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Integration of Nonbook Materials in AACR2

Martha M. Yee

ABSTRACT. The method of integrating rules for nonbook materials
with those for print materials in AACR2 is examined to see how well
nonbook materials are handled and whether the treatment of print materi-
als is affected. Both choice of entry rules and rules for description are ex-
amined to see whether their provisions are in accordance with the needs
of users of these materials, and/or the pattcrns of publication and identifi-
cation of these matcrials. Areas needing further research are identified.

The Joint Steering Committee for Revision of AACR took as two of
its guidelines in 1974 “commitment to the principle of standardization in
the bibliographic description of all types of materials™ and “determina-
tion of the treatment of nonbook materials primarily from a considera-
tion of the published cataloguing rules of the Canadian Library Associa-
tion, the Library Association, and the Association for Educational
Communications and Technology; and of the ALA revision of chapter
12 of the 1967 text.” The method employed in the published code for
the treatment of nonbook materials is: 1) the provision of separate chap-
ters of rules of description for different media, all designed to create de-
scriptions with the same elements in the same order in accordance with
the ISBD(G) structure, and 2) the provision of a set of general rules for
“headings, uniform titles and references,” including rules for “choice of
access points,” which “apply to all library materials.’”

This paper proposes to examine this method of integrating the rules
for nonbook materials with the rules for print materials with two basic
questions in view: 1) How well are the conditions that arise among
nonbook materials dealt with by a code which takes this approach? 2)
How has this method of integration affected the code as a whole and its
treatment of print materials? In the process, a number of suggestions
will be made for further research to help us answer these questions.

Contrary to the order dictated by AACR2, questions of entry will be
considered before questions of description, since in discussing the latter,
it will be necessary to refer back to questions raised in the discussion of
the former. In considering entry, the discussion will be limited to choice
of entry. Nonbook materials raise many interesting questions about form
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2 CATALOGING & CLASSIFICATION QUARTERLY

of name and form of uniform titles, but they must be left outside the
scope of this paper to keep it within manageable limits.

Since AACR?2 does not clearly state the basic principles from which
its Tules are derived, the extrapolation of principles from the rules as
written will be attempted in the following discussion, following the ex-
ample set by several previous writers (Richmond and Simonton).** By
principles are meant fundamental rules which are particularized by the
specific rules in a code, and which can be referred to when thc more
specific rules fail to address a particular case.

AACR2 has rules to deal with the following types of materials:

books, pamphlets and printed sheets
cartographic materials

. manuscripts

music

sound recordings

motion pictures and videorecordings
graphic materials

machine readable data files
3-dimensional artefacts and realia
microforms

serials

—~ OV NN -

—

This paper will consider mainly the non-textual materials, or the materi-
als not created using the written word predominantly, that is, 2, 4, 5, 6,
7, and 9, although microforms in their capacity as reproductions will be
discussed briefly. A person with expert knowledge of all these materials
would be rare indeed, and the writer cannot claim to be such a person. I
have had more experience with some than with others. 1 will attempt to
raise issucs pertinent to all or many of these materials in the hopes that
those with more expertise than I in any particular area will be inspired to
enlighten us all with more detailed discussions of these issues as they
apply to their particular materials.

In the general introduction to AACR2, it is stated that the rules ““are
not specifically intended for specialist and archival libraries, but it is
recommended that such libraries use the rules as the basis of their
cataloguing and augment their provisions as necessary.” The recom-
mendation is, in effect, that such libraries use AACR2 rules for descrip-
tion and access, and make more notes and added entries if necessary, or
specify in a more detailed way what should be put in various areas of
the description. This paper will be examining the elements and order of
the elements called for in the description by AACR2, and the rules for
choice of entry. Although choice of a main entry is now optional, adop-
tion of the complete code as written would require a specialist or archi-
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4 CATALOGING & CLASSIFICATION QUARTERLY

it can be seen by looking at reference tools devoted exclusively to vari-
ous kinds of nonbook materials that there are other traditions of entry.
For example, I know of no film reference tools (other than catalogs
based on AACR revised Chapter 12) which provide primary access un-
der anything other than title.

