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Etr.   Etruscan 

For.   Forézien 

form.  formal 

Frpr.   Francoprovençal 

Gal.   Galician 

Gall.-Rom. Gallo-Romance 

Gallur.  Gallurese 

Gasc.  Gascon 

Gaul.  Gaulish 

Georg.  Georgian 

Gr.   ancient Greek 

Gr. Hes.  Hesychian gloss in  

   Greek 

Gm.   Germanic 

Ib.   Iberian Peninsula 

Ib.-Rom.  Ibero-Romance 

IE   Indo-European 

Kb.   Kabylian 

Lang.  Lengadocian 

Lad.   Ladin 

Lat.   Latin 

Laz.   Laziale 

Leon.  Leonese 

Lith.   Lithuanian 

Log.   Logudorese 

MGr.  Modern Greek 

Nap.   Neapolitan 

Navarr.  Navarro-Aragonese 

Nef.   Nefusi 

NIt.   Northern Italy 

NLog.  North Logudorese 

Nuor.  Nuorese 



xxx 

 

 

 

Ogl.   Ogliastran 

OIr.   Old Irish 

OHG  Old High German 

OProv.  Old Provençal 

OSrd.  Old Sardinian 

OSp.   Old Spanish 

PC   Proto-Celtic 

PGm.  Proto-Germanic 

PIE   Proto-Indo-  

   European 

Pg.   Portuguese 

Phoen.  Phoenician 

Pied.   Piemontese 

pl.   plural 

PN   personal name 

Prov.  Provençal 

PSl.   Proto-Slavic 

Pugl.   Pugliese 

Pun.   Punic 

reconst.  reconstruction 

Rif.   Tarifit 

Rom.  Romanian 

Salent.  Salentino 

Sav.   Savoyard 

Sem.   Semitic 

semant.  semantic 

SFr.   Southern France 

sg.   singular 

Sic.   Sicilian, Sicily 

SIt.   Southern Italy 

Sl.   Slavic 

Snh.   Senhaja 

Sp.   Castilian Spanish 

Srd.   Sardinian 

Tmz.   Central Moroccan 

   Berber 

Top.   toponym 

Trent.  Trentinan 

Tsh.   Tashelhiyt 

Tuar.  Tuareg 

Tun.   Tunisian Arabic 

Tusc.  Tuscan 

Val.   Valencian 

Ven.   Venetian
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Introduction



 

 

 

 

The aim of this work is to increase our understanding of the linguistic prehistory 

of pre-Roman Sardinia. Traces of extinct languages spoken in Sardinia before its 

romanization are preserved in the toponymy and lexicon of the modern Sardini-

an language varieties, which descend from Latin. This study focuses on the lexi-

cal evidence. It consists of five parts, corresponding to the research objectives 

that will allow us to shed light on the nature and affiliation of the languages of 

pre-Roman Sardinia. 

¶ Part I provides an overview of the history of research on the pre-Roman 

languages of Sardinia (§ 1) and establishes a methodology for the analy-

sis and interpretation of the lexical evidence (§ 2). 

¶ Part II presents and discusses the relevant lexical evidence, organized by 

semantic field (§ 3  7). 

¶ Part III examines the lexical evidence for structural properties of pre-

Roman Sardinian, specifically in the phonological (§ 8) and morpholog-

ical (§ 9) domains. 

¶ Part IV aims to uncover the linguistic affiliation of pre-Roman Sardinian, 

by evaluating a number of previously proposed hypotheses on this topic 

(§ 10), and by analyzing the geographic distributions of pre-Roman cog-

nates found within and outside Sardinia (§ 11). 

¶ Part V summarizes and synthesizes the findings into an updated view of 

our understanding of the linguistic prehistory of Sardinia, and proposes 

possible further avenues of research (§ 12). 

 



3 

 

 

 

1 Sardinia and its linguistic background 

Sardinia is the second-largest island of the Mediterranean Sea. Its history has 

been defined by its relative isolation as an island, as well as by contacts with the 

three landmasses surrounding it: the Italian Peninsula, the Iberian Peninsula, 

and North Africa. Currently an autonomous region of Italy, Sardinia has be-

longed to different spheres of influence at different times. Most of these have left 

linguistic traces in one way or another. In chronological order, Sardinia was part 

of, or influenced by, the following foreign political powers: Carthage, Rome, the 

Vandal Kingdom, the Byzantine Empire, the Pisan and Genovese merchant re-

publics, the Crown of Aragon, the Spanish Empire, the House of Savoy, and final-

ly the Italian state. By far the strongest influence was exerted by the city of 

Rome, as evidenced by the linguistic romanization of Sardinia. With the possible 

exception of the Vandal Kingdom, all other aforementioned political powers 

have left lasting imprints, albeit in varying degrees, on the Sardinian language 

(see Putzu 2019 for an overview).1 

Before the Carthaginian and Roman dominance, Sardinia had been inhabited for 

multiple millennia. The prehistoric Sardinians left a rich archeological record, 

but we have no direct evidence of the language(s) they spoke. Although Sardinia 

was eventually completely romanized linguistically, traces of the native pre-

Roman language(s) survived in the Sardinian lexicon and toponymy. These lin-

guistic substrate traces have been the subject of many scholarly investigations 

since the early 20th century (see § 1.3). The present study aims to contribute to 

this field of research, by synthesizing and evaluating the lexical evidence for the 

Sardinian substrate, its phonological and morphological features, and its linguis-

tic affiliation. 

1.1 The languages of Sardinia 
The native language of most of Sardinia is Sardinian, which is the direct continu-

ation of Latin spoken in Sardinia. As such, it is considered a separate language or 

language branch in the Romance family tree (Bossong 2016: 65; Mensching & 

Remberger 2016: 270; Lupinu 2023: 27). Modern Sardinian is characterized by 

considerable internal variation. Its varieties are usually classified into a number 

of dialect groups. The main distinction is between Logudorese in the north and 

Campidanese in the south. Nuorese in the center-east is either considered a 

 
1 For an overview of the history of Sardinia, see Guidetti (1987). 
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sub-variety of the former, or a variety of its own. In the west, the Arborense dia-

lects are transitional between Logudorese and Campidanese (Virdis 1988; 

Mensching & Remberger 2016: 270; Molinu & Floricic 2017). Overviews of the 

Sardinian language, its linguistics, and its philology, can be found in Wagner 

(1997 [1950]), Atzori (1982), Contini & Tuttle (1982), Blasco Ferrer (1984a), Jones 

(1997), Bossong (2008: 225245), Mensching & Remberger (2016), Blasco Ferrer, 

Koch & Marzo (2017), and Lupinu (2023). The appendix to this volume contains 

an overview of some of the major historical phonological developments of Sar-

dinian as a whole, and of its individual dialect groups. 

Besides Sardinian, other Romance languages are spoken in smaller areas: the 

Sardo-Corsican dialects of Sassarese and Gallurese in the north (Maxia 2017), 

Catalan in and around the city of Alghero (Dessì Schmid 2017), and the Tabar-

chino variety of Ligurian in the Sulcis archipelago in the southwest (Toso 

2017)(see Figure 1.1.1). These language varieties have gained a presence in Sardin-

ia in post-classical times and are a testimony to its diverse linguistic contacts 

throughout history. 
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Figure 1.1.1: The languages of Sardinia (Mensching & Remberger 2016: Map 17.1; 

modified version of Virdis 1988: 905) 
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1.2 The romanization of Sardinia 
In 238 BCE, Sardinia was annexed by the Roman republic, after which it entered 

a process of administrative, cultural, and linguistic romanization. This was a 

gradual process. It is clear that the Romans did not abolish the institutions and 

infrastructure left behind by the Carthaginians, but rather integrated them into 

the new political order (Meloni 1987). Roman authority was established relative-

ly quickly in the more densely populated fertile plains in the south and west of 

the island. The more central mountainous regions have been argued to have 

resisted significantly longer (Dyson 1985; Rowland 1985).2 

Various hypotheses have been posited regarding the linguistic romanization of 

Sardinia. Wagner (1928; 1997: 105120) argues for an early romanization of Sar-

dinia on the basis of certain lexical archaisms. He further notes lexical variation 

between northern and southern Sardinia (e.g. éli;e < Lat. Ɇlex next to íli i̷ < Lat. 

ɹlex ǧǸǴǶ-Ǹǜǲ  ǡǽǟ, which he interprets as resulting from two separate waves of 

romanization. The first of these would have reached all of Sardinia, while the 

second was more limited to the south (Wagner 1928: 8). However, this does not 

explain why some of the more archaic formations are found in the south, and the 

innovative ones in the north: e.g. Camp., Barb. fórru < Lat. fornus vs. Log., Nuor. 

fúrru < Lat. furnus ǸǿǡǷ (Wagner 1928: 814). Blasco Ferrer (1989: 26) disagrees 

Ȁǩǽǧ 8ǜǦǷǡǻ Ǽ  ǽȀǸ-step romanization, but does agree that an initial wave 

of romanization reached all the way into the mountainous center of the island 

(Blasco Ferrer 1989: 1623). He dates the Latin of this first wave to the time of 

Plautus and Terence (i.e. 3rd 2nd century BCE), and assumes it to be closely relat-

ed to the Latin of Africa (Blasco Ferrer 1989: 3440). Later waves of Latin would 

have ǟǸǷǽǩǷǾǡǠ ǽǸ ǩǷǢǴǾǡǷǟǡ 4ǜǻǠǩǷǩǜ Ǽ ǶǸǻǡ ǜǟǟǡǼǼǩǝǴǡ ǻǡǦǩǸǷǼ  Ȁǩǽǧ ǼǸǶǡ ǹǜǻ

ticular local sources of innovation at various points in time (Blasco Ferrer 1989: 

74 76). Thus, Wagner and Blasco-Ferrer agree that the presumed conservative 

nature ǸǢ ǽǧǡ ǠǩǜǴǡǟǽǼ ǸǢ 4ǜǻǠǩǷǩǜ Ǽ ǶǸǾǷǽǜǩǷǸǾǼ ǟǡǷǽǡǻ ǩǼ ǽǧǡ ǻǡǼǾǴǽ ǸǢ ǽǧǡ ǢǩǻǼǽ 

wave of romanization, after which it developed in relative isolation. This stance 

is also taken by Lupinu (2005), who essentially follows Wagner.3 

A different model is proposed by Virdis (2018: 1225; 2020), who argues that the 

Campidanese dialects do in fact preserve some more archaic features than the 

 
2 But recently more nuanced views have been put forward (Trudu 2012; Farre 2016; Canu 

2016). 
3 On the question of the archaicity of Sardinian as a whole, see Mensching (2004). 
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northern Sardinian dialects.4 Virdis argues that the Campidanese dialects there-

fore continue a more archaic stage of Latin, indicative of an earlier time of ro-

manization, even if the modern Logudorese-Nuorese dialects are more conserva-

tive.5 "Ƿ ǩǶǹǸǻǽǜǷǽ ǻǡǜǴǩȃǜǽǩǸǷ ǩǷ 7ǩǻǠǩǼ  ǧȂǹǸǽǧǡǼǩǼ ǩǼ ǽǧǜǽ Ǧǻǡǜǽǡǻ conserva-

tivism cannot be equated with greater archaicity of language varieties, or vice 

versa. This crucial distinction is absent from 8ǜǦǷǡǻ Ǽ (1928) ǜǷǠ #ǴǜǼǟǸ 'ǡǻǻǡǻ Ǽ 

(1989) accounts. It is in any case clear that the linguistic romanization of Sardinia 

was not a single process, as it was initiated and completed at different times in 

different places.6 

1.3 The Sardinian substrate 
The romanization of Sardinia was at the same time its Indo-Europeanization. 

While the starting date of 238 BCE is early in terms of the former, it is compara-

tively late with regard to the latter. It has long been noted that the Sardinian 

toponymy and lexicon contain numerous elements that cannot satisfactorily be 

etymologized within Latin (cf. Wagner 1932; 1997: 254280 for an overview). It is 

probable that at least a part of these stem from the language or languages spoken 

on Sardinia at the time of the Roman conquest. These non-inherited elements 

have been extensively studied by various authors, often in the context of sub-

strates in the wider geographical region. For a detailed history of the study of 

linguistic substrates in Sardinia and elsewhere in the Mediterranean, see Devoto 

(1955), Serra (1956), Paulis (2008), ǜǷǠ ǡǼǹǡǟǩǜǴǴȂ $ǻǜǠǠǸǟǲ Ǽ (1969: 1847) critical 

review of almost two centuries of literature on the topic. In what follows I will 

present an overview of the most important literature regarding the Sardinian 

substrate specifically. Previous work on the Sardinian substrate can roughly be 

divided into three categories, all of which have contributed to the ongoing de-

ǝǜǽǡ ǻǡǦǜǻǠǩǷǦ 4ǜǻǠǩǷǩǜ Ǽ ǴǩǷǦǾǩǼǽǩǟ ǹǻǡǧǩǼǽǸǻȂ ǩǷ ǠǩǢǢǡǻǡǷǽ ȀǜȂǼ:  

1. Studies that focus on the specificities of the non-inherited linguistic ma-

terial within Sardinia, without necessarily comparing it to phenomena 

found outside Sardinia. These are discussed in § 1.3.1. 

2. Studies that observe and compile similarities in non-inherited linguistic 

material between Sardinia and various other areas. This category com-
 

4 The examples include some of the lexical variants discussed by Wagner (1928), as well 

as phonological and morphological features of Campidanese. 
5 Cf. Mastino (1993), who shows that literacy, and probably fluency in Latin, was lower in 

the center than in the coastal areas of Roman Sardinia. 
6 The attestations of Punic inscriptions well into the imperial period is one indication 

that the definitive romanization must have been a lengthy process (Adams 2003: 209). 
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prises the bulk of the studies in the earliest phases of substrate research. 

An overview of these studies is given in § 1.3.2, and the relevant lexical 

evidence is discussed in § 11. 

3. Studies that argue for the identification of the pre-Roman language of 

Sardinia as a relative of some other, attested, language. These present a 

clearly defined linguistic scenario that can be tested by examination of 

the data. The various proposals in this category are discussed in § 1.3.2.1 

and in § 10. 

Various terms have been used to refer to the pre-Roman languages of Sardinia. 

.ǸǼǽ ǟǸǶǶǸǷ ǩǼ ǽǧǡ ǽǡǻǶ 1ǜǴǡǸ-4ǜǻǠǩǷǩǜǷ  5ǧǡ ǽǡǻǶ /ǾǻǜǦǩǟ  ǝǜǼǡǠ ǸǷ ǽǧǡ 

eponymous archeological culture, is used specifically by Pittau (1984; 1995). Both 

of these terms may give the impression that we are dealing with a single, homog-

enous language. While this is possible (if we exclude Punic), it is by no means 

certain (cf. § 2.3.1). As such, I prefer to use the more neutral, be it less compact, 

ǽǡǻǶ ǹǻǡ-3ǸǶǜǷ 4ǜǻǠǩǷǩǜǷ  ǽǸ ǻǡǢǡǻ ǽǸ ǽǧǡ ǷǸǷ-inherited features of the modern 

Sardinian varieties of putative substrate origin. 

1.3.1 Features of the Sardinian substrate 
The language-internal analysis of possibly non-inherited features does not im-

mediately shed light on the linguistic affiliations of any pre-Roman language in 

Sardinia, but it does allow us to differentiate between what should and what 

should not be compared, i.e. which features may indeed be of pre-Roman origin, 

and which are due to more recent developments. Moreover, a detailed under-

standing of the distribution of substrate features is essential in recovering the 

pre-Roman linguistic dynamics within Sardinia.  

1.3.1.1 The Sardinian pre-Roman lexicon 

With the exception of Punic loans (§ 1.3.2.1), only a single word from a 

pre-Roman language is directly attested and identifiable; i.e. the form NURAC (§ 

5.2.2), inscribed on the nuraghe Aidu Entos in Bortigali (Gasperini 1992: 303

306). As a result, our main source of evidence for language contact between Sar-

dinian Latin and other, local languages, is the lexicon of the Romance varieties of 

Sardinia. Collections of Sardinian lexical material of proposed pre-Roman origin 

can be found in Wagner (1932; 1997: 254280) and Hubschmid (1953). Important 

ǡǽȂǶǸǴǸǦǩǟǜǴ ǼǸǾǻǟǡǼ ǻǡǦǜǻǠǩǷǦ ǽǧǡ 4ǜǻǠǩǷǩǜǷ ǴǡȁǩǟǸǷ ǜǻǡ 8ǜǦǷǡǻ Ǽ Dizionario 

etimologico sardo %&4  ǜǷǠ 1ǜǾǴǩǼ  (1992) work on Sardinian plant names. The 

phonological and morphological features of Sardinian lexical items of 

pre-Roman origin, have usually been discussed per individual etymon, across 
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many studies (cf. § 8 and § 9). No complete overview and evaluation of all pro-

posed pre-Roman phenomena in the lexicon has as of yet been given. In chapter 

§ 8, I discuss phonological features found in words of presumed pre-Roman 

origin, and evaluate which of these can be projected back to a pre-Roman lan-

guage. In chapter § 9, the evidence for proposed pre-Roman morphological fea-

tures in the Sardinian lexicon is reviewed. 

1.3.1.2 Pre-Roman toponyms in Sardinia 

Another important line of evidence are Sardinian place names, many of which 

have been argued to be of pre-Roman origin. Overviews can be found in Serra 

(1956: 181198; 1960) Paulis (1987; 2008), Wolf (1998a), and Pittau (2013). From 

Meyer--̤ǝǲǡ Ǽ (1925) discussion of pre-Roman toponyms of the Iberian Peninsu-

la onwards, various scholars have relied on toponymic evidence to posit phono-

logical or morphological properties of pre-Roman Sardinian languages as well 

(e.g. Terracini 1927; Bertoldi 1928; Serra 1960; Hubschmid 1963a; Wolf 1998a; Pau-

lis 2008), or to argue for certain linguistic affiliations of the substrate (Bertoldi 

1928; Serra 1954a; Hubschmid 1963a; Pittau 1995; Blasco Ferrer 2017). For meth-

odological reasons outlined in § 2.1.2.2.1, this study will focus primarily on the 

lexical evidence, rather than toponymic evidence. 

1.3.1.3 Substrate-induced features of Sardinian 

Besides lexical and toponymic elements of potential pre-Roman origin, it has 

been proposed that some of the phonological characteristics of Sardinian too 

might have arisen by influence from one or more local substrate languages. Most 

commonly discussed in this regard are the following phenomena: 

¶ Loss of inherited *f in the Barbaricine dialects (e.g. Bertoldi 1937a: 169; 

Wagner 1997: 285; Iribarren Argaiz 1997: 338; Paulis 2008: 34; Blasco Fer-

rer 2010a: 85). 

¶ Development of inherited *k as ƨ in the Barbaricine dialects (e.g. Wag-

ner 1997: 285). 

¶ Vowel prothesis before inherited initial *r- in Campidanese (e.g. Ber-

toldi 1937a: 169; Wagner 1997: 285; Iribarren Argaiz 1997: 338; Paulis 

2008: 34; Virdis 2020: 35). 

Both the loss of *f- and the rise of a prothetic vowel before initial *r- have been 

seen as evidence for the presence of a Basque or Iberian substrate in Sardinian 

(Bertoldi 1937a: 169; Blasco Ferrer 2010a: 85; Virdis 2020: 35). Wagner (1997: 285) 

compares the presence of ƨ (as the outcome of *k in various Sardinian dialects) 

to the phonological systems of Afro-Asiatic languages. 
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However, both the loss of *f and the development *k > ƨ have been shown be of 

more recent nature in the Barbaricine dialects, and are thus not informative on 

the phonological characteristics of any substrate language (cf. Paulis 1984a: 

lxxxi lxxxv, xcxcvii; Wolf 2011: 613; Loporcaro 2013: 57). The idea of vowel 

prothesis before initial *r- due to some Iberian substrate influence is more resili-

ent (e.g. recently Virdis 2020: 35). Basque does not allow word-initial r-, adding a 

prothetic vowel in Latin and Romance loans (e.g. Bq. errege ǲǩǷǦ   -ǜǽ  regem), 

a feature that is probably shared with ancient Aquitanian and Iberian (Michel-

ena 1990: 332333). Proving that the Sardinian phenomenon must be caused by 

substrate influence from a pre-Roman language of the Iberian Peninsula is diffi-

cult. Paulis (1984a: xxx fn. 45) notes that similar phenomena are found elsewhere 

in Romance too, and restrictions against initial /r/ are cross-linguistically com-

mon (Labrune 2021). It is therefore possible that the development of a prothetic 

vowel before *r- in Campidanese is simply the result of Sardinian-internal pho-

nological developments.7 A pre-Roman Iberian origin of this phenomenon re-

mains speculative. 

1.3.2 The Mediterranean substrate 
The study of the pre-Roman linguistic situation in Sardinia cannot be seen sepa-

rately from the study of such linguistic substrates in the wider geographical re-

gion. From the early 20th century onwards, numerous studies have been con-

ducted on the pre-Roman elements in Romance languages. Especially in the 

early stages of substrate research, many proposals revolved around the concept 

of a Mediterranean unity, in cultural as well as linguistic terms, before the In-

do-Europeanization of Europe (cf. Ribezzo 1919: 104; 1920: 83; Bertoldi 1928: 222; 

Terracini 1936: 59). Initially, the hypothesized prehistorical linguistic connec-

tions between various regions were to a large extent based on the similarities 

between certain toponyms, as well as on traditional views on the origins of peo-

ples recorded by Greek and Roman authors (e.g. Philipp 1920: 2486; Ribezzo 

1920: 8797; Terracini 1927; Bertoldi 1928).8 In most studies on this .ǡǠǩǽǡǻǻǜǷǡ

ǜǷ  ǼǾǝǼǽǻǜǽǡ, Sardinia has had a prominent role (cf. Devoto 1955; Craddock 1969: 

1847; Wigman 2023: 1820). As the details of the Mediterranean hypothesis 

have always remained somewhat vague with regard to the concrete historical 

and linguistic scenarios that are to be inferred, it is no surprise that diverging 

proposals have been put forward to account for the Sardinian attested data. The 

 
7 Cf. Paulis (1984a: xxxixxxii) for a possible scenario. 
8 On the use of toponyms as evidence for substrate connections, cf. § 2.1.2.2. 
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ǹǻǸǹǸǼǜǴǼ ǾǼǾǜǴǴȂ ǩǷǿǸǴǿǡ ǴǜȂǡǻǼ  Ǹǻ ǟǾǻǻǡǷǽǼ  ǸǢ ǴǩǷǦǾǩǼǽǩǟ ǩǷǢǴǾǡǷǟǡ  ǟǸǷǷǡǟǽǩǷǦ 

different regions in the Mediterranean in varying chronological orders. 

