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Introduction


It is extremely important to test the robustness of the CIDOC CRM by assessing its “mappability” with other conceptual models in the field of cultural heritage information. A number of mappings have been undertaken since the CRM has been stabilised in 1998: a Mapping of the AMICO data dictionary to the CIDOC CRM (June 2000) and a Mapping of the Dublin Core metadata element set to the CIDOC CRM (July 2000) by Martin Doerr, and a Mapping of the Encoded Archival Description DTD element set to the CIDOC CRM (June 2001) by Maria Theodoridou and Martin Doerr.

As a representative for the library community within both the ISO CRM group and the CRM Special Interest Group (CRM-SIG), and as chair of the IFLA Working Group on FRBR, I felt it was my duty to strive to map the library model FRBR to the museum model CRM. In February 2001, in Monterey, Calif., I presented the members of the CRM-SIG with a first draft version of such a mapping. Criticisms and suggestions, particularly from Martin Doerr, helped me improve that first draft, and by September 2002 I was able to circulate a somewhat better version, which nevertheless I would not take the risk to label as “definitive”.

This process was a good opportunity for me to: better understand what the very activity of cataloguing is; notice some logical flaws in FRBR that, as a FRBR enthusiast, I would never have noticed otherwise; suggest some slight changes in CRM; and highlight some notions that do not overlap between FRBR and CRM. 


For those who might not be familiar with FRBR, the main features of this entity-relationship model, developed for  the IFLA [International Federation of Library Associations and Institutions] Section on Cataloguing in 1992-1997, lie in a group of 4 distinct entities that highlight the 4 distinct meanings that a single word such as “book” may have in common speech:


— when we say “book”, what we have in mind may be an individual, merely physical object that consists of paper and a binding; FRBR calls it: “Item”;


— when we say “book”, we also may mean “publication”, as when we go to our bookseller’s and ask for a publication identified by a given ISBN: the particular copy does not matter to us, provided it belongs to the general class of copies we require; FRBR calls it: “Manifestation”;


— when we say “book”, as in “Who wrote that book?”, we may have in mind a specific text, the intellectual content of a publication; FRBR calls it: “Expression”;


— when we say “book”, we eventually may mean an even higher level of abstraction, the conceptual content that underlies all of its linguistic versions, either the original or a translation; the “thing” that an author may recognize as his/her own, even in, say, a Japanese translation and even though he/she can’t speak Japanese and cannot therefore be held as responsible for the Japanese text; FRBR calls it: “Work”.


For the sake of simplicity, I use the word “book” here as a paradigmatic term, but FRBR was designed to model any kind of material found in libraries: music, maps, engravings, electronic resources...

Mapping issues

My first dissatisfaction at my own work lies in its huge amount of “vagueness”: too often, FRBR entities and relationships result in the all-encompassing CRM class E55 Type, and in an imprecise interweaving of instances of the P2 has type (is type of) property. E.g., the FRBR attribute “Expected Frequency of Issue” for a serial maps to no less than: E73 Information Object P2 has type E55 Type: Expression and P2 has type E55 Type: Serial and P2 has type: E55 Type: Expected Frequency of Issue and E55 Type: Expected Frequency of Issue P2 has type E55 Type: “weekly”, “monthly”, “quarterly”, etc. But it seems impossible to avoid such a situation.

Another dissatisfaction stems from the very nature of FRBR. FRBR is not a complete model, and its originators recognise it: “While it is recognized that an extended level of analysis would be necessary for a fully developed conceptual model, the terms of reference for the current study [= FRBR Final Report], with its focus on bibliographic data, as distinct from authority data, and the constraints of time available for the study, ruled out such an extended level of analysis”(FRBR Final Report, p. 5). FRBR does not cover the whole “universe of discourse” that a library catalogue is, but only a part thereof, whereas CRM covers everything that can be said about a museum object in a documentation context. Another IFLA Group is developing a “sequel” to FRBR, another model that will be called FRANAR (Functional Requirements And Numbering of Authority Records). It will prove most interesting to start again with this mapping once FRANAR has been made available and merged with FRBR into a single, overall model.

