

tapes, discs), and sometimes, in addition, under different

titles or different names of the author.*
Thus, results of studies of the frequency of known item searches cannot be used to
demonstrate how frequently users would benefit from the carrying out of the second

objective and the display of the work, as opposed to just the first objective, or just the

display of the specific edition of the work that happens to match the user's search.

F. Research on frequency with which special measures are needed to collocate editions of a

work

How frequently do relationships exist between works and editions of works such
that choice of a main entry or some other special technique would be required to
demonstrate the relationship to the user? Only one study seems to have addressed this
question. It was carried out in 1979 by Elizabeth Tate.”” She found that 12.3% of the 1344
randomly selected works examined "either had or might someday require the assembling of
a literary unit," and of these, 32% required a choice of main entry; 1% of the works
examined had occasioned secondary entries (that is, were works related to other works, or
had had works written about them). Her criteria for determining which works fall into
which categories are not completely clear from the written description of her study;
nevertheless, her research is an admirable attempt to address the problem of the frequency
with which special measures must be taken in order to carry out the second objective. A
correlative study might examine the frequency with which titles and choice of entry change
between editions of works which exist in more than one edition.

In evaluating all such findings, it would be wise to bear in mind that while it is

known that the most common case is for an author to write only a single work, and for a

16



work to exist in only a single edition, it is highly likely that it is the prolific author and the
multiple edition work that is most sought by users. This is just common sense. Publishers

continue to publish authors and works that sell because the public is interested in them.

G. Summary

The objects of the catalog, adopted internationally in 1961, assume that it is useful
to display to users all the editions of a sought work, in order to enable the user to choose the
best edition for his or her needs. No user study has ever divided so-called known item
searchers into two groups: 1) those who benefit from the first objective alone; and 2) those
who benefit from the second objective. Logic and common sense lead one to suspect that
most users benefit from the second objective, and that multiple-edition works by prolific
authors, those requiring the most cataloger effort to achieve collocation, are probably also

the most frequently sought works.
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