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ABSTRACT

According to recent studies, proper names and common nouns differ cross-linguistically
with respect to their morphosyntactic behavior, i.e. their marking for case, definiteness,
number and gender, among other grammatical categories. Consequently, it has been
argued that proper names possess a special onymic grammar. This study is meant to
contribute to the discussion by comparing the marking of definiteness and specificity
(D-marking) on proper names and common nouns in a sample of fifty areally, geneti-
cally, and typologically unrelated languages. The results show that there is only weak
evidence for a differential D-marking of names.

Keywords: proper name; common noun; morphosyntax; D-marking; typology.
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1. Introduction: literature, aims and scope of the study

Onomastic research has traditionally focused on explaining the etymologies of names
and their implications for language history and reconstruction (Tovar, 1954; Evans, 1967).
In comparison, there are few cross-linguistic studies which deal with the synchronic
grammatical features of proper names (henceforth, PNs). Recently, however, this field
seems to have received more interest (Anderson, 2004, 2007, 2015; Van Langendonck,
2007; Schliicker & Ackermann, 2017; Handschuh, 2017; Helmbrecht, Denk, Thanner &
Tonetti, 2018). Most of these studies draw, in any case, on analyses of a few well-known
Indo-European languages (Anderson, 2004, p. 435; Van Langendonck & Van de Velde,
2016, p. 18). A notable exception to this limitation is Handschuh (2017), whose study
nevertheless disregards all non-anthroponymic name types and who draws data exclu-
sively from written sources.

In view of this state of affairs, this study aims to provide an answer to the following
question: what cross-linguistic tendencies can be observed concerning the marking of
definiteness and specificity on PNs? Attempting to answer this question presents a ma-
jor methodological issue: language grammars, which often constitute the main basis of
typological research, rarely provide information about onomastic systems (Croft, 1990,
p. 268). An effort has been made to avoid this problem by drawing part of the data from
native speakers: see Section 2.2 for more details on data sources. The rest of this study
is structured as follows: Section 2.1 discusses the most relevant comparative concepts
used in this paper, followed in Section 2.2 by a layout of the methodology and sampling
procedures. Section 3 provides an overview of the generalizations that can be made on
the basis of the data. Finally, Section 4 presents the conclusions of the study as well as
possible avenues for future research.

2. Theoretical background

2.1. Basic comparative concepts: proper name, definiteness, specificity

A basic concept this study draws on concerns proper names: according to widespread
agreement in the literature, PNs are nominal elements that directly denote a single
extra-sentential or extra-linguistic referent (Anderson, 2004, p. 456, 2007, p. 127; Van
Langendonck, 2007, p. 6; Van Langendonck & Van de Velde, 2016, p. 18; Schliicker &
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Ackermann, 2017, pp. 310-311). PNs differ with respect to other nominal elements such
as pronouns and common nouns (henceforth, CNs) in the sense that they cannot denote
classes of referents' and have little or no lexical meaning, i.e. the meaning of a name
(if any) does not determine its denotation” (Van Langendonck, 2007, p. 6; Handschuh,
2017, p. 486; Schliicker & Ackermann, 2017, p. 310). Consequently, all nominal elements
which are characterized by these two properties have been considered PNs.

These are, however, not the only properties by which PNs differ from CNs: the
former have been argued to behave in a distinct manner at the syntactic and morpho-
syntactic levels as well (Sasse, 1993, p. 195; Anderson, 2007, p. 258). These differences
include differential case marking, gender marking and the coding of definiteness and
spatial relations (Niibling, Fahlbusch & Heuser, 2015, pp. 80-86; Handschuh, 2017,
p. 500; Stolz, Levkovych & Urdze, 2017, p. 124). Indeed, PNs have been claimed to dif-
fer so much from CNs that the former have been considered to have a «special onymic
grammar» (Anderson, 2007, p. 127, 2015, p. 599; Niibling et al., 2015, p. 64; Stolz et al.,
2017, p. 123). In this line of thought, some authors have proposed that PNs either form
a distinct lexical class (Sasse, 1993, p. 195; Plank, 2011, p. 269) or align with determiners
and pronouns (Anderson, 2003, p. 348, 2004, p. 435, 2007, p. 26). As opposed to this,
the traditional view classifies PNs as a subclass of nouns (Coates, 2006, p. 357). However
this may be, the discussion around the syntactic category of PNs is still open, which
motivates a cross-linguistic comparison of the properties of PNs and CNs (Schliicker &
Ackermann, 2017, pp. 35-36).