However, the originators of FRBR did not take into account all the consequences that ensued from their choice of covering only a part of their “universe of discourse”. This is particularly noticeable when it comes to dealing with those information elements contained in “headings”. In library practice, “headings” are unique, constructed and human-readable strings that serve to identify “bibliographic identities”. As such they just map as a whole to CRM E41 Appellation: they are just a kind of appellation, independently from the intrinsic value of each distinct information element that is contained in them. But they actually often consist of “natural” appellations, plus additional information elements pertaining to the “things” they apply to and provided by cataloguers to the purpose of unambiguous identification. The logical flaw in FRBR was to mistake “real things” for their “appellation”, either “natural” or “constructed”, and to mistake the function of some information elements as mere devices for disambiguation, for their intrinsic informative function. FRBR has no such attribute as “Heading” or “Identifier” or “Appellation” or whatever it might have been called for any entity from Group 1 and Group 2 (but all of the Group 3 entities have just one attribute: “Name”). Instead, FRBR consistently mistakes information elements as genuine attributes of “real-life” entities for information elements as a means for identification of these “real-life” entities within a heading, i.e., as a part of a conventional appellation. FRANAR is correcting this mistake.


Another manifestation of this logical flaw lies in the confusion between title as an appellation and title as an inscription. Both may in many cases overlap, but not necessarily, and once again they are functionally different. Here again CRM makes the distinction. E.g., a key title for a serial would only map to CRM E75 Conceptual Object Appellation, whereas a title proper
 would also map to CRM E34 Inscription (with P2 has type E55 Type = “title proper”). In FRBR, both key title and title proper are just subspecies of the attribute “Title” for the Manifestation entity. The XOBIS model that is being developed at the Lane Medical Library distinguishes between the two functions of a “title proper”.

Apart from that, my activities on both FRBR and CRM were a good opportunity to compare these two “views of the world”, to draw a parallel between the activity of cataloguing or documenting in libraries and museums — resulting, ironically enough, in the conclusion that the intellectual process at work in the activity of cataloguing in library practice actually is closer to aspects of CRM that model natural history documentation than to those aspects of CRM that model cultural heritage documentation —, and to highlight the paradox that librarians mainly focus, in their bibliographic records and therefore in their conceptual model, on “things” that, in the CRM, are not recognized as entities and do not have an “existence” of their own...

A parallel

As a model designed for museum practice, CRM is primarily focused on objects that are supposed to be unique and held by one and only one museum. Even though in some cases these objects may be regarded as representative for a class of objects (this is the typical case in natural history documentation), each of them as an individual has its own background, and this is what matters in museum documentation. E.g., a stone may be displayed only for the geological characteristics it shares with other “similar” stones; but what will be recorded about it is not only these geological characteristics, but also where it was collected, by whom, under what circumstances, how it happened to belong to the museum, etc.

On the other hand, FRBR was developed on the basis of “a logical analysis of the data that are typically reflected in bibliographic records” (FRBR Final Report, p. 4), and relied much on the International Standard Bibliographic Descriptions (ISBDs), the primary purpose of which “is to provide the stipulations for compatible descriptive cataloguing world-wide in order to aid the international exchange of bibliographic records between national bibliographic agencies and throughout the international library and information community” (ISBD(M), rev. ed., 1987, 0.1.2). With such an emphasis on exchangeable records, it was difficult not to deal with classes of objects rather than with individual objects. While it does to some extent take individual objects (“items”) into account, FRBR is primarily focused on “publications” (that constitute the largest part of what the model calls “manifestations”) regarded as sets of allegedly “identical” copies, at least as to their content (i.e., their relationship to Work and Expression) and to the circumstances under which they were produced and/or released and/or disseminated.

