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Abstract
From the perspective of Early Modern historical sciences, what was at stake when 
documentary evidence was examined through reproductions? What were their 
functions and limits within eighteenth-century expert opinions on the identification 
and authenticity of historical documents? How aware were eighteenth-century 
scholars of their mediality? In this paper, I explore these questions by examining 
four different engravings of the very same historical evidence. These were produced 
within the context of a dispute about the identification of a gravestone discovered 
in 1770. This dispute was arbitrated by the director of the Royal Institute of 
Historical Sciences at the University of Göttingen, Johann Christoph Gatterer 
(1727–1799). Here, I argue that when historical documents were examined 
through reproductions, the artifacts of greatest evidentiary value are not what 
they visualized but, instead, the artifacts through which historical information 
was classified, displayed, and conveyed.
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Resumen
Desde la perspectiva de las ciencias históricas de la Época Moderna, ¿qué estaba en 
juego cuando se examinaban las evidencias documentales mediante reproducciones? 
¿Cuáles eran sus funciones y límites en la opinión erudita del siglo XVIII sobre la 
identificación y autenticidad de los documentos históricos? ¿Hasta qué punto los 
eruditos del siglo XVIII eran conscientes de su medialidad? En este artículo, exploro 
estas cuestiones examinando cuatro grabados diferentes de la misma evidencia 
histórica. Éstos se produjeron en el contexto de una disputa sobre la identificación 
de una lápida descubierta en 1770. Esta disputa fue arbitrada por el director del Real 
Instituto de Ciencias Históricas de la Universidad de Gotinga, Johann Christoph 
Gatterer (1727–1799). Aquí sostengo que cuando los documentos históricos fueron 
examinados a través de reproducciones, los artefactos de mayor valor probatorio 
no son lo que visualizaron sino, más bien, los artefactos a través de los cuales la 
información histórica fue clasificada y transmitida.
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Historia del libro; Cultura material



Transmediating Historical Artifacts. Johann Christoph Gatterer’s Works on Diplomatics ﻿

131ESPACIO, TIEMPO Y FORMA  Serie IV historia Moderna  35 · 2022 · pp. 129–156  ISSN 0214-9745 · e-issn 2340-1400  UNED

«(...) hovering in the clouds, Divine Providence raises a long curtain and reveals 
behind it the Temple of Peace, as it was formerly built in Rome. At the doors of 
the Temple, Justice and Peace kiss and embrace each other (...)»2.

Verbal descriptions, such as the one quoted above, were intended to mediate and 
supplement the message conveyed through images in the Early Modern period. In 
this particular case, in which the union of Justice and Peace is celebrated, Johann 
Gottfried von Meiern (1692–1745) describes the iconographic elements from an 
engraved scene in words. The engraving was used as the frontispiece to a collection of 
legal documents that he edited at the beginning of the eighteenth century (Figure 1).

The work, entitled Acta Pacis Westphalicae Publica, was printed in six volumes 
between 1734 and 1736 and is still considered an essential edition of records and 
documents related to the Peace of Westphalia3. However, despite the significant 
amount of text displayed in more than 5,000 pages, the volumes did not contain all 

2.   Meiern, 1734: «Erklärung des General-Kupffer-Titel-Blats»: «Zu dem Ende siehet man die Göttliche 
Vorsehung in den Wolcken schwebend, welche einen langen Vorhang aufziehet und dahinter den Friedens-Tempel, 
wie er vormahls in Rom erbauet war, zum Vorschein kommen lässet; an dessen Thüren Gerechtigkeit und Friede sich 
küssend umarmen, und die Thüren zuschliessen.»

3.   On the historical importance of the Acta Pacis Westphalicae Publica, edited by Johann Gottfried von Meiern, 
see: Westphal, 2021: 944. See also: «Acta Pacis Westphalicae Publica», by Volker Arnke. Last accessed on Novem-
ber 17th, 2021. URL: https://www.ikfn-cms.uni-osnabrueck.de/index.php?id=1843; «Acta Pacis Westphalicae (APW)», 

Figure 1. Frontispice. Meiern, 1734. Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, München, Shelfmark: ESlg/2 J.publ.g. 259 a-1

https://www.ikfn-cms.uni-osnabrueck.de/index.php?id=1843


ESPACIO, TIEMPO Y FORMA  Serie IV historia Moderna  35 · 2022 · pp. 129–156  ISSN 0214-9745 · e-issn 2340-1400  UNED132

André de Melo Araújo﻿

the preserved minutes of the meetings held in the cities of Münster and Osnabrück. 
Furthermore, they were not free of printing errors4.

Dealing with patchy records and recognizing errors introduced in handwritten 
documents and their reproductions was part of the daily work of Meiern, who, from 
1729, had been in charge of the archive of the Electorate of Brunswick-Lüneburg. 
In this role, Meiern issued many expert opinions on handwritten deeds of great 
legal significance within the German territories5. The most recurrent goals of these 
expert opinions were to acknowledge the authenticity of manuscripts, identify their 
issuers, and end public disputes.

A few years before publishing the first volume of his Acta Pacis Westphalicae 
Publica, Meiern was called upon to arbitrate such a dispute. In 1731, it concerned 
the granting of tax privileges to the cathedral chapter of Hildesheim. At issue was 
not the authenticity of the legal document by which the privilege was signed but 
rather the correct identification of its issuer so that its date – and, consequently, the 
legal effect of its terms – could be precisely specified. To facilitate his work, Meiern 
requested access to the original document. If this were not possible, he would be 
equally satisfied if local skilled hands produced a faithful copy6. In Hildesheim, 
this was the solution that was settled on. Meiern then received an engraving on 
which the original manuscript was reproduced. In this way, the images that passed 
through his hands in the 1730s responded to the demands imposed by working with 
historical and legally binding documents not only from an iconographic point of 
view but also from a diplomatic one.

In 1720, controversies over the authenticity and identification of legally binding 
documents – or diplomata – were already known in the German territories as 
diplomatic wars – or bella diplomatica7. The Latin expression echoes the title of 
Jean Mabillon’s (1632–1707) De re diplomatica (1681). In this work, Mabillon drew 
up rules for analyzing the textual formulas frequently used in written documents, 
including, for example, the shape of handmade letters8. When taken to the press, 
Mabillon’s textual arguments were followed by several plates engraved by Pierre 
Giffart (1643–1723), who had the task of reproducing on metal the textual formulas 
and graphic features of extant medieval charters produced in different media. When 
reproducing information, it is unlikely that Giffart saw all of the original documents 
he engraved. It is rather more likely that the plates were mainly produced after 
drawings of the diplomata made by different hands, including Mabillon’s9. Never-
theless, in the particular dispute for which the expert opinion of Johann Gottfried 
von Meiern was required, the provost in Hildesheim granted access to the original 
document to the artist Johann Ludwig Brandes. He was already known for having 

especially the Introduction. Last accessed on November 17th, 2021. URL: http://www.pax-westphalica.de/apw-svg/
apw_einfuehrung.html

4.   Cf. Oschmann, 1998: 779.
5.   Ibid: 781.
6.   This case was studied in detail in: Dorna, 2019: 213–216.
7.   Cf. Ibid: 47.
8.   Cf. Araújo, 2020.
9.   Grafton, 2020: 101.

http://www.pax-westphalica.de/apw-svg/apw_einfuehrung.html.
http://www.pax-westphalica.de/apw-svg/apw_einfuehrung.html.
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produced in the 1720s a series of engravings under the title Gloriosa Antiquitas 
Hildesina10, which displayed selected pieces of the Cathedral Treasure. A decade 
later, he was the artist engaged to accurately reproduce on metal the written artifact 
for which his eyes were testimony and about which the archivist of the Electorate 
of Brunswick-Lüneburg should give his expert opinion (Figure 2).

