Claude Opus 4.8 High

June 2, 2026

Fourteenth Century ACA Transcriptions and Translations/

Claude finished the response

| have another document from 1387, written in Latin. | know that this document was written
to the King of Cyprus. Please do your best to transcribe for Stage 1.

12:58 PM

I'll begin with my best-effort Stage 1 transcription. This is a royal letter from Joan | to the
King of Cyprus (Peter/James of Lusignan), and the hand is a fluent late-fourteenth-century
chancery cursive with heavy abbreviation. Let me work through it.

Let me view the image more closely first.
Examining the manuscriptimage at higher detail for transcription
Examining the manuscriptimage at higher detail for transcription

Here is my Stage 1 transcription. I've worked from the image directly, marking genuine
uncertainties with [?] and flagging the passages that resist confident resolution.

Document type: Royal letter (missive), Joan | of Aragon to the King of
Cyprus Date: Barcelona, [day uncertain] June 1387 (dating clause at foot) Language: Latin

Transcription
[Upper block]

Illustri principi et consanguineo carissimo Petro [?] etc. salutem et [?]... rogantes multfum)]
[?] et[iam] deprecan[tes] magnificenciam vestram dixi[mus] [?] quod nobile[m] et dilectum
cons[iliarium] [?] [Bar]chinone [?] nunc Hugone[m] [?] de [...] pace milite[m] regis [?]
quidem [?] continuus [?]in [?][...] re vol[ent]es here[?] de accedendo ad [?] vestram
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p[rese]ntiam [?] et[iam] [?] ut[?] homagium [?] feudor[um] [?] quod p[ro] [?] tenet [?] in
regno vestro Cypri renova[?] [...] hic [?] cum fuit et est veritas q[uod] nos cum d[omi]no
magnates reg[ni] nos[tri] et [...] m[alg[ni]s [?] nobile[m] et alios baron[es] dum est [?]
vocar[?] ferm[?] ad [?] coronacionis nostre felicis [?] gra[cia] de mens[e] [?] madii [?]
p[ro]xim[e] lapso [?] s[?] deliberau[?] celebrare nequim[us] [?] p[er] iniu[?] nec [?] corporis
disp[en]sa[?] lic[?][...] cum nobile[m] noluim[us] [?] sicut n[un]c volum[us] huiusm[odi] [?]
dua[?] fui[?] celebrata [?]

[Lower block]

coronaco[ne] nostra. Cumque [?] nondum [?] p[er]sone [?] nostre [?] non cas[?] hoc [?]
p[ro]mittat[ur] [?] Idcirco [?] e[?] pediat [?] memoratu[m] nobile[m] [?] iuris [?]in [?] nostra
curia [?] respo[n]dere [?][...] vestram affectu[osius] [?] rogantes [?] qu[od] p[re]dictum [?]
homagium [?] ut placeat [?] p[er] p[re]dictum nobile[m] eius [?] dei [?] tempore [?] et al[?]
et sua here[?][?] honoris [?] [...] favorabilit[er] recip[?] Et siqu[?] illustri[?] princeps et
consanguinee [?] carissime vest[er] [?] sub [?] limitan[?] accepta de q[ui]b[us] istis [?]
confidere [?] respi[?] quos [?] eos de [?] success[oribus] vestris [?] quos deus [?] semp[er]
feliciter [?]...[?] ... nos [?][...] Datflum] Barchinone sub n[ost]ro sigillo [secre]to [?] [...] die
Junii [?] anno [a nativitate] d[omi]ni M°CCC°LXXX® VII° [?]. franc[?] [?][7]

Notes on principal cruxes

The opening intitulatio/salutatio is badly faded and the addressee's name is the key
uncertainty. Given your identification of the King of Cyprus, the recipientin June 1387
would be James | of Cyprus (Jacobus), who had acceded in 1382; "Petro" is my tentative
reading of the faded name in line 1 but it does not fit the historical context and | would not
trust it — the trace is more consistent with a heavily abbreviated form, and this needs to be
checked against the manuscript. The relationship term consanguineo carissimo is secure
and is the expected Lusignan-Aragonese address.

The substantive matter concerns a homagium feudorum — homage for fiefs (quod tenetin
regno vestro Cypri) — owed by a noble whom Joan is sending or excusing. The name in line
3, which | read tentatively as Hugo de [...] pace, miles, is uncertain; Hugo is a plausible
Lusignan-orbit name but the surname is illegible.

