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that the activity was placed by that line since the nineteenth century, when its own terminology was developed under the consideration of

the intervention of the contexts, using methods and guided by the diversity of proposals.
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1.0 Introduction

In the set of activities that compose information organi-
zation, in view of the structuring of systems and services
that seck to favor the qualified use of information, we
highlight selection, representation and arrangement.
Through selection, documents identified as potentially

capable of meeting information needs are selected. These
documents are collected, or only referenced, resulting, in
both cases, in the formation of a collection. Representa-
tion, in turn, takes place through the combination of a
series of activities that aim to produce records of docu-
ments to compose databases so that these records can be
identified, selected and located by the public. Arrange-
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ment consists of the elaboration of a space arrangement
for documents or for document metadata in order to
provide access to them. The arrangement of document
metadata is carried out from the access points to the re-
cords that refer to the documents, such as the structure
of navigation and access to electronic documents and da-
tabases search indexes. Shelf arrangement, in turn, ad-
dresses the proposition of arrangements for documents
in furniture, resulting in the materialization of a reading
proposal to the users, in addition to favoring the man-
agement and access to documents.

The call number, elaborated from the mid-nineteenth
century and of Anglo-American origin, is the model of
document ordering predominantly adopted in libraries in
Brazil and prevailing content in libratianship undergraduate
courses in the country for this activity. It responds by the
elaboration of relative localization systems and was sys-
tematized by Ranganathan in the 1930s as the junction of
the collection number, class number and book numbet.
The model was disseminated in Brazil mainly by the asso-
ciation between the traditional bibliographic classification
systems, such as the Dewey Decimal Classification (DDC) and
the Universal Decimal Classification (UDC), and the Cut-
ter tables for author names. In spite of its complexity and
functionality, especially for some types of documents and
institutions, this ordering model of documents seems to
have contributed to the reduction of reflections on the
functions, characteristics and historicity of the activity, in
addition to stifling discussion and the emergence of other
proposals.

It may be noted that the theme does not make up the
current research agenda in information organization. It
should be assumed, however, that this fact does not di-
minish the relevance of the activity widely performed in
professional practice, not does it negate the need to seek
to fill gaps as to its historicity and, at the same time, actu-
ality. In this way, some problems can be evidenced, such
as the following:

— The near forgetfulness of different proposals for shelf
arrangement and of the reflections that underpin them,
before the construction of the call number;

— The significant disregard of shelf arrangement as an
activity that should be oriented to the characteristics of
the collection of documents and the public in question;

— The constant indiscrimination between shelf arrange-
ment and bibliographic classification, since the latter
constitutes one of the methods to accomplish the for-
mer.

The highlighted problems point to a reductionist under-
standing of the activity. There is a supposed stability and
universality of the call number that does not hold in itself

but that is evidenced especially when investigating other
approaches. Thus, the objective of the study is to contrib-
ute to reorient shelf arrangement as an information or-
ganization activity, exploring the conformation of the ac-
tivity present in Francophone literature from the mid-
nineteenth century until the 1930s. The paper is justified by
the need to underpin the activity of shelf arrangement,
presenting formulations placed in the period in which their
systematization occurred. The Francophone line was cho-
sen due to its identification, among the localized western
production, as the one that gathers the first systematic con-
tributions regarding shelf arrangement in a quite propos-
able, although not complete way.

The choice for the manuals is therefore justified, as, in
terms of dissemination of ideas, Riché (2009) states that
they were, in French language, the main channel through
which librarians expressed their conceptions about their
practice. This approach allows to present the basic ele-
ments for shelf arrangement established by Namur (1834)
Constantin (1839), Cousin (1882), Delisle (1896, 1910),
Maire (1896), Cim (1902, 1907, 1908), Morel (1908, 1910)
and Crozet (1932) in the form of a literature review.

The work is structured in four other sections, the next
one dedicated to the presentation of fundamental con-
cepts to the understanding of shelf arrangement as an in-
formation organization activity. In the third section, we
examine the eight authors of the manuals on the presen-
tation of methods and functions associated with shelf ar-
rangement. In the sequence, some considerations about
what can be understood as the activity of shelf arrange-
ment for the period covered by the study, especially re-
garding the methods, considering its relationship with the
bibliographic classification, are presented.

2.0 Shelf arrangement and information organization

Shelf arrangement in bibliographic information services
can be understood as the activity that “consists of the ma-
terialization of an arrangement for collections which will
be defined with the objective of performing the physical
display of the documents in place” (Silva 2016, 32).