A basic distinction which concerns names is that between PNs and proper nouns
(PNos). According to the literature (Coates, 2006, p. 373; Schliicker & Ackermann,
2017, pp- 311-312), PNs are nominal elements at the phrase level, whereas PNos are
nominal elements at the word level. This implies, on the one hand, that PNs, un-
like PNos (Nicole, Berlin), can contain verbs (John Dies at the End), adjectives (New
Queensland), genitive attributes (the Earl of Sandwich), definite articles (the Seine),
and other nominal modifiers (Lower Saranac Lake). On the other hand, PNs can be
headed by PNos (the Peruvian Andes) or by CNs (the White House). Distinguishing
between PNs and PNos is important in typological terms, as not all languages build
names on the basis of PNos: in Slave, for example, indigenous names are usually con-
structed by means of CNs and inflected verb forms (Rice, 1989, p. 191). Accordingly,
the abbreviation PN(s) is used here to encompass both PNs and PNos, and a distinction
between the two has been made when strictly necessary. Another matter that relates
to name types concerns the contrast between native/traditional and foreign/modern
names: this distinction should be borne in mind when analyzing the morphosyntactic

1" An exception to this property can result from deonymization, i.e. from common noun uses of PNs such as a Beretta
and a Zeppelin (Schliicker & Ackermann, 2017, p. 311).

2 pNs typically originate in verbs, adjectives and CNs, where meaning does determine denotation (Anderson, 2003,
p. 366; Plank, 2011, p. 271). Therefore, the absence of this feature should be considered to apply only after onymization
has taken place, i.e. after the source element has lost its original meaning for the purpose of reference (Coates, 2006,
p. 368).
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properties of onymic classes, since native/traditional names have been argued to dis-
play more inflectional marking than foreign/modern ones in languages such as Dutch
and Yiddish (Hoekstra, 2010, p. 760).

A second basic comparative concept used throughout this study is definiteness.
According to Himmelmann (2001, p. 831), at least theoretically the distinction be-
tween definite and indefinite is universal and can thus be analyzed in all languages.
Definiteness is, moreover, a category traditionally distinguished for nominal elements,
together with case, number, gender and possession (Handschuh, 2017, p. 488). Since,
as argued above, PNs seem to be nominal elements, definiteness should thus be a rel-
evant category when analyzing the typological properties of PNs. Lyons (1999, p. 282)
claims that definiteness is a morphosyntactic category which is marked® on noun
phrases and which encodes a pragmatic category of identifiability for both the speak-
er and the hearer. Marking for definiteness can ensue via various formal means, in-
cluding bound morphemes, free elements and stem changes (Bickel & Nichols, 2007,
pp- 172-180).

A difficulty at the time of identifying definiteness is that it frequently over-
laps with other grammatical categories. Definiteness can, for example, be encoded
by the same individual marker as animacy: this is the case of languages with differ-
ential object marking, where case often distinguishes a subset of direct objects that
are characterized by definiteness and/or animacy (Lyons, 1999, p. 202). Moreover,
elements which mark definiteness in some languages can mark other categories in
other languages: for example, articles encode definiteness in some Afro-Asiatic and
Indo-European languages in addition to Basque, Hungarian and Northwest Cauca-
sian, whereas they encode specificity in Atlantic-Congo and Austronesian languages
(Hawkins, 1978, pp. 106-148; Himmelmann, 1997, pp. 195-198; Becker, 2018, p. 4).
This state of affairs implies the need to define a third major comparative concept used
in this study: specificity. According to Hawkins (1978, p. 204), Lyons (1999, p. 165)
and Becker (2018, pp. 82-83), specificity indicates that a discourse referent is identifi-
able to the speaker, i.e. that the speaker is refering to an arbitrary member of the class
described by the discourse referent. Therefore, definiteness differs from specificity in
that the former indicates identifiability for both the speaker and the hearer, whereas
the latter expresses identifiability only for the speaker:

Table 1. The opposition between definiteness and specificity (Von Heusinger, 2002, p. 249)

Identifiable by Definite, specific Indefinite, specific Indefinite, non-spec.
Speaker + +
Hearer + -

A morphosyntactic category is considered here to be marked in any particular language if in that language overt
marking distinguishes different feature values for the category in question (Croft, 1988, p. 161).
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According to Becker (2018, p. 110), two hypotheses may explain the occurrence vs
absence of articles with PNs: on the one hand, PNs have unique referents, thus they are
inherently definite and do not need to be marked for definiteness and specificity. On the
other hand, PNs have referents which are unambiguously identifiable; therefore, their
co-occurrence with articles is to be expected. In view of these contradictory hypotheses
and of the fact that elements which mark definiteness in some languages express specific-
ity in others, it seems unpractical to analyze the marking of definiteness and specificity
separately: Himmelmann (1997, pp. 6-7) uses the term D-element as a cover-term for
markers of definiteness, specificity and referentiality. In line with Handschuh (2017,
p. 491), the expression D-marking will henceforth be used to refer to the overt marking
of any of these categories.

2.2. Methodology: sampling, elicitation and data sources

This study is based on data from fifty languages: Aguaruna*, Apinayé*, Bambassi*,
Basque#, Bini#, Burushaski*, Chavacano (Zamboanga variety)#, Chemehuevi*, Chukchi*,
Finnish*, Fijian (Boumaa variety)*, German (Swiss variety)#, Gooniyandi*, Guarani
(Paraguayan variety)#, Hungarian#, latmul*, Jamsay Dogon*, Japanese*, Kabardian#,
K’ekchi™, Ket*, Khalkha Mongolian*, Kunama*, Kurdish (Behdini variety)#, Mambai*,
Maori#, Mapudungun#, Mauritian Creole*, Michif*, Mundari*, Nama*, Nivkh*, Ok-
sapmin®, Ottawa*, Pa’o Karen#, Pipil#, Pumé*, Russian#, Slave*, Swahili*, Tamazight#,
Thai#, Tibetan (Modern literary variety)*, Turkish#, Telugu*, Vietnamese#, Warlpiri*,
Warrongo*, West Greenlandic* and Wolof#. The geographic distribution of these lan-
guages is shown in Figure 1.