I hope it is clear that in the foregoing I am raising questions about the
value of the principle of authorship in the entry of nonbook materials,
but not about the value of displaying the work unit to the user, which I
take to be the function of the main entry heading in the Anglo-American
cataloging tradition; nor am I questioning the value of gathering together
the works of authors who work in nonprint media.

While we are considering the principle of authorship as applied to
nonbook materials, it is worth examining the kinds of authorship often
found in these materials, and how these conditions have been analyzed
and handled by AACR2.

The non-textual materials covered in this paper (see above) have
strong visual and aural components which are frequently non-verbal.
Their creation usually involves carrying out multiple functions, and
these functions may be carried out by different people and corporate
bodies. Thus, the making of a map may involve the gathering of data by
one person or group of persons and the encapsulation of the data in map

form by another or others; one person or group may be responsible for
the geographic aspect of a map, and another for the subject aspect. The
making of a slide set may involve the taking of photographs, the com-
piling of appropriate pictures, the writing of an accompanying text, the
writing or performing of accompanying music, etc. Visual materials can
involve the maker of a picture, and the subject of a picture, which may
itself be the intellectual or artistic work of another or others. Films, for
example, are the products of the art of photography, and can be used to
display all the other arts, including dance, music, drama, sculpture,
etc., or they can display a person presenting his or her intellectual work
in any subject area. Sound recordings, motion pictures and videorecord-
ings frequently display the performance by one person or persons of the
work of another or others. Traditional cataloging codes dealt predomi-
nantly with the monograph, originally a text written by a single person,
and still usually a text created by the exercise of a single function, that
of writing. Thus traditionally authorship has consisted to a large degree
of the creation of or the taking of responsibility for that single function.
When one considers the number of functions that are performed in
creating nonbook materials, it can be seen that it is no easy matter to in-
tegrate rules to deal with these complex forms of authorship into a code
originally designed to deal with authorship of monographs.
AACR?2 recognizes three kinds of works of multiple authorship: 1)
works of sharcd responsibility, 2) collections and works produced under
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of works by different persons (21.23C). Thus, the work units under a
performer-author’s name will be complete only if he is an author in the
first sense, that is, when he performs and improvises. Apparently im-
provisation here is considered to be a substantial enough change to the
nature and content of the original work that it becomes a new work. One
might ask, though, is not the true authorship function here improvisation
rather than performance? Performance is essentially a condition of
mixed authorship—the performer performs something created by some-
one else; if he created it himself, he is an author by virtue of that alone.

AACR?2 does not provide us with an example of a film or videorc-
cording which has a performer as its author. Presumably performance
would have to go beyond mere performance here as well, but how far
beyond? If a performer in a film ad libs his lines, would he qualify for
main entry? What of the photographer(s) who created the film footage?
Or is this a way of dealing with cases in which a film or videorecording
serves mainly as a recording medium and the intellectual or artistic con-
tent of the work is the responsibility of the person displaying intellectual
or artistic work before the camera? (An example would be a videore-
cording of a lecturer in which the videorecording apparatus has been set
up on a table and left to run throughout the lecture, with no camera
movement or editing to introduce other intellectual or artistic functions
into the creation of the work.)

All of these questions arise because the condition of mixed authorship
inherent in audiovisual materials has not yet been adequately analyzed
in AACR2 to provide rules to deal with the variety of permutations of
various authorship functions to be found in these materials. Whether it
is even possible to do this is another question, but if we are determined
to base choice of entry of nonbook materials on conditions of author-
ship, we must face up to the problem.

