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The Sippery Sope of Creating a Sensible Caalog:

FRBRfrom Caoncept to Implementation

People commonly refer to Homer® Odyssey or Shakespeare® Hamlet, or even Douglas
Adam@®Hitchhiker’s Guide to the Galaxy, but usually they are not speaking of a specific physical
copy of the work or even a particular version or translation, but rather an abstract artistic
creation of each of these authors. But a search for the title Hamlet by Shakespeare in WorldC4,
even when limited to books, brings back almost three thousand items. If you just want to read
the play, how would you choose one and how would you know that it wasthe work that people

culturally reference?

The International Federation of Library Associations® (IFLA) Functional Requirement for
Bibliographic Records (FRBR) proposal of 1997 attemptsto make this easier. FRBRis an entity-
relationship model for the cataloging of bibliographic items. Essentially, FRBRwould collocate
@Il versions of a given work together using a high-level record that linksto numerous lower-
level records, thereby collapsing near-duplicate itemsinto asingle entry point.®1t would give
the searcher alist of worksrather than alist of items and once the correct work is selected, the
user can then be guided to select among the variations of that work, like translations, editions,
or annotated versions, which in most current catalogs would show up asindividual recordsin
the result set. Ed O®leill summed up this change by saying Ghis shift in cataloging focus
requires not smply describing the item in hand but also describing how the item relatesto
other members of its bibliographic family.® While these concepts are not new, FRBRisthe first
to be taken seriously on an international level. ILA@proposal is much more detailed and has
much greater implicationsthan just making searching easier, but it hasa number of hurdlesto

overcome before even that can be realized.



In creating FRBR IFHLA first questioned long held traditionsin cataloging and established
thinking about library catalogs, and began instead with the belief that the bibliographic record
existsto guide the user to the item they are looking for. It wasimmediately apparent that
today®catalogs, while electronic, are only digital versions of the physical card catalogsthat
preceded them. Many of the cataloging practices bound by the physical restrictions of the
cards had been carried over to the digital version, including the inability to create hierarchal
relationships between related items. IHLA examined these unnecessary restrictionsand
developed FRBRto Gt last bring the concept of the library catalog into the digital realm,

moving from adigital version of the card catalog to atruly electronic entity.®

The FRBRproposal for a bibliographic record framework is comprised of three distinct
groups, with afourth that definesthe user needs. The hierarchical entitiesin the first group are
work, expression, manifestation, and item. The work, the highest level entity, isthe artistic or
intellectual achievement, an abstract concept that hasno physical embodiment. The expression
isarealization of thiswork, again not a physical object, but rather a particular version of the
work such asatrandation, audio rendering, or even just the original work itself. Manifestation is
aphysical (or digital) object that typifiesand embodies a particular expression of the work, and

finally, an item isa single copy of a manifestation.

The second group in FRBRdefinesthose responsible for the creation of the works,
expressions, and manifestations: personal and corporate bodies. The third group describesthe
subject of the work and includes concept, object, event, place, as well asall of the entitiesin the
first two groups. The fourth and final group isin fact the basis for the other three groups: the
needs of the user, which IFLA delineatesasthe need to find, identify, select, and obtain items.
Without the need to find and distinguish between the items described, there would be no
reason for recordsto exist. Therefore, the existence of the bibliographic record isinextricably

linked with user needs.

FRBRzing the library catalog certainly has advantages, but there are disadvantagesthat
go along with them. The most apparent advantage isthe increased ease of searching for a
work that has many expressions or manifestations. When the user is presented with only one or

perhapsten records for Hamlet instead of two or three thousand, the likelihood of locating the



item isdramatically easier and certainly less stressful. Navigating through the hierarchy from
work to item makes logical sense to the user and presents manageable result lists. But the FRBR
model will not apply to all recordsin the catalog. It assumesthat there ismore than one
expression or manifestation of the work. In fact, most itemsin the catalog (eighty percent of
the recordsin WorldCa*) have only one expression and one manifestation. If there isonly one
expression and one manifestation and perhaps even one item for awork, these same
hierarchical levels can be a point of frustration for the user. Navigating through the treeisthen
just asenseless hurdle, though easy solutionsto thisproblem seem possible; perhapsthe tree
will remain invisible unlessthere are a critical number of expressions or manifestations, thereby

leaving the structure intact without trying the user@patience.

