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Piccard’s cards :

Piccard gathered his collection day-by-day and during his voyages, his whole life long. Working at a time in which informatics hadn’t been developed yet, he was mostly interested in the content of the collected data, not in its form. So, the cards he collected have no structure, at least not in the sense we give nowadays to this word. The information they contain are disparate from a qualitative and a quantitative point of view. There are not only textual data: there are also graphic data which have to be reworked in order to be expressed with words. See the example below:
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Actually, each card begins in the same way. It contains the name of the place where the document is conserved, the shelfmark, the place where the paper has been used and, if known, the date (year and month, often the day too). Generally, supplementary textual information is reported on the bottom of the card. In this example, there are a name (the marquis Casimir von Brandenburg) and a capital letter: B. As you can see, other information could be identified and put on evidence: the watermark is split into two parts by a central chain line. Moreover, a series of horizontal lines shows the space occupied by twenty laid lines. The image is framed by two laid lines: their distance could be measured, and some numerical parameters of the watermark (width and length) too.
Piccard on line:
In Piccard on line (POL) the information contained in the cards have been structured as you can see in the following example:

The printed repertory (PF: Piccard Findbuch):
In the printed version, we can find the following information for the card above:
A number
The place where the paper has been used

The date where the paper has been used

If there is a central chain line or not

The distance between the chain lines which frame the watermark

And in case:

The reference to the twin watermark

“Watermark found in a printed book” (small circle beside the date)

At the beginning of each volume, there’s an important piece of information which doesn’t appear on the original cards: the presumed place of production of the paper (not the place where it was used), which is essential to know for analyzing the commercial flow. 

As you can see, the information contained in POL and PF are not the same. PF contains less information, but it specifies some details which are not taken into consideration by POL.

Unfortunately, it isn’t possible to transfer information from PF to POL, since for an unknown reason there’s no reference in PF to the number of the card in POL, and there is no conformity. The only possible correspondence is a section by section one; you can already find it on the POL website.
The fields of POL :

Except the paths of the classification menu, all the data of a POL card have been gathered in the 12 following fields: 'KartenNr, Herkunft_Archiv, Herkunft_Signatur, Datierung_Anfang, Datierung_Ende, Ort, Aussteller, Bemerkungen_Piccard, Bemerkungen (= Kommentar), Hoehe, Breite, Abstand der Bindedrähte.

As you can see, most of the information contained in the card, which haven’t been structured by Piccard, have been reported disorderly in the two Bemerkungen fields of POL.
The criterion following which the information has been divided into the two fields isn’t clear: at a first glance, it seems that the first field contains the considerations written by Piccard on the cards and the second one contains those written by the people who worked out the database; but this isn’t always true, as in the following example:

Kommentar : Datum gestrichen, Kopie von 1603 (n°102792).
On the card, the original date (1572) has been cancelled and on the bottom there’s written: Kopie=1603. Maybe, this correction has been made by Piccard himself. Unfortunately, there’s a problem: the date reported in the field Datierung is still the wrong one.
The content of the two Bemerkungen fields is extremely disparate: you can find in it:
Duplicata: the same watermark exists in other documents (ident.: ebda 1447)

It’s a printed document (Druck: Mandat Kaiser Max. I.)
Imprint of an incunabulum (e. g. Impr. Heinr. Eggesteyn 1472 Okt. 17)

The archive document is a copy (ist wohl Kopie!)
The archive document is a minute (Konzept)
Type of archive document (Rechnungen, Zinsbuch)

Type of object containing the archive document (Register)
The date of the document has been estimated (Datierung erschlossen !)
The date of the text of the archive document is… (Text : 1394)
The date is maybe or surely wrong (1523 Kopie, Datierung gestrichen !)
The right date is… ([1488-1491] aus 1500 korrigiert)
The document has been dated using watermarks (nach WZ: 1475 – 1476)
The document has been written in… (Neuburg/Donau)
Type of paper (e. g. Postpapier)
Characteristics of the paper (e. g. dünne)
Format of the sheet (e. g. Grossregalformat)
Dimensions of the sheet (38,5 x 57 cm)
The watermark is located on an unusual place on the sheet 

The lines are not easily recognizable (Binddrähte unklar)
The watermark (A or B) has got a reproduced twin (B or A)
K (meaning not specified)

P (meaning not specified
This disparate mix of information makes the researcher’s work quite hard : for example, an important piece of information, like the fact that the date of a document isn’t attested, but  has been estimated by Piccard (Datierung erschlossen), is placed inside a mass of data which don’t absolutely concern dates.

