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Notes on Operations

Evaluation of Three Record Types for
Component Worksy in Analytic Online

Catalogs

Herbert H. Hoffman

Works contained in collections and anthologies are a significant body of in-

formation stored in libraries. For the retrieval of such works, online catalogs
today rely mostly on contents notes and added entry fields. Four criteria for
analytic catalogs are suggested: a search for a specific work should retrieve
all units of that work, it should retrieve only that work, without false drops;
the search should require only one pass; and the resulting display should
clearly collocate all retrieved works. It is suggested that “In” analytics as de-
scribed in AACR2 rule 13.5A promise better results than analytic entries
based on contents notes and added entries.

Bibliographic databases that make up
library online catalogs contain biblio-
graphic records that represent the books,
discs, cassettes, and other items a library
has on its shelves. When such an item con-
tains one sole work, the item and the work
it contains are perceived to be one and the
same thing. It is rarely difficult to retrieve
such works. But when one item contains
two or more works, it may be difficult to
link the works to the item. That may be
part of the reason why online catalogs are
still hard to use, as Borgman recently reit-
erated (Borgman 1996).

Much groundwork has been done to
distinguish works from items. Lubetzky
held that the “work”—the “literary
unit”—was the basis of bibliographic de-
scription  (Lubetzky 1963). Hoffman
(1976) has attempted to show that all pub-

lications, regardless of medium or format,
are first of all “works” (i.e., essays, poems,
novels, plays, symphonies, etc.) con-
tained in “books” (i.e., monographic pub-
lications, collections, periodicals, cas-
settes, etc.) that come in “sets” of one or
several volumes, and that there are no ex-
ceptions. The ERIC thesaurus of 1978, in
its basic list of publication type catego-
ries, supported this view by defining
“book” as “pure form or ‘empty con-
tainer,” contrasted with “creative works”
such as “poetry, literary works, essays,
novels, short stories...” (Educational
Resources Information Center 1978,
178D). These definitions lend weight to
Lubetzky’s proposition that it is the
work—the intellectual creation—and not
the package or the container on which the
catalog should focus.
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The bibliographic description of “ana-
lyzed parts” versus “containing items” was
treated in detail by McCallum nearly two
decades ago (McCallum 1980). Still, as
Howarth (1997, 9) described the situa-
tion, today’s online catalogs seldom man-
age to represent the “work independently
of the physical format.” As Weintraub and
Shimoguchi phrased it (1993, 178), a reli-
able analytic catalog would not only re-
main a “vehicle for transmitting biblio-
graphic information about whole books”
but would “reveal information couched
within these books” as well. In such a cata-
log, the bibliographic records of all of an
author’s works, large or small, those that
stand alone and those that are “compo-
nent parts,” would be indexed so that any
of them can be searched for and retrieved
with one simple keystroke or click.

While a true analytic online database
on a national scale does not yet exist, a
case could be made for it. Hoffman and
Magner (1985) found that for every item
on the shelf that is listed in the catalog,
there might be five works embedded in
collections and anthologies, works that
are not listed—not in the catalog nor in
any other index, finding list, or biblio-
graphic aid. Thus, leaving the periodical
literature aside, a library of 100,000 items
might contain half a million works that are
not easily accessible to patrons searching
the online catalog. Poulsen (1990), in stud-
ies at six other libraries, had similar find-
ings. Such data justify the conclusion that
our libraries contain enough uncataloged
or insufficiently cataloged works to make
improved analytic catalogs worthwhile.
Hagler (1997, 13) seconds this objective
when he suggests that future editions of
AACR should require that “an agency pro-
vide access to every work . . . appearing
within each catalogued document.”

The sheer numbers of works, however,
call for a cooperative effort. Given the ad-
vances being made in computer technol-
ogy and telecommunications today, it is
conceivable that in addition to a MARC
database of books qua containers, a com-
parable utility for component works will
become feasible, a utility that would en-
able readers to access the works con-
tained in library collections and antholo-
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gies, much as they now use INFOTRAC
and similar indexes to access the works
contained in periodicals. The organiza-
tional and administrative aspects of such
an undertaking, however, are not within
the scope of this paper. We restrict our-
selves to a discussion of how different bib-
liographic record structures affect the
search for, retrieval, and display of com-
ponent works in analytic or partially ana-
lytic online catalogs.

