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ABSTRACT. While standardization of headings has been treated ex-
tensively in many publications, the choice of aceess points tor online
catalogs has not been reviewced in depth in cataloguing rules. T propose
a set of logical criteria for choosing author access points for mono-
graphs in Spanish; the proposed modifications are aimed at simplitying
the Reglas de Catalogacion Espanola (Spanish Cataloguing Rules), facil-
itating the decision process, and increasing the number of access points
in computerized bibliographic records. Specifically, T suggest (1) abol-
ishing the principles that underlie the rules for main ¢ntry headings and
the rule of three, (2) climinating a priori conditions for identitying
authors of an item, (3) establishing a taxonomy of responsibility func-
tions associated with an item, and (4) categorizing authors on the basis
of their relevance for retrieval and for determining the number of access
points. The proposed taxonomic key identifies twenty responsibility
tunctions and classifies them into five categories of authors. fArticle
copies available for a fee from The Haworth Document Delivery Service:
1-800-342-9678. E-mail address: getinfo@haworthpressinc.comf

INTRODUCTION

Once an indispensable instrument for conventional cataloguing sys-
tems, the cataloguing rules have become one more tool among the
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many now available to facilitate standardization within the Integrated
[.ibrary Management System. In the cataloguing and authority control
module, the Rules in general fully regulate the choice of access points
based on known elements, whereas for the establishment of uniform
hecadings and the reference system, the rulcs are used only as a source
of advice, along with the GARE, GSARE,! and other International
Federation of Library Associations and Institutions rules and recom-
mendations.

The diminishing influence of the Rules suggested that they would
eventually become defunct: new retrieval technologies would provide
all information available in a given catalogue with little concern for
the criteria that the information should fulfill. However, it has become
evident that computerization of bibliographic records has increased
the need for standards.? The uniformity and consistency that authority
control systems confer to catalogs are necessary in order to build and
maintain bibliographic data bases. Cataloguing codes have thus be-
come more, rather than less, important for computerized environ-
ments.

The efficacy of current standards now needs to be reviewed in view
of technological advances that create new tasks and new demands for
computerized catalog management. Some of the most important new
challenges are to improve the standardization of storage formats and
structures, simplify the format and content of records,>* and enhance
the usefulness of authority files. Foremost among the new tasks is the
development of storage and retrieval protocols that simplify comput-
erization. This leads inevitably to questions regarding the usefulness
of rules that were designed for manual cataloguing practices.

The need for reform is especially evident with regard to the choice
of access points as information retrieval tools. In contrast with the
attention given to the standardization of headings, the cataloguing
rules for access points for bibliographic records have barely been
modified to reflect the advent of automated cataloguing. However,
some national rules have become more flexible,>8 and research in the
application of new procedures for computerized cataloguing has been
forcing large libraries to take the initiative and develop their own
solutions.

Since the early 1980s, important studies have examined the differ-
ent standards involved in the production of bibliographic records, e.g.,
ISBDs, cataloguing rules and the MARC format. The cataloguing
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codes are the rules that have been most directly affected by automa-
tion, and research has identified potential new criteria for determining
access points and the process of choosing them. Conceptual and re-
view studies dealing with standardization,”1¢ studies that have pro-
poscd criteria based on common sense, frequency analyses of rule
use,}1-13 and statistical and comparative analyses of access points in
samples of records and collections, 1443 suggest two issues that need to
be faced: (1) the irrelevance, for computerized cataloguing, of long-
standing principles that underlie the rules now in use, and (2) the need
to keep cataloging procedurcs within the logical framework of deci-
sion-making and the empirical validity of the data.

The need for such tools was suggested in 1986 by Svenonius,
Baughman and Molto.'® These authors studied a sample of English-
language monographs to determine the distribution of access points in
the sources of information, their presence or absence and actual use,
and potential access points that were ignored. They identified five
main responsibility functions: author, editor, emanator, illustrator and
commercial editor. In addition, they distinguished between two main
categories of author: the names of persons and bodies that make a
significant contribution to the intellectual content of the work, and
persons or bodies with no intellectual or creative function.

These earlicr studies make it clear that concepts and criteria that are
inoperative in a computerized environment make the choice of access
points a costly and complex process requiring intellectually challenging
decisions. Catalogs need to be made more informative by providing a
greater number of access points. Technological developments have
shown that online catalogs need not be subject to the same restrictions
as those that limit access to the information held in manual catalogs.

RULE PRINCIPLES AND CHOICE OF ACCESS POINTS

Rulcs should not interfere with the speed and economy of catalog-
ing, nor should they limit the capacity of a catalog to provide informa-
tion for retrieval.l718 There are two principles that work against cur-
rent needs in electronic and computerized environments: the main
entry heading and the rule of three.



& CATALOGING & CLASSIFICATION QUARTERLY

The Main Entry Heading

The main entry heading [see Reterence 19 for a review in Spanish]
is a controversial concept both terminologically and historically, and it
is no coincidence that this element is at the heart of the current debate
in cataloguing theory and practice. This article will not attempt to
cover the pros and cons of maintaining this entry in cataloging rules,
but will instead argue that the main entry heading has given rise to
needlessly complex rules that make it difficult to choose access points.
Moreover, if the future of cataloguing lies in the development of
expert systems, as advocated by Thomas and Younger,2V it will be
necessary to redefine the principles that underlie such systems or
revise and simplify existing rules so that they provide support for
cataloging as a completely automatic process.

The term “main entry heading,” as used in this article, refers not to
the main entry described in the AACRZR as a complete record of a
catalogued item, but to the heading of the entry of the item, as de-
scribed by Bierbaum.2! In a sense the main entry heading is but one
more access point of the many that represent the document in the
authority file. In a manual work setting, the confusion between main
entry-bibliographic record and main entry-main entry heading does
not interfere with storage or retrieval, as both ¢lements are obvious to
the user on physical catalog cards, which are filed alphabetically.
However, in a computerized setting the confusion between terms can
cause problems, as the access points in bibliographic records are
linked, which obviates the need for visible entry headings that perform
an organizing function. The distinction between main entry as biblio-
graphic record versus main entry heading in databases is invisible, and
hence unnecessary, during computerized retrieval operations. Thus
access points perform no organizing function in computerized records,
and can potentially be used in an indiscriminate manner for retrieval,
regardless of the field they occupy in a MARC record or their status as
main or added entry in the record.