Shelf arrangement should be thought of for collec-
tions or parts of collections and, in turn, the collection it-
self will condition the strategies employed for the shelf
arrangement’s purpose. The objective proposed for the
arrangement is also a determining element, since it will
point to the choice of the documentary characteristic that
will command the structure of the arrangement. Ortega
et al. (2016) denominate such characteristics as an attrib-
ute “a” and claim that the definition of the arrangement
based on a certain attribute may result in the formulation
of a reproducible plan and following certain established
rules, configuring a method. For the shelf arrangement,
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the definition of three methods is established: chrono-
logical, alphabetical and systematic.

The chronological method is characterized by the defi-
nition of the attributes that allow the establishment of a
linear and progressive temporal sequence for the arrange-
ment, as does the order of accession of the documents in
the collection or the year of publication. The alphabetical
method is based on the choice of attributes that can be or-
ganized according to their initial letters from A to Z, usu-
ally in an increasing order that will allow the intercalation
of new items, as in the case of authorship or document ti-
tle. The systematic method is based on the selection of
structured attributes in classes and subclasses, allowing the
intercalation of documents within groupings otiented by
this same structure. The main instruments associated with
the systematic method ate the traditional bibliographic
classification systems, such as DDC and UDC. However, it
is necessary to consider that these systems do not respond
by the systematic method as a whole, since it is possible to
use different instruments, elaborated in particular contexts,
which can even use simpler hierarchical structures. In any
case, despite the type of hierarchical structure used, the
bibliographic classification constitutes the fundamental
element of the systematic method.

From the exclusive or combined use of these meth-
ods, the formation of fixed or relative localization sys-
tems is resulted, often represented by codes transposed
to labels affixed to the documents that form an arrange-
ment. In the contexts in which codes are used, there will
be a direct relation between the documentary attributes
chosen for the arrangement and the elements that make
up the code. Each of the defined elements will receive a
corresponding notation, and the order of these elements
will be reproduced in the configuration of a code indicat-
ing the location of each document in the collection set,
either in fixed or relative location systems.

According to Pinheiro (2007), Prytherch (2005) and
Mann (1962), in the fixed location systems, documents
are arranged with the purpose of determining a definite
place for their positioning, and the materiality of the
document is the main considered attribute. The relevance
given to the materiality in these systems is justified, as, to
a great extent, they are associated to a conservationist ap-
proach to the collections, based on the prohibition of ac-
cess to the shelves by the users and the rigorous use of
the space. In these cases, according to Prytherch (2005),
there is an exact point of accommodation of the docu-
ment—usually represented in the form of alphanumerical
notation—that refers to the book shelf, shelf and order
of the item on the shelf.

In relative location systems, there is no definite place
for each document, since, according to Mann (1962), the
arrangements foresee the possibility of constant changes

in the positioning of documents within the collection as
more items are integrated with no rupture of the ar-
rangement structure already materialized. Groups of
documents are formed from their common characteris-
tics and these aggregate groupings form the basis of the
arrangement. New documents are introduced, first ac-
cording to the group assigned to them and, later, the rela-
tionship they establish with the other documents that
precede them and succeed them within that group.

The malleability of the arrangements that configure
relative localization systems is achieved mainly through the
use of traditional bibliographic classification systems.
Through the structure of more or less exhaustive classes
and subclasses, each document is integrated into a group
composed of a certain attribute of interest. By belonging
to a class, the document is positioned according to the
reading proposal chosen for the arrangement of the collec-
tion that contains it. Subsequently, these same documents
are individualized based on other attributes, especially the
accession number, year of publication of the document or
the author’s surname, and there may be the addition of
other attributes in order to guarantee the uniqueness of
each item. Thus, relativity is ensured by the classificatory
structure that guides the elaboration of the arrangement,
although additional attributes are indispensable to its reali-
zation.