The central clause turns on the coronation (ad solempnia coronacionis nostre), explaining
that Joan could not hold it (celebrare nequimus) in the month of May just past (de mense
madii proxime lapso) — this is historically coherent, as Joan I's coronation was repeatedly
deferred. The reasoning involving corporis dispensal...] (bodily indisposition?) is only partly
legible.



The dating clause confirms Barcelona, sub nostro sigillo secreto [?], a day in June, 1387.
The day numeral is not clearly legible to me. The final word cluster (franc]...]) is likely the
chancery registration/scribal note (possibly Franciscus —i.e., a notation tied to a chancery
clerk) but | cannot resolve it.

When you're ready, paste the HTR output or any alternative reading and I'll move to Stage 2
reconciliation against the image. The passages I'd most want a second reading on: the
addressee's name (line 1), the noble's surname (line 3), and the corporis

dispensal...] clause (lower of the upper block).

Here is the output from the other HTR: Part 1 Illustris princeps et consanguinee carissime.
Per alias litteras nostras rogavimus nuch eciam deprecantes magnificentiam vestram
attentius quatenus nobilem et dilectum consiliarum nostrum Hugone[m] de Sancta Pace
militem nostris quidem serviciis continuis in Sistence(?) velitis hunc de accedendo ad
presentiam vestram prout tenet et ia[m] de[be]t p[er]cip[er]e, ut p[er]ficiat homagium
feudorum que per vos tenet in regno vestro Cypri rationabi liter procuratum. Hic enim fuit et
est veritas quod nos cum omnibus magnatibus reg norum et terrarum nostrarum ipsumaque
nobilem et alios barones diu est vocari fecimus ad solennia coronacionis mee solius quia
de mense madyj [madii] proxifme] laps[o] sicut deliberavimus celebrare nequivimus
propter imminentem mei corporis distensiam licenciare ipsum nobilem noluimus sicut nec
voluimus quousque dicta fuerit celebrata Part 2 coronacio mea. Cumque nondum persone
mee infirmitas hoc permittat, idcirco ex pediat memoratum nobilem interim in mea curia
residere. Benignitatem vestram affectuose rogamus quatenus preffatum homagium ut
placeat per procuratorem nobilem eius dem recipere et ad se et sua hereda cum honoris
respectu favorabiliter recomisat. Et si qua in illustris princeps et consanguinee carissime
vestra occurrerint sub limitari accepta de quibus istis confidenter rescribere quousque et
eos de vestris successibus prosperis quos deus letos semper faciat et iocundos ceteris
significat nobis nos reddentes. Datum Barch[ino]ne sub meo sigillo secreto Xlll open die
junij [iunii] anno nativitas domini millesimo CCC Ixxx vii. Franciscus ca Costa

Show more
1:04 PM

Good — this gives me a strong comparator. Following Stage 2 protocol, I've returned to the
image for each significant divergence rather than arbitrating between text strings. The HTR
is substantially stronger than my Stage 1 read on this hand, but it has several characteristic
fabrications and over-classicizations that need flagging.

(a) Where the HTR corrects my reading



Salutatio (line 1). HTR /llustris princeps et consanguinee carissime is correct against the
image — vocative throughout, not dative. My "Petro" was a phantom; there is no addressee
name here. The form is the expected vocative address-formula, and the King of Cyprus is
not named in the protocol. This resolves the crux | flagged.

Line 3 surname. HTR Hugone de Sancta Pace is right. The trace | couldn't resolve as "[...]
pace" is Sancta Pace — the Sancta sits where | had a gap. This is paleographically
confirmed on the image (the S-curve and ct ligature are visible), not merely formulaic.

Vice-chancellor / scribal subscription (final line). HTR Franciscus ¢a Costa is correct
and important —this is Francesc ¢a Costa, the jussio notation. My franc/...] gap resolves
here with confidence; the ca Costa is legible once you expect it.

Date numeral. HTR X/l ... die junij is consistent with the image; the numeral | left blank
reads XlIl. (See crux below on the intrusive word.)

Several mid-text expansions — magnatibus, baron es, coronacionis, celebrare — where
HTR's fuller forms match the abbreviation marks better than my fragmentary readings.

