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Abstract

Field-names in Scotland are part of the oral tradition, passed down from
generation to generation of farmers. Despite the valuable holdings at the Scottish
Field Name Survey (University of Edinburgh), work to collect these names has been
patchy and many areas of Scotland remain uncovered. The introduction of a new
numbering system for tax purposes has resulted in a marked decline in the use of
field-names, and generally only older members of the community can recall the
names. There are few written records that preserve early forms, and little
systematic study of the topic. Therefore, time is running out to collect the names
of Scottish fields.

The focus of this thesis isa corpus of 1552 field-names from the north-east of
Scotland which | collected using a socio-onomastic approach. Spoken interviews
were used as the main tool for data collection drawing on practices from the
discipline of sociolinguistics. A key aspect of this research is the social aspect of
naming and the combination of sociolinguistic methods with more traditional

onomastic methods.
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1. Chapter One - Introduction

1.1 Background

Onomastic research demonstrates the unique position of names within language.
Names contribute to our overall understanding of grammatical categories and
how we negotiate the geographical space in which we live. Toponyms - names of
landscape features - preserve a wealth of information about history, culture and
identity, as well as linguistic issues such as language contact and developments
in orthography and pronunciation. Field-name studies, as part of the broader
discipline of onomastics, can contribute to our general understanding of names
and provide a more local insight into the cognitive processes of hame bestowal
and name change. Beyond this, field-names offer specific information about
geography, dialects and aspects of culture and tradition that can inform

historical and sociological study.

There is a rich tradition of field-naming in Scotland, yet little empirical research
on the topic. At one point, every piece of land that was part of the agricultural
economy had a name. As changes in farming practices have been implemented
and agrarian processes develop, field-names are increasingly going out of use.
Farm land is being sold for housing and large machinery demands that smaller
fields are amalgamated into larger units. In Scotland, field-names are part of the
oral tradition (Fraser, 1977) and tend to be used by older members of the
farming community. The younger generations employ a field numbering system
to comply with the Single Farm Payment scheme (SFP).! There is little written
documentation for field-names in Scotland. As a result, field-names are in
decline and changes of this kind give some urgency to the process of data

collection.

The most comprehensive work on Scottish field-names to date is the Scottish
Field Name Survey - Part of the Scottish Place-Name Survey housed at the

University of Edinburgh. This source is comprised of collections of place-names

! SFPS was introduced 1st January 2005 as part of the package that replaced the Common
Agricultural Policy. More information can be found at
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/farmingrural/Agriculture/grants/Schemes/SFPS/Introduction
[Online, accessed 20/09/2014]. The SPF has now been replaced by the Scottish Rural
Dewvelopment Programme.
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from oral and manuscript sources. A pilot study to digitise some of the field-
name data into the Scottish Place-Name Database has recently been undertaken
in partnership with the Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historical
Monuments and Constructions of Scotland. While the Scottish Field-Name Survey
is an excellent resource and incorporates written and oral materials, the extent
to which each part of the country is covered differs considerably. For example,
123 farms in Dumfriesshire have been covered, compared to only 6 in
Aberdeenshire. Currently, there is no on-going work to expand the collection.
Apart from the Scottish Field-Name Survey, there are a handful of journal
articles concerning Scottish field-names. These tend to focus on specific names,
often used to support or contradict theories regarding major names, for
example, Hough (2001). These works are discussed in more detail in Chapter
Two. This can be contrasted to work on field-names in England, where they are
recorded as part of the English Place Name Survey volumes, and have been since
1933.

Field-names have been included in some Scottish place-name studies, for
example, Williamson (1942), Watson and Allan (1984) and more recently, The
Place-Names of Fife (Taylor with Markus, 2006-2012) and The Place-Names of
Bute (Markus, 2012). The inclusion of field-names is worthy, however, the
coverage is not systematic and the focus remains on major names. For example,
Williamson (1942: 32-33) includes field-names where they are known and
documented as well as a discussion of Old English field and names containing
that element in the Scottish Border Counties. It has been the tradition of many
place-name surveys to gather data by going out into the local community to
speak with locals. In his preface to the Fife volumes (2006: ix) Taylor states that
“in the course of research for this book Gilbert Markus and | chapped on many
doors, and spoke with people regarding pronunciations, field-names and other
aspects of local place-nomenclature”. Indeed this has been the practice of many
scholars such as Nicolaisen, Watson and of course lan Fraser in his work with the
Scottish Field-Name Survey. However, simply pulling on a pair of wellington
boots and marching off into the fields does not always guarantee systematic or
appropriate data. Sociolinguistic studies have demonstrated that this is certainly

not the case and that a detailed approach to recruiting participants and a plan
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to enter into the research community is essential (Milroy, 1980, 1987; Eckert,
2000).

In this thesis, | build on the onomastic tradition of ‘getting out among the
vegetables’,? and expand the typical approach by employing methodologies from

both onomastics and sociolinguistics, in other words, socio-onomastics.

1.2 Socio-onomastics

Socio-onomastics is certainly not a new term (see Nicolaisen, 2011 [1985])
although neither is it fully established as a field of study. Practitioners apply a
more sociological - as opposed to historical - approach to examining name data
and this extends to toponyms. Such approaches to name studies draw heavily
from sociolinguistics, although many sociological name studies were carried out
before the burgeoning of modern-day sociolinguistics, brought to prominence by
William Labov. There are few socio-onomastic studies of toponyms in the United
Kingdom. Scott and Clark (2011) critique ‘traditional’ (historical focus) and
‘critical’ (political and social foucus) approaches to toponyms and advocate that
beneficial work could be done by approaching English place-names from a
‘critical’ perspective. Scott and Clark cite many studies of place-names
conducted in other countries that have adopted critical theory such as
Azaryahu’s (1997) discussion of street-names in East Berlin from a political
perspective and Berg and Kearns’s (1996) article on naming and issues of race,
gender and identity. In the United Kingdom, geography has also addressed some
of the social and political aspects of names, for example, Withers (2000)
discusses the impact the Ordnance Survey had on toponyms when mapping the
Highlands of Scotland. There are other studies - particularly in Scandinavia -
which examine unofficial names and local people’s language. For example, Allan
Pred’s Lost Words and Lost Worlds (1990) investigates the impact of the rise of
industrial capitalism on Stockholm’s working class use of language and space - so
called ‘folk’ or ‘popular geography’. Pred utilised a number of interviews
(recorded for various purposes and projects) to analyse the language of spatial

orientation. Although Pred’s focus and methods differ from those used in this

% This expression was used by Professor Stefan Brink, Chair in Scandinavian Studies, University of
Aberdeen in his paper ‘Where does toponomastics stand today? An epistemological
contemplation - 20 years later’ presented to the Scottish Place-Name Society Day Conference
on Saturday 4" May 2013, University of Aberdeen.
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thesis, there is considerable overlap in terms of unofficial names and local
people’s language. A notable parallel is the number of variants Pred notes can
be used for one ‘official’ name. For example, Stockholm is referred to as
Stockhacken, Stockeken or Eken. This is very similar to the number of field-name
variants | recorded for a single location. A similar study was carried out by
Paunonen, Vuolteenaho and Ainiala (2009) which explores the link between
urban transformation and informal verbalisations of every day spaces among
young males in the working class district of Somainen, Helsinki. The concept of
having ‘place-bound verbalizations’ such as common nouns referring to urban
space has similarities to the more descriptive field-names collected for this
corpus. Connections can also be drawn between the status of slang language
versus the formal language of the school room for the Helsinki speakers, and the

dialect versus standard forms for the field-names in north-east Scotland.

