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In the last three to four years, attention to the Functional
Requirements for Bibliographic Records (FRBR) has been
growing rapidly." FRBR has been hailed as a “data model
[that] holds great potential for improving access to library
resources,” and “FRBRization” has been called a “method
for turning online public finding lists into online public
catalogs.” The revision of the Anglo-American Cataloguing
Rules, currently under way as RDA: Resource Description
and Access, is being structured with “the conceptual
models for bibliographic and authority data developed
by the International Federation of Library Associations
and Institutions (IFLA)” as a key element in its design.’
However, concepts in FRBR that people find very difficult
to grasp include the definitions of work and expression and
how these differ from each other as well as how they differ
from manifestation. FRBR, itself, equivocates about the
nature of a work, claiming that “the concept of what consti-
tutes a work and where the line of demarcation lies between
one work and another may in fact be viewed differently from
one culture to another.™ Therefore, now seems an excellent
time for a fresh look at Smiraglia’s 2001 book on the nature
of “a work.”

Smiraglia begins by introducing basic concepts, such
as “bibliographic universe,” “bibliographic entity,” “biblio-
graphic family,” “text,” “document,” and, yes, “work.” The
dual nature, physical and intellectual, of a bibliographic
entity is discussed. He dwells a bit upon the problems of
collocating works using the current MARC bibliographic
record structure, comparing it with the entity-relationship
model. Because FRBR uses an entity-relationship model,
this comparison is useful as well as enlightening. Smiraglia’s
second chapter gives an historical analysis of the concept
of the work in Anglo-American cataloging, thus providing
us with the cultural context we need to understand “work”
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in this culture versus other cultures that FRBR suggests
may lead us to other views of “work.” Furthering this cul-
tural understanding are chapter 3, which reflects on how
the organizing mechanisms of the profession have devel-
oped ways of identifying and demonstrating relationships
among works, and chapter 4, which considers the roles that
works play in society and culture, drawing upon thought
and definitions offered by writers in the areas of linguistics,
philosophy, literary criticism, semiotics, and bibliography.
Chapters 5 and 6 discuss several research studies that have
been conducted, particularly on the derivative bibliographic
relationship. This is the relationship that is most evident in
relating members of a given bibliographic family, the mem-
bers of which should all descend from the same common
progenitor (or “ancestor”). (This is also the relationship that
is most problematic in determining when a new work has
been created.) Finally, in chapter 7, Smiraglia presents a
summary and a “first attempt” at coming up with a “theory
of the work” (121). He acknowledges that the data are insuf-
ficient to state a full-blown formal theory, but he believes
that “the parameters of a theory of the work” can be seen
beginning to emerge (129). Several appendices add consid-
erable value to the book. One of particular interest is a chart
showing definitions of “work” from twenty-one sources,
from Panizzi in 1841 to Smiriglia in 2001.

Publishing being what it is (or at least what it was six
years ago), most of Smiraglia’s writing for this book was
completed by 1999 or 2000. FRBR, having been published
in 1998, had not yet grabbed the collective attention of bib-
liographic organizers. Smiraglia included mention of it as
indicative of international work in the area (4648, 51, 130),
but did not discuss it substantially. However, many relevant
issues can be found here. For example, a theme running
through the book is the idea of ideational content and
semantic content, and how these affect the nature of a work.
Ideational content is defined in the glossary as the “proposi-
tions expressed in a work,” or what Patrick Wilson said is
often the subject matter of the text (167). The semantic con-
tent is defined as the “expression of the ideational content of
a work in a particular set of linguistic strings” (30). Changes
in these two aspects of content of a work (albeit sometimes
using different terminology to express the concepts) appear
again and again in the writings of the various authors cited
by Smiraglia. It is generally understood that major changes
in one or the other of the ideational content or semantic
content results in a new work. However, Anglo-American
culture has traditionally considered successive editions of
a work to be manifestations of the same work, despite the
fact that many new editions contain considerable changes to
semantic content. Translations may represent totally differ-
ent semantic content, yet Smiraglia points out that they are
generally accepted as reiterations of the original work (130).
So, is a “work” really made up of all of the expressions of a
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certain ideational content? But if that is the case, why would
our Anglo-American culture consider a movie made from a
novel to be a different work? These are practical questions
that we must address as we attempt to FRBRize catalogs,
and this book gives us much background, research, and
analysis to use in attacking the problem.