One of the first hypotheses that were firmly grounded in linguistic analysis is 

Terracini Ǽ (1927: 145146). On the basis of an analysis of the endings found in 

Sardinian toponyms, he ǜǻǦǾǡǼ ǽǧǜǽ 4ǜǻǠǩǷǩǜ ȀǜǼ ǩǷǽǡǻǼǡǟǽǡǠ ǝȂ ǽȀǸ ǟǾǻǻǡǷǽǼ ǩǷ 

particular: one that unites it with Africa and Iberia, and another that seems to 

ǧǜǿǡ ǩǽǼ ǟǡǷǽǡǻ ǩǷ ǽǧǡ ǷǸǻǽǧǡǻǷ 5ȂǻǻǧǡǷǩǜǷ ǻǡǦǩǸǷ,9 the first of which would have 

been stronger and more durable.10 Terracini (1927: 146) ǝǡǴǩǡǿǡǼ ǽǧǜǽ ǽǧǡǼǡ "Ǣ

ro-*ǝǡǻǩǜǷ  ǽǸǹǸǷȂǶǼ ǩǷ 4ǜǻǠǩǷǩǜ, which would possibly be related to Punic pres-

ence in Sardinia, should be able to be analyzed with the help of Berber and Liby-

an. Bertoldi (1928) discusses pre-Roman suffixes and roots which he identifies in 

various Sardinian toponyms. Largely in agreement with Terracini, he posits a 

-ǩǝȂǟǸ-Sardo-*ǝǡǻǩǜǷ  ǟǾǻǻǡǷǽ (Bertoldi 1928: 241). Later, he connects this to the 

Libyan and Iberian migrants and mercenaries in Sardinia described by Pausanias 

(X: 17; Bertoldi 1937a: 148, 151).11 )ǡ ǜǴǼǸ ǩǷǽǡǻǹǻǡǽǼ 5ǡǻǻǜǟǩǷǩ Ǽ ǷǸǻǽǧǡǻǷ 5ȂǻǻǧǡǷǩ

ǜǷ ǟǾǻǻǡǷǽ  ǜǼ ǜǷ ǡǜǼǽ-to-ȀǡǼǽ "ǷǜǽǸǴǩǜǷ-Aegean-*ǝǡǻǩǜǷ  ǟǾǻǻǡǷǽ (Bertoldi 1928: 

250; 1939: 100). The idea behind ǽǧǩǼ "ǷǜǽǸǴǩǜǷ-Aegean-*ǝǡǻǩǜǷ ǟǾǻǻǡǷǽ  is based 

ǸǷ ǜ ǟǸǶǝǩǷǜǽǩǸǷ ǸǢ *ǝǡǻǸ-4ǜǻǠǩǷǩǜǷ  1ȂǻǡǷǜǡǜǷ-"ǴǹǩǷǡ  ǜǷǠ 1ȂǻǡǷǜǡ

an-$ǜǾǟǜǼǩǜǷ  ǟǸǶǹǜǻǩǼǸǷǼ  all of which are compared to Sardinian toponyms as 

well (Bertoldi 1928: 249250). With regard to the pre-Roman substrate of Italy, 

Bertoldi (1936: 296; 1939: 100) makes ǜ ǠǩǼǽǩǷǟǽǩǸǷ ǝǡǽȀǡǡǷ ǜǷ "ǡǦǡ

an-"ǷǜǽǸǴǩǜǷ  ǡǴǡǶǡǷǽ ǩǷǽǻǸǠǾǟǡǠ Ȁǩǽǧ ǽǧǡ ǹǾǽǜǽǩǿǡ  &ǽǻǾǼǟǜǷ ǟǸǴǸǷǩȃǜǽǩǸǷ  

ǜǷǠ ǜ Ƿǜǽǩǿǡ *ǽǜǴǸ-3ǜǼǡǷǷǩǟ  ǡǴǡǶǡǷǽ ǽǧǜǽ ȀǜǼ ǼǸǶǡǧǸȀ ǜǼǼǩǶǩǴǜǽǡǠ ǽǸ &ǽǻǾǼǟǜǷ 

due to their mutual linguistic affinity.12 This is contradictory to his idea that the 

original pre-Roman language of Sicily (i.e. Sicanian) was related to languages in 

Iberia and Sardinia, ǼǾǦǦǡǼǽǩǷǦ ǜ ǟǸǷǷǡǟǽǩǸǷ ǽǸ ǧǩǼ "ǷǜǽǸǴǩǜǷ-Aegean-Iberian 

ǟǾǻǻǡǷǽ  ǝǾǽ ǽǧǜǽ ǩǽ ȀǜǼ ǾǷǻǡǴǜǽǡǠ ǽǸ &ǽǻǾǼǟǜǷ (Bertoldi 1937a: 169). Unfortunate-

ly, it is not made clear how the idea of all these ǩǷǠǡǹǡǷǠǡǷǽ ǴǩǷǦǾǩǼǽǩǟ ǟǾǻǻǡǷǽǼ  

relates to the idea of a single Mediterranean-wide substrate, to which Bertoldi 

(1928: 222) subscribes. In later articles, Bertoldi takes the idea of a Mediterranean 

 
9  ǩǷǽǡǻǼǡǟǜǽǜ ǹǜǻǽǩǟǸǴǜǻǶǡǷǽǡ Ǡǜ ǠǾǡ ǟǸǻǻǡǷǽǩ: ǾǷǜ ǟǧǡ Ǵ ǾǷǩǼǟǡ ǜǴǴ "Ǣǻǩǟǜ ǡ ǜǴǴ *ǝǡǻǩǜ  

Ǵ ǜǴǽǻǜ ǟǧǡ ǹǜǻǡ ǜǿǡǻ ǩǴ ǼǾǸ ǟǡǷǽǻǸ ǷǡǴ 5ǩǻǻǡǷǸ ǼǡǽǽǡǷǽǻǩǸǷǜǴǡ 
10 Cf. Bottiglioni (1929: 101), who identifies toponyms of Iberian, Ligurian, and Etruscan 

ǸǻǩǦǩǷ ǩǷ $ǸǻǼǩǟǜ  ǜǦǻǡǡǩǷǦ ȀǡǴǴ Ȁǩǽǧ 5ǡǻǻǜǟǩǷǩ Ǽ (1927: 145146) ǷǸǻǽǧ 5ȂǻǻǧǡǷǩǜǷ  ǩǠǡǜ 
11 Bertoldi (1937a: 151152) ǻǡǴǜǽǡǼ ǽǧǩǼ ǽǸ 8ǜǦǷǡǻ Ǽ (1932: 223224) proposed correspond-

ences between the Sardinian substrate and Berber languages. 
12 This is especially curious because #ǡǻǽǸǴǠǩ Ǽ 3ǜǼǡǷǷǩǟ  ǩǼ ǠǡǻǩǿǡǠ ǢǻǸǶ &ǽǻ Rasenna, 

the Etruscan endonym denoting Etruria (Bonfante & Bonfante 1983: 218). 
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substrate as a given (e.g. Bertoldi 1929; 1930), without specifying the extent of this 

phenomenon, or the historical reality that would have been behind it. In yet 

other articles (Bertoldi 1931; 1932; 1933), numerous lexical comparisons are made, 

ȀǩǽǧǸǾǽ ǜ ǟǴǡǜǻ ǟǸǷǟǴǾǼǩǸǷ ǜǼ ǽǸ ǽǧǡ ǟǾǻǻǡǷǽ  ǩǷ Ȁǧǩǟǧ ǽǧǡ ǹǸǼǩǽǡǠ ȀǩǠǡ-spread 

word families would have originated (cf. Craddock 1969: 3739 for a discussion of 

#ǡǻǽǸǴǠǩ Ǽ ǿǜǻǩǸǾǼ Ǽǽǻǜǽǜ. In contrast to #ǡǻǽǸǴǠǩ Ǽ ǩǷǽǻǩǟǜǽǡ ǼǟǡǷǜǻǩǸǼ  "ǴǡǼǼǩǸ 

returns to a more clearly defined view of the Mediterranean substrate as a genea-

logical linguistic unit (e.g. Alessio 1935: 141143; 1944: 105), although he allows for 

internal dialectal variation (Alessio 1944: 107108). However, this does not mean 

ǽǧǜǽ "ǴǡǼǼǩǸ Ǽ ǧȂǹǸǽǧǡǼǡǼ ǜǻǡ ǶǸǻǡ ǟǸǷǟǻǡǽǡ Ǹǻ ǡǜǼǩǡǻ ǽǸ ǿǡǻǩǢȂ  ǜǷǠ ǧǡ ǠǸǡǼ ǩǷ 

fact operate with an additional, more recent substrate layer in Sardinia that 

would have its provenance in North-Africa (Alessio 1957: 263). In general, Alessio 

ǢǻǡǺǾǡǷǽǴȂ ǻǡǿǩǼǩǽǼ #ǡǻǽǸǴǠǩ Ǽ ǟǸǶǹǜǻǩǼǸǷǼ ǜǷǠ ǜǠǠǼ ǴǡǼǼ ǟǸǷǿǩǷǟǩǷǦ ǟǸǶǹǜǻǜǷǠǜ 

to the equation. I agree with Craddock (1969: 42) ǽǧǜǽ "ǴǡǼǼǩǸ ǴǡǜǿǡǼ ǡǿǡǷ ǽǧǡ 

impartial reader with a far less favorable impression than in the case of Bertoldi 

Most specific, but also most complex, in terms of stratification of the substrate 

lexicon, are the studies by Hubschmid, who also dedicated considerable atten-

tion to the Sardinian substrate specifically (Hubschmid 1953). His comparisons 

of putative pre-Roman forms are, if not convincing, supported by an impressive 

amount of lexical material from and by detailed formal, semantic, and etymolog-

ical analysis of said material. More than Bertoldi and Alessio, Hubschmid at-

tempts to explain the observed linguistic facts with historical scenarios  alt-

hough often of speculative nature (e.g. Hubschmid 1950a: 225226; 1950b: 133). 

Hubschmid does not depart from the a priori assumption of a unified Mediterra-

nean substratum, but posits various pre-Indo-European language families that 

would at various times have expanded and receded in the Mediterranean region. 

Among his ǧȂǹǸǽǧǡǼǡǼ ǜǻǡ ǽǧǜǽ ǸǢ ǜ &ǾǻǜǢǻǩǟǜǷ  ǼǾǝǼǽǻǜǽǡ, and a more recent 

and wide-ǼǹǻǡǜǠ )ǩǼǹǜǷǸ-$ǜǾǟǜǼǩǜǷ  ǼǾǝǼǽǻǜǽǡ, both of which would have had 

some relation to Basque (Hubschmid 1953: 91; 1960a: 24, 40; 1965: 156). The Euraf-

rican substrate is based mainly on comparisons between Sardinian, Berber and 

Basque, as well as on comparanda from Gallo-Romance and Insular Celtic. The 

Hispano-Caucasian substrate includes comparisons between words from Sardin-

ian, Basque, Occitan, Alpine Romance varieties, Greek, Caucasian languages, 

even reaching Burushaski (Hubschmid 1953: 109). These two language families 

(as Hubschmid sees them) would have caused intricate contact situations with 

each other and with yet other languages at various times in the past. This be-

comes clearest in Hubschmid (1963a: 147148):  
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In Sardinia we can assume at least six Paleo-Sardinian linguistic strata:  

1) an oldest Eurafrican substrate, which in the south encom-

passed Northwest-Africa, and that reached until Lusitania 

in the west, to Gaul in the north, to Italy in the east; 

2) an Iberian substrate, related to Eurafrican, but stemming 

rather from Hispania; 

3) a Hispano-Caucasian substrate stemming from the east, 

which reached until Lusitania in the west, Gaul in the 

north, the Caucasus in the east, and which in the south 

probably encompassed parts of North-Africa too; 

4) a Tyrrhenian or Etruscan substrate, stemming from the east 

as well; 

5) ǜ -ǩǝȂǜǷ )ǜǶǩǽǩǟ  ǼǾǝǼǽǻǜǽǡ ǻǡǴǜǽǡǠ ǽǸ #ǡǻǝǡǻ  Ǹǻ ǜǷ ǡǜǻǴȂ 

Semitic substrate; 

6) perhaps another, unknown, very old Paleo-Sardinian sub-

strate. 13 

On the whole, no amount of linguistic data adduced by the substratists discussed 

has been able to lend wide-spread acceptance to any configuration of the Medi-

terranean hypothesis. The main problem is that the scenarios proposed are so 

all-encompassing and abstract, and at the same time so vaguely defined, that 

they are almost impossible to prove or disprove  even if some of their pro-

posals may someday prove to be close to the truth. This is exacerbated by the 

lack of a clearly delineated methodology as to how formally and semantically 

different two comparanda are allowed to be until the comparison is rejected. 

Another weakness is the heavy reliance on toponyms as evidence.14  

Even if the resulting hypotheses fail to convince, the large amounts of lexical 

data gathered from a wealth of disparate sources especially by Bertoldi, Alessio 

and Hubschmid, are impressive in their own right, and I have made grateful use 

ǸǢ ǽǧǡǼǡ ǼǟǧǸǴǜǻǼ  ǡǢǢǸǻǽǼ ǩǷ ǽǧǩǼ study. The many cross-Mediterranean compari-

sons with relevance to the Sardinian substrate that have been proposed are dis-

cussed in § 11. On the basis of the geographic distribution of the accepted com-

parisons, I discuss conclusions that can potentially be drawn on any prehistoric 

linguistic connections in § 11.4  11.5. 

 
13 (Translation mine). 
14 See § 2.1.2 for a discussion of these methodological issues. 
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1.3.2.1 " ǷǸǽǡ ǸǷ -ǩǦǾǻǩǜǷ 

5ǧǡ ǷǸǽǩǸǷ ǸǢ ǜǷ ǜǷǟǩǡǷǽ -ǩǦǾǻǩǜǷ  ǴǜǷǦǾǜǦǡ ǸǢǽǡǷ ǻǡǟǾǻǼ in the context of Medi-

terranean substrate elements. Classical sources mention a people called Liguri in 

-ǜǽǩǷ   ǩǷ (ǻǡǡǲ. Even in antiquity, ideas on the ethnological, political, and 

linguistic identity of the Liguri, varied and sometimes contradicted each other. 

Some sources place Liguri in the Iberian Peninsula, others between the Iberian 

Peninsula and the Rhône, and yet others east of the Rhône into northern Italy 

Ǽǡǡ #ǜǽǼ  ǸǷ ǽǧǡ ǾǼǡ ǸǢ (ǻ  . In addition, there are mentions of a Ligu-

rian presence in Corsica and in Sicily (Cuno 1878: 90150; Müllenhoff 1892: 171

193; Kretschmer 1905: 108109; Mullen 2013: 27). In the 19th century, the Liguri 

were widely held to be a pre-Indo-European people (Kretschmer 1905: 109110).15  

There are no inscriptions that can be attributed with certainty to a language by 

the name of Ligurian. The sole evidence of a language spoken by the Liguri (pro-

vided that the term Liguri indeed refers to the speakers of a single language) is 

limited to personal names and toponyms (Mullen 2013: 26). This very limited 

record has paradoxically not stopped authors from indulging in various types of 

far-reaching speculations. Classifications of the Ligurian language have ranged 

from pre-Indo-European to a separate branch of Indo-European to a variety of 

Celtic. Cuno (1878: 91) is the first to identify the Liguri as a Celtic people. Based 

on inscriptional evidence, Kretschmer (1905: 99, 127) favored classification as an 

independent Indo-European branch, close to Celtic.16 The idea of Ligurian being 

an unattested Indo-European language is continued in more recent scholarship 

(e.g. Hubschmid 1953: 116117; Paulis 1992: 305; Dworkin 2012: 20; Mullen 2013: 

29). .ǸǼǽ ǢǻǡǺǾǡǷǽǴȂ ǧǸȀǡǿǡǻ  ǽǧǡ ǽǡǻǶ -ǩǦǾǻǩǜǷ  features as a more general 

label referring to substrate phenomena roughly in the area of the southwestern 

Alps, i.e. modern-day Liguria and surroundings (e.g. Battisti 1928; 1960; Bertoldi 

1928; 1937b; Alessio 1944; 1949; Ambrosini 1983). It is not always clear whether 

Ligurian is used purely as a geographic indicator (as in Alessio 1957: 238), or as a 

specific hypothetical pre-Indo-European language (as in Bertoldi 1937b: 140). It is 

sometimes proposed that there was a connection between Ligurian and Iberian 

(Bertoldi 1928: 229; Alessio 1935: 141142; Hubschmid 1953: 116), or that Ligurian 

was also found in Sicily (e.g. Alessio 1944: 96 fn. 15). Notably, Ligurian has also 

 
15 This idea was partly rooted in contemporary racial theories (cf. Kretschmer 1905: 109). 
16 However, the inscription on the basis of which Kretschmer (1905: 99, 127) classifies 

Ligurian as an Indo-European language is now considered to be Lepontic (cf. Stifter et al. 

2022: VB·3.1).  

 



Sardinia and its linguistic background 15 

 

 

been mentioned as one of the linguistic substrates of Sardinia (e.g. Alessio 1944: 

96 fn. 15; Devoto 1955). 

In short, both in ancient and in modern times there has been considerable disa-

greement on the geographic localization of the Liguri Ǹǻ  ǜǷǠ ǸǷ ǽǧǡ ǴǩǷ

ǦǾǩǼǽǩǟ ǟǴǜǼǼǩǢǩǟǜǽǩǸǷ ǸǢ ǽǧǡǼǡ ǹǡǸǹǴǡ Ǽ ǾǷǜǽǽǡǼǽǡǠ ǴǜǷǦǾǜǦǡ  Mullen (2013: 2627) 

rightly calls for caution in attributing any specific linguistic or historical reality 

ǽǸ ǽǧǡ ǽǡǻǶ -ǩǦǾǻǩǜǷ  "Ǽ ǼǾǟǧ  ǽǧǡ ǽǡǻǶ -ǩǦǾǻǩǜǷ  ǧǜǼ ǴǸǼǽ much of its useful-

ness as a label for substrate phenomena, regardless of whether these substrates 

are of Indo-European or pre-Indo-European nature. 

1.3.2.2 " ǷǸǽǡ ǸǷ *ǝǡǻǩǜǷ 

-ǩǲǡ ǩǷ ǽǧǡ ǟǜǼǡ ǸǢ -ǩǦǾǻǩǜǷ  ǽǧǡ ǽǡǻǶ *ǝǡǻǩǜǷ  is frequently used as a label for 

certain substrate phenomena by proponents of the Mediterranean substrate 

hypothesis  *ǝǡǻǩǜǷ-4ǜǻǠǩǷǩǜǷ  ǼǾǝǼǽǻǜǽǡ features have been posited time and 

time again (Forsyth Major 1893: 154; Wagner 1907a: 408; 1932: 238; 1997: 259; Ber-

toldi 1928: 229, 238239; Terracini 1936: 67; Bertoldi 1937b: 144, 151, 160, 169; Ales-

sio 1944: 263; Devoto 1955: 219; Battisti 1960: 377378; Hubschmid 1960a: 7; Paulis 

1992: 21). These have usually been explained as testifying to a migration from the 

Iberian Peninsula to Sardinia in prehistoric times (e.g. already Wagner 1907a: 

408)  *Ƿ ǽǧǩǼ ǟǸǷǽǡȁǽ  ǢǻǡǺǾǡǷǽ ǻǡǢǡǻǡǷǟǡ ǩǼ ǶǜǠǡ ǽǸ 1ǜǾǼǜǷǩǜǼ  9    ǻǡǶǜǻǲ 

that there was at some point an Iberian migration to Sardinia led by Norax (Fra-

zer 2012a: 523 [1898]). It is difficult to verify if this semi-mythical migration could 

explain the linguistic facts. 

Unlike Ligurian, however, Iberian refers to an actually attested language. Iberian 

was a non-Indo-European language, attested in ca. 2300 inscriptions, found from 

the southeastern coast of Spain to the Languedoc region in France (Moncunill & 

Velaza 2020: 593). De Hoz (2009; 2011: 5657) argues that Iberian was spoken 

natively in the southeastern part of the Iberian Peninsula, and that it expanded 

to the northeast as a commercial lingua franca. Velaza (2019: 162) on the other 

hand argues that Iberian was in fact spoken as a native language across the area 

where it is attested, even if it would have expanded just prior to the earliest in-

scriptional evidence. Whatever the case, there is onomastic evidence document-

ing the existence of yet another, non-Indo-European language spoken in the 

northeastern part of the area where Iberian is attested (Untermann 1969). Un-

termann notes structural similarities of non-Iberian personal names in Iberian 

inscriptions in southwestern France to personal names recorded more eastward 

along the modern French Mediterranean coast. Despite being aware of the issues 

surrounding that term (cf. § 1.3.2.1), hǡ ǴǜǝǡǴǼ ǽǧǩǼ ǸǷǸǶǜǼǽǩǟ ǹǧǡǷǸǶǡǷǸǷ -ǩǦǾ
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ǻǩǜǷ  (Untermann 1969: 89). On the basis of this non-Iberian onomastic materi-

ǜǴ  (ǸǻǻǸǟǧǜǽǡǦǾǩ ǜǷǠ 7ǜǴǴǡǮǸ   ǹǸǼǩǽ ǽǧǡ ǡȁǩǼǽǡǷǟǡ ǸǢ ǜǷ ǜǾǽǸǟǧǽǧǸ

ǷǸǾǼ ǴǜǷǦǾǜǦǡ ǩǷ 3ǸǾǼǼǩǴǴǸǷ ǜǷǠ $ǜǽǜǴǸǷǩǜ  ǠǩǢǢǡǻǡǷǽ ǢǻǸǶ *ǝǡǻǩǜǷ. Beyond the 

onomastic evidence, lexical substrate connections between Iberian and Ligurian 

(and Sardinian) have been suggested (Kretschmer 1905: 109110; Battisti 1928: 

672; Alessio 1935: 141142; Terracini 1936: 67). 

Iberian was long thought to be related to Basque (Orduña 2019: 219221). How-

ever, with the decipherment of the Iberian script came the realization that 

Basque is irrelevant to understanding Iberian texts (Orduña 2019: 223). Basque 

and Iberian do not appear to be closely related, or in fact related at all. Any struc-

tural similarities may be explained as resulting from language contact (Gorro-

chategui 1995; Trask 1995: 79).17 The conflation of Iberian and Basque as consti-

ǽǾǽǩǷǦ ǜ ǼǩǷǦǴǡ ǼǾǝǼǽǻǜǽǡ ǴǜȂǡǻ  is present in many publications by proponents of 

the Mediterranean substrate hypothesis (e.g. Bertoldi 1937b; Alessio 1944: 109 fn. 

114; Hubschmid 1953: 117118; Battisti 1960: 352). It persists even in more recent 

scholarship (e.g. Blasco Ferrer 2017: 81). However, the fact that Iberian and 

Basque were not (closely) related implies that comparisons of pre-Roman lin-

guistic features of Sardinian to Basque (§ 10.3) cannot be used as direct evidence 

in favor of an Iberian migration to Sardinia. Conversely, pre-Roman correspond-

ences between Sardinian and languages in the Iberian Peninsula other than 

Basque (§ 11.2.1.1) are no direct evidence in favor of the presence of a Vasconic 

language in pre-Roman Sardinia. 

Paulis (2008) notes some similarities between features of the Sardinian substrate 

and of the Iberian language. The phonological constraints that appear to operate 

in the pre-Roman toponyms of the Barbagia di Ollolai, as described by Wolf 

(1998a: 2835), are similar to those observed in Iberian, as well as to those recon-

structed by Gorrochategui and Lakarra (2001) for Proto-Basque (Paulis 2008: 32

33). Additionally, various Iberian personal names are reminiscent of medieval 

Sardinian personal names of probable pre-Roman origin (Paulis 2008: 39). Paulis 

(2008: 48) interprets these structural similarities, as well as the handful of Sar-

dinian-Basque lexical correspondences, as evidence for an Iberian origin of the 

pre-Roman language of Sardinia. In his view, the linguistic ancestors of Basque, 

Iberian, and the Sardinian substrate would have coexisted in the Iberian Penin-

sula ca. 10 000  9 000 years ago. This time depth is roughly twice that of the 
 

17 In general, Vasconists seem to be less optimistic about a genetic link, at whatever time-

depth, between Basque and Iberian than Iberianists (e.g. Trask 1995: 7780; cf. Orduña 

2019: 221). 
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Indo-European language family, however, making it unlikely that superficial 

linguistic features as personal names would be recognizably preserved into the 

attested descendent languages. Moreover, this date appears to primarily be 

based on genetic insights (such as Vona & Calò 2006; Caramelli et al. 2007) that 

have since been surpassed due to the rapid developments in the study of ancient 

DNA (cf. Calò et al. 2021). 

1.3.3 Proposed connections between the Sardinian substrate and at-

tested languages 
Apart from the unattested substrata of unknown affiliation (cf. § 1.3.2), various 

known languages or relatives thereof have been proposed to be spoken in Sar-

dinia prior to the Roman conquest. These include Punic (§ 10.1), Berber (§ 10.2), 

Basque (§ 10.3), and Etruscan (§ 10.4). With the exception of Punic, for which the 

historical context is well-understood, each of these languages figures prominent-

ly in Mediterranean substrate comparisons (§ 1.3.2)  ǜǼ ǹǜǻǽ ǸǢ ǴǜǻǦǡǻ ǟǾǻǻǡǷǽǼ  ǸǢ 

linguistic influence. In more recent times, attempts have been made to explain 

all or most of the Sardinian substrate lexicon as coming from a language related 

to Berber (Argiolas 2012; 2020), Basque (Blasco Ferrer 2010a; 2010b; 2011; 2017), or 

Etruscan (Pittau 1995). These hypotheses are mutually exclusive. In § 10, the 

relevant evidence for each of these hypotheses is reviewed.  

1.3.3.1 Phoenico-Punic 

Of all proposed connections between the Sardinian non-inherited lexicon and 

some non-Indo-European language, Punic is the most well-established. The first 

Phoenician settlements emerged in Sardinia in the eighth century BCE (Bondì 

1987a; 1987b). These eventually came under Carthaginian influence from about 

500 BCE (Bondì 1987c), until Sardinia was conquered by the Roman Republic in 

238 BCE. Phoenician and Punic inscriptions in Sardinia are attested from the 

ninth century BCE until the second (or early third) century CE (Bondì 1987d; 

Adams 2003: 209):18 a presence of more than a millennium with centuries of 

continuity into the Roman period. Given these facts, the presence of Phoenician 

or Punic elements in non-inherited Sardinian is expected. The first attempts at 

identifying these were made by Spano (1872). Unfortunately, Spano sees a Ca-

naanite or Phoenician etymology behind almost any Sardinian word. His ety-

mologies can almost invariably be dismissed (cf. Wagner 1957: 37). Wagner (1932: 

212; 1997: 158161; 1957: 104109) instead proposes a Phoenico-Punic origin for a 
 

18 There may in fact be a Punic graffiti, in the Roman alphabet, on a hypogeum in San 

Salvatore di Cabras dated to the era of the Constantinian imperial dynasty  i.e. the 4th 

century CE (Meloni 1987: 290). 
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small number of lexical items,19 hypothesizing that Phoenician and Punic lin-

guistic influence was restricted to the plains of Campidano and Planargia (1997: 

158).20 The corpus of Phoenico-Punic etymologies in the Sardinian lexicon has 

been expanded by Paulis (1990). While Paulis accepts more evidence, he also 

ǻǡǮǡǟǽǼ ǼǸǶǡ ǸǢ 8ǜǦǷǡǻ Ǽ ǡǜǻǴǩǡǻ ǹǻǸǹǸǼǜǴǼ at the same time. A difficulty in ana-

lyzing the material is that not all accepted punicisms in Sardinia have a clear 

Semitic etymology. In fact, Argiolas (2010: 2324) has suggested some to be of 

Berber origin. The evidence for Punic loans in Sardinian is discussed in § 10.1. 

1.3.3.2 Berber 

Multiple ancient sources ǶǡǷǽǩǸǷ ǜ ǶǩǦǻǜǽǩǸǷ ǸǢ -ǩǝȂǜǷǼ  Ǹǻ "ǢǻǩǟǜǷǼ  ǢǻǸǶ 

North-Africa to Sardinia; e.g. Pausanias X: 17: 2 (Frazer 2012a: 523), Cicero XIX: 42, 

45 (Cicero 1984: 19).21 In linguistics too, various scholars have operated with an 

"ǢǻǩǟǜǷ  Ǹǻ -ǩǝȂǜǷ  ǟǸǶǹǸǷǡǷǽ within the Sardinian substrate, typically in-

formed by lexical comparisons to Berber (e.g. Terracini 1927; 1936; Bertoldi 1928: 

241; 1937b: 148, 151; Wagner 1932: 224; 1997: 263263, 280; Serra 1954a; 1960; Hub-

schmid 1953: 91; 1960a: 24, 40; 1965: 156; Alessio 1957: 263). Recently, Argiolas 

(2012; 2020) has argued for a Berber substrate in Sardinia. Given the possibility 

that some Berber linguistic material entered Sardinia in a Punic colonial context 

(Paulis 2008: 42; Argiolas 2010: 2324), a key question is whether it is necessary 

to posit an independent North-African substrate, predating Punic presence in 

Sardinia. This, and the proposed Berber-Sardinian comparisons, are discussed in 

§ 10.2. 