It can be seen that the manner in which nonbook materials are treated
in AACR?2 necessitates a careful re-examination of our definition of au-
thorship as well. What kinds of functions can, if carried out, create a
work, and what kinds of functions are necessarily subsidiary ones? Is it
not the case that the same function can be primary in one work and sub-
sidiary in another? Is there any way to devise criteria to allow catalogers
to make such judgments? Is it worth doing the work necessary to ana-
lyze these conditions of authorship for materials for which primary entry
based on authorship may not correspond to the way users approach these
works? Is it possible to analyze these conditions to produce author
entries which are consistent and predictable, so that users can learn to
look where we have put the primary entry or work unit? Is there any
hope for assembling complete work units for all the works of an author

under that author’s name, if the author works in a nonbook medium
where mixed authorship is so prevalent?
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his or her name, no matter what the medium of the works. However, if
the rules for entry of monographs do not work to collocate the works of
an author in another medium, this would provide another argument for
separate rules. For example, a film of Hans Selye speaking on stress
would most likely be entered under title according to AACR2, while his
monographic works are entered under him. I[n this case, it could be ar-
gued that an integrated code works against an integrated catalog. (I am
indebted to Elizabeth Baughman for helping me to identify the argu-
ments in this paragraph.)

AACR? asserts, in 21.23C, that a collection of musical works by dif-
ferent composers 1s the work of the performer, yet a collection of works
by the same composer is the work of the composer. What kind of a defi-
nition of work would cover the concept of work underlying these rules?

With maps, we have the problem of a previously published map be-
ing republished as a base map with a new thematic overlay. Is this an
adaptation?

In AACR2, a reproduction of an art work is treated sometimes as a
new work, e.g., a lithograph of a painting, and sometimes as an edition
of the original. e.g., a photograph of a painting. I have dealt with the
problem of photography as authorship above, but obviously the issue
also has to do with the question what is a work and what is an edition of
a work.

In works of mixed authorship, since different functions can be per-
formed by different people, it is sometimes possible for the work of one
person to be extracted from the work as a whole and published sepa-
rately. This is very common with films. For example, the screenplay of
a film may be published as a monograph, or the sound track of a film
may be published as a sound recording. Thus, the sound track of Man-

hattan, all music by George Gershwin, becomes in AACR2 a work by
Gershwin entitled Manhattan. In a way, this is not a new problem. For
example, we have a specific rule, 21.11B, for illustrations published
separately from the work illustrated, and, in truth, it is questionable
whether a separate rule is needed, since rule 21.4A, the general rule for
works of single personal authorship, would give the same result. Under-
lying this approach is the principle that when a conflict arises between
the work principle and the authorship principle, the latter is predomi-
nant. Another way of putting this is that when a part of a work of mixed
authorship, consisting of the work of the performer of one of the mixed
functions is published separately, it becomes a new work.

C. Title Page Representation

The rules for entry of monographs of multiple and mixed authorship
have relied heavily in the past on the criteria of title page representation,
e.g., whether on the title page one author’s name is the first of two or

9
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the corpus of works to be entered according to these rules, and examine
some of the ways these changes affect the structure and logic of the
code as a whole. We have discussed above the inclusion of performance
as a kind of authorship, and the way in which the inclusion of a function
which is inherently a function of mixed authorship introduces a degree
of inconsistency and lack of clarity in the definition of authorship in
AACR2. The fact that this kind of authorship is limited to sound record-
ings, films and videorecordings in the definition is in conflict with the
general statement a few pages earlier that “the rules in Part I apply to
all library materials irrespective of the medium in which they are pub-
lished.”" In fact, the same point can be made about the inclusion of
sound recordings, films and videorecordings (and recently, by revision,
maps) as types in 21.1B2, and the inclusion of rules entitled “Art
works,” “Musical works,” and “Sound recordings” in the rules for
mixed responsibility. Isn’t this a rather significant intrusion of rules for
types of publications in a code which purports to be the second edition
of the first code to base entry (of monographs only, of course) on the
analysis of conditions of authorship rather than types of publication? If
it is argued that sound recordings as a group exhibit unique conditions
of authorship, why not rules for maps, films, etc., as exhibiting unique
conditions of authorship?