From the perspective of Early Modern diplomatics, what was at stake when 
diplomata were examined through reproductions? What were their functions and 
limits within eighteenth-century expert opinions on the identification and authen-
ticity of historical documents? How aware were scholars of the mechanisms of 
reproduction and transmission of documentary evidence, as well as of its mediality? 
In this paper, I explore these questions by examining different reproductions of 
the very same historical evidence produced within the context of a second, though 
comparable, eighteenth-century dispute, since it was equally arbitrated at a distance 
and with the help of an expert opinion based on the rules of diplomatics. The new 

10.   Cf. Neues vaterländisches Archiv…, (1827): 188.

Figure 2. Moser, 1731, plate inserted between p. 12 and 13. Universitäts- und Landesbibliothek Sachsen-
Anhalt, Shelfmark: Ng 894, 4°
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controversy took place in Quedlinburg in the year 1770 around the identification 
of a recently discovered gravestone, which was first identified as that of Henry the 
Fowler’s (c.876–936), founder of the Ottonian dynasty of Saxon kings. However, 
this was subsequently challenged in the press. To settle this dispute, the director 
of the Royal Institute of Historical Sciences at the University of Göttingen, Johann 
Christoph Gatterer (1727–1799), intervened.

Soon after Meiern settled the dispute in Hildesheim, a new university was founded 
in the German territories historically connected to the Electorate of Brunswick-
Lüneburg. In the late 1760s, the University of Göttingen became an important 
center for the production of historical knowledge11; this was also the institutional 
context in which Gatterer founded the Royal Institute of Historical Sciences12. Its 
purpose was to promote the study and the practice of the so-called auxiliary historical 
sciences, including diplomatics. With this purpose in mind, Gatterer took part at the 
regular meetings of the institute and was also engaged in making a larger audience 
acquainted with the scholarly interests of its members. He, therefore, edited a journal 
that, though mainly devoted to publishing reviews of recent books, also included 
contributions by the institute members on many classes of historical documents, 
such as maps, coins, medals, coats of arms13, and diplomata14.

The fifteenth volume of the Allgemeine historische Bibliothek opens with Gatterer’s 
expert opinion – a diplomatisches Gutachten – on the historical evidence found in 
Quedlinburg, which had triggered a controversy in January 1770. Considering the 
importance of Gatterer’s approach from the perspective of the history of histori-
ography, it is unsurprising that his expert opinion has already been explored in a 
few recent studies. In a paper published in 2015, Kasper Risbjerg Eskildsen convinc-
ingly shows how Gatterer’s rigorous analysis of the documental evidence related to 
the 1770 dispute helped to «shape the modern ideal of the historian as an archival 
researcher»15. When conducting his research on diplomatics, however, the professor 
in Göttingen had an eye for theoretical and practical issues, as argued by Maciej 
Dorna16. This was explained by the roles played by diplomata in the Early Modern 
period: they were simultaneously «testimony of law and history»17. How Gatterer 
integrated practical diplomatics within the framework of eighteenth-century histo-
riography has been analyzed in detail by Martin Gierl18. Nevertheless, in all these 
studies, the graphic features of the textual information and the functions occupied 

11.   On the importance of the production of historical knowledge connected to the University of Göttingen 
from the perspective of the history of historiography, see: Iggers, 1975: 12. Reill, 1975: 8. Araújo, 2012: 40.

12.   This is the Königliches Institut der historischen Wissenschaft zu Göttingen (1764–1799), in whose founding 
document the goals of the institution are already outlined. See: Gatterer, Johann Christoph, «Geseze des Königl. 
Instituts der Historischen Wissenschafften. §. 1. 23.12.1766», Universitätsarchiv Göttingen, Kur 7540, p. 1r, apud: 
Gierl, 2012: 16–17.

13.   Gatterer, (1767): )(5v.
14.  See, for instance, a contribution signed by a former student of Gatterer, Ernst Christoph Walch: Walch, 

(1769): 3–24.
15.   Eskildsen, (2015): 69. See more recently: Eskildsen, 2022: 75–86.
16.   Dorna, 2019: 238.
17.   Ibid: 249.
18.   Gierl, 2012: 128–153.
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by the images in Gatterer’s courses and textbooks on diplomatics, in general, and 
around the 1770 contention, in particular, have not been sufficiently explored. 
In this paper, I investigate the reproduction and frequently thereby transmedi-
ation of documentary evidence for eighteenth-century historical research. The 
term transmediation is here used to stress both the mediality of historical records 
and how they were often reproduced «into a new medium», as formulated by 
Randolph C. Head19. To achieve my goals, I analyze four metal engravings from 
the gravestone discovered in Quedlinburg and printed in 1770, 1783, 1787, and 
1799 from different perspectives, including the graphical, material, and editorial.

In the first section of this article, I present the terms of the controversy on 
the identification of the gravestone discovered in Quedlinburg and for which 
Gatterer’s expert opinion was required. Considering that the professor in 
Göttingen would have been aware that diplomata and other classes of historical 
documents have particular features that reproductions hardly convey, I explore, 
on the one hand, to what extent the use of drawings and prints could set limits 
to the task he was expected to fulfill. Yet, since one of the drawings Gatterer 
received was engraved to circulate together with his expert opinion, I analyze, on 
the other hand, the functions that can be attributed to the images of this artifact. 
Following this, I take the second step of examining hitherto unknown details of 
the gravestone revealed in 1787 and once more reproduced with the help of the 
printing press. This new engraving figures in Gottfried Christian Voigt’s three-
volume History of the Quedlinburg Abbey. After exploring its visual elements, 
I show that the plate inserted in Voigt’s work has the effect of highlighting the 
mechanisms of reproduction of documentary evidence for eighteenth-century 
historical research. In a third and last step, I follow the path left by the artistic 
hands in charge of producing two different replicas of the plate originally engraved 
in 1770 after the drawings of the gravestone. These two replicas were produced in 
1783 and 1799 to illustrate Gregor Maximilian Gruber’s and Gatterer’s handbooks 
on diplomatics, respectively. Here, I argue that when historical documents were 
examined through reproductions, the artifacts of greatest evidentiary value are 
not what they visualized but, instead, the artifacts through which historical 
information was classified, displayed, and conveyed.

THE DISCOVERY OF THE GRAVESTONE

In 1756, the Abbess of Quedlinburg, Anna Amalia (1723–1787), sister of the Prussian 
King Frederick II the Great (1712–1786), promoted the search for the gravestone of 
Henry the Fowler20. Her particular interests in the figure of the medieval king 

19.   Cf. Head, 2019: 12. From a broader perspective, Lars Elleström argues that «The concept of transmediation 
involves two ideas. Transmediation is not only re-mediation – repeated mediation – but also trans-mediation: 
repeated mediation of equivalent sensory configurations by another technical medium (…).» Elleström, 2020: 4.