On a practical note, there have been different conventions for the phonological 

representation of forms from the Berber languages. Wherever relevant, I have 

attempted to represent these in a uniform fashion. Wherever the notation used 

here differs from that used by the source cited, the original notation is given in a 

footnote. Forms found in sources that do not employ a linguistic transcription 

ǶǡǽǧǸǠ  ǜǻǡ ǟǩǽǡǠ ǝǡǽȀǡǡǷ ǜǷǦǴǡ ǝǻǜǟǲǡǽǼ ǩ ǡ   'Ǹǻ ǽǧǡ ǻǡǟǸǷǼǽǻǾǟǽǩǸǷ ǸǢ 

Proto-Berber, I adhere to the system used by Múrcia Sànchez (2011), which is the 

main source of the reconstructed Berber forms cited. 

 
19 4ǡǡ ǜǴǼǸ 'ǻǩǡǠǻǩǟǧ Ǽ  ǶǩǴǠǴȂ ǹǸǼǩǽǩǿǡ ǡǿǜǴǾǜǽǩǸǷ ǸǢ 8ǜǦǷǡǻ Ǽ ǹǻǸǹǸǼǜǴǼ 
20 Wagner also discusses possible Phoenician origins of a range of toponyms (Wagner 

1932: 208212; 1997: 152157; 1957: 3843, 78104), which are outside the scope of this 

study. Cf. also Paulis (1990: 625639). 
21 Cf. Frazer (2012b: 320321 [1898]) for a discussion. 
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1.3.3.3 Basque 

Being the sole surviving pre-Indo-European language in Europe, it is no surprise 

that Basque is a major suspect when it comes to the identification of 

non-inherited linguistic material in the languages of Europe. While it is in itself 

reasonable to assume that the Basque language at some point in prehistory had 

relatives that were spoken in the wider region, it does not follow that all pre-

Indo-European languages were related to Basque. In fact, even the Basque lan-

ǦǾǜǦǡ Ǽ ǟǴǸǼǡǼǽ ǷǡǩǦǧǝǸǻ ǩǷ ǜǷǽǩǺǾǩǽȂ  *ǝǡǻǩǜǷ  ǜǹǹǡǜǻǼ ǽǸ ǝǡ ǦǡǷǡǽǩǟǜǴǴȂ ǾǷǻǡǴǜǽǡǠ 

to it, despite being a pre-Indo-European language too (cf. Gorrochategui 1995; 

Trask 1995: 79).22 For the Sardinian-Basque connections posited in the framework 

ǸǢ ǽǧǡ .ǡǠǩǽǡǻǻǜǷǡǜǷ ǼǾǝǼǽǻǜǽǡ ǧȂǹǸǽǧǡǼǩǼ  Ǽǡǡ  1.3.2.  

During the last decades, a number of authors have discussed apparent connec-

tions between Basque and Sardinian. Santo Moreno (2000: 174) interprets the 

putative Sardinian-Basque lexical correspondences as pre-Roman Wanderwörter, 

rather than remnants of extinct language families. Bengtson (2017: 8688) sees 

the pre-Roman Sardinian substrate as part of a larger Basque-Caucasian macro-

family. Paulis (2008: 20) notes some possible similarities of medieval Sardinian 

personal names to Aquitanian and Iberian personal names. 

In a recent account, the relation between Basque and the pre-Roman lan-

guage(s) of Sardinia is explored highly concretely by Eduardo Blasco Ferrer. In a 

series of publications, he argues that the pre-Roman toponymic evidence on 

Sardinia demonstrates an ancient migration of Vasconic speakers to Sardinia 

(Blasco Ferrer 2010a; 2010b; 2011; 2017) 1ǜǻǽǴȂ ǝǜǼǡǠ ǸǷ 8ǸǴǢ Ǽ (1998a) observa-

tions on recurring patterns in Barbaricine toponyms of pre-Roman origin, he 

divides synchronically opaque Sardinian toponyms into segments supposedly 

related to Basque lexical roots. For instance, the Ogliastran toponyms Dolai, 

Dodoliai and Iridolai, analyzed as *dol-ai, *do-dol-iai and *iri-dol-ai, in his view, 

all three contain a cognate of Bq. odol ǝǴǸǸǠ  (Blasco Ferrer 2011: 88).  

#ǴǜǼǟǸ 'ǡǻǻǡǻ Ǽ ǶǡǽǧǸǠǸǴǸǦȂ  like his conclusions, are deeply problematic. First 

and foremost, it is impossible to establish the Benennungsmotive of the hundreds 

of pre-Roman Sardinian toponyms. As a consequence, the meanings attributed 

to them are exclusively based on the proposed Basque etymologies and therefore 

speculative to the extreme. Additionally, our understanding of the derivational 

processes behind the formation of these toponyms is limited to the observation 

 
22 See Trask (1995) for an overview of the many languages that Basque has been proposed 

to be related to. 
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that some phonological sequences seem to reoccur. This essentially does not 

inform us on anything as long as there is no way to securely identify them as 

morphemes. "Ǽ ǜ ǻǡǼǾǴǽ  #ǴǜǼǟǸ 'ǡǻǻǡǻ Ǽ (2011: 88) analysis of a toponym like iri-

dolai as < *iri-dol-ai is entirely arbitrary. As such, the forms and meanings of the 

ǶǸǻǹǧǡǶǡǼ  ǽǧǜǽ ǜǻǡ ǩǠǡǷǽǩǢǩǡǠ ǩǷ 4ǜǻǠǩǷǩǜǷ ǽǸǹǸǷȂǶǼ ǜǷǠ ǟǸǶǹǜǻǡǠ to Basque 

are the outcome of speculative assumptions that are neither provable nor falsifi-

able on the basis of the evidence. 

What is worse, the Proto-Basque phonological system as reconstructed by Mich-

elena (1990) is dated to around two thousand years ago (Trask 1995: 67). This 

post-dates both the Phoenician and Roman arrivals on Sardinia, and also post-

dates ǽǧǡ ǜǻǻǩǿǜǴ ǸǢ ǹǜǴǡǸ-#ǜǼǺǾǡ  ǼǹǡǜǲǡǻǼ ǸǷ 4ǜǻǠǩǷǩǜ between the 9th and 3rd 

millennium BCE, if we follow Blasco Ferrer (2010a: 162; 2017: 8081). Even if we 

Ǡǡǹǜǻǽ ǢǻǸǶ -ǜǲǜǻǻǜ Ǽ   ǩǷǽǡǻǷǜǴǴȂ ǻǡǟǸǷǼǽǻǾǟǽǡǠ ǡǜǻǴǩǡǻ ǹǧǜǼǡ ǸǢ 1ǻǸ

to-Basque, there are multiple millennia in which virtually no language change 

must have occurred, neither in the direct ancestor of Basque, nor in its hypothet-

ical sister language on Sardinia. 

*Ƿ ǼǧǸǻǽ  #ǴǜǼǟǸ 'ǡǻǻǡǻ Ǽ ǿǩǡȀ ǸǢ ǹǻǡ-Roman Sardinia as linguistically Vasconic 

can be considered unsubstantiated, due to its reliance on morphologically and 

semantically opaque toponyms.23 This does not mean that a prehistoric migra-

tion from Iberia to Sardinia, or any other type of connection between pre-Roman 

Sardinian and Basque is ruled out; it simply does not follow from the material 

adduced by Blasco Ferrer. Any claim of prehistoric ties between Sardinia and 

Iberia must be supported by lexical evidence, including both form and meaning. 

Semantic scrutiny is the only tool we have to minimize the risk of chance corre-

spondence between two or more phonologically similar forms (cf. § 2.1.2).24 The 

proposed lexical correspondences between Sardinian and Basque are discussed 

in § 10.3. 

1.3.3.4 Etruscan 

Like Basque, Etruscan was a non-Indo-European language spoken amidst In-

do-European languages. Unlike Basque, Etruscan died out around the 1st century 

CE (Wallace 2008: 1). As for most of the apparently pre-Indo-European languages 

 
23 Cf. Wolf (2011) and Loporcaro (2013) for a more in-Ǡǡǹǽǧ ǠǩǼǟǾǼǼǩǸǷ ǸǢ #ǴǜǼǟǸ 'ǡǻǻǡǻ Ǽ 

methodology. 
24 "ǴǽǧǸǾǦǧ #ǴǜǼǟǸ 'ǡǻǻǡǻ Ǽ ǿǩǡȀǼ ǠǸ ǷǸǽ ǼǡǡǶ ǽǸ ǧǜǿǡ ǦǜǩǷǡǠ ȀǩǠǡǼǹǻǡǜǠ ǹǸǹǾǴǜǻǩǽȂ ǩǷ 

linguistic circles, they have unfortunately found their way into some genetic studies (e.g. 

Chiang et al. 2018: 1431). 
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that survived long enough to be attested, including Basque, Minoan, Tartessian 

etc., the linguistic affiliation of Etruscan has long puzzled scholars (Wallace 

2008: 215218). At this point, the only languages that are commonly accepted to 

be related to Etruscan are the Rhaetic language in the Alps, and the Lemnian 

language on the Greek island of Lemnos (Rix 1998: 60; Wallace 2008: 218225). 

3ǡǦǜǻǠǩǷǦ ǽǧǡ ǡǿǡǷǽǾǜǴ ǹǻǸǿǡǷǜǷǟǡ ǸǢ ǽǧǩǼ 5ȂǻǻǧǡǷǩǜǷ  ǴǜǷǦǾǜǦǡ ǢǜǶǩǴȂ  ǽǧǡǻǡ 

are two main hypotheses. One is that the Etruscans as well as the Rhaetians orig-

inated in Anatolia, of which Lemnian would be a local vestige (Schachermeyr 

1929; Beekes 1993; 2003; Van der Meer 2004; Kloekhorst 2022a). The other is that 

Etruscan and Rhaetic were native to Italy, and Lemnian a colonial offshoot of 

Etruscan (De Simone 1998: 409410; Wallace 2008: 222; Oettinger 2010; Simon 

2021: 245).25 With regard to pre-Roman Sardinia, the idea of (one of) its languages 

being related to Etruscan is by no means absurd. Sardinia and Etruria are geo-

graphically in close proximity, and an Etruscan presence has been demonstrated 

in Corsica (Wallace 2008: 3). Still, any hypothesis of a Tyrrhenian language being 

spoken in pre-Roman Sardinia must be supported by compelling linguistic evi-

dence. 

The scholar that has argued in favor of a connection between the pre-Roman 

language(s) of Sardinia and Etruscan most fervently, is Pittau. Pittau (1984: 18

20; 1995; 1997: 29) argues that the pre-Roman language of Sardinia (/ǾǻǜǦǩǟ, in 

his definition), was a sister language to Etruscan, and as such part of the Tyrrhe-

nian language family. Nuragic and Etruscan would have been introduced to Sar-

dinia and Etruria respectively ca. 1 000 BCE from Anatolia (Pittau 1995: 147, 171

172). More specifically, the putative introduction of Tyrrhenian in these places, as 

well as in Corsica, the Balearic islands and the Iberian Peninsula (Pittau 1995: 

148157), is connected to a so-called ǽǧǜǴǜǼǼǸǟǻǜǟȂ  ǜǷǠ ǡǷǼǾǩǷǦ ǟǸǴǸǷǩȃǜǽǩǸǷ ǝȂ 

ǽǧǡ -ȂǠǩǜǷ ǹǡǸǹǴǡ ǸǢ "ǷǜǽǸǴǩǜ  1ǩǽǽǜǾ Ǽ ǧȂǹǸǽǧǡǼǩǼ ǻǡǼǽǼ ǸǷ ǜ ǟǸǶǝǩǷǜǽǩǸǷ ǸǢ 

historiographical, archeological and linguistic arguments. Here, I will focus on 

1ǩǽǽǜǾ Ǽ ǴǩǷǦǾǩǼǽǩǟ ǜǻǦǾǶǡǷǽǼ 

'ǩǻǼǽ ǜǷǠ ǢǸǻǡǶǸǼǽ  1ǩǽǽǜǾ Ǽ (1995: 172; 1997: 2833) connection between Etruscan 

and Lydian cannot be accepted. Even if one does not agree with the common 

view that Etruscan is not an Indo-European language (e.g. Wallace 2008: 1, 216

217), it is most definitely not an Anatolian language, which Lydian clearly is (Si-

mon 2021; Kloekhorst 2022b). As a logical consequence ǽǧǡ /ǾǻǜǦǩǟ  ǴǜǷǦǾǜǦǡ 

posited by Pittau for pre-Roman Sardinia, cannot have been related to both 
 

25 The genetic findings of Posth et al. (2021) are more consistent with an autochthonous 

Italian origin of the Etruscans. 



22 The pre-Roman elements of the Sardinian lexicon 

 

 

 

Etruscan and Lydian. To my knowledge, no Indo-European Anatolian presence 

has ever been proposed for Sardinia. The -ȂǠǩǜǷ  ǧȂǹǸǽǧǡǼǩǼ ȀǩǴǴ therefore not 

be pursued any further here.  

A hypothetical connection between pre-Roman Sardinia and the Tyrrhenian 

language family is still on the table however, regardless of the ultimate origins of 

the latter. The evidence for this, adduced by Pittau (1995: 197233), consists of 

four categories. These are: 1) comparisons of Sardinian forms of suspected 

pre-Roman origin with Etruscan words, 2) comparisons with Latin words of 

probable Etruscan origin, 3) comparisons with Tuscan words of obscure etymol-

ogy for which an Etruscan origin is plausible, and 4) comparisons with dialectal 

Italian words of obscure etymology for which an Etruscan origin is plausible. For 

these categories, we must address a number of caveats. Firstly, even though Pit-

tau (1995: 196) objects against the use of person names and toponyms in linguis-

tic comparisons, due to their semantic opacity, he does make use of both of these 

himself in categories 1 and 2. He argues that onomastic and toponymic material 

can be used if the compared forms consist of a significant string of phonemes, 

ǠǩǶǩǷǩǼǧǩǷǦ ǽǧǡ ǻǩǼǲ ǸǢ ǢǸǻǽǾǩǽǸǾǼ ǧǸǶǸǹǧǸǷȂ  :ǡǽ  ǽǧǡ ǩǼǼǾǡ ǸǢ ǼǡǶǜǷǽǩǟ Ǹǹǜǟǩ

ty remains. We could find an eight-syllable-long place name in Sardinia and in 

Anatolia and it would be an enormous coincidence, but a coincidence nonethe-

less as long as we cannot verify that their meanings are comparable. These com-

parisons can therefore not be used to build a strong case for Tyrrhenian linguis-

tic presence in Sardinia. Secondly, without direct evidence, an Etruscan origin of 

the Tuscan and dialectal Italian forms in categories 3 and 4 remains rather spec-

ulative, due to our scarce knowledge of the Etruscan lexicon and our limited 

knowledge of any other pre-Roman languages in the region that could have been 

the source of etymologically obscure words. The lexical and structural lines of 

evidence proposed to point to a connection between Etruscan and pre-Roman 

Sardinian are discussed in § 10.4. 
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2 Methodology 

The study of prehistoric substrate languages comes with several issues. By defini-

tion, these languages are often not directly attested or they did not leave any 

attested descendants. As a result, the existence of any non-attested substrate 

language, including its properties, can only be inferred from the traces it left 

through contact with the languages that survived it. Expectedly, this leaves am-

ple room for speculation concerning phonological and grammatical features of 

the substrate, not to mention its origins and affiliation. The main problem is that 

no direct linguistic evidence exists to either falsify or verify any claims made. All 

evidence is transmitted through the filter of contact with at least one other lan-

guage, rendering the comparative method, ǜ ǧǩǼǽǸǻǩǟǜǴ ǴǩǷǦǾǩǼǽ Ǽ ǶǸǼǽ ǽǻǾǼǽǡǠ 

tool, only partially applicable (cf. § 2.1.1.2). Moreover, the indirect attestation of a 

hypothetical substrate language makes claims regarding its lexicon, grammar, 

and genetic affiliation difficult to evaluate. However, suggestions on how to ad-

dress these methodological difficulties have been made at least since the late 

nineteenth century. For in-depth overviews of the field of linguistic substrate 

research, cf. Craddock (1969: 1847; with a focus on Romance) and Kroonen 

(2024a; with a focus on Indo European).  

In the present chapter, the most prominent challenges in linguistic substrate 

research are discussed, along with the methodological approaches adopted to 

address these challenges. In § 2.1, approaches to the identification and collection 

of the relevant data are discussed. Next, § 2.2 treats the analysis of the gathered 

data in terms of phonological and morphological features. Finally, § 2.3 explores 

the potential of what the interpretation of the linguistic data reveals about lan-

guage relationships, and which processes and events they imply. 

2.1 Identifying substrate elements 
The identification of substrate elements in attested languages, as opposed to 

elements inherited from an ancestor language, is notoriously challenging. Espe-

cially when the ancestor of the language under research is not attested, discern-

ing inherited from non-inherited formations is not always straightforward. The 

reliability with which a non-inherited element in a language can be identified 

inevitably depends on the degree of understanding we have of the ancestor of 

that language. Even for a well-researched language family like Indo-European, 

this has proven difficult (cf. Kroonen 2024a). 
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2.1.1 Criteria for substrate origin 
The concept of linguistic substrates has featured in historical linguistic research 

from its early stages onwards (e.g. Hervás 1979: 18 [1800]; Pott 1853: 451452; As-

coli 1882; Kretschmer 1896: 121; see Craddock 1969: 1847 for an overview of the 

field). The first steps toward formalizing the methodology for the identification 

of substrate words can already be seen in Meillet (1908) and Cuny (1910). On the 

basis of semantic domain, unusual phonotactics and morphology, and irregular 

sound correspondences, they identify a number of pre-Indo-European words in 

Latin and Greek. However, clear criteria to study words of substrate origin in a 

more structured and objective manner were formulated only in the nineties of 

the previous century. None of the criteria is decisive on its own, but some consti-

tute stronger evidence in favor of substrate origin than others. Roughly in de-

scending order of strength, the proposed criteria are: 

¶ lack of an etymology 

¶ irregular correspondence 

¶ unusual phonotactics 

¶ unusual morphology 

¶ specific semantic categories 

¶ limited geographical distribution 

Each of these will be discussed below. 

2.1.1.1 Lack of an etymology 

A straightforward reason to suspect non-inheritance, and potentially a substrate 

origin, is the absence of a clear etymology. This criterion has been employed in 

various Indo-European branches (Meillet 1908: 161; Polomé 1986: 661; 1989: 54; 

1990: 276277). In the case of Sardinian, its ancestor Latin is well attested and 

much of the Sardinian lexicon is therefore etymologically transparent. If a Sar-

dinian word does not have a clear Latin pre-form, this can suggest a 

non-inherited origin. Naturally, there is always a possibility that a word was not 

recorded by chance. Given our extensive knowledge of Latin however, these 

chances are slim. Conversely, if a plausible Latin etymology is available, it should 

always be preferred over a hypothetical substrate origin. 

2.1.1.2 Irregular correspondence 

There are cases in which a certain word is found in several related languages and 

could thus, based on its linguistic distribution, be inherited. Still, a non-inherited 

origin may be posited when the attested cognates deviate from the known sound 

laws and sound correspondences. In such cases, one would assume that the word 
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was borrowed from a third language, or that it spread through borrowing be-

tween the related languages. 

This criterion derives from a principle central to the comparative method: the 

regularity of sound change. It is used already by Meillet (1908) and Cuny (1910: 

158160), and remains important in substrate methodology today (Polomé 1989: 

55; 1990: 278; Hamp 1990: 296, 300; Huld 1990: 392393; Schrijver 1997: 294; Lu-

botsky 2001: 303). The criterion can be used on different levels: either between 

two languages that are ǿǡǻǽǩǟǜǴǴȂ  ǻǡǴǜǽǡǠ, such as Sardinian and Latin, or be-

tween two languages that share a common ancestor, like Latin and Greek. Ir-

regular correspondence between dialectal varieties of a single language can indi-

cate a non-inherited origin of words too: in this case it is often referred to as 

ǩǻǻǡǦǾǴǜǻ ǜǴǽǡǻǷǜǽǩǸǷ (e.g. Cuny 1910: 156). With sufficient material, the nature of 

the observed irregularities can potentially offer clues about the phonology of the 

substrate source language (cf. § 2.2). The Sardinian evidence is discussed in § 8. 

A special case are seemingly corresponding forms in unrelated languages (e.g. 

Cuny 1910: 161164), such as Sardinian and Basque (§ 10.2.2). Since these lan-

guages do not share a common ancestor, the detection of regular correspond-

ence is not a possibility, nor is the detection of phonological irregularity. When 

vocabulary items in unrelated languages share a common origin, this is likely the 

result of lexical borrowing. If the cognates cannot be etymologized in either 

language, they must have been borrowed from a third source. 

There is an important caveat. The comparative method can reveal when two 

comparanda do not correspond regularly to each other, but it can only prove a 

common etymological origin when the comparanda do correspond regularly to 

each other. This is a fundamental limitation that causes any comparison of two 

or more irregular comparanda to run a risk of chance correspondence. Without 

the possibility to systematically verify or falsify the validity of a comparison, we 

must be watchful not to invalidate our investigations of linguistic prehistory by 

lumping any two vaguely similar words together. The methodological strategies 

applied in this study to mitigate this risk are discussed in § 2.1.2.2. Another prob-

lem for detecting potential substrate words is the fact that, at times, inherited 

formations exhibit irregular developments too. The phenomena responsible for 

this, and how they should be taken into consideration, are discussed in § 2.1.2.1. 

2.1.1.3 Unusual phonotactics 

The criterion of unusual phonotactics is closely related to the previous criterion 

and applies to phonological sequences that are unusual in the relevant language 
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or its ancestor, whether reconstructed or not, (Polomé 1989: 55; Hamp 1990: 298; 

Huld 1990: 393; Salmons 1991: 267; Beekes 1996: 218; Schrijver 1997: 294; Lubotsky 

2001: 303304). This could for instance be a phoneme that does not have a regu-

lar source in the historical phonology of the language, such as e.g. intervocalic s 

in Lat. rosa ǻǸǼǡ (Weiss 2009: 151 fn. 12; Wigman 2023: 121123) and IE *a and *b 

in Lat. faba ǝǡǜǷ   bhab- (Kuiper 1995: 6567; Wigman 2023: 80). Phonemes 

that do have a regular source, but that occur in a phonological context that did 

not occur in the ancestor language, are equally suspicious. An example of this is 

Srd.  before i (supposing Lat. *cǧi- or *tǧi-) (§ 8.1.1). Here too however, irregular 

processes can falsely suggest non-inheritance (§ 2.1.2.1). In Sardinian, for in-

stance, s- was irregularly replaced by - in ǧǱɳǲǝǜ (Baunei) ǝǡǜǷ ǹǸǠ   -ǜǽ  sili-

qua (DES II: 417). For the interpretation of unusual phonotactics, cf. § 2.2.1. The 

Sardinian evidence is presented in § 8. 

2.1.1.4 Unusual morphology 

Another indication of borrowing is when lexemes exhibit morphological features 

that cannot be explained by inheritance (Polomé 1989: 55; Huld 1990: 390; Salm-

ons 1991: 267; Schrijver 1997: 294295; Lubotsky 2001: 304). This concerns affixes 

without an etymology, such as Gr. - - (Pott 1853: 451; Meillet 1908: 162; Cuny 

1910: 154  ,ǜǽǩȰǩȮ  43). It may also include other types of morphology, 

like irregular ablaut (cf. Schrijver 1997: 307312). In the context of this work, a 

concrete example are Sardinian nouns ending in -i that suggest a Latin accusa-

tive in -im, which is only plausible for a small, closed class of inherited nouns (§ 

8.1.5.1). The interpretation of morphological features is discussed in § 2.2.2. The 

Sardinian evidence is discussed in § 9. 

2.1.1.5 Semantic category 

It has been observed that lexical material of hypothesized substrate origin often 

clusters in specific semantic fields. Among these, prominent categories are those 

referring to the natural world, such as flora, fauna, geography, as well as termi-

nology referring to cultural practices and technologies specific to the area (Meil-

let 1908: 161; Cuny 1910: 154; Bertoldi 1931: 94; Polomé 1989: 54; 1990: 276; Hamp 

1990: 300; Schrijver 1997: 295; Lubotsky 2001: 304305). This does not mean that 

any word in such semantic categories must be of substrate origin. As long as a 

concept existed in the predecessor of a language, the corresponding word could 

have been inherited. As this criterion much depends on the socio-economic 

context of the language contact, it is weaker than the purely linguistic criteria 

discussed above. However, it can inform on the nature of language contact once 

the material has been identified as being non-inherited (e.g. Polomé 1986: 
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669)(cf. § 2.3.2). In this study, the lexical material discussed is organized accord-

ing to semantic category. The categories are as follows: flora (§ 3), fauna (§ 4), 

geography (§ 5), culture and economy (§ 6), and miscellaneous (§ 7).  

2.1.1.6 Limited geographical distribution 

A limited geographical distribution is the last criterion introduced here. It has 

been invoked with regard to the branches of Indo-European. When a word oc-

curs only in Indo-European languages of northern or western Europe, for in-

stance, projecting that word back to Proto-Indo-European is considered dubious 

(Polomé 1986: 663665; Huld 1990: 393; Schrijver 1997: 294): even when the com-

paranda are regular, there is a risk of borrowing (Schrader 1883: 201202). Within 

the context of the present study, a word occurring exclusively in Sardinia could 

quite possibly be a loan from an extinct language once spoken on the island. If, 

however, a word is found in all of Romance, chances are that we are dealing with 

a formation that was inherited from (vulgar) Latin. In isolation, this criterion is 

not conclusive. Inherited material may have been preserved only in a single 

branch of a language family due to chance. For Sardinian, examples of this are 

Srd. dòmo, dòmu ǧǸǾǼǡ   -ǜǽ  domʿ  (abl.) ǩǠ, and Srd. yánna, yènna ǡǽǟ  ǠǸǸǻ   

Lat. ianua ǩǠ (REW 4575; DES I: 707), which have been replaced in most other 

Romance varieties by reflexes of Lat. casa ǧǸǾǼǡ  ǧǾǽ  ǜǷǠ -ǜǽ  porta Ǧǜǽǡ  ǻǡ

spectively (REW 1728, 6671). Nevertheless, the geographical distribution of puta-

tive substrate words is important for interpreting prehistoric linguistic connec-

tions between regions (Polomé 1986: 669; 1990: 282) (§ 11). 