The problems in applying the rules for multiple authorship to non-
book materials have been discussed above, but the fact that many works
of mixed responsibility must be entered according to rules for shared re-
sponsibility is another example of impaired logic in the code due to the
indigestibility of these materials. The division of the rules for mixed re-
sponsibility into rules for “works that are modifications of other works”
and rules for “mixed responsibility in new works” indicates some work
was done in this area to try to create more general rules to try to accom-
modate nonbook materials in a logical fashion, and art works, music
and sound recordings are indeed included here. (This supposition on my
part was verified recently by Michael Gorman in conversation.) How-
ever, only one general rule was written (21.9). There is no general rule
for mixed responsibility in new works. It is interesting that rule 21.9
shows a shift in emphasis from the relative importance of different au-
thorship functions in AACRI, to the degree of modification of a work.
Could this be because of a reluctance to deal with the many functions of
authorship carried out in the creation of nonbook materials, and the
complexities and varieties of their combinations? What is the impact of
this shift in emphasis on the entry of print materials?

One of the major changes in AACR?2 is the fact that the choice of a
main entry is now optional. This revolutionary change, if carried out,
would have a monumental effect on both the organization of records for
print materials in our catalogs, and on the organization of the materials

themselves on the shelves, and it is very
laid on the doorstep O

onbook materials cite ‘ ‘ ' T cod
I(;eveloped in Great Britain, which called for title unit entry. This is, 1
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likely that this change can be
f nonbook materials. One of the source codes for
d in the Preface of AACR2 is the LANCET code

effect, an option now in AACR2, iq that it is now possible. to eleilt m;;
to choose main entries and still clgum to be following an 1.nte(r1na 1;})11(;_
standard. Title unit entry as a solution fo the pr.oblems ?f mixe a_lzh or
ship would appear to be rather a case of throwmg the bdb(}/ out wi 1 the
bath water, since it does not allow the choice of a standar. c1;a}§10n 0 2
work, necessary in present day systems to create wor_k units. I have .se.n
no evidence to prove that work units are not as functional for organlz&1 e%
records for works of mixed authorship as for the records for an}.flic; '
works. At any rate, this paper raise§ questions 'only about the t1~1t1 ity H(:e
the principle of authorship as a basis 'for creating work ulmts or Zcz) ne
nonbook materials. It would be ironic if the attempt to apply to r;on 00K
materials principles originally de&gngd for the pfgangzau}(lm 0 ;no o
graph records were eventually to pr.ovxde; ammunition for t cl;lse V\f/ > ac
vocate title unit entry for all materla_ls, including monographs 1o sing °
personal authorship, an approach which would atomize the catalog or%?
nization so carefully designed by monograph catalogers over he

centuries.

[1I. TREATMENT OF NONBOOK MATERIALS BY AACR2:
DESCRIPTION

The approach to description in AACR2 is to pr’(,mdf:‘ sepa’r’ate chap-
ters of rules for the description of different “classes” or “types of mate-
tials, in addition to a general chapter of rules whlch apply to all materl-
als in the absence of specific rules in the partmu}ar chapters. The
application of any chapter(s) will produce a description w_1th the ;gme
elements of description in the same order. The 'only exception to this 18
the provision of an extra area for maps agd serials. _ .

The unspoken principle here is that (with the exception of maps an
serials), the description of different kinds of materlgls does not require
more or fewer elements of the description, or a different ordering of
these elements than the description for books. In 'other words, the only
necessary variation is in the rules for what to put in each of these areas.
This principle will be examined further below. o y

A second principle has been madc explicit, as follows: It is a cardl-
nal principle of the use of Part 1 that the description of a physmal item
should be based in the first instance on the chapter dealing \-mth the c!ass
of materials to which that item belongs.”™ AACR2’s cardinal principle
addresses a problem introduced into cataloging with the advent of new




12 CATALOGING & CLASSIFICATION QUARTERLY

methods of exact reproduction by means of photography or sound repro-
duction with magnetic tape. Before the advent of these methods, a work
was reissued by means of resetting type, a procedure which was likely
to introduce variation in the text, or which provided an opportunity for
revision of the text. Therefore, it was important to be able to identify
and describe various editions because of the possibility for change in
content. These new methods create exact copies of the original. Textual
content remains the same, although visual and aural components may
exhibit slight variation in terms of quality of reproduction. When repro-
duction involves change in the physical medium, as in the case of a
microform of a book, a videorecording of a motion picture, an audio-
tape of a sound recording, etc., the cataloging problem is not that of in-
dicating change in content, but of indicating that different equipment
must be used to gain access to the content, and that the content may be
acquired from different sources. This forces us to set priorities in terms
of the objectives of descriptive cataloging. Is the primary objective to
differentiate between editions which are likely to exhibit change in con-
tent and to identify (i.e., indicate that they are the same) physical mani-
festations which are copies of the same content? Or will we allow a
change in distributor or physical medium to abscure the identity in con-
tent between two copies of the same edition? AACR2’s cardinal princi-
ple follows the latter course. The act of copying becomes the act of pub-
lishing an edition of a work. A microform of the 1898 edition of a work
is identified as a new 1981 edition of the work.