20.   Cf. Voigtländer, 1989: 180. I have previously described the search for the gravestone of Henry the Fowler 
in: Araújo, 2018.
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seemed not to be connected to the ongoing rivalries between Austria and Prussia 
on the control of territories within the Holy Roman Empire. Rather, her duties as 
Abbess of Quedlinburg explain more cogently such an archeological enterprise.

According to a local tradition, Henry the Fowler was buried in Quedlinburg 
after his death, making the Abbey a center of memory of the Ottonian dynasty21. 
Whether the king himself was directly involved in the foundation of this religious 
institution together with his wife, Matilda, is still a matter of controversy22. It is, 
however, certain that the expedition promoted by Anna Amalia could only find 
the remains of a wooden artifact in the spot where the king’s body was expected 
to be. By contrast, the bones corresponding to two human bodies were found in 
the grave of his widow. The finding laid ground to the hypothesis according to 
which Henry the Fowler and Queen Matilda were first buried next to each other, 
and then, at a later point in time, the king’s body was removed and placed together 
with his wife in her grave23.

At least since the beginning of the eighteenth century, the audience interested 
in the history of Quedlinburg was visually presented with the idea that the two 
bodies were initially buried side by side. Friedrich Ernst Kettner (1671–1722) was 
well aware of the pitfalls when writing a historical work on a subject for which 
just a few pieces of evidence were extant. In the preface to his book on the history 
of the Quedlinburg Abbey published in 1710, Kettner apologizes to his readership 

21.   Schliephacke, 2019: 209.
22.   Bodarwé, 2019: 181.
23.   Cf. Ehlers, 1998: 257. Drechsler, (2000): 160.

Figure 3. «Grabmahl, Käyser Henrici Aucupis…», in: Kettner, 1710, after p. 290. Herzog August 
Bibliothek, Wolfenbüttel, Shelfmark: M: Typ 265
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for possible inaccuracies that might have flowed from his quill24. One of those 
noticeable inaccuracies was identifying a so-called memorial stone (Leichenstein) 
disposed close to the memorial stone of Henry the Fowler, as Matilda’s, though 
not his widow and Queen, but rather the first Abbess of Quedlinburg, who shared 
the same name (Figure 3)25.

At the center of the image, two volumes representing the stones are displayed 
in perspective close to each other, yet without providing any further visual infor-
mation through which they could be identified. This function can be exclusively 
attributed to the inaccurate textual description of the monument located in 
the upper portion of the page. In contrast, the geometrical composition of the 
woodcut plays a distinct role: it ornaments the printed volume without conveying 
any particular historical evidence. Indeed, this evidence was claimed to have been 
discovered just over half a century later.

In 1769, Georg Christoph Hallensleben (1723–1794) assumed the office of the 
high priest at the Market Church of St. Benedikti in Quedlinburg26. Around the 
beginning of the following year, strong weather conditions made then visible 
the engraved content of a stone used in the construction of a local building. 
After examining it with greater attention, driven by his antiquarian interests27, 
Hallensleben was confident in having found the gravestone of Henry the Fowler. 
It did not take much time until the discovery of extraordinary historical evidence 
from the Ottonian period was reported in the press. On January 27th, 1770, the 
periodical Hamburgischer Correspondenten informed its readership about the 
archeological find which would shed light on history28. But shortly afterward, 
an anonymous letter published in Halle challenged the arguments presented by 
Hallensleben, triggering a public controversy on the identification of the grave-
stone. At that point, an expert opinion was required.

For the past ten years, Johann Christoph Gatterer’s teaching and research 
activities contributed to making the University of Göttingen into a well-recognized 
center for studying the historical sciences. His reputation was by then significant 
enough to warrant a qualified opinion about the arguments in dispute. But since 
the professor of history and director of the Royal Institute of Historical Sciences 
in Göttingen could not see the gravestone discovered in Quedlinburg with his 
own eyes, he had to examine the artifact through reproductions. What, therefore, 
Gatterer had in his hands was nothing more than two drawings and a detailed 
verbal description of the gravestone, at least the latest one by Hallensleben 
himself29. The high priest at St. Benedikti assured him that the drawings were 

24.   Kettner, 1710: 6. Already at the beginning of the eighteenth century, Johann Georg von Eckhart points to 
innacuracies presented in Kettner’s work. See: Warnke, 2019: 135.

25.   On this case, see: Drechsler, 2000: 158–159.
26.   Georg Christoph Hallensleben (1723–1794), deacon at St. Benedikti’s from 1757, assumed the office of the 

high priest after the death of Johann Gottlieb Lindau on April 5th, 1769. See: Klopstock Briefe, 1992: 711. On this case, 
see also: Journal für Prediger, (1779): 124.

27.   Cf. Eskildsen, (2015): 69.
28.   Gatterer, (1770 a): 14.
29.   Ibid: 5.
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made with great «mathematical accuracy»30 and that the lines transmediated onto 
paper were congruent to those engraved on the stone31.

As far as I know, the handmade drawings are no longer preserved. Nevertheless, 
carefully reproducing on paper what the eyes could see was a recurrent antiquarian 
research practice in the eighteenth century. “It was through images that antiquarians 
exchanged information about the objects of their study”, as argued by Giovanna 
Ceserani.32 It is therefore not surprising that, at the same time that Hallensleben was 
attending to the material remains of the German medieval past, several techniques were 
widespread within antiquarian circles through which inscriptions on stone or metal 
could be reproduced. Rubbings of coins produced with graphite – sometimes covered 
with ink – and epigraphic squeezes were part of several collections of antiquities 
in the period33. These techniques conveyed proximity to the original artifacts they 
reproduced and hence provided evidentiary authority. Yet what Hallensleben sent to 
Göttingen were neither squeezes nor rubbings but rather drawings. Gatterer had no 
other alternative than to rely upon them when analyzing the artifact, such as Meiern 
relied upon the engraving he received almost forty years before.

First, Gatterer examined the inscriptions according to the classificatory system 
of alphabetic characters he had been developing since the previous decade.34 
Considering the content and the style of the letters of the engraved text, he dated 
the gravestone to a time at least three centuries after Henry the Fowler’s death. 
By doing so, Gatterer took the opportunity to showcase the effectiveness of his 
paleographical approach, which he called Linnaeismus graphicus,35 to a large audience. 
In a second step, he analyzed the figurative elements displayed at the center of the 
stone. The coat of arms corroborates, in heraldic language, what the inscriptions 
also announce: «Here lies the Knight von Hoyem»36, and therefore not a King, as 
previously claimed by Hallensleben.

Before sending his expert opinion to the printing shop, Gatterer discussed the 
case on April 14th, 1770, with the Royal Institute of Historical Sciences members. 
This regular meeting was also attended by Anton Ulrich von Erath (1709–1773), 
the archivist in Quedlinburg whom Anna Amalia asked to fill in some of the 
documentary gaps and correct the errors introduced in Friedrich Ernst Kettner’s 
history of the Abbey. Under the abbess’ request, Erath compiled hundreds of 
diplomata that made up his Codex Diplomaticus Quedlinburgensis, published in 
176437. This collection of documents gained prestige among eighteenth-century 

30.   Ibid: 20.
31.   Ibid: 20: «Die Anzahl und der Gang der Linien auf dem Steine und die Abzeichnung ist übereinstimmig.»
32.   Ceserani, 2013: 327.
33.   See, for instance, the following collection of seals and coins preserved in the Society of Antiquaries, London: 

A Collection of Drawings…, 1750.
34.   On the development of Gatterer’s Linnaeismus graphicus, see: Gierl, 2012: 187–210.
35.   Gatterer, 1765: 81–144.
36.   Gatterer, (1770 a): 10: «Ich komme jetzt auf die Bilder. Das persönliche Bild, wenn man, wie billig, das 

Wappen zugleich mit reden läßt, sagt in der Bildersprache, der Hauptsache nach eben das, was die Umschrift sagt, 
nämlich: Hier liegt der Ritter von Hoyem begraben. (…) Kleidung und alles übrige, insonderheit aber der Degen mit 
dem Wehrgehänge, kündigen das Bild eines Ritters an.»

