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ABSTRACT: The study Functional Requirements for Bibliographic Records (FRBR) was commissioned
by IFLA and published in 1998. It defines the core functions of a catalogue (and bibliographic records)
as a gateway to information. For that purpose an abstract entity-relationship model of a catalogue is

proposed. The FRBR model is revolutionary. The (computer) catalogue is not seen as a sequence of bibliographic records and a
replica of the traditional card catalogue, but rather as a network of connected entities, enabling the user to perform seamlessly all
the necessary functions. So far there has been some theoretical discussion of the model and some limited experiments, but there
is a lack of research in how to implement this theoretical model in practice, in new-generation catalogues. In this paper some re-
actions to the model are analysed. The main focus is on consequences of the model for the OPAC interface design, particularly
the searching functionality and display of results.

1. FRBR: re-examination of cataloguing

1.1. Background

In 1961, as a result of fundamental re-examination of
cataloguing theory and practice on an international
level, the so-called Paris Principles (Statement of Prin-
ciples, 1971) were agreed upon. The second important
step was the development of ISBDs, which started in

1971 with the International Standard Bibliographic
for Monographic Publications (ISBD (M)). Thus the
foundation for new and revised national and interna-
tional cataloguing rules was established.

The last three decades of the last century also
brought unprecedented changes to both the ways li-
braries operated and to their users’ needs and expecta-
tions. Library automation, development of large bib-
liographic databases, union catalogue systems and
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shared cataloguing, and new forms of publishing
were some of the revolutionary developments. At the
same time, libraries were faced with the need to re-
duce the high costs of operation, particularly for cata-
loguing.

IFLA sponsored the Seminar on Bibliographic Re-
cords in Stockholm in 1990 to address these issues.
The Seminar acknowledged the need for libraries to
reduce the cost of cataloguing, and identified a focus
for further research: meeting user needs associated
with the use of various types of materials and the
broad range of eventual new requirements for biblio-
graphic records.  One of the resolutions of the Semi-
nar was therefore to commission a study  “to define
the functional requirements for bibliographic rec-
ords”. The terms of reference for the study stated as
its purpose and scope “to delineate in clearly defined
terms the functions performed by the bibliographic
record with respect to various media, various applica-
tions, and various user needs. The study was to cover
the full range of functions for the bibliographic record
in its widest sense – that is, a record that encompasses
not only descriptive elements, but access points
(name, title, subject, etc.), other ‘organizing’ elements
(classifications, etc.), and annotations.” (FRBR, 1998,
p. 2)

In 1992 the Standing Committee of the IFLA Sec-
tion on Cataloguing accepted the terms of reference
and appointed a study group. The final report of the
study was accepted at the IFLA Conference in Co-
penhagen in 1997 and published the following year
(FRBR, 1998, p.2-3).

The study group described as its aim  “to produce a
framework that would provide a clear, precisely
stated, and commonly shared understanding of what
it is that the bibliographic record aims to provide in-
formation about, and what it is that we expect the re-
cord to achieve in terms of answering user needs.”
(FRBR, 1998, p.2). The study had two objectives.
“The first is to provide a clearly defined, structured
framework for relating the data that are recorded in
bibliographic records to the needs of the users of
those records. The second objective is to recommend
a basic level of functionality for records created by na-
tional bibliographic agencies.” (FRBR, 1998, p.7)

1.2. The catalogue described with an entity-relationship
model

Entity-relationship methodology was used for the
FRBR model. This means that a set of objects of in-
terest or entities is defined, and the relations between

the entities are listed. Further the important charac-
teristics or attributes of each entity are identified.

There are three groups of entities. Group 1 entities
(with no common name, but for which the authors of
this article propose the term ‘bibliographical entities’)
include work, expression, manifestation, and item.
These entities represent the information traditionally
reflected in the formal cataloguing part of biblio-
graphic records. Group 2 entities (‘name entities’)
comprise persons and corporate bodies responsible for
the intellectual or artistic content, the physical pro-
duction and dissemination or the custodianship of
bibliographic entities. Group 3 entities (‘subject enti-
ties’) represent the subject of works and include con-
cept, object, event, and place. Also the entities of the
first and second group can be the subjects of works.