Another related question raised by AACR2’s cardinal principle is that
of the nature of the classification principle which lies behind this divi-
sion into “classes of materials.” Are serials a class of materials in the
same sense that maps are? [s a map any less a map because it is issued
as a slide? Are we not perhaps dealing here with types of materials, and
certain conditions which can obtain with any type of material? AACR2
itself seems to recognize this to a degree when, elsewhere in the code,
Chapters 2-10 are characterized as rules for “specific types of materi-
als,” while Chapters 11-13 (microforms, serials, analysis) are termed
“rules of partial generality.”" It is perhaps unfortunate that the code-
makers did not follow along this line of reasoning a bit further. Is it pos-
sible that better results could be obtained if general rules were devised
for the modification of various elements of the description of an item in
any physical medium which was issued serially, required analysis, or
was a reproduction?

Another unspoken principle in AACR?2 is that title page transcription
is as useful a principle of description for nonbook materials as for
monographs. The assumption behind this principle for monographs is
that different monograph editions will exhibit differences somewhere on
the title page, from the title through the imprint, and that copies of the
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iti 1 i i i ases. This, of course, 18 not al-
S s ngdh:;ri;?iiégcg;lt}llﬂtiepp%ysical descrip.ti.on will indicate
s e CbaSCf(Sa are actually different or identical editions. Hoxyevcfar,
el 1 c(; X ublishers will follow standards set over the centuries olr(
ug“gggyltrré ?le%v editions somewhere on the tiltle patge..t I\‘/‘Igr;ybrelg?nbrﬁ?lg
N i . As Hagler puts 1t, _
mfdter'lals . n;.ri 1:121)\;6 :}r)gi ttl}tlﬁepargrélisst be so%ne tlx)ooklike bibliographlc
i _aS_Su iﬁ every nonbook, we committed ourselve§ to creating
C'hamctemSncvshere none existed.”® The question then arises whether
e s ription of nonexistent title pages serves the prlgmal funcglon
sucl} tranSCe 1:ranscription, or perhaps some other function. Researc orllt
o rglttfol}zar%laterials along the lines of that carrieéi oui: at the rﬁ}l)k});ar& ict)h
p i onographs is in order. For exa 2
gimgret:v:/noz?:n 139r§0asbrfi()(irgg(li or %utpversions, versions with subtitles or
ilms,

f informational films identified through transcription of

j itions O ans
iﬁ:a]ilsegtff 1page equivalents? What elements of the description tend to

indicati have taken place?
i Jues indicating such changes n . .
pro\;lvlger;;ht also ask whether transcription of aura}ll_1rt11f(i)1rmat10r‘1j ir(r)laC}; rt;le
terials which have au -
or useful for those noanok materia : :
neileesnstzrye g., sound recordings, films and videorecordings. Fﬂrrils air\li
I\)/?deore(’:or;ﬁn{gs fairly commonly displayka nalmealol?aﬁlye sec:rgen taillré \sord
i i the work only , e.g.,
the relationship of the name to the only autally, B e o tran-
i i X y. Is it wise
“ ts.” Sometimes titles are given only aural _
Sgrrﬁ)sg nsuch information without indicating that{7 it was not printed out
‘ ibing it?
here? Or are we to forego transcrl o
Sonlizzvus now look at the various elements of thz:1 descrlgttltoré 1fn rAtﬁeC(lile:Z
i ts in this order are fittea 1o -
and examine how well these elemen n ‘ d for the ¢
ipti i dition, we will examine how
t of nonbook materials. In ad . A
:kclgpr&?;s for description in general are designed to handle conditions
ong the nonbook materials. ' . _
fou{“ll?e?:clu%ion of films and Videorecordmgs in the body of mlat;c.sizlss i(r)l
be given ISBD-based descriptions according ;0 fthe tﬁzn\ir:y rules 1n
i han ever betore
has pointed up more clearly than _ : :
}()\lf;gﬁgd by I'ihe ISBD rule for transcription of 1ntegra11§:A 1(12111{1(26)(1 ;ttz;z_
ments of responsibility as part of the title (rule 1.1B2 in A .