Another relevant point to consider regarding the shelf
arrangement is the ability of the code assigned to each one
of the documents to establish a direct relationship between
the item on the shelf and its card in the catalog or its re-
cord in a database. It, therefore, provides the bond that al-
lows the search to lead ditectly to the desited document.
The shelf arrangement also offers a view of the collection
that allows the definition of actions aimed at the planning
of the spaces and the management of the collection itself.
Sayers (1944) defined some advantages concerning the use
of bibliographic classification systems for shelf arrange-
ment, such as making the collection balanced and repre-
sentative on the subjects it contemplates, in addition to fa-
cilitating the methodical selection of new documents, as
well as the removal of those documents that are no longer
of interest. Sayers’s (1944) ideas can be extended to the ar-
rangements as a whole, regardless of the used method,
given that any chosen attributes, when in line with the insti-
tutionally defined objectives, may offer ancillary clues to
collection management. The arrangement may also con-
tribute to the improvement in the use of available space,
considering as variables the desired access modes, collec-
tion growth and conservation parameters.
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3.0 Arrangement in the Francophone librarianship
manuals

Throughout the nineteenth century, the publication of
Francophone librarianship manuals, mainly in France, es-
pecially from the third quarter of the century, was the
privileged medium through which the conceptions about
the librarian’s practice were expressed. As a result of indi-
vidual engagements, these manuals were characterized by
an orientation in order to transmit and explain, pedagogi-
cally, the set of basic knowledge necessary for the exercise
of the profession as well as practical and procedural advice
that would enable the necessary actions to be carried out.
According to Riché (2009), the manuals were placed on the
frontier of professional training, bibliography course and
book history and also a means of expression of claims re-
lated to the practice and its updating, Thus, the manuals
became an indispensable instrument for knowledge trans-
mission, testimony of the library practices carried out in
that context and among them shelf arrangement.

3.1 The erudition and the design of practices

Lebailly (2008) argues that librarians did not know the
real advance of their status throughout the nineteenth
century and that the formation offered by the Feole des
Chartes, from 1821 on, failed to propel a reversal of the
picture. The teachings offered in Chartes remained based
on humanistic erudition, without major concerns with
the preparation for the management activities of the in-
stitutions as a whole. Therefore, the two manuals pub-
lished in the 1830s made explicit mention of these activi-
ties. The first, by Namur (1834), provided a long intro-
duction to the history of the book that would serve as a
basis for the numerous courses taught at this school,
while activities related to the management of collections
were presented as a fundamental underpin for the erudi-
tion work constituting the librarian action. The second
one, by Constantin (1841), inaugurated a first global prac-
tical reflection on the profession and used for the first
time, in the French context, the word Bibliothéconomie (li-
brarianship). More pragmatically, he sought to meet also
the librarians not trained in Chartes but who needed to
learn the first notions of librarianship.

Considered the first librarianship manual written in
French, the text by Namur (1834), Manuel du bibliothécaire:
accompagné of notes critiques, historiques et littéraires, described
the different stages of intervention that would need to be
carried out on the books. Among them, the arrangement,
denominated cassement, teceived relative prominence,
since, according to the author, it allowed the search for a
certain book. In small libraries, for Namur (1834), books
could be displayed on the book shelves exclusively ac-

cording to their accession order, being even possible to
choose to group books of the same size and under the
same binding in order to produce good appearance. The
author argued that within the space of large libraries, in
order to save space, avoid visual irregularity and facilitate
the maintenance of established order, it was necessary to
divide the books from the material distinction by format
associated with the use of classification systems. Namur
(1834) presented possible classification systems to at-
range the shelf such as the one by Jacques Chatles Bru-
net or even his own classificatory scheme, without, how-
ever, prescribing the use of any of them.

Shortly thereafter, in Bibliothéconomie, or nonvean manuel
complet pour l'arrangement, la conservation et ['administration des
bibliothéques, published in 1839 and reprinted in 1841,
Constantin (1841) stated that the ways of arranging the
books on the shelves should be determined depending on
the volume of the collections. If, in small libraries, size
could be the only attribute considered for arranging the
items, in large collections, the arrangement consisted in
ordering them systematically, according to classes and
subclasses. The author also pointed out that the choice
among the various classification systems depended on the
scope and specificity of the library as well as the librar-
ian’s taste and the possibility of this system being equally
useful to different types of readers. According to Con-
stantin (1841), books should first be arranged according
to their position in the used classification system and
then separated according to their size and sequentially
numbered as they enter the library according to prede-
termined numerical intervals for each of these sizes.

Constantin (1841) recalled that, in some cases, parts of
the collection would be ordered in parallel to the main
set. According to the author, this would be the case of
books in extraordinary formats, those special ones by
their form of elaboration, rarity or content and that
would, therefore, require special conservation care. Also,
significant for Constantin (1841), it would be the cases of
private collections donated to a library under the condi-
tion that their original order be preserved so that they
would not be scattered among the main collection. How-
ever, in certain circumstances, the author argued that
public utility should prevail over the vain and capricious
will of the donor, thus highlighting the relevance of con-
textual conditions for choosing the best solutions for
shelf arrangement.