Relationships serve as a link between entities and
enable the user to navigate within the bibliographic
database (catalogue) and beyond. Relationships can
link entities of different groups, different entities of
the same group, and instances of entities of the same
type. There is, for example, a relationship between a
work and all the expressions derived from it (entities
of the same group), or a relationship between the
author (name) and a work as examples of entities of
different groups. The relationship between all expres-
sions of one work (e.g. translations) is a relationship
of entities of the same type.

The study identifies four generic tasks that the us-
ers perform while searching: “to find entities that cor-
respond to the user’s stated search criteria (i.e., to lo-
cate either a single entity or a set of entities in a file or
database as the result of a search using an attribute or
relationship of the entity);  to identify an entity (i.e.,
to confirm that the entity described corresponds to
the entity sought, or to distinguish between two or
more entities with similar characteristics); to select an
entity that is appropriate to the user’s stated search
criteria (i.e., to choose an entity that meets the user’s
requirement with respect to content, physical format,
etc., or to reject an entity as being inappropriate to
the user’s needs); and to obtain access to the entity de-
scribed (i.e., to acquire an entity through purchase,
loan, etc., or to access an entity electronically through
an online connection to a remote computer).” (FRBR,
1998, p.82).

The Associazione Italiana Biblioteche (AIB, 1999)
and Elaine Svenonius (2000) expressed the need for
“navigation” as an additional user task. In our opin-
ion, navigation is not a function of a catalogue but a
necessary facility of an OPAC to fulfill the functions
of the catalogue;  not a function or goal on its own.
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Admittedly, navigation is only possible when all the
necessary data and the relations between entities are
present in a catalogue: for example, two expressions
of the same work cannot be recognized as such unless
they have the same title or explicit information on the
work they are derived from.

1.3. Revolution or evolution: the two parts of the FRBR

As said before, the study had two objectives: to
provide a clearly defined, structured framework
for relating the data that are recorded in biblio-
graphic records to the needs of the users of those
records, and to recommend a basic level of func-
tionality for records created by national biblio-
graphic agencies. The first objective is discussed in
the chapters 2 – 6 of the FRBR and the second ob-
jective is dealt with  in chapter 7.

The two parts are in many respects quite different.
In the first part, discussing the structural framework,
the FRBR model is revolutionary. The (computer)
catalogue is not seen as a sequence of bibliographic re-
cords, ordered according to strict rules, or as a replica
of the traditional card catalogue in a computer, but
rather as a network of connected entities, enabling the
user to perform seamlessly all the functions of the
catalogue mentioned in the FRBR: “having for the
first time considered a totally electronic catalogue, or-
ganized according to a network structure, and not
only re-proposing in electronic form the manual cata-
logue, which on the contrary is organized in a linear
manner”. (Weston, 2000).  In principle, values of all
characteristics (attributes) of all entities are available as
access points, without the traditional restriction to
three values of each attribute for an individual de-
scription. Chapter 6 contains four tables, which dis-
cuss the importance of the characteristics (attributes)
and relations of each of the bibliographic entities, for
the four tasks mentioned. The importance is given as
three grades: high, moderate and low. For example,
the title of a work is said to have high value to find a
work, as has  the relation dependent component.  In-
tended audience has a low value for this task, and form
of work a moderate value. The relations between a
work and persons/corporations responsible for the
work are of high value for the find task. For the selec-
tion task, both the title of the work and the form of
the work have a high value.  The language of the ex-
pression has a moderate value for the find task but a
high one for the identify and select tasks.

The model discussed in the first part of the FRBR
suggests a work oriented approach, and that means

that the relations between bibliographic and authority
records should be re-evaluated (Eversberg, 1998). Pat-
rick Le Boeuf (2001b) states:

No more ‘rule of three’? No more ‘one book in
hand, one record’ principle? No more ‘authority rec-
ords’ as such (for uniform titles at least)? Cataloging
codes, ISBDs and MARCs thrown into question?
Those are not ‘minor changes’, that is an earthquake!
The entire landscape cataloguers were used to is col-
lapsing. Actually, to be honest, FRBR does not explic-
itly call for such a revolution; but such a revolution
logically ensues from FRBR. One might call FRBR a
‘quiet revolution’ – or a time bomb. (p. 18)