This means that the hierarchy of main and added entry headings is
of no practical use in online catalogs.?? All entry headings in the
catalog are considered of equal importance as long as they have been
indexed. However, it is also true, as Winke pointed out,2? that comput-
erized systems allow for increasingly refined searching, so that entries
coded as main entries could be used restrictively. Madison noted that
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the main entry heading was of dubious value in view of the effort
required to choose it, but noted, in its defense, that the main author
associated with the title of the work was the best method to identify
retrieved items on different screens (abbreviated formats) of online
catalogs.? Nonetheless, these advantages probably do not compensate
for the work needed to decide which access point deserves to be
designated the “main” one.

The obligation of assigning the status of matn entry heading to the
main author of a work (if the main author is unknown or unclear, a
substitute is sought) is what makes the rule complicated. This princi-
ple, implicitly or explicitly, forms the foundation of all rules regarding
the choice of access points. The criteria for choosing access points are
little more than derivations or qualifications of the main entry princi-
ple. As a result the choice of the main access point is based on the
authorship conditions of a given work.

In single-author works the choice is straightforward, as long as the
conditions under which an author is considered a creator of the work
are clearly defined, which unfortunately is not the case in the Reglas
de Catalogacion Espafiolas (Spanish Cataloguing Rules, hereafter
RCE).% Things become more complicated when there is more than
one author, and when multiple responsibilities arise. The matter is
complicated even further if different authors perform different tasks;
the main author must then be identified and assigned access point
status. I[dentification of the main author is especially difficult when
personal namcs and corporate body names appear under a variety of
labels such as (1) shared responsibility as joint authors or collaborat-
ing authors of a monograph or a collection of works, (2) mixed re-
sponsibility, when different authors perform different types of creative
actions, and (3) corporate authors, such as the territorial authorities
that are often used as the initial element in the main entry heading and
rarely operative as search terms for users without a good knowledge
about the heading structure for Government Bodies and Officials.
Many other examples could be cited fo illustrate the complexity of the
process of choosing the main access point. Authors excluded from
consideration as the main entry heading receive secondary status;
moreover, the number of these is determined by other complex choice
mechanisms that are not always evident.

The rules in general, and the RCE in particular, are confusing with
respect to these processes, and do not take into account that an author
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can be associated with a work through a variety of different authorship
conditions. In addition, the different designations used for authorship
functions, the ambiguity of the rules, and the lack of rules for deter-
mining responsibilities make the choice of main and added entries a
complicated, speculative process that does not always lead to the most
satisfactory solution.

Other arguments for simplifying the rules for choosing access
points have been published. Meador and Wittig, in an analysis of a
collection of economics books, found that only 12 of the 143 rules in
chapter 21 of the AACR2R were of use for cataloguing the material,
and that for a collection of chemistry books, only 22 of the rules were
useful.2% Abrera and Shaw studied a sample of 716 books on different
disciplines from their records in the OCLC database, and found that
only 45 (31.5%) of the 143 rules had been used to determine their
access points.2” Winke posited that a nucleus of general rules would
be sufficient for choosing suitable access points in most cases.?8

The Rule of Three

The rule of three, a convention inherited from Cutter and the age of
manual cataloguing, was basically the result of concerns over limita-
tions of space and labor. The virtually limitless storage capacity now
available for computerized catalogs, which contain only a single bib-
liographic record for each work, completely invalidate this rule. Lim-
iting entries to a “manageable number’’ makes it impossible to create
a reference catalog that links all works that a given author has created
or collaborated in, or all editions of a given work, and turns the catalog
into a simple search list. If access points are classified as essential,
desirable (which would increase their retrievability), and optional
(which would optimize retrieval and facilitate searches based on ele-
ments that do not necessarily coincide with uniform headings), then a
true reference catalog would be one that is based on all three catego-
ries.

The rule of three deprives most joint authors and collaborators in
any other responsibility function of a place in the index. Many authors
have pointed out that the rule has become an anachronism in the age of
computers. According to Boll, it neglects authors who have made
substantial contributions to works that make up a considerable propor-
tion of the holdings in any catalog.”® Svenonius and colleagues ex-
amined a sample of monographs in which 22% of the titles had more
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than three authors, and wondered if it wasn’t possible to go beyond the
rule of three to provide access points for cach named author. They
nonetheless cautioned that this would incrcase the authority work. %V
Brunt reported that removing the limitation to three authors in the
statement of responsibility would lead to an immediate improvement
in accessibility of information. This would lead in turn to the need to
create legitimate access points for names other than the ones appearing
in the first positions in the list of authors on the title page.3!

In the strongest criticism of the rule of three to date, Lin has ques-
tioned the additional considerations on added entries in chapter 21 of
the AACR2Z, and has argued that at least all main responsibilities,
regardless of the number of authors involved, should be used as access
points in the catalog. The user may forget the names of some of the
authors responsible for a work (including the first author), or may
forget part or all of the title. Added entries, considered as a sort of
safety net for retrieval purposes, are not considered or analyzed ade-
quately in the rules.?? Lin consequently asks: “Why three and not two,
four or five? Does the location of a name as first author mean that this
person made the greatest contribution, or that this person is better
known than the other authors?”” These are assumptions that are not
backed up by research. If a user needs to find a book with four authors,
the user will not be able to locate the work if he or she does not know
the title and the name of the first author. The remaining authors,
although they will be present in the index it other works by them as a
single author are catalogued, will not be linked to works of which they
are coauthors. Catalogs do not provide access points capable of solv-
ing these retrieval problems. Librarians are in fact censoring contribut-
ing authors or authors who performed added functions by discriminat-
ing against them in terms of the number of catalog entries. The rule of
three thus has the effect of limiting computerized catalogs to little
more than tools for printing out catalog cards.