2.1.2 Form, meaning, and chance similarities 
In isolation, none of the criteria discussed in § 2.1.1 can conclusively demonstrate 

ǜ ȀǸǻǠ Ǽ ǼǾǝǼǽǻǜǽǡ ǸǻǩǦǩǷ In practice, it is often the cumulative evidence that 

decides the issue. The case for a substrate origin becomes stronger if a word an-

swers to two or more of the criteria in § 2.1.1 (Schrijver 1997: 294296). And even 

then, rejecting an inherited origin may be impossible. For instance, Srd. i b˩írru, 

skírru ǶǜǻǽǡǷ   squiriolu (DES I: 646647) satisfies multiple criteria suggesting 

a non-inherited origin. It belongs to the semantic category of animal names, is 

ǢǸǾǷǠ ǩǷ ǽǧǡ ǶǡǜǷǩǷǦ ǶǜǻǽǡǷ  ǸǷǴȂ ǩǷ 4ǜǻǠǩǷǩǜ  ǜǷǠ corresponds irregularly to 

Lat. sciurus ǼǺǾǩǻǻǡǴ  :ǡǽ  ǩǽ ȀǜǼ ǴǩǲǡǴȂ ǩǷǧǡǻǩǽǡǠ ǢǻǸǶ -ǜǽ  sciurus ǼǺǾǩǻǻǡǴ  Ȁǩǽǧ ǜ 

shift in meaning and an irregular metathesis from *skǧur- to *skǺir- (DES I: 

646-647).  

On the other hand, there are instances where accepting an inherited origin is 

problematic, even if the word question does not satisfy any of the criteria dis-
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cussed. Such is the case for Srd. kála ǟǸǿǡ  ǩǷǴǡǽ ǢǸǻ ǼǧǩǹǼ  Ȁǧǩǟǧ ǟǸǻǻǡǼǹǸǷǠǼ 

to Sp., Cat., OProv., Cors., It., Sic. cala ǩǠ  *ǽ ǩǼ ǽǧǾǼ ǜǽǽǡǼǽǡǠ ǩǷ ǜ ȀǩǠǡǻ ǻǡǦǩǸǷ  ǩǷ 

a semantic category different from the ones mentioned, and shows no trace of 

phonological irregularity. However, it lacks a reliable Latin etymology and has 

therefore been argued to be of pre-Roman origin (cf. § 5.1.3). 

Since no criterion by itself is decisive, the identification of lexical substrate ele-

ments depends on careful consideration of form, meaning, etymological status, 

and geographic distribution. A Romance language like Sardinian has the ad-

vantage that its Latin ancestor is exceedingly well attested, allowing us to follow 

its diachronic development for over two millennia. Because of this, any Romance 

word lacking a Latin correspondent, is suspect of borrowing from the outset, 

even if it is otherwise unremarkable in form, meaning, or distribution. Although 

by no means a conclusive criterion either, it is relatively strong compared to 

cases in which the linguistic ancestor is not attested. This is the case for many 

ancient Indo-European subgroups, such as Latin, Greek, Sanskrit, and Hittite, but 

also for ones that were attested relatively late, such as Baltic and Slavic. Still, 

even though the study of Sardinian linguistic prehistory is greatly aided by our 

knowledge of Latin, there are complicating factors that deserve attention. Specif-

ically, inherited material too sometimes exhibits irregularities (§ 2.1.2.1). This 

raises a methodological question as to when two irregularly corresponding forms 

should be seen as independently borrowed cognates, or as the result of local 

irregularizing processes (§ 2.1.2.2). 

2.1.2.1 Substrate origin or irregular inheritance? 

The exceptionlessness of sound change is the cornerstone of the comparative 

method (cf. § 2.1.1.2). However, this exceptionlessness is frequently obscured by 

analogy, folk etymology, onomatopoetic processes, sound-symbolism, and basi-

cally ǜǷȂ ǽȂǹǡ ǸǢ ǡȁǹǻǡǼǼǩǿity . This obstacle is all the more evident on the dia-

lectal level. Local varieties of one and the same language can exhibit slightly 

irregular manifestations of an etymologically identical formation, resulting from 

local processes or inter-dialectal borrowing (Schuchardt 1885: 11). These irregu-

larizing processes are crucial to take into account, as they may falsely suggest a 

non-inherited origin for inherited lexical items.  

Within the context of this study, it must be noted that many allegedly pre-

Roman words in Sardinian have received competing Latin etymologies or ety-

mologies rooted in the historical contact languages of Sardinian. Not infrequent-

ly, the choice between a substrate origin and an inherited or recent loan origin 
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depends on the interpretation of irregular phonological developments or opaque 

semantic shifts. To an extent, the acceptance of either an inherited or a substrate 

origin for these cases is thus a matter of intuition. Some scholars are willing to 

accept a certain degree of formal or semantic deviation to sustain an etymology. 

Others prefer to take formal and semantic incongruencies at face value, leading 

them to posit an unattested substrate. Since both approaches entail uncertain-

ties, systematically prioritizing one over the other is counter-productive: we 

must instead face the reality that both irregular developments of inherited words 

and borrowings from unattested languages do occur. In order to a achieve a max-

imally robust methodology, we must acknowledge these uncertainties and care-

fully weigh the arguments in favor an irregular inherited origin against those in 

favor of a substrate origin, for each individual word. This is the approach that I 

adopt in the discussion of the lexical material in § 3  7. 

2.1.2.1.1 A note on folk etymology 

Folk etymology is the process by which the form of a word is altered on the basis 

of an association with the form of another word. This process is often aided by 

semantic association. Various linguists have stressed the role of folk etymology 

in concepts related to animals, plants, and belief systems (Alinei 1984; Beccaria 

1995). Paulis (1992), in his work on Sardinian plant names, often invokes folk 

etymology to account for irregular interdialectal comparanda found across dif-

ferent dialects. The plausibility of a folk-etymological origin depends on the 

similarity between the irregular form and the putative model, and on the possi-

bility of a semantic connection between the two forms. Needless to say, such 

evaluation demands a good understanding of the cultural and practical applica-

tions and associations of the concept in question (e.g. Paulis 1992: 1112). As a 

general rule, I consider the semantic motivation of a supposed folk etymology 

convincing as long as it does not depend on hypothetical unverifiable cultural 

contexts; cf. § 2.1.2.2, where a similar attitude towards non-inherited comparan-

da is adopted. 

2.1.2.2 Comparing non-inherited words 

Traditionally, a large part of the research into substrate languages has centered 

on identifying lexical correspondences between the substrate lexicons of differ-

ent languages or areas. The motivation for this is typically to recover the prehis-

toric language relationships and contacts between peoples. However, as men-

tioned in § 2.1.1.2, the comparison of irregularly corresponding cognates, or simi-

lar words in unrelated languages, always involves a risk of chance similarity. In 

order to render the corpus of potential substrate connections as reliable as pos-
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sible, it is pertinent to be strict regarding their formal and semantic similarity. A 

clean corpus is important for a reliable analysis of the linguistic data, on which 

hypotheses of prehistoric language relationship are necessarily based. 

Ideally, a set of non-inherited comparanda are formally and semantically 

(near-)identical. An example of this is the comparison between Srd. golóstǧu, 

golóstri etc. ǧǸǴǴȂ  ǜǷǠ #Ǻ  gorosti ǩǠ  ǝǸǽǧ ǸǢ Ȁǧǩǟǧ ǟǜǷ ǦǸ ǝǜǟǲ ǽǸ golosti (§ 

3.3.7)(Bertoldi 1929: 261 fn. 3). The majority of comparisons, however, require 

varying degrees of liberty on the formal or semantic side, or both. Statistically, 

longer corresponding phonological sequences are less likely to be the result of 

chance similarity. For instance, the shared sequence *al- in Srd. alá˩ e ǝǾǽǟǧǡǻ Ǽ 

ǝǻǸǸǶ  ǜǷǠ 1ǻǸǿ  ǜrɐ ǝǻǸǸǶ   3.2.1) stands a higher chance of being due to 

coincidence than the much longer sequence of sound correspondences between 

aforementioned Srd. golóstǧu and Bq. gorosti ǧǸǴǴȂ. It is however difficult to 

draw a line, and great coincidences can of course happen sometimes. 

The semantic evaluation of lexical comparisons is even more intuitive (cf. § 

2.1.2.1). The approach of this study is to accept only those comparisons whose 

semantic shifts are trivial. As indicated above, this includes only those shifts that 

do not require hypothetical cultural contexts (cf. Polomé 1990: 282). Thus, the 

shift ǶǜǹǴǡ   ǜǼǧ ǽǻǡǡ  ǷǡǡǠǡǠ ǽǸ ǟǸǷǷǡǟǽ 4ǻǠ  kòsti, OProv. agast ǶǜǹǴǡ  ǽǸ 

Tusc. còstolo ǜǼǧ ǽǻǡǡ  is accepted under this criterion (§ 3.3.9). Tǧǡ ǟǧǜǷǦǡ ǹǸǹ

ǹȂ   ǴǜǠȂ  ǷǡǡǠǡǠ ǢǸǻ -ǜǷǦ  ãndèr ǡǽǟ  ǹǸǹǹȂ  ǜǷǠ #Ǻ  andere ǴǜǠȂ   3.1.15), on 

the other hand, is not. Needless to say, the approach described here is but a 

crude way of drawing a line. Inevitably, it will exclude comparisons that are cor-

rect despite their opaque semantics 'Ǹǻ ǩǷǼǽǜǷǟǡ  ǽǧǡ 3ǸǶǜǷǟǡ ȀǸǻǠǼ ǢǸǻ Ǵǩǿǡǻ 

(Nuor. fíkatu, Camp. fi;áu, Sp. hígado, Fr. foie, It. fegato etc.), which are known to 

be derived from Lat. fɹcus ǢǩǦ, would not be considered convincing for reasons of 

stringency.26 However, it is preferable to infer prehistoric language relationships 

on a smaller corpus of strong comparisons than on a larger corpus of weak ones. 

2.1.2.2.1 Toponyms as evidence 

Placenames, or toponyms, take up a prominent place in substrate research in 

general (e.g. already Kretschmer 1896: 400). Especially in the earliest days of the 

.ǡǠǩǽǡǻǻǜǷǡǜǷ ǧȂǹǸǽǧǡǼǩǼ  ǶǜǷȂ ǸǢ ǽǧǡ ǹǻǸǹǸǼǡǠ ǹǻǡ-Roman connections 

between different areas in the Mediterranean were based in large part on topo-

nyms (§ 1.3.2). Toponyms are among the parts of a language that are most resili-

ent even in the event of a wholesale language-shift (Bertoldi 1931: 95). In situa-

 
26 Cf. FEW III: 490 493 and DES I: 518520 for the specificities of this etymology. 
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tions where speakers shifted from a language prior to its attestation, the topo-

nymical evidence potentially contains valuable traces of the preexisting linguis-

tic landscape. However, even though toponyms can be preserved over long peri-

ods of time and across multiple language shifts, they suffer from a significant 

drawback: they are usually semantically opaque. As discussed in § 2.1.2.2, scruti-

ny of the semantics of comparisons is an important step to minimize the risk of 

chance correspondence. To quote Bertoldi (1933: 260): ǜǝǜǷǠǸǷǩǷǦ ǽǧǡ ǴǡȁǩǟǸǷ 

 means letting go of one of our most precious research instruments: the pos-

ǼǩǝǩǴǩǽȂ ǸǢ ǼǡǶǜǷǽǩǟ ǿǡǻǩǢǩǟǜǽǩǸǷ.27 Since the original meaning of substrate topo-

nyms cannot typically be retrieved, such comparisons are limited to formal simi-

larity.28 

Toponymic evidence can on the other hand be mobilized as an additional check 

for verifying the characteristics of a substrate, once it has been identified in the 

lexicon. Provided that the source language of substrate toponyms is the same as 

the source language of the substrate lexicon, we should expect features exhibited 

by the lexicon to reappear in local toponymy (Aikio 2004: 9). In addition, topo-

nyms can support the identification of recurring sequences, i.e. potential mor-

phemes of the source language. These too can then be compared to the lexical 

evidence. In Sardinia, such an approach has been applied to the toponymy of the 

Barbagia-region by Wolf (1998a) and integrated with the findings from lexical 

comparisons by Paulis (2008). Thus, toponyms can aid the reconstruction of the 

phonology and morphology of a hypothetical substrate source language (§ 8  9). 

2.1.2.2.2 Conclusion: dealing with chance similarities 

As discussed, the main methodological issue in comparing potential substrate 

words is that chance correspondence can never fully be ruled out. This does not 

mean that the matter is to be abandoned altogether. In order to isolate compel-

ling evidence, etymological proposals should be evaluated along the following 

two lines: 

 
27 "ǝǝǜǷǠǸǷǜǻǡ ǩǴ ǴǡǼǼǩǟǸ ǼǩǦǷǩǢǩǟǜ ǹǡǻ˓ ǴǜǼǟǩǜǻǼǩ ǼǢǾǦǦǩǻǡ ǾǷǸ ǠǡǦǴǩ ǼǽǻǾǶǡǷǽǩ Ǡǩ ǻǩǟǡǻǟǜ 

più preziosi: Ǵǜ ǹǸǼǼǩǝǩǴǩǽȄ ǠǡǴ ǟǸǷǽǻǸǴǴǸ ǼǡǶǜǷǽǩǟǸ (Translation mine). 
28 A quick glance at some similar European city names whose etymologies are known, 

reveals the danger of postulating cognacy without semantic checks: cf. Lyon (France) < 

Lat. Lugd̆ num << Gaul. *Lugud̆non ǼǽǻǸǷǦǧǸǴǠ ǸǢ -ǾǦ  ǿǼ  León (Spain) < Lat. legiʿ , 

-ʿ nem ǴǡǦǩǸǷ  Almería (Spain) << Arab. al-Mariyya vs. Almere (The Netherlands) < 

Aelmere ǝǩǦ Ǵǜǲǡ  For additional examples, see Bottiglioni (1929: 1516) and Wolf (2011: 

607). 
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¶ The forms compared must formally be sufficiently similar or identical. 

This is difficult to quantify, but the longer the corresponding sequence, 

the better. In doing this, it is crucial that the internal phonological de-

velopments of the compared languages be taken into account. 

¶ The meanings of the comparanda should be evident. They should as a 

minimum not involve any semantic shifts that are only understandable 

with additional, unverifiable assumptions (about Benennungsmotive or 

cultural practices etc.). 

Positing these guidelines is easier than putting them into practice. There is no 

final answer as to how divergent the forms and meanings of two or more com-

paranda can be, before their comparison is to be rejected. Each comparison 

should be weighed carefully on the basis of the relevant data. The semantic 

guideline eliminates toponyms as reliable evidence. 

2.2 Analyzing the data 
In the above, we have explored the methodological strategies for identifying and 

comparing non-inherited material between different languages to detect prehis-

toric linguistic relationships between regions. It is equally informative to investi-

gate the phonological and morphological features of the non-inherited lexicon. 

This enables us to exploit the body of non-inherited material found in Sardinian 

to gain insights into the properties of the substrate language(s) of Sardinia (cf. 

Devoto 1940: 4043), as well as the dynamics of its contact with Latin. 

2.2.1 Phonological analysis 
The notion that phonological properties of suspected substrate words reflect 

phonological properties of the donor language has been present from an early 

age. As early as 1800, Don Lorenzo Hervás (1979: 18) notes:  

Had these things [i.e. the presence of other languages in France and Spain in 

Roman times] not been known to us through history or tradition, we could infer 

them by observation and comparison of the Latin dialects, which the French and 

the Spanish speak presently, with Celtic and Cantabrian [i.e. Basque], which are 

still spoken among them, with ancient Latin, and with the pure dialects of the 

Ǵǜǽǽǡǻ  Ȁǧǩǟǧ ǩǷ *ǽǜǴȂ ǜǻǡ ǼǹǸǲǡǷ ǝȂ ǽǧǡ 3ǸǶǜǷǼ  ǠǡǼǟǡǷǠǜǷǽǼ  5ǧǩǼ ǸǝǼǡǻǿǜǽǩǸǷ 

and comparison would make us notice and discover many features of Celtic in 

French, and many of Cantabrian in Spanish. If by chance the latter and the Celtic 

language had perished, and we would thus consequently not have been able to 

compare to them the languages that the French and Spanish actually speak, 

nevertheless, because of the differences of the idioms and of other things in 
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those languages, we would conjecture that in ancient times the French and 

Spanish spoke different languages.29 

This view was taken up by Ascoli (1882), who argues that certain typical Gal-

lo-Romance sound shifts resulted from a Celtic substrate.30 

Later, the attention was directed to phonological irregularities and alternations 

found in specific lexical items. Wagner (1907a: 408410) already considers an-

cient Iberian as a source for unexplained lexical similarities between Sardinia 

and the Iberian Peninsula (cf. § 11.3.1). Meillet (1908) sees a pre-Indo-European 

language impacting Greek, Latin, Armenian and Iranian. Both scholars express a 

degree of methodological hesitation. Wagner (1907a: 408) asks: ǩǢ ǽǧǡ 4ǜǻǠǩǷǩǜǷ 

word [i.e. vega] is old, as we must believe, the etymon *vica [proposed for Sp. 

vega] is not acceptable; but is it therefore certain that it is Iberian, or do we need 

ǽǸ ǴǸǸǲ ǢǸǻ ǜǷǸǽǧǡǻ ǡȁǹǴǜǷǜǽǩǸǷ.31 Meillet (1908: 164) ȀǜǻǷǼ ǽǧǜǽ ǩǽ ȀǸǾǴǠ ǝǡ 

unwise to want to specify too much detail in such matters [i.e. which popula-

tions the people speaking Indo-European dialects encountered]32  words of 

caution that are valid to this day. Nevertheless, the idea that irregularly corre-

sponding words could represent parallel borrowings from a substrate language 

was well-established by the beginning of the 20th century. 

What followed was the interpretation of the irregularities and alternations in 

these putative substrate words. Meillet (1908: 163) and Cuny (1910) account for 

various irregular correspondences between Greek and Latin words by postulat-
 

29 Si todas estas cosas no nos constaran por la historia ó tradicion, podriamos inferirlas 

de la observacion y cotejo de los dialectos latinos que al presente hablan los francesses y 

españoles, con el céltico y cántabro, que aun se hablan entre ellos, con el latin antiquo, y 

con los dialectos puros de éste, que en Italia hablan los descendientes de los romanos. 

Esta observacion y cotejo nos harian advertir y descubrir en la lengua francesa muchas 

cosas de la céltica, y en la española muchas de la cántabra. Si por ventura ésta y la lengua 

céltica hubieran perecido, y consiguientemente no pudiéramos hacer entónces cotejo 

con ellas y los lenguages que en la actualidad hablan los franceses y los españoles, no 

obstante, por razon de la diferencia de los idiotismos y de otras cosas en dichos 

lenguages, conjeturariamos que antiguamente los franceses y los españoles hablaban 

diversos idiomas. (Translation mine). 
30 Cf. Kretschmer (1896: 121) for some more early examples. 
31 4ǡ ǩǴ ǿǸǟǜǝǸǴǸ ɂ ǜǷǟǧǡ ǠǡǴ ǼǜǻǠǸ ǜǷǽǩǟǸ  ǟǸǶǡ ǝǩǼǸǦǷǜ ǟǻǡǠǡǻǡ  Ǵ ǡǽǩǶǸ vica non è 

ammissibile per questo; ma è per questo sicuro che è iberico o bisogna cercare ǾǷaltra 

ǼǹǩǡǦǜȃǩǸǷǡ (Translation mine). 
32 *Ǵ Ǽǡǻǜǩǽ ǩǶǹǻǾǠǡǷǽ Ǡǡ ǿǸǾǴǸǩǻ ǽǻǸǹ ǹǻɃǟǩǼǡǻ Ǵǡ ǠɃǽǜǩǴ ǡǷ ǹǜǻǡǩǴ Ƕǜǽǩɂǻǡ (Translation 

mine). 
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ing independent borrowings from a third language. They attribute the irregulari-

ties to a phonological mismatch between the respective source and target lan-

guages. Several alternations in the Greek lexicon have since been attributed to 

ǩǶǹǡǻǢǡǟǽ  ǝǸǻǻǸȀǩǷǦ ǸǢ ǷǸǷ-native phonemes from a substrate language (e.g. 

Kretschmer 1940: 269; Heubeck 1949: 201202; 1959: 5657; Kuiper 1956: 219220; 

Schachermeyr 1964: 260261; Ruijgh 1967: 53 fn. 35 etc.). For examples outside 

Greek, cf. Martinet (1955: 387) and Kronasser (1966: 41). 

The notion that formal irregularities in substrate words could be attributed to 

phonological properties of the source language, has become fundamental to 

linguistic substrate research. Attempts to find recurring patterns in irregular 

alternations are made by O̊tir (e.g. 1921; 1930) and later by Furnée (1972; 1979). 

Both try to interpret irregular alternations between words in various languages 

as a function of the phonology of substrate languages. /ǡǩǽǧǡǻ ǼǟǧǸǴǜǻ Ǽ ǡǢǢǸǻǽǼ 

have been met with great enthusiasm. In Oǽ̊ǩǻ Ǽ ǟǜǼǡ, this is likely due to the 

density and idiosyncrasy of the data presentation and of his complicated writing 

style. Furnée (1972: 9283) interprets the phonological alternations observed in 

(ǻǡǡǲ ǜǼ ǻǡǢǴǡǟǽǩǷǦ ǩǷǠǡǹǡǷǠǡǷǽǴȂ ǝǸǻǻǸȀǡǠ ǡȁǹǻǡǼǼǩǿǡ  ǜǷǠ Ǹǻ ǡǾǹǧǸǷǩǟ  

variants in the source language, thus pushing the problem from Greek to the 

unattested source language. This approach is continued and improved by Hamp 

(1979; 1990), Huld (1990), Salmons (1991), Beekes (1996), Schrijver (1997) and 

Boutkan (1998). More so than O̊tir and Furnée, these scholars identify 

well-defined irregular correspondences recurring in words found across the 

(northern) European branches of Indo-European. On the basis of these, they 

posit clearly formulated ideas on some of the morphophonological properties of 

a hypothetical pre-Indo-European language that could be the source of these 

words. 'ǾǻǷɃǡ Ǽ  ǡȁǽǡǷǼǩǿǡ ǶǜǽǡǻǩǜǴ is used by Beekes (2014) to interpret 

ǹǻǡ-(ǻǡǡǲ  ǜǴǽǡǻǷǜǽǩǸǷǼ ǜǼ ǽǧǡ ǻǡǼǾǴǽ ǸǢ ǹǧǸǷǸǴǸǦǩǟǜǴ ǶǩǼǶǜǽǟǧǡǼ ǝǡǽȀǡǡǷ 

source and target language. 

This is the methodology that will also be adopted in this study, specifically in § 8. 

Detailed analysis of the dialectal variation found in the Sardinian lexicon (in § 3 

 7) allows us to identify irregular correspondences that cannot plausibly be 

explained by means of processes such as folk etymology (cf. § 2.1.2.1). If any of 

these irregularities recur in multiple words, this can be indicative of features of 

the phonology of their pre-Roman Sardinian source language(s) (cf. Salmons 

1991: 267; Schrijver 1997: 312).33 Irregular correspondences with single occurrenc-
 

33 The phonology of pre-Roman Sardinian toponyms has been studied by Serra (1960) 

and Wolf (1998a: 7781), with a focus on syllable structure.  
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es only cannot be used to make any reliable inferences about the phonology of a 

substrate language and are therefore left out of consideration. 

2.2.2 Morphological analysis 
The methodology for identifying and interpreting morphological features of 

substrate words has gone hand in hand with that of phonological features (§ 

2.2.1). Pott (1853: 451452) considers the Greek elements - - and - - , also 

ǢǸǾǷǠ ǩǷ ǽǸǹǸǷȂǶǼ  ǽǸ ǶǜȂǝǡ ǝǡ  ǜ ǻǡǶǜǩǷǠǡǻ ǸǢ ǢǻǸǶ ǽǧǡ ǴǜǷǦǾǜǦǡ ǸǢ ǜ ǹǡǸǹǴǡ 

ǽǧǜǽ ǹǻǡǟǡǠǡǠ ǽǧǡ )ǡǴǴǡǷǡǼ34, 35 For Sardinian, Forsyth Major (1893: 154) and 

Guarnerio (1904b: 259) analyze the element ȩinȩi-, tsintsi-, found in various ani-

mal names, as a diminutive prefix of Iberian origin. ,ǻǡǽǼǟǧǶǡǻ Ǽ (1896: 402405) 

discussion of Greek forms containing - - allows us to distill three criteria for 

etablishing a substrate origin for a segment:  

1. The sequence is not an isolated phenomenon but occurs in various 

words of non-inherited origin. 

2. 5ǧǡ ǶǸǻǹǧǡǶǡ-ǧǸǸǠ  ǸǢ ǽǧǡ ǼǡǺǾǡǷǟǡ ǩǼ ǼǡǟǾǻǡǠ ǽǧǻǸǾǦǧ ǜǴǽǡǻǷǜǽǩǸǷǼ 

in identifiable cognates. 

3. The sequence cannot be of inherited origin because of formal or seman-

tic reasons. 