Although there is a need in both libraries and museums to exchange or share information or knowledge, the terms seem not to have quite the same meaning. What museums aim to share — such as reflected in CRM — is not so much a description of individual items, which in any case are deemed “unique” and can be preserved at only place at a time, as a common knowledge about the cultural and historical context for these items (cf. CRM version 3.4, Draft November 2002, Introduction, p. xii: “The CRM is specifically intended to cover contextual information: the historical, geographical and theoretical background in which individual items are placed and which gives them much of their significance and value.”).


 It is often assumed that cataloguers in libraries and information specialists in Art/Archaeology museums do very similar jobs because they deal with artefacts and intellectual/artistic contents, whereas working in natural history museums is supposed to require specialists with very different skills. While I was mapping FRBR to CRM I realised that this intuitive conception may well be erroneous: “we librarians” do the same jobs as naturalists, definitely not the same job as curators in fine arts museums.

In a National Bibliographic Agency, cataloguers describe a physical book for the first time and define it as the “prototype” for the “taxon” it belongs to; they infer from the description of this “prototype” that the description of all other “specimens” belonging to the same “taxon” will have the same description, and they put that description into a National Bibliography. Then, cataloguers in other libraries will compare other “specimens” of physical books they suppose belong to the same “taxon” with the description of the “prototype” provided by the National Bibliographic Agency, decide whether these physical books actually belong to that same “taxon” or not, on the basis of such a comparison or on the basis of a mere comparison on identifiers such as ISBN, borrow that “prototypical” description from the National Bibliography, and add to it some specific features pertaining to the “specimen” they hold in their collections, or to their specific needs.


Basically however, in all three kinds of institutions documentalists have to deal with physical items, and to define classes (either types, taxons or publications) that these physical items are supposed to be instances of.


In cultural heritage institutions (either museums or libraries), these physical items are supposed to be carriers of an intentional content. In CRM, this content is directly linked to the individual physical item, whereas in FRBR it is obligatorily, systematically linked to the intermediate class of which the physical item is an instance, and it is further refined into Work and Expression.
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This figure shows the same relationships, but with the specific CRM and FRBR terminology.


(Note: “Taxons” are just modeled as “Types” in CRM.)
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A paradox


Since the FRBR model has been released, many cataloguers have been puzzled with the Expression entity. Actually, this level is not adequately nor consistently reflected in bibliographic records, and many theoreticians as well as practitioners insist that bibliographic records should keep on focusing on the Manifestation level, as they always did. At the IFLA Conference in Glasgow in 2002, Gunilla Jonsson said: “On remit from the Joint Steering Committee of AACR [Anglo-American Cataloguing Rules], a working group has experimented with Expression-based cataloguing (…). Their findings, so far, do not support the Expression-oriented approach. Instead, they are turning back to the Manifestation as a solid ground for a record (…). (…) A record at the Manifestation level is more needed than ever. (…) The Manifestation still must form the basis of the bibliographic record.” (Gunilla Jonsson, “The basis for a record in major cataloguing codes and the relation to FRBR”, in: 68th IFLA Council and General Conference, August 18-24, 2002. Available from World Wide Web: <http://www.ifla.org/IV/ifla68/papers/052-133e.pdf>).


The Item level is not retained as a valid focus for documentation either; in the same paper, Gunilla Jonsson went on: “We are not in the habit of making separate records for every Item of a Manifestation, that would be absurd.” (In a librarian’s world, only what does make sense is deemed absurd.)


Though librarians/cataloguers do not pay much attention to the content of the materials they catalog (a somewhat paradoxical attitude in institutions supposed to be sanctuaries of culture and knowledge!), the Work entity seems to appeal to them a bit more than the Expression level does, and the habit of creating uniform titles for particular kinds of material is an evidence of their concern with the identification and retrieval of works as such.