The second part of the FRBR study is different. It
gives the basic level of functionality for national bib-
liographies, and contains nine tables, which specify
the data elements and relationships that should be in-
cluded as a minimum in the bibliographic records of a
national bibliography. The list of these data elements
is more or less equal to the traditional canon of most
cataloguing rules, and contains only the characteristics
considered of high value in the lists of chapter 6 for
one of the four tasks of the catalogue. Even with this
restriction there are some inconsistencies (e.g., in the
role of title(s)). The discussion of this issue is beyond
the scope of this paper and should be addressed sepa-
rately (see Byrum and Madison, 2000, p.26-28 and 45-
47).

2. Reactions to FRBR

The FRBR study prompted immediate response from
librarians. Two events should be mentioned in par-
ticular. The ELAG (European Library Automation
Group) held four consecutive workshops: “ELAG
OO-oriented bibliographic model” at the ELAG
seminar in The Hague, The Netherlands (March 25-
27, 1998), “IFLA model for bibliographic records” at
the ELAG seminar (April 21-23, 1999 in Bled, Slove-
nia) followed by another workshop titled “FRBR:
time to act for ELAG” in 2000 (April 12-14, 2000 in
Paris) and “What benefits do we expect from an
FRBR-based automated catalogue?” (June 6-8, 2001 in
Pragu, Czech Republic). The other event was the
“Seminario FRBR” organized by the Cataloguing Sec-
tion and the Tuscany Section of the Associazione Ital-
iana Biblioteche in Florence, January 27-28, 2000
(Seminario FRBR, 2000). This was the first conference
that was exclusively devoted to FRBR.

ELAG discussions started immediately after the
study was published. They  dealt with a detailed in-
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vestigation of the model, judgement of its possible
benefits and identification of future research and de-
velopment. Among the conclusions, the most impor-
tant ones were that a lot would have to change (e.g.,
cataloguing rules will have to be reviewed) and that
the model would have to be verified in practice. The
discussion in 1999 focused on detailed investigation of
entities, particularly those of the first group. The con-
clusion was that there are in reality seven levels, be-
cause parts of works, expressions and manifestations
should be introduced as separate intermediate levels.
In addition, there was a recommendation for an addi-
tional highest level, a so-called “top hat”, describing
the original work from which other works are de-
rived (Grinnen, 1999; Holm, 1999). The same concept
was advocated by Martha Yee (2000); she introduced
six hierarchical levels (superwork, work, version, edi-
tion, near-equivalent, copy). The recommendation of
ELAG 1999 was withdrawn in 2000, with the com-
ment that the same goal can be achieved introducing a
horizontal relationship (“related to” or “derived
from”) for works. The discussion focused on compari-
son between two models: FRBR and ICOM/CIDOC
( Crofts, 2001), the object-oriented model originating
from the museum community. The conclusion was
that although there are some methodological differ-
ences between the models, stemming particularly
from differences in scope (libraries and museums),
there are enough similarities that a future merger of
models is feasible. The discussion in 2001 focused on
implementation of the model in (future) library
automation systems. Because of the complexity of the
model, more prototyping was proposed, particularly
in the area of displays and linking. An important
point was also the description of two independent
projects (Danish and Norwegian/Finnish) with the
goal of creating automatically FRBR records from ex-
isting MARC records. The Norwegian/Finnish proj-
ect is described by Knut Hegna and Eeva Murtomaa
(2002).

The discussion of “Seminario FRBR” in Florence fo-
cused first on the model itself, stressing that the ex-
pression level may have to be subdivided further, be-
cause expressions can be derived from previous ex-
pressions, or, alternatively, can differ from the origi-
nal expression by using only a different medium. An-
other conclusion was that, especially in the beginning,
the implementation of the FRBR model would result
in an increase of work.  The participants of the Semi-
nario also suggested that ‘navigation’ should be added
to the four functions of the catalogue. As mentioned

already, navigation is in our view, a necessary facility
of an OPAC, not of a catalogue.