This sample of languages was created following Rijkhoff, Bakker, Hengeveld and
Kahrel (1993, pp. 171-178) and Rijkhoft and Bakker (1998, pp. 264-266). The method
laid out by these authors aims to maximize the diversity of reduced language samples,
so that the generalizations made on the basis of these samples can have the widest pos-
sible cross-linguistic validity. Stated differently, the choice of languages is meant to be
representative of the variety found in the world’s languages. Variety samples are suitable
for exploratory research, i.e. in order to investigate linguistic phenomena about which
little is known (Rijkhoft & Bakker, 1998, p. 265). In line with Handschuh (2017, p. 486),
in this study the most animate onymic subclasses (anthroponyms and zoonyms) have
been compared to the CNs «woman», «<man» and «child» because these are both highly
animate and not likely to be inalienably possessed. As opposed to this, the least animate
onymic subclasses (toponyms, ergonyms, praxonyms and phenonyms) have been com-
pared to the CN «place», since all of these are usually inanimate and likely to be used in
a lative or locative sense (Stolz, Lestrade & Stolz, 2014, pp. 287-291)*

* The data this study is based on are exclusively synchronic. A diachronic analysis of D-marking on PNs in some of the
languages of the sample, such as Basque (Manterola, 2015) and German (Plank, 2011) would certainly contribute to
a better understanding of the topic at hand. Such an analysis is, unfortunately, beyond the scope of this study.
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Concerning the data sources, these were primarily collected from descriptive
grammars in 32/50 (64.0%) of the languages in the above list, i.e. those marked with
an asterisk. Secondly, information was retrieved directly from native speakers in 18/50
(36.0%) of the aforementioned languages, that is to say, those marked with a hashtag
in the list. The secondary data were collected by means of questionnaires in which the
speakers were requested to provide sentences in isolation similar to the ones given in
the questionnaire. The questions were specifically designed to encourage the use of
all onymic subclasses identified by Niibling et al. (2015, pp. 99-104). The data sources
used for this study present, however, two limitations: on the one hand, for most of the
languages in the sample only written sources of information have been used. On the
other hand, translations tend to encourage calquing of the structures found in the source
language. This means that the primary and secondary sources are bibliographically and
translationally biased, respectively (Rijkhoff & Bakker, 1998, p. 266). These limitations
should be borne in mind at the time of evaluating the validity of the results, which will
be presented in the following section.

3. Discussion: cross-linguistic tendencies in the D-marking of PNs
and CNs

Four possibilities exist concerning the D-marking of CNs and PNs: (a) both CNs and
PNs are overtly D-marked; (f) neither CNs nor PNs are overtly D-marked; (y) CNs
are overtly D-marked, whereas PNs are zero-marked or less D-marked than CNs; (0)
PNs are overtly D-marked, whereas CNs are zero-marked or less D-marked than PNs.
Out of these four possibilities type (a) is the most frequent one (24/50, 48.0%) among
the languages in the sample. Moreover, for type (a) four distinct subtypes are logically
possible: (al) different D-markers are used for PNs and CNs under the same gram-
matical conditions; (a2) different D-markers are used for PNs and CNs under different
conditions; (a3) the same D-marker is used for PNs and CNs, but under different con-
ditions; (a4) the same marker is used for PNs and CNs under the same conditions. Of
these four, subtypes (al) (2/50, 4.0%), (a3) (7/50, 14.0%) and (a4) (15/50, 30.0%) are
illustrated by the languages in the corpus. Handschuh (2017, p. 493, f. 8) also reports
on the absence of languages representing type (a2).

The first (al) of the three attested subtypes is illustrated by a number of Austro-
nesian languages, such as Boumaa Fijian and Maori, which have different D-markers
for PNs and CNs. Therefore, in Boumaa Fijian the D-marker (n)a is used for CNs such
as gone ‘children’, whereas a different D-marker, o, D-marks PNs such as Viti (Dixon,
1988, pp. 33, 41). In Maori the D-marker fe is added to CNs such as marama ‘moon’,
whereas a distinct D-marker, a, attaches to PNs such as Hata (Bauer, 1993, pp. 13,
319). Subtype (a3) is represented by Pipil and Swabhili. In the first of these languages
the D-marker ne can accompany CNs such as lamah ‘old woman’ (Campbell, 1985,
p. 106). Even though descriptive grammars rarely address this issue, the answers to
the questionnaire revealed that the same marker can accompany PNs as well. How-
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ever, this usually only occurs with female first names such as Estela and Moncha,
whereas male first names such as Alan and Carlos tend not to be D-marked (Ramirez,
2004, p. 8)°.

