
Descriptive Cataloging Using RDA: 
Former Cataloging Practices You May See in “Legacy” Records 

 
“Answers” 

 
With the implementation of RDA, some cataloging practices have changed.  Just as during the 
earlier implementation of AACR2, the Library of Congress generally does not retrospectively 
revise records created using those rules; they were correct according to rules in force at the time. 
 
This document highlights some of the changes.  The records below illustrate practices under the 
former cataloging rules; under each illustration is a brief reminder of the RDA practice. 
 
 Generally, accept this data in existing records.  If in doubt about the need to revise any 

such elements, consult your supervisor.  When importing such records for Copy 
Cataloging, follow section practice and DCM B13 regarding what to revise. 

 
 
Cataloger-supplied abbreviations were used (some of them Latin-based) 
 

• s.l.  for ‘sine loco’  when place of publication unknown 
• s.n.   for ‘sine nomine’ when publisher unknown 
• n.d.  for ‘no date’  when date of publication unknown 
• p.  for ‘pages’  routinely abbreviated in 300 $a 

 
 RDA Practice: Do not supply abbreviations; transcribe what you see; infer publication 

data 
 
How should these elements look according to RDA? 
The publication information should be recorded in a 264 #1. Rather than using Latin   
abbreviations, [Place of publication] and [publisher not identified] are supplied in separate sets of 
square brackets.  Manufacturing data should appear in a separate 264 field without parentheses.  
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Bracketed data appeared more frequently in records 
 

 
 RDA Practice: There is less need to bracket because more sources are valid 

 
How should these elements look according to RDA? 
The leaves of plates should be recorded without brackets (see examples in 3.4.5.9).  In addition,  
the pagination in the 504 note should not be in brackets (see the first two examples in point 3,  
‘Square brackets’,  of the section titled, “Punctuation in Notes” of  LC-PCC PS 1.7.1).    

 
 
 

‘Rule of three’ limit for names in a statement of responsibility (instead, cataloger would supply 
“… [et al.].” in place of the names that were omitted) 
 

 
 RDA Practice: generally record all names in the s.o.r.; remember that this may also 

affect the 1XX and 7XX fields and the 245 first indicator 
 
How should these elements look according to RDA? 
All authors named on the resource should be named in the statement of responsibility, without  
the Latin abbreviation; art catalogs require close examination, but a 100 field could be possible.   
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Typographical errors on title page were explained or corrected by the cataloger 
 

• [sic] for ‘thus’ to explain that an apparent error appears thus on the resource 

 
• [i.e.] for ‘id est’ to supply the intended ‘correct’ text of a transcribed error  

 
 RDA Practice: For monographs, do not add bracketed data to the title proper; transcribe 

the title with the error; provide a 246 with the correct spelling if you think 
it would be helpful for a user (for serials, however, typographical errors 
in the title should be corrected -- see 2.3.1.4, Exceptions). 

 
How should these elements look according to RDA? 
1st example:  “William Shakespear” (without [sic])       
2nd example:  “Shakespearan classics” (without the inserted correction)     
 
 
 
Edition statements were abbreviated, and ordinal numbers were used 
 

 
 RDA Practice: transcribe from the resource; do not convert to ordinal numbers or 

abbreviate; (if abbreviations or ordinal numbers appear on the resource, 
transcribe them as they appear) 

 
How should these elements look according to RDA? 
Assuming that the resource in fact reads “Third edition” (as is often the case), that statement 
should be transcribed as it appears.  If the source does in fact read “3rd ed.”, the transcription 
shown in this example would be correct.        
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Publication/Distribution/Manufacture data appeared in the 260 field 
 

 
 RDA Practice: the 264 field is now used instead of the 260 field for most resources; some 

special collections materials still use the 260 field 
 
How should these elements look according to RDA? 
Publication data should be recorded in a 264 field; a publication date should be inferred; the  
phonogram date, if recorded, would be in a separate 264; data is transcribed as on source.   
 
