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favour of Magdeburg, and there is good reason to suspect that it was
kept at St Maurice itself””.

As for the identification of LI with Giselher, this is not supported
by any palaeographical evidence, so we can safely leave it to one side.
It is no more plausible than Uhlirz’s earlier suggestion that LI was Ek-
kehard the Red, the local Magdeburg schoolmaster’$; and perhaps less
so, if any of LI’s earlier diplomas are indeed authentic. Indeed, were
LI Giselher, it is strange that he should be active only twice on behalf
of Merseburg during the decade Giselher was bishop there — a decade
in which Giselher received five other diplomas, while LI himself was
active for Magdeburg and one of its provosts”’. But even if we partial-
ly part ways with Huschner, his observations remain fundamentally
accurate: LI was a monk or canon of St Maurice — Stengel had already
dubbed him a ,Parteischreiber” — who retained a close interest in the
centre, even in his later years.

A final Magdeburg scribe Sickel saw fit to designate a full member
of the chancery was Liudolf H (LH), who was active from the early
960s through to 980. Already in his early years, LH reveals strong con-
nections with the Elbe river foundation. According to Sickel, his first
two diplomas (only one of which survives in its original format) were
both in favour of the abbey, issued from nearby Thuringia®®. And of
his next six, three are also for the centre3!. Thereafter, these regional
dimensions become more pronounced, with all of his final eight diplo-
mas from Otto I’s reign (in two cases, a set of double engrossments)

going to the new archbishopric or the neighbouring monastery of
St John®2. If we include three further diplomas which Sickel believed
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