Moreover, some of the information of the Bemerkungen field (especially those concerning dates and places) complete or correct information provided in other fields. On the other hand, other data, like the format, contain specific characteristics; so, they should be transferred to new fields created for them in order to be exploited. However, the situation isn’t that simple: it is true that there are information which have been systematically provided by Piccard, but there are other which have been provided very sporadically, so they’re not worth to be organized. For example, the characteristics of the sieve (visibility of the chain lines) are mentioned very rarely. Other information, which haven’t been systematically provided in these fields, can be completed by the information coming from other fields.

The example you can find in the following page shows how a new field (user of the paper) has been completed by four other fields: especially Aussteller, but also Herkunft_Signatur, Bemerkungen and Ort. 
	KartenNr
	user of the paper: identity
	Aussteller
	Herkunft_Signatur
	Bemerkungen
	Ort

	20002
	Herzogtum Savoyen, Comptes Trésoriers généraux
	 
	Comptes Trésoriers Generaux de Savoie
	     
	Chambéry

	20003
	Herzogtum Savoyen, Comptes Trésoriers généraux
	 
	Comptes Trésoriers Generaux de Savoie
	     
	Chambéry

	20004
	Johann Albrecht, Markgraf von Brandenburg, Erzbischof von Magdeburg
	Mgf. Joh. Albr. v. Brandenburg
	O.B.A.
	     
	Rom

	20008
	Johann Freitag von Loringhoven, Deutschorden-Landmeister in Livland
	M. in Livland
	O.B.A.
	     
	Wenden

	20009
	Jolande, Herzogin von Lothringen
	Hz. v. Lothringen
	GUP 177
	     
	Nancy

	20015
	Stadt Würzburg, Landgerichtsprotokolle
	 
	Standbücher 848, p. 257
	  Landgerichtsprotokolle   
	Würzburg

	20016
	Sigismund von Luxemburg, Kaiser von H.R.R.
	Kg. Siegmund
	O.B.A.
	     
	Nürnberg

	20022
	Ulrich Putsch, Bischof von Brixen
	Bf. zu Brixen
	Fridericiana
	     
	Brixen

	20030
	Stadt Frankfurt am Main, Münze
	 
	Münze
	  Konzept   
	Frankfurt, Main

	20031
	Stadt Frankfurt am Main, Münze
	 
	Münze
	  Konzept   
	Frankfurt, Main

	20036
	Herzöge von Sachsen
	Hze v. Sachsen
	Akten, 7 farbiges Alphabet, Urkunde 850
	     
	o. O.

	20038
	Jörg Zyppling der Jüngere
	Jorg Zyppling d. J.
	Missive
	     
	o. O.

	20063
	Stadt Esslingen, Spital, Urbar
	 
	Spitalarchiv, Urbar 6
	  A   
	Esslingen

	20122
	Stadt Nördlingen, Kammerrechnungen
	 
	Kammerrechnungen
	  B   
	Nördlingen

	20145
	Herzogtum Geldern, Veluwe, Rechnungen
	Domeinerekeningen Veluwe
	HA 381
	  A   
	Arnheim

	20155
	Deutschorden, Landkomtur der Ballei Bozen
	Landkomtur der Ballei Bozen
	O.B.A.
	     
	Bozen

	20317
	Deutschorden, Komtur zu Schwetz
	 
	O.B.A.
	  Instruktion dem Komtur von Schwetz   
	Marienburg (Zusatz Piccard)


The Aussteller field has been created using remarks Piccard had made at the bottom of the card. It concerns the identity of the beginner of a document, especially in the case of letters. The beginner is in that case the person who sends the letter. However, the Aussteller field has many inconveniences:
It may contain information which doesn’t concern the subject (ex. Domeinerekeningen Veluwe)

The Aussteller isn’t the user of the paper. This is particularly evident in the case of printed documents (except for books): for example, in a printed decree by Charles V, the mentioned Aussteller is the emperor, but the real user of the paper is the printer.