In the case of Swahili, when CNs like mtoto ‘child’ and PNs like Zanzibar are di-
rect objects both kinds of nominal elements can be D-marked on the verb by means
of object markers such as (k)i- and m(u)-/m(w)-, which indicate specificity (Mpiran-
ya, 2015, pp. 202, 212). However, whereas all kinds of object CNs can be D-marked
in this way, not all PNs are always marked for specificity, even when they are specific:
this is the case, for example, of names of mountains like Kilimanjaro (McGrath &
Marten, 2003, p. 248). K’ekchi’ and Pumé, among other languages, represent subtype
(a4). In the first of these the D-marker i can attach both to CNs like wing ‘man’ and
to PNs like Rosa under the same conditions (Eachus & Carlson, 1980, p. 356; Stew-
art, 2016, p. 74). The same thing applies to Pumé, where the D-marker judi, ji, ji is
attached to CNs such as piimébo ‘child’ and PNs such as Pedro and Luis (Guerreiro,
2015, p. 116).

So far languages have been discussed in which both CNs and PNs are overtly
marked (subtypes al-4). However, type (), i.e. languages with no overt D-marking
in either CNs or PNs, is also quite frequently (14/50, 28.0%) found in the corpus. This
type is illustrated by Warrongo, where neither CNs like warrngo ‘woman’ nor PNs like
Jangala are D-marked (Tsunoda, 2011, pp. 118, 669), and by Vietnamese, which D-marks
neither CNs like con ‘child(ren)’ nor PNs like Viét Nam Airline (Brunelle, 2014, p. 946).
The third major language type (y) involves overt D-marking of CNs vs zero-marking (or
more restricted D-marking) of PNs (12/50, 24.0%). This type is illustrated by Hungar-
ian, where different verb forms are used depending on whether the object of the verb
is definite or indefinite (Torkenczy, 2002, p. 69). In addition to this D-marking coded
by the verb, Hungarian also has an opposition between the definite article a(z) and the
indefinite egy (Torkenczy, 2002, p. 69).

Unlike the coding of definiteness by the verb, which is obligatory regardless of
whether the object of the verb is a CN or a PN, the definite article a(z) can, however, only
attach to CNs such as gyerek ‘child’, whereas it cannot be added to PNs such as Rocky
(Rounds, 2009, p. 68). Therefore, in Hungarian PNs can be claimed to be less D-marked
than CNs. Likewise, in Modern Literary Tibetan demonstrative articles such as di ‘this’
and dee ‘that’ can be attached as D-markers to CNs such as gyiimen ‘woman’, but not to
PNs like Chayday (Goldstein, 1991, pp. 33, 48, 90). Table 2 summarizes the proportions,
in absolute numbers as well as in percentages, of the distribution of types (a-0) in the
languages of the sample:

> According to Lyle Campbell (personal communication), this state of affairs of D-marking in Pipil is very likely due to
contact with Spanish: in many Spanish varieties D-marking of female first names vs zero-marking of male first names
is common (de Mello, 1992, p. 223).
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Table 2. Distribution of D-marking types across the corpus of languages

Language type Proportion
Both CNs and PNs are overtly D-marked (o) 24/50 (48.0%)
(Different D-markers under same conditions (al)) (2/50 (4.0%))
(Different D-markers under different conditions (a2)) (0/50 (0.0%))
(Same D-markers under different conditions (a3)) (7/50 (14.0%))
(Same D-markers under same conditions (a4)) (15/50 (30.0%))
Neither CNs nor PNs are overtly D-marked () 14/50 (28.0%)
CNs overtly D-marked, PNs zero-marked/less D-marked (y) 12/50 (24.0%)
PNs overtly D-marked, CNs zero-marked/less D-marked (§) 0/50 (0.0%)
Total 50/50 (100%)

The distribution of language types shows that there are no languages in the sam-
ple which overtly D-mark PNs and zero-mark CNs (type §). This is, in principle, to
be expected, since any D-marker which occurs only with PNs—or which, in other
words, is a dedicated onymic D-marker—may in descriptive literature be labeled not a
D-marker, but rather an onymic marker (Schliicker & Ackermann, 2017, p. 314). The
issue should therefore be addressed in future research whether onymic markers can
in fact be D-elements as well. Furthermore, in the majority of languages in the corpus
(types a4 + B = 29/50, 58.0%) there is no difference between the D-marking of CNs
and PNs, which speaks against the «special onymic grammar» frequently mentioned
in the literature (Anderson, 2007, p. 127, 2015, p. 599; Niibling et al., 2015, p. 64; Stolz
et al., 2017, p. 123). The distribution of the various D-marking types shown in Ta-
ble 2 above is illustrated in the following figure (where black dot (e) = type al; black
square (=) = type a3; black diamond (¢) = type a4; white dot (©) = type B; gray dot (e)
= type y).

