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in post!’% In this respect, they resemble Otto I’s chancellors, who
were typically well-connected young churchmen yet to achieve higher
office: Poppo, the later bishop of Wiirzburg; Bruno, the later archbish-
op of Cologne; Liudolf, the later bishop of Osnabriick; the otherwise
obscure Liudger; and Willigis, the later archbishop of Mainz. None of
these figures was bishop and chancellor at the same time; and as case of
Liudger reveals, there was no guarantee of promotion (though it may
be that Liudger simply died before earning his stripes). And if most
chancellors were not bishops or archbishops, it seems most unlikely
that the majority of their notaries were. In this respect, it may be no
coincidence that our one true ,bishop notary* is Italian, for it is in Italy
that our evidence of episcopal involvement in diploma production is
strongest in the ninth and early tenth centuries.

Such conclusions find further support in Edmund Stengel’s plausible
identification of Adaldag of Hamburg with the draftsman of Otto I’s
first three diplomas, all of which are in the same hand and recognized
by a notary named Adaldag. These were produced in late 936, shortly
before Adaldag’s own promotion, after which this scribe and formula-
tion promptly disappear. A connection between the two is thus likely,
a conclusion strengthened by signs of similar formulation in the first
diploma Adaldag received for his see the following year. And while
Stengel (following Sickel) was hesitant to identify the hand of these
documents with that of the archbishop — he saw Adaldag simply as
draftsman — a strong case can be made for doing so, since the notary

of this name only appears in the recognition clauses of this scribe’s di-
plomas!”!. If Sickel’s identification of LA with Adalbert of Magdeburg
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