 
 
Multiple elements could be recorded in the 260 field (e.g., publisher and manufacturer) 
 

 
 RDA Practice: use multiple 264 fields; use second indicator for function of the entity 
 
How should these elements look according to RDA? 
For the publication information, the place of publication, publisher’s name, and date of   
publication should be bracketed separately rather than contained in a single set of brackets.  The  
phrase [publisher not identified] should replace the abbreviation [s.n.].  The manufacturing data  
should appear in a separate 264 field (264 #3) without the bracketed ‘i.e.’ statement.   
 
 
Copyright date could be recorded as a publication date in the 260 field 
 

 
 RDA Practice: Copyright date is NOT a publication date and may NOT be recorded in a 

264 #1; if you choose to record it in addition, use a 264 #4; the 264 #4 
should contain only $c; record the date with the copyright symbol (©) 

 
How should these elements look according to RDA? 
Confirm that source reads “N.J.”; tag should be 264; publication date should be inferred from 
copyright date; copyright date, if also recorded, should be recorded in 264 #4, not in 264 #1. 
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A place of publication in the ‘home country’ was required, if present on the resource 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 RDA Practice: record or infer the first place, regardless of country; adding a place in the 

home country is optional; for CIP cataloging, see LC-PCC PS 2.8.2 
 
How should these elements look according to RDA? 
The field tag should be 264; the added recording of “New York” is acceptable but not required;  
infer the date, instead of using the copyright date, which may not be recorded in a 264 #1.    
 
 
Abbreviation/abridgement of Places, Publishers, Distributors, etc. was encouraged  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 RDA Practice: do not abbreviate, abridge, or use initialisms; transcribe what you see; 

but if an abbreviation appears on the source, transcribe it that way 
 
How should these elements look according to RDA? 
Transcribe all elements as on the resource.  If the data appear abbreviated thus on the source,  
these examples are correct according to RDA; however, if the data appear ‘in full’ it should be  
transcribed as such (e.g., “Publishing Company” instead of “Pub. Co.”).  The distributor   
statement in the second example is optional; if you choose to record it, do so in field 264 #2.   
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General Media Designator was used in the 245 $h for many non-print formats 

 
 RDA Practice: instead, record the Content Type, Media Type, and Carrier Type in the 

336, 337, and 338 fields 
 
How should these elements look according to RDA? 
245 field should not include $h; record should contain 336 field, 337 field, and 338 field, using  
appropriate terms from the tables at RDA 6.9.1.3, 3.2.1.3, and 3.3.1.3.      
 
 
 
Collaborations and compilations were treated differently for the purpose of formulating the 
authorized access point (then called ‘main entry’) 
 

 
 RDA Practice: For an aggregate work of two or more works by different authors, there is 

no single ‘creator’, so the authorized access point consists of the preferred 
title alone (no 1XX); an analytical authorized access point is recorded for 
at least the first or predominant work, and optionally for the other(s). 

 
How should these elements look according to RDA? 
The record should not include a 100 field; the 245 first indicator should be “0”; there should be a  
70012 $at for the first work (Adams – History); an additional 70012 $at for the second work  
(Morley – Struggle) is optional.  Note that the record should NOT include a 240 field.    
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Languages ($l) in uniform titles were treated differently 
 

• Order of $a $l $k 

 
 RDA Practice: $k (work data) precedes $l (expression data) 
 

• Use of multiple languages or “Polyglot” were acceptable (“Polyglot” was used when 
three or more languages were present) 

 

 
 RDA Practice: only a single language is acceptable in $l.  Instead of the former practices, 

provide separate access points for each language expression (apply the 
provisions and limits of LC-PCC PS 26.1)  

 
How should these elements look according to RDA? 
1st example:  the correct order is “$a Plays. $k Selections. $l Russian”    
2nd example:  two authorized access points -- one for the original expression, without $l (i.e., 

70012 $a Shakespeare … $t Tempest); and one for the translation, with $l (i.e., 
70012 $a Shakespeare … $t Tempest. $l (Spanish).  Note that there should be no 
240 field.        

3rd example: at least two authorized access points -- one for the original expression, without $l 
(i.e., 70012 $a Balabanova … $t Poems. $k Selections. $l [original language]), 
and at least one for at least one of the translations, with $l, (i.e., 70012 $a 
Balabanova … $t Poems. $k Selections. $l [another language]).  Note that there 
should be no 240 field.    
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