As can be seen by Figure 2, the D-marking types seem to be areally distributed
to a considerable extent: languages which overtly D-mark CNs and PNs by means of
the same markers under the same conditions (type a4), for instance, seem to be wide-
spread in North America (Michif, Ottawa, West Greenlandic), as well as in South
Asia (Burushaski, Mundari, Telugu) and the Middle East (Behdini Kurdish, Turkish).
Languages with no overt marking for either CNs or PNs (type ), on the other hand,
are common in Australia (Gooniyandi, Warrongo), Southeast Asia (Pa’o Karen, Thai,
Vietnamese) and northern Eurasia (Chukchi, Finnish, Kabardian, Ket, Russian). Fi-
nally, languages in which CNs are overtly D-marked and PNs are zero-marked or less
marked occur in Europe (Basque, Hungarian), Southern Africa (Mauritian Creole,
Nama) and West Africa (Bini, Jamsay Dogon, Mambai).
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4. Conclusions and future research

An overview of D-marking on CNs and PNs in a representative corpus of fifty languages
has revealed that a majority of languages (29/50, 58.0%) do not display any difference in
the forms and conditions which apply to the D-marking of these two kinds of elements.
This finding does not provide support for the «special onymic grammar» frequently
adduced in the literature (Anderson, 2007, p. 127, 2015, p. 599; Niibling et al., 2015,
p. 64; Stolz et al., 2017, p. 123). Nevertheless, it should also be borne in mind that there
is a considerable number of languages (21/50, 42.0%) in which CNs and PNs are indeed
D-marked differently. In fact, the data suggest that variety is the rule, since six out of
the eight possible language types are quite evenly attested among the languages in the
corpus. The absence of languages in which only PNs are overtly marked (type ) has
been related to the fact that dedicated onymic D-markers might not have been identified
as such in the descriptive literature. Future research should thus address the question
whether onymic markers can encode definiteness and specificity as well.

References

Anderson, J. (2003). On the structure of names. Folia Linguistica, 37(3-4), 347-398.
Anderson, J. (2004). On the grammatical status of names. Language, 80(3), 435-474.
Anderson, J. (2007). The grammar of names. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Anderson, J. (2015). Names. In J. Taylor (ed.), The Oxford handbook of the word (pp. 599-
615). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Bauer, W. (1993). Maori. London: Routledge.

Becker, L. (2018). Articles in the world’s languages (doctoral dissertation). Universitat
Leipzig, Leipzig.

Bickel, B. & Nichols, J. (2007). Inflectional morphology. In T. Shopen (ed.), Language

typology and syntactic description (Vol. 3. Grammatical categories and the lexicon)
(2nd edition) (pp. 169-240). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Brunelle, M. (2014). Vietnamese (Tiéng Viét). In M. Jenny & P. Sidwell (eds.), The
handbook of Austroasiatic languages (pp. 909-953). Leiden-Boston: Brill.

Campbell, L. (1985). The Pipil language of El Salvador. Berlin-New York-Amsterdam:
Mouton de Gruyter.

Coates, R. A. (2006). Properhood. Language, 82(2), 356-382.

Croft, W. (1988). Agreement vs case marking and direct objects. In M. Barlow & C.
Ferguson (eds.), Agreement in natural language: Approaches, theories, descriptions
(pp. 159-179). Stanford: Stanford University.

Croft, W. (1990). Typology and universals. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Dixon, R. (1988). A grammar of Boumaa Fijian. Chicago-London: University of Chi-
cago Press.

544 Fontes Linguae Vasconum 50 urte



Eachus, F. & Carlson, R. (1980). Aprendamos kekchi: Gramdtica pedagdgica popular de
kekchi. Guatemala City: Summer Institute of Linguistics.

Evans, E. (1967). Gaulish personal names: A study of some Continental Celtic formations.
Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Goldstein, M. (1991). Essentials of Modern Literary Tibetan: A reading course and refer-
ence grammar. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Guerreiro, Y. (2015). Lengua indigena yaruro: Una gramdtica tipolégica-referencial
(doctoral dissertation). University of Cérdoba, Cérdoba.

Handschuh, C. (2017). Nominal category marking on personal names: A typological
study of case and definiteness. Folia Linguistica, 51(2), 483-504.

Hawkins, J. (1978). Definiteness and indefiniteness: A study in reference and grammati-
cality prediction. London-New York: Routledge.

Helmbrecht, J., Denk, L., Thanner, S. & Tonetti, I. (2018). Morphosyntactic coding of
proper names and its implications for the Animacy Hierarchy. In S. Cristofaro &
E Zuaniga (eds.), Typological hierarchies in synchrony and diachrony (pp. 381-404).
Amsterdam-Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Heusinger, K. Von (2002). Specificity and definiteness in sentence and discourse struc-
ture. Journal of Semantics, 19, 245-274.

Himmelmann, N. (1997). Deiktikon, Artikel, Nominalphrase: zur Emergenz syntaktisch-
er Struktur. Tiibingen: Max Niemeyer.

Himmelmann, N. (2001). Articles. In M. Haspelmath, E. Konig, W. Oesterreicher &
W. Raible (eds.), Language typology and language universals: An international
handbook (Vol. 1) (pp. 831-841). Berlin-New York: Walter de Gruyter.