Many commercial databases, in response to the increase in the mean
number of authors per work, have used computer technology to over-
come the magic number of three (or six) in effect for so long. Medline,
for example, indexes up to 24 authors for a given article; 3334 for
obvious reasons, the Science Citation Index includes all authors.3%
What is at risk is not only the retrievability of records and of atl works
potentially linkable to a given author, but also the right of all authors
to be represented in the indexes. As recent commentaries have shown,
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this right has begun to concern authors, especially those who publish
original research, in view of the increasin%l}.r frequent use of databases
to evaluate their scientific productivity.36-

OBJECTIVES AND METHODS

This article offers logical criteria that might serve as a basis for
modifying existing rules. The aims of the proposed revistons are (1) to
shorten the decision-making process for choosing author access points,
(2) to reduce ambiguities and inconsistencies, deal with cases not covered
by existing rules, and eliminate supertluous rules, and (3) to make the
rules more flexible and better adapted to the retrieval capabilities of
computerized catalogs.

The goals that informed these proposals for changes in the process
of choosing author access points for monographs in Spanish were fo
simplify the rules and increase the number of access points. The prin-
ciples that underlie the current rules that I believe should be eliminated
or reformulated in conceptual and operational terms are (1) the main
entry heading principle, (2) the rule of three, (3) the title page as an
almost exclusive source of access points, and (4) the nonregulated
status of many access points.

In methodological terms, the present proposal is based on the prin-
ciple that all personal and corporate body names associated with an
item, regardless of their location, are a potential access point for that
item’s record. However, this principle cannot be implemented without
qualification, as this would lead to illogical access points (i.e., access
points that the user cannot predict) incompatible with information
retrieval needs. The choices should be guided by measures designed to
control the use of the information that the item is able to provide.
Thesc measures can be summarized as:

» Establishing criteria for associating the names of persons or enti-
ties given in the work with responsibilities

* Developing a taxonomy in Spanish of responsibility functions, i.e., a
set of terms (and their equivalences in English) to describe the dif-
ferent responsibility functions that can be associated with a work

» Categorizing these functions on the basis of their importance for
the existence of the work

This procedure is basically similar to that initially used at UCLA in



Rafael Ruiz-Pérez 13

the Cataloguing project,38-40 aimed at providing criteria for revising
the AACR2, which were subsequently developed by this group.*! For
the present study T used the RCE as the basis for the proposals de-
scribed below; nonetheless, becausc of the similaritics between the
RCE and AACR2, the methods used here can be considered equally
valid for the Spanish cataloguing rules.

PROPOSED METHOD FOR CHOOSING
AUTHOR ACCESS POINTS

The use of authors® names as access points continues to be of key
importance in document searching and retrieval. Arguments in favor
of this type of information have changed little since the criteria of
Cutter or the principles established at the 1961 International Confer-
ence on Cataloguing Principles in Paris.*? Meador and Wittig showed
that 65% of all medical studies and 85.66% of all economics studies
were retrieved with the names of the authors.?

However, the choice of access points based on the authorship or
responsibility principle raises a number of problems, most of which
involve either the choice of main entry headings linked to the author-
ship concept, or the number, type, and characteristics of the access
points. The concept of authorship needs to be reconsidered and up-
dated. Although this problem has been analyzed from a theoretical
standpoint |see Wajenberg for a history of published definitions and
implications**], no satisfactory proposal for cataloging has been re-
ported to date. Hence, if the authorship concept continues to be used as
the basis of choice decisions, a number of questions need to be an-
swered:

* What are the functions, roles and circumstances by which an au-
thor’s name can be associated with a work?

» ‘What combinations of authors exist?

* How can the different types of author be ranked in order of im-
portance of their contribution?

* How are the different authors designated in a work?

A set of revised rules would need to clarify these issues to protect
the cataloguer from the risks of making subjective decisions. The rules
should be designed to favor their application on the basis of the nature
and type of problem to be solved, rather than the number of cases.®>
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Once all potential authors have been identified, the cataloguer must
then decide how many access points of each rype the work requires.
The existing rule leaves many questions unanswered. According to the
RCE, for items with multiple authors, regardless of the specific type of
contribution, the number and type of access points is to be determined
by exclusion, i.e., by using as access points all information not sub-
sumed in the main entry heading, all authors other than the one whose
name appears first, or only the first three authors. This procedure is
costly in terms of intellectual decision-making, and reduces the entire
text of the rule to little more than a choice between including or
excluding authors that may already be included in the main entry
heading. Of the excluded authors, one, or a maximum of three, are
usually designated as added entries; however, all three are chosen
from among the authors already considered in the main entry heading.
What is to be done with the other contributors? Which responsibilities
are being systematically excluded from consideration? What happens
to contributors whose names do not appear on the title page? And to
those whose names do appear in the table of contents? How should
entities that appear as associated with a publication but that do not
have any direct responsibility function be catalogued?

The RCE attempts unsuccessfully to deal with these questions in a
section at the end of chapter 14 (Seccién 14.7, Entradas secundarias
{Added entries]), and in a few footnotes on the regulation of title
access points. Clearly, this ambiguity leads to inconsistencies between
catalogs.

To ensure consistency in decision-making, the rules for choosing
the number and type of access points for a record should be based on
(1) the identification and characterization of all elements of informa-
tion that appear in association with an item, and that can potentially be
used as an indexable access point, and (2) elimination of ditferences
between main and added headings to categorize access points, and use
instead of a categorization of all access points. This would facilitate
the initial decision process and make it easier to decide which types of
information to exclude as potential access points.

Typification and Characterization of Author Access Points

The RCE for determining author access points define an author as a
person or body involved in the action of writing or intellectual or
artistic creation. For a corporate author as the main entry point, the
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rules also consider characteristics that the content of the work they are
associated with should satisfy.