The early reactions, while mentioning some problems
and shortcomings of the model, are in general quite
favourable, emphasizing that it is a good basis for rela-
tional database design and, above all, a new concep-
tual view of cataloguing.

In her book The Intellectual Foundation of Information
Organization, Svenonius (2000) discusses in a chapter
called Bibliographic Objectives,  the objectives formu-
lated in the FRBR. Her conclusion is that:

The IFLA statement is both timely and relevant in
its generalization to embrace nonbook materials and
information agencies other than libraries, in its mod-
ernization of terminology, and in its resolution of
ambiguity. However, another change it makes is
somewhat problematic – the collapsing of traditional
finding and collocating objectives. The traditional
finding objective specifies that what is to be found is a
particular known document, while the traditional col-
locating objective specifies that what is to be found is a
set of documents, defined by criteria such as author,
work, and subject. (page 17, italics from Svenonius)

Documents are for Svenonius what are manifesta-
tions in the FRBR. She makes two alterations to the
first objective of the FRBR. She replaces entities by
documents – that is, one of the entities defined by the
FRBR, manifestations – and she redefines the general
finding function of the FRBR: she defines finding as
searching for a particular document and collocation as
searching for all documents that share common at-
tribute values.

The find-function as defined in the FRBR com-
prises both the find and the collocation-function of
card catalogues: “to find entities that correspond to
the user’s stated search criteria (i.e., to locate either a
single entity or a set of entities in a file or database as
the result of a search using an attribute or relationship
of the entity)” (FRBR, 1998, p. 82).

In the context of the FRBR collocation is not men-
tioned at all. As seen from the perspective of cata-
logues as databases, collocation is only an auxiliary
find function of card catalogues. Because there could
not be enough access points in a card catalogue, re-
lated records were filed together to overcome the
limitations. This mechanism enabled users to locate
one bibliographic record using any of the access
points provided, and then browse through records
filed next to it to locate related records. The computer
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catalogue is a database with no intrinsic order of rec-
ords, thus without collocation. If enough access
points are available and if searching on several criteria
simultaneously is supported, users can always retrieve
the relevant records.

On the other hand, the order of records is very
important when displaying the results of a query. A
meaningful order of resulting records enables the user
to browse effectively through the list to evaluate the
relevance of the result, and also to identify, select, and
obtain. To summarise: in the card catalogue colloca-
tion is provided when the catalogue is created, while
in a computer catalogue ordering (i.e., collocation) is
performed after the query.

Finding a given manifestation of a given work that
exists in many manifestations representing many ex-
pressions was – and is – a real problem in a printed
bibliography or a card catalogue. In these systems the
many descriptions of the many manifestations have to
be ordered in a way that is understandable for the us-
ers, otherwise the user is lost. Uniform titles, work
headings and also references are needed to make it
possible to get such a usable order in these systems
and thus to make searching possible. In a card cata-
logue, without order, there can be no searching. An
online bibliographic file has, however, no intrinsic
order and does not need it. It is an inventory with in-
dexes, as recognized and regretted by Michael Carpen-
ter(2000).

It would already be a big improvement if the find
function as defined in Chapter 7 of the FRBR were
implemented in full in our catalogues. This means
among others that the “rule of three” has to be aban-
doned and that when a manifestation contains more
than one work all the works have to be made accessi-
ble. In the description of their work on the transfor-
mation of MARC records to FRBR Hegna and Mur-
tomaa (2002) regret the present lack of consistent use
of cataloguing rules (e.g., in original title, language, re-
lator codes, recording of separate works in a single
manifestation, etc.).

3 FRBR and the users of the catalogue

3.1. FRBR and the builders of the catalogue

Interestingly, the vast majority of further work based
on FRBR focused on testing the model’s adequacy for
describing various types and kinds of library materi-
als. That approach was probably additionally encour-
aged by the fact that the second part of the FRBR
study is devoted to the list of basic data required for

records created by national bibliographic agencies.
The list practically corresponds with current practice
and can be mapped perfectly  into UNIMARC struc-
ture, thus giving the impression that the model has
not changed anything. But is that the case?