Now, the two FRBR entities that prove to be of major interest in theoreticians’ discourse as well as in field practice, Manifestation and Work, seem not even to have any counterpart in CRM. CRM does have equivalents to Expression and to Item, but not to Manifestation nor Work. The two focuses of bibliographic records do not “exist” (they are not reflected in “entities”). Librarians spend their lifetimes describing things that do not exist, according to CRM...

Let’s take an example.


The so-called “Seikilos Epitaph” or “Seikilos Song” is the only extant entire musical composition from Greek antiquity. It is a piece of vocal music that was carved (lyrics and musical notation) on a funeral stele. The antique notation has been deciphered, transcribed into modern notation available to musicians of our time, and the composition has therefore been performed and recorded. This intentional artistic content belongs therefore at the same time to museum documentation (as the immaterial content of a physical item from Antiquity), and to library documentation (as the immaterial content of publicly available scores and sound recordings).


Now, FRBR and CRM do not model the “Seikilos Song” the same way at all.
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The FRBR “Work” is defined as a mere “commonality of content between and among the various expressions of the work” (FRBR Final Report, p.16): definitions that point back to the term they define generally are bad definitions, and they often are an indication that the concepts they define are problematic; but what is meant here is that the original music notation of the “Seikilos Song”, its modern transcription, and any particular performance, convey, beyond their obvious differences, the same conceptual similarity, that is labeled “Work”. The fact that this conceptual similarity is deemed to permeate the content of the original stele, of a modern score, and of CDs, matches the traditional library practice of having headings that consist of “uniform titles” that remain the same in any bibliographic record, and “additional elements” that may vary from record to record. On the whole, the resulting headings reflect a conventional appellation for the immaterial content of a document. Roughly speaking, “uniform titles” match FRBR Work and “additional elements” match FRBR Expression. By contrast, in CRM the same notion of “contents that are the same and not the same” is modelled as the P130 property instantiated among equivalents to instances of FRBR:Expression only: E73 Information Object P130 shows features of E73 Information Object.


The FRBR Work-to-Expression relationship “is realised through” has no exact equivalent in CRM, though it is also possible to regard FRBR:Work as a subclass of CRM:E73 (indeed, I was obliged to do so for my mapping), linked to FRBR:Expression as another subclass of CRM:E73 through an instance of P130 “shows features of”. This possibility (highly questionable, however) is symbolised on this figure by dotted arrows.

 “Work” is better defined by Richard P. Smiraglia than in FRBR, though he understands the notion very much the same as FRBR; he regards a “Work” as something that is “analogous to signs in linguistics”, and as a “signifying, concrete set of ideational conceptions realized through semantic or symbolic expressions” (Richard P. Smiraglia, The nature of “a work”, Scarecrow Press, 2001).


The Scope Notes for the P73 property in CRM, “has translation (is translation of)”, convey a hint at how “Work” might be thought of in CRM terms: both domain and range of P73 and E33 Linguistic Object, which can only map to a sub-entity of FRBR:Expression; once translated, an instance of E33 results in a new, distinct instance of E33, “despite being conceptually similar to the source object.” The notion of “Work” as understood by FRBR and Richard P. Smiraglia could therefore be defined in the CRM universe of discourse as a mere “conceptual similarity”; on the whole, a relationship, rather than a class or entity. (Annex C brings together all the definitions from CRM that might form a “theory of content” in CRM, and show how CRM understands Work/Expression).

“Manifestation” is inconsistently defined in FRBR as the “physical embodiment of an expression of a work”, and a set “all copies produced that form part of [which] are considered to be copies of the same manifestation.” Martin Doerr, Jane Hunter and Carl Lagoze have highlighted in their paper “Towards a Core Ontology for Information Integration” the logical impossibility to regard a “set” as a “physical embodiment” (Annex D includes their discussion of the topic, along with a gathering of all the CRM definitions that are deemed relevant for an account of the Manifestation entity).


For my mapping, Martin Doerr advised me to regard FRBR:Manifestation as a Type of instances of Information Carrier, and as an instantiation of Information Object at the same time.


