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Abstract
This article responds to the current interventions regarding spatio- and linguistic diversity in the digital humanities (DHs). Previous
work has focused on the practitioners of DHs themselves, the diversity of projects, the geographical diversity of peoples and pla-
ces which such projects represent, and others. Some literature has considered multilingual DH, whether a non-Anglophone DH is
possible, or a DH ‘accent’. This article pushes these boundaries further by considering forms of historical linguistic hybridity for lan-
guages, language varieties, and groups of people that are no longer extant. It considers one text in particular, the Dictionnaire de la
langue franque, to show that, although ‘mixed’ languages are the norm in all societies, forms of hybridity are often left by the way-
side in favour of increasing heterogeneity. This observation, in turn, leads to a taxonomy of definitional elusiveness.

1 Introduction1

This article responds to the current debate regarding
spatio- and linguistic diversity in the digital humanities
(DHs). Earlier attempts have gone some way in
attempting to ‘broaden out’ the field, either by insisting
on increased diversity in terms of the geographical loca-
tion of DH projects, the projects themselves, or the peo-
ple and places that such projects represent. Recently,
terms such as ‘multilingual DHs’, or variations of this
syntagm, have begun to appear in various fora includ-
ing in scholarly literature (Horvath, 2021; Nilsson-
Fern�andez and Dombrowski, forthcoming), as well as
on various blogs, conferences, and professional organi-
zations. Some scholars, such as Dombrowski (2022),
have argued that ‘Non-English DH is not a thing’.
Usefully, she complicates the question of non-English
DH, showing how power and scholarly communica-
tions are more problematic than is usually assumed
across a variety of phenomena, including time zones,
language of publication, journals in particular lan-
guages, etc. In a wide-ranging address, Dombrowski
(2022) usefully frames multilingual DH in terms of
broader questions relating to the field, articulating
questions such as: ‘who holds the keys to power? What
languages are call for proposals in?’ She notes that
many of these issues are ‘recursive problems’.

An international network for scholars using DH
tools and methods on languages other than English has
also been formed.2 Other work has argued for greater
language sensitivity and diversity in DH (Spence and
Brandao, 2021), focused on the challenges of not using
English as the dominant language in DH projects
(Priani Saisó, 2020), or using non-Latin scripts
(Wagner, 2020).3 There also exists the much older
work of a standing committee on ‘Multi-lingualism
and Multi-Culturalism’ as part of the Alliance of
Digital Humanities Organizations (ADHO), which is
‘charged with developing and promoting policies in
ADHO and its constituent organizations that will help
them to become more linguistically and culturally in-
clusive in general terms, and especially in the areas
where linguistic and cultural matters play a role’.4

Another initiative includes Global Outlook::DHs (GO::
DH), as a Special Interest Group of ADHO ‘to help
break down barriers that hinder communication and
collaboration’.5 And a recently created ‘Section’ of
Modern Languages Open, entitled Digital Modern
Languages, aims to ‘bring together and expand re-
search that engages with digital culture, media and
technologies in relation to languages other than
English’ (Spence and Wells, 2021, p. 1). This article
takes these forms of representation further, by arguing
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for a taxonomy of definitional elusiveness in DH.
Efforts to increase linguistic diversity in DH have so far
been made on various fronts, from scholars mainly lo-
cated in the USA and Europe. Advocacy for increased
linguistic diversity often comes in the form of arguing
for specific languages, that is to say, standard lan-
guages (French, English, Italian, etc.). Less emphasis
has been placed on forms of language that do not fit
neatly into any one language category. This is particu-
larly the case for contact languages.6 One such instance
is the so-called Mediterranean Lingua Franca (MLF),
an extinct trade language, with a Romance lexical base
used around the Mediterranean basin and discussed
later in this article.

The article briefly canvasses some recent moves in
DH to look at spatio- and linguistic diversity in DH,
before considering just one specific cultural object from
the past—a dictionary written by an anonymous au-
thor in 1830. This dictionary, entitled Dictionnaire de
la langue franque ou petit mauresque, is an excellent
example of a hybrid linguistic space which can be taken
as a case-study, I argue, for historical forms of language
and texts that do not fit into a particular taxonomy, or
for whom no one in the contemporary world is advo-
cating.7 Towards the end of the article, I turn to ques-
tions of digital hybridity as a form of definitional
elusiveness. A brief conclusion is provided.

So far, few projects in DH have attempted to apply
digital methodologies to multilingual environments.
One exception is Oberholzer and Kunzmann (2017),
whose research project VerbaAlpina investigates the
specific Alpine lexis in the multilingual Alpine region
where different dialects and languages from the
Germanic, Romance, and Slavic language families are
spoken. In particular, they focus on the methodology
used to transfer analogue data from traditional linguis-
tic atlases and dictionaries into a digital format. This
approach allows for representation and comparison of
traditional geolinguistic data within a digital and multi-
lingual research environment open to the public realm.
Other projects have similarly focused on websites for
the study of dialectal lexicon, such as Galician and
Portuguese heritage lexicon (Negro Romero and
Palmou, 2020). Both these projects focus on extant
users of language. While Oberholzer and Kunzmann
(2017) also make use of linguistic data from historical
dictionaries, one also finds a corresponding modern
community who continues to speak these languages,
whether in the past or surviving. This is not the case
with mixed languages which are no longer spoken,
such as that contained in the Dictionnaire. Projects
such as these are fundamental for representation of
peoples and the languages they use. But the further
application of DH in the area of multilingual contact
has broader significance too, since it allows us

to model the emergence of these very contact varieties
(e.g. Tria et al., 2015). It also provides a method for
digital representation of hybrid linguistic data—and
makes that data more available to researchers. There is
still much work to be done in ‘exposing’ invisible col-
lections of the many languages in the world. Indeed,
Thieberger (2017) points to 7,000 such languages.