At the Lubetzky Symposium (Future, 2000) the
FRBR were mentioned three times, but only more or
less in passing. This is remarkable since one of the
topics of this Symposium was “Current research in
cataloging”. In the papers devoted to this topic the
FRBR are not mentioned at all. Yet some findings in
these papers are relevant for the topics discussed in
the FRBR.

Sara Shatford Layne (2000) found that six principal
patterns might be desirable for access to art works. In
descending order of frequency they are:

1. people attributes, including name as an attribute
(one should be able e.g., to search for ‘twentieth
century Russian painters’);

2. kind of work, subdivided  or qualified  by date or
place;

3. subject or related literary work;
4. titles (meaning creator plus title) of specific works;
5. style;
6. technique or material.

In this context, another paper of the Lubetzky Sym-
posium is relevant. Carpenter (2000) recognizes that
”What we have with self-standing bibliographic de-
scriptions plus ’access points’ is essentially a register
with an index”. And further “The register-index cata-
log is not one that lends itself to arrangement of the
entries in a way that readily fulfils the second func-
tion of the catalog. It does, however, admirably fulfil
the first objective”. By first and second function are
meant the two functions mentioned under 2.1 and 2.2
of the so-called Paris principles1.

He ends his paper with some remarks about the
catalogue of tomorrow. It should show all works of
an author in a usable arrangement when a user looks
up a particular author. When searching with a title, all
editions of the work should be shown if there is only
one work with that title; if there are more works with
the title sought, the user should choose which works
he or she wants and should be shown all editions.
“We will then be working with a catalog that, as a
minimum, is faithful to the Paris Principles.” (Car-
penter, 2000) As said before, collocation by means of
added entries and appropriate filing was a necessary
tool only for card catalogues, because of lack of search
possibilities. Giving the results of a search in a given
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order is not necessary for the find function, but im-
portant for the identify and select function.

As long as the original title of translations is stored
in the inventory and indexed, all translations can be
found by searching on author and/or original title.
The only alternative is keyword searching in com-
plete records. The disadvantage is that the precision
with keyword searching is much smaller. For works
like Bibles, searching with combinations of subject
data, languages, title words and the like can be used to
find manifestations of given expressions.

We question whether the very expensive provision
of uniform titles and so forth, just for display func-
tions in an OPAC is worth the money. Who will
search with the name Goethe, Wolfgang and then want
a nicely ordered list of all the manifestations of all the
expressions of all the works available in Die Deutsche
Bibliothek? In a paper Allyson Carlyle (2001) shows
that end-users often would prefer another order than
the one provided by the traditional uniform heading
of author plus uniform heading approach.

3.2. FRBR and the new generation catalogues

There has been very little discussion of how new cata-
logues, designed according to FRBR, will look and
what impact that will have on end-users and the way
they use library catalogues. In one example (Noerr et
al., 1999), which derives from the 1999 ELAG discus-
sions, authors list possible advantages to users: more
standardization and control of various indexes, clus-
tering and intuitive relationships among entities, en-
hanced navigation, and media integration.

It should not come as a surprise that librarians who
were trained in traditional cataloguing find the FRBR
model difficult; there are problems with terminology
and definition of entities. As Kirsten Strunck (1999)
reports, even students “find it unnecessarily compli-
cated to operate with the abstract entities of the
model as you cannot study these entities per se. They
find the definition of the entities academic and airy.”

Patrick Le Boeuf (2001a and 2001b) explains this
attitude with the fact that present catalogues still rely
on Paris Principles and are in fact a replica of a card
catalogue, a model that is not appropriate any more in
the automated context. In an overview of the work of
the FRANAR (Functional Requirements And Num-
bering for Authority Records; this project is a follow-
up of FRBR) Françoise Bourdon (2001) states that the
members – all librarians – of the working group have
difficulties with the entity-relation model that under-
lies the FRANAR and also the FRBR.

If librarians and future librarians find the FRBR
model difficult, we question whether end-users will
not find the model even more difficult. End-users are
accustomed to present-day catalogues (with all their
shortcomings, admittedly) and will find new entities
and relations even stranger. The FRBR catalogue will
be a very different tool.