Another advantage to FRBRizing the catalog isthat cataloging will require much less
time. When anew edition of awork isadded to the collection, much of the metadata can be
inherited from the work and expression levelsto the new manifestation, so the creation of a
whole new record isno longer necessary. An additional advantage of this metadata inheritance
isthat records for various manifestations of the same work will remain consistent and decrease
the likelihood of typos or other cataloging disparities; the upper level entitiesaswell asthe
group two entities serve as aform of authority record. But converting the catalog to the FRBR
model will require a significant investment of both time and money. The Library of Congress
and Online Camputer Library Center (OCLC)have both developed algorithmsthat can convert
much of the information in atraditional record into a FRBRized one, though each record will
need to be reviewed by acataloger. In the Hegna and Murtomaa study of the Fnnish-
Norwegian national bibliographies, MARC fieldswere mapped to the FRBRmodel and it was
found that if records were correctly coded in AACR2, the conversion was highly successful ® In
their Glumphry CinkerGstudy, OCLCfound that in many casesthe actual item being cataloged
needed to be examined in depth to determine whether it wasa new expression or
manifestation® (though this distinction was confounded by the hazy distinction between these
two entities), and in the end abandoned the concept of expression. Several implementations of
FRBRhave dropped the expression entity altogether to avoid the work intensive cataloging

step required to distinguish between new expressions or new manifestations.”



The FRBRmodel has been used in discreet projectsup until now, which alleviates many
of theissuesthat lie down theroad asit isused in more and more catalogs which will require
greater interoperability. Little mention has been made of how records will be exchanged
between libraries. If the distinctionsbetween levels remains somewhat ambiguous, or if
different libraries take different approachestoward each of these entities, record exchange
between librarieswould create havoc in the catalogs. Entitieswithin awork may overlap if they
are imported individually, or worse, may be missing crucial information if gaps exist between
the imported entity and the ones already in the catalog. This also begsthe question of which
entitieswould be exchanged. Asnew items are received by the library, there would need to be
away for the cataloger to import only the entitiesneeded and away to link the imported
recordsto the entitiesalready in the catalog. The danger of entire hierarchies being created or
imported for the same work would exponentially compound the current problem of duplicate

records.

Some mediums are better served by FRBRization than others. Serial, digital, and music
librarians and libraries have all proposed changes and amendmentsto the FRBRmodel to
better suit their medium, but their recommendations are often in conflict. Many of the current
problemswith cataloging of serials (and other itemsin which a part of the physical object could
also be interpreted to be awork) will still be issuesin the FRBRmodel: Doesthe journal asa
whole constitute the work, or only the individual articles within it?How will title changes over
time be represented or linked? Oliver®, Antelman?®, and Taniguchi*® discussed these issuesin
depth and proposed changesto the FRBRmodel. Music librarians rely heavily on the expression
entity, which many generalist implementations have dropped. Digital formats may have
trouble aswell; what constitutesan item or amanifestation in adigital environment isdifficult
to establish: are a PDF, an html, and atext download of the same information considered
different items or different manifestations?What if the pdf containslayout differences and the
html includes hyperlinks, while the text includes neither? How will dynamically created pages
by represented? The Paradigma project in Norway addresses some of these issues!* And it is
not only mediumsthat are better served by the model than others. For example, the concept of
work and of the creator responsible for its existence in Asiais vastly different than that of the

West. As FRBRAIinfluence spreads, these types of issueswill need to be addressed.



Searching issueswill also arise. A user wishing to see all manifestations of awork
regardless of expression would either be unable to do so or be forced to look through even
more recordsthan in current catalogs because of the hierarchical structure. A way to bypass
thiswould need to be a part of the OPAC.Smilarly, if a user searchesfor conflicting work-

expression-manifestation elements, what would the result be?Le Boeuf raisesthisissue asking,

What isto happen if a user combines two queries, each of which being matched
in records corresponding to two entitiesthat will not belong to the same level (in
FRBR® 4-level model) but that will be linked by a structural relationship (for
instance, if this user searches works by Edgar A. Poe translated (expressions) into
French by Charles Baudelaire)? Will @omethingOmatch the query? How will it be
displayed??