1.3 Aims and Research Questions

| apply sociological approaches to onomastic data in order to collect and analyse
field-names. | contribute to the gap in field-name studies by compiling a corpus

of previously unrecorded field-names from the north-east of Scotland.

| extend the current onomastic paradigm of collecting names from local people
in their communities by developing a systematic and replicable methodology.
Research tools from both onomastics and sociolinguistics have been employed,
situating the research in the discipline of socio-onomastics. Previous place-name
studies inform the method, yet innovative approaches from sociolinguistics are
also used to create a model for collecting oral field-name data. This approach
has allowed me to collect a corpus of oral data from which | assess how field-
names, and place-names more generally, function in a social context and
determine what contribution field-names can make to onomastic theory. The
methodology is rigorous and detailed with the aim that it could be imitated by

future researchers working with similar data.

The research area has been selected for a number of reasons. Firstly, giventhat
Aberdeenshire is the largest contiguous block of arable land north of Yorkshire
and covers approximately 1.3 million acres (518, 000 ha) of agricultural land

(Cook, 2008) there should be a reasonable supply of field-names. Secondly, only
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six farms have been surveyed by the Scottish Field-Name Survey and therefore
the area is understudied. Finally, | have contacts in the region - my
grandparents were farmers in the parish of Udny - which will allow me to access
the farming communities to collect data. More detail on the communities

selected are givenin Chapter Four.

The study will contribute to a sociological understanding of field-names, and
oral names more generally in terms of negotiating landscape, name bestowal
and usage, and collective memory and heritage as preserved through names.

This will be achieved through addressing the following research questions:

1. What is the most effective methodology for the collection of Scottish

field-names?

Once the field-names have been collected it will be necessary to determine

patterns in the data:

2. What patterns are evident in the field-name corpus?

a. What are the most common elements?

b. Are there any parallels with field-name data in other parts of the

United Kingdom and beyond?

The existing literature on Onomastic Theory raises the following questions:

3. What can the study of field-names add to Onomastic Theory?

a. What can the data reveal about the grammar of names?

b. What can the data reveal about the semantic content of names?

The material in this thesis is organised into ten chapters. The introductory
material and research questions are given above. Chapter Two sets out the
existing scholarship on onomastics, field-names and field-names in Scotland.
Chapter Three discusses the emergent field of socio-onomastics. A humber of

previous works are reviewed that bridge the gap between onomastics and
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sociolinguistics by connecting the linguistic and social aspects of naming. The
methodology employed in the data collection is discussed in Chapter Four and is
followed by the analysis and results in Chapters Five to Eight. Conclusions are
givenin Chapter Nine. The final chapter is an alphabetical field-name gazetteer,
which is complemented by a fully searchable online database available at

www.alison.itester.dk. Issues of layout require more detailed discussion.

1.4 The Gazetteer

The Gazetteer is organised alphabetically, with the exception of hames
containing the definite article, which are ordered alphabetically by the following
element. In terms of layout, the field-name is presented first with the unique
field ID number given in brackets. The field location identification number
follows. In cases where there is more than one head-form for a single location,
the location ID will be the same for each head-form and will differ from the field
ID. Information related to location appears next - the farm name, NGR of the
modern farm steading that the field belongs to (where possible) and the parish
are given. The phonetic transcription of the head-form is provided on the
following line if an interview was conducted. In cases where no interview was
carried out, and only historical sources were used, no phonetic transcription is
given. Information on the following line gives details of the source/s used in an
abbreviated form (a list of source abbreviations can be found on page 12), and
also lists any variant forms. The source languages of the elements are then
given, and finally a discussion of the name is provided where appropriate. To
avoidrepetition, commonly occurring elements are discussed in the ‘Common

Elements’ section. A typical entry appears as follows:

The Roup Park (537) 537 Melan Brae NJ720209 Bourtie
[61 ravp park]
The Roup Park 2011, ABInt36

This is a relatively new name. When the current farmer bought the
farm, this field was used for the public auction of the previous
owner’s farming equipment.
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Field-names that have gone out of use are indicated by t. Field-names that are
only attested in historical documents and it cannot be ascertained if they are

still in use are indicated by #.

Lexical and onomastic uses of a term may not always be synonymous, however,
dictionary definitions have been given throughout the ‘Gazetteer’ in cases where

the lexical and onomastic uses of elements are considered to be closely related.

1.4.1 Phonetic Transcriptions

IPA symbols have been used for the phonetic transcriptions. Stress has not been
given and spaces have not been indicated between syllables. A detailed
phonological account of the dialect is givenin SND

(http://www.dsl.ac.uk/about-scots/the-scots-language/). Some of the most

salient features of the dialect are outlined below.

14.1.1 Vowels

As noted in SND, [i] (or possibly [a1] in Kincardineshire) would be expected in
one (een) and stone (stean). Back vowelsare also common in wordssuch as park
[park] rather than [park] in the more northerly parishes, the [a] vowelcan

replace SSE [0] in words such as top (Sc tap).

1.4.1.2 Consonants

Consonants used in the dialect of the north-east tend to be similar to those
found in SSE, with the exception of three main differences: wh [m] as in white is
pronounced [f] as in SSE fight, d [d] replaces th [d] in words such as brother and
k and g are always pronounced before n, as in knap and gnaw (SND). Metathesis

(or inversion) is common, for example cistern - cistren.

1.4.2 Historical Forms

A number of forms were harvested from estate maps, which arguably, could be
classed as ‘descriptive appellatives’ rather than names (see Section 2.2 for a
fuller description of what constitutes a name). In cases where these appear with
the indefinite article they have been excluded from the analysis and Gazetteer.

There are also circumstances where it is unclear if the function of the phrase is
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to refer or to describe, for example, Arable Ground. The pragmatic context in
which the ‘descriptive appellatives’ are being used is maps to facilitate farm or
estate improvement. Therefore, the phrase could be a name, or then again it
could be a description of the land at the time of survey, or in some cases, the
projected use of the land once improvements had been made. As there is no way

to tell, such examples are listed in the Gazetteer and labelled ‘description’.

1.4.3 Terminology and Abbreviations

Bonds: of has been labelled as a bond in the corpus because it cannot be

classified as either a generic or specific element. This is not something that has
been discussed in previous onomastic studies although it requires attention as it
brings into question the use of labels in grammatical classification of names (see

also Chapter Nine, Section 9.3).
pn: used to indicate personal names.

p-n: used to indicate place-names.

1.4.4 Language Labels

Section 4.4.1 sets out the current and historical language situation in the north-
east of Scotland. The considerable overlap between Scots and English and the
different scholarly and political approaches to the subject have created a
situation where the use of language labels is determined differently by different
commentators. For the purpose of this thesis, Scots is defined as ‘Broad Scots’,
that is to say, the distinctive language used in the research area that differs
from English and Scottish Standard English in terms of vocabulary, grammar,
phonology or orthography (a comparatively ‘standard’ account of Scots and SSE
is givenin Corbett, McClure and Stuart-Smith, 2003). For example, Sc wid
compared to SSE wood. Scots elements (labelled Sc in the ‘Gazetteer’) are those
which can be found in CSD or SND if the element’s lexical equivalent is not in
CSD.

Scottish Standard English (SSE) terminology is defined as words that are to be

found in use in both Scotland and England - in other words shared vocabulary.
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Such elements have identical English cognates, for example SSE home and Eng

home.

When Scots forms are taken from the CSD, the orthography is chosen to match
pronunciation where possible, for example, aul (SSE old) rather than auld to

reflect the omission of the final d.

1.5 On-line Gazetteer

The Gazetteer presented in Chapter Ten is also complemented by an electronic

version available at www.alison.itester.dk.

