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to Worms, whose bishop (Hildibald) was imperial chancellor at the 
time; and he was apparently also responsible for the infamous Worms 
forgeries21. As Hoffmann was well aware, ascribing D O 161 to HB 
posed a major challenge to traditional wisdom regarding this notary, 
which placed his work (including forgeries) in Hildibald’s chancellor-
ship (977–998). Yet Sickel and his Mitarbeiter had originally dated the 
Worms forgeries to the episcopate of Anno (950–978); and here they 
would seem to have found their validation22.

Hoffmann’s remarks were only an aside to his main purpose, 
however, so the question of the precise relationship between HB (or 
indeed BA) and the original remains open. The surviving single sheet 
itself is a fairly standard privilege of the era. It measures approximately 
40 × 49 cm and its opening chrismon takes the form of a large C with 
flourishes on the ascender, wavy lines on the descender and two sets of 
diagonal lines out of and then back into the main body (Plate 1). Such 
forms were common in the 940s and 950s and closely approximate, 
without completely duplicating, those of BA23. The ensuing protocol 
is likewise laid out in accordance with BA’s conventions, with a wide 
ligature on et in the verbal invocation (in nomine sanctae et individuae 
trinitatis) and a demonstratively large N on noverit at the start of the 
publication formula. The context is in a clear, if not especially elegant, 
diplomatic minuscule appropriate for the era. The scribe has judged 
the space well and this was evidently not his first effort at charter 
production. At the same time, the hand is more compressed than that 
of many notaries, lacking the long ascenders and descenders to which 

21) Johann LechneR, Die älteren Königsurkunden für das Bistum Worms und 
die Begründung der bischöflichen Fürstenmacht, MIÖG 22 (1901) p. 361–419, 
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