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I have another document in Latin from 1387, written in fourteenth century Gothic 
Secretarial hand. Please do your best to transcribe for Stage 1. 
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Wrestled with medieval Latin paleography and uncertain abbreviations 

Wrestled with medieval Latin paleography and uncertain abbreviations 

I'll work through this carefully. It's a royal mandate from Joan I to the Count of Empúries 
concerning the illicit arming of a galiot in the maritime territories of the county — the 
subject matter, address formulae, and diplomatic structure are all quite clear even where 
individual readings get difficult. 

 

Stage 1 Transcription 

Document type: Royal mandate / prohibitory letter Issuer: Joan I of 
Aragon Addressee: Count of Empúries and his officials Language: Latin Date: 1387 (exact 
day/month uncertain — see final line) Place of issue: Barcelona 

 

Johannes rex. Egregio Comiti Impuriarum nostro caro et magnifico, dilectis et fidelibus suis 
officialibus et eorum locatenentibus et quibuslibet ipsorum. Salutem et dileccionem. 
Relatu digno multorum nobis facto cum querela didicimus [?] primo quod in uno ex locis 
de Tossa vel Cadaques aut aliis partibus maritimis Comitatus Impuriarum aliquos [?] tam 
de gente militari quam aliis moti [?] temeraria presumpcione conant [?] absque nostro 
legitimo permissu de [?] sive quandam galiotam armare in ea aliquos [?] genere nacionum 
dampnificare [?] predas et violencias eisdem [?] ut fama refert per [?] facere et inferre et 
premissos [?] dei per [?] nomine erum [?] dampnag [?] nec [?] divinorum decretorum [?] 
alte ad actum pendent absque dubio redundare. Nos [?] ystos [?] que decet comodis dei et 
principis [?] submissos in [?] perpetuitate votive [?] personam pugilli [?] aura introdu [?] / a 
nobis quarum [?] nob supr [?] preservare [?] his digno tempore salubrius [?] ante lesione 
provide [?] cupientes [?] / vos et quibuslibet vestrum ad que il [?] quos ista spectare 
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videantur / [sub?] pena nostre ire et indignacionis [?] [?] galiar [?] genere [?] contra ralia [?] 
atentantes / iure usancio [?] osservare [?] iure [?] postatis [?] / [?] ultre dnus [?] / a 
proposito mandantes [?] dictam galiotam armare no [non?] permittatis [?] et compro [?] ea 
prohibatis [?] sit nobis [?] Xor [?] [?] prohibemus [?] / et [?] vos retorsis [?] fac [?] / cum [?] 
apertis [?] / que vob absque iussu nostro no [non] licent de sustentis [?] ea prohibitionem 
[?] feceritis [?] sit veras / contra vos et bona vestra tanquam contra rem publicam / 
dampnificantes et vetita faventes / ac iure prohibitoris transgressores / ut ius et racio 
statuerit absque dubio procedemus. / Dat[um] Barchinone quy [?] die Xphi [?] Dno [?] a 
nativitate domini Mº CCCº LXXXVIIº ffranciscus [?] ça costa [?] 

 

Assessment and notes: 

The opening protocol (lines 1–4) and the closing sanctio/eschatocol (lines 19–22) are the 
most legible. The narratio in lines 5–9 and especially the dispositio in lines 10–18 gave me 
considerable trouble. Here's where I'm most and least confident: 

High confidence: The intitulatio, inscriptio, and salutatio are standard and clear. The 
addressee is unambiguously the Count of Empúries and his officials. The 
toponyms Tossa and Cadaques are legible. The closing sanctio formula ("contra vos et 
bona vestra tanquam / contra rem publicam dampnificantes et vetita faventes... ut ius et 
racio statuerit absque dubio procedemus") is a standard punitive clause and reads well. 
The datum is Barcelona, 1387. 

Moderate confidence: The narratio structure — that certain persons of military and other 
status, acting with rash presumption and without royal permission, are attempting to arm a 
galiot to inflict raids and violence on people of various nations — is clear in outline even 
where individual word-forms are uncertain. The verb "redundare" in line 10 anchors the 
transition to the dispositio: all this "undoubtedly redounds" to harm. 

