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I have another letter in Latin from 1387, written in fourteenth century Gothic Secretarial 
hand. It is in two parts, the first part in the image file titled f24v and the second part in the 
image file titled f25r. Please do your best to transcribe. 
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Examined manuscript pages to transcribe medieval Latin letter 

Examined manuscript pages to transcribe medieval Latin letter 

Here is my Stage 1 transcription of the letter spanning ff. 24v–25r: 

 

Document type: Latin letter, likely royal correspondence directed to a papal or 
ecclesiastical audience (given references to the pope, cardinals, and the bishop of 
Valencia). 

Principal actors: The sender appears to be Joan I; the addressee seems to be Pope 
Clement VII or a high ecclesiastical figure. Key figures mentioned include Jacobus (Jaume), 
cardinal and bishop of Valencia. 

 

f. 24v: 

Beatissime pater. Dudum per alias [?] et alias postea supplicationibus quadruplicatis 
intendimus [?] vestre [?] has presentatis [?] nobis et eos latores / quare dicto [?] / nobis de 
vota [?] subditorum [?] sinistrer [?] honores [?] extremas adversiones [?] fuit Valentie pre-
sentato / missione capelle [?] et Venerando [?] in episcopo patre / domino Jacobo / divina 
providencia [?] cardinali / nunc vero episcopo Valentino [?] / consanguineo carissimo me 
[?] commendis [?] et quod [?] eius affectibus qui hoc multa supplicata [?] / popularibus 
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clemencia vestra nomedicum [?] satisfecit / eiusdem clemencie egentis [?] in suis literis 
responsivis prioribus dans procesibus [?] latioribus eius [?] / et nisi agimus gracias 

f. 25r: 

per istum novissimum portatorem facimus supplicas [?] humillimas et devotas / necnon 
super his dicemus [?] nostris ambaxiatoribus / qui ad veram [?] eiusdem [?] presenciam [?] 
via communicata [?] dictat [?] / quod [?] vive [?] breviter [?] verius explicata communicare 
[?] / quod [?] voces apostolicam sanctitatem vestram petita [?] nostram [?] pro congruis 
laudis [?] pronus [?] exhortamur [?] / ut [?] benigne admittere et vos rescribere quecumque 
per vostris obsequiis et beneplacitis nos poterimus et postea quodocumque dignetur [?] / 
ad omnia et propter atque propositos [?] nos esse parotos [?] et vobis [?] eius [?] persona et 
summo pontifici grata et offerre [?] / libenter sine posse [?] paratos [?] quod [?] per [?] 
catholico domino nostro [?] vita eius / et futuris ac devotis filii [?] pati [?] posset [?]. 
Altissimus personam vestram conserver altissimus [?] / regimini [?] ecclesie sue per [?] 
tempora longiora. Data Barchinone / sub sigillo secreto [?] / acto [?] / nostro [?] titulo [?] 
abscripta [?] / xvi die decembris [?] anno a nativitate domini millesimo / ccc lxxx vii [?] 

Dominus rex mandavit in. P. de Beviure [?] 

 

Notes on this transcription: 

This is a difficult letter — the hand is rapid and heavily abbreviated, with significant ligature 
throughout. A few observations: 

1. f. 24v appears to be the closing section of an earlier portion of the letter, dealing 
with previous supplications made to the pope regarding Jacobus (Jaume d'Aragó), 
cardinal and bishop of Valencia — a figure consistent with the 1387 dating and Joan 
I's known ecclesiastical patronage network. 

2. f. 25r contains the closing formulae: a final supplication, the standard Altissimus 
personam vestram conserver valediction, the dating clause (Data Barchinone... xvi 
die decembris... millesimo ccc lxxx vii), and the mandating clause (Dominus rex 
mandavit) with what appears to be the secretary P. de Beviure. 

3. Many readings here are provisional — the density of abbreviations and the speed of 
the hand make several words genuinely ambiguous. I've marked heavily but want to 
flag in particular: the central substantive passage on f. 24v (the sequence 
around presentato / missione capelle) and the middle of f. 25r (around vive breviter 
verius explicata) as passages where I have lowest confidence. 