The concept of author has traditional connotations that do not help
simplify the selection process: (1) It is associated more often with a
personal author name. (2) It is associated mainly with the act of writ-
ing. (3) It is associated most often with main author. However, in
contrast with the concept of authorship, the concept of responsibility,
understood to mcan any action or participation in the intellectual,
artistic or material creation of the work, is broader in scope, and
therefore applicable to any type of authorship. Responsibility may be
associated with personal action (personal name) or collective action
(corporate body). By using the principle of responsibility rather than
authorship, and disregarding a priori conditions that must be satisfied
to consider a person or a body as an author, the cataloging process is
simplified: any personal or corporate name associated with a work is a
potential access point for that item’s record. Potential author access
points are thus all those that can be used as a retrieval term, regardless
of its source location.

However, this approach cannot be implemented without due consid-
eration of the peculiarities of certain items. Not all names bear the
same type of rclation with an item, and in some situations the names
do not yield access points that a user would find logical for retrieval.
An example would be names with no relation to responsibilities asso-
ciated with the inteliectual or material content of the item. This occurs
with names that serve as the subject of the document, e.g., names that
identify persons that the document is about, or with bodies named in
the authors’ affiliations, which are neglected as access points in cata-
logs, but are indispensable in bibliographic databases, where they are
used in bibliometric studies. Consequently “each name an access
point,” while not a valid principle for the rule, does contain basic
elements that are methodologically useful for developing better rules
for working with computerized catalogs:

* It represents a premise for simplifying choice criteria and deci-
sion-making, as it does not establish a priori conditions for con-
stdering a given person or a body as an author.

* It does not impose a limitation on the number of author access
points.
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¢ [t de-emphasizes the title page as an almost exclusive source of
access points.

However, this approach lacks exclusion criteria that restrict author
aceess points to those persons or bodies which are useful in practical
terms for information retrieval. The following procedure is suggested
to select useful, operative access points:

* Classification of authors according to an established taxonomy
that delimits and defines the bibliographic functions of each type
of author

» (Categorization of these functions on the basis of their importance
for the item to be catalogued

The classification process would then consist of two stages. The
initial decision would identify all authors who contribute to the exis-
tence of the publication, distinguishing between those who contribute
to the intellectual or artistic content of the work, and those who partici-
pate in the physical production, publication and distribution of the
work. Together these two groups of authors represent all the responsi-
bilities associated with all bibliological aspects of the document. The
first group provides most of the author access points, and also presents
most of the identification and classification problems. In the second
group, only the publisher can be considered an access point. Other
responsibilities associated with the material production of the work
(¢.g., the printer, designer, bookjacket designer, etc.) are rarely used to
retrieve modern monographs, although they can be used for older
holdings.

In the first group of contributors, i.e., those responsible for the
intellectual or artistic content of the work, a further distinction is
needed between significant responsibilities in the production of the
content, and accompanying responsibilities. This second step in the
cataloging process brings us to the greatest problem that the present
proposal attempts to solve: gauging the degrees of involvement of
different responsibilities in the intellectual or artistic creation of the
work to be catalogued. In the rules, these degrees of responsibility are
conditioned by the concept of authorship, its implications, and occa-
sionally the source location of authors. As argued above, the concept
of authorship in the rules is inoperative in an online environment, and
leads to ambiguities. What is needed is an indicator (i.e., a formal
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distinguishing mark) that, associated with names, helps to accurately
determine the degrec of responsibility in the production of the docu-
ment’s contents. This unambiguous, objectively obscrvable marker
indicates the type of responsibility for the final purpose of the work.
This role is reflected in documents by responsibility functions, i.c., the
type of action of each author in the work.

To be able to use this indicator, all possible functions associated
with the existence of a monograph need to be identified beforehand. I
have therefore developed a taxonomic key of responsibility functions
for the Spanish linguistic context, with equivalences in English (Ap-
pendix 1). In the list, each function is defined, broken down into its
specific tasks, and distinguished from other functions.

The choice of function labels for inclusion in this taxonomy was not
without problems. A large variety of terms are used to designate
different responsibility functions. Ditferent national cataloging rules
(AACR2, RCE, AFNOR) contain important conceptual differences in
the functions they consider. ln several cases it was difficult to delimit
overlapping responsibilities.

Appendix 2 shows other functions that can be associated with a
work, but that do not significantly aid information retrieval. | thercfore
propose that they should not be used as potential access points.

Categorization of Author Access Points

I used the taxonomic key (Appendix 1) as a basis for the procedure
to categorize author access points. The key is based on the degree of
importance of the association between a corporate or personal author
and the final purpose of the work. This criterion is used to distinguish
between authors that fulfilied a function without which the document
would not have existed, and other authors whose function was not
indispensable for the existence of the work.

The classification in Table 1 is not intended as a definitive set of
divisions between different types of authors, but rather as a proposal
that provides a practical, operational aid in cataloging tasks. The pro-
posed system was derived from the nature and importance of each
function in the work.

These groups of authors are distinguished on the basis of functional
characteristics. The first group comprises authorship actions that give
risc to a new, original work (creative actions) and those that add to or
modify an existing work to such an extent that the content or aim of
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TABLE 1. Categories of responsibility functions and types of authorship in
modern Spanish monographs

CATEGORY TYPE OF AUTHORSHIP
{Type of action) {Personal or corporate name}
First group Autor, Coautor, Colaborador, Adaptador, Continuador,
Total, partiat, or significant Actualizador, Revisor, Editor-Compilador,

Editor-Preparadar, Director-Coordinador, Compendiadaor,
Comentador, Anctador, Critico, llustrador-Dibujante-
Fotdgrafo, Traductor, Redactor, Relator-Relatadar.

responsibility functions associated
with production of the contents

Second group Prologuistas
Responsibility functions associated| Autores de Prélogos, Infroducciones, Notas Preliminares)
with the production of Presentaciones, Advertencias, Prefacios, Proemios,
accompanying material, or auxiliary, Prolegomencs, Epilogos, efc.

contributions to the work
Colaboradores en Materias Auxiliares
Autores de Apéndices, Bibliografias, indices, Tablas,
Suplementos, Anexos, et

Third group

Functions associated with the Editor Comerdcial, Impresor, Distribuidor
physical production and

dissemination of the work

the original work has been modified (significant actions other than
those involving the creation of a work). In the second group, author-
ship actions serve to present an existing work without changing its
content, or to use the contents to elaborate a secondary product that
contains no original material, and without which the original work
continues to exist and maintains its full significance and scope (auxil-
tary noncreative actions). The actions in the third group are tasks
related with the material production and distribution of the work rather
than the creation of its contents.