37.   Erath, 1764.
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scholars. It is for this reason that Gatterer likely had no doubt that the seals and 
coats of arms of the Hoyem noble family reproduced in Erath’s Codex provided an 
authoritative reference for analyzing the visual information engraved on the stone 
and sent to Göttingen as drawings38. Gatterer became familiar with this research 
procedure during his academic and personal acquaintance with Johann Heumann 
(1711–1760), professor of jurisprudence at the University of Altdorf, in whose house 
he lived for three years39. The vast collection of original seals that Heumann had 
compiled was used in his courses to settle legal disputes over the authenticity of 
written documents40. However, when the original documents were not available, 
he also drew on reproductions of seals, coats of arms, and diplomata41. This same 
practice of consulting reproductions of documentary evidence, made with various 
techniques, was likewise carried on in Göttingen.

Particularly in his courses on diplomatics, Gatterer used both originals and 
reproductions of diplomata and other sorts of ancient inscriptions42. The historical 
pieces of evidence that he collected throughout the years for research and teaching 
purposes consisted of hundreds of original medieval manuscripts and seals along 
with thousands of prints and drawings43. As a matter of fact, the diversity of 
techniques by which historical information was recorded on paper or parchment 
in this collection was part of a didactic strategy. When his students were unfamiliar 
with the graphic and material configuration of diplomata, the university professor 
used drawings and prints. Only at a later point in time would he deal with issues 
concerning the analysis of historical sources that could not be easily grasped from 
just looking at reproductions44.

For the case of the expert opinion requested in 1770, the information conveyed 
in stone was first drawn on paper, as we already know. For at least material and 
paleographical reasons, it is improbable that the two drawings had any area rubbed 
off from the artifact itself. First, the stone measured more than 2 meters long by 
about 75 centimeters wide45. Any rubbed copy of the whole gravestone – or even just 
of the inscriptions – would have required the author of the drawings in Quedlinburg 
to either glue together different sheets of paper or provide the sequence of the parts, 
which would undoubtedly have been described in the expert opinion. Second – and 
differently than how it would have occurred in rubbings and squeezes –, the hands 
involved in drawing the artifact and reproducing the inscription introduced an error 
that did not go unnoticed by Gatterer’s attentive eyes. When comparing the shape 
of the letter «E» in the same occurrence reproduced both in the verbal description 

38.   Gatterer, (1770 a): 11.
39.   Cf. Gatterer, 1799: 102.
40.   Cf. Schnabel, (1992–1993): 78.
41.   Cf. Gatterer, 1799: 102.
42.   Pütter, 1788: 341–342. On the composition and subsequent dispersion of Gatterer’s collection, see: Petke, 2001.
43.   Pütter, 1788: 345–346.
44.   Cf. Ibid: 342: «Man liest aber zuerst nur Kupferstiche von Diplomen, dann aber wird auch über jede Gattung 

das ihr zukommende Original vorgezeigt, zumal da sich vieles nicht aus bloßen Kupferstichen erlenen läßt (…).»
45.   Gatterer, (1770 a): 21: «Das Maaß des Steins hält 7 ½ Fuß Länge: 2 ½ Fuß, ein wenig drüber, Breite: Die 

Dicke, wo er am stärksten ist, über 1 Fuß. Die Hinterseite ist sehr nachläßig behauen.»
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of the gravestone and in the drawing, Gatterer could 
easily spot historical inconsistencies in the shape of 
the letters reproduced on paper. But after highlighting 
this possible error from a paleographical point of view, 
Gatterer considered it irrelevant for his purposes46. For 
what was at stake in 1770, he had enough information 
to overcome the inconsistencies in the material he 
received from Quedlinburg and, hence, identify the 
gravestone and end the controversy publicized in the 
press. In doing so, Gatterer proved Hallensleben’s 
claims to be wrong.

Following a request from the members of the 
institute, Gatterer published his expert opinion in 
the pages of the periodical Allgemeine historische 
Bibliothek and requested that his text be accompanied 
not only by the verbal description of the gravestone 
made by Hallensleben but also by a reproduction of 
its drawing (Figure 4).

In the same way that the drawing provided enough 
evidence for the professor in Göttingen to identify the 
artifact, the engraving would enable a broad audience 
to closely follow Gatterer’s diplomatic arguments 
and accordingly testify to their authority. Since no 
more evidence seemed to have been overlooked, the 
controversy about the artifact discovered by the high 
priest at the Market Church of St. Benedikti ended 
in 1770. In the following decade, however, hitherto 

unknown details of the very same material evidence of the German medieval past 
were brought to light and once more reproduced to a large audience with the help 
of the printing press.

THE REVELATION OF THE DETAILS

Although Anton Ulrich von Erath published a significant amount of documentary 
evidence in his authoritative Codex diplomaticus Quedlinburgensis in 1764, several 
diplomata related to the history of the Quedlinburg Abbey remained unexplored 
by enlightened minds at the time and unpublished by the printing presses. By the 
early 1780s, these gaps became evident both from a documentary point of view 
and from the historiographical perspective through which the subject had been 
treated up until then.

46.   Ibid: 6.

Figure 4. «Lit. D», in: Gatterer, (1770 a), plate 
inserted between p. 4 and 5. Bayerische 
Staatsbibliothek, München, Shelfmark: H. 
misc. 115-13/15
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In the introduction to a series of essays mainly on the history of Quedlinburg, 
Gottfried Christian Voigt (1740–1791) reminds his readership that Friedrich Ernst 
Kettner’s 1710 book had many inaccuracies. Furthermore, it only dealt with 
church historical matters. A more comprehensive historical work is still missing, 
argued Voigt47. By this point, he was well acquainted with the archival sources in 
Quedlinburg, not only through Erath’s Codex but also as a result of his ongoing 
administrative tasks on the role of the local syndic, as well as his early historical 
interest in charges of witchcraft48, which led to his public advocacy against the 
use of torture in trials49. By 1782, Voigt was knowledgeable about the material 
preserved in the abbey archive, which suffered irreplaceable losses throughout the 
centuries, mainly due to fire and looting50. The intensity of the research he had been 
undertaking was reflected in the breath of his new editorial project. Between 1786 
and 1791, Voigt published a three-volume History of the Quedlinburg Abbey and 
dedicated it to Anna Amalia. Apart from delivering a more comprehensive narrative 
on the subject, he also provided his readership with an extensive set of archival 
sources, which were included in the critical apparatus of the work51 to meet eight-
eenth-century scholars’ methodological expectations52. In this sense, documentary 
evidence served to provide the work with authority. Nevertheless, if attentive and 
erudite readers should find errors in the text, the author asked to be immediately 
informed about them so that they could be corrected for53.