Ready for Stage 2 whenever you have HTR output or your own corrections. 

Here is the HTR output for Stage 2:  Gemini said This is another fascinating document from 
the Royal Chancery of the Crown of Aragon. The hand is a classic 14th-century Gothic 
cursive (secretarial), characterized by its long ascenders, looped descenders, and heavy 
use of abbreviations (sigla). Based on the images provided, here is the transcription. I have 
expanded the abbreviations in brackets [ ] to make the text more readable. Transcription of 
f. 24v [Line 1] [Beatissi]me pater. dudu[m] iteratis et alijs postea sup[er]venientib[us] 
quadruplicat[is] [Line 2] b[ea]titudinis vestre l[itte]ras p[re]sentat[is] nob[is] p[er] eo[rum] 
latores quaru[m] dila[ta]m nob[is] de [Line 3] n[ost]ris s[er]vitorib[us] p[er]misset 
honorib[us] extremi[us] adveniens fuit vltima p[re] [Line 4] sentat[a] in p[er]sona cap[itu]li 
p[er] r[everen]de[n]do in xp[ist]o patre[m] d[omi]no Jacobo divina p[ro]vide[ntia] [Line 5] -
tior nunc Cardinali tunc vero ep[iscop]o Valen[tino] consanguineo carissimo [Line 6] 
n[ost]ro conunctis q[uod] p[ro]inde n[ost]ris assenib[us] qui hoc multa inspata [insperata] 
p[ro]pular[u]m[que] [Line 7] clemencia vota n[ost]ra modicum sat fecit cu[m] de[m]ea 
egeam[us] cu[m] tuis l[itte]ris [Line 8] responsu[m] priorib[us] dans priorib[us] l[itte]ris 
eiu[m] / in n[ost]r[is] agim[us] gratias Transcription of f. 25r [Line 1] p[er] istum novissimum 
portitore[m] fure[n]das humillimas et devotas / necnon [Line 2] sup[er] his certis n[ost]ris 
ambaxiatorib[us] qui ad v[est]ram eiust[em] p[re]sencia[m] via vni [Line 3] nuata dictat / 
queda[m] v[re]re [vestre] b[eati]tudini oreten[us] explicanda comissim[us] quor[um] voces 
[Line 4] apl[ic]am sanctitate[m] coram ip[s]a n[ost]ra p[re]ce coniugim[us] laudu[m] 
p[ro]niis exlaru[m]as [Line 5] v[ost]ra b[eati]tudine benigne admittere et nob[is] rescribere 
queru[m]q[ue] p[er] v[ost]ris obsequijs et [Line 6] beneplacit[is] tunc poterimus et postea 
quado cu[m]q[ue] dignet[ur] ad om[ni]a et p[ro]mptos [Line 7] atq[ue] p[ro]mptissimos nos 
e[ss]re parat[os] r[esp]on[si]o r[e]verend[o] v[ost]ris g[rat]ia itant[em] [Line 8] offerrim[us] 
liberalissime posse f[r]aturos quicqd Rex catholicus do [Domino] xp[ist]o vira[m] [Line 9] 
vob[is] f[er]vurus ac devotus fili[us] par[er]e poterit. Alma p[er]sona v[ost]ram consuetet 
altiss[imus] [Line 10] sine in colume t[em]p[or]e su p[er]re p[er] t[em]p[or]a longiora. Dat[a] 
Barch[inone] sub sigillo s[e] [Line 11] creto n[ost]ro anulo subsignat[a]. xii. die marcij anno 
a nat[ivitate] d[omi]ni. Mill[esimo]. [Line 12] CCC. lxxxvij. [Signature/Address area] ( 
d[omi]n[u]s Rex ma[ndavit] ) ( m[ihi] p. d[e] bevini[us] ) 

Show more 
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Systematically reconciled manuscript readings against HTR output, adjudicating textual 
divergences 



Systematically reconciled manuscript readings against HTR output, adjudicating textual 
divergences 

Stage 2: Reconciliation 

I've compared both transcriptions against the manuscript images. The HTR (Gemini) output 
is substantially stronger than my initial attempt on this letter — the hand is rapid and 
dense, and the HTR correctly resolved many abbreviations and formulaic sequences I 
misread. That said, the HTR has its own problems, especially in the middle of f. 25r where 
the diplomatic language becomes dense. 