As a matter of fact, as I strove to demonstrate above while comparing books with bugs, a Manifestation may well be nothing more than a mere assumption: a cataloguer describes a copy and assumes that this copy was produced together with other copies, all of which are assumed to share a number of identical characteristics… But nothing can prove that they do. That’s the story of the traveler who moves across a border, sees a girl with red hair, and writes in his diary: “In this country, all girls have red hair.” Librarians describe ghosts. Librarians are liars. They present as granted something that is merely hypothetical. “The Manifestation as a solid ground for a record”, as Gunilla Jonsson put it? Pooh! Manifestation is but sand, water, wind, evanescence, uncertainty… (In a librarian’s world, only what is absurd is deemed solid.)

What we actually deal with in real life, is instances of Expression (content) and instances of Item (physical copies). Expression and Item perfectly match the CRM classes E73 Information Object and E84 Information Carrier. CRM would therefore seem to convey a more accurate account for the real world than FRBR, wouldn’t it?

Conclusion


Well, if I stated such an assertion, I would rightly be convicted of high treason… for I am a librarian too, and, what is worse, the chair of the IFLA Working Group on FRBR…


As a matter of fact, we have no choice. We must describe instances of Manifestation. We must go on describing “publications”, though it is an impossible task, a mere assumption (“my copy looks like this, therefore any other copy of the whole publication must look the same”). And we must recognize the presence of instances of Work that suffuse a number of instances of Expression. This is vital for “us, librarians”. That’s the only way for us to exchange our records — to share knowledge among us. Even though that’s not how museums understand sharing the knowledge.

And yet, libraries and museums have to work together, and will have to, more and more over time...


FRBR has the clue. FRBR defines some attributes for the Content entities, Work and Expression, that are not consistently recorded in current library practice, but that fit in well with CRM and what it was designed for: Context, Critical Response. New attributes in the same area of knowledge might be defined as well. AustLit Gateway, the first database that implemented the FRBR model, was intended to “contextualize the literary works of Australian writers”. Besides, all the relationships defined in FRBR, and that are not consistently reflected in current practice, also are a powerful potential tool for sharing what is deemed most valuable in CRM: “contextual information”, sharing info about contexts.


This way, sharing the knowledge between libraries and museums might become an achievement in the 21st century.

Annex A


Examples to slide 6: some attributes of Person and Work entities actually do not, in the FRBR context, reflect information elements deemed as relevant per se, but only serve as sections of appellations.

E.g., “Dates of Person” are defined in FRBR as an attribute of the “Person” entity; but as FRBR does not deal with authority records as such but only with that part of authority records also encountered in bibliographic records, i.e. headings, these are not the “actual” dates of a person as a time primitive nor as an information element relevant per se to end users, but just as a mere element within the string that constitutes the identifying heading for a person, an element that serves to distinguish between two homonyms. From a functional point of view, these “Dates of Person” actually are a part of the attribute “Name” for a given person: they are not the person’s biographical dates as a retrievable information element (which normally exist in a catalogue, but elsewhere). The distinction may seem airy, but functionally it is very important. By contrast, CRM painstakingly and consistently distinguishes between “things” and their “names”: even dates (E50) as time appellations (E49) are distinguished from time-spans (E52) that they serve to refer to. In FRBR, “Dates of Person” are at the same time: a time appellation, a time primitive, and a string segment within an actor appellation. That’s too much for a conceptual model!


