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"The transmission of Italian through English ports. A lexical investigation in late medieval period
(15th century)”

This paper focuses on the analysis of Anglo-Italian contact during the late medieval period. The role
of Italian as language of influence has been mostly neglected prior the Early Modern Age, because
of the prestige of Italian Renaissance culture; however, the considerable presence of Italian
merchants in England in the late Middle Ages left some traces in texts produced in the mercantile
field. Our purpose is to examine the transmission of lexical elements from Italian to English and to
investigate their long-term effects on the history of English. A number of Italianisms introduced into
English through this channel have been identified (Foster 1963, Rothwell 1999, Trotter 2011,
Tiddeman 2016); however, the dynamics of interaction with the languages used in texts, Latin,
Anglo-Norman, and Middle English, have not been unanimously defined. Our investigation
proposes an in-depth analysis of the account books of the port of Southampton (Studer 1913,
Quinn 1937-1938, Cobb 1961, Foster 1963, Lewis 1993), multilingual texts which testify the contact
between Italian and English merchants in the late Middle Ages. We will identify Italianisms referring
to elements specifically related to commercial activity, trying to interpret their lives as culturally
related to Italian reality or as lexical English alternatives. By examining the main lexicographical
sources devoted to Medieval and Modern Italian, and to the languages of medieval England (Latin,
Anglo-Norman, and Middle English), we will attempt to delineate the chronology of the spread of
such terms in English. Finally, the comparison with modern dictionaries of English will allow us to
assess the persistence of Italianisms over time. Through the formal and semantic study of the
lexemes as well as the investigation of the historical and cultural background of the texts we will be
able to better understand the dynamics of the contact between Italian and English.
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You are what you is. Verbal agreement variation and change in Early Modern Dutch

In present-day Dutch, there is agreement variation with the polite subject pronoun u in those
verbs that do not have syncretic forms for 2nd and 3rd person agreement (hebben ‘have’, kunnen
‘can’, willen ‘want’, zijn ‘be’, zullen ‘shall’). Given that u is originally the oblique case of

gij, which up to Middle Dutch was the 2pl pronoun, but replaced the original 2sg pronoun du

in the 15th and 16th centuries (Van der Horst 2008), the question arises how the verbal agreement
developed with this pronoun once it began to be used in subject function around 1600
(Paardekooper 1996).

For the present paper, the Letters-as-Loot (LAL) corpus (https://brievenalsbuit.ivdnt.

org/, 17th-18th c. letters) was analysed to afford a better understanding of the development.
While there has been a historical-sociolinguistic treatment of the choice between forms of address
in this corpus (Rutten/Van der Wal 2014: ch. 6), the question of the development of the

variation in verbal agreement in the non-syncretic verbs has not yet been addressed. In the

613 cases of subject-u (including subject use of U.L., U.E., and u instead of gij) with six
nonsyncretic

verbs in the corpus (+ mogen ‘may’ in addition to the five named above), we find

a socially, geospatially, and also linguistically structured change over the time covered by the
corpus. 3rd p. agr. clearly is the incoming variant, gradually replacing the initially dominant
2nd p. (taking the approximate birth year of the letter writers as a proxy for diachrony). Female
letter-writers appear to lead the change by 1-2 generations (Fig. 1a), and the centre of
innovation seems to be Amsterdam (Ams), from where it spreads to the surrounding province
of Noord-Holland (NH), and then further south to Zuid-Holland (ZH) and ultimately Zeeland
(ZL), which, unlike the other provinces, which are more similar to each other, significantly

lags behind (Fig. 1b).Furthermore, there is a clear distinction between three syntactic positions



of the finite verb: as Fig. 1¢c shows, 3rd p. agr. first dominates in inversion contexts, followed

with considerable delay by uninverted/straight V2-contexts, and only diffuses much later to
verb-final contexts. This is strikingly reminiscent of the position-dependent agreement found

in Dutch with the 2sg pronoun jij < gij, which had been established when gij replaced du (e.g.
Postma 2011).

The data are argued to provide further evidence for diaglossia in Dutch during the 17th and

18th centuries, in addition to that presented by Rutten (2016): the letters reflect formulaic use
and codification as well as reflexes of natural language use, at a time (just) before a standard
language ideology developed in the Netherlands. In this case, the epistolary forms of address
with concomitant 3rd p. agr. were established as a written convention “from above”. The observed
agreement variation in use, and the initial preference for 2nd p. agr. can be attributed

to writers who had not yet (fully) internalized the convention initially grafting the epistolary
forms of address onto their underlying agreement system pertaining to gij (“from below”). This
accounts for the initially very clear position dependent agreement, which is gradually eroded as
3rd p. agr. with u spreads. The fact that women lead the transition to uniform 3rd p. agr. indicates
that this was perceived as a prestige form (cf. Labov 1990, 2001).