Not all the known beginners are mentioned (especially printers)

The mentioned people are not identified (ex. Pfgf. Ruprecht).

The same person is mentioned in a different way in the cards.

As you can see on the right column of the following table, the denominations of the people in the Aussteller field are really disparate, even when they are well-known:
	KartenNr
	user of the paper: identity
	Aussteller

	24507
	Maximilian I., Kaiser von H.R.R.
	Ehz. Maximilian I.

	110993
	Maximilian I., Kaiser von H.R.R.
	Erzherzog Max

	42510
	Maximilian I., Kaiser von H.R.R.
	Erzherzog Maximilian

	86597
	Maximilian I., Kaiser von H.R.R.
	Erzherzog Maximilian von Burgund

	117065
	Maximilian I., Kaiser von H.R.R.
	Hz. Maximilian v. Österreich

	100123
	Maximilian I., Kaiser von H.R.R.
	K. Maximilian

	21468
	Maximilian I., Kaiser von H.R.R.
	K. Maximilian I.

	43500
	Maximilian I., Kaiser von H.R.R.
	Kaiseer Maximilian I.

	106712
	Maximilian I., Kaiser von H.R.R.
	Kaiser Maximilian

	41241
	Maximilian I., Kaiser von H.R.R.
	Kaiser Maximilian I.

	41264
	Maximilian I., Kaiser von H.R.R.
	Kaiser Maximilian I. "in Brabant"

	32403
	Maximilian I., Kaiser von H.R.R.
	Kg. Maximilian

	20833
	Maximilian I., Kaiser von H.R.R.
	Kg. Maximilian I.

	20825
	Maximilian I., Kaiser von H.R.R.
	Kg. Maximilian I., Radolfzell

	151910
	Maximilian I., Kaiser von H.R.R.
	König Max. I

	43375
	Maximilian I., Kaiser von H.R.R.
	König Maximilian

	42940
	Maximilian I., Kaiser von H.R.R.
	König Maximilian I.

	151982
	Maximilian I., Kaiser von H.R.R.
	Mandat König Maximilian

	154583
	Maximilian I., Kaiser von H.R.R.
	Max. I

	23931
	Maximilian I., Kaiser von H.R.R.
	Maximilian I.

	155471
	Maximilian I., Kaiser von H.R.R.
	Maximilian I., zu der Fuer.

	20016
	Sigismund von Luxemburg, Kaiser von H.R.R.
	Kg. Siegmund

	20055
	Sigismund von Luxemburg, Kaiser von H.R.R.
	K. Siegmund

	20158
	Sigismund von Luxemburg, Kaiser von H.R.R.
	Kg. Sigmund

	28935
	Sigismund von Luxemburg, Kaiser von H.R.R.
	K. Sigmund

	40009
	Sigismund von Luxemburg, Kaiser von H.R.R.
	König Sigmund

	40098
	Sigismund von Luxemburg, Kaiser von H.R.R.
	König Siegmund

	41157
	Sigismund von Luxemburg, Kaiser von H.R.R.
	Kaiser Sigmund [erschlossen]

	151338
	Sigismund von Luxemburg, Kaiser von H.R.R.
	König Siegmund (erschlossen)

	150987
	Sigismund von Luxemburg, Kaiser von H.R.R.
	Kaiser Sigmund

	61845
	Sigismund von Luxemburg, Kaiser von H.R.R.
	Kaiser Siegmund


It is clear that any homogeneous selection in the Aussteller field is impossible, if this kind of denominations isn’t standardized; this means that it wouldn’t be possible to select at a time all the paper used by the chancery of a person or of a dynasty, and consequently it wouldn’t be possible to analyze the evolution of paper consumption and supply.
The same problem arises concerning the other fields, too, because Piccard didn’t foresee the possibility of systematic searches and couldn’t know that his collection would be digitalized one day. For this reason, almost all the fields of POL have been standardized in POLfS.
What is « POLfS »?
However, the previous remarks show clearly that “POLfS” can’t just constitute a standardization of the data contained by POL, which would help using the search engine. The Aussteller field constitutes a clear example of that. Actually, historians are mostly interested in the person or institution that bought and used the paper; this user could have been the person who sent a diplomatic letter, or a chancery which conserved its drafts. In order to meet this demand, we created a new field: User of the paper: identity, which often contains the same data that you can find in Aussteller, but it is different on the conceptual level. 
The fields of “POLfS” can be divided into different categories:
1. Fields already existing in POL, whose information has just been standardized.