ments such as the following are quite common on films:

Paramount presents
the four Marx Brothers 1
Monkey Business

When the ISBD rule is applied to monographs, at least works are more

i 1) he au-
i ithi ler author file, subfiling under t
e e cumam o ample, rather than under what most

thor’s forename or surname, for ex
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people would consider to be the title proper. Since most films and
videorecordings will probably still be entered under title in AACR2, the
ISBD rule, when followed literally, would produce main entries which
would probably never be consulted. The Library of Congress has found
it necessary to issue a rule interpretation to prevent the occurrence of the
most blatant cases,’® but one of their examples in which the rule should
continue to be applied, Neil Simon’s Seems like old times, still is a most
unsatisfactory main entry.

The rationale behind the ISBD rule has never been made explicit, but
surely the desire was to create a rule which could be applied mechani-
cally and uniformly. If it is necessary to produce interpretations to save
the rule from producing ridiculous results, perhaps the time has come to
reevaluate the rule itself, since with the interpretation, mechanical uni-
formity is no longer possible. To my knowledge, no one has yet done
any research to determine the average amount of time it takes a cata-
loger to recognize the title of a work under the old rules versus the
ISBD rule, the relative degree of uniformity produced by these rules, or
the correspondence between ISBD-produced titles and titles cited and
sought by users.

The statement of responsibility area has proven to be a problematic
one for many nonbook materials. AACR2, in several cases, has taken
the approach of listing functions, the performers of which should be
listed in this area. However, the functions listed do not correspond in all
cases to the kinds of authorship functions now recognized as qualifying
for main entry. Thus films, videorecordings or sound recordings can be
entered under performers who do not qualify for inclusion in statements
of responsibility.

Many of the nonbook materials, as discussed earlier in this paper, are
products of mixed responsibility in which many functions are per-
formed. When monographs are described, statements of subsidiary au-
thorship can serve to identify editions, and are thus transcribed even
when not traced. With nonbook materials created by the performance of
multiple functions, it is apparently not considered feasible to list even
the names of all those who have carried out primary functions in some
cases. Therefore, a different kind of judgment is required. Perhaps a
better approach than listing functions would be to provide some state-
ment of the purpose of this area of the description, to allow catalogers to
use judgment in choosing names to place in it. Such a statement would
be particularly helpful in dealing with the problem common with films,
videorecordings and slide sets, of trying to determine whether the name
of a corporate body belongs in the statement of responsibility area or the
publication/distribution area. (This problem will be discussed further be-
low). When we construct a statement of responsibility for nonbook ma-
terials, are we trying to list names which we wish to trace? Are we try-
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ing to identify and characterize a’work by Ii.sting thq names of those
primarily responsible for it? What is the funcﬂon of this area! .
The provision of a publication/distribution area for nonbook materia ?
creates many problems, perhaps stemming from the fact .that many o
these materials do not carry statements m;tantly gecogmzable as 1m(:1
prints, as most monographs do. These mat_erlals va1ously are publishe .
and distributed, but frequently by companies which have a gooc} dealfo
responsibility for the work as a whole. Films and v1d§oreco.rdmgsl,. ?r
example, are, 10 my knowledge, rarely, if ever, pub!1shed in multiple
editions by different publisher-equivalents. A production company pro-
duces a work, not a new edition of a work pre;v10usly prqdu_ced by an-
other company. If subsequent versions of the'fllm appear, it is very rare
for there to be any correlation between a version and a publisher equiva-
I i laced in either area 1 or
In AACR2, a production company can be placed in either a
area 4, or both. The distinction between the two areas becomes pur(?fy
arbitrary, serves no discernible purpose for the user, and when two dif-
ferent catalogers make two different decisions, ‘produce de§cr1pt1olrlls
which can seem to distinguish films which are, in fact, copies of the