The online version has ten sections: About the Project; Gazetteer; Fields by
Parish; Language; Variants by Location Id; Historical Forms; Farms; Common

Elements; Semantic Classification; Maps.

The online database is intended to enhance the thesis and also function as an
independent resource. The database is freely accessible to members of the
public - no login details are required. ‘About the Project’ givesa brief

introduction to Scottish field-names and information about the corpus.

The ‘Gazetteer’ section accesses information as printed in Chapter Ten. There is
a ‘search’ function to allow users to search by all or part of a field-name. Users
can also select the ‘get all’ option to access the full gazetteer. Maps can also be

accessed from the Gazetteer that show the field locations, organised by farm.

‘Fields by Parish’ orders the Gazetteer information by parish, with drop-down
lists of relevant parishes. Field-names are ordered alphabetically by head-form
(although cannot be grouped by farm). There is also the option to view more
than one parish at a time. Maps showing farm locations within each parish can
be accessed from this section. Field-names for these farms are displayed if the

user clicks on the farm.

‘Language’ providesdrop-down lists of the different language labels used and
lists all field-names that contain an element in this language. ‘Variants by

Location ID’ lists locations (shown by an ID number after the head-form) where
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more than one field-name is used for a single location. This section is not
ordered alphabetically either by farm or by field-name. ‘Historical Forms’ lists
those field-names that have changed over time; in other words, names whose
historical form differs from the present day form. The ‘Farms’ section displays a
drop-down list of all the farms so users can view field-names in alphabetical lists
by farm. Users can also access the relevant farm on Google Maps from this
section. ‘Common Elements’ is an electronic version of Chapter Eight. The
electronic version has increased functionality, as there are options to view
common elements by area: Aberdeenshire, Kincardineshire or both. Entries can
be organised either alphabetically or by frequency. Types of element can be
excluded by using the drop-down menu. Users can choose to include generic,
specific, bond or definite article elements. This section also includes frequencies
by research area (Aberdeenshire or Kincardineshire) or by total corpus. Elements

that only appear once in the corpus can also be excluded.

‘Semantic Classification’ accesses information as provided in Chapter Six. Totals
for each category are provided, including percentages. Withineach category,

names are ordered alphabetically.

The ‘Maps’ section allows users to access maps of each farm created in Google
Maps. Field-names and locations have been marked. These have been created
for every farm and show the farm steading (to which NGRs relate). Maps are
organised by farm, which can be selected from a drop-down list. Farm names are
listed alphabetically by research area: Aberdeenshire or Kincardineshire, and

subdivided by parish.
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2. Chapter Two — Toponymic Context and
Previous Research

2.1 Introduction

This study focuses on the collection of field-names in north-east Scotland.
Before discussing the methodology, it is necessary to provide the broader
toponymic context and to situate this thesis in terms of previous studies. The
review of previous research is organised into three sections: Name Theory,

Place-names and Field-names.

2.2 Onomastics

2.2.1 Name Theory

Name theory incorporates the grammatical function of names as well as their
semantic properties. As yet there is no such thing as a comprehensive,
consensual ‘Theory of Names’. Scholars have debated the issues involved since
the time of the early philosophers (for example, Plato and Aristotle) and
numerous theories have been presented on the topic. The scope and range of
these theories is so variable that Algeo (1985) and Nicolaisen (1985) have
questioned if such a theory will ever be possible. The key models will be

discussed in this chapter under the headings of Grammar and Semantics.

2.2.1.1 Grammar

The grammatical aspect of names has caused debate ranging from the time of
Aristotle to the present day. There is a general, although not exclusive,

consensus that names are a class of noun. Anderson (2007: 3) adds that

Such a characterization of the proper name/noun vs.
general/appellative/common name/noun distinction persists
throughout the grammatical tradition, in grammars with diverse aims
and audiences.

Within the noun category, names can be distinguished from appellatives.
Appellatives are nouns that designate several entities of the same sort - in other
words, common nouns such as table and chair. Nouns that are proper names

tend to be written with capital letters and refer to unique and particular
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denotatum. Sometimes appellatives can become proper names, for example hill.
As a common noun, hill defines occurrences of “a natural elevation of the
earth’s surface rising more or less steeply above the level of the surrounding
land” (OED, s.v. hill n1a). Yet hill is a common element in many place-names.
Nouns which function as both ‘proper names’ and ‘common nouns’ blur the lines
of the debate encouraging arguments about what does or does not constitute a

‘proper name’.

However, some scholars have called for the categorisation of names as a sub-
class of nouns to be reconsidered. Anderson (2007: 332) suggests that names
belong to the class of demonstratives, rather than nouns, because their function
of denoting and referring uniquely is more like that of pronouns and
determiners. Rather than assigning names to a specific grammatical category he
states that names are a “basic entity-category, minimally subclassified and
endowed with the capacity for primary identification via onymic reference”
(Anderson, 2007: 332).

Others, such as Coates (1992, 2006, 2009, 2011) propose that names should be
considered in a pragmatic context rather than exclusively from a grammatical
perspective. He states that “there is no well-defined structural category of
proper names” (Coates, 1992: 21) and that classification of nhames depends on
the intentions of the speaker and the hearer. That is to say, if the speaker
intends it to be a proper name, or if the hearer understands it as a proper name,
then ergo, the linguistic entity is a proper name. Coates (2014b) also advocates
that properhood should be considered in terms of mode of reference rather than

as a structural category.

Mill (1906 [1872]) offered the theory that ‘proper names’ do not have
connotations. In other words, the lexical components of hames should not
convey meaning if the name is to be considered ‘proper’. Or put simply, names

do not have semantic meaning.

A similar view is provided almost 100 years later by Sarensen (1958: 168) who
explicitly rejects as names items which contain a current meaningful lexical

item; instead describing these as appellatives:
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An entity like ‘the Channel’ is an appellative - not a proper name; for
we can ask ‘what C(c)hannel?’” and answer ‘the channel between
England and France.’ The fact that we use a capital letter when ‘the
channel’ is short for ‘the channel between England and France’ does
not affect the grammatical description of ‘the Channel’. The use of a
capital letter is a mere convention of speech economy. The
convention may be formulated in this way: when we write ‘the
Channel’, then ‘the channel’ is to be taken as short for ‘the channel
between England and France’ and for no other entity.

Pamp (1985) adds to the debate that proper nouns can be semi-appellative or
appellative while also functioning as names. Pamp gives the example of
Thornbush to show that names can be connotative (if there isa thorn bush in
Thornbush) and describes this name type as semi-appellative as it functions as
both a name and a common noun. He proposes that names that function in this
way are derived from ‘non-onomastic syntagms’ and from there develop into

names:

The first person who referred to the place as (the) thorn-bush cannot
possibly have created a name at the same moment; he must have used
the phrase in the same way as he used phrases like (in modern
English) the river, the oak, the village (of course, all those phrases
can turn into place names, too). The character of a name, a real
place name, must have evolved gradually. It is not unreasonable to
suppose that one individual could at one time use the phrase as a
name and at another time as a non-onomastic noun, and it is more
than probable that there was a time when the phrase was
comprehended as a name by some people and as a non-onomastic
noun by others.

Bauer (1996: 1617 in Van Langendonck, 2007: 7) takes a similar stance to Pamp,
but argues that

Proper names do not have asserted lexical meaning but do display
presuppositional meanings of several kinds: categorical (basic level),
associative senses (introduced either via the name bearer or via the
name form), emotive senses and grammatical meanings.