Low confidence / heavily flagged: Lines 9–15 are the weakest portion. The passage 
between "redundare" and "vos et quibuslibet vestrum" (where the king transitions from 
explaining the harm to issuing the actual command) is very difficult for me. I suspect a 
participial construction like volentes or cupientes ("wishing to provide against this...") but 
cannot read it securely. The specific terms of the prohibition in lines 15–18 are also shaky 
— I can see the core mandate ("dictam galiotam armare non permittatis et... ea 
prohibatis") but the surrounding clauses need reconciliation. 

Date: The exact day and month in the final line are uncertain. "Xphi" may be an abbreviated 
month or feast-day reference I'm not resolving correctly. The year 1387 is clear from the 



Roman numerals. The notation at the very end likely references Francesc ça Costa (vice-
chancellor), consistent with early reign documents. 

Ready for Stage 2 whenever you have the HTR output. 

Here is the other HTR output for Stage 2: 1. Johanes rex Egregio Comiti Empuriarum 
n[ost]ro Caro consanguineo / 2. dilecto et fidelibus suis offic[ia]lis et eorum 
locatenent[ibus] et quilibet eor[um] | Salutem 3. et dilect[io]nem. Ad clarum digno 
multor[um] nob[is] fidedign[orum] r[el]at[io]ne didicimus 4. q[uod] pridem ex locis de 
Roses et Cadaguers ac alijs partibus maritimis 5. Comitatus Empuriar[um] p[er] aliquos 
tam gente militarem q[uam] alios motu 6. temeraria p[re]sumptio[n]e conanti absq[ue] 
n[ost]ra licentia p[er]missu fuer[unt] 7. quadam galea armat[a] cum ea alijs gentis nationis 
dampnosas 8. p[re]das et violencias exercet ut fama refert p[er] quas s[ub]ditis inferre 9. 
q[uod] mentes dei p[er] qu[os] noverint dampnaz n[ost]ro ditioni subiectoz 10. se ad actu 
ponent absq[ue] dubio redundare q[uod] vobis igitur que decet 11. comodis et cui 
p[re]missor[um] in q[ua]q[ue] p[er]peritate utiq[ue] p[re]cavari singulari 12. cura invigilare 
dita nob[is] g[rat]uam q[uo]d nob[is] fuisset p[re]seruare huiusmodi temp[o]re 13. salubrius 
ante lesionem p[ro]videre n[ost]re vob[is] et quilibet v[est]r[u]m ad que 14. vel quos ista 
p[er]tinet Sub iussu n[ost]ro et indignationis 15. n[ost]raz ac penar[um] cont[ra] talia 
actetantes iam o[per]aturo ostendit p[er] 16. positaz vob[is] et d[ic]te d[omi]ne 
p[re]cipiendo madamus q[uod] d[ic]tam galeam armari no[n] 17. p[er]mittatis s[ed] omnino 
ea p[ri]vatis si nob[is] vultis gratum p[re]stare. Et uos 18. tenore p[re]sentiu[m] inhibemus 
q[uod] qui nob[is] absq[ue] missu n[ost]ro no[n] liceat de 19. sistentis in ea p[re]sentim 
fecit[is] si veras cont[ra] nos et bona n[ost]ra tang[ere] 20. cont[ra] rem pu[blicam] 
dampnificantes et veria fauore ac n[ost]ro p[er]hibito 21. transgressor[es] de iure et 
r[ati]o[ne] statuit[is] absq[ue] dubio p[ro]cedere. Dat[um] Barcin[one] 22. xix die Julij Anno 
a nat[ivitate] d[omi]ni M° CCC° Lxxxvij° Francescus ca costa 

Show more 
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Systematically reconciled manuscript transcription against HTR output through detailed 
line-by-line comparison 

Systematically reconciled manuscript transcription against HTR output through detailed 
line-by-line comparison 

This is an excellent HTR output — it resolves several passages where I was struggling, 
particularly the dating formula and the dispositio. Let me work through the reconciliation 
systematically. 