The kinds of documentary gaps and orders of errors in printed volumes in the 
Early Modern period were various in nature. Meiern, for example, knew that the 
Acta Pacis Westphalicae Publica did not present all extant minutes of the negotiations 
that resulted in the peace treaty of 1648, just as Kettner apologized to readers on 
account of possible gaps and historical inaccuracies in his writings. Apologies were 
not only a recurring topos of an Enlightenment rhetoric of modesty, one which was 
often employed to convey the scholars’ awareness of the growing knowledge about 
various epochs and parts of the world. Indeed, many inaccuracies also stemmed from 
the transmediation of information and its dissemination by the work of the press.

In the second volume of his History of the Abbey, Voigt presents previously 
unpublished transcriptions of documents54, either taken from originals or archival 
copies55, and takes up the controversy surrounding the identification of the grave-
stone found by Hallensleben in 1770. The discovery was already briefly mentioned 

47.   Voigt, 1782: 4–5.
48.  Voigt’s archival work became known in historiography for presenting estimates, now considered 

unmeasured, of the number of executions for witchcraft in the Early Modern period. See: Behringer, (1998): 667.
49.   Voigt, 1782: 13.
50.   Ibid: 8.
51.   Voigt, 1787: 453–640.
52.   Bizzocchi, (2016): 255–256.
53.   Voigt, 1786: XIII–XIV: «Berichtiget also Jemand die Irrthürmer, in welche ich gefallen bin: so wird mirs wahre 

Freude seyn. Insonderheit werden Freunde und Gönner mich zu dem wärmsten Dank verpflichten, wenn sie mich in 
den Stand setzen, ihre Erinnerungen und Zurechtweisungen bei den folgenden Bänden benuzzen zu können. In einem 
besondern Nachtrag werde ich die in diesem Bande begangenen Irrthümer offenherzig anzeigen und verbessern.»

54.   See, for example: Voigt, 1787: 453–454. On Voigt’s archival research, see also: Wozniak, 2013: 33–34.
55.   Voigt, 1787: XI: «In einigen lateinischen Urkunden sind theils Lükken geblieben, wo die unleserlich gewordene 

Schrift gar nicht entzifert werden können, theils sind einige Stellen fehlerhaft abgeschrieben. Jedoch wird der Sinn im 
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in his earlier writings56. However, despite the misattribution of the artifact found 
by the high priest at St. Benedikti, Voigt insisted that it brought new information 
about the local medieval past. To convince his readers of his claim, Voigt even 
promised to reveal further details about the case and publish a visual representation 
«more faithful» to the material reality of the gravestone found, «at least as far as 
the inscriptions are concerned»57. The promise is fulfilled in the second volume.

The conditions for presenting a visual representation more faithful to the 
material reality of the artifact derive from the actions undertaken by Voigt to 
overcome the difficulty of reading the inscription located on its upper part. After 
observing the stone «very carefully», together with the help of friends who were 
«very experienced in the study of written documents», Voigt decided to clean 
it with water and a brush carefully58. Having removed the sand, the form of the 
inscriptions became more apparent so as to reveal more details of the epigraphic 
information, which could then be reproduced in a newly engraved plate (Figure 5).

Ganzen nicht sehr darunter leiden. Für die Treue und Genauigkeit der übrigen stehe ich ein. Alle sind entweder von 
Urschriften, oder von archivalischen, der Urschrift fast gleich zu schäzzenden Abschriften genommen.»

56.   Voigt, 1782: 3. Voigt, 1786: 200.
57.   Ibid: 202: «Ich hoffe im folgenden Bande eine getreuere Abzeichnung davon zu liefern; wenigstens in 

Rücksicht der Schrift.»
58.   Voigt, 1787: 91.

Figure 5. Voigt, 1787, plate inserted between p. 96 and 97. Niedersächsische Staats-und 
Universitätsbibliothek Göttingen, Shelfmark: 8 H SAX PR 6575:2
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The information engraved on the stone is reproduced and disseminated in 
another medium, a metal engraving that shows no indication of authorship. It 
is possible, however, that it was transmediated by Gottfried Christian Voigt’s 
brother. What is certain is that the final graphic result of the composition of the 
plate presents similarities and differences concerning the engraving that had been 
published alongside Gatterer’s expert opinion.

Both engravings printed in 1770 and 1787 show hatched areas in the upper and 
lower portions of the image. Within antiquarian and artistic circles, the use of 
hatching was well-known for representing the absence of epigraphic information, 
either due to material loss of the original artifacts or difficulties in observing the 
documentary evidence. However, in the new engraving, one should notice that 
different letters are revealed outside of the hatched areas located both in the upper 
line and in the lower-left corner of the inscription arranged around the knight. 
Moreover, it includes new elements in and above the central shield, has larger 
dimensions, and is equally distinct from the first image of the stone in terms of style. 
Further differences emerge when comparing how the human figure and the animal 
are depicted and how the artist decided to mark the material limits of the artifact.

Whereas frames and lines are frequently employed as arbitrary graphic elements 
in the composition of texts and the reproductions of archaeological evidence in 
the Early Modern period, the plate’s central motif presents the core visual infor-
mation that should precede Voigt’s narrative. In the author’s words: «First of all, [as 
promised,] I put the more detailed drawing of the gravestone in front of my readers 
so that they will be able to judge for themselves on this matter»59. In the practice 
of reading, however, it is the guidance of Voigt’s words that actually precedes the 
readers’ visual contact with the transmediated artifact.

In cases where volumes were to be accompanied by engravings printed separately 
on an intaglio press, the images were subsequently added by the bookbinder, 
frequently between the gatherings or at the end of the book. This is why the 
engravers often indicated on the metal plate the position in the work where the 
plate should be inserted, as can be seen in the upper right-hand corner of Figure 
5. In this instance, it is indicated that the engraving should be inserted after page 
96, i.e., six pages after Voigt argues that his readers should see the more detailed 
reproduction of the gravestone to judge for themselves. As Voigt certainly knew 
how the products of the printing and the intaglio presses were assembled in the 
hand-press period, he might already have figured out that the precedence of the 
image was more a logical than a material matter. This is explained by the fact 
that where a plate would be inserted depended on how the text was distributed 
in leaves and gatherings. In this sense, the insertion of the image after page 96 
is justified because it closes both the gathering identified by the signature «F» 
and Voigt’s arguments about the discovery of a gravestone by Hallensleben. Yet, 
since the plates were inserted between the gatherings by hand, they could feature 

59.   Ibid: 90: «Zuerst lege ich meinen Lesern die versprochene genauere Abzeichnung davon vor Augen, um 
selbst von der Sache urtheilen zu können.»
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in unexpected positions or even in the wrong volume60. The (mis)assemblage of 
products of different presses frequently called the attention of the readership to 
the mediality of printed artifacts61. Nevertheless, regardless of position, the details 
revealed in the image engraved for Voigt’s work open a window to further investigate 
what was at stake when documentary evidence was reproduced for and transmitted 
in eighteenth-century historical works.