The FRBR model is endorsed by IFLA. Goal 3 of
the Strategic Plan 2001-2003 of the Section on Cata-
loguing is “to promote the Functional Requirements
for Bibliographic records (FRBR) study and its rec-
ommendations, and take follow-up action to develop
new descriptive standards for access points and to de-
velop a new approach to the bibliographic universe”
(IFLA Section on Cataloguing, 2002).

Therefore it was to be expected that developers and
vendors of library automation software would see it
as a necessity to incorporate FRBR into future sys-
tems. That has proven to be true: several vendors
have already prepared prototypes and even more are
planning to begin the development in the near future.

Therefore, there is no way back. Present catalogues
are not easy to use, as Christine Borgman states in her
two famous papers (1986 and 1996): ”online catalogs
are difficult to use because their design does not in-
corporate sufficient understanding of searching behav-
ior. …(we should) lay to rest the card catalog design
model for online catalogs.” End-users will be using the
new catalogues and we have to make sure that these
catalogues will fulfil their mission: to “respond more
effectively to an increasingly broad range of user ex-
pectations and needs” (FRBR, 1998, p. 1).

4. Proposals for OPAC-design: consequences for
the interface design

4.1. Goals of OPAC design

For the end-user the FRBR model has to be imple-
mented in a transparent way, without an explicit use
of terminology and/or concept. The end-users should
not be faced with the problems of intricate differences
between expressions and manifestations, problems of
hierarchy of expressions, and the boundaries of a
work.

The FRBR model actually offers more access
points and, above all, the relationships really enable
the most important facility of an OPAC: the naviga-
tion within the catalogue and the whole bibliographic
universe.

One of the important characteristics of the FRBR
model is  that the traditional division between biblio-
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graphic and authority records has disappeared; it has
been replaced by a network of interrelated entities
with relationships serving as links between entities of
different groups  (e.g., between bibliographic entities
and names, reflecting authorship), between different
levels of bibliographic entities within one group (e.g.,
between works and expressions). It will be interesting
to see how the FRANAR project will further elabo-
rate on these issues.

New OPACs will have to be designed. There will
be important differences in searching capabilities and
in the way bibliographic information is presented on
the screen. But it must be noted that the formal im-
plementation of the model itself does not change any-
thing unless cataloguers change their practice funda-
mentally -- particularly by implementing all relation-
ships. Navigation cannot be improved if relations
among entities are not recorded and if retrieval of bib-
liographic records is not seen as the major goal of cata-
loguing. The present state of catalogues can be attrib-
uted to the fact that current cataloguing rules still re-
flect the technology of the card catalogue and are well
suited for that purpose. Even MARC formats have
kept the card characteristics. Especially in the begin-
ning, the purpose of MARC records was to make the
distribution of catalogue cards more effective (Hegna
et al., 2002, p. 35). Too much information in the
MARC records is suited for display only and cannot
be searched effectively.

4.2. Searching functionality

OPACs should enable end-users to retrieve records,
containing any attribute value, part of attribute value
or combination of attribute values. This can be
achieved (and is achieved in present catalogues) by
searching on a string of characters within a particular
access point, a combination of access points, or any-
where in the record. While not advocating keyword
searching as a panacea, it is often the only means of
accessing information that has been entered in un-
structured fields such as notes. If the FRBR model is
implemented in full, the need for keyword searching
will be greatly reduced.

It should be possible to navigate to related infor-
mation directly from the displayed (bibliographic or
authority) records. Therefore a mechanism for linking
related information within the catalogue and beyond
has to be used; most probably that will be in the form
of hyperlinks, a mechanism that has already proven as
effective and intuitive and has as a result been ac-
cepted as a de facto standard. While hypertext links

are a broadly used and accepted technique for linking
attribute values, there should also be a mechanism for
linking entities as a whole (e.g., linking a work with
all its related works, or all its expressions). The user
should get the information that related entities exist
and have a simple way of requesting a list of these en-
tities; probably by clicking on a button.

Although we assume that graphical interfaces will
be used due to their user-friendliness and wide accep-
tance, some special needs of users have to be taken
into account: visually impaired users and users with
very slow and/or unreliable computer network con-
nections. Both groups will still need a text-oriented
interface; for the visually impaired that can enable
transcription into Braille or speech synthesis, and the
quantity of data transmitted over the network is dras-
tically reduced.