Kretschmer (1896: 404) additionally notes that a pre-Greek origin of - - is sug-

gested by the fact that it is not productive and only occurs in words of obscure 

origin. However, this criterion only works in one direction. While its occurrence 

on etymologically obscure words may indeed point to a substrate origin for - -, 

a word containing - - cannot mechanically be considered a substrate word, as 

secondary productivity of the suffix cannot easily be ruled out. This applies to all 

hypothetical substrate morphemes.36 Over the years, numerous substrate mor-

phemes have been posited on the basis of both toponyms and lexical nouns, 

especially in the context of the Mediterranean hypothesis (see § 1.3.2). The foun-

dations for the identification of pre-Roman Sardinian morphemes were laid by 

Terracini (1927), who identifies various pre-Roman suffixes found in Sardinian 

toponyms (-7ǧ, -án, -in, -énnVr, -Vr etc.; cf. § 9.2). 

A risk concerning the study of substrate morphology is to give a sequence mor-

phemic status when there is in fact no compelling reason to do so. An example of 
 

34  ǿǩǡǴǴǡǩǟǧǽ 6ǡǝǡǻǻǡǼǽ ǜǾǼ Ǡǡǻ 4ǹǻǜǟǧǡ ǡǩǷǡǼ ǠǡǷ )ǡǴǴǡǷǡǷ ǿǸǻǜǾǼǦǡǦǜǷǦǡǷǡǷ (ǡ

ǼǟǧǴǡǟǧǽǼ   (Translation mine). 
35 Cf. KatiȰiȮ (1976: 3955) and Kroonen (2024b) for an overview. 
36 Cf. the complex case of athematic velar suffixes in Greek (Chantraine 1933: 376383). 
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ǽǧǩǼ ǩǼ #ǡǻǽǸǴǠǩ Ǽ (1928: 231) ǼǾǦǦǡǼǽǩǸǷ ǸǢ ǜ .ǡǠǩǽǡǻǻǜǷǡǜǷ  ǠǡǻǩǿǜǽǩǸǷǜǴ ǼǾǢǢǩȁ 

*-st(r)-, represented in Srd. golóstǧu ǡǽǟ  ǧǸǴǴȂ (§ 3.3.7) and giȳȳòstre etc  ǽǻǡǡ 

ǧǡǜǽǧǡǻ   3.3.20)(cf. also Bertoldi 1929: 261 fn. 3; 1930). Although the first and 

third criteria listed above are fulfilled, with two non-inherited words containing 

an etymologically unexplained sequence, neither of these words have corre-

sponding comparanda without *-st(r)-.37 Even if such an alternation can be 

found elsewhere (e.g. Prov. ǜrɐ ǝǻǸǸǶ  besides Lang. orousto ǝǻǸǸǶ branch; § 

3.2.1), the Sardinian data do not provide evidence that *-st(r)- was an independ-

ent morpheme, rather than a part of the lexical stem, in the Sardinian substrate. 

This example illustrates how ǸǷǡ Ǽ evaluation of the second criterion depends on 

the cognates that one accepts, which in the case of non-inherited lexicon suffers 

from the additional uncertainties described in § 2.1.2.2. 5ǧǾǼ  '&8 Ǽ **: 490) and 

)ǾǝǼǟǧǶǩǠ Ǽ   comparison between Srd. kaðúmbu(lu) Ǧǻǡǜǽ ǶǾǴǴǡǩǷ < 

*katúmbu- and Campan. kwáten͛, kwȌtan͛  ǩǠ is only possible if both Srd. -úmbu 

and Campan. -en͛  are analyzed as suffixes to a root *k(w)at-. However, identify-

ing these morphemes is only possible in the first place if we accept the cognacy 

between these two words.38 This approach evidently runs the risk of becoming 

circular, and for that reason I exclusively consider potential substrate mor-

phemes if their alternations are attested within Sardinian, in indubitably cognate 

forms (in § 9). This will inevitably exclude many of the comparisons proposed in 

previous scholarship (cf. § 1.3), but in turn greatly increases the reliability of the 

accepted cases. 

Once a substrate morpheme has been identified, the logical next step is to de-

termine its function. This is usually challenging, however. If we exclusively ac-

cept a sequence as a morpheme when it alternates in forms recognizable as cog-

nates due to their (near-)identical meaning (e.g. *-(i)k- in kòstike besides kòsti 

ǶǜǹǴǡ   3.3.9, § 9.2.2.2), we inevitably lose any derivational morphemes whose 

very purpose it was to alter the original meaning of a word. What remains are 

those morphemes that are semantically bland, including but not limited to case 

markers, gender/noun class markers, number markers etc. It does not come as a 

surprise that so many alleged substrate affixes have been interpreted as having a 

plural or ǟǸǴǴǡǟǽǩǿǡ  ǢǾǷǟǽǩǸǷ: cf. § 9.2.1, § 9.2.2.1, § 9.2.6.2.1 for the Sardinian 

cases alone. It is implausible that all of these proposals are correct. 

 
37 The comparison between Srd. giȳȳòstre and Bq. gillar etc. by Hubschmid (1953: 29) is 

uncertain (cf. § 3.3.20). 
38 For many more such comparisons to Srd. kaðúmbu ǶǾǴǴǡǩǷ  ǟǢ  )ǾǝǼǟǧǶǩǠ (1953: 29

33). 
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The two pre-Roman morphemes identified in the Sardinian lexicon that have 

received most attention with regard to the question of their original function, are 

*-ar/-Vr and * i- (and variants). The former is found in lexical items as well as 

toponyms. On the basis of early attested toponyms like Gennor and Mandara, 

whose endings were over time replaced with the inherited plural suffix -s, result-

ing in Gennos and Mandas (§ 9.2.6.2), Terracini (1927: 139) has convincingly ana-

lyzed -r as a plural marker. The prefix * ǧ- is found in lexical items and has been 

interpreted as a diminutive marker (Forsyth Major 1893: 154; Guarnerio 1904a: 

57 58; 1904a: 260; Wagner 1932: 223224; 1997: 263) as well as a morphosyntactic 

element (Pittau 1995: 197; Swanenvleugel 2024)(see § 9.1.2). It goes to show that, 

unless there is a fortuitous attestation of relevant forms (as was the case for 

* Vr-), establishing the original function of a non-productive morpheme can 

remain challenging despite more than a century of debate. 

2.3 Interpreting results 
Once the evidence has been examined in the greatest possible detail, a logical 

next step is to offer a linguistic scenario that is consistent with the findings. If 

sufficient evidence for a substrate language has been identified, possible fol-

low-up questions are:  

1. Stratification: Was there a single substrate language or were there mul-

tiple? 

2. Sociolinguistics: What was the nature of contact between the substrate 

language and the attested language leading up to the eventual language 

shift? 

3. Chronology: For how long did the substrate and superstrate languages 

coexist? 

4. Origin: What was the linguistic affiliation of the substrate language(s)? 

5. Interdisciplinarity: Is there any extralinguistic (e.g. historical, archeolog-

ical or genetic) evidence corroborating the linguistically inferred scenar-

io? 

It is unlikely that all of these questions can be satisfactorily answered for every 

single linguistic substrate. Even in a region like southern Europe, where relative-

ly many non-Indo-European languages have survived to the brink of history (e.g. 

Tartessian, Iberian, Etruscan, Rhaetian, Minoan, Lemnian, Eteocypriot) and 

where the existence of other, non-attested languages is apparent from classical 

sources, it is still difficult to reconstruct the specifics of linguistic affiliation and 

the degree of contact between these languages. 
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Situations of language contact are inherently complex. A survey of modern-day 

Sardinia may serve as an illustration. In most of the island Sardinian is spoken, 

but with considerable variation between the various dialects. In addition, there 

are areas with Catalan, Ligurian and Corsican dialects. To add to this complexity, 

Italian has imposed itself as a superstrate to all these speech varieties. If some-

one in the future, when the shift to standard Italian has been completed,39 were 

to attempt to reconstruct ǽǧǡ ǩǼǴǜǷǠ Ǽ former linguistic diversity, chances are low 

that they would succeed to fully capture it. There is a priori no reason to think 

that Sardinia in pre-Roman and Roman times was linguistically less diverse. It is 

thus important to acknowledge the fact that many aspects of the original linguis-

tic landscape are irrecoverable. Any hypothesis claiming the opposite is inescap-

ably wrong. This does not, however, mean that all attempts to elucidate linguis-

tic prehistory are necessarily futile. Even extracting the tiniest bit of information 

on the past linguistic configuration of a certain region, is potentially of great 

value to our understanding of general (pre-)history. 

2.3.1 Unity of the substrate 
A good starting point for the investigation of any prehistoric linguistic situation, 

is to assume that it was to some extent linguistically diverse, unless there are 

strong reasons to assume homogeneity. When analyzing the corpus of 

non-inherited material in a given language, we should therefore ask ourselves 

the question whether the assumption of a single extinct language can account 

for all the evidence.40 One way to demonstrate such linguistic homogeneity, is to 

analyze the dialectal distribution of the features of the linguistic substrate: lex-

emes, phonology, morphemes etc. If a set of features is consistently found in a 

particular area, this may point to the existence of a distinct language limited to 

that area. Conversely, if many different features are found across all of the 

speech varieties in the researched region, it seems more likely that a single lan-

guage was spoken throughout that region. Naturally, the latter scenario does not 

preclude that other languages were present, in smaller pockets, like in present-

day Sardinia.  

With regard to the linguistic situation on Sardinia at the time of the Roman con-

quest, at least two languages were spoken on the island. One was Phoenician, the 

language of Punic settlers from Carthage, who left ample inscriptional evidence 
 

39 This is, and will hopefully remain, a purely hypothetical scenario. 
40 For a case in point, cf. Beekes (2010: xlixlii; 2014: 45) assumption of the unity of pre-

Greek, and the critique by Verhasselt (2011: 279), Meissner (2013: 67), De Decker (2015: 

5), and Meester (2024). 
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(Bondì 1987d; Adams 2003: 209). In addition, one or more non-colonial lan-

guages native to Sardinia were spoken, but these left no written record. In order 

to be able to stratify the pre-Roman lexicon, it is necessary to analyze and inter-

pret the distributions of non-inherited lexemes, and of their phonological (§ 8) 

and morphological features (§ 9). 

2.3.2 Nature of language contact 
Thomason and Kaufman (1988: 121) argue that it is impossible to predict the 

outcome of linguistic interference in case of a language shift. The opposite, in-

terpreting the nature of language contact on the basis of linguistic interference, 

is not much easier. As discussed in § 1.3.1.3, it is difficult to prove that a certain 

feature of Sardinian reflects influence from a substrate language. However, on 

the basis of the lexical data, discussed in this study, we may attempt to employ 

linguistic paleontology to make inferences about the nature of economic and 

cultural contacts between speakers of Latin, Phoenician, and the other 

pre-Roman language(s) spoken on Sardinia.  

2.3.3 Dynamics of language shift 
The question of the nature of the language contact between Latin and the preex-

isting languages in Sardinia is intrinsically linked to the romanization process (§ 

1.2). Multiple scenarios can be considered. Did native Sardinians shift to Phoeni-

cian prior to shifting to Latin? If not, did speakers of Phoenician and other 

pre-Roman language(s) shift to Latin at the same time, or did one language out-

live the other(s)? The patterns of distribution of non-inherited linguistic ele-

ments can be employed to shed more light on the various scenarios that can be 

proposed for the relative chronology and direction of the romanization process. 

2.3.4 Classifying a non-attested language 
A question that has proven particularly popular in the study of linguistic sub-

strates is to which languages they are related. The Sardinian substrate is no ex-

ception. It has been proposed to be related to Basque, Etruscan, and Berber, as 

well as to other unattested hypothetical languages constituting substrates else-

where in the Mediterranean (cf. § 1.3.2, § 1.3.2.1). Like in the case of living lan-

guages, the classification of substrate elements as belonging to a certain lan-

guage family should ideally be based on morphological as well as lexical evi-

dence. The difference with living languages is however that the available materi-

al for substrate languages is usually much scarcer, especially in the morphologi-

cal domain, and intrinsically transmitted indirectly through the language that 

replaced it. 
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In order to confidently posit a genetic link between a presumed substrate lan-

guage and another language, the hypothesis must be able to account for a signif-

icant portion of the identified substrate elements. In Sardinia, this is the case for 

Punic, to which a number of non-inherited words can be ascribed (§ 10.1) (Paulis 

1990).41 A hypothetical genetic link between two unattested substrate languages 

is harder to evaluate, due to the greater amount of uncertainties in these cases. It 

is difficult to distinguish Ƿǜǽǩǿǡ  substrate words from Wanderwörter (e.g. into 1st 

century BCE Sardinian Latin), or from words borrowed into the substrate lan-

guage (e.g. a loan from Greek into 4th century BCE Sardinian Punic). We must 

thus rely on the number of shared forms between two putative substrate lan-

guages when evaluating the likelihood of their genetic relatedness. An important 

caveat is that it cannot be expected that the geographical extent of extinct lan-

guages coincides exactly with that of modern languages. In order to reliably in-

terpret the potentially putatively shared between two substrate languages, close 

attention should be paid to the geographical distribution of these features on 

both sides of the comparison. This will be discussed in § 11. 

2.3.5 Extralinguistic arguments 
Once we have formulated hypotheses about the pre-Roman linguistic configura-

tion, and subsequent romanization of Sardinia on the basis of linguistic evi-

dence, a possible next step is to establish whether these can be corroborated by 

other lines of evidence. Such evidence may come from the fields of archeology, 

genetics, or from historiographical sources. For overviews of Sardinian archeolo-

gy, see Lilliu (1963; 2002), Webster (1996), and Dyson and Rowland (2007). In 

recent times, Sardinia has been the subject of numerous genetic studies. Both 

ancient and modern Sardinian populations display a remarkably low degree of 

steppe-derived ancestry, whose prominence in the rest of Europe has been con-

nected to the spread of the Indo-European languages (e.g. Chiang et al. 2018; 

Fernandes et al. 2020; Calò et al. 2021). These non-linguistic lines of evidence are 

best considered by experts in the respective fields, and are therefore left outside 

the scope of this study. 

2.4 Conclusion 
When it comes to methodology of substrate research, an important realization is 

that the evidence should be treated with great caution, due to the many uncer-

tainties surrounding extinct, unattested, indirectly transmitted languages. We 

 
41 Cf. § 10.3.3, where it is argued that BasqueSardinian comparisons do not live up to this 

expectation, thus making Basque an unlikely relative to the Sardinian substrate. 
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must accept that it will never be possible to recover all of the intricacies of lost 

prehistoric languages. To avoid ending up with grandiose theories (cf. § 1.3.2), 

only the strongest possible evidence should be used when formulating hypothe-

ses about the pre-Roman languages of Sardinia. Although this means that less of 

the non-inherited material is exploited to reach conclusions, the conclusions 

that are reached should be relatively more reliable. In practice, I argue for de-

ploying a maximal degree of strictness in the various avenues of substrate re-

search discussed. Some points that are observed throughout this study are the 

following: 

¶ Etymological obscurity does not necessarily imply a substrate origin. 

The latter should only be posited in the presence of compelling positive 

evidence, e.g. non-native phonemes, irregular alternations, irregular 

cognates. Isolated words of unknown origin generally do not provide re-

liable evidence. Cf. § 2.1.1. 

¶ On the other hand, an inherited etymology should not involve too many 

unmotivated irregular sound changes aor non-trivial semantic shifts. Cf. 

§ 2.1.2.2. 

¶ Comparisons between non-inherited comparanda can only be plausibly 

made when they display sufficient similarity and when semantic differ-

ences are trivial. Cf. § 2.1.2.2. 

¶ The previous point generally rules out toponyms as evidence for sub-

strate language relatedness, as their semantic opacity means that the 

risk of formal chance correspondence cannot be mitigated by semantic 

comparison. Cf. § 2.1.2.2.1. 

¶ Phonological alternations are only potentially indicative of phonological 

features of the substrate language if they occur sufficiently frequently 

throughout the non-inherited lexicon. Cf. § 2.2.1. 

¶ Morphological features can only be posited for a substrate language if 

there is sufficient positive evidence, i.e. an alternation between 

non-inherited endings. .ǸǻǹǧǡǶǡ-ǧǸǸǠ  ǼǧǸǾǴǠ ǸǷǴȂ ǝǡ ǹǸǼǩǽǡǠ ǝǜǼǡǠ 

on language-internal evidence, as positing suffix alternation on the basis 

of forms in different languages renders both the comparison of the 

forms and the identification of the suffix circular. Cf. § 2.2.2. 

It goes without saying that ǜǴǴ ǸǢ ǽǧǡǼǡ ǹǸǩǷǽǼ ǜǻǡ ǼǾǝǮǡǟǽ ǽǸ ǜ ǻǡǼǡǜǻǟǧǡǻ Ǽ ǹǡǻ

sonal preferences and intuitions. Still, they provide guidelines, followed 

throughout the rest of this study, that allow us to distinguish plausibilities from 

uncertainties, and to formulate hypotheses based on the former. 
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The collection of Sardinian lexical data presented and discussed in § 3  7, on 

which the discussion in other chapters is based, uses as its point of departure 

8ǜǦǷǡǻ Ǽ Dizionario etimologico sardo (DES), the most complete etymological 

resource on the Sardinian lexicon. The material from the DES is complemented 

with material from other sources, most notably AIS, Paulis (1992), and Puddu 

(2023). Included are those Sardinian words that have been proposed to be of pre-

Roman origin, or that lack a convincing inherited origin. For each lemma, the 

likelihood of a substrate origin will be discussed along the criteria discussed in 

§ 2.1.1, as well as on the basis of its proposed cognates outside Sardinia (cf. 

§ 2.1.2.2). Detailed attention will be given to dialectal variation, which can pro-

vide us with valuable information about the original form, meaning, and distri-

bution of a word. 

As a living language, Sardinian exhibits a large degree of dialectal variation, 

which is well-documented. The forms documented for specific localities in AIS, 

%&4  1ǜǾǴǩǼ  ǹǻǸǿǩǠǡ ǜ ȀǡǜǴǽǧ ǸǢ ǩǷǢǸǻǶǜǽǩǸǷ ǜǝǸǾǽ ǜ ȀǸǻǠ ǢǜǶǩǴȂ Ǽ ǠǩǼǽǻǩ

bution, as well as interdialectal correspondences that allow us to reconstruct its 

original form. However, this dialectal variation does not manifest itself as simple 

regular phonological correspondences between forms with identical meanings 

attested in different places. Rather, we can observe slight differences in meaning 

from area to area, or even from town to town, as well as various local and irregu-

lar deformations of words as a result of their semantic connotations. Since the 

study into Sardinian linguistic (pre)history at hand is based predominantly on 

lexical data, it is crucial to present these data in an accurate and insightful man-

ner. Every lemma in chapters § 3  7 is therefore provided with a map showing 

the locations of all relevant forms attested across the Sardinian local dialects.  

Especially when dealing with irregular correspondences between dialects, evalu-

ating possible etymologies requires a significant amount of knowledge about the 

ǼǹǡǜǲǡǻǼ  ǴǩǿǡǠ ǻǡǜǴǩǽȂ  ǩ ǡ  ǜ Wörter und Sachen approach. For instance, the se-

mantic connection between some species of plant and its use in traditional med-

icine may be fully transparent to a native speaker, but harder to understand from 

ǽǧǡ ǹǡǻǼǹǡǟǽǩǿǡ ǸǢ ǜ ǴǩǷǦǾǩǼǽ Ǽ ǜǻǶǟǧǜǩǻ  4Ǿǟǧ ǟǸǷǽǡȁǽ-specific connotations have 

been explored in detail by Wagner (1921) on daily life in rural Sardinia, and by 

1ǜǾǴǩǼ  ǢǸǻ 4ǜǻǠǩǷǩǜǷ ǹǴǜǷǽ ǷǜǶǡǼ  * ǧǜǿǡ ǢǸǴǴǸȀǡǠ ǽǧǡ 1ǜǾǴǩǼ   ǜǷǠ 

1ǾǠǠǾ Ǽ  ǡȁǜǶǹǴǡ ǽǸ ǩǷǟǴǾǠǡ ǽǧǡ ǼǟǩǡǷǽǩǢǩǟ ǷǜǶǡ ǸǢ ǹǴǜǷǽǼ ǜǷǠ ǜǷǩǶǜǴǼ 

wherever possible, to avoid any confusion. 
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3 Flora 

Flora is the semantic field to which the largest number of Sardinian words of 

proposed pre-Roman origin belong. The lemmata discussed in this chapter are 

divided into herbaceous plants (§ 3.1), grasses, cereals and weeds (§ 3.2), trees 

and shrubs (§ 3.3), and plant parts and other plant-related terms (§ 3.4).42 In 

order to minimize the risk of semantic uncertainty, the scientific names of the 

plant species discussed has been provided wherever possible.43 

Various plant species discussed are endemic to Sardinia, and it is therefore not 

surprising that the majority of the forms do not have any demonstrable cognates 

outside Sardinian. Still, the phonological and morphological features exhibited 

by these forms may inform us about the specificities of their source language. 

3.1 Herbs 

3.1.1 Annual mercury (Mercurialis annua); goosefoot (Chenopodium 

sp.) 
Reconstruction Forms 

*katòne DES (I: 259): kaðòne, koðòne (Log.), kaðòni $ǜǶǹ  ǜǷǷǾǜǴ 

mercury (Mercurialis annua L.), goosefoot (Chenopodium 

album L.  

Paulis (1992: 374375): kaðòne, koðòne (Log.), kaðòne 

$ǜǶǹ  ǦǸǸǼǡǢǸǸǽ Chenopodium album  ǷǡǽǽǴǡ-leaved 

goosefoot (Chenopodium murale L.  ǶǜǷȂ-seed goosefoot 

(Chenopodum polyspermum L.  ǼǽǩǷǲǩǷǦ ǦǸǸǼǡǢǸǸǽ Cheno-

podium vulvaria L.  kaðòni [burdu]  (1: &ǼǟǜǴǜǹǴǜǷǸ  ǼǽǩǷǲ

ing goosefoot (Chenopodium vulvaria 

 
42 5ǧǡ ȀǸǻǠǼ ǢǸǻ ǶǾǼǧǻǸǸǶ  ǧǜǿǡ ǝǡǡǷ ǩǷǟǴǾǠǡǠ ǩǷ ǽǧǩǼ Ǵǜǽǽǡǻ ǼǡǟǽǩǸǷ  ǝȂ Ǵǜǟǲ ǸǢ a more 

suitable place. 
43 All botanical binomial names follow the current classifications and naming conven-

tions of the WFO Plant List (2024). 
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Figure 3.1.1: Annual mercury (Mercurialis annua); goosefoot (Chenopo-

dium sp., Lipandra polysperma) 
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The leaves of all above-mentioned species of plants are known to be edible, and 

most species (except annual mercury) also have tiny edible seeds. This etymon, 

reconstructible to *katòne, is widespread in Sardinia. Wagner does not discuss its 

ǡǽȂǶǸǴǸǦȂ ǼǩǶǹǴȂ ǷǸǽǩǷǦ &ǽ  1ǩǽǽǜǾ (1990: 43) compares it to Etr. kathuni, 

without giving a meaning or source for this word, making it impossible to judge 

its plausibility. Paulis (1992: 375) connects Srd. kaðòne etc. to Lat. catone (abl.) 

Ǹǻǜǟǧǡ Atriplex sp. L.  ǢǻǸǶ %ǩǸǼǟǸǻǩǠǡǼ  De Materia Medica (Stadler 1899: 186, 

219). Paulis follows André (1956: 77; 1985: 53) in deriving Lat. catone from catus 

Ǽǧǜǻǹ, on account of the pointy leaves of this plant. However, although catus, 

originally a Sabine word (Paulis 1992: 375; de Vaan 2008: 99), is generally trans-

ǴǜǽǡǠ ǜǼ Ǽǧǜǻǹ  ǩǽ ǼǡǡǶǼ ǽǸ ǻǡǢǡǻ ǽǸ ǼǧǜǻǹǷǡǼǼ exclusively in the cognitive sense; 

ǩ ǡ  ǼǴȂ  ǟǾǷǷǩǷǦ ǡǽǟ  (Lewis & Short 1879: s.v. catus). This makes the derivation to 

ǹǴǜǷǽ Ȁǩǽǧ ǹǸǩǷǽȂ ǴǡǜǿǡǼ  ǼǡǶǜǷǽǩǟǜǴǴȂ ǻǜǽǧǡǻ ǠǩǢǢǩǟǾǴǽ  .ǸǻǡǸǿǡǻ  ǽǧǡ plant name 

catone Ǹǻǜǟǧǡ  ǩǼ ǜǽǽǡǼǽǡǠ ǸǷǴȂ ǸǷǟǡ  ǩǷ ǜ ȀǸǻǲ ǽǧǜǽ ȀǜǼ ǸǻǩǦǩǷǜǴǴȂ ǟǸǶǹǸǼǡǠ ǩǷ 

Greek and that is known to contain plant names from other languages. The sin-

gle attestation of catone in a relatively late work renders its attribution to the 

inherited vocabulary of Latin rather tenuous.  

If Adams (2007: 533540) is correct in proposing an African origin for the Latin 

translation of De Materia Medica (Stadler 1899, 1901), an African origin is imagi-

nable for both Lat. catone and Srd. *kaðòne too. And in fact, we do find Kb. wak-

tun, aktun ǦǸǸǼǡǢǸǸǽ Chenopodium sp. 44 in which wa- and a- respectively are 

prefixes (cf. Brugnatelli 1998). It is likely that this Berber base -ktun ǦǸǸǼǡǢǸǸǽ  ǩǼ 

somehow related to Lat. catone and Srd. kaðòne ǡǽǟ  ǩǠ  ǝǾǽ ǽǧǡ ǺǾǡǼǽǩǸǷ ǩǼ ǡȁ

actly how. Possibly Kb. (w)aktun ǦǸǸǼǡǢǸǸǽ < *(Ȍ)k(7)t n̆ is a descendant of an 

earlier Berber (or Libyco-Berber) word that was borrowed into African Latin as 

catone. Alternatively, both the Berber and the Latin word were borrowed from 

an unattested Punic ȀǸǻǠ ǢǸǻ ǦǸǸǼǡǢǸǸǽ  'Ǹǻ 4ǻǠ  kaðòne it is in any case plausi-

ble that it entered Sardinian Latin by contact with the local Punic population, 

regardless whether they spoke Phoenician or Berber (cf. § 10.1, §10.2). 