Let us consider what an analytic cata-
log ought to achieve to facilitate the re-
trieval of specific works. It seems there
are four major goals:

1. Once a work has been identified, the
catalog should retrieve all versions of
that work the library owns, not just
some. At present, few online catalogs
provide complete and reliable access
to works embedded with others in
collections and anthologies. Most on-
line catalogs are at least partially
blind to component works because
the contents of collections and an-
thologies are not listed in the biblio-
graphic records that make up the
database. A sample of 44 anthologies
of drama retrieved from the catalog
of one large American university re-
vealed that only 15 of them were rep-
resented by bibliographic records
that contained tables of contents.
There was no clue to the contents of
the other 29 anthologies. In that li-
brary, a student looking for a given
work will find some manifestations of
that work but will not find all mani-
festations for that work that the li-
brary owns. And because most librar-
ies today download their records
from the same pool of MARC re-
cords, few other online catalogs are
likely to give better service.

2. The catalog should retrieve only only
versions of that work and no others.
There should be no irrelevant or unre-
lated titles retrieved, that is, no false
drops. In many online catalogs, a search
for author “Beethoven” and title keyword
“Octet” will retrieve many examples that
do not contain any of Beethoven’ octets.
For example, this search will retrieve a
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record that contains Beethoven’s Septet
op. 20 and Mendelssohn’s Octet op. 20.
Both search terms are contained in the
record for the item, but they do not de-
scribe one work; they are not linked spe-
cifically to a particular work.

3. It should be possible to achieve the
desired results in one pass. Readers
should not have to try several ap-
proaches before they are confident
that they have exhausted all possibili-
ties. A search for author “Schnitzler”
and title “Game of love” in many cata-
logs will draw a blank. Libraries that
own Corrigans Masterpieces of the
Modern Central European Theatre,
however, do have a copy of the play.
The MARC record has a searchable
contents field for the title. But there is
no searchable author field for
“Schnitzler.” To find Schnitzler’s play,
then, the reader must do a second title
search, which, paradoxically, will only
work if the author’s name is left out.

4. The retrieved records should be col-
located in an uncluttered, unambigu-
ous screen display. In today’s online
catalogs, as Carlyle (1997) points out,
the second objective of the Paris
Principles tends to get short shrift.
The second objective requires that
the catalog collocate all of an author’s
works that the library owns (Verona
1971). To display a work in the online
catalog means to show its title and, if
applicable, its author or authors, in a
prominent position on the screen. A
user searching for Shaw’s play Arms
and the Man, for example, expects to
see a screen that displays both the au-
thor name and the title. However, in
most systems, a brief display will in-
clude data from MARC field 100 (for
author) and MARC field 245 (for ti-
tle), with results similar to those seen

in fignre 1. This display is not as clear
as might be expected. From the infor-
mation given, it is not clear that only
the last two items contain the play
sought. Moreover, neither “Shaw” nor
“Arms and the man” are displayed on
screen. The reader must search for
that information in the full display of
each record on subsequent screens.

To construct analytic catalogs that
achieve all four goals, librarians must deter-
mine which record format will produce the
desired results. In the Anglo-American
Cataloguing Rules, 2d ed., 1988 revision
(AACR2R), three record structures for ana-
lytics are mentioned. They are contents
notes, added entries, and “In” analytics.

The first method—contents notes—is
described in rule 13.4A. The rule states
(p- 300) that it is “the simplest means of
analytics” and that it is “usually limited to
a citation of title or name and title.”
Blackwell’s “Blackwell Table of Contents™
project focuses on this method, making ti-
tle-searchable contents lists for selected
collections and anthologies available for
downloading.

The second method—added entries—
is described in rule 13.2A, which reads in
part (p. 300): “this method is appropriate
when direct access to the part is wanted
without creating an additional biblio-
graphic record for the part.” It is clear
from the wording that direct access to
component works has always been a de-
sirable feature of library catalogs. It must
be remembered that the rules date back
to a time when the standard was a card
catalog. An added entry then was an extra
card. When filed in proper order, readers
had direct access to a given title and found
all manifestations of it neatly collocated in
the drawer. In the online world, however,
an added entry is no longer a separately

AUTHOR TITLE PUBDAT
Hills, L. Rust Lust, violence, sin, magic cl1993
Grey, M Cameron Angels and awakenings 1994

Kernan, Alvin B. Classice of the modern theater [1965]
Barnet, Sylvan Eight great comedies c1958

Figure 1. Display of Titles Retrieved for Shaw’s Play Arms and the Man
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100 10
245 10
505 0

SaWilliams, Tennessee,
SaEight plays

$d1911-1983.