3.2 The advance in systematizing the activity

According to Riché (2009), after a long period without
the publication of new works, from the 1880s, some
manuals were produced in response to a new extremely
favorable context; on the one hand, the government’s de-
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site to standardize the practice of library management
and, on the other hand, the professionals waiting for new
instructions that could prepate them for the examinations
for obtaining the librarian diploma, such as the Certificar
d'aptitude anx founctions de bibliothécaire instituted, for the
university libraries in 1879.

At this confluence, Cousin’s manual (1882), De /'organi-
zation et de la administration des bibliothéques publigues et privées,
was the first to return to the presentation and explication
of librarian practices. In it, arrangement (c/assement) stood
out as an activity that should at the same time serve the
organized arrangement of the books and the realization
of the inventory. Unlike earlier writers, in Cousin’s man-
ual (1882, 29, in translation), book arrangement was con-
sidered primarily “under the material point of view, that
is, from the point of view of the size of the volumes,
without regard to the subject they addressed.” In order to
meet this purpose, books should be divided by size, con-
tributing to the best management of the space available
within the shelves, which was the only attribute available
for arrangement purposes.

In 1890, Delisle published Instructions élémentaires pour la
wmise et maintien en ordre des livres d'une bibliothéque and, having
achieved relative success, edited the fourth version of his
manual in 1910. In this manual, book arrangement on
shelves (classement) was minutely explained in each of its
stages and worked with a more extensive and own termi-
nology than that of the name of the activity. According
to Delisle (1910, 5, in translation), it was essential for
each book to be associated with “a shelf mark (coze) or a
number that provided a way of finding it on the shelf
and putting it back without hesitation.” Moreover, there
should be no volume without shelf mark, and “one same
shelf mark would never apply to two different volumes”
(Delisle, 1910, 6, in translation). For this, it was necessary
to mark the book, action that consisted in the inscription
of the shelf mark “on the back cover of the volume and
in its interior” (Delisle 1910, 6, in translation). Thus, ac-
cording to Delisle (1910), for arrangement on shelves
purposes (classement), the shelf mark (cote) would be the
mark of individualization of the book in a collection and
the attribution of this mark to the book consisted in the
activity of shelf marking (coter).

Before assigning the shelf mark to the books, Delisle
(1910) claimed that it would be preferable to distribute
them according to a number of divisions, following the
diversity of themes, in order to group books that covered
the same subject. The structure of classes that would be
used to make this division of books was named by the
author as arrangement chart (cadre de classement), which
should be elaborated and could be modified according to
the characteristics of each collection. Thus, the author
pointed out that the structure of classes should be

thought locally, in order to meet the specificities of the
collection, and not simply transposed from an already
consolidated class system.

For the composition of the shelf mark, the classifica-
tion notation of books, it would be necessary to add a
new notation that, within the classes, would individualize
each one of the books. The solution proposed by Delisle
was to divide a numerical sequence for each class of the
structure into four numerical intervals corresponding to
the four sizes established for the books, which would be
numbered according to their size and accession order in
each class. In this way, systematic and chronological at-
tributes were combined for arrangement purposes.

Delisle (1910) also discussed about the possibility of
separating parts from the collection in cases where there
were rare items, items that required special storage condi-
tions due to their materiality and also when there was in-
terest in forming documentary sets that could facilitate
the use. The author even discussed the use of the DDC
for arrangement purposes but made reservations about
its adoption, mainly because he considered that the deci-
mal scheme gave rise to very extensive shelf matks. De-
lisle (1896) considered the DDC inadequate for the
French libraties as he considered them too closely
bonded to the country of origin, and therefore not suit-
able for the antiquity of the French collections.

In the turn of the nineteenth to the twentieth century,
Maire (1896) published the Manual pratique du bibliothécaire
and, in the chapter on arrangement (classement), he stated
that personal taste or the trends in vogue could no longer
be the guiding elements for the choice of librarians who
had counted, for some time, with general methods of ar-
rangement. In this sense, the author pointed out (Maire
1896, 107, in translation) the preponderance of arrange-
ments based on the division of “each scientific series and
section into several parts, these parts meeting the formats
of the books and therefore at their height,” followed by
an integer that defined the position of the book on the
shelf. However, the author criticized the systematic ar-
rangement for implying a very extensive shelf mark for
documents, which, in addition to requiring a great deal of
memory to be remembered, was not always able to mne-
monically relate the denomination of the scientific class
of the book to its notation.