Similarly to the present paper, earlier studies have
also argued for greater diversity in DH, and particu-
larly with regard to modern data. Little work has been
done on forms of historical representation. The result is
that, in the case of certain paradigms, ‘there may be
other worlds, other DHs that we do not recognize’
(Risam, 2017, p. 381), that generate a need to ‘reshape
power dynamics creating centers and peripheries’
(p. 379). One repository is the African Online Digital
Library. This resource houses multiple projects. It is fa-
cilitated by Michigan State University’s DH centre. The
institutional framework in Anglophone academia is
also a focus in a paper by Pitman and Taylor. They
consider how institutional frameworks of modern lan-
guages ‘can contribute a much more diverse range of
projects and materials conducted in languages other
than English’ (2017, para 2). In the case of the
Dictionnaire, there is no extant group, university, li-
brary, or advocate, that is representing the historical
people(s) who spoke and used the forms of language
that the dictionary is purporting to describe—they have
‘fallen through the cracks’ of history. But this is pre-
cisely where DH tools in modern languages depart-
ments can benefit both the discipline and the object of
study itself. In other words, modern languages’ ‘find-
ings as regards digital content creation in various
locales and communities around the globe can provide
insights that would enrich DH, and contribute to its
ongoing shaping of itself as a discipline’ (Pitman and
Taylor, 2017, para 24).

The lack of interest in ‘mixed’ forms of language and
cultural hybridity may be due to historical and cultural
reasons, at least in part. More and more, scholars are
paying attention to ‘issues related to ethnicity, gender,
race, language, and class’ (Galina Russell, 2014,
p. 308). While questions of representation largely re-
volve in and around a US context, scholars have noted
that the earlier debate ‘was exclusive of other national
contexts’ (p. 308). Galina Russell calls for DH work to
incorporate scholars ‘from a broader range of countries
and linguistic backgrounds than are currently repre-
sented’ (p. 308). Nation-states are a decidedly contem-
porary construction, as are the languages that ‘map’ on
to these states. It is perhaps unsurprising, then, that
forms of hybridity (cultural, linguistic, whatever) are
often less represented than other ‘standard’ languages,
which more clearly embody the nation-states in which
they are spoken.8
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A rejection of these boundaries finds a parallel in lit-
erary studies. Recent work has mooted the possibility
of discounting ‘the literary-historical way of modeling
culture altogether, in favor of a model that disregards
periodization, or that is uninterested in historical
change, or that denies the existence of “literature” as a
category’ (Flanders and Jannidis, 2019, p. 3). While
that work is not directly concerned with language, the
principle of rejecting particular taxonomies for a
broader confluence of methods is one for which DH is
well-primed to provide an answer. Indeed, the plurality
of DH is one of its greatest strengths in developing new
modes of scholarship and communication (see also
Fitzpatrick, 2012). For example, Horvath (2021) intro-
duces some topical collaborative projects that have
sought to strengthen language diversity in DH.9 In par-
ticular, she describes the preliminary insights from the
Disrupting Digital Knowledge Infrastructures collec-
tive,10 lessons from her pilot graduate course (DHs and
East Asian Studies: Theory and Practice), as well as the
role and significance of the DARIAH-EU supported
OpenMethods platform. A useful coda to her paper
deals with the challenge of teaching, and how ‘showing
students techniques and tools compatible with Asian
characters can reveal a curious dual approach to think
about the intersection between multilingualism and
DH and their impact on each other, which is both real-
istic and empowering’ (p. 12). Flanders and Jannidis’
paper, and Horvath’s examples, demonstrate practices
that reject the current taxonomies. These include di-
verse aspects such as traditional periodizations, as in
the case of Flanders and Jannidis’ work, or by combin-
ing areas of practice such as multilingualism and DH,
in order to create new approaches to data. In addition
to showing recent initiatives carried out on multilin-
gualism and DH, both papers also offer examples of
new ways of either combining traditional approaches
to produce new knowledge, or deal with different types
of data (e.g. Asian characters) by new means. This is
precisely the same framework being argued for here, in
terms of historical, hybrid linguistic data, and digi-
tal methods.

One form of linguistic hybridity currently under-
represented in the literature is contact languages,
especially contact languages of the past. Typically, the
domain of historical linguistics or corpus linguistics
(e.g. Ebensgaard Jensen, 2014), DH has made steady
progress in ‘broadening out’ to languages other than
English. This also includes a broadening out to margin-
ally represented groups. At least two reasons can be
identified. The first is the (relative) cultural power of
DH itself, and the so-called centres of attraction that
are based in predominantly Anglophone countries, par-
ticularly the USA and parts of Europe (Risam, 2017).
In this regard, the ‘opening out’ towards greater

inclusivity is ‘to some extent hampered by a lack of lin-
guistic diversity’ (Mahony, 2018, p. 371). Secondly,
one must also realize the limitations of being able to
work with multiple languages in multiple technologies,
and the restrictions imposed by both language and the
computer. To date, ‘most available methods for com-
putational text analysis are developed to operate on
monolingual corpora’ (Maier et al., 2022, p. 19; see
also Reber, 2019). Dombrowski (2020) has (usefully)
complicated the process of preparing non-English texts
for computational analysis, interrogating the very no-
tion of what a ‘word’ is.11 She shows how preparing
texts for computational analysis is not a straightfor-
ward task, and that, at the current state of the field,
one is only able to deal with a restricted number of lan-
guages—and a restricted number of tasks.

The next sections in this article look at the
Dictionnaire as a hybrid linguistic space. They discuss
forms of digital representation as it currently stands,
and the implications of such representation for
researchers. Not only does the issue become problem-
atic of defining what a ‘word’ is in MLF research, but
the appropriate descriptor for the variety itself has also
been called into question. These issues can be seen to
be a case-study of the representation of contact lan-
guages in DH more generally as well as examples of
definitional elusiveness, as discussed later on.

2 The Dictionnaire as a hybrid
linguistic space

One of the main issues in linguistic diversity in DH is
precisely ‘where the data come from’ (Galina Russell,
2014, p. 308). The problem of ‘diverse forms of data’ is
ongoing. It is not exclusive to DH. Fiormonte, for ex-
ample, has noted that ‘it is difficult to quantify the costs
of monolingualism in DH’ [difficile quantificare i costi
del monolinguismo nelle DH] and that ‘these costs are
exacerbated by the specific disadvantage associated
with the difficulty in translating into a lingua franca the
results of research carried out on non-anglophone cul-
tural objects (and often plurilingual, such as ancient
texts, etc.)’ (Fiormonte, 2017, p. 123).12 While data
constitute one side of the coin, another important as-
pect in multilingual approaches to text analysis is the
tools and methods for language analysis on which this
approach is based. It is true that ‘for under-resourced
languages the absence of preprocessing tools and
corpora is a major obstacle’ (Vanetik and Litvak,
2019, p. 20). In order to achieve good results, large
high-quality annotated corpora are needed for training.