 
44 Massinissa Garaoun, p.c., who also informs me that aktun is found in Djidjelli Arabic, 

which contains a significant Berber substrate. 
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Figure 3.1.2: Arum (Arum italicum) 
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3.1.2 Arum (Arum italicum) 
Reconstruction Forms 

* a aróǧ DES (II: 552): tattaróyu, tottoróyu (Log.), sattsaróǧ (Camp.), 

o órǧu (1: Siniscola), o oróyu (2: Bitti, 4: Orosei), tattaróɟu 

(3: Bonorva), tsottsorói (5: Norbello, 8: Laconi), sottsoróyu 

(6: Busachi), tsottsoróyu (7: #ǡǴǿʃ  arum (Arum italicum Mill.)  

Alessio (1949: 111): sazzaroi (10: Cagliari), tattaroiu ǩǠ 

Böhne (1950: 120): sattsaróǧ 4ǜǻǻǜǝǾǼ ǻǡǦ  ǩǠ 

These Sardinian forms, which are found throughout the island, have generally 

been attributed to a pre-Roman language, due to their peculiar formation and 

the presence of *. Within Sardinian, they can go back to *a aróǧ; the pretonic 

o-vocalism found in some forms are likely secondary, as well as the word-final -u. 

They have been connected by Alessio (1949: 110111) to Sic. anzara/-u ǜǻǾǶ Ar-

um italicum 45 Sic. azzaru, azareddu, anzareddu Ǣǻǩǜǻ Ǽ ǟǸȀǴ Arisarum vulgare 

O.Targ.Tozz.  $ǜǴǜǝ  zara, anzara (Cetraro, Verbicaro), anzana ǜǻǾǶ  ǟȂǟǴǜǶǡǷ  

(cf. Rohlfs 1932: 99), Pugl. azara ǜǻǾǶ  ǽǸ Ȁǧǩǟǧ )ǾǝǼǟǧǶǩǠ (1953: 27) has added 

Calab. ̵an̵ arra ǜǻǾǶ  (cf. Rohlfs 1932: 409; 1977: 84b, 802b). Alessio (1949: 110

111), Hubschmid (1953: 27), Wagner (DES II: 552) and Paulis (1992: 341) agree on 

deriving the Sardinian and South-Italian forms from a common pre-Roman sub-

strate. This requires an analysis of Srd. *a aróǧ as < *-a ar-ói, with prefixation 

of * i)- (§ 9.1.2) and a suffix -7i (§ 9.2.1). The Pre-Roman Sardinian base *-a ar- 

would then correspond to *azar- in the South-Italian forms. However, Pittau 

(1995: 107) proposes the Italian forms to be from Lat. lancearius ǴǜǷǟǡǻ, due to its 

upright shape, with reinterpretation and detachment of initial l- as the article. If 

this is correct, the South Italian forms are of no relevance to Srd. *a aróǧ. 

The situation is complicated by the attestation of the form asaru in the Latin 

ǿǡǻǼǩǸǷ ǸǢ %ǩǸǼǟǸǻǩǠǡǼ  De Materia Medica (Stadler 1899: 238). In this work, the 

plant named asaru is described as similar to but smaller than the arum. Accord-

ing to Stadler (1899: 238 fn. 1) this name should have been arisarum Ǣǻǩǜǻ Ǽ ǟǸȀǴ 

(Arisarum vulgare), which is what we find in the Greek version (  ǟǢ  

Dioscorides Anazarbei 1907: 234). Moreover, there is another chapter titled De 

asaro in the first book of De Materia Medica (Hofmann & Auracher 1883: 60), 

which corresponds to  in the Greek version (Dioscorides Anazarbei 1907: 

14), which has ǽǧǡ ǶǡǜǷǩǷǦ ǧǜȃǡǴȀǸǻǽ Asarum europaeum L.  In short, where 

the Greek original has  ǧǜȃǡǴȀǸǻǽ Asarum europaeum),  ǜǻǾǶ Arum 

sp. , and  Ǣǻǩǜǻ Ǽ ǟǸȀǴ Arisarum vulgare  (Dioscorides Anazarbei 

 
45 Domenico Muscianisi informs me that in Messina (Sicily), zara ǩǼ ǜǴǼǸ ǾǼǡǠ ǢǸǻ ǜǻǾǶ 
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1907: 14, 233, 234), the Latin translation has [De] asaro ǧǜȃǡǴȀǸǻǽ  De] aron 

ǜǻǾǶ  and [De] asaru Ǣǻǩǜǻ Ǽ ǟǸȀǴ  (Hofmann & Auracher 1883: 60; Stadler 1899: 

237, 238). While a confusion between asaru and expected arisarum on the part of 

the translator of the Latin text is possible, the form asaru, which refers to a 

species of plant that is closely related to the arum and is indeed quite similar to 

it, is very reminiscent of the South-Italian names for the arum mentioned above. 

This raises the question whether asaru in De Materia Medica is in fact not the 

result of a mistake, but a Vulgar Latin word for a species of arum, dispersed at 

least in Southern Italy and Africa.46  

If asaru ǩǼ ǩǷǠǡǡǠ ǻǡǴǜǽǡǠ ǽǸ ǽǧǡ ǼǸǾǽǧǡǻǷ *ǽǜǴǩǜǷ ǢǸǻǶǼ  ǽǧǩǼ ǹǻǡǟǴǾǠǡǼ 1ǩǽǽǜǾ Ǽ 

(1995: 107) derivation from Lat. lancearius, as the needed phonological 

ǠǡǿǡǴǸǹǶǡǷǽǼ ǜǻǡ ǷǸǽ ǡȁǹǡǟǽǡǠ ǽǸ ǧǜǿǡ ǝǡǡǷ ǟǸǶǹǴǡǽǡǠ ǝȂ %ǩǸǼǟǸǻǩǠǡǼ  ǽǩǶǡ 

already. It is unclear whether asaru ǼǹǡǟǩǡǼ ǸǢ ǜǻǾǶ  ǩǼ ǡǽȂǶǸǴǸǦǩǟǜǴǴȂ ǻǡǴǜǽǡǠ ǽǸ 

Gr.  ǧǜȃǡǴȀǸǻǽ Asarum europaeum, whence Lat. asarum ǩǠ  )ǜȃǡǴȀǸǻǽ 

and arum are not closely related, but could be perceived as superficially similar 

because of their heart-shaped, glossy leaves and tube or jug-shaped flowers. Gr. 

 has been argued to be of Semitic origin by Lewy (1895: 47), who compares 

it to Aramaic z͛ rɹr ǼǷǡǡȃǡ  5ǧǩǼ ǩǼ ǢǸǻǶǜǴǴȂ ǜǷǠ ǼǡǶǜǷǽǩǟǜǴǴȂ ǾǷǟǸǷǿǩǷǟǩǷǦ 

If the Sardinian forms are to be connected to (Late) Lat. asaru, Sic. anzara/u, 

Calab. zara, anzara, anzana, a̵n̵ arra and Pugl. azara, we need to assume the 

addition of the Pre-Roman Sardinian affixes *i)- and *-7ǧ to the base *a ar-, as 

proposed by Alessio (1949: 111), Hubschmid (1953: 27), and Wagner (DES II: 552). 

In light of the necessary assumptions, and the etymological uncertainty regard-

ing the southern Italian forms, it is safest to treat the relation between Srd. 

* a aróǧ and the southern Italian forms, as well as Lat. asaru, as no more than a 

possibility. The connection of Sic. anzara/-u ǜǻǾǶ Arum italicum) etc. to Lat. 

asaru Ǣǻǩǜǻ Ǽ ǟǸȀǴ Arisarum vulgare) is in any case plausible. 

 

 
46 That is, if Adams (2007: 533540) is right in attributing this version of De Materia 

Medica to an African translator (cf. § 3.1.1). 
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3.1.3 Betony (Stachys glutinosa) 
Reconstruction Forms 

1: *loká˩ - DES (II: 611): loká˩ i (2: 4ǜǼǼǜǻǩ  ǧȂǼǼǸǹ Hyssopus officinalis L.  

loká˩ u (6: /ǾǸǻǸ  Stachys glutinosa L. 

Paulis (1992: 115): loká˩ u (5: Orune, 8: Sarule), lokáu (9: Urzu-

lei), luké˩ u (10: "ǻǩǽȃǸ  Stachys glutinosa 

2 DES (II: 611): lukré̷ u (10: Aritzo) Stachys glutinosa 

3 Paulis (1992: 115): kaleká˩u (1: #ǡǻǟǧǩǠǠǜ  *ǽǜǴǩǜǷ ǼǽǻǜȀǢǴǸȀǡǻ 

(Helichrysum italicum (Roth) G.Don.  kalaká˩ u (5: Orune) 

Stachys glutinosa 

4  Paulis (1992: 115): vrattaká˩ u (3: 4ǩǷǩǼǟǸǴǜ  Stachys glutinosa 

5  Paulis (1992: 115): oloká˩u (4: Lula), alaká˩ u (7: 0ǻǜǷǩ  Stachys 

glutinosa 

6  Paulis (1992: 115): lukkíttu (11: .ǡǜǷǜ 4ǜǻǠǸ  Stachys glutinosa 

Stachys glutinosa is a species of betony endemic to Sardinia, Corsica, and smaller 

surrounding islands. Its names in the Sardinian dialects are diverse. The forms 

listed here roughly cover the Barbagia and Baronie areas, with outliers in Ber-

chidda (1) and Sassari (2). The DES follows Hubschmid (1960b: 172) who consid-

ers loká˩u to be pre-Roman (without mentioning the other forms). Paulis (1992: 

115) adds various forms that complicate the picture. He argues that any 

pre-Roman features of these words could have been introduced from other Sar-

dinian phytonyms. He argues that lukkíttu (type 6; 11: Meana Sardo) is a loan 

from Cat. lluquet ǝǾǷǠǴǡ ǸǢ ǠǻȂ ǜǷǠ ǼǾǴǢǜǽǡǠ ǽȀǩǦǼ Ǹǻ ǼǽǻǜȀ ǽǧǜǽ ǡǜǼǩǴȂ ǟǜǽǟǧǡǼ 

Ǣǩǻǡ  ǜǷǠ gives Cat. lluqueta ǧǡǜǻǽ-leaved globe daisy (Globularia cordifolia L.  as 

a parallel. Similarly lukré̷ u (type 2; 9: Aritzo) would reflect It. elicriso ǡǿǡǻǴǜǼǽǩǷǦ 

(Helichrysum sp. Mill.  Ȁǩǽǧ ǩǷǢǴǾǡǷǟǡ ǸǢ Srd. lú i̷ ǴǩǦǧǽ  1ǜǾǴǩǼ ǟǸǷǼǩǠǡǻǼ ǽǧǡ 

remaining types to be derived from luké˩u (type 1; 10: Aritzo). Forms like loká˩u 

(type 1), kaleká˩u (type 2), vrattaká˩u (type 4) and oloká˩u (type 5) would have 

been influenced by Srd. ká˩ u ǟǧǡǡǼǡ  because ǽǧǩǼ ǹǴǜǷǽ Ǽ ǾǼǡ ǽǸ ǻǡǶǸǿǡ ǟǧǩǟǲǡǷ 

lice supposedly led to the comparison of falling lice to grated cheese (Paulis 1992: 

112). It is clear that many secondary folk-etymological influences have affected 

the various shapes of these forms, although I am not quite convinced ǽǧǜǽ 1ǜǾǴǩǼ  

proposals succeed to explain all forms satisfactorily. Due to the complexity of the 

dialectal variation and of this word and the resulting unclarity as to its original 

shape however, it cannot be used to provide us with any reliable information 

about the pre-Roman language(s) of Sardinia. 
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Figure 3.1.4: Bristly ox-tongue (Helmintotheca echioides), wild teasel 

(Dipsacus fullonum) 
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3.1.4 Bristly ox-tongue (Helmintotheca echioides), wild teasel (Dipsacus 

fullonum) 
Reconstruction Forms 

1: * ǧòkkoro DES (II: 548): artiòkkoro (Log.), i ò˧kkoro (NLog., 1: Monti, 

3: Mores) ǧʰǰǰǴǷǴ (Nuor., 2: Siniscola), istiòkkoro (4: Bonorva, 

5: 1ǜǠǻǩǜ  ǝǻǩǼǽǴȂ Ǹȁ-tongue (Helminthotheca echioides (L.) 

Holub); wild teasel (Dipsacus fullonum L.  

Hubschmid (1953: 36): ȩòkkoro -ǸǦ  ǝǻǩǼǽǴȂ Ǹȁ-tongue (Hel-

minthotheca echioides 

2: *kòkkoro Paulis (1992: 192): kòkkoro (6: %ǸǻǦǜǴǩ  ǝǻǩǼǽǴȂ Ǹȁ-tongue (Hel-

minthotheca echioides 

3: * kɦkiri DES (II: 548): sóȩȩiri  $ǜǶǹ  ǩǠ 

Paulis (1992: 190, 192): ȩóȩȩiri  (7: *ǼǩǴǩ  ǝǻǩǼǽǴȂ Ǹȁ-tongue (Hel-

minthotheca echioides); wild teasel (Dipsacus fullonum 

Paulis (1992: 190) suggests that these words, which are generally taken to be of 

pre-Roman origin (cf. Hubschmid 1953: 36; DES II: 548; Paulis 1992: 190), may 

ǸǻǩǦǩǷǜǴǴȂ ǧǜǿǡ ǻǡǢǡǻǻǡǠ ǼǹǡǟǩǢǩǟǜǴǴȂ ǽǸ ǝǻǩǼǽǴȂ Ǹȁ-ǽǸǷǦǾǡ  ǜǼ ǩǽ ǩǼ ǽǧǡ ǸǷǴȂ 4ǜǻǠǩǷǩ

ǜǷ ȀǸǻǠ ǠǡǷǸǽǩǷǦ ǽǧǩǼ ǼǹǡǟǩǡǼ  *ǽǼ ǡȁǽǡǷǼǩǸǷ ǽǸ ȀǩǴǠ ǽǡǜǼǡǴ  ȀǸǾǴǠ ǝǡ ǠǾǡ ǽǸ ǽǧǡ 

fact that both plants are covered in small spines or bristles, and to the similarity 

of their leaves. Paulis (1992: 192) proposes the forms of type 2 and 3 to be influ-

enced by the Sardinian reflexes of Lat. cicer ǟǧǩǟǲǹǡǜ   $ǜǶǹ  ȩí̷ iri), as cicer 

rusticum is attested in several classical sources as one of the Latin names for 

ȀǩǴǠ ǽǡǜǼǡǴ  (e.g. Dioscorides Anazarbei 1906: 18; cf. further Paulis 1992: 192). This 

is likely at least for Camp. sóȩȩiri, ȩóȩȩiri (7: Isili). However, Lat. cicer was not 

preserved in Logudorese and Nuorese (Paulis 1992: 281), so assuming influence 

from unattested *kíkere ǟǧǩǟǲǹǡǜ  ǽǸ ǡȁǹǴǜǩǷ kòkkoro (6: Dorgali) < * ǧʰǰǰǴǷ Ǵ is 

slightly problematic. Perhaps the Dorgalese variant is the result of consonant 

assimilation.47 A pre-Roman origin of this word is suggested by the sequence 

* ǧǴ- that must be reconstructed. This cannot go back to any Latin sequence, as it 

would require Lat. *cǧio-/*tǧio-, which did not exist (§ 8.1.1.1). Outside Sardinian, 

Hubschmid (1953: 36) compares Bq. txokorro ǶǩǴǲ ǽǧǩǼǽǴǡ Silybum marianum 

(L.) Gaertn.  ǜǷǠ ǿǜǻǩǸǾǼ Ǹǽǧǡǻ #ǜǼǺǾǡ ǜǷǠ 3ǸǶǜǷǟǡ ǢǸǻǶǼ ǠǡǷǸǽǩǷǦ ǽǻǾǷǲ  

 
47 Dorgalese kòkkoro ǝǻǩǼǽǴȂ Ǹȁ-ǽǸǷǦǾǡ  ǩǼ ǢǸǻǶǜǴǴȂ ǩǠǡǷǽǩǟǜǴ ǽǸ #ǜǻǝ  kòkkoro ǷǾǽ  ǢǻǸǶ 

which kokkoròni %ǸǻǦǜǴǩ  ǝǾǶǹ  ǩǼ ǠǡǻǩǿǡǠ (DES I: 356 57). Establishing a semantic link 

ǝǡǽȀǡǡǷ ǝǻǩǼǽǴȂ Ǹȁ-ǽǸǷǦǾǡ  ǜǷǠ ǷǾǽ ǝǾǶǹ  ǩǼ ǠǩǢǢǩǟǾǴǽ ǧǸȀǡǿǡǻ 
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ǝǻǜǷǟǧ  Ǹǻ ǲǷǸǽ  * Ǽǧǜǻǡ 8ǜǦǷǡǻ Ǽ %&4 **: 548) ǜǷǠ 1ǜǾǴǩǼ    hesitation 

in accepting these comparisons.48 

3.1.5 Cat thyme (Teucrium marum), cotton lavender (Santolina 

chamaecyparissus) 
Reconstruction Forms 

1: *múkra DES (II: 139): murga [de bovis] (5: "ǻǩǽȃǸ  ǟǸǽǽǸǷ ǴǜǿǡǷǠǡǻ 

(Santolina chamaecyparissus L.  

2: *múkru véru (?) DES (II: 139): murgulèu 0ǦǴ  $ǜǶǹ  ǟǜǽ ǽǧȂǶǡ Teucrium 

marum L.); cotton lavender (Santolina chamaecyparissus  

murguèu (11: Cagliari) ȀǩǷǡ 

Paulis (1992: 118): mu;uòes (6: .ǡǜǷǜ 4ǜǻǠǸ  .ǜǼǼǩǴǩǜǷ Ǧǡǻ

mander (Teucrium massiliense L.  murguéu (8: 4ǡǾǴǸ  ǟǸǽ

ton lavender (Santolina chamaecyparissus  murguèus 

(9: -ǜǟǸǷǩ  everlasting Helicrysum sp. 

3: *mámmu véru 

(?) 

Paulis (1992: 118): mummuléu (1: -ǾǴǜ  ǟǜǽ thyme (Teucrium 

marum  murmuréu (2: Dorgali, 3: Oliena, 4: Villagrande 

Strisaili, 7: "ǻȃǜǷǜ  ǟǸǽǽǸǷ ǴǜǿǡǷǠǡǻ Santolina 

chamaecyparissus  mammuléu (6: Meana Sardo, 9: Laconi) 

Micromeria graeca (L.) Benth. ex Rchb.49 murmuréu 

(10: &ǼǟǜǴǜǹǴǜǷǸ  ǼǹǡǟǩǡǼ ǸǢ ǝǡǽǸǷȂ Stachys glutinosa50 

The various plant species referred to by the forms listed above are not all closely 

related, but are superficially somewhat similar in their size, shape, and the col-

our of their leaves. DES (II:  ǻǡǦǜǻǠǼ ǽǧǡǼǡ ȀǸǻǠǼ ǜǼ ǹǻǸǝǜǝǴȂ ǹǻǡ-3ǸǶǜǷ  

because of a toponym Murgueliai. Paulis (1992: 118) points out that there is no 

evidence that this toponym is connected to the phytonym, and that the presence 

of a pre-Roman lexical item in a toponym does not prove its substrate origin. For 

the forms of type 3, he instead proposes a derivation of Srd. mammuléu (6: 

Meana Sardo, 9: Laconi) Micromeria graeca ǢǻǸǶ maruléu << Lat. *marum 

verum ǻǡǜǴ ǟǜǽ ǽǧȂǶǡ  ǝȂ ǜǼǼǩǶǩǴǜǽǩǸǷ ǸǢ ǽǧǡ -r- in *marum to the initial m- 

(Paulis 1992: 119). This formation would be parallel to Srd. karduréu ǽǧǩǼǽǴǡ   -ǜǽ  

carduum verum ǻǡǜǴ ǽǧǩǼǽǴǡ  ǟǢ  %&4 *   

 
48 * ǧǜǿǡ ǷǸǽ ǝǡǡǷ ǜǝǴǡ ǽǸ ǿǡǻǩǢȂ )ǾǝǼǟǧǶǩǠ Ǽ (1953) mention of Bq. txokorro ǶǩǴǲ ǽǧǩǼǽǴǡ 
49 Paulis gives the scientific name Satureja graeca L., which is a synonym of Micromeria 

graeca (L.) Benth. ex Rchb. (WFO 2024c: s.v. Micromeria graeca). 
50 Paulis gives the binomial Betonica glutinosa. This does not exist as a scientific name in 

WFO (2024a) however, and should probably be interpreted as Stachys glutinosa instead 

 the common Italian name for Stachys species is betonica. 
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Figure 3.1.5: Cat thyme (Teucrium marum), cotton lavender (Santolina 

chamaecyparissus) 



Flora 57 

 

 

Concerning the development of verum > -(u)léu/-(u)réu/-(u)éu in types 2 and 3, 

there are parallels for -r- dissimilating to -l- (Wagner 1941a: 232) and -r- disap-

pearing altogether (arǪ˩éu < eri˩ éru ȂǡǼǽǡǻǠǜȂ ǡǿǡǷǩǷǦ  8ǜǦǷǡǻ ǜ   ǢǷ  . 

It is peculiar, however, that this development would occur in mammuléu < 

*mammuréu, where there is no other -r- to dissimilate from. Especially since a 

similar dissimilation and dissolution of -r- does not occur in karduréu etc. ǽǧǩǼ

ǽǴǡ  ȀǧǸǼǡ ǝǜǼǡ kardu- does contain an -r-.51 Paulis accounts for this discrepancy 

by assuming original *maruléu << marum verum, which would create the condi-

tions for a dissimilation. Note however that, if the -l- is to be explained as the 

dissimilatory reflex of -r- in presence of an -r- in the stem, it is all the more strik-

ing that we still find murmuréu  *Ǣ Ȁǡ ǜǠǧǡǻǡ ǽǸ 1ǜǾǴǩǼ  ǡȁǹǴǜǷǜǽǩǸǷ ǸǢ ǽǧǡ ǿǜǻǩǸǾǼ 

forms, we would need to assume the following steps to account for all attested 

forms:  

¶ marum verum > *maruréu > *maruléu > mammuléu (> mummuléu) 

¶ marum verum > *maruréu > *maruréu > *mammuréu > *mummuréu > 

murmuréu 

While theoretically possible, it is suspicious that none of the necessary interme-

diate steps is attested across the dialectal variation found in this word. Moreover, 

the only certain example of progressive dissimilation of r  r > r  l in Wagner 

(1941a: 232) is ferréli < ferréri ǼǶǩǽǧ  in Perdasdefogu, which is outside the attesta-

tion area of the forms under discussion. These cumulative difficulties cast doubt 

on the possibility of the sequence -uléu/-uréu/-uéu in these words going back to 

Lat. verum ǽǻǾǡ, although I cannot offer a better alternative explanation. The 

similarity between -uréu < verum in karduréu ǽǧǩǼǽǴǡ  ǡǽǟ  ǜǷǠ -uléu/-uréu/-uéu in 

ǽǧǡ ȀǸǻǠǼ ǢǸǻ ǟǜǽ ǽǧȂǶǡ  ǟǸǽǽǸǷ ǴǜǿǡǷǠǡǻ ǡǽǟ  ǩǼ ǻǡǶǜǻǲǜǝǴǡ  For now, the best 

option is therefore to assume verum as the origin of the ending -uléu/-uréu/-uéu, 

even though the details of the phonological development are not quite clear. 

This leaves us with the first half of the word, which shows considerable variation. 

As mentioned before, Paulis (1992: 119) wants to derive mammuléu (6: Meana 

Sardo, 9: -ǜǟǸǷǩ  Micromeria graeca ǢǻǸǶ -ǜǽ  marum verum ǽǻǾǡ ǟǜǽ ǽǧȂǶǡ  

The other forms of type 3 would be due to subsequent alterations of mammuléu 

to mummuléu (1: Lula) by assimilation of the -a- to the next syllable, and hence to 

murmuréu (2: Dorgali, 3: Oliena, 4: Villagrande Strisaili, 7: Arzana, 10: Escalapla-

no) by -r-insertion, commonly found in Sardinian (Paulis 1992: 119). I have not 

 
51 The only example of dissimilation of -r- to -l- ǩǷ ǽǧǡ ȀǸǻǠ ǢǸǻ ǽǧǩǼǽǴǡ  ǸǟǟǾǻǼ ǩǷ garduléu, 

which is restricted to Siniscola (Paulis 1992: 67). 
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been able to find any parallel for the assimilation of intervocalic -r- to -m- that is 

needed to derive mammuléu from *maruléu < marum verum (cf. Wagner 1941a: 

230 232). While the derivation of mummuléu and murmuréu from mammuléu do 

not pose any serious problems, an etymological relation to Lat. marum ǟǜǽ 

ǽǧȂǶǡ is problematic.  

For the forms of type 1 and 2, viz. respectively murga [de bovis] (5: "ǻǩǽȃǸ  ǟǸǽǽǸǷ 

ǴǜǿǡǷǠǡǻ  ǜǷǠ murguèus (9: -ǜǟǸǷǩ  everlasting  ǡǽǟ, a derivation from Lat. 

marum is even more difficult. The forms in these types are found in Campi-

danese, and all contain a base *mukr-, which can in turn be from original *mukr-, 

*mukl- or *mutl-; cf. Camp. sórgu < Lat. socru- Ǣǜǽǧǡǻ ǩǷ ǴǜȀ  $ǜǶǹ  márga < Lat. 

macula ǼǽǜǩǷ  ǜǷǠ $ǜǶǹ  múrgu ǽǻǡǡ ǽǻǾǷǲ < Lat. mutilus ǶǜǩǶǡǠ  (cf. Wagner 

1941a: 157, 167; DES II: 132). There are some inherited Sardinian words that are 

nearly or completely homophonous with this base murg- found in types 1 and 2. 