Thus, Maire (1896) described solutions based on the
chronological method, explaining his preference for ar-
rangements based on the accession order of the books in
the library, being the size division the used grouping
strategy. Thus, the evaluation of different proposals by
Maire (1896) confirms that, according to his understand-
ing, the main function of shelf arrangement was to facili-

tate storage.
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Although he published three books addressing the
knowledge needed by librarians and book lovers, Cim did
not elaborate a cumulative reflection on arrangement on
shelves (classement) which, being presented in 1902 in Une
bibliothéque: 'art d'acheter les livres, de les classer, de les conserver
et de s'en servir, was reproduced in Le livre: historique, fabrica-
tion, achat, classement, usage et entretien, of 1907 and only
summarized in Petit manuel de ['amateur de livres, of 1908.

Cim (1902; 1907; 1908) pointed out that books could be
arranged on the shelves in the alphabetical order by the
surnames of the authors, after their division by size. Like-
wise, by arranging the accession records of the books in
the library, divided according to their size, it would be pos-
sible to arrange them on the shelf only on the basis of
their accession otrder. Thus, in the first moment, Cim de-
fended the use of alphabetical and chronological methods
as a basis for the composition of the arrangements but
combined them with the division of books by size, believ-
ing that (Cim 1908, 214, in translation) “the symmetrical
regularity of this arrangement would favor the view and
produce the best effect.” Cim (1902, 216, in translation)
also recommended, in cases where it was necessary, “to ar-
range in sets all the volumes addressing the same subject,”
separate them initially according to the format, group them
on the shelves according to the subject they deal with and,
within these groupings, proceed in accordance with the al-
phabetical order of surnames of the authors. Cim named
this system as vertical arrangement (classement vertical), since
all the books on the same subject, and in different formats,
would be gathered vertically in a shelf.

Although Cim (1902; 1907; 1908) considered relevant
that books were systematically placed on the bookshelves,
he did not point any preference for any system of biblio-
graphic classification, nor did he explain how an ar-
rangement supported by such systems would be man-
aged. The author also referred (Cim 1908) to the DDC,
among other classification systems, but warned that it was
a system known in Europe only from the 1890s and,
given its recent use, still unreliable.

3.3 In search of a review of the French library
model: new proposals for arrangement

Also at the beginning of the twentieth century, but under
a rather different approach from that presented by the
authors previously worked, Morel published his reflec-
tions in Bibliothéques (1908) and La Librairie public (1910).
In these books, in addition to explaining a fierce criticism
of French libraries at the turn of the twentieth century,
Morel highlighted that the ideal of modernity that he
wanted both for libraries and for the training of librari-
ans. This ideal was based on a challenge to the conserva-
tionist principles and restricted use of libraries and to the

scholastic training offered by the Feole de Chartes, which
was already considered insufficient.

Morel’s (1908) discussion regarding arrangement was
initiated by a distinction as to the possibility of being per-
formed in two distinct scopes: in catalogs, with the card
catalog arrangement (classement des fiches), and on the
shelves, with the book arrangement (cassement des livres).
According to the author, in several French libraries, under
the imperative of arrangement based exclusively on the or-
der of book accession, therefore, in fixed-location systems,
many libratians came to believe that the catalog would
dismiss the use of other methods for book arrangement
on the shelves. Morel (1908, 228, in translation) argued that
such a choice involved the establishment of card libraries,
but not in book libraries and had been conceived “in the
head of the worst enemies of reading,” since both forms
of arranging were not equivalent or substitutive but com-
plementary. For Morel (1908, 227, in translation), “the best
order comes soon when the order does not come from
above,” being ideal “to let each library find its own ar-
rangement” without requiring that all of them follow a
similar arrangement.

According to Morel (1908), love of books, their beauty,
or the convenience of use could be the only criteria used
for their arrangement in private collections. However, this
was not the case with public libraries, since these ones
needed to arrange the collections in a way that was com-
patible with reality and favored their use by the public.

Inspired by the movement of public libraries in Eng-
land and the United States and a strong advocate of free
access to shelves, Morel considered systematic arrange-
ments as the most appropriate. However, the author criti-
cized (Morel 1908) the bibliographic classification sys-
tems, because they did not provide space for the different
typologies in the schemas and were more focused on
ideal elements than on the practical needs of libraries
when dealing with collections. For Morel, it was indispen-
sable that a classification system had classes that were not
restricted to possible subjects but that, for example,
grouped different typologies or were elaborated from cer-
tain expectations of use by the public.