These questions become central when attempting to
digitally (re)present forms of hybrid language in the
past. One example of a hybrid language no longer used
(written or spoken) is the so-called MLF—an extinct
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trade language, with a Romance lexical base, used
around the Mediterranean basin, from anywhere be-
tween the late medieval to early modern periods.
Therefore, part of the analysis which follows traces
how researchers have aimed to discern the presence of
MLF in historical documents.13 The reality of Lingua
Franca ‘is not easily tangible, as has been remarked
throughout the history of its study, analysis, and
description’. Indeed, for over a century, ‘the notion of
Lingua Franca has been constantly constructed and
deconstructed’ (Selbach, 2017, p. 253). I suggest that
what is missing from current analyses of MLF is not a
disregard of the tools from historical linguistics, but
that they have been applied incorrectly or inconsis-
tently (Brown, 2022). Part of this article provides an
analysis of one of the most well-known documents
which purportedly records MLF phenomena—the
Dictionnaire de la langue franque of 1830, now held in
the Biblioth�eque Nationale de France (BNF). The
Dictionnaire, composed by an anonymous author, and
published in Marseille, has been termed ‘the only com-
prehensive source’ [die einzige umfassende Quelle] by
Schuchardt (quoted in Coates, 1971, p. 25). When
these factors are taken into consideration—that is,
when the text is placed within its proper sociolinguistic
and historical context—the unremarkable linguistic
phenomena recorded in the Dictionnaire are brought
to light.

Selbach notes how certain researchers ‘seemingly
over-endorse the notion [of lingua franca] and have a
tendency to provide a larger and highly inflated corpus
(e.g. Rossetti, 2002); others deconstruct the notion of
Lingua Franca at large, questioning the very idea of a
specific language entity (e.g. Aslanov, 2002)’. It is (pre-
sumably) a similar language, if not the very same, to
the one Burke (2004, p. 127) refers when he describes
‘the original lingua franca’ as being ‘a mix of Venetian,
Portuguese, and Arabic that was known in the
Mediterranean world in the Middle Ages’. Even a study
looking specifically at MLF in the Mediterranean in a
historical framework, where we may hope to find
traces of its presence, warns us not to confuse the term
‘lingua franca’ with ‘Lingua Franca proper’ (Cremona,
1997, p. 53; his emphasis). Here, we are told that, dur-
ing the seventeenth century, MLF was ‘much in evi-
dence during this period in spoken exchanges between
Moslems and Christians’ (p. 53).14 Nolan has recently
investigated the ‘fact and fiction’ of Lingua Franca
studies, noting that ‘the potential unreliability of some
witness’ accounts combines with the native language(s)
bias of the writers and idiolectal variation, rendering
their examples of Lingua Franca less credible’ (2020, p.
83). In yet another case, Wansbrough’s (1996) study
conflates, in a purposeful way, both transfer mecha-
nisms and the object of his analysis, which spans a

period from 1500 BCE to 1500 CE. His focus is on the
standard procedures of contact, noting that ‘Lingua
franca refers to the several natural languages that
served as vehicle in the transfer, but also to the format
itself’ (p. vii).

The question of naming the language variety de-
scribed in the Dictionnaire is crucial for the way in
which researchers have subsequently categorized the
data they have worked with—be it from the
Dictionnaire, or any other source. The problem is par-
ticularly acute when the goal has been to ascribe MLF
phenomena to other linguistic varieties. These varieties
have usually been national standards of Romance ver-
naculars (excluding some obvious influences of Arabic
and Turkish), thereby disregarding the potential dialec-
tal variation around the Mediterranean basin which
may have contributed to the formation of MLF. In this
regard, the glottonym lingua franca is no different to
any other linguistic descriptor. As Pountain (2016,
p. 638) has said, ‘use of a language name does not
imply the existence of a readily identifiable Abstand
language’. Similarly, adoption of the term lingua franca
by the anonymous author of the Dictionnaire does not
imply a corresponding reality in either a diachronic or
synchronic sense. The glottonym lingua franca is re-
lated to the broader historical context and linguistic
historiography of late nineteenth-century philology in
which Schuchardt was himself immersed. This, too, has
had implications for perpetuating the MLF myth.15 Let
us briefly consider this context before moving to the
previous taxonomies that have been proposed for MLF
data, and how DH can help to shed light on contact
languages of the past.

Many of the MLF headwords appear numerous
times for different French terms. For example, the MLF
entry adesso is given as the corresponding element for
both the French maintenant and présent. Similarly,
MLF cascar is provided as the only entry for French
s’écrouler, glisser, tomber, couler, écouler. This may be
evidence for a lack of lexical diversification in MLF.
Other studies of contact languages have shown that, af-
ter initial mixing takes place, we are likely to see wide
polymorphy in the koine pool before levelling occurs
(Britain, 2012, p. 224).16 It is only in a subsequent pe-
riod that multiple features may become levelled, but
different semantic terms are likely to remain. In this
sense, the entries recorded in the Dictionnaire do not
appear to be representative of a separate variety,
whether it has creolized or not.17

If one eliminates the duplicates in the MLF column
from the 2,120 total number of entries in the
Dictionnaire, 1,887 unique lexemes remain. Even a
cursory glance at these entries, however, suggests a lack
of complexity and diversity. As such, it is difficult to
understand how they could be presented as evidence
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for a distinct variety of Romance. Of these 1,887
unique items, 697 are written the same as standard
Italian.18 Of these 697, a further 583 items may be sub-
tracted whose orthography is clearly designed to mirror
Italian pronunciation, but whose phonology is ulti-
mately unknown. These include items such as taska,
soupa, pépé, etc. Combining both categories (same lex-
eme and orthography), one arrives at a figure of 1,280
unique MLF items; in other words, a sizeable 68% of
the total corpus can be said to be the same as standard
Tuscan forms. This figure can be further increased, by
considering items whose stem is exactly the same as
standard Italian, but whose desinence shows a non-
Italian element, for example, dios, attention, and pen-
siéré. These items bring the total count to 1,366, or
72% of the total corpus. Of the remaining elements,
one finds a different lexical root (as in boriqua
‘donkey’), or some feature indicative of phonetic
change (poder ‘to be able’). Nevertheless, these catego-
ries combined are relatively small when compared with
the overall corpus, representing only 26% of all
MLF entries.