He explains examples such as die Vereinten Nationen ‘the United Nations’ and
der Westwall ‘the Western Wall’ as belonging to a category of transitional cases
in which the constructions are appellative formations that function as proper
names because of their pragmatic properties. He rejects the idea that
grammatical distinctions should be made between common and proper nouns

and that only the pragmatic context should be taken into consideration.
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Yet, evidence from Finland contradicts this view (Ainiala, 1992: 106-115). Ainiala
provides examples of field-names in Finland that undergo change if the name

ceases to describe its referent sufficiently well:

the name Hevoshaanpelto ‘The Paddock’ (1969) no longer seems very
appropriate since there have not been any horses there for decades.
Instead the field is nowadays called Perapelto ‘Yonder Field’, since it
is beyond the lands belonging to the farm (1992: 113).

This example shows that the meanings of certain names do determine the
denotation and that users do access the sense of the expression while also

referring.

Bauer’s ideas are also firmly rejected by Langacker (2008: 316) who instead

advises that proper names do have some semantic meaning. He states that:

The distinguishing feature of proper names is not that they are
meaningless, but is rather to be found in the nature of their meanings.
As one component of its meaning (one domain in its matrix), a proper
name incorporates a cognitive model pertaining to how the formis
used in the relevant social group. According to this idealized model,
each member of the group has a distinct name, with the consequence
that the name itself is sufficient to identify it.

Here, Langacker refers to social groups of any size.

Alternatively, Van Langendonck argues that proper names can have meaning,
however, only associative meaning (connotations) as opposed to lexical meaning

(word sense). He states that

a proper name is a noun that denotes a unique entity at the level of
‘established linguistic convention’ to make it psychosocially salient

within a given basic level category [pragmatic]. The meaning of the
name, if any, does not (or not any longer) determine its denotation
[semantic]” (Van Langendonck, 2007: 6).

He continues that

“although proper names - unlike common nouns - do not have asserted
lexical meaning they do display presuppositional meaning of several
kinds: categorical (basic level), emotive, associative senses
(introduced either viathe name bearer or viathe name form) and
grammatical meanings” (Van Langendonck, 2007: 116).
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This theory accounts for names which have transparent meanings, such as
personal names bestowed on children in the hope that the bearer will fulfil the

characteristics. Van Langendonck (2007: 83) states

that we have to do here with associative meaning and not with lexical
meaning can be inferred from the fact that the name continues to be
used evenif the referent in question becomes as thin as a wire.

He adds that field-names in particular often have transparent etymologies and
that the names can be changed or replaced. However, despite being
etymologically transparent, Van Langendonck still denies that they have any
‘asserted lexical meaning’. Rather, “the meaning has become a secondary
connotation” (Van Langendonck 2007: 90). In this way, proper names can refer
without sense, and in doing so can be described as the most prototypical houns

because their main function is to refer to a person or object.

Coates (2014b: 125) too characterises properhood as ‘sensless referring’,
although acknowledges that names can have inferred or conveyed meanings
(through etymological meanings, logically non-necessary expectations and
encyclopaedic associations etc.) as well as the denotata of the name
themselves. However, Coates diverges from other scholars through his argument
for properhood to be considered as “a mode of reference, not a structural
category” (2014b: 124). Coates advocates that “all referring expressions tend to
become proper” and this is achieved when “one accesses the referent directly

rather than through the sense of the expression” (Coates, 2014b: 126).

His example of English Newnham is particularly relevant to the corpus presented
in this thesis. Coates (2014b: 128) states that Newnham, ‘at the new estate’ has
become devoid of its sense for the everyday user and the semantic sense of the

words making up the expression are bypassed when the name is used, hence it is
a proper name as a result of “evolution” (2014b: 125). Newnham developed from
a referring expression to a proper name when the sense of the expression was no

longer needed.

He goes on to argue that

There is no escaping the psycholinguistic, even neurolinguistic,
dimension to the distinction between names and non-names: it hinges
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on the user’s intention to access sense versus the lack of such an
intention (Coates, 2014b: 127).

This pragmatic theory of properhood has been developedin a number of earlier
publications (Coates, 1992, 2006).

| should like to claim that namehood is pragmatic in nature, and that,
in principle, any referring expression consisting of ordinary words of
the speaker’s language may be used to refer onomastically i.e.
without the assertion of the literal meaning of the expression and
without the entailment of any proposition which follows from the
expression in its linguistic environment. To put it a different way any
referring expression may be used devoid of or divorced from its
intentional content. When it is so used we shall call it a (proper)
name (Coates, 1992: 24).

By analysing names in a pragmatic way, Coates argues that it is the mode of

reference and pragmatic context that is significant, rather than linguistic units.

He concludes that noun phrases can be distinguished into two modes of referring

- semantic (if meaning is conveyed) and onymic (if meaning is not conveyed).

In real-life situations, in ambiguous cases of fully structured noun
phrases, we cannot know which referential mode is being used
without access to the speaker's intentions or the hearer's
interpretative response (Coates, 2006: 369).

Coates (2006: 367-8) gives the name of a house as an example: The Old Vicarage
(Cambridgeshire). Coates distinguishes two modes of referring:

SEMANTIC: ‘I live at the old vicarage’ entails ‘| live at the house that
was formerly the house of an Anglican priest’.

ONYMIC: ‘I live at The Old Vicarage’ entails only ‘I live at a/the place
called The Old Vicarage’ (Coates, 2006: 368).

Coates (2006: 368) argues that when considering examples of this type, that is,
names which evolve from descriptive expressions, “it is crucial to distinguish the
BESTOWAL of names from their USAGE” (Coates, 2006: 368). He goes on to state
that

These linguistic objects were clearly bestowed in virtue of their
meaning, that is, of their sense, but as in all such cases the act of
bestowal is a formal cancellation of the meaning, that is, a license to
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use the expression in a different referential mode without the
mediation of sense (Coates, 2006: 368).

Therefore, although Coates accepts that names can bear sense in certain
circumstances, their status as proper is dependent on any such sense being

ignored by the users.

Anderson (2007: 86) also distinguishes between the bestowal and usage of
names: “Motivations for naming are irrelevant to the identificatory function of
names|...]” However, rather than proposing a new name theory or adopting a
pragmatic approach, he advocates that names should not be classed as nouns,
but instead be included in a category of determinatives with pronouns and
determiners (Anderson, 2004: 435, 452, 456).

Anderson too believes that names can bear sense:

There is a body of names whose members may be internally complex
categorically, and this complexity may arise from the name being
derived (possibly only in part) from a non-name, whose contribution
to the derived (name) form remains accessible, in communication as
well as to syntactic structure (Anderson, 2007: 119).

His view that names are categorical and not merely referential ties in more with

Van Langendonck.

2.2.1.2 Semantics

Motivations for naming are central to understanding place-names in a social
context. Name typologies enable patterns in name data to be mapped and any
regional characteristics to be drawn out. It is hoped that the field-names from
the north-east of Scotland can contribute to the study of name typologies by
assessing which, if any, of the existing name typologies are suitable as a basis
for classification. Such classification allows for useful comparisons to be made
with other data sets and will also enable trends in the data in the current corpus
to be analysed. However, this aspect of name theory has often been neglected,
coming second to grammatical and etymological considerations. In order to
access motivations for naming, semantic categories must be used as the basis for
analysis. As Tent and Blair (2011: 67) note,
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one of the main obstacles to having a meaningful discussion on, or
analysis of, placenaming practices of a region or an era is the absence
of an effective, consistent and standardized typology for toponym
specifics.
Nevertheless, some attempts have been made to access name givers’
motivations through semantic analysis of toponyms. Different models and

approaches have been set out by scholars and these will be discussed here.