One is Camp. múrgu ǽǻǡǡ ǽǻǾǷǲ < Lat. mutilus, which Paulis (1992: 120) thinks 

could have influenced original *maruléu/mammuléu < marum verum, yielding 

murguléu etc. The other is Camp. múrga ǠǻǡǦǼ < Lat. amurga, amurca ǩǠ  %&4 

II: 138). The latter form cannot have yielded mu;uòes (6: Meana Sardo) regularly, 

because the -r- in original *-rg- is expected to persist. Semantically the link be-

ǽȀǡǡǷ ǠǻǡǦǼ  ǜǷǠ ǽǧǡ ǹǴǜǷǽ ǼǹǡǟǩǡǼ ǠǩǼǟǾǼǼǡǠ is difficult to understand too. Paulis 

further (1992: 120) proposes that Cat. múrgola ǶǸǻǡǴ Morchella sp. Dill. ex Pers.  

could have exerted influence, by being applied first to dry fungi used to start fires 

and hence to plants used for the same purpose. /ǡǩǽǧǡǻ ǽǻǡǡ ǽǻǾǷǲ  ǷǸǻ ǶǸǻǡǴ  

bears a clear semantic connection to the plant species referred to by múrga, 

murguléu etc., and various assumptions are needed to uphold these etymologies.  

In conclusion, WagnerǼ (DES II: 139) assumption of a pre-Roman origin on the 

basis of the structure of these words is unnecessary. The ending -uléu/-uréu/-uéu 

might ultimately be the same as the -uréu in karduréu ǽǧǩǼǽǴǡ   -ǜǽ  carduum 

verum), even though the details surrounding the development of -r- remain un-

clear. The base of the forms in types 1 and 2 (in murg-) may have arisen through 

influence from Camp. múrgu ǽǻǡǡ ǽǻǾǷǲ  ǜǷǠ $ǜǽ  múrgola ǶǸǻǡǴ  (cf. Paulis 

1992: 120). For the forms in type 3, I do not think that Lat. marum ǟǜǽ ǽǧȂǶǡ  ǟǜǷ 

be upheld as an etymology, since it is based more on semantic proximity than on 

regular correspondence. Whether this element, which alternates between 

mamm-, mumm- and murm-, is of pre-Roman origin after all, cannot be estab-

lished on the basis of the formal appearance of the forms, even though a con-

vincing etymology is still lacking. 
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Figure 3.1.6: Celery (Apium graveolens  ǢǸǸǴ Ǽ ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ Apium nodi-

florum) 
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3.1.6 Celery (Apium graveolens  ǢǸǸǴ Ǽ ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ Apium nodiflorum)52 
Reconstruction Forms 

1: * ǺǷǥ˼Ǹǜ DES (II: 555): ǺǷǥ˼Ǹǜ (1: Bitti), ǷǺǥ˼Ǹǜ (2: /ǾǸǻǸ  ȀǩǴǠ ǟǡǴǡǻȂ 

(Apium graveolens L.  ǺǷǥ˼Ǹǜ (5: 0ǻǦǸǼǸǴǸ  Ȁǜǽǡǻ ǧǡǶǴǸǟǲ 

(Cicuta sp. L.  

Paulis (1992: 141): turgu˩ òne (Log.), urgúsa (3: 0ǻǜǷǩ  ȀǩǴǠ 

celery (Apium graveolens 

Puddu (2023: s.v. tirgúsa, tzurgúsa): tirgúsa, trugúsa, turgúsa, 

tzurgúsa, tzurvúsa ǢǸǸǴ Ǽ ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ Apium nodiflorum (L.) 

Lag.  turgusòne, tzurgúsa ǟǡǴǡǻȂ Apium graveolens 

2: *urgúsa Blasco Ferrer (1988: 175): ur;úsa (3: Orani) ǢǸǸǴ Ǽ ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ 

(Apium nodiflorum 

3: *kugúsa DES (I: 422): kugú˩ a (4: .ǜǶǸǩǜǠǜ  ǢǸǸǴ Ǽ ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ Apium 

nodiflorum),53 wild celery (Apium graveolens) 

Puddu (2023: s.v. tirgúsa, tzurgúsa): cugúsa ǢǸǸǴ Ǽ ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ 

(Apium nodiflorum), celery (Apium graveolens 

4: * ǠǱǧǰ˼Ǹǜ Paulis (1992: 141): tseli;ú a˩ (Arborense) ȀǩǴǠ ǟǡǴǡǻȂ Apium 

graveolens 

Puddu (2023: s.v. tirgúsa, tzurgúsa): tzeligúsa id. 

5: * ǧǰ˼Ǹǜ Puddu (2023: s.v. tirgúsa, tzurgúsa): atigúsa ǟǡǴǡǻȂ Apium 

graveolens 

The cited forms refer to a number of plant species. The forms from Bitti (1), Nuo-

ro (2), and Mamoiada (4) all refer to species of the genus Apium. For the variant 

from Orgosolo (5)  8ǜǦǷǡǻ ǦǩǿǡǼ ǽǧǡ ǶǡǜǷǩǷǦ water hemlock (Cicuta sp.)  5ǧǩǼ 

ǶǡǜǷǩǷǦ ǩǼ ǷǸǽ ǻǡǹǻǡǼǡǷǽǡǠ ǝȂ 1ǾǠǠǾ  ȀǧǸ ǸǷǴȂ ǧǜǼ ǢǸǸǴ Ǽ ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ  ǜǷǠ ǟǡǴ

ǡǻȂ  5ǧǡ ǴǡȁǩǟǜǴ ǢǸǻǶǼ ǽǧǡǶǼǡǴǿǡǼ ǧǜǿǡ ǩǷ ǟǸǶǶǸǷ ǽǧǜǽ ǽǧǡȂ ǡǷǠ ǩǷ -gúsa. If they 

are etymologically related, we can observe an alternation between initial ku- vs. 

ǺǷ- ( ǷǺ- is due to metathesis). 

Besides the forms presented by Wagner, Blasco Ferrer (1988: 175) records ur;úsa 

ǢǸǸǴ Ǽ ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ, found only in Orani (3). Its relation to ǺǷǥ˼Ǹǜ, also attested in 

Orani, is not quite clear; Paulis (1992: 141) proposes that the - may have been 

detached by confusion with the article. The alternating presence of *- suggests 

the presence of the pre-Roman element *i)- (§ 9.1.2). An interpretation 

* -urgúsa would preclude a direct comparison to *kugúsa, * ǠǱǧǰ˼Ǹǜ etc., unless 

 
52 These data are discussed in a similar fashion in Swanenvleugel (2024: 226228). 
53 Older sources often use the binomial Helosciadium nodiflorum (L.) W.D.J.Koch, which 

is a synonym of Apium nodiflorum (cf. WFO 2021: s.v. Helosciadium nodiflorum). 
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*urgúsa is assumed to be some kind of compound with *k/gúsa in other forms. 

This is of course purely speculative. Paulis (1992: 141) lists turgu˩ òne for 

Logudorese and tseli;ú a˩ for SǸǾǽǧ -ǸǦǾǠǸǻǡǼǡ  Ȁǧǩǟǧ ǟǸǻǻǡǼǹǸǷǠǼ ǽǸ 7ǩǻǠǩǼ  

Arborense variety (Virdis 1988: 912). Tseli;ú a˩ ǟǡǴǡǻȂ  ǜǴǼǸ ǧǜǼ -gúsa but starts in 

tseli-, which could be the element ǧǱǧ- that is found in various non-inherited 

words (cf. § 9.1.2). Puddu (2023) has many forms, most of which can be 

compared to the forms attested in Wagner and Paulis. An exception to this is 

atigúsa ǟǡǴǡǻȂ. Its initial sequence ati- likely represents pre-Roman * ǧ- (cf. 

Macomer attili;èrta < * ǧǱǧǰȻǷǹǜ).  

Paulis (1992: 141142) treats urgú˩ a and ku;ú a˩ as unrelated words. Ku;ú a˩ 

would be identical to kukúsa ǢǴǜǲǡ  5ǧǡ ǹǻǸǝǴǡǶ ǩǼ ǽǧǜǽ ǽǧǩǼ ǩǼ ǡȁǹǡǟǽǡǠ ǽǸ yield 

**kuЫú a˩ in Mamoiada. Paulis proposes a connection between urgú˩ a ȀǩǴǠ 

ǟǡǴǡǻȂ  ǜǷǠ orgòsa, urgúsa ǼǸǾǻǟǡ ǸǢ Ȁǜǽǡǻ (§ 5.1.7). These words are themselves 

of obscure origin, so this connection is speculative. It is rather unattractive to 

separate urgú˩ a and ku;ú a˩, which both contain *-gúsa and which both mean 

ȀǩǴǠ ǟǡǴǡǻȂ If all of the presented forms are taken to be etymologically related, 

we are dealing with an alternation between initial ku-, ǺǷ-, ur-, * ǧǱǧ- and * ǧ-. 

Except for the ǺǷ-, this coincides with alternations observed in some other lexi-

cal items (cf. § 9.1). Whether ur- is some variant of *ili-, or a different mor-

pheme altogether in the source language, is difficult to establish on the basis of 

one word. The Logudorese and Arborense forms listed by Paulis and Puddu (tur-

gu˩ òne and tseli;ú a˩) show that the distribution of this family of words for plants 

of the genus Apium ǶǾǼǽ ǝǡ ǻǜǽǧǡǻ ǴǜǻǦǡǻ ǽǧǜǷ 8ǜǦǷǡǻ Ǽ ǜǽǽǡǼǽǜǽǩǸǷǼ ȀǸǾǴǠ ǼǾǦ

gest. Pittau (1995: 209) proposes a shared pre-Roman origin for the Sardinian 

forms and Lat. cic̆ ta ǹǸǩǼǸǷ ǧǡǶǴǸǟǲ  5ǧǩǼ ǩǼ ǢǸǻǶǜǴǴȂ ǹǻǸǝǴǡǶǜǽǩǟ54 

0Ƿǡ ǠǩǢǢǩǟǾǴǽȂ ǩǷ ǽǧǡ ǟǸǶǹǜǻǩǼǸǷ ǸǢ 8ǜǦǷǡǻ Ǽ ǢǸǻǶǼ ǽǸ ǽǧǸǼǡ ǴǩǼǽǡǠ ǝȂ 1ǜǾǴǩǼ ǜǷǠ 

Puddu is the reconstruction of the velar obstruent. Types 1, 2 and 3 all need an 

original *-g-, since *-k- would either have been preserved, or have yielded **-Ы- in 

Mamoiada and Orgosolo (Wagner 1941a: 71). The same goes for the -g- in 

Logudorese turgu˩ òne, where *-k- is also expected to be preserved 

post-consonantally (Wagner 1941a: 175). In Arborense tseli;ú a˩ and probably also 

atigusa (if it is Logudorese), the -;-/-g- should go back to *-k-, since intervocalic 

*-g- would have disappeared in these dialects (Wagner 1941a: 79). Perhaps the 

preservation of -g- in the Logudorese and Arborense dialects is due to influence 
 

54 Pittau (1995: 209) also includes Srd. aússa ǹǸǩǼǸǷ ǧǡǶǴǸǟǲ (Conium maculatum L.) in 

this comparison (see § 3.1.10). Lat. cic̆ ta has been compared to Celtic forms (Pedersen 

1909: 209; Wigman 2023: 193). 
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from forms like Camp. ku;úttsula ȀǩǴǠ ǜǻǽǩǟǧǸǲǡ   -ǜǽ  cucutium ǧǸǸǠ  ǟǜǹ  ǜǼ 

Paulis (1992: 142) suggests. It is in any case plausible that the sequence *-gusa (or 

*-kusa) in the discussed forms is etymologically one and the same pre-Roman 

element. The alternations of the initial sequence are not isolated, and may indi-

cate pre-Roman morphological patterns (§ 9.1).  

3.1.7 False fennel (Ridolfia segetum) 
Reconstruction Forms 

* ǧǰǰǧǷɳǜ DES (II: 589): tsikkiría (Camp.), tsirikkía (1: 7ǩǴǴǜǟǩǠǻǸ  ǜ 

species of dill/false fennel (Ridolfia segetum Moris) 55 

This word has been connected in DES (II: 589) to the word  ǠǩǴǴ Ane-

thum graveolens  ǟǩǽǡǠ ǩǷ De materia medica (Dioscorides Anazarbei 1906: III: 58 

RV) as a Punic word (i.e. 56 The close formal and semantic match be-

tween the Sardinian and the Punic forms make it very likely that the Sardinian 

forms go back directly to Punic spoken on Sardinia. Blau (1873: 527) does not, as 

Paulis (1990: 601; 1992: 167) suggests, discuss the Sardinian forms, but he does 

propose a connection between the Punic word and Hebr.  WØF Õ¤ ( Ɇ˧kȌr) >> Gr. 

 ǢǡǻǶǡǷǽǡǠ ǴǩǺǾǸǻ  ǼǽǻǸǷǦ ǠǻǩǷǲ  ǟǢ  -ǩǠǠǡǴǴ ǡǽ ǜǴ   Ǽ ǿ  . The 

descendants of Proto-Semitic *˧ikar- ǜǴǟǸǧǸǴǩǟ ǠǻǩǷǲ and the related verbal root 

* k˧r- ǽǸ ǝǡǟǸǶǡ ǩǷǡǝǻǩǜǽǡǠ  ǜǻǡ ȀǩǠǡǴȂ ǜǽǽǡǼǽǡǠ ǩǷ ǽǧǡ 4ǡǶǩǽǩǟ ǴǜǷǦǾǜǦǡǼ (Kogan 

2012a: 241). An etymological connection between Pun.  ǠǩǴǴ  and Hebr. 

WØF Õ¤ ( Ɇ˧kȌr) therefore requires a ǼǡǶǜǷǽǩǟ ǼǧǩǢǽ ǢǻǸǶ ǜǴǟǸǧǸǴǩǟ ǠǻǩǷǲ  ǽǸ ǠǩǴǴ on 

the Punic side. Whether this is accepted or not, does not alter the likelihood of a 

Punic origin for the Sardinian forms. 

 
55 DES defines this word as ǜ ǼǹǡǟǩǡǼ ǸǢ ǠǩǴǴ  una specie di aneto  ǝǾǽ gives the scien-

tific name Ridolfia segetum Ȁǧǩǟǧ ǩǼ ǩǷ Ǣǜǟǽ ǢǜǴǼǡ ǢǡǷǷǡǴ  ǻǜǽǧǡǻ ǽǧǜǷ ǠǩǴǴ Anethum grav-

eolens L.  5ǧǡ ǹǴǜǷǽǼ ǜǻǡ ǻǜǽǧǡǻ ǼǩǶǩǴǜǻ ǩǷ ǜǹǹǡǜǻǜǷǟǡ ǜǷǠ ǸǠǸǻ ǽǧǸǾǦǧ 
56 Wellmann (Dioscorides Anazarbei 1906: III: 58 RV) ǧǜǼ  Ȁǩǽǧ ǽǧǡ ǜǟǟǡǷǽ ǸǷ ǽǧǡ 

final syllable. Blau (1873: 527) ǟǩǽǡǼ  ǧǸȀǡǿǡǻ  Ȁǩǽǧ proparoxytone accent and 

8ǜǦǷǡǻ Ǽ %&4 **:  ǢǸǻǶ ǩǼ Ȃǡǽ ǠǩǢǢǡǻǡǷǽ  Ȁǩǽǧ ǹǜǻǸȁȂǽǸǷǡ  8ǜǦǷǡǻ Ǽ ǢǸǻǶ ǶǜȂ 

have been influenced by Sardinian paroxytone tsikkiría. It is not clear to me whether to 

ǢǸǴǴǸȀ #ǴǜǾ Ǹǻ 8ǡǴǴǶǜǷǷ Ǽ ǡǠǩǽǩǸǷ ǸǢ %ǩǸǼǟǸǻǩǠǡǼ "Ƿǜȃǜǻǝǡǩ  ǝǾǽ ǩǽ ǩǼ ǸǢ ǴǩǽǽǴǡ ǟǸǷǼǡ

quence to the etymological discussion of this word. There is also Pun.  ǹǜǻǼǷǩǹ  

(Dioscorides Anazarbei 1906: III: 52 RV), which may or may not be related (cf. Múrcia 

Sànchez 2011: 443). 
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Figure 3.1.7: False fennel (Ridolfia segetum) 
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A peculiar feature of the Sardinian forms is their lack of expected palatalization, 

as *tsikkiría would be expected to yield **tsiȩȩiría. This does not discredit its 

etymology in 1ǾǷǩǟ  though. In Berber, Múrcia Sànchez (2011: 432433) 

compares Tsh. taskra ǽǧǩǼǽǴǡ Ȁǩǽǧ ǼǶǜǴǴ ǜǷǠ ǿǡǻȂ ǹǻǩǟǲǴȂ ǴǡǜǿǡǼ  Echinops spi-

nosissimus Turra (cf. van den Boogert 1998: 178, 184),57 <tȌsakra, tȌsikrȌ, sakrȌ> 

ǝǴǜǟǲ ǟǧǜǶǸǡǴǡǸǷ Cardopatium corymbosum Pers. (≈Umdat a˴-˴ abɹb; cf. Til-

matine & Bustamante 2002: 433), <taskrat, teskera> Echinops spinosissimus 

(Trabut 1935: 96). He reconstructs these forms as *tȌ-sɺkrȌ < *sɺkkɺryȌ,58 which 

ȀǸǾǴǠ ǟǸǻǻǡǼǹǸǷǠ ǽǸ 1ǾǷǩǟ  )ǸȀǡǿǡǻ  ǜǼ .̟ǻǟǩǜ 4ȄǷǟǧǡȃ (2011: 433) 

ǧǩǶǼǡǴǢ ǷǸǽǡǼ  ǽǧǡ Ǣǜǟǽ ǽǧǜǽ ǽǧǡ #ǡǻǝǡǻ ǢǸǻǶǼ ǻǡǢǡǻ ǽǸ ǹǻǩǟǲǴȂ  ǽǧǩǼǽǴǡ-Ǵǩǲǡ  ǹǴǜǷǽǼ  

ȀǧǩǴǡ ǽǧǡ 1ǾǷǩǟ ǜǷǠ 4ǜǻǠǩǷǩǜǷ ǢǸǻǶǼ ǻǡǢǡǻ ǽǸ ǠǩǴǴ  ǜǷǠ ǢǜǴǼǡ ǢǡǷǷǡǴ  renders the 

comparison semantically rather difficult.  

It should be noted, however, that in two anonymous medieval Arabic-Berber 

word lists, Tsh. <taskrȌ> is defined as Ar.  ̵Ϩ̴Ϡ̴І i˧bi˳  ˳ ǠǩǴǴ  (van den Boogert 1998: 

178, 184; cf. Múrcia Sànchez 2011: 432 fn. 2985). This identification is deemed 

ǩǷǟǸǻǻǡǟǽ  ǝȂ Van den Boogert (1998: 31, 178, 184). 5ǧǡ Ǣǜǟǽ ǽǧǜǽ 1ǾǷ   ǜǷǠ 

Tsh. <taskrȌ> are formally compatible (Múrcia Sànchez 2011: 433), and are attest-

ǡǠ ǩǷ ǽǧǡ ǶǡǜǷǩǷǦ ǠǩǴǴ  ǜǻǡ ǡǿǩǠǡǷǟǡ ǩǷ ǢǜǿǸǻ ǸǢ ǜǷ ǡǽȂǶǸǴǸǦǩǟǜǴ ǻǡǴǜǽǩǸǷǼǧǩǹ 

between these forms. How exactly ǽǧǡ ǶǡǜǷǩǷǦ ǠǩǴǴ ǢǜǴǼǡ ǢǡǷǷǡǴ  ȀǸǾǴǠ ǧǜǿǡ 

developed ǩǷǽǸ ǽǧǜǽ ǸǢ ǽǧǩǼǽǴe, or vice versa, is not clear to me. 

3.1.8 Fleabane, yellow (Dittrichia viscosa) 
Reconstruction Forms 

*frís(s)a DES (I: 547): frí a˩ (Camp.) ȂǡǴǴǸȀ ǢǴǡǜǝǜǷǡ Dittrichia viscosa 

(L.) Greuter59 frísa, fríssa Artemisia L.  vríssa (1: Dorgali) 

great mullein (Verbascum thapsus L. 60 

This word occurs already in the Condaghe of San Pietro di Silki as [erua] frisa 

(Bonazzi 1900: sec. 309). Wagner (DES I: 547) remains agnostic about the ety-

mology of these forms, but does consider a pre-Roman origin.  

 
 

57 7ǜǷ ǠǡǷ #ǸǸǦǡǻǽ Ǽ Echinops spinosus L. is a synonym of Echinops spinosissimus Tura 

(WFO 2022a: s.v. Echinops spinosissimus Turra). 
58 If one reconstructs not two but just one short high vowel for Proto-Berber, this recon-

struction would be *tȌ-s͛ krȌ < *s͛ kk͛ ryȌ (cf. Kossmann 2020a: 3536). 
59 8ǜǦǷǡǻ Ǽ Inula viscosa (L.) Aiton is a synonym of Dittrichia viscosa (cf. WFO 2022b: s.v. 

Dittrichia viscosa susbsp. viscosa). 
60 8ǜǦǷǡǻ ǶǜǻǲǼ ǽǧǡ ǶǡǜǷǩǷǦ ǸǢ ǽǧǡ %ǸǻǦǜǴǡǼǡ ǢǸǻǶ Ȁǩǽǧ  ǹǻǡǼǾǶǜǝǴȂ ǩǷǠǩǟǜǽǩǷǦ 

that this meaning is not completely certain. 
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Figure 3.1.8: Yellow fleabane (Dittrichia viscosa) 
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Paulis (1992: 89) on the other hand derives the Sardinian forms from the Latin 

phytonym afrissa ǠǻǜǦǸǷ ǴǩǴȂ Dracunculus vulgaris Schott), attested once in 

Pseudo-"ǹǾǴǡǩǾǼ  )ǡǻǝǜǻǩǾǶ (cf. André 1985: 7).61 Although dragon lily and yel-

low fleabane are not similar in appearance, Paulis attributes the connection to 

the fact that both plants are known for their foul smell, as well as to some shared 

ǶǡǠǩǟǜǴ ǾǼǡǼ  5ǧǡ ǶǡǜǷǩǷǦ ǶǾǴǴǡǩǷ Verbascum thapsus  ǶǜȂ ǧǜǿǡ ǟǸǶǡ ǜǝǸǾǽ 

due to the superficial similarity between mullein and yellow fleabane, which are 

both ǻǜǽǧǡǻ ǽǜǴǴ ǧǡǻǝǜǟǡǸǾǼ ǹǴǜǷǽǼ Ȁǩǽǧ ȂǡǴǴǸȀ ǢǴǸȀǡǻǼ  5ǧǡ ǶǡǜǷǩǷǦ Artemisia  

is found in Spano (1851: 221), but is not confirmed anywhere else (Paulis 1992: 89). 

Perhaps it is somehow the result of confusion of various scientific plant names 

containing dracunculus (cf. Paulis 1992: 8990). 

It is likely that the Sardinian forms are related to Lat. afrissa ǠǻǜǦǸǷ ǴǩǴȂ  5ǧǡ 

question regarding its etymology is all but resolved however. It is not quite clear 

where Pseudo-"ǹǾǴǡǩǾǼ  ǧǡǻǝǜǻǩǾǶ ȀǜǼ ǟǸǶǹǸǼǡǠ  *Ǣ ǩǽ ǩǼ /Ǹǻǽǧ-African, as has 

been proposed (Pradel-Baquerre 2013: 2021), this might be yet another instance 

of a Sardinian-African Romance isogloss, possibly due to Punic influence (cf. § 

10.1). However, without direct evidence for a Punic provenance of these words 

and/or for the geographic origin of Pseudo-Apuleius, no reliable conclusions can 

be drawn. 

3.1.9 Germander, yellow (Teucrium flavum) 
Reconstruction Forms 

*bunnánaru DES (I: 240): bunnánneru (1: #ǸǷǸǻǿǜ  ȂǡǴǴǸȀ ǦǡǻǶǜǷǠǡǻ 

(Teucrium flavum L.  

Paulis (1992: 121): ȻǷ ǜ  ǝǺǳǳȁǳǜǷǺ (1: #ǸǷǸǻǿǜ  ǩǠ 

DES does not propose an etymology for this word, but merely notes its similarity 

to the toponym Bunnánnaru (standard Italian Bonnanaro). Paulis (1992: 122) 

suggests that this similarity may be due to chance or folk etymology, which is 

plausible. He proposes an etymology *kunn-án-aru, from Lat. cunnus ǿǜǦǩǷǜ  

ǝǡǟǜǾǼǡ ǸǢ ǽǧǩǼ ǹǴǜǷǽ Ǽ ǜǹǹǜǻǡǷǽ ǡǶǶǡǷǜǦǸǦǾǡ ǩ ǡ  ǶǡǷǼǽǻǾǜǽǩǸǷ-stimulating) 

properties. This would require a derivation by means of the inherited substantiv-

izing suffix -ánu/a ǜǷǠ ǽǧǡ ǹǧȂǽǸǷȂǶǩǟ ǼǾǢǢǩȁ  -aru/a (Paulis 1992: 122). Even 

though the semantic development needed for this etymology is acceptable, the 

evidence for nominalizing derivations with -ánu/a is scarce (Wagner 1952: 51

52), and the combination of -ánu/a and -aru/a is found nowhere else.  

 
61 1ǜǾǴǩǼ  (1992: 89) Arum dracunculus L. is a synonym of Dracunculus vulgaris Schott (cf. 