 

(A) Where HTR corrects the initial reading 

f. 24v: 

1. Line 1: HTR's iteratis et aliis postea supervenientibus is clearly correct over my per 
alias [?] et alias postea supplicationibus. The formulaic sense — "with repeated and 
other subsequently arriving [letters], quadruplicated" — is standard and the 
paleography supports it. 

2. Line 2: HTR's beatitudinis vestre litteras presentatis nobis per eorum latores quarum 
dilatam is far superior to my garbled reading. The grammar parses: "your Beatitude's 
letters presented to us through their bearers, the delay of which..." 

3. Line 3: nostris servitoribus (HTR) over my subditorum; adveniens fuit vltima over 
my adversiones fuit Valentie. The sense is "the last [letter] arriving" — vltima is 
clearly right and I misread it as Valentie. 

4. Line 4: HTR's in persona capituli per reverendo in Christo patrem is correct standard 
chancery formula. My missione capelle et Venerando was wrong. 

5. Line 5: HTR's nunc Cardinali tunc vero episcopo Valentino — "now Cardinal, then 
however bishop of Valencia" — makes perfect chronological sense for 1387, the 
year Jaume d'Aragó was elevated to the cardinalate. My reading had nunc vero 
episcopo which reversed the temporal logic. 

6. Line 7: HTR's vota nostra modicum satisfecit ("satisfied our wishes only a little") is a 
much better reading than my nomedicum. A diplomatically bold but plausible 
formulation. 



7. Dating clause (f. 25r, line 11): HTR's xii die marcii (12 March) is almost certainly 
correct over my xvi die decembris — confirmed by the filename convention "mar-
12." Also, nostro anulo subsignata is the correct formula over my garbled reading. 

8. f. 25r, line 3: HTR's quedam vestre beatitudini oretenus explicanda comisimus — 
"we have committed certain things to be explained orally to your Beatitude" — is 
standard ambassadorial instruction language and clearly correct. My reading was 
badly off here. 

9. f. 25r, line 6–7: HTR's promptos atque promptissimos nos esse paratos — "ready 
and most eager, we are prepared" — is excellent diplomatic Latin and far better than 
my propositos... parotos. 

 

(B) Where the initial reading is preferred 

1. f. 24v, line 8: My prioribus... latioribus seems more likely than HTR's 
repetition prioribus... prioribus. A scribe would not typically repeat the same word in 
such close proximity; latioribus ("broader/more extensive") modifying litteris makes 
better sense: "giving a response to the earlier [requests] in broader/more extensive 
letters." 

2. f. 25r, secretary name: My P. de Beviure is the correct identification of a known 
Aragonese chancery secretary. HTR's Bevinius is a misreading. 

3. f. 25r, line 1: My portatorem is at least as defensible as HTR's portitorem — both 
mean "bearer" and either is paleographically plausible, but portatorem is the more 
common form in this chancery's usage. 

 

(C) Where both remain uncertain 

1. f. 24v, line 3: The word HTR reads as permisset is unclear. It could 
be promisset (promised) or something else. Neither transcription is confident here. 
The sense would be something about honors promised/permitted to the king's 
servants, whose delay is being discussed. 

2. f. 24v, line 5: The fragment HTR reads as -tior at the start of the line, preceding nunc 
Cardinali. This should be the tail end of a word from line 4 — possibly part of a 
cardinal's titular designation (e.g., sancte... ecclesie... presbiter) or part 
of providencia. Neither transcription is satisfactory. Looking at the image, it might be 
the end of a longer title sequence for Jaume d'Aragó. 



3. f. 24v, line 6: The word HTR reads as inspata (suggesting insperata, "unhoped-for") 
vs. my supplicata. The manuscript is very difficult here. Insperata would yield "these 
many unhoped-for [things]," which could work in context (the pope's clemency 
being unexpectedly limited). But I'm not confident in either reading. 

4. f. 24v, line 6: conunctis (HTR) vs. my commendis. HTR's reading would give nostro 
coniunctis ("joined to our [kinsman]"?), which is grammatically awkward. 
My commendis doesn't work either. This word remains unresolved. 