One of the earliest toponymic classification systems was proposed by Stewart
(1954). In this typology he distinguished between motivation and mechanism.
Stewart later moved towards a model of ten main categories of toponyms
(1975): Descriptive names, Associative names, Incident-names, Possessive
names, Commemorative names, Commendatory names, Folk-etymologies,
Manufactured names, Mistake-names, Shift names. Such multi-category models

have typically been used in semantic analysis of toponyms.

Indeed, field-name studies in the United Kingdom tend to follow the
classification system set out by Field (1972: 275-279). Twenty-six categories are

provided:

Table 1 - Field's (1972) Classification System

1. Size of the field

1a. General (Big Acres)
1b. Acreage (Eight Acres)
1c. Fanciful names (Hundred Acres)

2. Distance from the village

3. Direction

4. Order

4a. Serial (First Close)
4b. Chronological (New Berry Field)

5. Shape

Type, consistency, and colour of soil

Fertility or profitability of the land

Natural features of topography

O |00 |N |

Type of cultivation, farming
practices etc.

10.Crops
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11.Wild plants, including trees

12.Domestic and farm animals

13.Wild animals

14.Buildings

15.Roads, bridges etc

16.Name of the owner

17.Trade or profession of the owner or
occupier

18.Person or object maintained by the
income from the land

19.Money value of the land

20.Archaeological features

21.The supernatural, folklore, and folk
customs

22.Names of arbitrary application

23.Land on a boundary

24 Legal terms etc.

25.Industrial use of land

26.Games

Field’s model reflects field-names as one unit, rather than dividing specific
elements from generics. Subsequent English field-name scholarship is largely

based on his system, for example Schneider (1997).

Scholarship on general toponyms tends to focus semantic analysis on specific
elements only, for example Gammeltoft (2005), Rennick (2005), and Tent and
Blair (2011). Such recent publications emphasise the importance of developing

universal typologies.

Rennick (2005) suggests eight categories, almost all of which consist of a number

of sub categories:
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Table 2 - Rennick's (2005) Categories

Main Category Sub-category

1. Personal names a. Full names (family, given, nicknames,
discoverers, first settlers etc.)

b. Names of local people

Friends, relatives of early settlers

Non-local persons associated with the

place

e. Prominent non-local persons (national
leaders, historic figures, etc.) not
having an association with the place.

an

2. Names taken from other places or a. Namesimported from earlier
features residences of first settlers
b. Names transferred from nearby
features

c. Names taken from other places
with no association with place or
residents

3. Local or descriptive hames a. Location, direction, position, or
distance in relation to other places
or features

b. Shape, size, odour, colour

c. Names derived from some other
feature or characteristic of the
natural environment (landscape,
terrain, topography; soil, minerals;
waterbodies; animals; plant life)

d. Names of Approbation and
Disapprobation or otherwise
suggestively descriptive or

metaphoric
4. Historic events a. Non-local (commemorative)
b. Local (nearby, at a single point of
time)

c. Local (nearby, recurring behaviour)
d. Exclamations (first words uttered at
time of naming)

5. Subjective names a. Inspirational and symbolic names
(e.g. reflecting aspirations and
ideals of early settlers)

b. Nicknames of the kinds of settlers
(referring to their character or
behaviour)

c. Literary, scriptural and names
reflecting high culture, tastes,
interests or aspirations

d. Humorous hames and miscellaneous
oddities reminiscent of
events/conditions at time of
settlement/naming

6. Mistake names

7. Names from more than one source

8. Underived names Including those of unknown etymology
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Rennick (2005: 292) differentiates between “denotative” names and

“connotative” names:

A "denotative” name tells us about its referent: it's obvious; it's
descriptive of the place or feature, at least to the people who lived
there or owned it. A "connotative” name is associated with the place
or feature solely by its application. It would not be obviousto an
outsider and tells us nothing about the place or feature.

He therefore claims that the classification system is presented on the basis of
the names themselves, rather than the purposes for naming, or motivations of

the namers.

However, there are a number of problems with this model. Firstly, the
distinction between “denotative” and “connotative” is arbitrary as many names
fulfil both functions. This is particularly common for field-names as will be

discussed in Chapter Six.

Secondly, the model appears to be constructed of overlapping categories. For
example, nicknames are accounted for by category 1- Personal Names, as well as
category 5 - Subjective Names. Humorous names and miscellaneous oddities
reminiscent of events/ conditions at time of settlement/ naming (category 5.d)
also seem to overlap with category 3.d: Names of Approbation and

Disapprobation or otherwise suggestively descriptive or metaphoric.

A simpler model is suggested by Gammeltoft (2005) with only three major

categories:

Table 3 - Gammeltoft's (2005) Categories

1. Relationship
o Topographicalrelationship

Characterisation of the location in relation to a name-
bearing location.

Characterisation of the location in relation to a non-name-
bearing location

Characterisation of the location by means of its relative
position

= Institutional and administrative relationship
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o

o

2. Quality

o

o

3. Usage

Association to a person/persons

An external event to which naming is related

Size

Shape

Colour

Age

Material and texture

That which exists at or near
Creatures
Plant-growth
Inanimate objects

Perceived qualities

Yet this model is criticised by Tent and Blair (2011: 80) who state that

Although Gammeltoft has found that his typology works well for
European toponymy, it is not entirely suited to deal with the naming
practices employed in the regions colonized by European powersfrom
the fifteenth century onwards. Their naming motivations and
practices varied and were often quite distinct from that of old
Europe. We found it necessary to develop a new typology that could
manage the placenaming practices applied to the Australian
continent.

Instead, they have created a nine category model (with additional

subcategories) to deal with their Australian data:

37



Chapter 2

Table 4 - Tent and Blair's (2011) Categories
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0

Unknown

Where the meaning, reference, referent, or
origin of the toponym is unknown

1

Descriptive

Indicating an inherent characteristic of the
feature

1.1

Topographic

Describing the physical appearance of a
feature either qualitatively or metaphorically
(e.g. Steep Point, Pigeon House Mountain)

1.2

Relative

Indicating position of a feature relative to
another, either chronologically or spatially
(e.g. South Island vs North Island)

1.3

Locational

Indicating the location or orientation of a
feature (e.g. South West Cape)

1.4

Numerical/
Measurement

Measuring or counting elements of a named
feature (e.g. ThreeIsles)

Associative

Indicating something which is always or often
associated with the feature or its physical
context

2.1

Local

Indicating something of a topographical,
environmental or biological nature seen with
or associated with the feature (e.g Lizard
Island, Ocean Beach).