It would be important to highlight the central role of
the librarian in the elaboration of systematic arrangements.
The author did not legitimize the criticisms of discrepancy
made to the systems of bibliographic classification by his
contemporaties. According to Morel (1908; 1910), the
complaints were not exactly related to problems in their
claboration but to the misunderstanding of librarians to
demand from ancient systems the expression of elements
that were not proper to their time. Morel also called on li-
brarians (Morel 1908, 232, in translation) to make the nec-
essary changes to the systems themselves, since it would be
part of “their function to modify, add, reduce” to bring
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them closer to the real demands placed by libraries. Thus,
the author privileged the systematic arrangements and
posed relevant considerations about the systems of biblio-
graphic classification and the role of the librarian as pro-
tagonist in this institution.

The Mannel pratigne du bibliothécaire, published by Cro-
zet in 1932, was reportedly written with the intention of
overcoming “the delay of France in relation to other
countries in the practical learning of the work of the li-
brarian” (Lebailly 2008 , 34, in translation).

In this manual, arrangement (classement) was worked by
the author from a division between the public reading li-
braries and the study libraries. The fundamental difference
consisted in proposing an arrangement based only on the
size of the items and their accession order for the study li-
braries, whereas in public reading libraries, in addition to
size division, books would be systematically grouped and,
within the classes, arranged according to their accession
order. The division of books by size, in spite of the vol-
ume of the collection, was justified by the author as indis-
pensable for its good conservation, for saving space in the
library and also to avoid “the unequal height unpleasant to
vision” (Crozet 1932, 65, in translation).

According to the author, for both libraries, it was also
necessary to assign a shelf mark (cw#) that would indicate
the place occupied by the book and consisted of “a for-
mula composed of letters and numbers, indicating its
shape and its class within the format” (Crozet 1932, 65, in
translation). At this point it should be clarified that al-
though Crozet used the term “format,” he made reference
to the size of the books, because according to his explana-
tions, the format was defined by the size of the item not by
the size of the paper and the number of folds that would
have been made if the reference was strictly to the size.
The author claimed that although the numerical shelf
marks were the most common ones among the French, it
was possible, at least for parts of the collection, to assign a
literal shelf mark (cote littérale) formed exclusively by alpha-
betical components. The identification of the class was
maintained by a capital letter of the alphabet, which was
then followed by the first three letters of the author’s sur-
name followed by the first letter of the title of the book.
This change resulted in an alphabetical arrangement within
the classes and not in a chronological arrangement, as had
been initially pointed out by the author.

By dealing with structured arrangements from classifi-
cation systems, Crozet (1932), as did Delisle (1910), pre-
sented what he called the arrangement chart (cadre de clas-
sement) and that consisted of a classificatory structure de-
veloped especially for arranging documents on the
shelves. In this way, Crozet (1932) established a differen-
tiation between the classificatory scheme for arranging
the shelves and the more detailed and exhaustive classifi-

cation scheme that could be used to prepare the cards in
the systematic catalog. The simplicity of the arrangement
for ordering the documents, expressed by the author as
the necessity of not having numerous hierarchical subdi-
visions for the main classes, would be fundamental so
that the reader could walk autonomously along the
shelves and the professional could perform his work

propetly.

4.0 Arrangement (classement): the consolidation
of an activity

Despite manifest singularities, in the set of ideas pre-
sented by the eight analyzed authors, the recurrence of
chronological and systematic methods as ways to propose
solutions for shelf arrangement is quite evident.

Concerning the chronological method, the notorious
preference for the accession order as the element that leads
the arrangements or as an attribute of individualization of
the items within the groupings, seems to corroborate with
the idea that, to a large extent, the proposals were bonded
to the issues of document preservation. The division by
size, associated with the accession order brought together
documents with similar material properties and, thereby,
favored their conservation. It is noteworthy that the acces-
sion order is defined through an administrative attribution
that assigns a unique and sequentially defined number to
each document arrived at the library. In the case of its use
as a primary attribute, constituting a fixed location system,
it became possible, by exploring the display of the collec-
tion itself, to identify documents that had long been part
of the collection and those that had been incorporated
more recently. Combined with a systematic arrangement,
the accession order could answer to this same question in
each of the classes defined for the schema but not for the
library as a whole. In the proposals by Constantin (1841)
and Delisle (1910), the definition of numerical intervals
expressed the combination between size and accession or-
der, thus ensuring that there were no identical shelf marks
in any of the proposed groupings.