5. f. 24v, line 8: The phrase in nostris agimus gratias (HTR) vs. my et nisi agimus 
gracias. Neither parses elegantly. Possibly inde agimus gratias ("therefore we give 
thanks") — but this is conjectural. 

6. f. 25r, line 1: The verb after portatorem/portitorem. HTR has furendas which isn't a 
word; my facimus supplicas doesn't quite work either. Possibly fundendas ("pouring 
forth") or faciendas — the word is genuinely illegible to me. The meaning should be 
something like "through this most recent bearer [we send/pour forth] most humble 
and devoted [prayers/supplications]." 

7. f. 25r, lines 4–5: This central passage is garbled in both transcriptions. The general 
sense should be an exhortation that the pope's apostolic sanctity deign to benignly 
admit [the ambassadors/prayers] and write back. But the precise wording 
around laudum proniis (HTR) / laudis pronus (mine) and exlarumas (HTR) 
/ exhortamur (mine) remains unclear. 

8. f. 25r, lines 7–9: The passage from offerimus through poterit is difficult in both 
readings. The general sense is an offer of obedience: "we offer most liberally to do 
whatever a Catholic king, devoted son [of the Church], owing his life to Christ the 
Lord, may be able to render to you." But the exact wording is uncertain — HTR's Rex 
catholicus is notable (and plausible as a self-description by Joan I in a papal letter, 
without the later Ferdinandine connotations), while fraturos is clearly wrong 
(perhaps facturos?). 

9. f. 25r, line 9–10: The valediction. The formula should be something like Almam 
personam vestram conservet altissimus sane et incolumem...per tempora longiora. 
HTR has Alma persona vostram consuetet altissimus / sine in colume which doesn't 
parse; my reading had the right elements but wrong order. The standard formula is 
recoverable even if the exact spelling is uncertain. 

 

(D) Reconciled Transcription 



Confidence levels: HIGH = secure reading; MED = probable but with minor 
uncertainty; LOW = best guess, uncertain. 

f. 24v: 

Beatissime pater. Dudum iteratis et aliis postea supervenientibus 
quadruplicatis [HIGH] beatitudinis vestre litteras presentatis nobis per eorum 
latores [HIGH] quarum dilatam nobis de [HIGH] nostris servitoribus permisset 
[?] [MED/LOW] honoribus extremius adveniens fuit vltima pre- [MED] sentata in persona 
capituli per reverendo in Christo patrem domino Jacobo divina providencia [HIGH] [?]-tior 
[?] nunc Cardinali tunc vero episcopo Valentino consanguineo carissimo [HIGH except for 
-tior] nostro coniunctis [?] [LOW] quod proinde nostris assensibus [?] [MED] qui hoc multa 
insperata [?] [LOW] popularumque [MED] clemencia vota nostra modicum 
satisfecit [MED] cum de ea egeamus [MED] cum suis litteris [MED] responsum prioribus 
dans latioribus litteris eium [?] [MED] / inde [?] agimus gratias [LOW] 

f. 25r: 

Per istum novissimum portatorem [HIGH] furendas [?] [LOW] humillimas et devotas / 
necnon [HIGH] super his certis nostris ambaxiatoribus [HIGH] qui ad vestram eiusdem 
presenciam via uni- [HIGH] nuata [?] dictat [?] [LOW] / quedam vestre beatitudini oretenus 
explicanda comisimus [HIGH] quorum voces [MED] apostolicam sanctitatem coram ipsa 
nostra prece coniugimus [?] [LOW] laudum proniis [?] [LOW] exhortamur [?] [LOW] vostra 
beatitudine benigne admittere et nobis rescribere [HIGH] querumque per vostris obsequiis 
et [HIGH] beneplacitis tunc poterimus et postea quandocumque dignetur [HIGH] ad 
omnia et promptos [HIGH] atque promptissimos nos esse paratos [HIGH] [response/offer 
formula — uncertain] [LOW] offerimus liberalissime posse facturos [?] [MED] quicquid rex 
catholicus domino Christo vitam [?] [MED/LOW] vobis fervurus [?] ac devotus filius parere 
poterit [MED]. Almam personam vestram conservet altissimus [HIGH — reconstructed 
formula] sane et incolumem [?] [MED] ecclesie sue per tempora longiora [HIGH]. Data 
Barchinone sub sigillo se- [HIGH] creto nostro anulo subsignata [HIGH]. xii. die marcii 
anno a nativitate domini Millesimo [HIGH] CCC lxxxvii [HIGH]. 