2.2

Occupation/
Activity

Indicating an occupation or habitual activity
associated with the feature (e.g. Fishermans
Bend)

2.3

Structures

Indicating a manufactured structure
associated with the feature (e.g Telegraph
Point)

Occurrent

Recording an event, incident, occasion (or
date), or action associated with the feature

3.1

Incident

Recording an event, incident, or action
associated with the feature (e.g. Smokey
Cape)

3.2

Occasion

Recognising a time or date assocated with
the feature (e.g. Whitsunday Islands)

Evaluative

Reflecting the emotional reaction of the
namer, or a strong connotation associated
with the feature

4.1

Commendatory

Reflecting/propounding a positive response
to the feature (e.g. Hoek van Goede Hoop
“Good Hope Point”)

4.2

Condemnatory

Reflecting/propounding a negative response
to the feature (e.g. Mount Disappointment)

Shift

Use of a toponym, in whole or part, from
another location or feature

5.1

Transfer

Transferred from another place (e.g. Pedra
Brancka)

5.2

Feature Shift

Copied from an adjacent feature of a
different type (e.g. Cape Dromedary from
nearby Mount Dromedary)

5.3

Relational

Using a qualifier within the toponym to
indicate orientation from an adjacent
toponym of the same feature type (e.g. East
Sydney < Sydney)

Indigenous

Importing an Indigenous toponym or word
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into the introduced system

6.1 Non-toponymic | Importing an Indigenous word, not being a
word toponym (e.g. Charco Harbour from the
“charco” or yir-ké “an exclamation of
surprise”

6.2 Original Importing the Indigenous toponym already

placename used for that location or feature (e.g.
Parramatta)

6.3 Dual Name Restoring an original Indigenous toponym as
part of a dual-naming process (e.g. Uluru /
Ayers Rock)

Eponymous Commemorating or honouring a person or
other named entity by using a proper name,
title, or eponym substitute as a toponym

7.1 Person(s) Using the proper name of a person or group
to name a feature

7.1.1 Expedition Where the named person is a member of the

member expedition (e.g Tasman Island)

7.1.2 Other Where feature is named after an eminent
person, patron, official, noble, politician,
family member or friend etc. (e.g. Maria
Island)

7.2 Other Living Using the proper name of a non-human living

Entity entity to name a feature (e.g. Norseman
after a horse)

7.3 Non-Living Using the proper name of a non-living entity

Entity to name a feature

7.3.1 Vessel Named after a vessel, usually one associated
with the “discovery” (e.g. Endeavour River)

7.3.2 Other Named after a named non-living entity (e.g.
Agincourt Reefs after the battle)

Linguistic Introducing a new linguistic form, by

Innovation manipulation of language

8.1 Blend Blending of two toponyms, words or
morphemes (e.g. Ausralind from “Australia”
+ “India”

8.2 Anagram Using the letters of another toponym to
create a new anagrammatic form (“Nangiloc”
reverse of “Colignan”)

8.3 Humor Using language play with humerous intent to
create a new toponym (e.g. Bustmegall Hill)

Erroneous Introducing a new form through garbled
transmission, misspelling, mistaken meaning,
etc.

9.1 Popular Mistaken interpretation of the origin of a

etymology toponym, leading to a corruption of the
linguistic form (e.g. Coaland Candle Kreek
from Indigenous “Kolaan Kandhal”)

9.2 Form confusion | Alteration of the linguistic form, from a

misunderstanding or bad transmission of the
original (e.g. Bendigo from prize-fighter
Abednego Thompson)
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Tent and Blair’s typology is also used by Klugah (2013), to analyse West African

toponyms contained in the migration narratives of the Asogli of the Volta Region,

demonstrating that their system is transferrable. The categories also work well

for the Australian data, as demonstrated by successful classification of around

900 toponyms in Tent and Slayter (2009). However, despite calling for a

universal system of categorisation, Tent and Blair (2011: 76) support Smith’s

(1996) typology for Amerindian toponyms, as adopted and augmented by Bright

(2002) and shownin Table 5, which they praise as “detailed and

comprehensive”. They add that it “seems to be a highly effective classification

scheme for Amerindian toponyms” even though its “specific efficacy confines its

use, however, to the classification of North American Indigenous toponyms”.

Hence, previous studies suggest that individual classification systems specific to

particular data sets are useful tools for analysis.

Table 5 - Smith (1996)/ Bright (2002) Amerindian Toponym Typology

Main category

Sub-category

General description

Amerindian oral names
(Traditional Indigenous
toponyms)

Terms used in Amerindian
languages to designate
places

Indigenous derivations

Toponyms borrowed into
English

Eponymous

Derived from other words
from local Amerindian
languages

Amerindian generic terms
interpreted as specific.

Derived from languages
indigenous to the
geographic areas in which
they are used by English
speakers.

Pidgin derivations

Pidgin < Amerindian
language
Pidgin < European language

Derived from pidgin
languages

Transferred derivations

Amerindian common nouns
Amerindian toponyms
European toponyms

Borrowed from an
Amerindian language, into a
European language, and
then applied as a toponym
outside the original
geographic area

Pseudo-Amerindian terms
(Dubious Indigenous terms)

Complete inventions
Supposedly Amerindian
names which were given
currency by literary works

Imitations of presumed
Amerindian terms

Translations

Toponyms based on English
words calqued from
Amerindian terms

Assumed to be derived from
an Amerindian language.

English terms that are
presumed to be literal
translations of Amerindian
placenames, descriptions,
or associations, or of
symbolic featuresin
Amerindian legends
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Adopted European names

English borrowings from
Amerindian personal
names, which were
borrowed in turn from
European language
Calques

Placenames of ambiguous
Amerindian origin

Toponyms referring to
Amerindian people who
adopted European names

English < Spanish/French <
Amerindian

Borrowings from Spanish or
French, but ultimately from
Amerindian of the same
area

Transfers through Spanish
or French from some other
colonized area
Transformations via fold-
etymology in Spanish or
French, based on an earlier
Amerindian name
Borrowings from Spanish or
French derived from
Amerindian placenames
outside the USA

Borrowings from Spanish or
French common nouns
which are in turn borrowed
from Amerindian

Hybrid Amerindian names

Placenames coined from
parts of other Amerindian
words. The motive for such
coinages is usually that the
place is located in or near
the places whose names are
represented in the hybrid.

Much of the criticism in the existing literature concerning semantic analysis is

that existing models contain too much overlap. Tent and Blair argue that

categories must be mutually exclusive (2011: 81), which seems to follow from

the so called ‘classical’ approach to linguistic categorisation which demands a

binary system in which entities are labelled as one thing, or another thing (for
example Cruse, 1986, Lyons, 1968, Nida, 1975).

Wittgenstein (1958: 25) said:

[...]Jin general we don’t use language according to strict rules[...]We, in
our discussion on the other hand, constantly compare language with a
calculus proceeding according to exact rules. This is a very one-sided

way of looking at language.

Therefore, a more sensible approach to toponym categorisation can be derived
from prototype theory. This was initially broached by Eleanor Rosch (1975) who

conducted research using objects, animals and colour to show that not all
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members of a category are ‘equal’. As Aitchison (2004: 3) notes, some birds can
be ‘more birdy’ than others, for example, a robin or sparrow compared to a duck
or a penguin. Rather than adhering to classical models of all or nothing
categorisation, Aitchison (2004: 2) states that “most words have meanings which
are incurably fuzzy”. In other words, the theory is based on the premise that
some members of a category are more prototypical than others. She continues
that “Categorization is a natural human way of handling the world: but itis a
messy process” (2004: 14). Taylor (2003) is also an advocate of categorisation by
prototype. Taylor (2003: 44) states that entities are based on their attributes,
yet “in categorizing an entity, it is not a question of ascertaining whether the
entity possesses the attribute or not, but how closely the dimensions of the
entity approximate to the optimum value”. He also acknowledges that some
categories can merge into one another with no clear cut boundary, such as bowls
and cups, whereas other categories do indeed have clear dividing lines, for
example, cats are not on the periphery of the ‘dog’ category. Taylor also
recognises that categorisation by prototypes can also be culturally dependent
and that “the prototype representations of many categories may change
dramatically overtime” (Taylor, 2003: 59) as language users’ experience of the

world changes. Therefore, there can be no ‘one size fits all’ typology.

As toponyms are made up of words that exist, at least initially, in the lexicon
and have semantic meaning, it is reasonable to assume that even when they are
used as part of the onomasticon to form place-names, their semantic content
does not suddenly switch from fuzzy to sharp. Therefore, it is sensible to accept

that some names could potentially be assigned to more than one category.