Hoekstra, J. (2010). Die Kasusmarkierung von Eigennamen im Festlandnordfriesis-
chen und in anderen westgermanischen Dialekten. In A. Dammel, S. Kiirschner
& N. Niibling (eds.), Kontrastive germanistische Linguistik (Vol. 2) (pp. 749-779).
Hildesheim: Olms.

Langendonck, W. Van (2007). Theory and typology of proper names. Berlin-New York:
Mouton de Gruyter.

Langendonck, W. Van & Velde, M. Van der (2016). Names and grammar. In C. Hough
& D. Izdebska (eds.), The Oxford handbook of names and naming (pp. 17-38). Ox-
ford: Oxford University Press.

Lyons, C. (1999). Definiteness. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Manterola, J. (2015). Euskararen morfologia historikorako: Artikuluak eta erakusleak
(doctoral dissertation). University of the Basque Country, Vitoria-Gasteiz.

McGrath, D. & Marten, L. (2003). Colloquial Swahili: The complete course for beginners.
London-New York: Routledge.

Mello, G. de (1992). El articulo definido con nombre propio de persona en el espafiol
hablado culto contemporaneo. Studia Neophilologica, 64, 221-234.

SALABERRI, 1., Differential D-marking on proper names? A cross-linguistic study 545



Mpiranya, E (2015). Swahili grammar and workbook. London-New York: Routledge.
Niibling, D., Fahlbusch, E. & Heuser, R. (2015). Namen: eine Einfiihrung in die Onomas-
tik. Tibingen: Narr.

Plank, F. (2011). Differential time stability in categorial change: Family names from
nouns and adjectives, illustrated from German. Journal of Historical Linguistics,
1(2), 269-292.

Ramirez, G. (2004). Naja ni Genaro: Ne Nawat yultuk. Izalco: Iniciativa para la Recu-
peracion del Idioma Nahuat.

Rice, K. (1989). A grammar of Slave. Berlin-New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Rijkhoff, J. & Bakker, D. (1998). Language sampling. Linguistic Typology, 2(3), 263-314.

Rijkhoft, J., Bakker, D., Hengeveld, K. & Kahrel, P. (1993). A method of language sam-
pling. Studies in Language, 17(1), 169-293.

Rounds, C. (2009). Hungarian: An essential grammar (2nd edition). London-New York:
Routledge.

Sasse, H-J. (1993). Das Nomen - eine universale Kategorie? Sprachtypologie und Uni-
versalienforschung, 46(3), 187-221.

Schliicker, B. & Ackermann, T. (2017). The morphosyntax of proper names: An over-
view. Folia Linguistica, 51(2), 309-339.

Stewart, S. (2016). Nueva gramdtica q eqchi’ (doctoral dissertation). University of Colo-
rado, Boulder.

Stolz, T., Lestrade, S. & Stolz, C. (2014). The crosslinguistics of zero-marking of spatial
relations. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Stolz, T., Levkovych, N. & Urdze, A. (2017). Die Grammatik der Toponyme als typolo-
gisches Forschungsfeld: eine Pilotstudie. In J. Helmbrecht, D. Niibling & B. Schliicker
(eds.), Namengrammatik (pp. 121-146). Hamburg: Helmut Buske Verlag.

Torkenczy, M. (2002). Practical Hungarian grammar. Budapest: Corvina.
Tovar, A. (1954). Linguistics and prehistory. Word, 10(2-3), 333-350.
Tsunoda, T. (2011). A grammar of Warrongo. Berlin-Boston: Mouton de Gruyter.

546 Fontes Linguae Vasconum 50 urte



Aurkibidea / Indice

11

13

15

31

47

63

81

95

113

127

141

163

Aitzinsolasa
Prélogo

Testu-corpusen informazio morfosintaktikoaren etiketatze automatikoa
hizkuntz ezagutzan oinarrituz: zenbait arazo, hainbat erronka
ITZIAR ADURIZ, JOSE MARI ARRIOLA

Bertsolaritzaren genealogia subalternoak
LUZIA ALBERRO, K. JOSU BIJUESCA

Euskal hiztun berri gazteak muda-prozesuan: ekintza-ikerketa baten
behinbehineko emaitzak
ESTIBALIZ AMORRORTU, ANE ORTEGA, JONE GOIRIGOLZARRI

Garaziko euskararen azterketa diafasikoa
ALEXANDER ARTZELUS MUXIKA

Berridazketak Sarrionandiaren poesian eta Saizarbitoriaren Egunero hasten
delako nobelan: hurbilpen genetiko bat
MIKEL AYERBE SUDUPE

Somorrostro, mendebaldeko euskararen muga
GOIO BANALES, MIKEL GORROTXATEGI

Euskara sasoian? Euskararen sozializazioa Gasteizko
pilota-elkarte batean
INIGO BEITIA

Euskal hiztun natiboak, ez-natiboak eta hitanoa
GARBINE BEREZIARTUA ETXEBERRIA, BENAT MUGURUZA ASEGINOLAZA