$aThe glass menagerie -- A streetcar named desire -- Summer

and smoke -- The Rose tattoo -- Cat on a hot tin roof --
Orpheus descending -- Sweet bird of youth -- The night

of the iguana.

Figure 2. Use of Single Contents Note for Collections.

filed thing but a field in a MARC record.
Fields in MARC records do not automati-
cally produce collocated displays. No
matter what software a library may have
bought, access to embedded works is not
as direct as it once was.

The third method—*In” analytics—is
described in great detail in rule 13.5A and
B. The rule states that an “In” analytic en-
try be made (p. 300) “if more biblio-
graphic description is needed for the part
than can be obtained by displaying it in
the note area.”

CONTENTS NOTES

Many librarians will say that a contents
note in the bibliographic record for a
book or other item containing different
works will suffice. There are two ways of
entering data into the contents field of a
MARC record (field 505). The basic
method uses subfield a; similar results can
be achieved by placing the titles of com-
ponent works into the subtitle, i.e. MARC
field 245 subfield b. The second, en-
hanced method uses subfields t and r in
MARC 505.

BasiCc 505 FIELD FOR COLLECTIONS
(ALL WORKS BY THE SAME AUTHOR)

Let us first look at the basic contents note
method for collections. Librarians raised

on AACR2R, Akers’ Simple Library Cata-
loging, and similar classics might not be in
the habit of distinguishing clearly be-
tween collections that contain works by
the same author and collections that con-
tain works by different authors. The two
types of items, however, are cataloged by
different rules. That is why we prefer a
distinction and use the term “collection”
here to designate the former type of item.
We shall use the term “anthology” for the
latter. In a collection, then, the author’s
name would be in field 100 of the biblio-
graphic record. The titles of component
works can be added in field 505 subfield a
or, occasionally, in 245 subfield b. It might
seem that this simple method of analytics
makes good sense, but there is a problem.
Because all strings in 505 subfield a and in
245 subfield b are in one subfield, only a ti-
tle keyword search is possible. There is no
way to instruct a computer to search for
the exact title phrase.

An example would be the collection
Eight Plays by Tennessee Williams (see
figure 2). The author’s name appears in
the searchable 100 field. But a search for
the exact title “Summer and Smoke”
would fail. Only a search for author’s name
plus one or more title keywords will re-
trieve this collection. When the retrieved
item is displayed on the screen, of course,
it will show the title “Eight plays,” not
“Summer and smoke,” thus hiding the col-

1. Williams, Tennessee

Collected pPlays ...t e ettt it e e e e i e 1
2. Williams, Tennessee

Eight Plays . vvi it i i et e 1
3. Williams, Tennessee

Summer and smoke ...l e e 1
4. Willlams, Tennessee

Sweet bird of youth, and two othe.......... 1

Figure 3. Display of Results for a Search for Williams

>«

Summer and Smoke.”
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245 00 SaNineteenth-century British drama

505 0 $aThe Cenci, by P. B. Shelley. -- Black-ey’d Susan, by D.
Jerrold. -- The lady of Lyon, by Lord Lytton. -- London
assurance, by D. Boucicault. -- Caste, by T. W. Robertson.
-- The bells, by L. Lewis. -- East Lynne, by T. A. Palmer.
-- H. M. S. Pinafore, by Sir W. S. Gilbert. -- The Countess
Cathleen, by W. B. Yeats. -- The second Mrs. Tangueray,

by Sir A. W. Pinero.
by 0. Wilde, etc.

-- The importance of being Earnest,

Figure 4. Bibliogrraphic Record for an Anthology Using MARC Field 505 Subfield a.

location feature. If the library owns several
versions of Summer and Smoke, the reader
might see a summary display like that seen
in figure 3. Such a display confuses the
searcher because it is not clear which lines
actually point to the play sought.

The basic table of contents method is un-
able to respond to exact title searches. This
is a problem for the reader who begins with
an exact title search, then finds out that the
retrieved item is not available. The reader
has two choices: give up or do a second
search, justto be sure that there really are no
other copies of the play in the library. And
even if the library does not own any other
collections or anthologies that contain the
work, this second pass is still necessary to
be sure all avenues were exhausted.