At what point can we say this variety ever existed,
particularly when the recorded forms show such a high
degree of similarity, if not exactitude, with standard
Italian, let alone other Romance varieties? This is not
to deny that the author of the Dictionnaire recorded
forms that historically existed, or that what has been
passed down is a faithful attempt to record certain
forms of this language by the author. But these words
are not unexpected in an environment of language con-
tact, and show no evidence of having creolized or hav-
ing undergone any subsequent development as a
contact variety. It may be typologically convenient to
refer to mixed phenomena as a separate ‘pidgin’, ‘lin-
gua franca’, etc. But the phenomena described are the
expected results whenever any two (or more) varieties
come into contact, especially when such varieties are in
such a state of flux over a long period of time and are
typologically related. How can DH help to account
for such hybridity, and how might we make a space in
DH work itself for hybrid data? Why is such
work necessary?

Many existing catalogues or descriptors of hybrid
languages do not fully reflect the actual linguistic varia-
tion contained in textual data from the past. In order to
provide a more complete picture of this linguistic real-
ity, and therefore cultural realities, of past persons, the
starting point must be to allow for the creation of
records that reflect such variety. Thieberger (2017, p.
433) notes that much remains to be done in order to
extend the reach to digital language archives, such as
‘assisting in locating legacy collections, describing and
digitizing them, connecting with source communities/
individuals, creating a means for online annotation

(crowdsourcing), and of valuing the collections (both
monetarily and academically)’.19 Making a space for
hybrid data is also important for other areas of investi-
gation, especially data-driven approaches to studying
semantic change and changing vocabularies. Hengchen
et al. (2021) look at large datasets in historical newspa-
per archives in Dutch, Swedish, Finnish, and English,
for example. Don and Knowles (2021) have also
pointed to the possibility for DH to create new oppor-
tunities to scale up practical linguistic analysis using
large datasets for under-represented varieties, such as
indigenous languages. This work is also fundamental
for digital representation of hybrid languages. But it
has also remained elusive.

3 Digital hybridity as definitional
elusiveness

What could the term ‘definitional elusiveness’ encom-
pass? Rather than providing a definition of this term
with watertight edges, I have in mind particular types
of data, frameworks, theories, or infrastructures, which
do not and cannot be categorized using currently exist-
ing terminologies. This is because these data either
overlap across multiple taxonomies (multiple lan-
guages, datasets, etc.), or because the existing tools
available for computational analysis are often designed
to deal with the specifics of particular types of data in
the first place. A notion of definitional elusiveness can
also be useful in (re)thinking broader questions in DH
itself. It prompts us to reframe Fiormonte’s question
posed above: What are the characteristics of multilin-
gual DH? Definitions so far have been likely to beget
more definitions, in an attempt to refine or incorporate
forever more elements that may or may not be ade-
quate for future work, leading to a ‘kitchen sink’ analy-
sis.20 In terms of the case-study being presented in this
article, this is even the case for recent tools such as The
Atlas of Pidgin and Creole Language Structures
Online, where one might hope to find some trace of
MLF.21 The lack of representation of MLF here may be
because the status of the variety still remains unde-
fined—and will likely remain so. Questions are peren-
nially being asked about whether it is indeed a pidgin,
a creole, a koine, etc. Where exactly should MLF data
be situated in a digital environment? It remains defini-
tionally elusive.

One reason for the lack of focus on marginalized
groups is the interdisciplinary nature of DH work.
While scholarship has looked at a range of ‘lost’ voices
from the past (including traditionally marginalized
groups from history, linguistics, and so on), there exists
an inverse relationship between powerful institutions
and nations, and those groups themselves. In other
words, if the centres of power are in the USA and
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Europe, DH projects and funding bodies are much
more likely to prioritize the peoples and languages
which constitute those same centres. In the case of lost
languages from the past, which do not find an easily
transferable mapping on to contemporary nation states
or institutional frameworks, more work must be done
across borders in order to provide a more complete rep-
resentation. This contemporary mapping also finds it-
self in a position of definitional elusiveness.22

A second reason for the lack of representation of
forms of linguistic hybridity has been a lack of texts
and/or access to such texts in digital forms and reposi-
tories. This is a problem with the data itself—or data
organization, rather. Even recent projects that have a
collaborative focus on ‘big data’ are often constrained
by the extant tools and digital repositories made avail-
able by large institutions. For example, Sangiacomo
et al.’s (2022) project presents a workflow for the opti-
cal character recognition (OCR) of digitized versions of
early modern books freely available in the public do-
main, producing a final corpus consisting of 498
OCRed titles in three different geographical locations
(Britain, France, and the Dutch Republic), in three dif-
ferent languages (English, French, and Latin).23 The
main providers of these works included Google Books,
BNF, Munich Digitization Centre at the Bavarian State
Library, Early English Books Online, and occasionally
e-rara.ch and archive.org. The workflow they provide
will certainly be useful for future scholars seeking to re-
duce the amount of time in improving OCR accuracy
for computational text mining. This workflow also has
real benefits for ‘mixed’ language data from the past
that has yet to be subjected to such OCR workflows.

A third reason for the narrow focus on standard lan-
guages has to do with ‘the standard processes that the
discipline [DH] adopts’ (McGillivray et al., 2020).
Given that much focus in DH and natural language
processing (NLP) research has been on developing new
computational systems or improving existing ones,
researchers are inclined to adopt standard datasets ‘us-
ing reproducible methods’. Consequently, the incentive
for NLP researchers is to work on very restricted data-
sets and languages, ‘leading to the development of tools
which are optimized for those datasets and languages’.
A corollary of this decision is that it ‘drives research to-
wards a very specific direction, away from the idiosyn-
cratic features displayed by historical languages and
DH data’. However, the ‘idiosyncratic features’ are pre-
cisely those elements which are likely to be the most in-
teresting, the most useful, and the most diverse for
humanities researchers seeking evidence of ways in
which historical data can be represented in a digital
space. Put more simply, there is a lack of computa-
tional models which can deal with mixed language tex-
tual data.24 DH tools represent both an opportunity

and a challenge for researchers in this sense. Previous
work has laid the foundation for dealing with historical
textual data. The challenge now is to exploit such tools
to explore the full range of data available, as well as to
provide a digital infrastructure that is suitable (enough)
to represent the diversity inherent in the data itself.25

Definitional elusiveness is another reason for the
lack of diversity in DH projects. Here, Galina Russell’s
question ‘what’s your DH accent?’ is useful since it
opens itself up to a variety of interpretations, from dif-
ferent types of interests, scholars, cultural back-
grounds, linguistic diversity. Indeed, allowing for an
‘openness’ to this question in the form of a non-answer
(or definitional elusiveness) permits a higher degree of
flexibility rather than providing partial responses to
questions that are intended to provoke precisely this
form of fluidity. The question of definitions appears to
be one such issue to which practitioners in the field of
DH have constantly returned.26 As Galina Russell
(2014, p. 307) has stated:

Although historically the DH community has grap-

pled with a definition, over the past few years there

have been more vocal disagreements as we struggle

to define what DH ‘is’ and what DH ‘does’. As

Gold writes in his introduction to ‘Debates in the

DH’, this is ‘a field in the midst of growing pains as

its adherents expand from a small circle of like-

minded scholars to a more heterogeneous set of

practitioners who sometimes ask more disruptive

questions. (Gold, 2012)

The possibility of leaving open the question of defini-
tional elusiveness in scholarly enquiry means that no
one discipline can lay claim to the remit of particular
types of analysis, group, identity, language, and so on.
These words recall Risam’s useful terminology of nam-
ing the ‘challenge of recognizing DH work’, but also
the way in which a ‘DH accent’ might help to ‘negotiate
some of the challenges to building a global DH
community’ (2017, p. 383). Again, it is precisely in DH
work where such community and diverse accents can
find a forum in which to flourish. The difficulties iden-
tified in DH are often the same as those of traditional
disciplines: being able to cross-collaborate, identifying
funding agencies for inter-disciplinary research, as well
as practical questions of time zones and languages in
which to work. Being able to problematize the issues at
hand is a good first step in ensuring greater diversity in
the field, but it is also one in which DH is apt to correct
for. It has already been remarked that ‘DH is uniquely
positioned to take on such challenges by virtue of its
combination of humanities knowledge and computa-
tional focus’ (Galina Russell, 2013, cited in Risam,
2017, p. 383). In short, the shaping of the discipline is
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an ongoing venture. It is also one where modern lan-
guages academics are ‘fighting back’, pushing against
the tide of ‘how heavily Anglophone a purportedly
“global” DH really is’ (Pitman and Taylor, 2017, para
25). The data described above from the Dictionnaire
represent one type of dataset which is not often the pur-
view of enquiry from scholars outside of modern lan-
guages or linguistics. In this sense, ‘broadening out’
DH work to include even more plurilingual and pluri-
functional methods of analysis can help to mould the
discipline into the future.

The fact that the BNF and Gallica records only lists
French as the language of the Dictionnaire obscures its
true multilingual nature. If multiple entries were
allowed, then it would signal the plurilingual nature of
the document and of the archive itself. By allowing
only one linguistic taxonomy, the multilingualism pre-
sent in the archive remains ‘hidden’, out of view, and
not immediately obvious to researchers looking for
instances of language contact and therefore contact be-
tween peoples.

The current entry for the Dictionnaire and associated
meta data as it appears in the Gallica interface is shown
in Fig. 1.

The metadata shown above are themselves interest-
ing, since the descriptor is given in English (e.g.
Description) while the information is almost all in
French (e.g. Avec mode texte, although some elements

are in English, as in Public domain). Gallica provides
two entries that provide metadata on the linguistic tax-
onomy for this particular object. The first is simply
‘Language’, which in this case is given as ‘french’. The
second entry is the fourth ‘Description’ tag. Under
‘Collection numérique > Th�eme’, a further tag has
been added as ‘La langue française’. While ‘th�eme’ un-
doubtedly corresponds to a sense of ‘subject matter’ or
‘language of subject matter’ in the Gallica entry, the
fact that only one tag has been added, without further
description of the hybrid nature of the document,
means that the entry has been broad-brushed with the
same standard language description. In short, the data
expose what has been called an ‘invisible collection’.
Thieberger has pointed out how digital language
archives are invisible to aggregated searches, while
other repositories (including many institutional reposi-
tories) ‘have language content that is not noted in the
collection’s catalogue, so it is impossible to locate at all
via search based on language names’ (2017, p. 423). In
the case above, the other tags usefully make some refer-
ence also to the regional and geographical locations
with which the document is concerned (e.g. first
Description: ‘fonds régional’) and third Description >
‘Zone géographique: Afrique du Nord et Moyen-
Orient’, although no ISO-639-3 (International
Organization for Standardization) identifier is provided
for language.

Similarly, the corresponding entry for the
Dictionnaire in the BNF catalogue does not include an
entry for language (see Fig. 2).

Given the ambiguous taxonomy of the language that
the document describes, it is also not immediately obvi-
ous which other linguistic category should be included
in the catalogue anyway. The Dictionnaire (purport-
edly) contains evidence of linguistic contact from a
wide array of influences including Arabic, Catalan,
Latin Luso-Arabic, French, Greek, Occitan Portuguese,
Provençal, Spanish, and Turkish (Brown, 2022). The
issue concerning the linguistic descriptor of the
Dictionnaire leaves itself primed, therefore, as yet a fur-
ther example of definitional elusiveness. The questions
therefore arise: whose language? whose DH? It is diffi-
cult to provide precise reasons why further language
categories are not provided for the Dictionnaire, or in-
deed for any cultural object which contains data in
more than one language or variety. In this sense the he-
gemony of standard languages holds particular cultural
dominance over other forms of linguistic (and non-
linguistic) hybridity (and one wonders, in this case at
least, about the cultural weight of French for language
descriptors in library catalogues, in a French-speaking
country). Gestures towards possible solutions could in-
clude offering search criteria in multiple languages, or
even search criteria for languages whose status is

Figure 1. Metadata from Gallica for the Dictionnaire
Source: https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/bpt6k6290361w.texteImage
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unknown. Describing this cultural object only in terms
of French essentially subjugates the linguistic hybridity
inherent in the Dictionnaire, thus rendering it invisible
in an ‘ecology of languages’ where standards relegate
other forms of language to an inferior status.
Nevertheless, the linguistic taxonomy provided by the
catalogue record of just one language—and a standard
one—means that the hybrid nature of documents from
the past cannot easily be found via the current search
parameters. The optimum method for digitally repre-
senting such variation is one with which researchers are
only now coming to terms.

