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side, for the script of the addition is clearly not that of BA: the looped
descenders on g are entirely different, as are the abbreviation signs (!)
and decorative loops on the ascenders; x has a long diagonal descender
to the left, where BA’s has none; and so on (Plates 15-16) 12,

An alternative possibility is raised by the fact that the otherwise
unknown Hoholt appears in Bruno’s stead in the recognition clauses
of two of BA’s diplomas of January 953'%3, The recognition clause was
traditionally supplied by the individual who had checked the final text
of a diploma, and only in exceptional cases would the recognitioner
also be the main scribe of the act!>*. By Otto I’s reign, however, recog-
nition clauses had lost their original function: they were now typically
supplied by the main hand in the name of the relevant chancellor, and
even when added by a different scribe, they are rarely autograph (that
is, in the hand of the named authority himself). When, however, names
beyond those of the chancellor or archchancellor appear here, as is
occasionally the case, there are often grounds for suspecting that these
do indeed designate the scribe of the act (a point to which we shall
return) 1>, Given this, it is tempting to identify BA as Hoholt. Against
this identification, Huschner rightly notes that recognition clauses
were flexible instruments, and that many names appear occasionally
without necessarily being those of the diploma’s scribe. He also ob-
serves that Bruno’s name appears in all of BA’s recognition clauses
(even Hoholt recognizes ,in place” [advicem] of Bruno), whereas
Hoholt is only present twice. Since Otto I’s failed bid for the Italian
throne in 951-952, Bruno had begun appearing periodically as arch-
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