There is another problem. Keyword
searches are vulnerable to false drops.
Suppose areader searched the catalog for
author’s name “Shaw” and title keyword
“Man” (as in Man and Superman). 1t is
easy to see that there might be a hit, but
that the play the reader retrieved was
Arms and the Man instead. A keyword
search for Palestrina’s “Ave Maria” might
well retrieve Hyperion CDA 66850, an
item that does not contain the work but
does contain one titled “Ave verum cor-
pus, natum de Maria virgine.” Unless the
library’s catalog takes word order and prox-
imity into account, a reader looking for the
poem Lost World might well retrieve the
story “World Well Lost” instead.

BASIC 505 FIELD FOR ANTHOLOGIES
(WORKS BY DIFFERENT AUTHORS)

If an author’s works are contained in an anthol-
ogy together with other authors” works and
field 505 subfield a is the only analytic field in
the host item record, then author searches or
author and title searches will not work.

An example is the anthology Nine-
teenth-Century British Drama (see figure
4). Although Oscar Wilde’s The Importance
of Being Earnest is contained in this anthol-
ogy, a perfectly logical author/exact title (or
even an author/title keyword) approach will
fail because authors’ names, in this case, are
not contained in any author-indexed field.
Pragmatical souls will say that all one has
to do to achieve the desired retrieval is to
treat the author’s name as a title keyword
and include it in the search argument.
But this is a stopgap approach, inconsis-
tent with the concept of authorship, and
therefore not recommended as a perma-
nent catalog design feature. Library us-
ers should not be required to do mental
rearrangements like this in order to suc-
ceed at the catalog.

ENHANCED 505 FIELD FOR
COLLECTIONS (ALL WORKS BY THE
SAME AUTHOR)

The enhanced 505 field has repeatable
subfields t for titles. An example would be
Three Plays by August Wilson (see figure 5).

100 10 SaWilson, August

245 10 SaThree plays

505
come and gone.

$tMa Rainey’s black bottom -- $tFences -- $tJoe Turner’s

Figure 5. Bibliographic Record for a Collection Using MARC Field 505 Subfield t.
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1. Brooks, Garth

No fences................... 1
2. Symons, Harry

Fences ........ ... .. 1
3. Wilson, August

Three plays ................ 1

Figure 6. Display of Results for a Search for Wilson’s “Fences.”

Unlike the basic 505, the enhanced 505
with subfield t can, if the library’s soft-
ware allows it, be fully title indexed and
can then be searched by exact title
phrase as well as by keyword. The au-
thor’s name is in field 100, the title in 503
subfield t. Thus, exact title, keyword, and
author/ title searches will succeed. The
possibility of a false drop is remote. But
readers would find it hard to notice the
collocation feature. For even if one has
searched for and found a work title in a
browsing display, the machine is likely to
generate a final item display that shows
the title contained in field 245, not the
work title contained in field 505. An un-
suspecting, maybe less sophisticated user
looking for the title Fences might, on seeing
the summary display in figure 6, pick line 2
and take home the wrong book.

ENHANCED 505 FIELD FOR
ANTHOLOGIES (WORKS BY
DIFFERENT AUTHORS)

In the case of an anthology, one would add
separate subfields r for authors’ names.
An example would be Zora Neale
Hurston, Eulalie Spence, Marita Bonner,
and Others: The Prize Plays (see figure 7).
But subfield r, being a part of field 505,
cannot be controlled the way separate
fields 100 and 700 are, because 505 is a
transcribed field, while 100 and 700 use
authorized forms of names. Field 505
subfield r, therefore, cannot be used reli-

ably for author searches. And even in case
of a correct retrieval by title, a searcher
looking for Aftermath by Burrell will be
shown a screen that says “Zora Neale
Hurston, Eulalie Spence, Marita Bonner,
and other” instead of “Aftermath,” a situ-
ation that will probably confuse all but the
more experienced library users because it
looks as if the desired work was not found.
The “table of contents” method may be
the simplest method of analytics, but it is
not the best. Let us examine another al-
ternative.

ADDED ENTRIES

Some believe that the best way to provide
analytic access to component works is to
use added entries. This is the method ad-
vocated in such rules as 13.2A and
21.30M1 of AACR2R. It requires the addi-
tion of a suitable combination of 7XX fields
to the host item’s bibliographic record,
either alone or together with a 505 field.