The aim of the next step is to further classify authors in the first and
the second groups. The system I propose here is intended to provide
criteria for deciding how important each author is for the existence of
the work. This is in fact a traditional choice between main and added
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authors, which the current rules implement in terms of the hicrarchy of
main and added access points. Although this hierarchy is clearly re-
flected in practice, it is not defined in clear and unambiguous terms in
any of the source authorities for cataloguing rules, and the concepts
needed to distinguish between types of authors are nowhere made
clear. Madison noted as much in her analysis of the problems raised by
definitions in the Revised AACR2.46 Objective, observable elements
that can be used to identify the presence of different types of authors are
also lacking. The presence of phrases such as “if principal responsibil-
ity is attributed to (or is presented as) . . . enter under the heading ... 7,
together with allusions to priority in the order of appearance, sources of
author location, or typographical features in the title page in terms of
data presentation, means that for many publications, discovering the
main access point is a laborious, speculative and subjective process.

Our proposal for selecting authors is based on two criteria: the indi-
cators of author identity and responsibility function (1) must be observ-
able and clearly identified in the source of information available in the
work, and (2} must indicate the importance of each responsibility func-
tion for the existence of the work. These features can be used to distin-
guish between responsibility functions in a much more objective way
than is implicit in the current cataloguing rules and practices for deter-
mining the importance of different functions,

Use of the first critcrion makes it possible to distinguish two major
groups of responsibilities: (1) those for whom no function is identi-
fied, and (2) those with a function identifier. The second criterion,
which distinguishes between the nature and importance to the work of
each action defined by a function, distinguishes between four types of
action: (1) creative actions, (2) non-creative actions that are important
for the existence of the work, (3) non-creative actions related with
accompanying matter or contents, and (4) non-creative actions related
with production and dissemination.

If no function identifier is given for an author, it can be assumed
that the author performed a creative action. In works of mixed
responsibility, a function indicator usually distinguishes between
the different types ot creative contributions. These indicators (with
the exception of identifiers for adaptors and continuers) do not
signify separate types of action, but are rather clarifications of the
type of contribution that each creating author has made. An example
of such a case is the collaboration between a writer and an artist (*“Text



20 CATALOGING & CLASSIFICATION QUARTERLY

by , photographs by ). The function associated with
an author indicates the type of action he or she has performed, and
distinguishes these authors from the creator of the work.

The advantages of using the two classification systems are clear.

I. Authors with no function indicator: Personal and corporate body
names(including conference names) of creative authors

2. Authors with a function indicator
2.1. Creative authors in mixed responsibilities
2.2. Non-creative authors in important functions
2.3. Non-creative authors in auxiliary functions
2.4. Non-creative authors in functions of production and dissemi-
nation

Each responsibility function identified in the taxonomic key (Ap-
pendix 1) can be assigned to one of these categories. The rcsults of this
operation are summarized in Table 2.

Basic Criteria for Choosing Author Access Points

The basic criteria that inform the proposed revision of the Span-
ish Cataloguing Rules are listed below. These criteria are rooted in
the categories of responsibility functions shown in Table 2, and in
the goals of simplifying the text of the rules and increasing the
number of possible author access points. | have called these specif-
ic proposals ““criteria’ rather than “rules” because this proposal
does not go so far as to redact the actual text of new rules, but is
instead intended to set down the principles upon which the ncw
rules could be based.

1. By identifying the function indicator I offer the cataloguer a sim-
ple mechanism for the initial identification of responsibilities.
The first step in the cataloguing process is thus to decide for each
author whether a function is indicated or not.

2. By categorizing the different actions that an author can fulfill in a
work, I provide the cataloguer with a scale by which to judge the
importance of each responsibility function for the existence of
the work; hence the importance ot each function for purposes of
retrieval. This allows the cataloguer to appraise the importance
of each author as an access point for the item.
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3. By assigning each responsibility function to its corresponding
category, the cataloguer quickly obtains a straightforward classi-
fication. The text of the appropriate rule should include the key
shown in Appendix 1 as an aid in identifying and classifying dif-

ferent responsibility functions.

TABLE 2. Categories of responsibility functions and types of authorship that
can be used to catalog works

FUNCTION
INDICATOR

CATEGORY
{Type of action)

TYPE OF AUTHORSHIP
{Personal or corporate body name;}

Authors with no
function

indicator

Creative authors

Autor, Coautor, Colaborador

Authors with
function

indicator

Creative authors, mixed
responsibility

Autor, Coautor, Colaborador,
Adaptador, Continuador

Non-creative authors,
important functions

Actualizador, Revisor, Editor-Compilador,

Editor-Preparador, Director-Ceordinador,
Compendiador, Comentader, Anotador,
Critico, lustrador-Dibujante-Fotografo,
Traductor, Redactor, Relator-Relatador.

MNon-creative authors,
auxiliary functions

Prologuistas
Autores de Prologos, Infroducciones,
Notas Prelminares, Presentaciones,
Advertencias, Prefacios, Proemios,
Prolegémenos, Epilogos, etc.

Colaboradores en Materias Auxiliares

. Autores de Apéndices, Bibliografias,

Indices, Tablas, Suplementos, Anexos,
etc.