same edition. This is particularly significant in‘ on—line.systems in wkEEih
unintelligent computers are relied on to recognize Quphcate records. The
provision of a publication/distribution area, as distinct frpm the stat&i:-
ment of responsibility, for films came in with ISBD, and is an example
of the unspoken principle that the same elements of the description in
the same order as in the description designed for monographs provides
an adequate description of nonbook mater?als as well. As far as I know,
no research was done prior to implementing ISBD(NBM) to determine
the value of recording distribution information separately in the cata-
loging record for films and videorecorc}mgs. For exampile, how _oftgn
does a film or videorecording have a distributor or publisher which is
different from the production company?

All these problems force us to re-examine the purpose gf area 4, as
well. Is it still that of identifying editions (as was exphgtly stated in
codes prior to AACR2)? Does it function this way for various nonbook
materials? Or are we now simply trying to indicate where someone can
obtain a copy? The latter function may be a valid one for a n_atlonal bvlb—
liography to carry out, but in a catalog it is rather. ephemeral information
which takes up space and quickly becomes unrgllable. By the way, area
4 for a microfilm reproduction cataloged according to AACR? rules also
seems to have as its primary purpose the indicz.ltion.o_f where one can
obtain a copy of the microform, rather than the identification of an edi-
tion of a work.

Several writers (Weintraub and Shinebourne)’™* have @rpmented
adversely on the fact that AACR?2 fails to provide clear principles for
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description or adequate definitions. Nonbook materials tend to be cata-
loged not by transcribing statements of responsibility and imprints {from
title pages, but by pulling out names from a number of areas in the item
and its accompanying material and placing them into areas of the de-
scription. Thus, clear principles and definitions would be particularly
helpful in helping catalogers to decide which names belong where, and
in ensuring that such a description carries out its proper function.

IV. IMPACT ON THE CODE AND ITS TREATMENT OF PRINT
MATERIALS: DESCRIPTION

In AACR2, we are directed to prepare a description of a physical
item without reference to its nature as a particular manifestation of a
particular work. Then, to this description, we are to add a main entry
and added entries (or access points, as the case might be), based on its
nature as a work.” We are not directed to complete area 7 of the de-
scription after we have determined entries, although if we don’t, we can
on occasion be left with entries, the reason for which is not apparent
from the description. At any rate, the revelation in the description of re-
lationships between the item and other editions of a work and other
works becomes merely fortuitous unless the cataloger goes beyond what
1s called for by AACR2. This approach to description is the corollary to
allowing title unit entry as an option in AACR2, and as such can be said
to stem, at least partially, from the inclusion of nonbook rules, as stated
earlier in the paper. As far as description goes, this is a subtle change,
but it might be worth doing some research to discover how often the de-
scription of the physical item is in fact inadequate for revealing rela-
tionships and justifying access points, requiring contravention of the
strictest application of AACR2. Is it wise to abandon the principle of
identifying and distinguishing works and editions of works for that of
describing a physical item, revealing no relationship to any other item
other than that revealed fortuitously in the course of the description?
Has the integration of rules for nonbook materials perhaps contributed to
our unwillingness to look past the physical nature of these bulky, hard
to store items, to their relationship to the other works and editions of
works in our collections?

With the advent of ISBD description of monographs, the rules for
choosing a “chief source of information” for various elements of the de-
scription have broadened considerably. This occurred before the devel-
opment of ISBD’s for nonbook materials, so cannot be entirely attrib-
uted to the advent of nonbook. However, as noted above, nonbook
materials do not have title pages in the same way monographs do, and
the approach to transcription with these materials has tended to allow
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the picking and choosing of infor'mation to pl.ac§ in the des_crlptlonlc wxég
much less regard to indicating m.the description where 1t was 03
@(i.e., less use of bracketing). Thus it could be argued that the integra 101;?
of nonbook rules into the code at least encourages the contmuahofntk?e
this approach to monographs. To my knowledge, thp expanS{olrll ot e
chief source of information for monographs was carried ouFdwut : gu Jdo-
ing any research on the impact of sgc;h a change on the bl en lulctf(i) o
and distinguishing of monograph editions, and it m_1ght e we

such research, if only to assess the results of our actions.