Besides representing the gravestone, the plate inserted within Voigt’s work 
includes, at his request, seven coats of arms engraved around the central motif62. 
Thus, readers could easily compare the similarities between the visual information 
present in the stone found by Hallensleben and the heraldic language of the shields 
associated with the Hoym noble family, as identified by Gatterer. These coats of 
arms, in turn, were not composed by the engraver in the face of any extant material 
evidence. Instead, the artist used as a reference the series of coats of arms and seals 
already printed in the Codex Diplomaticus Quedlinburgensis compiled by Erath and 
regarded by Gatterer in 1770 as an authoritative work. The textual information 
engraved below each coat of arms indicates the number of the plate and the corre-
sponding particular image in the Codex (Figure 6).

60.   This is the case, for example, of an extant copy housed at Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin – Preußischer Kul-
turbesitz. See: Voigt, 1791, Shelfmark: Tf 3520-3<a>.

61.   For a more recent overview on how the attention for the mediality and materiality of written artifacts grew 
in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries in Europe, see: Friedrich, 2021.

62.   Voigt, 1787: 93.

Figure 6: Comparison between the coats of arms reproduced in Voigt and Erath. To the left: 
Voigt, 1787, plate inserted between p. 96 and 97. Niedersächsische Staats- und Universitätsbibliothek 
Göttingen, Shelfmark: 8 H SAX PR 6575:2. To the right: Erath, 1764, plates XXXIII, XXXIV and XL. Bayerische 
Staatsbibliothek, München, Shelfmark: 2 H.mon. 64
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The differences between the shapes of the coats of arms published in the 
Codex and those presented in Voigt’s book indicate that the second engraving is 
not a replica of the previous ones. Instead, the new image sought to remain more 
faithful to the language of heraldry than to deliver a formally identical compo-
sition of the visual material engraved for an authoritative work, in which several 
plates displayed a collection of juxtaposed coats of arms, medals, and seals. These 
plates provided a catalog of visual references through which material remains of 
Quedlinburg’s medieval past could be identified.

In the Early Modern period, heraldry had a strongly coded visual language 
so that the engraved coats of arms in Erath’s and Voigt’s plates represent their 
elements rather than a particular artifact. Thus, to identify the knight depicted 
at the center of the gravestone, Voigt followed Gatterer’s method and took as 
a reference the coat of arms number 10 displayed at the plate XXXIII of Erath’s 
work. After comparing, first, the coat of arms available in the Codex with the 
newly revealed elements of the gravestone reproduced in the 1787 engraving and, 
second, the style of the inscriptions, Voigt came to no different conclusion than 
Gatterer did. The gravestone is attributed to Friedrich von Hoym the Elder, whose 
probable death dates back to 129963. «Mr. Gatterer’s opinion which I presented in 
the first volume (...) is therefore very well-founded, and his judgment – as far as 
he could deduce from the imperfect and incomplete drawing – was adequate», 
concludes Voigt64.

Strictly speaking, the drawings of the gravestone sent to Göttingen were 
unknown to Voigt. What he saw and judged as imperfect was the engraved image 
– made after one of the drawings – which circulated together with Gatterer’s 
expert opinion on the controversy triggered in 1770. From this perspective, the 
drawings and the engraving were regarded as unfaithful to the material reality of 
the artifact they represented. Therefore, Voigt commissioned a new engraving two 
decades later to showcase, first, the extraordinary archeological discovery made 
by Hallensleben (even though it was not the gravestone of the founder of the 
Ottonian dynasty of Saxon kings) – and, second, his own effort to reveal previously 
unknown details of the artifact. By confronting information recorded in different 
years, in distinct media, and by various techniques – namely, stone, paper, drawing, 
and engraving – I would conclude that Voigt’s plate has the effect of highlighting 
the mechanisms of reproduction and transmission of documentary evidence 
for eighteenth-century historical research. In this sense, the most significant 
documentary evidence for my purposes are the eighteenth-century engravings 
and books themselves as artifacts.

63.   Voigt, 1787: 94. More recent historical research confirms the identification of the knight with the figure of 
Friedrich von Hoym. See: Wozniak, 2013: 79.

64.   Ibid: 95: «Die Meinung des Herrn Gatterers, welche ich im ersten Bande zweihunderte Seite angeführt 
habe, ist also sehr gegründet, und sein Urtheil – so viel er auch der unvolkommenen Zeichnung abnehmen konnte 
– der Sache sehr wohl angemessen gewesen.»
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REPLICATING THE PAST

A few days before Gatterer read and discussed his expert opinion on the gravestone 
discovered in Quedlinburg at the Royal Institute of Historical Sciences, the courses 
he would offer at the University of Göttingen during the summer semester of 1770 
were announced in the periodical press. Through public announcements of this 
kind, several German universities tried to attract new students who were interested 
in following the lectures of professors, especially those recognized by the scholarly 
community65. Such was the case with Gatterer.

By the end of the previous decade, the University of Göttingen had become a 
respected center for studying historical issues, and it is in this context that Gatterer’s 
scholarly work stood out. His regular teaching activities – such as those announced 
in the Göttingische Anzeigen von Gelehrten Sachen on March 26th, 1770 – confirm 
the growing importance of the institutional environment from which judgments 
on the authenticity and identification of historical documents were proclaimed in 
the German territories in the last decades of the century. In the summer semester 
of 1770, Gatterer sought to familiarize his students with the study of diplomatics 
during the mornings, whereas those interested in universal history could follow 
his lectures in the afternoons66. Indeed, from a historiographical perspective, the 
courses on diplomatics he offered until the end of his life67 played a central role in 
establishing the auxiliary sciences of History as part of university studies68. These 
courses, in turn, were based on his handbooks.

At the end of 1797, the local presses in Göttingen were busy producing a small 
upright-shaped book, in-octavo, but whose gatherings were intended to circulate 
accompanied by twelve metal engraved plates printed on larger-sized paper. The 
dimensions of these plates – folded more than once and often inserted at the end 
of the volume – provide clues both to their function and origin.

In the preface to this handbook entitled Abriss der Diplomatik and published 
in 1798, Gatterer expresses his intention of presenting to a wide readership a 
more general structure of diplomatics as an auxiliary science of history, since 
he considered his earlier handbook unfinished69. The book referred to was his 
Elementa Artis Diplomaticae Universalis70, a title published in-quarto in 1765 and on 
which his regular courses at the University of Göttingen in 1770 were based. At 
the time Gatterer published his expert opinion on the gravestone discovered by 
Hallesleben, his Elementa Artis Diplomaticae Universalis was praised as «infinitely 

65.   On the functions of university lecture announcements at German universities in the Early Modern period, 
see: Rasche, (2009).

66.   Göttingische Anzeigen…, (1770): 316–317.
67.   On March 16th, 1799, the University of Göttingen made the last public announcement of his courses, which 

were devoted to heraldry, geography, chronology, numismatics, genealogy, and diplomatics. Gatterer does not get 
to offer the course advertised under the title “Historical Encyclopedia”, as he dies at the beginning of the academic 
summer semester. See: Göttingische Anzeigen…, (1799): 428.

68.   Cf. Dorna, 2019: 235–240. Gierl, 2012: 128–153. Araújo, 2020.
69.   Gatterer, 1798: «Vorrede»: «(...) ich möchte das Publikum in den Stand setzen, mein ganzes diplomatisches 

Lehrgebäude überschauen zu können, da meine bisherigen Bücher über die Diplomatik unvollendet sind (…).»
70.   Gatterer, 1765.
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superior in plan and execution to the work on the same subject, published by the 
Benedictines in France»71.