What role could digital tools for corpus linguistics
and computational approaches to language have for
contact languages? While the analysis presented in
Section 2 focused on word frequency and the issue of
lexicalization in the Dictionnaire, DH can be useful in
other areas of linguistic investigation, including model-
ling the emergence of contact languages and in helping
to disambiguate derivational morphology. What would
be useful in computational approaches to MLF data
(or any contact variety, for that matter), would be fur-
ther technical advances showing the hybrid nature of
the data itself. For example, the MLF entry for ‘shirt’ is
given as camischia. The corresponding French transla-
tion in the dictionary is given as chemise. However, it is
by no means clear which standard language (if any) has
contributed to the morphology of this particular lex-
eme.27 The feminine singular morphological marker -a
is also feminine singular in several Romance standards
and dialects, while the lexical root camisch- resembles
a number of other varieties, including French (chemise),

Spanish and Portuguese (camisa), Italian (camicia), and
to a lesser extent Romanian (c�amaş�a), not to speak of
the question of how much weight might be assigned to
dialectal lexicalization (e.g. Sicilian cammisa, pro-
nounced in some varieties /kam’mi.sa/). How can com-
putational tools help to ‘pull apart’, or disambiguate,
such variation at the base of a variety like MLF?
Ideally, one would like to be able to see which possible
donor languages have contributed to the emergence of
contact varieties even when such donor languages and
the relative ‘weight’ of their contributions are un-
known.28 Even in the case of a tool like Voyant, for ex-
ample, it would be useful to be able to perform analysis
across multiple standard languages, rather than those
currently available.

Scholars have already begun tackling these problems
in computational text analysis. The current gaps in
computational methods for social sciences research
have recently been the subject of a paper by Baden
et al. (2022). In it, they identify three issues that limit
the utility and obstruct the progress of computational
text analysis. The first is the prioritization of technolog-
ical issues over validity concerns, giving rise to the
operationalization of social scientific methods. The sec-
ond refers to a mismatch between the focus of compu-
tational analysis on extracting specific contents and
document-level patterns, and the need for researchers
in the social sciences for multiple, often complex con-
tents in the text. The third issue is more direct to our
purposes here. It concerns the dominance of English
language tools which depress comparative research and

Figure 2. Metadata from the BNF catalogue for the Dictionnaire
Source: https://catalogue.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/cb33347129t
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inclusivity towards scholarly communities examining
languages other than English.

Another issue in the application of tools from com-
putational linguistics and NLP to contact languages is
scalability. Language independence ‘is commonly pre-
sented as one of the advantages of modern, machine-
learning approaches to NLP’ (Bender, 2011, p. 1), with
the aim of leveraging training data from a first lan-
guage to a second language. However, Bender’s study
made it clear that ‘we are not truly evaluating language
independence with any systematicity’ and that ‘truly
language-independent technology requires more lin-
guistic sophistication than is the norm’. Related to scal-
ability is the issue of working across multiple software,
as researchers often do (or are required to do), in order
to combine or concatenate different tools, ‘leveling if
not reversing the advantages of computational proc-
essing’ (Baden et al., 2022, p. 2). These authors identify
a general theme of ‘specialization before integration’ as
an umbrella term, pointing out how many available
computational methods are ‘built as standalone tools,
using different coding languages and data standards
and offering specialized interfaces that do not support
concatenation within more complex pipelines’ (p. 7).
Related is the third ‘gap’ they identify in computational
text methods, ‘English before everything’. English
reigns supreme. In part, they note, this is due to the
simple morphology of English verbs and nouns and the
fact that English has become naturalized in computa-
tional text analysis. This is ‘hard to remove from exist-
ing technologies’. Consequently, they note that
researchers regularly decide against investigating other,
less studied language communities, ‘defaulting to the
same few research sites studied already by their anglo-
phone colleagues’ (p. 11). The comments they make are
symptomatic of the kinds of issues with which any re-
searcher finds themselves confronted when dealing
with non-English data, let alone contact languages,
since ‘trying to force different languages into the corset
of English-like language structure, researchers confront
many open questions and preprocessing needs’ (p. 10).
Nevertheless, for some contact varieties, such as cre-
oles, the application of certain techniques, such as
modelling, has already begun to appear.

This is the case for Mauritian Creole. Researchers
have described the methodological difficulties involved,
such as obtaining detailed empirical data on the origin
and structure of the creole (Jansson et al., 2015). More
recent work has shown how tools of biological evolu-
tion can help to model contact languages. For example,
the emergence of creole languages has shown to be a
dynamic process that mimics the process of creole for-
mation in American and Caribbean plantation ecolo-
gies (Tria et al., 2015; see also Lent et al., 2021). Such
models allow for further studies on the emergence of

languages in contact, including in historical perspec-
tive, as well as the testing of specific hypotheses. This
work is crucial for various activities which make use of
computational models relating to contact phenomena
across many cultural domains, including modelling and
the emergence of dialects, translation, and digital map-
ping of the movement of peoples. The focus of this arti-
cle is not to engage in the various advantages or
disadvantages of any particular software or system.
Digital tools for corpus linguistics may provide excel-
lent avenues in understanding contact languages and
linguistic hybridity better.

While the example presented in this article focuses
on data from a historical dictionary in the past, the
questions alluded to above are not just confined to sit-
uations from history. Indeed, Pitman and Taylor
(2017, para 29) argue for the importance of incorpo-
rating new digital genres (such as hypermedia fiction or
game art), and the necessity of ensuring they do not
‘build upon an Anglophone heritage, but respond to
and continue a rich tradition of cultural, literary and
artistic experimentation (… ) in many different lan-
guages and countries’. Forms of cultural hybridity and
questioning of the traditional nation-state model have
been on the agenda for many years in modern lan-
guages departments, including in both teaching and re-
search.29 To take one example, questioning what ‘Italy’
is, and what ‘Italian’ is, is often included in a variety of
subject material in an undergraduate degree, including
film studies, linguistics, literature, and more. It seems
important, therefore, that DH also reflects the hybrid-
ity of these types of subject matter, particularly as more
and more material becomes digitized from film, lan-
guage, literature—and that models evolve in an appro-
priate way to reflect the hybrid nature of the subject
matter itself.

4 Conclusion

In her presentation at the McGill ‘Spectrums of DH’ se-
ries, entitled ‘What’s a word? Multilingual DH & The
English Default’ (2020), Dombrowski shows how the
question of what a ‘word’ is, does not have a straight-
forward answer. In the Anglophone bubble, the inter-
rogative ‘feels almost like a nonsense question’.
Similarly, I have argued that the question of what
‘language’ a particular text is written in can have multi-
ple solutions and sometimes no solution. Serious efforts
to enhance the multilingual and multicultural nature of
DH, including through the ADHO, have already been
made and are ongoing. Other forms of representation
and international networks are also beginning to take
shape, providing new ways for language sensitivity and
diversity in DH to emerge. Some of these focus on the
use of English itself as the dominant language in DH
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projects, while others look at the use of non-Latin
scripts in digital scholarship. Questions such as these
are becoming more and more insistent, as more data
become available and DH tools become increasingly
more sophisticated in order to deal with the myriad
issues that arise in processing such data. As Maier et al.
(2022, p. 19) have recalled in relation to communica-
tion research, ‘the necessity for analytic techniques suit-
able to explore large-scale multilingual text collections
has never been more pressing’.