Non-creative authors,
publication and
dissemination functions

Editor Comercial, Impresor, Distribuidor
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Once the cataloguer had determined the importance for purposes of
information retrieval for each responsibility function, the text of the
rule provides the criteria needed to make the decisions summarized in
the two points below.

1. Each access point for each category of author or responsibility
function should be considered either obligatory (i.c., authors
whose names must be used) or optional (i.e., authors whose
names can also be used). These criteria have been adopted by the
French Cataloguing Rules. 4748

2. The text of the rule should establish whether there is to be a limit
to the number of possible access points when more than one au-
thor is identified with a given responsibility function. However,
each library or center may also decide whether to limit the num-
ber of access points under each responsibility function on the ba-
sis of its own cataloguing policies.

Table 3 summarizes the type, number and source of access points
allowable in each category of responsibility function according to the
proposed revision of the Spanish Cataloguing Rules.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The usefulness of a computerized catalog is judged mainly by how
its information retrieval system performs. Retrieval functions are be-
ing constantly improved as information technology progresses, but
still depend to a large degree on decisions made during the cataloguing
process, and on the rules that guide these decisions.

The principles described here for determining author access points
simplify the decision-making process and make it more objective,
increase the number of possible access points, and are compatible with
the capabilities of computerized cataloguing. Catalogs need to be
made more informative by providing a greater number of access
points. However, implementation of these principals in cataloging
rules will require further study.

A variety of procedures have already been tested. Cockshutt et al.
used flow charts to illustrate the paths used in the rules to choose
access points, in an attempt to shorten the process and remove ambi-
guities, omissions, and unneeded rules.%® Baughman and Svenonius
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TABLE 3. Access points for each category of responsibility function. Type,
number and source of information

CATEGORY TYPE OF ACCESS NUMBER OF ACCESS INFORMATION
{Type of action) POINT POINTS SOURCE
Obligatory] Optional All Unspecified Title page| Any sourca
(1) @
Creative authors X X X

Creative authors, mixed
rasponsibility x X X

Non-creative authors,
important functions X x x{3)

Non-creative authors,
auxiliary functions X X x {4}

Non-creative authors,
publication and x(5) X X
dissemination functicns

(1) To be determined by the library or center on the basis of the type of hoidings and users
{2) Includes the Table of Contents

{3) The library or center can determine which sources to use

{4) The library or center can determine which sources to use

{5) Obligatory access points for the publisher only; altematively, for the printer or distributor

examined the effects of removing the heading ‘“Main entry” and re-
placing each instance of this term with “access point™ throughout the
text. They found that the substitution led to meaningless rules and
rules that became very complex or inoperative.”’ Abrera and Shaw
proposed simplifying the rules after having determined empirically
which rules were actually used in practice; they concluded that only a
small group of rules was used consistently. A nucleus of rules selected
on the basis of practical considerations was in fact sufficient to catalog
most of the books in their sample.!

Computerized procedures for identifying access points have also
been developed. These procedures used algorithms that matched the
names on the title page with names in the authority file in a database,
with a high degree of precision.>?3 One recent study has attempted to
revise the AACRZ on the basis of a computerized analysis of the
syntax of the text of the rules and the interrelations between criteria, in
an attempt to eliminate useless or unneeded clauses, integrate multiple
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criteria, unify terminology and improve the structure of the rules.>
Recently, Molto and Svenonius have developed a prototype electronic
interface in an attempt to reconfigure the use of AACR?2 rules to make
them more useful for automated environments. The problems they
encountered stemmed from structural problems in the rules them-
selves; this is one of the major problems we also found in the Spanish
cataloging rules.”d

In the proposal presented in this article, | have discussed the need to
break with previous concepts, incorporate new principles and develop
highly precise reference tools. In the present article | have proposed a
revised system for choosing author access points in the Spanish lin-
guistic context, Two fundamental elements of the revised method for
choosing author access points are the taxonomic key of twenty difter-
ent responsibility functions (Appendix 1) and the table of author cate-
gories (Table 2). I suggest that this method could be used for mono-
graphs in any language. It is important to keep in mind, however, that
the proposed method can only be implemented once the national rules
have developed an appropriate taxonomic key that clearly and precise-
ly defines the responsibility functions encountered within a given
linguistic and terminological environment.

We are now investigating the application of this revised set of
principles for cataloging a real sample of modern Spanish monographs
held in the National Library of Spain and in university libraries. With
this approach we hope to identify specific shortcomings in cataloging
procedures based on current rules.
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APPENDIX 1. Taxonomy of responsibility functions in medem Spanish mono-
graphs and English equivalents. Functions are shown in roman typeface;
equivalent designations in Spanish are shown in italics.

Autor [Authar, Writer, Emanator]

Creative author. Person or entity with responsibility for the creation of the content of the work.
Can be associated with personal or corporate body authorship, as lang as the creative
function is evident. Creative authorship can oceur in shared and mixed responsibilities

— No function indicator except in mixed responsibilities
Coautar [Coauthor, Joint author]

Creative author when two or more authors are given. Author in a group of collective
authorship. Creative action shared with no specification of which parts or how much of the
content a given coauthor is responsible for, resulting in a collective wark. Can occur inshared
and mixed responsibilities

— Nao function indicator except in mixed responsibilities
Colaborador [Contributing author, Collabarating author, Collaborator]

Author with alimited role in the creation of the wark. Creative action shared with one or more
others, or indication of proportion of respensibility with respect to one or more others (1}

— Colaboracidn de. . ., Contribucion de. . ., Participacion de. . .
Adaptador [Adapter]

1} Author who modifies an existing work to make it accessible to a different public frorn the
ane the work was originally intended for, or to make it suitable for ancther type of reader. 2)
Author who modifies a work to the format of a different genre. Adaptation implies the prior
existence of an original work by another author{s}, which changes in purpose, nature or
scope as a resuit of adaptation. The modifications introduced give rise to a different work;
hence the adaptor shouid be considerad to perform a creative action.