Indeed, prototype theory has been applied to names in terms of their
grammatical categorisation. Pamp (1985: 114) initially hinted at this when he
stated that some names exist in a twilight zone between proper name and non-
onomastic nouns. He continued that “a theory of names must take into account
not only clearcut examples like John and London but also this blurred category”
(Pamp, 1985: 114). Later, Moore (1993) applied prototype theory to Chinese
nicknames by using a two-tiered model which includes ‘meaningful’ nicknames
and also less prototypical nicknames such as hypocorisms and other informal

names (which may not have an obvious meaning). This approach allows Moore to
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analyse a broad category of nicknames which includes examples that he believes
have a “psychological reality for people in a humber of cultures” (Moore, 1993:
68) and yet would not necessarily be included in the nickname category in other
studies. The issue of names that do not quite fit the accepted categories relates
to the current corpus of field-names because many of the field-names are
descriptive and do not fit classical models of ‘proper names’. Tse (2002) and
Bramwell (2011) have applied the theory to personal names, and Hough (2007)
has used the theory for place-names. Tse’s (2002) corpus based study of English
‘proper names’ from the British National Corpus includes personal names, place-
names and organisation names. Tse advocates that a prototype approach to
name categories is more effective than the classical approach (clear cut
categories with obvious dividing lines) and recommends a polycentric category
consisting of eight main subcategories, or prototypes: personal, place,
organisation, nationality/group of people, time-spans, human artefacts,
technical, and language names (Tse, 2002: 37). Of particular relevance to the
field-names in the current corpus is her finding that “the further a name is from
the prototype, the nearer it is to the category of common noun phrases” (Tse,
2002: 63). This perspective can usefully be applied to some of the more
descriptive names investigated in this thesis. Bramwell (2011) uses prototype
theory to explain why the lexical meaning of unofficial names is more important
than in other types of personal name in communities from the Western Isles,
Scotland, and states that “this could indicate their uncertain status as less
prototypical names” (2011: 115). The idea of ‘less official’ names as being
perceived to be further from the prototypical centre of the ‘proper name’
category has interesting parallels in the current field-name corpus. Bramwell
also notes that meaning in personal names is specific to the community in
question and cannot be described as a linguistic universal. For example, the
meaning of personal names is described as very important to Pakistani, Algerian
and Iraqui Kurd informants yet not in Azerbaijani naming (Bramwell, 2011: 321).
Hough (2007) presents the idea that the purpose of some names is to identify
prototypical features rather than distinctive features, and therefore, many
names are replicated across countries, for example, ‘green hill’ in the United
Kingdom (Hough, 2007: 104). Hough argues that the notion of prototypes may be
tied up with motivations for name giving. This approach is beneficial to the

study of field-names, as many names are duplicated on multiple farms.
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Hence, a categorisation system should acknowledge that as names are part of
language systems, categorisation may well involve fuzzy categories and there
are not always clear-cut lines between members of different groups and that
certain naming characteristics may be specific to cultural or geographical groups

of namers.

Prototype theory also has implications for hopes of achieving a universal
typology for semantic classification of place-names. Aitchison (1992: 3) points
out the important cross-linguistic implications of the theory: “each language has
its own prototypes and its own idiosyncratic ranking within categories”. This
links in with evidence discussed by Tent and Blair (2011) on Amerindian and
Australian toponyms which supports the hypothesis that unique classification

systems are more effective for the successful analysis of onomastic data.

However, a post-modernist view is also emerging among some name scholars, for
instance Coates (2014a), who argue against the pursuit of name typologies such
as those set out above. Coates (2014a: 11) states that “names transcend
categorical boundaries and that name-types therefore only suggest rather than
express (still less entail) the category of their bearers”. He givesthe example of
Athens (2014a: 9) to demonstrate that evenso called ‘prototypical names’ are
problematic in terms of categorisation. Athens is the name of a place, and
indeed multiple places, and hence can be classified as a toponym. Yet, Coates
notes that Athens is also the name of an identity management service and so the
name cannot always be a toponym. Membership to particular categories is fluid
and subject to change overtime and therefore, many names have “no
guaranteed logical relation to the apparently relevant onymic category” (Coates
2014a: 9). Rather, he advocates that name bearers can be classified, but their

names cannot.

2.2.2 Place-Names

Some Aberdeenshire place-names are discussed in more general works of
Scottish place-names which concentrate on country-wide contexts and patterns,
such as Watson (1926) and Nicolaisen (1976, 2001). There are few texts which
devote systematic and detailed coverage to county-wide surveys - as yet only

four Scottish counties have received such treatment- Ross and Cromarty
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(Watson, 1904), West Lothian (MacDonald, 1941), Midlothian (Dixon, 1947) and
most recently, Fife (Taylor with Markus, 2006-2012). However, a major AHRC-
funded project to progress the county surveys of Scotland at the University of
Glasgow - Scottish Toponymy in Transition (STIT, 2011-2014) - is currently
underway and two more counties (Kinross-shire and Clackmannanshire) will be
published in the near future. Detailed work on Bute (Markus, 2012) has also been
published, although this is not a full county survey. Aberdeenshire is also served

by a few thorough monographs focussing on place-names.

The earliest of these texts is Place Names of West Aberdeenshire (Macdonald,
1899), which, as the title suggests, covers parishes in the western division of the
county. The parish names are those of the modern civil parishes, and where
older parishes have been united this is marked. The data are set out in one large
alphabetical gazetteer: the place-names are followed by the parish where they
occur, available early spellings, the proposed etymology and interesting
historical notes. The introduction states that Macdonald visited the area to
record the pronunciation of the names and in doing so, discovered that several
names recorded on the Ordnance Survey sheets did not exist or had been

provided in an obscure form (Macdonald, 1899: xiii). He wrote that

All the names in this book marked ‘6’ are taken from the 6-inch O.S
maps, and | recommend they should be accepted with some degree of
reserve. The local authorities in the Gaelic districts of the county,
instead of giving the popular forms of the names of the less prominent
and known objects, have given, no doubt with the best intention,
what they believed to be the proper Gaelic forms, with, as | judge,
unfortunate results in many cases.

Therefore, it is clear that even names that can appear to have been
‘standardised’, such as those taken from the Ordnance Survey maps, must be

treated with caution and that variant form of written names can be found.

As far as interpretation of lexical items is concerned, Macdonald gives meanings
of the names as a whole, yet not for individual elements. Inclusion of some kind
of discussion of elements, or commonly occurring elements, would have made a

useful addition.
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Macdonald’s text is later revised by Alexander who incorporates The Place-
Names of West Aberdeenshire into his volume Place-Names of Aberdeenshire,
which includes a new section on east Aberdeenshire. Alexander (1952: v) states
that

The dividing line is the river Don to Inverurie, and thence to the river
Deveronby the nearest parish boundaries. Such a divisionis not
wholly arbitrary. These two halves were formerly parliamentary
divisions...

In terms of layout, the names are not organised by parish, although the parish in
which the name is located is givenafter the headform. Alexander (1952: v)
states that “although the parish has now lost its importance as a civilarea, it is
as a unit still quite clear in the local consciousness”. This is a similar approach
to that of Macdonald although the names are dividedinto east and west.
However, it should be noted that organising names by parish is typical of most

modern surveys, including the English Place Name Society county volumes.

Again, the primary source of the names is the Ordnance Survey 6-inch maps, and
Alexander (1952: v)states that

It is believed that all names on these maps are included but it has not
been thought necessary to encumber the pages unduly with the
frequent commonplace names of the Hillhead type.