Dominus Rex mandavit mihi P. de Beviure [HIGH] 

 

Summary assessment: The letter is Joan I writing to Clement VII at Avignon, dated 12 
March 1387, from Barcelona. It references a series of prior letters (quadruplicated!) 
concerning Jaume d'Aragó, now cardinal, formerly bishop of Valencia, and the king's 
dissatisfaction that papal clemency has only modestly satisfied his wishes. The king 
announces ambassadors who will convey further instructions orally, offers his obedience 



as a devoted Catholic son of the Church, and closes with the standard valediction. The 
secretary is P. de Beviure. 

The HIGH-confidence portions give us the diplomatic framework clearly; the LOW-
confidence passages in the middle — particularly the substantive complaints on f. 24v and 
the transitional formula on f. 25r lines 4–8 — would benefit from your paleographic eye. 
Ready for Stage 3 whenever you're satisfied, or happy to revisit specific passages. 

Here is my best attempt at transcribing last three lines of 24v: [line6] nostro contentibus 
quae pervide nostris affectibus qui hoc multa instancia postulanius [line 7] clemencia 
vostra nominesdictimus facer fecit, eidem clmentie egirtius cum nostris literis [line 8] 
responsuus prioribus datis [prioribus] laboribus errorem, e nunc agictius gratias. Now here 
is my best attempt at transcribing f.25r lines 4-8: [line 4] aplicanam sanctitatem vostram 
propropterea nostra parte condiguis laudum prioruiis exlacuras [line 5] sancti ipsa benigne 
admittere et nobis restribere quetumquae pro vostris obsequiis et [line 6] beneplacitis 
nunc potercuius et postea quandocumquae dignetere, ad omnia eius promptos [line 7] 
atquae promptissimos nos ecciem sacrostem et vobis eius sponso et fiirmo[n] pontis 
gratorriter [line 8] offeriraus, liberitissimie proposse facturos quctquid Rex catholicus vero 
Christi vita, 

3:19 AM 

Reconciled paleographic readings against manuscript images and Latin grammar 

Reconciled paleographic readings against manuscript images and Latin grammar 

This is extremely helpful — your readings resolve several of the worst cruxes and open up 
the meaning of passages that were opaque to both me and the HTR. Let me work through 
these carefully, noting where your paleographic readings clarify the Latin and where I think 
slight adjustments to letter-form interpretation might be needed to produce grammatical 
sense. 

 

f. 24v, Lines 6–8 

Line 6: 

Your contentibus is a significant advance over both HTR's coniunctis and my commendis — 
it gives proper ablative syntax. Quae pervide nostris affectibus — I wonder 
whether pervide might be proinde ("consequently/therefore"), which is extremely common 
in chancery Latin and could look very similar in this hand. That would yield: nostro 



contentibus, quae proinde nostris affectibus... — "our [kinsman], being content with which, 
consequently with our desires..." 

Your multa instancia postulavimus (adjusting postulanius slightly for grammar) is a major 
breakthrough. This makes far better diplomatic sense than either insperata (HTR) 
or supplicata (mine): "which we requested with much insistence." The king is reminding the 
pope that he has been persistent. 

Line 7: 

Clemencia vostra nominesdictimus facer fecit — this is the hardest phrase on the folio. I 
wonder if what you're reading as nominesdictimus might be nonnisi modicum ("nothing but 
a little"), which I had partially in my initial reading and which the HTR also approximated. 
The sequence nonnisi modicum satisfecit — "your clemency satisfied only modestly" — is 
diplomatically pointed but grammatically sound, and the minims of nonnisi 
modicum could easily present as the longer string you're reading. 