V. SUMMARY

In this paper we have been ex.amining a particular appro;c/}; é(l){ ;he 1\211:
tegration of nonbook materials into our Satalogs, that of : f't 1
chael Gorman describes this method as “a 'general application g 1:11] i
general principles to all materials.” It is important to remené eé hat
this is not the only approach possible. There is no reason records fra v
up according to different principles paseq on different condm;)ns ou
among nonbook materials can’t be interfiled among records or rlnono—
graphs. In fact, when we had separate rules for nonbook materials, ée-
cords were interfiled. There is especially no reason why V?;ylggt cle—
scriptive formats cannot be interfiled.. !ndeed, the formgt 1thse , if rula);
designed to identify and describe editions aqd works in the ﬁamm;am
medium cataloged, could in itself serve as a kind of GMD, as the Eel; 2
format used to be instantly recognizable before the aglvent of AACRX .d

The main advantage to the AACR2 approach, if it could be carfle(
out successfully, would be simplicity. One would have to learn only ‘;
few basic principles in order to find and be able to yead descriptions g
works and editions of works in all media. The_creatlon_ of these reco;1 ]
would also be simplified. A further economic benefit would bs tt tallt
computer programming and inputting costs _could be kept doyvn y the
use of the same format and tagging conventions for all' materials.

All of these advantages, however, depend on the discovery of those
elusive “truly general principles” mentiongd by Gorman. This paper has
tried to demonstrate areas in which we still have Work ahead of us to
discover them. When making cataloging rules, it is important to remem-
ber that the ultimate purpose of the rules is to create a caFalog organiza-
tion which will serve as an intermediary between users w1th. certain con-
ventional expectations as to where the thing§ they 'see.k will be .fou.nld,
and objects which exhibit certain patterns of identification on their tltle-

page equivalents. If research were to discover .that users of particuiar
kinds of nonbook materials tend to seek them dlffereptly, and that par-
ticular kinds of materials do not identify themselves in the same ways,
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this would call into question whether it is possible to discover “truly
general principles.”

Surely now is the time to carry out such research before we go further
in the attempt to unravel the various complex conditions of authorship
and publication patterns found among nonbook materials. Such a re-
search program could be a healthy process, helping us to rediscover why
we do what we do, and how our rules are related to the needs of our
users and the behavior of the materials we catalog. In the process, we
may find ourselves better able to clarify and formulate the basic princi-
ples behind our rules, and we may discover ways of doing what we are
trying to do better than ever before. Then perhaps, instead of cursing at
nonbook materials and putting them back on the to-be-cataloged-later
shelf, we will bless them for providing the impetus for a cataloging
renaissance.
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CT. The principle of uniform heac
ﬁgi(si;lr‘lgsA in descript?ve cataloging 1n the Amel
ale and the evolution of the principle aire eXi
discussed in terms of the history of cata (égn:lg
in the principle of uniform heading has bee
cation in recent codes and considerably comg

tice today.

INTRODUCTION

course of deliberations on, and plan
tio;n ;?ethe second edition of the Afzglo-Am:
(AACR2) in recent years, a central 1ssue t;ilL
catalog. The crux of the matter appears to at
Part I of AACR2 which relate to he.adl_nglgs :
cally those rules predicated on the principle ¢
quire the listing of all the works by a given
1 1
hegi?luilriplementing anew or revispd cat.aloglr
question of how to maintain the integrity of
established according to the new code are 1
other words, how to reconcile the conflict Qf
author listed under different headings resulti
codes. In the implementation of each of tbe 1
Congress established a policy to cope with
American Cataloging Rules (1967), the pol
instituted. For AACR2, the solut_iqn was to
rely on a “new” catalog while striving to M
ings within each catalog. Both of these devi
to avoid conflicting headings, i.e., differen
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