7XX FIELDS FOR COLLECTIONS (ALL
WORKS BY THE SAME AUTHOR)

For a collection it would be easy to add a
number of 740 fields to the item record,
one for each component work title. Be-
cause in such a situation the name of the
author of all the works is in the 100 field,
an author/title search would be success-
ful. An example is Three by Tennessee (see
figure 8). As in the situations described

245 00 $aZora Neale Hurston,
others :$bthe prize plays.

505

SrMary P. Burrell.

Eulalie Spence,

$tHagar and Ishmael, SrCharlotte Teller Hirsh.
eyes have seen, SrAlice Moore Dunbar-Nelson.
-- $tThe purple flower,S$rMarita Bonner.

Marita Bonner, and

-- $tMine
-- StAftermath,

-- $tThe hunch, $rEulalie Spence,

Figure 7. Bibliographic Record for an Anthology Using MARC Field 505 Subfields t and r.
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100
245
740
740
740

10 Sawilliams,
10
02
42
42

Tennessee,
SaThree by Tennessee
SaSweet bird of youth
SaThe rose tattoo
$aThe night of the iguana

$d1911-1983.

Figure 8. Bibliographic Record for a Collection Using MARC Field 740 for Titles of Component

Works.

above, however, when the host item is dis-
played on the screen, the title shown will
be that contained in the 245 field, thus hid-
ing the identity of the retrieved work be-
hind the item or document title.

7XX FIELDS FOR ANTHOLOGIES
(WORKS BY DIFFERENT AUTHORS)

For an anthology, one or more 700 fields
would be indicated, where subfields a and

t contain the authors and titles, respec-
tively, of component works. It might look
as if exact title, title keyword, as well as au-
thortitle searches are provided for in this
case. There is a problem, though, when au-
thor names in 700 subfield a and titles in
700 subfield t are not linked. For example,
a search for author “Palestrina” and title
“Ave Maria” in most catalogs would re-
trieve a record for an item that contains
Palestrina’s “Sicut Cervus” and Robert

028 02 $a7709-2-RGSbRCA Victor Gold Seal

033 1 $al9s5l----5sald952----

040 $aDLC$cDLC

047 SasySadfsard

048 SbsallSaoca

050 00 $aRCA Victor Gold Seal 7709-2-RG

100 10 SaHeifetz, Jascha,$d1901-$4prf

245 10 $aShowpiecesShlsound recording].

260 0 S$aNew York: S$bRCA Victor Gold Seal, $cpl988.

300 $al sound disc :8bdigital; $cd4 3/4 in.

306 $a002405%a000907$a000814%a001316%a000826

500 SaThe 3rd work originally for violin and piano.

505 0 S$aSymphonie espagnole: op.21 / Lalo (24:05) -- Havanaise:
op.83 / Saint-Saéns (9:07) -- Zigeunerweisen: op.20 /
Sarasate (8:14) -- Poéme: op.25 / Chausson (13:16) --
Introduction and rondo capriccioso: op.28 / Saint-Saéns (8:26).

511 0 S$aHeifetz, violin; RCA Victor Symphony Orchestra;
William Steinberg, conductor (lst-3rd and 5th works);
Izler Solomon, conductor (4th work).

518 SaRecorded in 1951 and 1952.

500 SaCompact disc.

500 $aAnalog recording.

650 0 SaSymphonies (Violin with orchestra)

650 0 $aviolin with orchestra.

650 0 SaViolin with orchestra, Arranged.

700 10 $SaSteinberg, William, $d1899-1978.%4cnd

700 10 $SaSolomon, Izler,$d1910-S4cnd

700 12 SaLalo, Edouard, $d1823-1892.%tSymphonie espagnole.S$f1988.

700 22 sSaSaint-Saéns, Camille, $d1835-1921.$%tHavanaise.$f1988.

700 12 SaSarasate, Pablo de,$d1844-1908.$tZigeunerweisen;

Soarr.Sf1988.

700 12 $aChausson, Ernest,$d1855-1899.3tPoéme, Smviolin,
orchestra.$£1988.

700 22 $aSaint-Saéns, Camille,$d1835-1921.$tIntroduction et rondo

capriccioso.$f1988.

710 20 $aRCA Victor Symphony Orchestra.S$dprf

Figure 9. Two MARC 700 Fields Used in the Bibliographic Record for a Compact Disc to Specify

the Conductors of Different Pieces.
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Parsons’ “Ave Maria” because both terms
occur in that record. The machine finds
the author “Palestrina” and the title “Ave
Maria” and registers a false hit.