Historical linguistic data from a dictionary, the
Dictionnaire de la langue franque, can be used as a
case-study to show the hybrid nature of the language
used in this text. The data discussed in this article, and
my own background in a modern languages depart-
ment, are also situated within the same framework of
Pitman and Taylor’s (2017, para 6) call for transdisci-
plinarity, or what they describe as ‘disciplinary open-
ness aimed at addressing complex research questions
that do not sit neatly within any traditional discipline’.
Put another way, we need to teach ourselves to be ‘cul-
turally multilingual, not just linguistically multilingual’
(Dombrowski, 2021). Certain tools are already making
access to data, and processing that data, more easily
manageable. Language technologies and their associ-
ated infrastructures (e.g. CLARIN and ELG) can offer
a wide variety of applications to ‘discover, explore, ex-
ploit, annotate, analyse, or combine language data’,
but are still limited in being able to provide computa-
tional tools for hybrid languages.30 Given the hybrid
nature of all languages, the importance of considering
contact languages (whether extant or extinct) is also
important for the ongoing development of such tools
since ‘computational tool developers are likely to miss
or inadequately model important textual properties,
and are bound to laboriously reinvent the wheel
through trial and error’ (Baden et al., 2022, p. 13).

DH still has a long way to go if a more robust an-
swer can be provided to Fiormonte’s (2012, p. 59) pro-
vocative question: ‘Is there a non-Anglo-American DH,
and if so, what are its characteristics?’. While I have fo-
cused on questions of linguistic hybridity, the argu-
ments presented in this article surrounding definitional
elusiveness could be easily applied to other forms of
discipline hybridity as well. I am thinking in particular
of texts, peoples, places, cultural objects, etc. which do
not easily fall into ‘categories’ that are typically taken
as focus for scholarly enquiry in the academy. I am not,
however, arguing for an open-ended black box into
which all forms of miscellany can or should be shoved.
Given the ongoing tension in DH to ‘define’ both itself
and ‘others’, one should leave open the possibility for
definitional elusiveness.

I have argued for additional taxonomies to be pro-
vided in DH, particularly a taxonomy of definitional

elusiveness. Part of the aim of the article has been to re-
spond to Risam’s (2017, p. 378) comment that the dis-
cipline ‘needs ongoing theorization for navigating these
differences and negotiating between local practices and
global perceptions of DH’. I have also advanced rea-
sons for the (as yet) lack of focus on marginalized
groups, including the interdisciplinary nature of DH
work, lack of access to texts, and access to digital re-
positories—but also the narrow focus on standard lan-
guages. In the case of the Dictionnaire, I have shown
how very little linguistic metadata exists in two sepa-
rate online catalogues, including the records in Gallica
and the BNF. When linguistic information is provided,
it is not in a standard format, it provides only a stan-
dard language, or it is inadequate to describe the kind
of information the document contains. More work is
needed, from both DH and linguistics, to provide a
more complete picture of the heterogeneity that charac-
terizes cultural objects of investigation and the disci-
plines themselves. Both disciplines are uniquely
positioned to tackle this challenge. The work will be
better if it is done together.

Notes

1. The author is grateful to John Kinder and Francesco De

Toni for feedback on an earlier draft. Thanks also to two

anonymous reviewers whose comments greatly helped to im-

prove the article.

2. https://multilingualdh.org/en/.

3. See also the resources on ‘Towards Multilingualism in

Digital Humanities’ hosted on Zenodo and available at:

https://zenodo.org/communities/multilingual-dh/

4. https://adho.org/administration/multi-lingualism-multi-cultural

ism. See also the description provided in Mahony (2018,

p. 384).

5. http://www.globaloutlookdh.org.
6. I use the term ‘contact’ in a broad sense, following Crystal

(2008, p. 107): ‘a term used in sociolinguistics to refer to a

situation of geographical continuity or close social proximity

(and thus of mutual influence) between languages or dia-

lects’. On the following page, he notes that ‘contact language

or contact vernacular is also sometimes used to refer to a

pidgin’. Since pidgin itself has a particular, codified meaning

in sociolinguistics, and given that the MLF is not a pidgin, in

this article I use the term contact in line with the first sense

provided in Crystal. It is also worth noting recalling Wei’s

(2018) remarks that ‘all languages are contact languages:

have always borrowed from and mixed with other named

languages’. For a recent article which discusses the notions

of what constitute a ‘language’ and what a ‘dialect’, and

which argues against such a distinction in order to reveal

‘hidden’ multilingualism in Italy, see Tamburelli (2014).

7. The full title as shown on the first page is Dictionnaire de la

langue franque ou petit mauresque, suivi de quelques dia-

logues familiers et d’un vocabulaire de mots arabes les plus

usuels; �a l’usage des Français en Afrique.
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8. For further comments on the position of Modern Languages

and nation-states in digital humanities, see Pitman and

Taylor (2017, para 31).

9. Also, see Dombrowski’s useful Github repository of ‘multi-

lingual-dh-bibliography’ (https://github.com/multilingual-

dh/multilingual-dh-bibliography).
10.A workshop, held in 2020, was hosted by the ‘Language

Acts and Worldmaking’ project with the support of the

‘Cross-Language Dynamics: Reshaping Community’ project.

Both projects were funded by the AHRC as part of the Open

World Research Initiative. For further information, see

https://languageacts.org/digital-mediations/event/disrupting-

digital-monolingualism/ as well as the related report on mul-

tilingualism in digital theory and practice (https://zenodo.

org/record/5743283#.Ym88XdNBx-1). Other initiatives in-

clude an online website, GitHub organization, and mailing

list for Multilingual DH (https://multilingualdh.org/en/), a

repository for Multilingual Research and Resources for DH

hosted by McGill University (https://www.mcgill.ca/digital-

humanities/article/multilingual-research-and-resources-dh),

workshops on specific topics such as Multilingual

Sentiment Analysis hosted at the University of Texas

Library (https://guides.lib.utexas.edu/c.php?g=873758&

p=6589171), and the recent conference Digital Humanities

Beyond Modern English: Computational Analysis of

Premodern and Non-Western Literature hosted at the

University of Texas at Austin (https://quantitativecriticism

lab.github.io/DHBME2/). See also the Australian Text

Analytics Platform, which allows data-driven research by

extracting and analysing machine-readable information

from within unstructured text (https://www.atap.edu.au/).