2. Fields already existing in POL, whose information has been enriched and improved, thanks to data coming from POL or from other sources.

3. New fields, whose information comes from the two Bemerkungen fields.

4. New fields, whose information comes from other sources.

5. New fields which create new categories (using the initial data, permitting the selection (or the elimination) of homogeneous groups. 
Nevertheless, before describing the details, it is important to consider what is the aim of this database and which could be its interrelation degree with POL.

“POLfS” hasn’t been conceived for targeted searches or for browsing. It is a homogeneous base of textual data which can be statistically processed all at a time and/or be graphically or cartographically represented. In this context, the single data loose importance: for the user, only the global results are visible. In other words, the “normal” POL-user isn’t interested in “POLfS”; on the contrary, the user of the database can be interested in using POL for consulting the images and other purposes.
            Consequently, the database could either constitute a “special POL”, which would be available on the web and run by a specific server, or a package which could be downloaded and run by the user himself using a software of his own choosing. The first solution is “heavier”, since it implies providing the means for statistical and cartographical processing. The second one implies less constraints, but some copyright problems: we should set clear rules should be set to regulate its using.

Simply considering the databases provided by public institutions, we can see that the range of copyright types on the net is very wide, going from databases one can use very freely (e.g.: geographical coordinates and meteorological and climatic data  provided by U.S.A. governmental institutions: anyone can download and use them) to restrictive rules which, if followed literally, permit only a sporadic and precise data browsing (Bayerische Staatsbibliothek). Clearly, fixing the limits of the copyright is not up to the LAMOP, even if I’ve got a personal opinion on this matter.
But whatever the adopted solution will be, there is another important question : how can POL benefit of “POLfS”?
We could decide just to transfer the contents of certain fields to POL, but it’s not sure that this would be the optimal solution. Actually, it would be wrong to simply substitute the data gathered by Piccard with the “improved” ones, and this for three main reasons: first of all, Piccard’s work has got a historical value; then, the standardization of the data, which is necessary for statistical processing, excludes some locally useful information; finally, even the “improvements” surely contain some mistakes, and the people who run POL couldn’t take any responsibility for them.
It seems to me that the most adequate solution is probably the following one : POL could integrate some new fields, which are visible for the user. So, for example,  he would immediately know which kind of document he visualizes on the screen: an archive document, a manuscript, an incunabulum. Moreover, certain new fields could be available only on the background: so, the data wouldn’t be visualized on the screen, but they could be available using the search engine. For example, the user could have the possibility to make a search only among the watermarks whose date is exactly attested in the document, which is very useful for dating a watermark. In other fields, we could just juxtapose Piccard’s original data and the new ones. For example:
N° 24066
Ort: Marchtal, Kloster = Obermarchtal, Deutschland, Baden-Württemberg, Tübingen, Alb-Donau-Kreis
Or:

N° 28922
Piccard date: 1474-1475
dated by incunabulists: <= 1476
N° 28923
Piccard date: ca 1475
dated by incunabulists: <= 1476
Or:
N° 20833
Aussteller : K. Maximilian I.
= Maximilian I., Kaiser von H.R.R.

Last, some fields added in POLfS are not interesting for the “normal” user of POL; therefore, they should not be inserted in POL

Connecting databases in « POLfS »

Actually, since “Bernstein” should include the standardization of the nomenclature and of the classification paths of watermarks belonging to different databases, in the future “POLfS” could also become a “Paper watermarks database for statistics”. Consequently, it would contain all the information coming from all the available databases which could immediately or virtually be combined. So, concerning WILC and POL, no modification would be necessary for combining the distance chainlines/Abstand der Bindedrähte fields and Height WM/Höhe. The Paper size field of WILC could be rapidly combined with the ”Sheet format” field of “POLfS”. On the contrary, the fusion between the Twin field of WILC and the Twin field of “POLfS” needs a lot of supplementary work, because in POL there’s no reference to the twin watermark beside the mention A or B.