Lingiiistica Historica: estado actual
LYLE RICHARD CAMPBELL

Lenguas y sociolingiiistica en el interior del Pais Vasco en el siglo x1x:
testimonios del Archivo Zavala
BRUNO CAMUS BERGARECHE, SARA GOMEZ SEIBANE


10.35462/fontes50urte.1
10.35462/fontes50urte.2
10.35462/fontes50urte.3
10.35462/fontes50urte.4
10.35462/fontes50urte.5
10.35462/fontes50urte.6
10.35462/fontes50urte.7
10.35462/fontes50urte.8
10.35462/fontes50urte.9
10.35462/fontes50urte.10

177

195

209

223

237

253

267

283

295

315

329

351

363

375

391

Les verbes psychologiques du basque : typologie et diachronie
DENIS CREISSELS, CELINE MOUNOLE

Testu-generoaren irudikapena eta erabilera ahozkoaren

didaktikan

LEIRE DIAZ DE GERENU LASAGA, ITZIAR IDIAZABAL GORROTXATEGI, LUIS MARI
LARRINGAN ARANZABAL

Zentsura-ikasketak gaur egun: aplikazioa euskal literaturan
AMAIA ELIZALDE ESTENAGA

Azentuazioaren eremu sintaktikoak mugatzen
ARANTZAZU ELORDIETA

Sintaktikoki etiketatutako euskarazko corpus historikoa

eraikitzen

AINARA ESTARRONA, IZASKUN ETXEBERRIA, RICARDO ETXEPARE, MANUEL
PADILLA-MOYANO, ANDER SORALUZE

Ahozkotasunaren didaktika ikuspegi dialektikotik abiatuta
AINHOA EZEIZA, JAVIER ENCINA

Ahozko euskararen erabilera eskolan: gako zenbait irakasleen prestakuntzarako
INES M. GARCIA-AZKOAGA, OLATZ BENGOETXEA, JOSUNE ZABALA

El corénimo navarro Salazar / Zaraitzu: origen y desarrollo de su doble
denominacion
ROBERTO GONZALEZ DE VINASPRE

Fontes Linguae Vasconum: origenes y documentos para una Historia
del Euskara
]OAQUfN GORROCHATEGUI

Euskal literatura itzuliaren historiografia bateraturantz
MIREN IBARLUZEA SANTISTEBAN

Basque among the world’s languages: a typological approach
IVAN IGARTUA

Familias vascohablantes: propuesta de definicion desde la socializacion
lingiiistica

PAULA KASARES

Formation linguistique de basque aux enseignants, pour un enseignement

bilingue a parité horaire au Pays Basque Nord
BENAT LASCANO

Enaut Etxamendiren obra narratiboaren ekarpena euskal poetika erruralari
ITZIAR MADINA

Erdaretarako literatur itzulpena: zeharkako eta zuzeneko itzulpenaren arteko

muga lausoa
ELIZABETE MANTEROLA AGIRREZABALAGA


10.35462/fontes50urte.11
10.35462/fontes50urte.12
10.35462/fontes50urte.13
10.35462/fontes50urte.14
10.35462/fontes50urte.15
10.35462/fontes50urte.16
10.35462/fontes50urte.17
10.35462/fontes50urte.18
10.35462/fontes50urte.19
10.35462/fontes50urte.20
10.35462/fontes50urte.21
10.35462/fontes50urte.22
10.35462/fontes50urte.23
10.35462/fontes50urte.24
10.35462/fontes50urte.25

405 Ahozko euskararen irakaskuntzarako irakasleen prestakuntza:
berrikuntza didaktikoa eta soziala?
IBON MANTEROLA

421 Enkarterriko P1-(h)aran/(h)uri motako euskal toponimoak
MIKEL MARTINEZ ARETA

437 Diachronical hypotheses accounting for synchronic variation:
the case of the Basque particle ote
SERGIO MONFORTE

453 Jardueraren azterketa irakasleak prestatzeko bide: debatearen
ikas-irakaskuntzaren adibidea
AROA MURCIANO EIZAGUIRRE, ARANTZA OZAETA ELORTZA

467 Hausnarketa zenbait euskal literatura-ikerketez
MARI JOSE OLAZIREGI

485 Ahozko euskara Kolegioko ikastresna ikasmaterialean
ARGIA OLGOMENDY

501 Euskararen postposizioak
JAVIER ORMAZABAL

517 Hitz-ordenaren eragina zenbait ezaugarri gramatikalen
erabilera-maiztasunean
LUIS PASTOR

533 Differential D-marking on proper names? A cross-linguistic study
IKER SALABERRI

547 Externalization and morphosyntactic parameters in Basque
HISAO TOKIZAKI

561 XI1X. mendeko Debagoieneko testuez zenbait argitasun:
egiletasuna eta iturriak
OXEL URIBE-ETXEBARRIA

579 Euskarazko perpausik gabeko azpikonparazioak
LAURA VELA-PLO

595 Latinaren aurreko osagai indoeuroparra Euskal Herriko toponimian:
bukaeran -(iz)amo duten leku-izenak
LUIS MARI ZALDUA