Though “Medium of Performance” is an attribute for the Work entity (provided it is instantiated by a musical work, of course), it is not consistently reflected in library practice, but becomes a part of the uniform title for music only if the “natural” title of the work consists in a generic form/genre appellation, such as “Concerto”, “Sonata”, “Adagio”, etc.
Annex B


Examples to slide 6 (cont’d): the “title proper” attribute of Manifestation intermingles elements of “title functionality” with elements of mere transcription of an inscription to the purpose of identification. The “Place of Publication” attribute is understood at the same time as an inscription and as an organizing element for retrieval.
Annex C:

How Work/Expression is modeled in CRM

I. From the CRM Scope Notes (NB: all the following quotations are taken from CRM version 3.4, November; they may have changed by the time the Symposium takes place):

E28 Conceptual Object:

“(…) A greater distinction could be made between products having a clear identity, such as a specific text, or photographs, and the ideas and concepts shared and traded by groups of people.”

E33 Linguistic Object:

“The Linguistic Object class comprises identifiable expressions in natural language(s).”

E34 Inscription:

“This entity comprises texts attached to a physical object. (…) NB The entity does not describe idiosyncratic characteristics of individual physical embodiments of an inscription but the underlying prototype, e.g. Dürer’s signature.” [NB: FRBR:Work might also be defined as the “underlying prototype” of all its expressions, and FRBR:Expression as the “underlying prototype” (in the sense of this CRM definition) of all its manifestations.]
E36 Visual Item:

“Visual Item refers to the intellectual or conceptual aspect of recognizable marks and images. (…) The size, orientation and colour may change, but something uniquely identifiable remains. The same can be said of images, which are reproduced many times. What these examples highlight is that visual items are independent of their physical support. The visual item provides a means of identifying and linking together objects, which carry the same visual symbols, marks, images or whatever.”

E65 Creation Event:

“The creation of an immaterial product -- Text, image, movie, Law, etc.”

E73 Information Object:

“An identifiable immaterial item, such as a poem, joke, (…), image, text, multimedia object, (…), that constitutes a unit for documentation and has an objectively recognizable structure. An information object does not depend on its physical carrier, which can include human memory, and can exist on one or more carriers simultaneously. (…) Conceptual items such as types and classes are not information objects, nor are ideas without a reproducible expression. Examples: Image BM000038850.JPG from the Clayton Herbarium in London, E. A. Poe’s “The Raven”, the movie “The Seven Samurai” by Akira Kurosawa, (…).”

P72 has language (is language of):

“This property describes the Language of a Linguistic Object. (…) Example: The American Declaration of Independence (E33) has language 18th Century English (E56).”

P73 has translation (is translation of):

“This property describes the source and target Linguistic Objects involved in a translation. When a Linguistic Object is translated into a new language it becomes a new Linguistic Object, despite being conceptually similar to the source object. Example: “Les Baigneurs” (E33) has translation “The Bathers” (E33).”

P94 has created (was created by):

“This property (…) represents the act of conceiving the intellectual content of the Conceptual Object. It does not represent the act of creating the first physical carrier of the Conceptual Object. As an example, this is the composition of a poem, not its commitment to paper.”

P129 is about (is subject of):

“This property identifies a CRM Entity that is the subject of an Information Object, in the sense of “aboutness” used in library science.” [NB: in FRBR, the “subject relationship” links any kind of FRBR entity to the Work entity; E73 Information Object may therefore be regarded in this context as the functional equivalent to FRBR:Work.]

P130 shows features of (features also found on):

“This property generalises the notions of “copy of” and “similar to” into a dynamic, asymmetric relationship, where the domain expresses the derivative, if such a direction can be established. Otherwise, the relationship is symmetric. It is a short-cut of P15 was influenced by in a creation or production, if such a reason for the similarity can be verified. Moreover it expresses similarity in cases that can be stated between two objects only without historical knowledge about its reasons. Example: The Parthenon Frieze on the Acropolis in Athens (E22) shows features of the Original Parthenon Frieze in the British Museum (E22) kind of similarity Copy (E55).”

II. From “Towards a Core Ontology for Information Integration” by Martin Doerr, Jane Hunter & Carl Lagoze (to be published in JoDI, Journal for Digital Information):
“FRBR:Expression is equivalent to CRM:Information Object”
“ABC:Abstraction is subclass of CRM:Conceptual Object” [NB: ABC:Work is a subclass of ABC:Abstraction; FRBR:Work is therefore presumably regarded as a subclass of CRM:Conceptual Object.]