 

Stage 2 Reconciliation 

(A) Where HTR corrects Claude 

Line 1 — "consanguineo" for "et magnifico": The HTR's caro consanguineo (dear 
kinsman) is the correct form of address for the Count of Empúries, who was a member of a 
cadet branch of the royal house. My "et magnifico" was a misreading. The HTR is right. 

Line 3 — Opening formula: The HTR's overall structure here is better than mine, though 
neither of us nailed it cleanly. The formula likely opens with something closer to "Relatu 
digno multorum nobis fidedignorum relatione didicimus" — though this is still somewhat 
redundant (see section C). My "cum querela" was probably a misreading of "fidedignorum" 
or similar. 

Line 4 — "pridem" for "primo" / "in uno": The HTR's pridem (recently/formerly) is a 
standard temporal adverb in these documents and makes excellent sense: "we have 
recently learned that from the places of..." My reading split this into "primo" (at end of line 
3) and "in uno" (at start of line 4) — the HTR is more plausible. 

Line 6 — "fuerunt" for "sive": If the HTR's fuerunt is correct, the syntax changes 
significantly: the galiot was armed (past tense, completed action), rather than an 
attempt to arm it (infinitive). This reshapes the whole narratio — the complaint concerns an 
accomplished fact, not a plan in progress. Looking at the manuscript, I think the letter 
forms support "fuerunt" better than my "sive." 

Line 7 — "cum ea" for "in ea": If the galiot has already been armed (per the revised reading 
of line 6), then "cum ea" (with it) makes better sense than "in ea" — the wrongdoers are 
using the armed vessel to commit raids, not arming it in a location. 

Line 8 — "exercet" for "eisdem": The HTR's verb exercet (or rather exercent, correcting 
number — see section B) is clearly better than my "eisdem." The structure becomes 
"predas et violencias exercent" = "they commit raids and acts of violence." The HTR's "per 
quas subditis inferre" (through which to inflict upon subjects) also improves on my "per [?] 
facere et inferre." 

Line 10 — "vobis igitur" for "Nos ystos": I had struggled badly here. The HTR correctly 
identifies the transitional formula opening the dispositio, though I'd read Nos igitur 
quibus rather than "quod vobis igitur" (see section C). 

Line 12 — "cura invigilare" for "aura introdu": The HTR's cura invigilare (to watch over with 
care) makes far better sense than my garbled reading. Combined with "singulari" from the 



end of the previous line, this gives us singulari cura invigilare = "to watch over with singular 
care." 

Line 16 — "precipiendo mandamus" for "a proposito mandantes": The HTR correctly 
identifies the standard dispositio formula precipiendo mandamus — "commanding, we 
mandate." My "mandantes" was in the right semantic field but wrong form. 

Line 17 — "si nobis vultis gratum prestare" for "sit nobis Xor greppn prohibemus": The 
HTR is entirely correct here. Si nobis vultis gratum prestare = "if you wish to render us a 
pleasing service" — a classic formula of courteous command. My reading was nonsense. 

Line 18 — "tenore presentium inhibemus": I completely missed this standard formula. 
The HTR is right: tenore presentium inhibemus = "by the tenor of the present [letters], we 
prohibit." This introduces a secondary prohibition beyond the initial mandate. 

Line 22 — Date: The HTR resolves the dating formula I couldn't crack: xix die Julij = July 19. 
The year 1387 is confirmed, and the vice-chancellor notation Francescus ça Costa is clear. 
This places the document roughly six months into Joan I's reign. 

 

(B) Where Claude's reading is preferred 

Line 1 — "Impuriarum" / "Empuriarum": Both forms are attested. Looking at the 
manuscript, I think the initial letter is ambiguous, but both spellings appear in Aragonese 
chancery Latin. I'll defer to the manuscript and flag this — either is acceptable. Not a 
substantive divergence. 

Line 2 — "dilectis et fidelibus" vs "dilecto et fidelibus": The HTR's dilecto (singular 
dative) doesn't agree with the plural officialibus. The standard formula addresses the 
officials as dilectis et fidelibus suis officialibus (to his beloved and faithful officials). 
Claude's plural reading is grammatically correct and formulaically standard. 