10.35462/fontes50urte.26
10.35462/fontes50urte.27
10.35462/fontes50urte.28
10.35462/fontes50urte.29
10.35462/fontes50urte.30
10.35462/fontes50urte.31
10.35462/fontes50urte.32
10.35462/fontes50urte.33
10.35462/fontes50urte.34
10.35462/fontes50urte.35
10.35462/fontes50urte.36
10.35462/fontes50urte.37
10.35462/fontes50urte.38

Izenburua/Titulo:
Fontes Linguae Vasconum 50 urte. Ekarpen berriak euskararen ikerketari/Nuevas aportaciones al estudio de la

lengua vasca

© Argitaratzaileak/Editores:
Ekaitz Santazilia, Dorota Krajewska, Eneko Zuloaga, Borja Ariztimufio

© Egileak/Autores:

Itziar Aduriz, Jose Mari Arriola, Luzia Alberro, K. Josu Bijuesca, Estibaliz Amorrortu, Ane Ortega, Jone Goirigol-
zarri, Alexander Artzelus Muxika, Mikel Ayerbe Sudupe, Goio Banales, Mikel Gorrotxategi, Ifigo Beitia, Garbifie
Bereziartua Etxeberria, Befiat Muguruza Aseginolaza, Lyle Richard Campbell, Bruno Camus Bergareche, Sara
Gomez Seibane, Denis Creissels, Céline Mounole, Leire Diaz de Gerefiu Lasaga, Itziar Idiazabal Gorrotxategi, Luis
Mari Larringan Aranzabal, Amaia Elizalde Estenaga, Arantzazu Elordieta, Ainara Estarrona, Izaskun Etxeberria,
Ricardo Etxepare, Manuel Padilla-Moyano, Ander Soraluze, Ainhoa Ezeiza, Javier Encina, Ines M. Garcia-Az-
koaga, Olatz Bengoetxea, Josune Zabala, Roberto Gonzalez de Vifiaspre, Joaquin Gorrochategui, Miren Ibarluzea
Santisteban, Ivdn Igartua, Paula Kasares, Befiat Lascano, Itziar Madina, Elizabete Manterola Agirrezabalaga, Ibon
Manterola, Mikel Martinez Areta, Sergio Monforte, Aroa Murciano Eizaguirre, Arantza Ozaeta Elortza, Mari Jose
Olaziregi, Argia Olgomendy, Javier Ormazabal, Luis Pastor, Iker Salaberri, Hisao Tokizaki, Oxel Uribe-Etxebarria,
Laura Vela-Plo, Luis Mari Zaldua

© Argitaratzailea/Edita:

Nafarroako Gobernua/Gobierno de Navarra

Kultura eta Kirol Departamentua/Departamento de Cultura y Deporte

Vianako Printzea Erakundea-Kultura Zuzendaritza Nagusia/Direccion General de Cultura-Institucién Principe

de Viana

Lanak adituek berrikusi dituzte, itsu bikoitzeko sistemaren bidez/Los trabajos han sido revisados por pares do-

ble ciego.

Diseinua eta maketazioa/Disefio y maquetacion:

Ko estudio

Imprimaketa/Impresion:

Linegrafic

ISBN: 978-84-235-3561-3
LG/DL: NA 1438-2020

Sustapena eta banaketa/Promocion y distribucion:

Nafarroako Gobernuaren Argitalpen Funtsa/Fondo de Publicaciones del Gobierno de Navarra
Navas de Tolosa, 21

31002 Iruna/Pamplona

Tel.: 848 427 121

fondo.publicaciones@navarra.es

https://publicaciones.navarra.es



Fontes Linguae Vasconum 50 urte.

2019an 50 urte egin zituen Nafarroako Gobernuaren Vianako Printzea Erakundeak
argitaratzen duen Fontes Linguae Vasconum: studia et documenta euskal hizkuntza-
laritzako aldizkariak.

Horren gorazarre, liburu honek gaur egungo euskal hizkuntzalaritza- eta literatura-
ikerketa zertan den erakutsi nahi du. Eskarmentu handiko ikertzaileek eta belaunaldi
berriek bat egin dute argitalpen honetan, besteak beste, dialektologia, hizkuntzaren
didaktika, filologia, gramatika teorikoa, hizkuntz tipologia, hizkuntzalaritza histo-

rikoa, itzulpengintza, literatura, onomastika eta soziolinguistika hizpide dituztela.

La revista de lingiiistica vasca Fontes Linguae Vasconum: studia et documenta, pu-
blicada por la Institucién Principe de Viana del Gobierno de Navarra, cumplié 50
anos en 2019.

En homenaje de la efemérides, este libro pretende dar cuenta del estado actual de la
investigacion en lingiiistica y literatura vascas. Investigadores de gran trayectoria y
nuevas generaciones se aunan en esta publicacion para tratar, entre otros temas, sobre
dialectologia, didactica de la lengua, filologia, gramatica tedrica, tipologia lingiiistica,

lingiiistica histdrica, traduccion, literatura, onomdstica y sociolingiiistica.

ISBN: 978-84-235-3561-3

9778 5613

8423"53