For additional perspectives the reader is referred to
a work edited by Richard Smiraglia in 2002.° It includes
an article by Smiraglia titled “Further Reflections on the
Nature of ‘A Work,” as well as a number of other articles
by different people discussing the concept of “work™ from a
variety of viewpoints.— Arlene G. Taylor (ataylor@mail sis
pitt.edu), University of Pittsburgh, Pa.
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The document known briefly as “FRBR” and more for-
mally as Functional Requirements for Bibliographic Records:
Final Report, issued by the International Federation of
Library Associations and Institutions (IFLA) Section on
Cataloging in 1998, has inspired much discussion in the years
since it appeared.’ This collection of eighteen articles con-
tinues that discussion. It is organized into four sections. The
first offers an overview of the history and theory underlying
FRBR. The second analyzes FRBR’s applicability to specific
types of resources, such as hand-press books, orally trans-
mitted works, musical works, and digital collections. The
third section discusses several efforts to implement FRBR.
Finally, a description of XOBIS, an XML-based alternative

Book Reviews 217

to the FRBR analysis of entity relationships, points toward
more adventurous avenues of exploration. Anyone seeking
an understanding of the FRBR model should begin with
the original report. This collection then serves as a useful
examination of the issues raised by FRBR.

The most crucial point to bear in mind about FRBR
is that it is a conceptual model. It defines the set of enti-
ties that are important to the construction of bibliographic
records and defines the relationships between them. FRBR
is not a data format like MARC21, nor a rule set like
AACR2, nor a mark-up language like XML. It is a set of
structured ideas about what bibliographic records must
contain to meet user needs. Central to the model are four
hierarchically distinguished levels of bibliographic entities:
works, expressions, manifestations, and items. As is often
the situation with conceptual models, the powerful and per-
suasive simplicity of its design becomes problematic when
applied to real-world cases.

One area of concern that surfaces often in the collection
is the definition of the expression-level entity. In her article
“Cataloging of Hand Press Materials and the Concept of
Expression in FRBR,” Gunilla Jonsson quotes from the
FRBR report: “Strictly speaking, any change in the intel-
lectual or artistic content constitutes a change in expression.
Thus, if a text is revised or modified, the resulting expression
is considered to be a new expression, no matter how minor
the modification may be” (78-79). The report goes on to
observe that such a strict definition of expression may be
unwarranted in practice; but the resulting uncertainty about
what constitutes different expressions troubles several of the
volume’s authors. Jonsson notes that books from the hand-
press era are marked by typographical differences within an
edition that are a poor fit for the strict definition of expres-
sion. In his discussion of the AustLit: Australian Literature
Gateway’s use of FRBR, Kerry Kilner reports that “A new
expression is generated only when a work displays evidence
of acts of intervention that impacts upon the way the work
is received, or upon the meaning of the work” (93). Ketil
Albertsen and Carol van Nuys’s “Paradigma: FRBR and
Digital Documents,” describing the use of FRBR concepts
in a national repository database of Norwegian digital
documents, offers an even looser definition of “the expres-
sion level: an artist's work may have been expressed both
as a novel, a movie, and a radio play” (134). The original
FRBR report would have categorized these “expressions”
in different forms as separate works. Discussing “Folklore
Requirements for Bibliographic Records: Oral Traditions
and FRBR,” Yann Nicolas proposes that for orally trans-
mitted works, “Expressions would be equivalence classes
built on episodes or motifs found in manifestations, not
on alphabetical characters” (192). Yann goes on to suggest
that “everyone is looking for the good criterion to build
expressions, but perhaps the model shouldn’t define which