Annex D:

How Manifestation is modeled in CRM

I. From the CRM Scope Notes (NB: all the following quotations are taken from CRM version 3.4, November; they may have changed by the time the Symposium takes place):

E11 Modification Event:

“This entity can be collective; the printing of a thousand books, for example, would normally be considered a single event.” [But the Scope Note does not state how the resulting thousand books would be modelled in CRM.]

E12 Production Event:

“Examples: (…) producing a series of household forks (…).”

E75 Conceptual Object Appellation:

“Specific Identifiers of an intellectual product or standardised pattern. Examples: ISBN 3-7913-1418-1 (…).” [NB: In FRBR, an ISBN identifies a Manifestation; FRBR:Manifestation should therefore be regarded as an equivalent to CRM E28 Conceptual Object?]

P108 has produced (was produced by):

“(…) A Production event can result in the creation of multiple instances of Physical Man-Made Stuff.”

P128 carries (is carried by):

“This property identifies an Information Object carried by an instance of Physical Man-Made Stuff. In general this would be an Information Carrier (E84). (…) Example: Matthew’s paperback copy of Reach for the sky (E84) carries the text of Reach for the sky (E73).” [Note that the example is directly from a copy (FRBR:item) to a textual FRBR:expression.]

P137 is exemplified by (exemplifies):

“This property allows an item to be declared as an example of a type or taxon.” [NB: In FRBR, the same relationship is from publication to copy, from Manifestation to Item.]

II. From “Towards a Core Ontology for Information Integration” by Martin Doerr, Jane Hunter & Carl Lagoze (to be published in JoDI, Journal for Digital Information):

“ABC:Manifestation (=FRBR:Manifestation) is subclass of CRM:Information Object (not physical), is subclass of CRM:Type”
“The FRBR definition of the Manifestation concept was found to be particularly problematic from a logical point of view. Manifestations can be seen as the focus of current bibliographic documentation, e.g. a particular edition of a book or a manuscript. Manifestations can be identified by an ISBN number and represent the stage at which ideas becom “tangible”. A Manifestation can be either a set of like items or a single item. FRBR characterizes both sets and single items as “material”. FRBR further declares that an “Item” is the copy I hold in my hand. Sets however, are not material, but conceived. On the other hand, aggregates or collections of material items could be regarded as material (…). Editions of a book are neither aggregates nor collections (…). So it seems to be more consistent to regard the case of a set of like items as the rule, and the unique as the exception (…). Hence we interpret Manifestation as the “kind” -- a car model, a “species” in biology or E55 Type in the CIDOC CRM -- even though there may exist only one instance. A Manifestation represents the stage at which relevant physical features of the product are determined, but it is not the product itself. In this interpretation, the concept Manifestation is itself regarded as a metaclass, a class of classes (“species”), and the relationship of an Item is that of an instantiation.

Apart from a few exceptions (…) the importance of metaclasses is ignored by the practice of conceptual modeling (…). A simple workaround is to make the metaclass a class, to declare the instances of the metaclass as data, and to simulate the instantiation of the metaclass instances via an explicit relationship at data level, such as the “P2 has type (is type of)” property in the CIDOC CRM. On the other hand, a Manifestation defines intellectual content, similar to E77 Information Objects. Hence two approaches are possible: either a Manifestation is a specialization of both, Types and Information Objects, or it is only a specialization of Types, and the information content is part of a Manifestation instance. This issue requires further discussion.”

� A “title proper”, in library practice, is but an inscription found on a document and interpreted by readers (among which, cataloguers) as the title of the immaterial content embodied in that document. This interpretation seems quite natural and unquestionable, but it actually involves a huge number of cultural facts and skills. This is culture mistaken for self-evident nature.
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