11.The question of what a word is can be seen as another exam-

ple of definitional elusiveness, particularly so when it comes

to linguistic hybridity but this is also the case for non-mixed

data too. The Australian Text Analytics Platform includes a

useful description on ‘understanding text as data’, where it is

noted that ‘the term word is problematic’. Marciniak (2016)

reports on the assemblage of algorithms in mapping a public

discourse around Big Data in science and politics.

12.Difficile quantificare i costi del monolinguismo nelle DH, ma

si pu�o ipotizzare che questi siano addirittura acuiti dallo

svantaggio specifico costituito dalla difficolt�a di tradurre

nella lingua franca i risultati di ricerche effettuate su oggetti

culturali non anglofoni (e spesso plurilingui, come i testi

antichi, ecc.).
13.While the analysis presented below is limited to examples of

lexical diversification, previous scholars have also investi-

gated various aspects of MLF at other linguistic levels and

from various points of view, including orthography,

(Operstein, 2017a), morphology (e.g. Operstein, 2018), syn-

tax (Operstein, 2017b), the question of its pidginization ver-

sus koineization, and language change (see related papers by

Operstein, 2017c, 2021; Nolan, 2020). Additional investiga-

tions at the morphological level will help to further discern

the hybrid nature of MLF. To quote but one case, the 1sg.

pronoun mi ‘I’ has been described as Venetian (Cifoletti,

1989, pp. 64–65, 1991, p. 35; Burke, 2004, p. 127) but it is

also a standard Italian form and present in many other Italo-

Romance vernaculars (including the so-called ‘dialects

of Italy’).

14.This appears to be the same sense in which Migliorini (1960, p.

559) adopts the term as well: ‘Along the coasts of the

Mediterranean, especially in the east, Italian is still very well

known in spoken usage in the simplified form of “lingua

franca”, and in written usage as a diplomatic language’ [Sulle

coste del Mediterraneo, specialmente orientale, l’italiano �e

ancora molto noto nell’uso parlato sotto la forma semplificata

di ‘lingua franca’, e nell’uso scritto come lingua diplomatica].

The non-singularity which lingua franca encompasses has been

noted by Tommasino (2017, p. 35), writing that it must include

‘markedly different linguistic varieties’.
15.Here, it is worth noting that Schuchardt makes reference to

the French orientalist Jacques Auguste Cherbonneau’s

Observations sur l’origine et la formation du langage arabe
africain of 1855. Cherbonneau described the langage arabe
africain as ‘a curious amalgamation of Spanish words,

Italian terms, and French expressions’ [un amalgame curieux

de mots espagnols, de termes italiens et de tournures frança-

ises]. In a footnote to her translation of Schuchardt’s work,

Venier (2012, p. 15, n. 1) comments on this description, not-

ing that ‘this alternation of nouns leads one to suppose a re-

lationship that, in reality, does not exist’ [questo alternarsi di

sostantivi lascia supporre una relazione che nella realt�a non
sussiste] (my emphasis).

16.Britain (2012, p. 224) describes levelling as ‘the eradication

of marked linguistic features, marked in the sense of being in

a minority in the ambient linguistic environment after the

contact “event,” marked in the sense of being overtly stereo-

typed, or marked in the sense of being found rarely in the

languages of the world and/or acquired late in first language

acquisition’.
17.Derivational morphology also helps to explain other forms

recorded in the Dictionnaire. But these endings similarly re-

flect patterns of already attested word-formation in other

Romance varieties. In most cases, infinitives, always placed

into the -ar category, are simply derivations from the form

given for singular, masculine nouns (e.g. dopio > dopiar;
pranzo> prantzar), with each item listed as a separate entry.

18.In this count, I have included infinitives whose final vowel is

subject to apocope (also considered a feature of standard

Italian in certain phonetic environments, e.g. parlar). I have
also included items showing diacritics, whose value is un-

known in the Dictionnaire, as well as items whose orthogra-

phy is ostensibly designed to mirror standard Italian

(Tuscan), for example,médiko, melio, bagniar, and picolo.
19.Digital methods can also help to reinterrogate current taxon-

omies of language boundaries and dialect classifications. For

example, Tamburelli and Brasca (2018) recently developed

an empirically based classification of Gallo-Italic through the

use of dialectometry applied to atlas corpora.
20.I borrow this term from analyses in statistical regression, in

cases where long lists of independent variables are succes-

sively added to explain variance in a dependent variable.

Analysts end up adding ‘everything but the kitchen sink’ to

the regression, in the hope of finding statistical patterns.

21.This database is available at: https://apics-online.info/contri

butions#2/30.3/10.0
22.See also the recent comments in Spence (2021), who refers to

‘una definición problemática’.

23.For a study quantifying the impact of dirty OCR on histori-

cal text analysis in English, see Hill and Hengchen (2019).
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24.Models are continuing to evolve rapidly, however. See

Sarma et al. (2021).
25.A recent overview of the challenges of text analysis using

deep neural networks in DH and information science can be

found in Suissa et al. (2022).
26.On the question of whether digital humanities can be said to

be a ‘field’ at all, see the useful comments in Horvath (2021,

p. 2, foonote 1) and bibliography there.

27.For a study looking at word segmentation, unknown-word

resolution, and morphological agreement in a Hebrew pars-

ing system, see Goldberg and Elhadad (2013). For a paper

applying automatic content analysis methods for political

texts, see Grimmer and Stewart (2013). Maier et al. (2022)

have recently evaluated machine a translation versus a multi-

lingual dictionary approach for assessing strategies in topic

modelling for multilingual text collections.

28.Similarly, Baden et al. (2022, p. 14) call on linguistics and

discourse studies as disciplines which can offer ‘a rich vocab-

ulary for adding precision to operational choices, enabling

their better translation into algorithmic procedures’.
29.Cf. Galina Russell (2014, p. 308) ‘as the conversation veered

towards aspects of race and gender, it was pointed out that

the debate was mainly US-orientated and in itself was exclu-

sive of other national contexts’. Galina Russell highlights the

importance of incorporating ‘scholars from a broader range

of countries and linguistic backgrounds than are currently

represented’ (p. 308).

30.See for example, the currently available tools at: https://

www.clarin.eu/.
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