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to believe that the two were intimates, and we certainly should view 
BA’s activities, as Huschner does, in light of Bruno’s own interests. 
BA was one of the chancellor’s closest confidants, and one suspects 
that he followed Bruno to Cologne in 953. It is matter of considerable 
frustration, therefore, that the early archiepiscopal archive of Cologne 
was destroyed in the mid-twelfth century, probably in the fire of 1150. 
For if BA were to be visible in Bruno’s later years, it is here that we 
would expect to find him160.

Another leading draftsman-scribe Huschner wishes to identify with 
a known historical figure is Liudolf F (LF), whom he sees as none oth-
er than the garrulous bishop, diplomat and historian Liudprand of Cre-
mona. Superficially, the case is again strong enough. LF first appears as 
a charter scribe in 956, at around the time Liudprand went into exile 
at Otto I’s court. He then becomes the leading notary of the late 950s 
and early 960s, continuing to produce diplomas in reduced numbers 
during the emperor’s first Italian sojourn (961–965), when Liudprand 
was appointed to the vacant see of Cremona. After 964, he disappears 
entirely161. One can well imagine that Liudprand, like Poppo and Am-
brosius, used notarial service as a route to promotion, then concerned 
himself largely with the affairs of his see. But just because LF’s career 
coincides with Liudprand’s – about which we know little concrete, it 
should be emphasized162 – is no proof of identity. And there is little 
in LF’s work which points towards Liudprand’s known interests: he is 
active neither in favour of Abraham of Freising, one of the Cremonese 
bishop’s leading patrons, nor for Liudprand’s own see of Cremona. In-
deed, the closest we come to any connection with Liudprand’s politics 
is LF’s role in furnishing the closing eschatocol (but not the protocol 
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