Of all the analyzed authors, Cousin (1882) was the only
one who did not describe systematic arrangements, re-
stricted to those of chronological basis, which were exclu-
sively supported by the accession order or based on the as-
sociation of size with the accession order or the year of
publication of the book. As for Constantin (1841), the ad-
vantage of the systematic arrangement came from the fact
that it disallowed the professional to go through the whole
library in search of the books demanded on the same sub-
ject. Similarly, Namur (1834) argued that in large libraries, it
was an element of fundamental importance for the search
and control of the requested books. Therefore, there
seems to be an understanding among these authors that
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the choice to use systematic arrangement, and hence opt-
ing for relative localization systems, would rather be related
to facilitating the work of the librarian.

Only with Morel (1908; 1910) is this scenario more
cleatly modified, since the author attributed to the sys-
tematic method the primacy of shelf arrangement, con-
sidering it the most appropriate for free public access to
the bookshelves and should be employed as widely as
possible. However, in the set of analyzed manuals,
chronological or systematic arrangements were presented
without major considerations or comparative assessments
that pointed out the advantages associated with the op-
tion between one or the other.

The choice that often appeared justified in the manu-
als and that would fit any proposal was the division of
the documents by size, combined with the accession or-
der or with systematic arrangements. The predilection for
the agility in the execution of the activity, for saving
space or the pleasant visual aspect was present, in some
way, in all the analyzed manuals.

Another important point to highlight cohesion among
authors is the uncontroversial presence of the term c/as-
sement to indicate one of the indispensable steps for
structuring a library: arrangement. Some of these authors
have used other terms, also appropriate to arrangement,
to indicate steps and instruments necessary for their re-
alization. Among the analyzed manuals, Morel (1910) was
the first author to establish a clear distinction between
the terms book arrangement (classement des livres) and card
catalog arrangement (classement des fiches). According to the
author, arranging the cards of a catalog would not be a
substitute for shelf arrangement nor would the reverse be
true. The material dimension of the documents would
lead to certain choices, such as the separation of the great
atlas from the works that commented on them, which
would be absolutely unnecessary or incongruous for the
uniformity of the cards.

Delisle (1896; 1910) was the first one who used the
term shelf mark (cofe) to refer to the mark responsible for
indicating the position occupied by a document within
the collection, whether in fixed or relative location sys-
tems. After him, Maire (1896), Cim (1908) Morel (1910)
and Crozet (1932) made some mention of the term in the
context of the proposals for arranging documents with-
out changing the first assigned meaning. Thus, among the
studied authors, classement and cofe were the most recurrent
and stable terms for the Francophone approach to shelf
arrangement.

Distinctive course was observed for arrangement chart
(cadre de classement), which, having been used, also for the
first time, by Delisle in 1910, appeared again in the manuals
only with Crozet in 1932. Despite the temporal difference
that separates the two manuals, in both of them the mean-

ing assigned to the arrangement chart was the same. De-
lisle described (Delisle 1910, 11, in translation) it as the
class structure used for arrangement purposes on the
shelves, which should “be modified according to the places
and above all according to the abundance and nature of
the materials.” Crozet (1932) presented two arrangement
charts in his manual: the first one to prepare the entries in
the systematic catalogs and the second one for arranging
the documents on the shelves. In explaining the arrange-
ment chart of documents, the author mentioned the need
for adaptations in the original classificatory structure, used
for arranging in the systematic catalog, according to the
demands imposed by the material disposition of the
documents. According to Crozet (1932), in two extensive
classes, it was possible to transform part of the subordi-
nate classes into classes of the same hierarchical level, or
even to tre-elaborate some classes in order to favor the
composition of shelf marks and easier arrangements. Sim-
plifying the original classification structure adopted in the
catalog by reducing the hierarchical levels and the total
number of classes would be a fundamental task for the
shelf arrangement, according to these proposals.

Hence, in addition to forming a proper term for at-
rangement, the arrangement chart was characterized by
the proposal of elaborating a proper classificatory struc-
ture or of the institutional adaptation cartied out on a
system of bibliographic classification already elaborated,
most compatible with the local needs, especially consider-
ing the profile of the collection. From another perspec-
tive, it can be deduced from the statements of Delisle
(1910), Morel (1910) and Crozet (1932) that the function
of the librarian was associated with the choices intrinsic
to the modes of elaboration or implantation of biblio-
graphic classification systems, therefore, intellective role
in the exercise of the practice as they influenced in the
chosen solutions not closed or defined in advance.