(b) Where my reading (or the image) is preferred over the HTR

Over-classicization of orthography. Per project convention, the scribe's orthography
stands. HTR has normalized in several places:

e magnificentiam - image has magnificenciam (the c form).
e presentiam - image presenciam.

e coronacio/coronacionis HTR keeps once but elsewhere drifts; image is
consistently -cio-.

e rationabiliter > image racionabiliter.
These should be reverted to the -ci- forms in the reconciled text.
HTR fabrications / forced readings:

¢ "in Sistence(?)" —this is an HTR hallucination from a garbled cluster; even the HTR
flags it. Against the image the word is not a place-name. The construction is serviciis
continuis + a participial/relative continuation. | read the contested word as insistere
/ insistentem (i.e., the noble being continually in our service). I'd mark this [?] —
neither HTR's "Sistence" nor a fully confident expansion is warranted, but a toponym
itis not.



"prout tenet et ia[m] de[be]t p[er]cip[er]e" —the debet percipere is, | think, a
reconstruction not supported by the strokes; the image is more consistent with
my prout tenetur / prout pertinet family. Carry as [?].

"recomisat" and "recomisat ... significat nobis" in Part 2 —these are not real Latin
words and reflect HTR struggling with the closing formulae. recomisat is most

plausibly recommendetis / recommendare (the recommendation formula).
Flag [?].

"sub limitari accepta" — almost certainly garbled. The closing formula Et si qua ...
vestra occurrerint ... de quibus ... confidenter rescribere is a standard "if anything
should arise that you wish, write to us confidently" topos. sub limitari accepta does
not parse and should be carried as an unresolved crux [?], not adopted.

"open" in X!l open die junij — this is clearly spurious (HTR noise between numeral
and die). Disregard.

(c) Where both readings are uncertain / neither is satisfactory

1.

The "mei corporis distensiam / dispensal...]" clause. HTR propter imminentem
mei corporis distensiam vs. my corporis dispensa[?]. distensiam is not standard;
the sense required is bodily indisposition preventing the coronation.

Candidates: distemperanciam (imbalance of humours/indisposition),

or infirmitatem. The image supports something beginning dis- but the resolution is
genuinely open. [?] — and note this matters historically (below).

"coronacionis mee solius" (HTR) vs. my nostre. This is the single most
consequential divergence. HTR reads a shift to the first-person singular (mee, mei
corporis, persone mee, sigillo meo) where | had read the royal plural (nostre). On the
image both forms appear to alternate, which is itself striking. If mee solius ("of my
coronation alone") is correct, the diplomatic implication is significant and worth
your attention — see flag below. | cannot confidently confirm solius against the
image; the word is there but abraded. [?]

"et iafm] de[be]t" / "interim in mea curia residere." The interim ... residere clause
is plausible and coherent (the noble to reside in our court in the meantime), and I'd
lean toward accepting interim ... residere; but de[be]t percipere above it | would not.
Mixed confidence.



4. Closing: "significat nobis nos reddentes." Garbled in HTR. The formula is the
standard nos rate reddentes / certiores nos reddentes ("keeping us informed").
Reconstructable in sense, not securely in form. [?]

(d) Reconciled transcription

Orthography follows the scribe (-ci- forms retained); abbreviations expanded silently;
genuine cruxes marked [?]; HTR fabrications not adopted.

Illustris princeps et consanguinee carissime. Per alias litteras nostras rogavimus nunc
eciam deprecantes magnificenciam vestram attencius quatenus nobilem et dilectum
consiliarium nostrum Hugonem de Sancta Pace, militem, nostris quidem serviciis
continuis insisten[tem] [?], velitis hunc [?] de accedendo ad presenciam vestram, prout
tenetur [?] etiam [debet] [?], ut perficiat homagium feudorum que per vos tenet in regno
vestro Cypri, racionabiliter procuratum [?]. Hic enim fuit et est veritas quod nos, cum
omnibus magnatibus regnorum et terrarum nostrarum ipsumque nobilem et alios barones,
diu est vocari fecimus ad solempnia coronacionis [mee solius] [?], quia [?] de mense madii
proxime lapso, sicut deliberavimus, celebrare nequivimus propterimminentem mei[?]
corporis dis[tem]p[erJanciam [?], licenciare ipsum nobilem noluimus, sicut nec voluimus
quousque dicta fuerit celebrata

coronacio mea. Cumque nondum persone mee infirmitas hoc permittat, idcirco expediat
[ut] memoratum nobilem interim in mea [?] curia residere. Benignitatem vestram
affectuose rogamus quatenus prefatum homagium, ut placeat, per procuratorem nobilem
eiusdem recipere et ad se et sua hereda [sic] cum honoris respectu favorabiliter
recom[mendetis] [?]. Et si qua, illustris princeps et consanguinee carissime, vestra
occurrerint sub limitari [?] accepta, de quibus istis confidenter rescrib[ere/atis] [?],
quousque [?] et eos de vestris successibus prosperis — quos deus letos semper faciat et
iocundos — ceteris significa[n]t[es] [?] nobis nos reddentes. Datum Barchinone sub meo
sigillo secreto Xlll die junii anno [a] nativitate domini millesimo CCC®° [xxx° vii°. —
Franciscus ¢a Costa