This will remain a problem until newer
software such as Horizon, Voyager, and
others make it possible to limit the search
for an author and a title to the same field,
excluding all other hits. Because
“Palestrina” and “Ave Maria” in the exam-
ple given above are not in the same 700
field, such an advanced system would
avoid the false drop. Even that, however,
will not solve the problem of coauthors,
editors, performers, conductors, and the
like. In bibliographic records that stand
for single-work items, or “standalone
works” as we could call them, such names,
entered in separate fields, are ipso facto
linked to the work. The moment two or
more works are described in the same
bibliographic record those relationships
become blurred. Consider the case of the
RCA Victor Gold Seal recording
7709-2-RG. The OCLC record has a 245
subfield a “Showpieces.” There are sev-
eral added entry fields, two of them for
the conductors (see figure 9). This CD
contains five pieces, four of which are
designated by analytic 700 fields. Even if
authors” names and work titles in these
analytic 700 fields were linked, there is
nothing in any indexed field that would al-
low alibrary user to focus on the works for
which each conductor is responsible. A
search for conductor (in most online cata-
logs, conductors” names are included in
the author index) “Solomon” and title
“Zigeunerweisen” will retrieve some-
thing, but it will not be that work con-
ducted by Izler Solomon.

There are still other complications.
Works often appear in translation.
Calderons Life Is a Dream, when published
as a separate book, is represented by a bib-
liographic record that automatically links
the English title with the original La Vida
Es Sueno in a separate field. The same goes
for nicknames and alternate titles. If a
search for “Eine kleine Nachtmusik” brings
up a standalone work titled “Serenade in
G,” we can be sure that we are dealing with
one and the same work.

But when the work is one of many in an
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anthology and there is only one biblio-
graphic record for the item and its con-
tents, the links between such separate
fields and the works to which they belong
are more difficult to establish. The cata-
log retrieving Chekhov’s “Vishnyovy sad”
should equate that work with “The
Cherry orchard.” However, as long as all
titles contained in a multiwork item are in
separate fields, the catalog has no precise
way to establish and display this link.

One other detail needs to be consid-
ered. When an added entry in the 7xx
fields names a work that is contained in
the item named in field 245, the second
indicator is given the value of “2” to show
that the added entry is an analytic one.
This indicator is not as helpful for the ana-
lytic retrieval of embedded works as one
would hope. In the first place, there is, at
this point, no library software available
that would, on retrieving such an embed-
ded work, create a display such as the one
found in figure 10.

But even if there were such software,
it would work only if the 7XX fields con-
tained the actual title of the work sought.
In many situations this is not true. A cer-
tainrecording (EMI CDC 7 49656 2) con-
tains Beethoven’s Symphony no. 5 in C
minor, op. 67. A title search for this work
would, in most libraries today, not re-
trieve the EMI recording because the rel-
evant analytic added entry uses the col-
lective uniform title “Symphonies.” The
second indicator, according to the rules,
marks this 700 field as one that designates
an analytic work contained in the item in
hand. But in this case subfield t desig-
nates a class of works, not the specific
work sought. Needless to say, a search for
Symphony no. 5 finds no match.

It would appear that, for works contained
in collections and anthologies, not all au-
thortitle/subject searches can be handled by
MARC 700 added entry fields, even if ana-
lytic indicators and “in-the-same-field” strat-
agems are employed, unless the field in
question is expanded to contain coauthors,
editors, performers, translated titles, subject
headings, etc—all the information that in
standalone works appears in separate fields.

Conceivably, added entry analytics
could also be constructed using separate
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010 Sa 91751736 /R/r972
028 00 $aCDS 7 49852 2$bEMI
028 00 $aCDC 7 49746 2SbEMI
028 00 $aCDC 7 47698 2SbEMI
028 00 $aCDC 7 49101 2SbEMI
028 00 S$aCDC 7 49656 2SbhEMI
028 00 S$aCDC 7 49816 2$bEMI
028 00 $aCDC 7 49221 2S$bEMI

033 2 $al98607 -- $a198808 -- $b57543cLé6
040 $aDLCScDLCSADLC

041 0 Sdger$egerengfreshgersgengfregerSheng
045 2 $bd17995bd182401

047 SasySaov

048 Saoa

048 Sbvallsbvb01sbvdOlsbvillSacasSaoa

050 00 S$aEMI CDS 7 49852 2

100 10 SaBeethoven, Ludwig van, $§41770-1827.