The designers of future systems will therefore have
to include a text-oriented interface as an option with-
out sacrificing much of the functionality or flexibil-
ity.

4.3. OPAC displays

As we have already stated, the FRBR model is concep-
tually difficult – particularly because the database
model behind it is unfamiliar to most cataloguers and
end-users – and end-users should not be exposed to it
in its complexity. The data (results of queries) should
therefore be displayed in a transparent and intuitive
way, while keeping all the functionality of FRBR.

One of the important requests therefore, is that
only bibliographic entities of the same level should
appear in any list of hits. It can be assumed for exam-
ple, that a query on an author’s name would result in
one or more works, all expressions of these works, all
manifestations of those, and all items (copies) the li-
brary owns. If all these records are displayed in a sin-
gle list (even if it is ordered meaningfully), the user
will be confronted with too  long a list of seemingly
identical data. The situation can be avoided if only
one level of entities is displayed in one list: only
works, only expressions, only manifestations, or only
items. The user should then be able to display the
next level of entities for the selected record(s).

It is intuitively easier to proceed from a higher
level to a lower level, therefore the first list should be
the display of the highest appropriate level of entities
regarding the search statement. The level which is
displayed first is determined by the attributes and/or
relationships used in the search statement. If only one
attribute/relationship is searched, then this attrib-
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ute/relationship determines the level (as defined in
FRBR: it is the highest level with this attrib-
ute/relationship). The relationship “is author of” is
applicable to all bibliographic entities, but work is the
highest;  expression is the highest level for language
attribute; manifestation for year of publication and
any copy-specific details of course for item, for exam-
ple, call-number.

The decision becomes more complex when the
search statement contains more (i.e., a combination
of) attributes/relationships. The level of entities
should then be the highest level that is common to all
attributes/relationships concerned. For example,
when searching on a combination of publication year
and language, the manifestation level should be dis-
played, because the publication year only exists at
that level.

When the attribute cannot be determined (e.g.,
when searching on keywords), the lowest biblio-
graphic entity level in the catalogue has to be dis-
played. That would be manifestation level in most
cases and item level where copy specific details in-
cluded in bibliographic records  cause  the finding of
the records.

5. Conclusions: do we open  the Pandora’s box?

It is easier to put the question than to answer it. It de-
pends a lot on which part of the FRBR one looks at,
and also which reactions one takes into account.

If one looks at the second part of the FRBR and at
the ISBDs proposed and decided upon since the publi-
cation of the FRBR, then the answer is simply a No;
there is no need for it. Everything should remain as
much as possible as it has been since 1876, the year
Cutter published his list of functions of the catalogue,
or preferably since 1961, the year of the Paris Princi-
ples; that hallowed separation of subject indexing and
formal cataloguing. To say it differently --  the OPAC
should be a mirror of the card catalogue it replaced.

If we look at FRBR as the new conceptual model,
the answer is YES. We should start exploring the
ways in which we could improve our catalogues.
There is a lot of pressure from the vendors of library
automation systems and information retrieval sys-
tems, who are aware of all the shortcomings of pres-
ent catalogues and bibliographic databases as well as
from informed end-users, who have been exposed to
simple, seemingly more user-friendly ways of search-
ing the electronic universe.

We may even have no choice. New catalogues will
be developed. Librarians have to start seriously ex-

ploring the implementation issues of FRBR, as well as
re-thinking the foundations of cataloguing in view of
new technological possibilities. We also have to plan
carefully for the conversion, migration and/or inte-
gration of existing catalogue records into the new-
generation catalogues. Some research on that has been
mentioned previously.

The vast body of traditional expertise in knowl-
edge organisation should be used in the process. This
may be the perfect opportunity to re-establish librari-
ans as essential experts in the information chain of the
future.

Notes

1.The catalogue should be an efficient instrument for
ascertaining

2.1 whether the library contains a particular book
specified by
a. its author and title or
b. if the author is not named in the book, its

title alone, or
c. if author and title are inappropriate or in-

sufficient for identification, a suitable sub-
stitute for the title; and

2.2 (a) which works by a particular author and
(b) which editions of a particular work are in

the library (Verona, 1961).
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