Regardless of how different the German and the French titles were in their plan, 
both were illustrated. The plates engraved for Gatterer’s Elementa present collections 
of alphabets, monograms, and other graphic features through which one could 
identify ancient diplomata and inquire about their authenticity. For these purposes, 
the engravings seemed to fulfill their function over three decades later perfectly. 
As Gatterer finished a more comprehensive version of his systematical studies on 
diplomatics, he sent the German manuscript to the same publishing house where 
his previous handbook on the subject was printed in-quarto format. Therefore, it is 
not surprising that the plates that circulated in 1798 within the pages of Gatterer’s 
Abriss der Diplomatik are a reprint of those engraved in 1765 for his Elementa Artis 
Diplomaticae Universalis. The engraved matrices were carefully kept and sent on 
different occasions to the intaglio press, as evidenced by the use of distinct paper 
stocks for each impression72.

As it was frequently the case of collections alphabets, monograms, medals, 
and seals displayed on paper, the plates originally printed in 1765 juxtapose visual 
elements of medieval diplomata in a classificatory manner. These were engraved 
either after empirical observation of original material or after reproductions 
previously published in authoritative works, including titles on the same subject 
published by the Benedictines in France. In this sense, all the plates in Gatterer’s 
1765 and 1798 handbooks on diplomatics systematically present visual clues rather 
than entirely represent particular diplomata.

When reflecting on the structure of his handbooks on diplomatics at a mature 
age, Gatterer felt the need to deliver not only a general system but also to acquaint 
his readership with methodological issues involved in the analysis of particular 
cases. In 1799, he, therefore, published a supplementary volume to the previous 
year’s text, now entitled Praktische Diplomatik. For this title, Gatterer commis-
sioned large-format engravings of some particular diplomata instead of visual 
clues of paradigmatic ones. In this work, his expert opinion on the gravestone 
discovered in 1770 was published for a second time, along with a corresponding 
engraving73. At first glance, it seems to be a reprint made from the same engraved 
matrix, a practice already adopted by the publishing house in the volume printed 
the previous year. After closer examination, however, some differences between 
the plates come to the foreground.

Regardless of the lines around the central motif included in the Allgemeine 
historische Bibliothek and the information left by the engravers to the bookbinder in 
1770 and 1799, the plate is intended to circulate in Gatterer’s Praktische Diplomatik 
as unchanged. Although the dimensions of the gravestone represented on paper 

71.   The Critical review…, (1772): 264.
72.   See, for instance, the paper used in the extant copies of both works preserved in Berlin: Gatterer, 1765, 

Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin – Preußischer Kulturbesitz, Shelfmark: Pg 5620-1. Gatterer, 1798, Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin 
– Preußischer Kulturbesitz, Shelfmark: Pg 5730.

73.   Gatterer, 1799: 132–152.
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are identical in both works, minor differences emerge when looking mainly at the 
hatched areas (Figure 7).

These minor differences are evidence of the remarkable accuracy with which 
unknown hands in 1799 produced a replica of the plate, one originally engraved 
after the drawings of the gravestone discovered in 1770. Since they aimed to allow 
the readership to closely follow Gatterer’s diplomatic arguments and testify to 
their authority, there should be no distinction between both engravings. Within 
the editorial and scholarly context of the handbook published in 1799, the image 
had an even more straightforward didactic function: it served more to illustrate a 
method than to represent the current state of a medieval artifact.

It is highly possible that Gatterer was unaware of the measures undertaken by 
Voigt in the 1780s to overcome the difficulties in reading the inscriptions engraved 
on the stone. Voigt’s three-volume History of the Quedlinburg Abbey is not listed in 
Gatterer’s private collection of books that went up for auction after his death74. 
Although the University Library in Göttingen promptly acquired a copy of them, it 
is not certain that the new volumes caught his attention75. Certain is, however, that 
the new details of the gravestone revealed in 1787 would not modify the conclusions 
presented by the director of the Royal Institute of Historical Sciences in 1770, for 
which the engraving replicated in 1799 still fulfilled its function. As a matter of 
fact, this was not the first time the original engraving was replicated to meet the 
didactic purposes of the work in which it was then inserted.

Three years before the first volume of Voigt’s History of the Quedlinburg Abbey 
was available on the German book market, Gregor Maximilian Gruber (1739–1799) 
published in Vienna a three-volume handbook on diplomatics. Whereas the first 

74.   Verzeichniß derjenigen Bücher…, 1800.
75.   A copy of Voigt’s work was purchased at the Easter Fair in 1787 and supplied to the University Library in 

Göttingen by the Dieterich bookshop. Here I express my gratitude to Cornelia Pfordt and her team at the University 
Library in Göttingen for the information provided.

Figure 7. To the left: Gatterer, (1770 a), plate inserted between p. 4 and 5. Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, 
München, Shelfmark: H. misc. 115-13/15. To the right: Gatterer, 1799, plate inserted between p. 146 and 147. 
Niedersächsische Staats- und Universitätsbibliothek Göttingen, Shelfmark: 8 H SUBS 2020
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volume focused on theoretical issues, the second adopted a more practical approach: 
Gruber delved into the work in the archives and included some studies on particular 
documents analyzed according to the rules of diplomatics, such as Gatterer’s expert 
opinion on the gravestone discovered in Quedlinburg. He claims to have chosen this 
particular case for one could «safely rely on the thoroughly systematic Gatterer», 
who he considered to be an insuperable authority in the field. Moreover, Gatterer 
analyzed the artifact according to his Elementa Artis Diplomaticae Universalis, the 
handbook upon which Gruber heavily relied76.

Indeed, the first volume printed in Vienna featured some of the visual clues 
already engraved for Gatterer’s work in 1765. But since the author had not yet 
released a book on practical diplomatics almost two decades later, Gruber decided to 
tackle the task77. Along with the selected cases described in the second volume – once 
more promptly available at University Library in Göttingen78 –, Gruber included an 
engraved plate, on which excerpts of medieval diplomata were displayed around a 
new reproduction of the gravestone. And as it was the case of Gatterer’s Praktische 
Diplomatik in 1799, the image engraved for the first time in 1770 was replicated for 
didactic purposes in Gruber’s handbook. However, the artist commissioned in 1783 
forgot to replicate a letter in the center of the upper inscription, introducing an error 
in the visual record (Figure 8). Errors of this kind could compromise the accuracy 
of printed arguments. It is for this reason that the reproduction of documentary 
evidence required skilled hands and trained eyes.

76.   Gruber, 1783 b: 293–294: «Wir wählen dieses Beyspiel aus verschiedenen Ursachen um desto lieber, einmal: 
weil wir uns auf den gründlich systematischen Gatterer, der in diesem Fache kaum seines Gleichen hat, sicher 
verlassen können; zweitens: weil er diesen ganzen Streit nach seinem diplomatischen Lehrbuche, was wir eben bey 
dieser unserer Einleitung Grund gelegt haben, ganz ordentlich gelassen und faßlich beylegt.»

77.   Cf. Gruber, 1783 a: )(5r.
78.   A copy of Gruber’s work was supplied to the University Library in Göttingen by the Dieterich bookshop.