— Adaptacion de. . ., Transformada por. . ., Acomodada. . ., Reducida. . ., Modificada. . .,
Dibulgada. . ., Version. . .
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Continuador

Continues and extends a work begun by ancther/others, to complete and/or update the
original work. This funection is ambiguous for two reasons: 1) Continuation of a work can be
understood as an update (2). 2) A work conceived within the context of another work may not
necessarily complete the original work, but may only increase its content. In this case the
continuation should be considered a new work, and the author(s} should be considered ta
perform a creative action. To identify the function of Continuador, the function indicators
Continuada por. . . and Continuacion de. . . can be used, together with publication, under the
same or a different title and with the same structure

— Continuada. . ., Terminada. . ., Proseguida. . ., Finalizada. . .
Acutalizador, Revisor [Maintainer, Reviser, Revised version)

1) Author that ensures a work created by another remains up-to-date. 2} Maintains or
updates a previously published work by adding, correcting or modifying, for the purpose of
keeping the cantents up to date. This function does not involve substantial change to the
original work, therefore the maintainer is not congidered a creative author

— Corregida por. . ., Aumeniada. . ., Renovada. . ., Revisada. . ., Reformada. .., Ampliada. . .,
Puesta al dia. . ., Adicionada. . .

EdHitor-Compiladar {Editor, Compiler (3)], Editor-Preparador

1) Oversees the publication or presentation, in intellectual terms, of a work, a collective work
or part of the same. 2} Responsible for the intellectual production of a collective work (4). 3)
Oversees the preparation of a text created by others, Responsibilities can range from
complete revision te preparation of the introduction, notes, indices, etc.

The editor and director are often confused. This confusion arises from mistranslation of the
English terms Editor and Director, whose respongsibilities can overlap (5). In the Spanish
linguistic context these two terms indicate different responsibility functions:
editor-cormpitador and director-coordinador. Thus in Spanish the term editor refers to the
supervisor or compiler of the work, who performs the actions of 1) bringing together and
publishing material, a collection, or part of the same, and 2) supervising the preparation of the
text or of a text created by others, and providing comments, revising or adding to the content.

Confusion also arises when the editor is considered to have performed actions of
overseeing, revising, or preparing. There are so many possible degrees of significant
intellectual involvement in a work that in many cases, some actions are performed by
persons with other responsibility functions that have been more clearly defined. Mareover,
there is overlap between the specific actions performed by persons or bodies with apparently
different responsibility functions.

The AACR2 does not distinguish between the Director of a collective work and the
editor-compiler, but regulates beth functions in terms of works "under the direction of an
editor” and “under the direction of a literary editor.” fn some cases the editor can be
responsible for the editerial direction of a group of authars, or of a group of compilers.

in the Spanish linguistic context the function of the editor is understood as that of the
editor-compilador and the editor-preparador. The actions performed by the
editor-preparador in a work can vary widely, and can be indicated within the document in a
variety of ways. The cataloger of monographs in Spanish should pay close attention to
equivalent designations as well as overlap and differences in the agtions subsumed by
apparently equivalent responsibility functions, and aveid aftributing to the Spanish editor
responsibilities that correspond more closely to other better defined functions. This would
help avoid the indiscriminate use of the editor literario label, which has become a widespread
catch-all term in cataloging.

— Edicionde. . ., Edicidny estudio, Compilada y anotada, Editaday. . . , Seleccion y estudio, .
. . Antologia de textos, Recopilacion de. . ., Publicada por. . . , Presentada y. . . For
Conferences Proceedings, congresses, meetings: Edicion de. . . . Organizado por. . .
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Director-Coordinador [Editor, Director-Coordinator]

Oirects, coordinates or oversees the assembly of a collective work to ensure its coherence or
continuity. Acts as intellectual director, in the sense described in the AACR2 rules for the
editor in certain cases. {n the Spanish linguistic context, the function of the scientific and
intellectual director is best defined as one of coordination, for the purpose of ensuring
consistency in the methods and contents in collective works.

The director-coordinador function can also be associated with the direction of editorial
collections. This designation is dealt with in the French cataloging rules (6). The Reglas
Espafiolas de Catalogacidn define the dirsctor-coordinador as the director editorial, whereas
AACR2 do not provide a separate description of this function.

— Director cientifico, Director politico, Publicacion dirigida por. . ., Dirgccion y plansamiento,
Direccion intetectual, Coordinador, Supervisor, Coleccion dirigida por. . .

Compendiador

Abridges the contents of a work. This function is not defined in any of the national cataloging
rules examined. Reduces or simplifies a work, maintaining its original structure and unity of
thought, for the purpose of providing the fundamental contents in a shortened form. The
original purpose of the work is not medified.

— Resumida por. . ., Condensada por. . ., Sinlesis de. . ., Sumaric, Sinopsis, Extracto,
Epftome, Version abreviada

Comentador [Commentator, Annotator]

Not defined in the glossary of the Reglas de Catalogacién Espanolas or in the AACR2. 1} Adds
to a work by another author(s) observations, notes, etc., for the purpose of explaining,
illustrating, interpreting or clarifying the meaning and scope of the content (7). This function
can take the form of many different types of action.

* General criticism: commentary that examines and evaluates the qualities or defects
of a work

* Literary criticism: commentary that examines or evaluates a literary work

» Critical study: Analysis, historical and literary study of a text (usually a classic text)
with bibliographicat notes on the author, and a commentary on the author's times,
evaluation of the wark, style, influences, and other characteristics. Can be accompa-
nied by other types of material such as appendices and a bibliography of the author.

» {Critical edition: The main purpose is re-publication or reconstruction of an original
work for the purpose of recovering the author's original intention. This type of action
is closer to that of the editor than the commentator.

— Explicacion, Glosa, Anolada por. . . ,Criticada, Comentario critico, Comentario ifustrativo,
interpolacion, Estudio, Estudio critico, Anotaciones criticas, Exégesis, Andlisis crilico,
Estudio biografico-critico, Critica intelectual, Edicion critica

Redactor [Redactor, Writer]

Author that gives final form fa a document, but is not responsible in a creative sense for its
content. This function, in addition to its general action of giving written form to events and
ideas, is often assocciated with reports, official publications, legal publications, and similar
documents. It is easily confused with the function of editor. [t is not defined in the Reglas de
Catalogacion Espanotas or the AACR2, although it does appear in the AFNCR rules (8).