Your eidem clementie is clearly right (dative, "to this same clemency"). The word you read 
as egirtius — could this be exigentius or perhaps egentius ("more needfully")? Either would 
work: "more urgently/needfully writing to that same clemency with our letters." 

Line 8: 

Responsivis prioribus datis — your datis is an excellent correction over my dans and makes 
the ablative absolute work: "with responsive [letters] given to the earlier ones." 

Laboribus errorem — I'm less certain here. Could laboribus be latioribus ("in broader 
terms"), as I initially read? And errorem might be earum or eorum, referring back to the 
letters? The sense would be: "giving a response to the earlier [letters] in broader terms 
regarding them." 

E nunc agictius gratias — your e nunc is interesting but I wonder if the underlying reading 
is inde agimus gratias ("therefore we give thanks") or possibly et nunc agimus gratias ("and 
now we give thanks"). The word you're reading as agictius likely ends in -mus rather than -
tius given that agimus is the standard form with gratias. 

Proposed reconstruction of f. 24v, ll. 6–8: 

nostro contentibus, quae proinde [?] nostris affectibus qui hoc multa instancia 
postulavimus / clemencia vostra nonnisi modicum [?] satisfecit, eidem clementie egentius 
[?] cum nostris litteris / responsivis prioribus datis latioribus [?] earum [?] / et nunc [?] 
agimus gratias 



Meaning: "...our [kinsman], being content with which — consequently, for our desires, 
which we requested with much insistence — your clemency satisfied only modestly. 
Writing more needfully to that same clemency with our letters, giving responses to the 
earlier ones in broader terms regarding them, and now we give thanks." 

 

f. 25r, Lines 4–8 

Line 4: 

Your apostolicam sanctitatem vostram propterea nostra parte is a significant improvement 
— "your apostolic sanctity, on our behalf" parses cleanly. 

Condiguis laudum prioruiis exlacuras — I think what you're seeing as prioruiis might 
be preconiis, which would give condignis laudum preconiis — "with worthy praises of 
acclaim." The word exlacuras remains difficult; possibly exhortamur or exhortaturas — but 
your reading of the letter forms doesn't support that. I'd leave this LOW confidence. 

Line 5: 

Your sancti ipsa — could this be sanctitas ipsa (nominative), meaning "that your sanctity 
itself [deign to] benignly admit"? That would make excellent sense as the subject 
of admittere. 

Restribere for rescribere — either is defensible as scribal orthography, but rescribere ("to 
write back") is the intended word. 

Line 7: 

This is where your reading makes the biggest difference. Vobis eius sponso et summo 
pontifici — reading your fiirmo pontis as summo pontifici — is the key phrase. "To you, her 
[i.e., the Church's] spouse and supreme pontiff" is exactly right for a letter to Clement VII. 
The eius refers back to ecclesie (the Church), and the king is offering himself ready to serve 
the pope in his dual role as mystical spouse of the Church and supreme pontiff. This 
resolves what was completely opaque in both earlier transcriptions. 

Your ecciem sacrostem — I think this must be ecclesie sacrosancte or possibly esse 
sacrosancte [matris ecclesie] — the exact word boundaries are unclear but the reference 
to the holy Church is unmistakable. 

Gratorriter — likely gratanter ("willingly") or gratariter, both attested in medieval diplomatic 
Latin. 

Line 8: 



Offerimus libentissime posse facturos — adjusting your offeriraus liberitissimie 
proposse slightly for grammar — "we offer [ourselves] most willingly to be able to do." 
Your Rex catholicus is confirmed, and vero Christi vita likely reads domino Christo 
vitam (dative) — "owing [his] life to Christ the Lord." 

Proposed reconstruction of f. 25r, ll. 4–8: 

apostolicam sanctitatem vostram propterea nostra parte condignis laudum preconiis [?] 
exhortamur [?] / sanctitas [?] ipsa benigne admittere et nobis rescribere quecumque pro 
vostris obsequiis et / beneplacitis nunc poterimus et postea quandocumque dignetur, ad 
omnia eius promptos / atque promptissimos nos esse sacrosancte [ecclesie?] et vobis eius 
sponso et summo pontifici gratanter [?] / offerimus libentissime posse facturos quicquid 
Rex catholicus domino [?] Christo vitam [?] 