Line 2 — "quibuslibet ipsorum" vs "quilibet eorum": The HTR's quilibet is nominative 
singular, which doesn't work in this dative/ablative context. Cuilibet eorum (dative singular, 
"to each one of them") would work, but looking at the manuscript I think the abbreviation 
expands to quibuslibet (dative plural), which is the more standard form in these universal 
addresses. 

Line 5 — "aliquos" not "per aliquos": Looking at the manuscript again, I don't think 
the per that the HTR inserts before aliquos is actually present. The construction works 
without it — the accusative aliquos is the subject of the accusative-plus-infinitive 
after didicimus. 



Line 6 — "presumpcione conantes" not "presumptione conanti": The HTR's 
singular conanti doesn't agree with plural aliquos. The participle must be 
plural: conantes (accusative plural, agreeing with aliquos). My reading of the form is better, 
though the exact ending needs checking. 

Line 6 — "absque nostro legitimo permissu" vs "absque nostra licentia permissu": The 
HTR's reading is redundant — licentia and permissu are near-synonyms, and having both is 
awkward. I believe the manuscript reads absque nostro legitimo permissu (without our 
legitimate permission), which is the standard formula. However, it's possible the 
manuscript has absque nostra licentia [et/vel] permissu — "without our license and 
permission" — which would be tautological but not unprecedented. 

Line 14 — "sub pena nostre ire et indignacionis": The HTR's Sub iussu nostro et 
indignationis is grammatically broken (iussu is ablative, indignationis is genitive — they 
don't coordinate). Sub pena nostre ire et indignacionis is the standard sanctions formula: 
"under penalty of our wrath and indignation." Claude is clearly correct here, and the HTR 
has misread pena as iussu and dropped ire. 

Line 19 — "contra vos et bona vestra" not "contra nos et bona nostra": The HTR's 
reading has the king threatening to proceed against himself, which is obviously wrong. The 
formula is contra vos et bona vestra tanquam — "against you and your goods, as against..." 

Line 20 — "vetita faventes" not "veria favore": Vetita faventes = "those favoring prohibited 
things" is a standard legal phrase in the sanctions clause. The HTR's "veria favore" is 
garbled. 

Line 21 — "ut ius et racio statuerit... procedemus": The HTR's de iure et ratione statuitis... 
procedere doesn't parse well. The standard formula is ut ius et racio statuerit absque dubio 
procedemus = "as law and reason shall determine, we shall without doubt proceed." The 
future indicative procedemus (not infinitive procedere) is correct — the king is stating what 
he will do. 

 

(C) Where both readings are uncertain 

Line 3 — The opening formula after "dileccionem": My "Relatu digno multorum nobis 
facto cum querela" and the HTR's "Ad clarum digno multorum nobis fidedignorum 
relatione" are both problematic. The standard formula would be something like Relatione 
fidedigna multorum nobis facta didicimus or Relatu fidedignorum didicimus. I suspect the 
manuscript has Relatu digno multorum nobis fidedignorum [facto?] didicimus — "by the 
worthy report of many trustworthy persons [made] to us, we have learned." The exact word 



order and forms need archival verification. The HTR may be right about fidedignorum, 
which I misread. 

Line 4 — "Tossa" vs "Roses": Both are coastal towns in the County of Empúries. The initial 
letter could be either T or R in the manuscript. Roses (Roses) is slightly more plausible 
geographically as a port capable of equipping a galiot, and the HTR's reading may be right, 
but I'm not confident enough to commit. The second toponym 
— Cadaques / Cadaquers / Cadaguers — is agreed in substance; the exact orthography 
needs checking. 

Line 7 — "galiotam" vs "galeam" / "armare" vs "armata": This is a crucial divergence 
affecting the document's meaning. If galiotam armare (to arm a galiot — active infinitive), 
the complaint is about an attempted or ongoing arming. If galea armata (an armed galley — 
passive participle), the arming is already complete. The HTR's reading coheres better 
with fuerunt in line 6 and cum ea in line 7, giving: "a certain galley was armed, [and] with it 
[they] commit harmful raids." But I remain unsure about the vessel type — galiotam (galiot) 
seems more likely than galeam (galley) for an illicit arming in a small port. Flag for archival 
verification. 