— Redaccién de. . . , Redactado por. . .

Relator, Relatador [Narrator)

Prepares a literary or scientific work to report an event or situation. Shoutd not be confused
with creative author of a narrative work.

Uncommaon in scholarly moneographs, often associated with reports to autherities,
organizations or institutions {status report, progress report, report on a procedure, report of
findings, list, etc.). In the AACRZ this function is associated with judicial records and
compendia of trials and sentences. The functions of redactor and refator are sometimes
difficult to distinguish, and can overlap.
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— Refatado por. . ., Informado, Expuesto, Referido, Contado, Narrado
Colaborador en materias auxiliares [Writer of accompanying material]

This is not described as a separate functionin any set of cataloging rules, and is termed here
colaborador en.. to distinguish it from the creative author collaborator. This function involves
contributions that are not of fundamental importance for the content of the work, and without
which the work could exist on its own, aithough accompanying material often facititates the
use of the basic work. A variety of terms are used to designate this type of function, to reflect
the variety of materials that can accompany a work (e.g., appendices, indices, supplements,
tables and bibliographies) and that are prepared by perscns or bodies ather than the creative
author of the work. The contents of the accompanying material are derived from the contents
of the work it accompanies.

— Acompanada de. . ., Bibliografia de. . . , Indices, Apéndices, Tablas, Suplementos,
Anexos

Prologuista [author of the Preface, Prologue or Foreword}

Authoer of a discourse appearing before the main body of the work, in which the purpose of the
work is described, or a commentary on the work or its author(s) is given. This function is
well-known, and the resulting material is considered not to be of fundamental importance to
the existence of the work. The glossary of the AACR2 contains no entry for “author of a
prologug.” Inthe Reglas de Catalogacion Espafiolas, the préiogo is defined as a “preliminary
note directed to the reader, in which clarifications or observations about the work are given.”
Many terms are used for this function, and some denote purposes other than that of the
prologue. | propose the general term “prologue’” be used to refer to infroductions written by
authors different from that of the main work, presentations, prolegomena, prefaces, notes to
the reader, and preliminary notes.

— Prologo, Prefacio, Advertencia, Nota prefintinar, Noticia prefiminar, Preseptacion,
Aclaracion, Introduccion, Proemio, Prolegdmeno, Epilogo

llustrador [llustrator, Photographer]

1} Author that provides artistic elaments insgired by the content of the work with the purpose
of emphasizing its importance. 2) Author of the images that accompany the text. 3} Personor
bady responsible for the illustrations, that are based on or inspired by the text. Distinction
should be made between illustrated works and works that are the result of a collaboration
between writer and artist {mixed responsibilities), in which both responsibilities are of equal
importance for the existence of the work. In this case the illustrator does not provide
accompanying material, but is considered a creative author.

— llustraciones de. . ., lconografiade. . ., Dibujos, Grabados, Folografias, Figuras, Laminas
Traductor [Translator]

1} Renders a work in alanguage other than the one it was originally written in. The translation
can be accompanied by an interpretation of the text. 2) “One who renders from one language
into another, or from an older form of a language into a modern form, moare or less closely
following the original” (8). Many types of translation exist {e.g., free, direct, literal). In the
present taxonomy all types are considered to represent the translator function, including
transcription in both its literal and paleographic sense.

Atranslation is often presented as a versidn, which is an imprecise synonym for a specific or
special transiation. As aresult, translations produced by different translators are sometimes
considered different “versions” of the original weork. When a version includes an
interpretation of the subject of the text, itis considered a critical study {commentary). When a
version expresses or includes the presentation of the work in a different literary form
(dramatization, novelization, etc.) it is considered an adaptation. A free translation can in fact
sometimes be an adaptation.
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— Traduccion, Traduccion autorizada, directa, fiel, indirecta, imerlineal, inversa, Iieral,
Transcripcion, Version, Versidn espaniola, a partir de, novelada, Traduccion libre, anotada,
Metedfrasis

Editor comerclal [Publisher]; Impresor [Printer]

Person or entity that, in a material sense, produces a work with printing and reproduction
techriques for publication and distribution. This function is associated with the dissemination
of a document.

The function of publisher has changed with time to involve actions such as design, printing.
tachnical production, and marketing. The role of the publisher as distinct from these other
tasks did not appear until the nineteanth century. Before this time publishers often acted as
booksellers and printers. These functions are currently entirely separate, although in certain
types of documents the publisher and printer are the same person ar entity.

— Edicién, Editado, Ediciones, Editorial, Editor-Impresor, Editor-Librero, Impresor-Librero
Distribuidor [Distributor]

Intermediary responsible for delivering the publisher's products to the bookseller. This
function is associated with dissemination. The functions of publisher and distributor are
sometimes, but not always, performed by the same person or entity.

— Distribuida por. . ., Distribucion de. . .
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APPENDIX 2. Types of responsibility functions excluded from the proposed
system for choosing author access points!

RESPONSIBILITY ASSOCIATED WITH THE| DESIGNATION OF THE FUNCTION

WORK
e Authors associated or related to the Printer, typesetter, designer, dustjacket
publication, design and distribution of the designer, binder, production director,
WOrK: production editor, printer, technicians,

editorial consultants

® Personal authors related to the organization| Organizer of tributes, conferences, etc.
of events: President or member of conference

organizing cormmittee, sponsor,

commissioner, consultant

® Personal authors named in: Acknowledgement, dedication,
introduiction or prologue, Persons related
to the author or subject of the work

& Entities associated with the works as: Sponsar, financer. Institutions named in
author dffiliations. Instifutions provider of
sources and data

1. Functions associated with the document but that do not involve creative or intellectu-
al effort or contribution