240 10 S$aOrchestra music.$kSelections

245 00 $a9 Sinfonien$h(sound recording] =S$bSymphonies / $cBeethoven.
260 0 SaHayes, Middlesex, England :$bEMI,$c[1989]

300 $aé sound discs :$bdigital, stereo. ;$c4 3/4 in.

440 0 SaRef lexe

500 $aEMI: CDS 7 49852 2 (CDC 7 49746 2, CDC 7 47698 2, CDC 7 49101
2, CDC 7 49656 2, CDC 7 49816 2, CDC 7 49221 2).

500 $aThe 12th work sung in German.

500 SaTitle from slipcase.

500 SaText of the last movement of the 12th work by Schiller.

511 0 SaYvonne Kenny, soprano, Sarah Walker, mezzo-soprano, Patrick
Power,tenor, Petteri Salomaa, bass, Schutz Choir of London
12th work); London Classical Players; Roger Norrington,

conductor.

518 SaRecorded July 1986-Aug. 1988, No. 1 Studio, Abbey Road,
London.

500 SaCompact discs.

500 $aProgram notes by David Wyn Jones and performance notes

by Roger Norrington in English with French and German
translations and text of the last movement of the 12th
work in German with English and French translations (95
p.: ill.) included.

505 0 $aSymphony no. 1 in C major, op. 21 -- Symphony no. 6 in F
major, op.68: Pastorale -- Symphony no. 2 in D major, op.36
-- Symphony no. 8 in F major, op.93 -- Prometheus overture:
op.43 -- Symphony no. 3 in E flat major, op.55: Eroica --
Symphony no. 4 in B flat major, op.60 -- Symphony no. 5 in
C minor, op.67 -- Overture to Collin’s tragedy Coriolan
op. 62 -- Overture to Goethe’'s tragedy Egmont: op. 84 --
Symphony no. 7 in A major, op.92 -- Symphony no. 9 in D

minor, op. 125 : Choral.

650 0 SaSymphonies.

650 0 SaOvertures.

600 10 SaSchiller, Friedrich,$d1759-1805%xMusical settings.

700 10 S$aKenny, Yvonne.S$4prf

700 10 SaWalker, Sarah.$4prf

700 1 SaPower, Patrick, $d1947-S%4prf

700 10 S$aSalomaa, Petteri.Sdprf

700 10 saNorrington, Roger.$4cnd

700 12 S$aBeethoven, Ludwig van, $d1770-1827.%tSymphonies.$f1989.

700 12 SaBeethoven, Ludwig van,$d1770-1827.S$tGeschépfe des
Prometheus. $pOuverture.$£f1989.

700 12 SaBeethoven, Ludwig van,$d1770-1827.S%tCoriolan.$f1989.

700 12 SaBeethoven, Ludwig van, $d1770-1827.S$tEgmont
SpOuverture.$£1989.

710 20 SaHeinrich Schiutz Choir.S$4prf

710 20 S$SaLlondon Classical Players.$4prf

Figure 10. Bibliographic Record for an “In” Analytic Structured in Accordance with AACR2
rule 13.5.
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100 10 Sawilliams,
245 10 SaSummer and smoke
773 Sw[link to host item]

Tennessee, $d1911-1983.

Figure 11. Analytic Record Example

700 and 740 fields instead of 700 subfield
a and subfield t. The problems are the
same: the computer cannot tell which au-
thor’s name goes with what title, or which
subject or performer might belong to
which 740 field, and so on.

The added entry method using MARC
fields 7XX has merit, especially if proxim-
ity and “in-the-same-field” limits, as well
as use of the second indicator, are incor-
porated into library software. But misses
and false drops are still possible even
then. Nor can collocation or clear display
of retrieved work titles be achieved in all
cases. Also, as long as all component
works are listed in one and the same bib-
liographic record, the title ultimately dis-
played to the reader is bound to be the
one in field 245. If the table of contents
method for documenting analytics has its
shortcomings, the added entry method is
not completely satisfactory either.