Meaning: "...we exhort your apostolic sanctity on our behalf with worthy praises of acclaim 
— [that] your sanctity itself deign to benignly admit [our ambassadors] and write back to us 
whatever [you wish] for your services and pleasures, both now as we are able and 
afterward whenever [you] deign; we offer ourselves ready and most eager for all things of 
the holy Church and to you, her spouse and supreme pontiff, willingly [declaring] most 
freely that we are able to do whatever a Catholic king owing his life to Christ the Lord..." 

 

The sponso et summo pontifici identification is the single most important reading here — it 
anchors the entire theological and diplomatic register of the closing. Shall I proceed to 
Stage 3, or would you like to revisit any of these passages first? 

Before moving to Stage 3, I have a question. Have we made enough progress on the 
transcription so that we have an idea of what the writer (King Joan) is asking for or 
complaining about? 

3:24 AM 

Reconstructed letter's general intent but specifics remain elusive 

Reconstructed letter's general intent but specifics remain elusive 

That's a fair and important question. The honest answer is: we know the diplomatic 
posture clearly, but the specific substantive demand is deliberately left vague in this letter 
— and I think that's by design rather than a gap in our transcription. 

Here's what we can piece together: 



What's clear: Joan has written to Clement VII repeatedly — the quadruplicatis tells us this 
is at least the fourth round of correspondence on the same matter. The issue involves 
honors or preferments (honoribus) for the king's servants (servitoribus), and Jaume d'Aragó, 
the king's kinsman and now cardinal (formerly bishop of Valencia), has been centrally 
involved — the last papal letter was presented through him. Joan is dissatisfied: papal 
clemency has only modicum satisfecit, satisfied his wishes modestly. He's now escalating 
by sending ambassadors who will explain matters oretenus — orally, in person. 

What's not stated: The letter never specifies which honors or benefices are at issue. This is 
almost certainly intentional. The substantive content — the actual asks — has been 
committed to the ambassadors to deliver verbally (quedam vestre beatitudini oretenus 
explicanda comisimus). This letter is essentially the diplomatic wrapper: it frames the 
emotional register (frustration, persistence, but couched in obedient filial language), 
establishes that the king has been patient, and authorizes the ambassadors to speak on 
his behalf. 

So this reads as a letter of credence and complaint rather than a petition per se. The real 
business would have been transacted face-to-face at Avignon. Given the March 1387 date 
— just weeks into Joan's reign — this likely connects to the broader embassy dossier we've 
already worked on, where Joan was lobbying Clement VII on multiple fronts: marriage 
dispensations, ecclesiastical benefices, and patronage for his network. 

Does that match your sense of the document, or do you think the damaged/uncertain 
passages on f. 24v might contain more specific content than I'm giving them credit for? 

Can you help me with understanding the function, grammatically and in meaning, of the 
phrase "missionem capelli pro reverendo in Christo patre" in line 4 of f24v? 

3:27 AM 

Deciphered cardinal's hat terminology and wrestled with grammatical construction 

Deciphered cardinal's hat terminology and wrestled with grammatical construction 

This is an excellent catch, and it potentially transforms our understanding of the letter's 
specific content. 

The key word is capelli — genitive of capellum/capellus. In papal diplomatic usage, 
the capellum rubeum (red hat) is the cardinal's hat, the physical symbol of elevation to the 
cardinalate. The missio capelli — the "sending of the hat" — was a real administrative 
event: when a cardinal was created, the pope formally dispatched the hat, often through an 
intermediary or with accompanying letters. 



So missionem capelli pro reverendo in Christo patre domino Jacobo would mean: "the 
sending of the [cardinal's] hat for the reverend father in Christ, lord Jaume." 

This makes the entire letter suddenly much more concrete. Joan isn't being vague about 
what he's been petitioning for — he's talking about the process of Jaume d'Aragó's 
cardinalatial elevation, and the papal letters that accompanied or concerned the dispatch 
of the hat. 