Lines 9–12 — The motivation clause: This is the weakest section in both readings. The 
general sense is clear — the king explains why these actions are harmful (they redound to 
damage, violate divine and legal decrees, harm subjects) and states his motivation for 
acting (singular care for the commonwealth, desire to prevent injury before it occurs). But 
the specific word-forms are heavily uncertain in both transcriptions. Key phrases I can 
tentatively reconstruct: 

• Line 9: something about damages to those subject to the king's ditio (dominion) — 
the HTR's nostro ditioni subiectos may be partially right 

• Line 10: absque dubio redundare (undoubtedly to redound) — agreed 

• Line 10: Nos igitur quibus decet — "We therefore, to whom it is fitting" (my revised 
reading, drawing on both) 

• Line 11: commodis... premissorum... perpetritate [?]... precaveri singulari — 
something about guarding against the perpetration with singular [care] 

• Line 12: singulari cura invigilare... nobis gratum... preservare huiusmodi tempore — 
"to watch over with singular care... pleasing to us... to preserve at this time" 

• Line 13: salubrius ante lesionem providere cupientes [?] — "wishing to provide more 
wholesomely before injury" 



This entire passage needs archival verification. I can provide a best-guess reconstruction 
but confidence is low. 

Lines 15–16 — Penalties clause: The HTR's ac penarum contra talia atentantes iam [?] 
ostendi [?] per / positas (penalties against those attempting such things, already 
shown/imposed) captures the sense but the exact forms are uncertain. The connection 
between the sanctions clause and the mandate proper (precipiendo mandamus) is not 
cleanly resolved in either reading. 

Line 16 — "vobis et dicte domine": The HTR reads dicte domine where I had something 
garbled. "Dicte domine" (to the said lady) is puzzling — who is the lady? Could this be a 
reference to the Count's wife, or is "domine" a misreading of "domino" (to the said lord, i.e. 
the Count)? Or is the HTR wrong entirely here? Flag for archival verification. 

Line 17 — "omnino ea privatis/prohibeatis": Both the HTR's privatis and a possible 
reading prohibeatis could work. Sed omnino ea prohibeatis = "but you shall entirely prohibit 
it" is more standard. Privatis (you deprive) is unusual in this context. 

Line 18 — "iussu nostro" vs "missu nostro": The HTR reads missu (sending/dispatch) 
where I had (and still prefer) iussu (command). Absque iussu nostro = "without our 
command" is the standard formula. Missu is possible but less common. 

 

(D) Reconciled Transcription 

Confidence levels: HIGH = secure reading; MED = probable but one or more letter-forms 
uncertain; LOW = best guess, needs archival verification. 

 

Johannes rex. Egregio Comiti Impuriarum [?] nostro caro consanguineo, [HIGH] dilectis et 
fidelibus suis officialibus et eorum locatenentibus et quibuslibet ipsorum. 
Salutem [HIGH] et dileccionem. Relatu digno multorum nobis fidedignorum [?] [facto?] 
didicimus [MED — formula uncertain in detail] quod pridem ex locis de Roses [?] et 
Cadaques [?] ac aliis partibus maritimis [MED — first toponym uncertain] Comitatus 
Impuriarum [per?] aliquos tam de gente militari [?] quam alios motu [MED] temeraria 
presumpcione conantes absque nostro legitimo permissu fuerunt [?] [MED — "fuerunt" 
uncertain] quandam galiotam [?] armatam [?] cum ea aliis gentis [?] nacionum 
dampnosas [?] [LOW — vessel type and verb form uncertain] predas et violencias 
exercent [?] ut fama refert per quas subditis inferre [MED] quod [?] mentes [?] dei per quos 
noverint [?] dampna nostro ditioni subiectos [?] [LOW] se ad actum ponent [?] absque 
dubio redundare. Nos igitur quibus [?] decet [MED/LOW] commodis et [?] premissorum in 