This is unfortunate as it rules out accurate quantitative analysis of the place-
name elements. However it should be noted that modern scholarship no longer
discounts these ‘commonplace’ names as being devoid of interest (for example
Hough (2007), Nicolaisen (1985)).

Despite some shortcomings, Place-Names of Aberdeenshire is detailed, and the
introduction provides background about the dialect, the general area and
prevalent onomastic components listed by Gaelic elements and Scottish
elements. International Phonetic Transcriptions (IPA) are provided throughout,

along with early spellings and general translations.

Alexander also frequently relies on the earlier text, Inscriptions of Pictland

(Diack, 1944), making repeated use of Diack’s notes. Although Diack’'s workis a
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broad text, dealing with more than place-names, there is a chapter on ‘Place-
Names of the North-Eastern Highlands’ split into a number of sections including

Deeside, Donside, Other Aberdeenshire Names, Angus and Kincardine.

Similarly to Macdonald, Diack (1944: 165) noted his frustration at the accuracy

of Ordnance Survey maps. He stated

The student of Scottish place-names must for the most part collect his
material for himself. The forms current in modern books are often
either incorrect or inadequately spelt, and it is to be regretted that
the official maps of the Highlands, the Ordnance Survey, are for
philological purposes quite useless. The late Professor Mackinnon’s
description of the Gaelic nomenclature of these maps as
‘preposterous’ is within the mark. Any work that does not begin by
avoiding every 0.5 name givenin Gaelic till verified, can have little
value’ (Rev. Celtique, XXXVIIl, 109). The interest, then, in such a
collection of names as this lies in the fact that it records what people
actually said in naming these places. At the time these notes were
made, there werestill people in the districts concerned who could
give this information in a reliable way, being themselves habitual
speakers of the local Gaelic ; to-day, a quarter of a century later, no
such list could be compiled in some of these districts.

Although Diack’s comments refer directly to major names in Gaelic, parallels can
be drawn with aspects of current field-name collection. Field-names in Scotland
for the most part must be collected from informants as it is rarely possible to
rely on written sources. Furthermore people in the area who can still provide
the information in a reliable way are becoming scarce. Changes in farming
practices, administration and land use have all contributed to a decline in the
use of field-names, especially by younger members of the farming community,
and indeed, in some districts, it is becoming harder to compile lists of field-

names.

Diack’s analysis consists more of translations than in-depth discussion of
etymologies and again, no investigation of individual elements is provided. Diack
providesuseful information on the geographical circumstances and pronunciation
in certain districts (e.g. Diack, 1944: 17) which allows the reader to understand

the topography and dialect in the areas covered.

Aberdeenshire is not approached again in monograph publication until Place-

names of Upper Deeside, published in 1984 (Watson and Allan). Names from two
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parishes in west Aberdeenshire are covered (the parish of Glenmuick, Tullich and
Glengairn and the parish of Carthie-Braemar). The place-names are presented in
gazetteer format - an alphabetical list which, like Alexander’s, does not
separate names by parish. Minor names and field-names are included, for
example, The Letter Box Park (Watson and Allan, 1984: 100). The authors state
that "we include all names found; local people do not separate ‘important’ from
‘less important’ names, and any such division by us would be subjective and
arbitrary” (Watson and Allan, 1984: xxv). This approach is unusual and breaks
from other Scottish place-name literature by combining both major and minor
names within one study. The result is an excellent and detailed survey which
givesa thorough account of the names in the parishes discussed. However, to
replicate this type of study on a larger scale would be extremely time consuming
and costly. Also, the following names are excluded from the publication: “names
invented and used by only one family; non-specific names such as the Curling
Pond, the Golf Course and the Churchyard, and estate nhames of houses such as
the Stables, Gardner's Cottage, and Bridge Lodge (which can be found in
electoral registers, valuation rolls, and postal records)” (Watson and Allan, 1984:
xxv). A record of these names would be useful as even non-specific names can

provide valuable comparative data and insights.

In terms of layout, the name on the current Ordnance Survey map is givenwith a
precise location by map reference, English translation, early spellings and
sources, alternative names for the same place, pronunciation using phonetic
symbols, and description of approximate location. Occasionally, extra

information is provided, along with photographs.

Discussion of the corpus is largely reserved for the appendix and the authors

include a more sociological approach to the significance of naming:

Place names are more than a convenient way of identifying locations.
They are also an important part of a local community’s culture and
feelings of identity (Watson and Allan, 1984: 182).

Appendix 3 includes ‘What One Can Learn From the Names’ including ‘Their
Significance For Local People’, Mythology, History, Ecology, Social Changes Since
the 19th Century, Related Pairs or Trios,’ Language and Pronunciation’. Such a

sociological approach to place-name analysis has become increasingly popular,
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as demonstrated by Vuoteenaho and Berg’s Critical Toponymies: The Contested
Politics of Naming (2009), Rose-Redwood and Alderman’s Critical interventions
in political toponymy (2011) and Sullivan’s Geography speaks: performative
aspects of geography (2011). For a fuller account of these publications and other

socio-onomastic literature, see Chapter Three.

Allan and Watson also account for some methodological considerations such as
Scots spelling and variant name forms- something that is often excluded from

large surveys. This is beneficial and is discussed further in Chapter Five.

In addition to the texts already discussed, there are some other, more selective
publications on the area. One of the earliest of these is Celtic Place-Names in
Aberdeenshire (Milne, 1912). The names presented are from Celtic languages,
with a specific focus on Gaelic major names taken from the 6-inch Ordnance
Survey maps of Aberdeenshire. The introduction providesa guide to Gaelic
pronunciation and history of the area. The name entries give a translation but no
further information such as location in terms of either parish or map sheet
number or coordinates. The appendix includes a list of vocabulary words and
meanings required for the ‘Etymology of the Names of Places in Aberdeenshire’
but not contained in MacLeod and Dewar's Gaelic Dictionary (1831). No early

spellings are given and very little discussion of elements is provided.

Aberdeenshire place-names are also discussed in relation to the Gaelic names
found in the Book of Deer. Taylor’s ‘The toponymic landscape of the Gaelic
Notes in the Book of Deer’ (2008) is an examination of the place-names found in
the property-records of the text. Taylor discusses place-names, from the parish
of Deer and its neighbours, which are relevant to the current corpus because of
the Deer parish boundary with Tarves, and the proximity of the other parishes in
the study area (see Chapter Four). Analysis of these names allows a “glimpse
into place-name formation” and a more detailed historical understanding of the
toponyms in the region. Furthermore, the issue of “blurring between common
and proper noun” (2008: 296) in the sources is pertinent to the methodological

considerations of the current field-name dataset.

Cox’s paper ‘The syntax of the place-names’ (2008) from the same volume:

Studies on the Book of Deer, shows nine possible name structure types in the
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Gaelic names: noun only; article + noun; article + noun + adjective; noun x
personal name; noun X noun; noun X article + noun; noun x noun x personal
name; noun x noun + adjective; noun x noun x article + noun®. Cox states that
this “amply demonstrates how diverse and varied the structure of Gaelic place-
names had already become by the first half of the twelfth century” (2008: 310).
These two papers provide a detailed insight into the early place-names of the

area and serve as a good basis for future study.

Less scholarly works can also be found such as The Road to Maggieknockater
(Smith, 2004). This text is aimed at 'non-professionals’ and although some

discussion of field-names is provided, thisis largely in a prose format with no
spatial or geographical information. No bibliography is provided and the book

serves primarily as a source of anecdotes from the area.

Overall, the texts available on place-names in Aberdeenshire serve as a good
basis for the study of names. Indeed, the area has certainly been accorded more
thorough atte