It is also noteworthy that shelf arrangement was
treated separately from the presentation or choice of bib-
liographic classification systems. In the manuals, the pres-
entation of bibliographic classification systems followed
the instructions to elaborate the systematic catalog, as in
Namur (1834) and Constantin (1941), or it was explored
in a proper section, as in Maire (1896), Cim (1908), Cro-
zet (1932). Such separation made the delation of com-
plementarity, but not of dependence, even clearer but not
dependence between the proposition of the shelf ar-
rangement and the use of the systematic method.

The analyzed proposals were discussed in the aspects
related to their general scope, failing to contemplate their
detailed instrumentalization or the details implied in the
option by a certain arrangement. Thus, few authors have
dedicated to examining the shelf marks for the proposed
arrangements, and none of them disclosed the proce-
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dural explication of its composition. It is possible that
the elaboration of shelf marks led to the development of
solutions that are much more complete and complex than
those exposed by the authors, since what is evidenced by
the manuals is rather a reflection on the process of shelf
arrangement not the search for a replicable solution.

The manuals did not offer detailed descriptions of the
technical dimension of the process. If, on the one hand,
there are questions about the procedures that would be
associated with the presented proposals, on the other
hand, the understanding of the shelf arrangement as a
particular and necessary step for structuring a library
seems to have emphasized its own characteristics in all
the processes described in the manuals as in the case of
the methods that would enable its effectiveness and the
relationship of these methods with the used instruments.

5.0 Conclusions

In order to highlight the relevance of shelf arrangement in
the scope of information organization, the examination of
the librarianship manuals demonstrated the need to search
for the historical outlining of the activity in order to re-
signify it. It was possible to verify that the problem of
shelf arrangement was placed, since the nineteenth cen-
tury, by the Francophone line. This strand searched for
ways to respond by activity but not necessarily by a replic-
able model to perform it as in the case of the call number,
whose construction occurred later, although following the
analyzed period of this study. The return to the literature
demonstrates, therefore, that there is significant production
that contemplates the shelf arrangement in terms of its
foundations and associated practices. Although this litera-
ture is largely sparse and, consequently, still pootly sys-
tematized, this literature explains the richness of the theme
in the historical configuration of information organization,
as well as its contemporaneity in the elaboration of biblio-
graphic information services.

The analyzed strand allows us to highlight the clarity
with which the methods of shelf arrangement—
chronological, alphabetical and systematic—were written
by the authors since the mid-nineteenth century, without
establishing the primacy of one of them in relation to the
others. Likewise, the separation between the systematic
method and the bibliographic classification systems seems
to be incontestable, especially pointed out by the claim for
the need for a class structure adapted to the purpose of ar-
ranging the collection in question by some authors men-
tioning the relevance of the arrangement chart. Thus, the
shelf arrangement and bibliographic classification are not
confused, and today, in French, they have their own termi-
nology that differentiates them, constructed respectively
around the terms cdassement and dassification. In this lan-

guage, we highlight the contemporaneity and dissemination
of the term cofe as indicative of the shelf mark that indi-
vidualizes each document in the collection.

If, on the one hand, the examination of the Franco-
phone manuals disclosed its relevance to the principles
governing the activity and the strict correlation between
the intended objectives and the chosen methods, on the
other hand, the fragility of the presented proposals was
revealed. In this sense, we emphasize the virtuosity of the
call number that, having reached relative stability, could
be easily operationalized through the prescription of the
use of associated instruments. However, it should be
noted that, just as the relative lack of knowledge about
the French proposals included in this analysis, the call
number also requires studies that make the principles that
underpin it sufficiently known and the proposals that
have contributed to its emergence and consolidation.

Resuming the discussion about shelf arrangement
would allow to establish interlocutions with arrangement in
its amplitude, that is, the one that involves shelf arrange-
ment—discussed in this paper—and the arrangement of
document metadata (in the case of card catalog, as we dis-
cussed, but also of electronic documents). This discussion
may contribute to more in-depth studies on information
organization in the sense of a re-signification that leads to
greater academic and social recognition. Likewise, within
the scope of teaching, contemplating the arrangement
based on the fundamentals that support it would allow to
design approaches centered in the abilities to use instru-
ments and rules in favor of the abstraction that allow to
operate concepts in the face of the diverse practical de-
mands.
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