Two things flagged for your attention

The first-person singular. If the mee solius / mei corporis / persone mee / sigillo

meo readings hold across the document, this is a letter Joan issues in a markedly personal
register — the coronation of myself alone, deferred by my own body's indisposition —
rather than the conventional royal plural. Given your dissertation's interest in the



construction of Joan's political authority, the singular voice in a letter about the deferred
coronation (and to a fellow monarch) may be more than scribal accident. Worth
verifying solius directly on the original.

Historical fit. The content — coronation deferred from May 1387, a noble (Hugo de Sancta
Pace) held back from rendering homage for Cypriot fiefs until after the ceremony — is
coherent with Joan's accession year and the repeated postponement of his

coronation. Franciscus ¢a Costa as the issuing authority is consistent with ¢a Costa's
chancery role in this period.

When you can get to the original, the three readings I'd most want eyes on are: solius (line
~8), dis[tem]p[er]anciam (the indisposition word), and insisten[tem] (the "Sistence"
crux). Shall | proceed to Stage 3 with the reconciled text as it stands, marking those three
as open?

Here is my feedback in response to the list in your section (c): 1., he word after corporis
looks to me very much like distensiam. For 2., the phrase reads "coronacionis nostre
felicis". For 3., | am going to give you my effort at a transcription for what follows
accendendo: "ad presencia vestram promitit et eciam usquae quoquae ut prescaret
humagium feudorum..." For 4., after semper faciat, | see "et notivos crebris scripcionibus
nos reddentes. Datum..." With these responses in mind, please proceed to Stage 3.

1:13PM
Understood. Integrating your four readings as authoritative:
1. corporis distensiam — accepted as you read it.

2. coronacionis nostre felicis — accepted; this also reverts the mee solius crux. I'll
note below what it does to the first-person question.

3. The post-accedendo clause: ad presenciam vestram promitit et eciam usque
quoque ut prestaret homagium feudorum... — accepted.

4. The closing: ...quos deus letos semper faciat et iocundos et notivos crebris
scripcionibus nos reddentes. Datum... — accepted.

Your reading at (2) resolves the diplomatic question I'd raised: with coronacionis nostre
felicis, the document is not in the personal singular at that point, so the mee/mei forms
elsewhere are local rather than a sustained singular voice. I've noted the mixed usage in
the edition rather than building an argument on it.

Let me produce the Stage 3 edition.



Reading the docx skill before producing the markdown edition file
Reading the docx skill before producing the markdown edition file

The output format for this project is markdown, not docx, so I'll produce the .md file directly
per project convention.

Created afile, read afile

Created afile, read afile

Stage 3 edition is ready. Your four readings are integrated as authoritative throughout.
A few things worth your attention beyond the document itself:

The person alternation is the most interesting feature. With coronacionis nostre

felicis confirmed, there's no sustained singular voice — but the plural/singular split is not
random. The singular clusters tightly on the king's body, person, court,

seal, and coronation; the plural governs the formal acts of petition and decision. I've
flagged this in footnote 2 rather than overstating it, but given your dissertation's interest in
how Joan's authority is constructed, the pattern (the personal/bodily in the singular, the
institutional in the plural) may be more than registral habit.

The prosopography is where I'd be most cautious. Hugo de Sancta Pace tempts a reading
as Hug de Santa Pau (the Catalan family), but a Catalan noble holding fiefs in Lusignan
Cyprus and rendering homage by proctor would be a striking enough claim that I've leftit as
a follow-up lead rather than asserting the identification — exactly the kind of HTR-adjacent
over-resolution worth resisting until you can check it.

Three readings remain genuinely open and flagged for collation against the

original: insisten[tem], recom[mendetis], and sub limitari accepta. None affects the
document's substance, which is secure: homage for Cypriot fiefs deferred until after a
coronation postponed by Joan's illness.

Aca joani kingofcyprus homagium barchinona 1387 06 13
Document - MD
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