On the grammar: the difficulty is how missionem (accusative) connects to the surrounding 
clause. Looking back at the passage as we have it — adveniens fuit vltima presentata 
missionem capelli pro reverendo in Christo patre — the accusative doesn't have an obvious 
governing verb. There are a few possibilities: 

1. It could be ablative missione capelli, which would solve the problem neatly as an 
ablative of attendant circumstance: "the last [letter] was presented on the occasion 
of the sending of the hat for the reverend father in Christ, lord Jaume." I wonder if this 
is what the manuscript actually shows — my own initial transcription had missione, 
and the difference between final -m and -e in this hand is often hard to distinguish. 

2. Accusative of reference or respect, somewhat loose but not uncommon in 
chancery Latin: "the last [letter] was presented concerning the sending of the hat..." 

3. It could be governed by a verb we're misreading earlier in the clause — perhaps 
the presentata carries a double function, or there's a circa or super hiding in the 
uncertain readings of line 3. 

My instinct is that option 1 is most likely — ablative missione capelli — and that the reading 
in the manuscript is probably -e not -em. But either way, the meaning is the same: the last 
papal letter Joan received was connected to the formal process of sending the cardinal's 
hat to his kinsman Jaume d'Aragó. 

This also reframes the complaint. Joan isn't just generically unhappy — he's saying that 
even in the context of this major honor (the cardinalate for his cousin), the pope's clemency 
has only modicum satisfecit. Perhaps the elevation came with fewer concurrent benefices 
or privileges than Joan had lobbied for, or perhaps there were conditions or delays 
attached. The multa instancia with which he has petitioned suggests a protracted 
negotiation. 

Does the manuscript give you any clarity on whether the final letter 
of missionem/missione is -m or -e? 

Missionem definitely ends with the letter m. Ok, at this point I'd like you to do your best to 
put everything together for Stage 3 of our process. 



3:30 AM 

Determined markdown format for Stage 3 deliverable compilation 

Determined markdown format for Stage 3 deliverable compilation 

Now let me build the Stage 3 markdown deliverable. 

Synthesized information to advance Stage 3 process 

Synthesized information to advance Stage 3 process 

Here's the Stage 3 deliverable. A few things worth flagging: 

The translation of the opening period on f. 24v is necessarily somewhat interpretive — the 
chancery Latin is extraordinarily subordinated, with the main verb (satisfecit) delayed by 
several clauses of nested reference. I've tried to keep the English readable while preserving 
the rhetorical architecture, but there are places where I had to make judgment calls about 
clause boundaries. 

Your missionem capelli and eius sponso et summo pontifici readings are the two anchors 
that give this letter its specific historical significance. The first tells us the letter is directly 
tied to the process of Jaume d'Aragó's cardinalatial elevation; the second reveals the full 
theological register of Joan's obedience rhetoric. Without those, this would read as a 
generic letter of complaint — with them, it's a precisely targeted piece of early-reign 
diplomacy. 

The eleven items in the unresolved ambiguities section are honest about what we still can't 
read, but I don't think any of them materially changes the interpretation. The letter's 
function is clear: complaint about insufficient papal response, announcement of 
ambassadors, and a declaration of obedience calibrated to remind Clement that a 
cooperative Aragonese king is worth accommodating. 

Aca joani clementvii 12march1387 f24v 25r 

Document · MD  

Ok, I have one more question. Earlier in this chat, you identified the other HTR output as 
coming from Gemini. How did you know that? 

3:36 AM 

Recognized user's own labeling rather than independent identification 

Recognized user's own labeling rather than independent identification 



Nothing clever on my part — you introduced it with "Gemini said" at the top of the paste. I 
just picked up on your own label. 

Haha, yes I see that I accidentally included that in my copy/paste by mistake. Thank you for 
being willing to work with another LLM's output even though it is a competitor. 

3:37 AM 

Opted for warmth and brevity 

Opted for warmth and brevity 

Ha — no professional jealousy here. The HTR output was genuinely useful regardless of its 
source, and on this particular letter it outperformed my initial attempt on several key 
readings. The whole point of Stage 2 is to get the best transcription possible by triangulating 
between multiple readings and the manuscript, so the more inputs the better. Bring 
whatever tools are working for you. 

Want to be notified when Claude responds? 
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