“IN” ANALYTICS

The “In” analytic, described by rule 13.5A
of AACR2R, is a third possibility. In an on-
line catalog, such analytics consist of sepa-
rate bibliographic records for all compo-
nent works, whether contained in
collections or anthologies, each with its
own MARC 245 and 1xx field, as appropri-
ate. Such a record will also contain a “Host
item entry” MARC 773 field, a field that is
described in MARC manuals as containing
information concerning the host item for
the constituent unit described in the re-
cord (vertical relationship). As the scope
statement for 773 explains, this field is pro-
vided in order to enable the user to locate
the physical piece that contains the com-
ponent part being described.

For the example shown above, Eight
Plays by Tennessee Williams, eight sepa-
rate “daughter” records would be created
(see figure 11). This stratagem produces
reliable retrieval because the author and

title are unequivocably linked. In an au-
thor/title search, there is no possibility of
linking an author and a title that do not
belong together, because there is only
one title in the bibliographic record. If
this method is used consistently, the cata-
log, searched by author and title, will re-
trieve all manifestations of a work in one
pass. There can be no false drops. And the
display will clearly collocate all retrieved
manifestations of a work without inter-
vening titles that are not those of the work
sought (see figure 12).

The “In” analytic also solves the prob-
lem of linking joint authors, performers,
alternate titles, uniform titles, subject
headings, etc., to the works they pertain
to because each work is represented by its
own bibliographic record. All fields in
that record are, by definition and without
special programming, linked to the work
named in field 245. A search for author
“Beethoven” and title keyword “Octet”
will retrieve all and only records that carry
this author’s name and this title keyword
in one of the fields. A false drop such as
the London 421 093-2 disc, mentioned
above, is not possible. The reader looking
for Euripides’ Medea will not ever be con-
fused again by being presented with
Alcestis instead. If you are looking for
Schnitzler’s Game of Love, you will not
only find it, but find it on the first try.

The subject approach to component
works should not be forgotten either.
Many studies in library literature confirm
the importance of the subject approach,
especially in academic libraries. Larson

1. Williams, Tennessee

Summer and smoke........... 1
2.Williams, Tennessee

Summer and smoke........... 1
3. Williams, Tennessee

Summer and smoke........... 1

Figure 12. Brief Display of Analytic Records.
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(1991), for example, concluded that sub-
ject searches are not only most used but
are also most likely to fail. Without inves-
tigating in detail the several reasons for
failure, it is easy to see one of them. When
many works are packaged together in one
container and each work deals with a dif-
ferent subject, searchers are likely to miss
important information. The primary rea-
son for this is that multiwork items are of-
ten assigned only a heading that summa-
rizes the subject content of all the
component works. The Analytic Spirit:
Essays in the History of Science (Cornell
University Press, 1981), for example, was
assigned the summary heading Science
—History. In the contents field, the titles
and authors of all 15 essays, ranging from
a discussion of Lavoisier’s theory of the
gaseous state to the supernova of 1054,
are listed. Will a reader interested in the
Crab Nebula look under the broad head-
ing “Science”? Probably not.

Librarians at libraries where users
have a strong interest in astronomy, re-
membering Ranganathan’s fourth law
(“Save the time of the reader”), might
want to make it easier for readers to ac-
cess interesting materials by adding es-
say-specific subject headings to a book
like this. As long as the essays are listed
onlyin a 505 field, or evenin a 7XX field, it
isimpossible to tell which subject heading
goes with what essay. In such a case, the
“In” analytic seems indicated. For the es-
say by L. Pearce Williams, “The supernova
of 1054,” a separate bibliographic record
might be created, complete with author, ti-
tle, specific subject headings, and link to
the mother record.

The reader searching by subject will
now retrieve all relevant “standalone” as
well as component works. The search is
precise and exhaustive, requires only one
pass, and the retrieved materials will be
neatly and unequivocally collocated on
the screen.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

There are three major methods employed
inlibraries to catalog component works
contents notes, added entries, and “In”
analytics. Under the third method, sepa-

rate bibliographic records for all compo-
nent works are created, and these are
linked by a common key to their host re-
cords, the collections and anthologies
that contain the works. If all collections
and anthologies on a library’s shelves are
consistently cataloged by this method, a
search for a specific work will:

1. Retrieve all manifestations of that
work,

2. Retrieve only that work without false
drops,

3. Not require a second pass, and

4. Clearly collocate all retrieved work
titles.

If librarians plan to offer their readers
reliable analytic catalogs that perform well
on these four points, then the choice of re-
cord format will have to be given serious
consideration. It appears that “In” analyt-
ics linked to their host item records, a
method so far neglected in most online
catalogs, might be the choice of the future.
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