Ultimately, however, this change is not completed. This can be understood as a result of

the high token frequency of the verbs involved, a factor that is known to preserve irregularity

(e.g. Bybee 1995): Among the 2526 different verb lemmas in the LAL-corpus, the six nonsyncretic
verbs are among the most frequent ones, ranking 1st (zijn), 2nd (hebben), 3rd (zullen),

5th (kunnen), 10th (mogen), and 15th (willen).

Fig. 1: Probability of 3rd person agreement with subject-u in the Letters-as-Loot corpus, by gender,
province, verb position, and lexeme.
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Language Policy of the Roman Empire for the Eastern Provinces between the Third Century BCE and
First Century CE

Joshua Fishman and Einar Haugen have contributed to the development of the language policy
model at the institutional community level.1 Highlighting the significance of the individuals’
potential effect on the language policy at the individual level, Spolsky suggests an inquiry into
the management agencies and management advocates.2 By employing Bernard Spolsky’s
concept of language management and management agency, this study examines one context in
which sociopolitical factors influenced linguistic ideology: the eastern provinces of the Roman
empire in the first century CE, where such factors shaped linguistic ideology about code choices
for official imperial social practices.

This study consists of two parts. The first part involves the inquiry of historical records

about the Roman elite group, which provide information on the linguistic ideologies of the
Roman authorities, such as the Roman Emperors, politicians, and scholars, who served as the
language management and management agency. The second part explores the use of official
language in the official documents stored in the archives and inscriptions found in the public,
government, and educational institutions. The study of these pieces of evidence aims at
elucidating how the linguistic ideologies of the Roman Empire’s authorities influenced the

language practices concerning the use of official languages in the eastern provinces.



This study demonstrates that pro-Greek ideology was more influential than pro-Latin

ideology among the Roman elites. Historical documents imply that, due to the lack of a unified

and systematic language policy across the empire, individual Roman authorities had the
autonomy to implement language policies within their respective jurisdictions before the first
century CE.3 While Latin was predominantly used for official documents and inscriptions in the
central government of the Roman Empire, records intended for communication with the elites

and inhabitants of the eastern provinces, such as official proclamations, contracts, and laws, were
often bilingual in Latin and Greek or exclusively in Greek.4

1 Joshua A. Fishman, “Language Planning and Language Planning Research: The State of the Art,” in
Advances in

Language Planning, ed. Joshua A. Fishman (Mouton: The Hague, 1974), 15-36; Einar Haugen, “The

Implementation of Corpus Planning: Theory and Practice,” in Progress in Language Planning:
International

Perspectives, eds. Juan Cobarrubias and Joshua A. Fishman, Contributions to the Sociology of
Language 31 (Berlin:

de Gruyter, 1983), 269-89.

2 Bernard Spolsky, Rethinking Language Policy (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2021), 127-
28.

3 See Appendix.

4 Regarding previous scholars’ studies, see References. In this study, | will investigate these
resources in light of

their social domains.

Appendix. Historical Documents of Linguistic Ideologies among the Roman Elites
1. Pro-Latin Ideology

Social Status Historical Figure Historical Record

Emperors Tiberius Julius Caesar

Augustus (?)

Suetonius, De Vita Caesarum, Tiberius 71

Tiberius Claudius Caesar

Augustus Germanicus (?)



Suetonius, De Vita Caesarum, Claudius 16.2;

Dio Cassius, Pwpaikf lotopia 60.17.4

Politicians Roman ambassadors to

Tarentum

Valerius Maximus, Factorum et Dictorum

Memorabilium libri IX 2.2.5; cf. Appian,

Historia Romana 3.7.2.

Marcus Porcius Cato Plutarch, Kaiwv 6 Mpeoputepoc, Biot
MapdAAnAoL 12.5

Lucius Aemilius Paullus Titus Livius, Ab Urbe Condita 45.29.3
Scholars Valerius Maximus Valerius Maximus, Factorum et Dictorum
Memorabilium libri 1X2.2.2

Decimus lunius luvenalis Juvenal, Satires |, Graecam urbem 3.61
2. Pro-Greek Ideology

Social Status Historical Figure Historical Record

Emperors Tiberius Julius Caesar

Augustus (?)

Dio Cassius, Pwpaikf lotopia 57.15.3-4

Tiberius Claudius Caesar

Augustus Germanicus (?)

Suetonius, De Vita Caesarum, Claudius 42

Gaius Octavius Thurinus Dio Cassius, Pwpaikf lotopia 51.16.4
Nero Claudius Caesar

Augustus Germanicus

Suetonius, De Vita Caesarum, Nero 7.2

Politicians The Advocates of Molon Valerius Maximus, Factorum et Dictorum
Memorabilium libri 1X2.2.3

Marcus Tullius Cicero Cicero, In Verrem 2.4.147

Quintus Ennius Aulus Gellius, Noctes Atticae 17.17.1



Gnaeus Pompeius Magnus Plutarch, Moptrlog, Biot MapdAAnAol 79.2

Scholars Malon Valerius Maximus, Factorum et Dictorum

Memorabilium libri 1X 2.2.2

Greek education centerin

Rome

Plutarch, AgUkiog AoukouAhog, Biol MapdAinAot

42.1-2
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