Figure 8. Gruber, 1783 b. Universitätsbibliothek der Freien Universität Berlin, Shelfmark: 17 E 86-2
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When Gatterer sent the manuscript of the Praktische Diplomatik to the publisher, 
he did not hesitate to have the plate engraved in 1770 replicated. By contrast, he 
did express reservations about the text. Already in 1770, he was well aware that 
things could go wrong in the printing shop. On October 6th, he requested that his 
publisher employ «a very experienced and attentive corrector»79 in order to avoid 
printing errors in the fifteenth issue of the Allgemeine historische Bibliothek. The 
tortuous handwriting in parts of the submitted material justified his concern.

In the hand-press period, authors and publishers relied on the intense work of 
the correctors, who were in charge of establishing accurate texts80. However, the 
compositor’s lack of paleographical knowledge and the absence of precise metal 
types for printing all of the ancient letters included in the manuscript of Gatterer’s 
expert opinion led to the introduction of graphical errors. These errors were of an 
unusual nature since only the trained eyes of someone with an intimate knowledge 
of the way the shape of letters had changed over time would have had the ability 
to correct them. In the text published in 1770, the compositor used the symbols 
for illustrating different phases of the moon to represent the neo-Gothic letters C 
and D. Furthermore, he set up a letter of the Hebrew alphabet in the place where 
the neo-Gothic letter N should have been inserted (Figure 9). The geographical 
distance between Johann Justinus Gebauer’s (1710–1772) printing shop in Halle, 
Saxony, and Göttingen made it difficult to correct the proofs quickly, and so the 
text circulated with errors.

By the end of the eighteenth century, Gatterer’s analysis of the gravestone was 
not only suitable to be included in his new handbook on practical diplomatics, that 
is to say, in his work on how diplomata should be understood, judged, and used81. It 

79.   Gatterer, 1770 b: «Ich wünsche sehr, daß der 15te Theil der allgem. histor. Bibliothek je eher je lieber 
fertig werden möchte. Zu diesem Ende schicke ich hier noch etwas. Es ist von einem Gelehrten, der eine ziemlich 
unleserliche Hand hat, und erfordert daher einen sehr aufmercksamen und geübten Corrector, wenn nicht 
Druckfehler entstehen sollen. Im fall, daß noch mehr zum 15ten Bande nöthig ist, erwarte ich schleunige Nachricht.»

80.   The work of correctors was of great importance for the production of printed works in the Early Modern 
period, even if the presence of this figure was not regular in all printing shops. In the seventeenth century, for example, 
Hieronymus Hornschuch (1573–?) published a treatise for authors and correctors to reduce the most frequent errors 
that arise during the book production process. See: Hornschuch, 1634. On the role of correctors in the production of 
printed works between the fifteenth and eighteenth centuries, see: Grafton, 2011. McKitterick, 2003: 117–130.

81.   Cf. Gierl, 2012: 141.

Figure 9. To the left: Gatterer, (1770 a): 6. Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, München, Shelfmark: H. misc. 
115-13/15. To the right: Gatterer, 1799: 135. Niedersächsische Staats- und Universitätsbibliothek Göttingen, 
Shelfmark: 8 H SUBS 2020
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was also an opportunity to correct «some major printing errors», in particular the 
shape of the «neo-Gothic letters, on which dating depended mainly» and which 
were «completely deformed», in Gatterer’s words82. Yet the errors introduced when 
reproducing documentary evidence were neither an exclusive product of the intaglio 
nor the printing presses.

As I have argued, paleographical inconsistencies came to the fore when Gatterer 
compared the drawings of the gravestone on the one side with the reproduction of 
its inscriptions on the other. What called attention to his attentive eyes was the form 
of the letter «E» on a particular spot of the artifact discovered in Quedlinburg, a 
shape that was not consistent within the transmediated records sent to Göttingen. 
But whereas Gatterer could overcome this inconsistency when analyzing the case 
in 1770, the compositor of his handwritten expert opinion at the printing shop in 
Halle could not put his paleographical argument on paper. Indeed, the readers of 
the Allgemeine historische Bibliothek could not see the differences spotted out by 
Gatterer since the same metal type was used to represent two distinct forms of the 
letter «E» (Figure 9). His arguments could no longer be followed by the readers’ 
eyes. Hence, when this text went once more to the press, it was clear to Gatterer 
what his local publisher needed to do. In the light of diplomatics, different metal 
types had to be used.

At the end of the eighteenth century, the printing house in charge of publishing 
Gatterer’s handbooks Abriss der Diplomatik (1798) and Praktische Diplomatik (1799) 
could follow the author’s instructions from Göttingen. The distinct forms of 
the letter «E» were corrected in his expert opinion (Figure 9). Additionally, new 
typefaces were used in all gatherings of both titles. Three decades earlier, the text 
circulated in the fifteenth issue of the Allgemeine historische Bibliothek in Gothic, 
also known as German letters. To this point in time, the publisher in Halle had 
followed a trend developed by several printing shops in the Early Modern period, 
one advised in many contemporary printers’ manuals, such as Johann Heinrich 
Gottfried Ernesti’s83. In contrast, texts linked to the Latin textual tradition were 
frequently printed with Roman, or more straightforwardly Latin letters.

When preparing the manuscripts of his two last handbooks on diplomatics to 
the press, Gatterer did not hesitate to demand that both volumes be printed with 
Latin letters rather than German ones. In a preface dated October 20th, 1797, he 
substantiated his choice with diplomatic arguments. The letters called German «are 
corrupted Latin letters», in Gatterer’s words. Therefore, he did not see himself in a 

82.   Gatterer, 1799: 152: «Dieses Responsum hab ich einem, aus Quedlinburg erhaltenen Auftrag zu Folge 
ausgearbeitet. Gedruckt steht es zwar schon im 15ten Bande der allgemeinen historischen Bibliothek S. 1-30; aber 
da einige Hauptdruckfehler (es wurde zu Halle gedruckt) eingeschlichen sind, und insonderheit die Neugothischen 
Buchstaben, auf die es bey der Bestimmung des Alters hauptsächlich ankam, ganz verunstaltet sind: denn das 
Neugothische C und D drückte der Sezer durch die Kalenderzeichen der Mondsviertel, und das Neugothische N 
durch den letzten Buchstaben des Hebräischen Alphabets aus; so war auch um desswillen schon ein wiederholter, 
verbesserter Druck dieses Responsums nöthig.»

83.   Ernesti, 1721.
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position to choose between German and Latin letters, but rather «between genuine 
Latin letters and those miserably artificial ones»84.

Such a conscious typographical choice is a testimony to Gatterer’s awareness of 
the mechanisms of reproduction and transmission of information in and across 
different media. I argue that this awareness is also required when analyzing Early 
Modern written artifacts, including any additional graphical material that might 
have accompanied them. By examining this eighteenth-century debate on the 
identification and authenticity of a gravestone, I hope to have shown that when 
historical documents were examined through reproductions, the artifacts of greatest 
evidentiary value are not what they visualized but, instead, the artifacts through 
which historical information was classified, displayed, and conveyed.

84.   Gatterer, 1798: «Vorrede»: «(…) diejenigen [Buchstaben], die wir Teutsch nennen, sind verdorbene 
Lateinische aus dem spizfindigen Neugothischen Zeitalter. Es war also hier nicht Wahl zwischen Teutschen und 
Lateinischen Buchstaben, sondern zwischen ächt Lateinischen und elend verkünstelten.»
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