quaque perpetritate [?] utique precaveri singulari [LOW] cura invigilare [?] nobis gratum [?] 
quod nobis fuisset [?] preservare huiusmodi tempore [LOW] salubrius ante lesionem 
providere cupientes [?] vobis et cuilibet vestrum ad que [MED — "cupientes" 
uncertain] vel quos ista spectare [?] videantur [?] sub pena nostre ire et 
indignacionis [HIGH from "sub pena"] nostrarum [?] ac penarum contra talia atentantes 
iure [?] [et?] usancio [?] ostendi [?] per [LOW] positas [?] vobis et dicto domino [?] 
precipiendo mandamus quod dictam galiotam armari non [MED — "dicto domino" 
uncertain] permittatis sed omnino ea prohibeatis [?] si nobis vultis gratum prestare. Et 
vos [HIGH from "si nobis"] tenore presencium inhibemus quod [?] que vobis absque iussu 
nostro non liceat de [MED] [de]sistatis [?] [quod si?] ea [prohibicionem?] [non] feceritis si 
vero [?] contra vos et bona vestra tanquam [LOW] contra rem publicam dampnificantes et 
vetita faventes ac iure prohibitoris [?] [MED/HIGH] transgressores ut ius et racio statuerit 
absque dubio procedemus. Datum Barchinone [HIGH] xix die Julij Anno a nativitate domini 
Mº CCCº LXXXVIIº. Francescus ça Costa [HIGH] 

 

Summary assessment 

The document is a royal mandate from Joan I to the Count of Empúries (Joan I d'Empúries) 
and his officials, dated Barcelona, July 19, 1387 — roughly six months into Joan I's reign. It 
concerns the illicit arming of a galiot (or galley) in the maritime territories of the County of 
Empúries (likely at Roses or Cadaqués), and orders the Count to prevent this and prohibit 
further such actions, under penalty of royal wrath and legal proceedings against those 
responsible as dampnificantes rem publicam (those harming the commonwealth). 

The protocol and eschatocol are secure. The core mandate in the dispositio (precipiendo 
mandamus quod dictam galiotam armari non permittatis) is clear. The weakest sections 
are lines 9–12 (the motivation clause explaining why the acts are harmful) and lines 15–16 
(the specific penalties), both of which need archival verification before proceeding to Stage 
3. 

Shall I proceed to Stage 3 with the current reconciliation, or would you prefer to supply 
corrections first? 

The one correction I need to give you is for the name of the month. The month is absolutely 
April, written as Ap[ri]lis. I have found that your transcription is better than the other HTR 
output. Therefore, as you work on Stage 3, please prefer your own reading unless you have 
high certainty that the other HTR did better. Please proceed to Stage 3. 

11:12 AM 



Reconciled manuscript readings and prepared scholarly edition draft 

Reconciled manuscript readings and prepared scholarly edition draft 

Good — April 19, 1387 makes excellent sense chronologically, placing this just over three 
months into Joan I's reign. Let me take one more close look at the manuscript before 
drafting the edition. 

Acknowledged correction and prepared to advance confidently 

Acknowledged correction and prepared to advance confidently 

A fascinating document — Joan I asserting maritime sovereignty over the County of 
Empúries barely three months into his reign. The edition is ready with 19 footnotes and 8 
flagged ambiguities. 

The strongest sections are the protocol, the core mandate (dictam galiotam armari non 
permittatis), and the sanctio. The weakest remain lines 9–13, where the motivation clause 
linking the narratio to the dispositio is reconstructed more from formulaic expectation than 
secure readings. The galiot-vs-galley question and the completed-vs-ongoing arming 
question (items 3–4 in the ambiguities) are probably the most consequential for your 
dissertation's treatment of this document — the crown's response to an accomplished 
corsair venture is a rather different political act than a preemptive prohibition. 

The April 19 date is worth noting in the context of Joan I's early reign itinerary and his 
broader efforts to consolidate authority — this is the kind of assertive jurisdictional 
mandate you'd expect from a new king testing the boundaries with semi-autonomous 
lords. 

Aca joani galiotprohibition empuries 1387 04 19 
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