Many of these issues may have simple solutions, but will need to be addressed before
FRBRcan be implemented on alarge scale. Many of the important library organizations around
the world are participating in the FRBR development, including the Library of Caongress, OCLC,
IFLA, National Library of Canada, the Australian government, just to name a few, so it is likely
that these issueswill be resolved, or at least have significant effort to find solutions put towards

the problems.

Despite these questions and issues, FRBRimplementations are increasing in number and
scope around the world. The AustLit project isan example of acompletely FRBRized catalog,
though they also incorporated several changes®® to the FRBRmodel, including the concept of
the superwork which resides above the work in the entity relationship, aswell as event
modeling, which includes dates marking the creation of awork, realization of an expression, and
embodiment of amanifestation. They also developed the second group of entitiesmore fully.
RLG collapsed the four FRBRentitiesto two, work and manifestation, for their redlightgreen
project,'* dropping expression (the redlightgreen site directsthe user to alibrary catalog where

the items can be found).

To date, only one vendor, VTLS hasincorporated FRBRinto their OPAC products. Their
Virtua system isfully FRBRized and is capable of holding both traditional bibliographic records



and FRBRzed ones. OCLC has pioneered several projectsto test the FRBRmodel and

automated conversion, including their HctionAnder project, which successfully tested the FRBR
model on WorldCa&fiction collection, the Humphry Cinker study, the xISBN project (which
aimsto retrieve all editionsand printings of the work associated with the ISBN entered into the
search using FRBRinformation), and the FRBRconversion algorithm. The Library of Congress
has created a FRBRtool to help with record conversion and provides examples of a FRBRrecord

display on their site. Several projects across Europe have incorporated the FRBRentitiesas well.

Work continues on realizing the FRBRconcepts. Though much has been done on group
one entities, there is still much to be done to clarify them. Work on the second group isbeing
done in the form of Functional Requirementsand Numbering of Authority Records (FRANAR)
which will extend the FRBRwork to name authority records (including personal, family, and
corporate names), aswell asuniform titles and seriestitles. The working group will create
standards, including a possible International Sandard Authority Data Number (ISADN) and an
international name authority file> A new collaboration between the International Cammittee
for Documentation (CDOC)and the IHLA-FRBRworking group is mapping the CDOC
Conceptual Reference Model (CRVI) to the FRBRmodel so that @il of itsimplicit semantics can
be explicated® and FRBRized library catalogs can become part of the semantic web, when or if

it comesinto existence.

FRBRisagreat leap forward in the thinking about bibliographic records and the library
catalog and despite the obstaclesthat lay in its path, some if not all of its proposals will
certainly be incorporated into the cataloging of bibliographic records aswell astheir storage
and retrieval in the future. But FRBRisonly astart on a massive paradigm shift in the approach
to library information and services. Karen Coyle, in her article Future Considerations: the
functional systems record, &’ takes an even broader view in evaluating the current library
systems and how they are integrated into the library@missions and objectives aswe move into
anew digital era. MARC evaluated the fieldsin abibliographic record without addressing the
surrounding systems (albeit that MARC was a brilliant system that took advantage of the
technology available then); FRBRevaluated the bibliographic structure, abroader view than

MARC but still limited; Coyle proposes that we examine the entire library system and evaluate



the best way to incorporate all of itsfunctions and coordinate them into a synchronized whole.
Great changeswill need to come about for librariesto become avisible and essential part of the
internet and to be able to provide service to the vast amount of userswithout the skills or

patience to navigate the current structures.

Despite the increasing visibility of the concepts put forth in the 1997 FRBRproposal,
much of its successwill depend on how much of it isincorporated into the upcoming AACR
and whether international support for the model continues. Issues surrounding the entitiesin
FRBRwill be challenged, but will hopefully adapt to the various needs of cultures around the
world, paving the way for an international interoperability and information exchange. Many
interesting questionsremain and most likely difficult choiceslie within the answers, but
certainly FRBRis astep in the right direction and most who have addressed itsshortcomingsin
print are among itssupporters. FRBRis an essential part of the future of bibliographic record

systems.
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