WFO 2024b: s.v. Dracunculus vulgaris). 
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Figure 3.1.9: Yellow germander (Teucrium flavum) 
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Moreover, whereas we would need to assume reanalysis of the initial *k- of 

*kunn-án-aru through *g- (regular in post-vocalic position) to attested b-, this is 

not paralleled in the regular reflex of Lat. cunnus itself, which is kúnnu every-

where (DES I: 433). Each of these developments is theoretically possible, but the 

combined number of assumptions needed to explain bunnánneru ȂǡǴǴǸȀ Ǧǡǻ

ǶǜǷǠǡǻ  ǢǻǸǶ kúnnu ǿǜǦǩǷǜ  ǶǜǲǡǼ ǽǧǩǼ ǡǽȂǶǸǴǸǦȂ ǜǴǴ ǝǾǽ ǟǡǻǽǜǩǷ  5ǧǡ Ǣǜǟǽ ǽǧǜǽ 

this word has no apparent cognates outside of Bonorva, makes it difficult to 

ǟǸǶǹǜǻǜǽǩǿǡǴȂ ǡǿǜǴǾǜǽǡ 1ǜǾǴǩǼ  ǹǻǸǹǸǼǡǠ ǡǽȂǶǸǴǸǦȂ  Ǵǡǽ ǜǴǸǷǡ ǽǸ ǹǻǸǹǸǼǡ ǜǷ ǜǴ

ternative one. 

3.1.10 Hemlock (Conium maculatum)1 
Reconstruction Forms 

*aCússa DES (I: 153): aússa (1: 7ǩǴǴǜǹǾǽȃǾ  ǹǸǩǼǸǷ ǧǡǶǴǸǟǲ Conium 

maculatum L.  

This word is only recorded once, and the informant allegedly had to think before 

ǦǩǿǩǷǦ ǽǧǩǼ ǷǜǶǡ ǢǸǻ ǹǸǩǼǸǷ ǧǡǶǴǸǟǲ  %&4 *: 153). Wagner considers it to be 

ǹǻǸǝǜǝǴȂ ǹǻǡ-3ǸǶǜǷ  ǝǾǽ ǠǸǡǼ ǷǸǽ ǠǩǼǟǾǼǼ ǩǽ ǜǷȂ ǢǾǻǽǧǡǻ The sequence -aú- 

must originally have contained a consonant (i.e. *-aCú-), as inherited -au- regu-

larly yields -a-. It is formally similar to Camp. alaússa, which refers to various 

kinds of mustard and other similar plants (§ 3.1.16). Since Villaputzu is in the 

Sarrabus region, where intervocalic -l- > -ƨ- (Wagner 1941a: 123), aússa could per-

haps have developed from *ǜƨǜ˼ǸǸǜ. From a semantic point of view this shift 

ǢǻǸǶ ǶǾǼǽǜǻǠ ǡǽǟ  ǽǸ ǹǸǩǼǸǷ ǧǡǶǴǸǟǲ  ǩǼ ǶǸǻǡ ǠǩǢǢǩǟǾǴǽ ǽǸ ǾǷǠǡǻǼǽǜǷǠ  ǜǴǽǧǸǾǦǧ 

both plants have a superficially similar shape. Pittau (1995: 209) connects aússa 

to kugú˩a, urgúsa ǡǽǟ  ǢǸǸǴ Ǽ ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ  ǟǡǴǡǻȂ  < pre-Rom. *-gusa (§ 3.1.6). This 

is formally and semantically imaginable, although the geminate -ss- in aússa is 

problematic. On the basis of a single attestation it is difficult to draw any firm 

conclusions. 
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Figure 3.1.10: Hemlock (Conium maculatum) 
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Figure 3.1.11: Hemlock (Conium maculatum) 
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3.1.11 Hemlock (Conium maculatum)2 
Reconstruction Forms 

1: *vullúri DES (I: 204): biȳȳúri (Log.), buȳȳúri, [su] uȳȳúri 

(8: .ǜǟǸǶǡǻ  ǹǸǩǼǸǷ ǧǡǶǴǸǟǲ Conium maculatum L.  

Paulis (1992: 151): biȳȳúri, buȳȳúri (Log.), vuȳȳúri (9: Orani) 

ǩǠ 

2: *vullúriku DES (I: 204): uȳȳúri;u /-ǸǦ  ǩǠ 

3: *llúllulu DES (I: 204): [su] ȳȳúȳȳulu (1: 0Ǽǟǧǩǻǩ  ǩǠ 

4: *vúllVru DES (I: 204): uȳȳuréȳȳu (4: Nule), úȳȳuru (5: #ǸǷǸ  ǩǠ 

Paulis (1992: 151): búȳȳaru (6: /ǾǸǻǸ  ǩǠ 

5: *vǺǱǱ˼ ǺǱǺ Paulis (1992: 151): guȳȳútulu (7: %ǸǻǦǜǴǩ  ǩǠ 

6: *mullur- Paulis (1992: 151): meȳȳure (2: Lodè), muȳȳuru (3: -ǾǴǜ  ǩǠ 

There is ǺǾǩǽǡ ǼǸǶǡ ǿǜǻǩǜǽǩǸǷ ǩǷ ǽǧǡǼǡ ȀǸǻǠǼ ǢǸǻ ǹǸǩǼǸǷ ǧǡǶǴǸǟǲ  Ȁǧǩǟǧ Ǵǜǟǲ ǜ 

clear Latin etymology. Most widespread is type 1, from which type 2 is derived by 

means of the suffix *-(i)ku (cf. Wagner 1952: 16). Types 3 and 4 are accented on 

the first syllable and have different suffixes than -úri found in type 1. Type 3 ([su] 

ȳȳúȳȳulu; 3: Oschiri) contains the inherited diminutive suffix -ulu (Wagner 1952: 

35). The forms of type 4 contain -aru and -uru, which are not inherited from Lat-

in. Unaccented -aru/a occurs with some frequency in words of suspected 

pre-Roman origin (§ 9.2.6.2); -uru may be due to assimilation of -aru to preced-

ing accented -ú-. Type 5 (guȳȳútulu; 7: Dorgali) has -út(t)ulu < Lat. -úceu + -ulu 

(Wagner 1952: 35). In the forms of type 6, the place of the accent is not indicated, 

which makes it impossible to establish which suffix we are dealing with. As for 

the initial consonant, we find b- in types 1 and 4. The forms without an initial 

consonant (e.g. uȳȳuréȳȳu; 4: Nule) as well as with initial g- (in guȳȳútulu; 7: 

Dorgali) can be explained from original *b- by reanalysis of the postvocalic form, 

in which the onset was regularly lost, as the base form (cf. Wagner 1941a: 206

209). The onset ȳȳ- in type 3 is likely due to assimilation to the following -ȳȳ-. 

The m- of the forms in type 6 is slightly more difficult to explain mor-

pho-phonologically, but cf. Wagner (1941a: 102). All in all, most forms are most 

easily explained from *buȳȳ- < *bull-/vull-. The variant vuȳȳúri (9: Orani) pro-

vides evidence that v- may be original. Although all Sardinian dialects, except for 

the dialect of Bitti, generally merge inherited -v- and -b- in all positions (Wagner 

1941a: 9798), there are some traces of preservation of original -v- as distinct from 

-b-. For Orani, cf. vervèke Ǽǧǡǡǹ  ǿǼ  -ǸǦ  ber è;e ǩǠ  < Lat. vervɆx Ȁǡǽǧǡǻ  (Wag-

ner 1941a: 101; DES II: 573); vinnínna Ǧǻǜǹǡ ǧǜǻǿǡǼǽ  ǿǼ  -ǸǦ  $ǜǶǹ  binnènna ǩǠ  

< Lat. vindɆmia ǩǠ (DES II: 578). Wagner (DES I: 204) argues that Log. biȳȳúri is 

due to vowel dissimilation from older buȳȳúri, whose vocalism is more widely 
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attested across the dialects. Against this, Paulis (1992: 152) proposes that the 

vocalism of buȳȳúri etc. may have arisen through association with búȳȳa ǦǾǽ  

ǻǡǟǽǜǴ ǩǷǽǡǼǽǩǷǡ  ǝǡǟǜǾǼǡ ǸǢ ǽǧǡ ǹǴǜǷǽ Ǽ ǾǷǹǴǡǜǼǜǷǽ ǼǶǡǴǴ and its frequent pres-

ence in dunghills.62 Positing original *billúri would allow for a comparison with 

Tusc. bìlleri (pl.) ǶǜȂǢǴǸȀǡǻǼ Cardamine pratensis L.  ǜǼ ǹǻǸǹǸǼǡǠ ǝȂ 1ǩǽǽǜǾ 

(apud Paulis 1992: 151; Pittau 1995: 203; cf. also Alessio 1949: 132). However, poison 

hemlock and mayflowers are rather different plants, especially given the fact that 

ǽǧǡ Ǵǜǽǽǡǻ ǩǼ ǡǠǩǝǴǡ ȀǧǩǴǡ ǽǧǡ ǢǸǻǶǡǻ ǩǼ ǡȁǽǻǡǶǡǴȂ ǹǸǩǼǸǷǸǾǼ  1ǜǾǴǩǼ  ǹǻǸǹǸǼǜǴ ǽǧǜǽ 

buȳȳúri etc. was influenced by búȳȳa ǦǾǽ  ǻǡǟǽǜǴ ǩǷǽǡǼǽǩǷǡ  ǠǸǡǼ ǷǸǽ ǺǾǩǽǡ ǡȁ

plain forms such as ȳȳúȳȳulu, guȳȳútulu and muȳȳuru. The fact that these all 

have -u-vocalism, suggests that it may be original after all. 

In conclusion, the two types that cannot be explained in terms of inherited ma-

terial, are type 1 buȳȳúri etc., and type 4 búȳȳaru etc. The question is whether 

the difference in suffixation results from the existence of two differently suffixed 

pre-Roman forms that were borrowed into Sardinian independently, or from 

secondary formations within Sardinian. In light of the occurrence of both -úri 

and -ara/u in other Sardinian words of pre-Roman origin (§ 9.2.6), we are likely 

dealing with a pre-Roman base *vull- ǻǡǢǡǻǻǩǷǦ ǽǸ ǹǸǩǼǸǷ ǧǡǶǴǸǟǲ 

3.1.12 Mullein, great (Verbascum thapsus)1
63 

Reconstruction Forms 

1: *túmbar- DES (I: 261-262): túmbaru (1: .ǸǷǽǩ  ǼǸȀ ǽǧǩǼǽǴǡ Sonchus 

oleraceus L.  túmbara (4: 6ǻȃǾǴǡǩ  Ǧǻǡǜǽ ǶǾǴǴǡǩǷ Verbascum 

thapsus L.  

2: *tutúmbar- Paulis (1992: 61): tutúmbaru  -ǸǠɂ   4ǩǷǩǼǟǸǴǜ  ǼǹǾǻǦǡ Eu-

phorbia sp. L.  

3: *katúmb(ul)u DES (I: 261-262): kaðúmbu (5: Milis, 9: Oristano, 13: Usellus, 

14: Mogoro), kardúmmulu (6: Tonara), kaðúmbulu (7: Meana 

Sardo, 9: Laconi), karúmbulu (8: Tortolì), karȧúmbulu 

(11: Gairo), kardúmbulu (12: Seui), kaðrúmbulu (15: Escalaplano), 

kaðúmbuЫu (16: Siurgus), kadúmbuϟu (17: San Nicolò Gerrei, 

18: %ǸǴǩǜǷǸǿǜ  Ǧǻǡǜǽ ǶǾǴǴǡǩǷ Verbascum thapsus 

 
62 I am however ǷǸǽ ǟǸǷǿǩǷǟǡǠ ǝȂ 1ǜǾǴǩǼ  (1992: 152) ǻǡǶǜǻǲ ǽǧǜǽ ǹǸǩǼǸǷ ǧǡǶǴǸǟǲ Ǽ ǧǸǴǴǸȀ 

stems would necessarily remind speakers of rectal intestines. 
63 These data are discussed in a similar fashion in Swanenvleugel (2024: 236239). 
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Figure 3.1.12: Great mullein (Verbascum thapsus) 
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*Ƿ ǽǧǡ ǶǡǜǷǩǷǦ Ǧǻǡǜǽ ǶǾǴǴǡǩǷ  Ȁǡ ǢǩǷǠ ǢǸǻǶǼ ǸǢ type 1 next to type 3. The latter of 

these ǩǷǿǜǻǩǜǝǴȂ ǻǡǢǡǻ ǽǸ Ǧǻǡǜǽ ǶǾǴǴǡǩǷ Type 1 túmbara (2) Ǧǻǡǜǽ ǶǾǴǴǡǩǷ  ǧǸȀ

ever has a near-homonym túmbaru (1) ǽǧǜǽ ǠǡǷǸǽǡǼ ǼǸȀ ǽǧǩǼǽǴǡ  .ǾǴǴǡǩǷ ǜǷǠ 

sow thistle are two rather different, unrelated plants. Both do have yellow flow-

ers however, and both are used in traditional medicine. The question is whether 

ǽǧǡǼǡ ǼǾǹǡǻǢǩǟǩǜǴ ǼǩǶǩǴǜǻǩǽǩǡǼ ǜǻǡ ǡǷǸǾǦǧ ǽǸ ǶǸǽǩǿǜǽǡ ǜ ǼǡǶǜǷǽǩǟ ǼǧǩǢǽ ǢǻǸǶ ǶǾǴ

ǴǡǩǷ  ǽǸ ǼǸȀ ǽǧǩǼǽǴǡ 

Paulis (1992: 61, 354355) argues that tutúmbaru ǼǹǾǻǦǡ Euphorbia sp.  ǽȂǹǡ  

was inherited from Lat. tithymalus (which in turn is from Gr.  milk-

weed (Euphorbia peplus -  #ǡǡǲǡǼ  1484). This tutúmbaru would have 

ǝǡǡǷ ǡȁǽǡǷǠǡǠ ǼǡǶǜǷǽǩǟǜǴǴȂ  ǸǷ ǽǧǡ ǸǷǡ ǧǜǷǠ  ǽǸ ǼǸȀ ǽǧǩǼǽǴǡ Sonchus 

oleraceus  ǠǾǡ ǽǸ ǝǸǽǧ ǹǴǜǷǽǼ  ǶǩǴǲ-Ǵǩǲǡ  Ǽǜǹ64 ǜǷǠ ǸǷ ǽǧǡ Ǹǽǧǡǻ ǧǜǷǠ ǽǸ ǶǾǴ

lein (Verbascum thapsus  ǝǡǟǜǾǼǡ ǸǢ ǝǸǽǧ ǹǴǜǷǽǼ  ǾǼǡ ǜǼ ǜ ǹǩǼǟǩǟǩǠǡ (cf. Heizer 

1953: 263). There are several issues with this scenario. Firstly, Lat. tithymalus 

ǼǹǾǻǦǡ is continued in Sardinian as Log. titímbalu, Nuor. ǧ ɳǲǝǜǱǺ (Paulis 1992: 

170). This does not correspond regularly to tutúmbaru found in Lodè (2) and 

Siniscola (3), where we would also expect **ǧ ɳǲǝǜǱǺ. The same goes for túmba-

ru ǼǸȀ ǽǧǩǼǽǴǡ  Ȁǧǩǟǧ 1ǜǾǴǩǼ (1992: 355) explains as the result of influence from 

Log. túmbaru ǡǶǹǽǧȂ ǝǡǡǧǩǿǡ  ǸǷ ǜǟǟǸǾǷǽ ǸǢ ǽǧǡ ǧǸǴǴǸȀ ǼǽǡǶ ǸǢ ǽǧǡ ǼǸȀ ǽǧǩǼǽǴǡ  

ǟǩǽǩǷǦ 8ǜǦǷǡǻ Ǽ %&4 **   ǧȂǹǸǽǧǡǼǩǼ ǽǧǜǽ ǽǧǡ ȀǸǻǠ ǢǸǻ ǝǡǡǧǩǿǡ  ǩǼ ǜ ǴǸǜǷ ǢǻǸǶ 

It. túbolo ǽǾǝǡ  3ǡǦǜǻǠǴǡǼǼ ǸǢ ǽǧǡ ǴǩǲǡǴǩǧǸǸǠ ǸǢ ǽǧǡ ǹǧǸǷǡǽǩǟ ǠǡǿǡǴǸǹǶǡǷǽǼ ǷǡǡǠ

ed for túbolo ǽǾǝǡ >> túmbaru ǡǶǹǽȂ ǝǡǡǧǩǿǡ  ǩǽ ǩǼ ǩǶǹǸǻǽǜǷǽ ǽǸ ǷǸǽǡ ǽǧǜǽ túm-

baru ǩǽǼǡǴǢ ǠǸǡǼ ǷǸǽ ǶǡǜǷ ǽǾǝǡ  .ǸǻǡǸǿǡǻ  ǼǹǾǻǦǡǼ Euphorbia sp.) do not have 

ǧǸǴǴǸȀ ǼǽǡǶǼ  *ǽ ǩǼ ǽǧǾǼ ǾǷǴǩǲǡǴȂ ǽǧǜǽ ǽǧǩǼ ȀǸǻǠ ǢǸǻ ǡǶǹǽȂ ǝǡǡǧǩǿǡ  ǧǜǼ ǧǜǠ ǜǷȂ

thing to do with the botanical terms discussed here, and the forms tutúmbaru 

ǼǹǾǻǦǡ  ǜǷǠ túmbaru ǼǸȀ ǽǧǩǼǽǴǡ  ǻǡǶǜǩǷ ǾǷǻǡǼǸǴǿǡǠ  1ǜǾǴǩǼ ǩǼ ǹǻǸǝǜǝǴȂ ǻǩǦǧǽ ǩǷ 

attributing the similarity between tutúmbaru ǼǹǾǻǦǡ  túmbaru ǼǸȀ ǽǧǩǼǽǴǡ  ǜǷǠ 

túmbara ǶǾǴǴǡǩǷ  ǽǸ ǹǸǹǾǴǜǻ ǜǼǼǸǟǩǜǽǩǸǷ ǸǢ ǽǧǡǼǡ ǹǴǜǷǽǼ ǝǡǟǜǾǼǡ ǸǢ ǼǩǶǩǴǜǻ ǾǼǡǼ 

or botanical traits, but it seems more likely that it was túmbara ǶǾǴǴǡǩǷ  ǽǧǜǽ 

influenced the outcome of Lat. tithymalus ǼǹǾǻǦǡ  ǩǷ -ǸǠɂ  ǜǷǠ 4ǩǷǩǼǟǸǴǜ   

For the forms of type 3, Paulis (1992: 355) considers two different etymologies. On 

the one hand he compares it to the Hesychian gloss  ǼǧǡǹǧǡǻǠ Ǽ ǼǽǜǢǢ 

(Hesychius Alexandrinus 2020: 523), and to Skt. kaȳamba- ǡǷǠ  ǹǸǩǷǽ  ǼǽǜǴǲ 

(Monier-Williams 1872: 245a). On the other hand, he proposes kaðúmbu to be a 

contraction of *ǰȁǳǳ Ǡ О˼ǲǝǺ ǻǡǡǠ ǸǢ ǽǧǡ túmbu  ǸǷǡ ǸǢ ǽǧǡ ǽǧǻǡǡ ǹǩǹǡǼ ǸǢ ǽǧǡ 

traditional Sardinian musical instrument launèȳȳas). For the Sanskrit (and Hes-
 

64 Cf. the Dutch names wolfsmelk ǼǹǾǻǦǡ  ǜǷǠ melkdistel ǼǸȀ ǽǧǩǼǽǴǡ 
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ychian) comparison, the geographical as well as the semantic distance are simply 

too great for it to be of any use. The second comparison is unlikely because 

launèȳȳas are made of reed, which is not at all similar to mullein. The best op-

tion is still to treat this word as being of possible pre-Roman origin, and to ana-

lyze it within Sardinian before jumping to far-flung comparisons. 

Within type 3, we find a large variety of forms. Most of these can be explained by 

secondary insertion of -r-. In the case of this specific word, this may have been 

due to influence from kardu ǽǧǩǼǽǴǡ  ǝǾǽ ǷǸǷ-etymological -r-epenthesis is a 

common phenomenon in Sardinian in general (Wagner 1941a: 225227). As such, 

kaðúmbu and its diminutive kaðúmbulu are the base form of this type.65 The 

intervocalic -ð- in this word must go back to an original -t- (Wagner 1941a: 69), 

leading to a reconstruction *katúmbu. This leaves us with *katúmbu next to túm-

baru/a. An apparent suffix -ara/u occurs with some frequency in the 

non-inherited Sardinian lexicon (§ 9.2.6.2). This allows us to identify a stem 

-tumb- in both *ka-túmb- and túmb-ara. Prefixed ka- occurs in several words of 

suspected pre-Roman origin (cf. § 9.1.1). 

3.1.13 Mullein, great (Verbascum thapsus)2 
Reconstruction Forms 

*trofòlla DES (II: 525): truèȳȳa (Gallur.), travòȳȳa (1: Sennori), 

trovòȳȳa (2: Bonorva, 3: Padria, 4: Nuoro, 8: Ghilarza), 

trivòȳȳa (5: Macomer, 6: Scano di Montiferro, 7: Santu 

Lussurgiu, 10: Busachi, 11: Baunei), tròȳȳa (9: 'ǸǷǷǩ  Ǧǻǡǜǽ 

mullein (Verbascum thapsus L.  

Besides the forms listed above, Wagner (DES II: 525) mentions a non-localized 

variant truvèȳȳa, which he believes must be somewhere from the north because 

of its similarity to Gallurese truèȳȳa. Wagner (DES II: 525) and Paulis (1992: 355

356) both follow Schuchardt (1899: 183), who derives the Sardinian forms from 

Lat. turbȌre ǽǸ ǠǩǼǽǾǻǝ  ǝǡǟǜǾǼǡ ǸǢ ǽǧǡ ǹǻǜǟǽǩǟǡ ǸǢ ǼǽǾǷǷǩǷǦ ǢǩǼǧ ǝȂ ǹǾǽǽǩǷǦ ǶǾǴ

lein in the water (cf. Heizer 1953). Although this etymology would work well 

semantically, cf. Srd. truvísku ǢǴǜȁ-leaved daphne (Daphne gnidium L.   -ǜǽ  

turbiscus (Schuchardt 1899: 182183; DES II:530), it is phonologically and mor-

phologically problematic.  

 
65 Some of the other differences are due to local dialectal developments, such as the 

development of *-l- in kaðúmbůu (San Nicolò Gerrei, Dolianova), kaðúmbuЫu (Siurgus) < 

kaðúmbulu. 
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Figure 3.1.13: Great mullein (Verbascum thapsus) 
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Wagner (DES II: 525) notes that the ending -òȳȳa, which should go back to *-olla, 

is peculiar and not found elsewhere in Sardinian. On the phonological side, there 

are two issues in deriving trovòȳȳa etc. from Lat. turbare. The first is that the 

expected vocalism would be **truvòȳȳa, which is attested only in the Sar-

do-Corsican dialect of the Gallura. Although sporadic pretonic vowel changes 

are common (Wagner 1941a: 2433), we would still expect pretonic -u- to be pre-

served somewhere; cf. also Log. ǹǷǺ ǜǷǠ ǽǸ ǢǴǾǼǧ  ǽǸ ǩǷǟǩǽǡ ǜǷǩǶǜǴǼ < Lat. tur-

bare, Log. ǹǷǺ ɳǸǰǺ ǢǴǜȁ-ǴǡǜǿǡǠ ǠǜǹǧǷǡ   -ǜǽ  turbiscus (DES II: 529 530), which 

preserve pretonic -u-. The actually attested vocalism for this word rather points 

to original -o-. The second issue concerns its consonantism. If this word were 

from turb-, we would expect -b- to yield - - in most dialects (Wagner 1941a: 98

100, 176). Even if we take into account sporadic outcomes of *-b- as -v-, such as in 

truvísku ǢǴǜȁ-ǴǡǜǿǡǠ ǠǜǹǧǷǡ  /ǾǸǻǸ   -ǜǽ  turbiscus (DES II: 530), this does not 

explain the complete absence of this consonant in tròȳȳa (9: Fonni). For these 

reasons, it is more consistent with the data to assume an original *-f- in this 

word. In the Barbaricine dialects, to which Fonni belongs, -f- is lost, while it be-

comes -v- intervocalically elsewhere (Wagner 1941a: 9091). 

At face value, these 4ǜǻǠǩǷǩǜǷ ȀǸǻǠǼ ǢǸǻ Ǧǻǡǜǽ ǶǾǴǴǡǩǷ  thus point to original 

*trofòlla. The morphological and phonological difficulties described above cause 

4ǟǧǾǟǧǜǻǠǽ Ǽ (1899: 183) etymology to lose much of its explanatory power, and it 

is best abandoned, although there may still have been influence from truváre < 

Lat. turbare in the forms truvèȳȳa and Gallur. truèȳȳa. It is in any case clear that 

in these forms the ending -òȳȳa was remade into -èȳȳa, which is the productive 

diminutive suffix < Lat. -ella/us. The reconstruction of trovòȳȳa ǡǽǟ  Ǧǻǡǜǽ ǶǾǴ

ǴǡǩǷ as *trofòlla and the rejection of its etymology mean that it is of obscure 

ǸǻǩǦǩǷ  ǮǾǼǽ Ǵǩǲǡ ǼǡǿǡǻǜǴ Ǹǽǧǡǻ ȀǸǻǠǼ ǢǸǻ ǶǾǴǴǡǩǷ  *ǽ ǶǜȂ ǝǡ ǸǢ ǹǻǡ-Roman origin, 

although there is no direct evidence beside its lack of an etymology. 

3.1.14 Mullein (Verbascum sp.) 
Reconstruction Forms 

 *lókri DES (II: 34): lòkri  #ǾǼǜǟǧǩ  ǼǹǡǟǩǡǼ ǸǢ ǶǾǴǴǡǩǷ Verbascum 

sp. -  ǾǼǡǠ ǽǸ Ƕǜǲǡ ǶǜǽǼ 

Puddu (2023: s.v. lócri): lócri ǼǹǡǟǩǡǼ ǸǢ ǶǾǴǴǡǩǷ Verbascum 

sp.  

This word from Busachi is attested with an open -ò- in Wagner, and with a closed 

-ó- in Puddu. One wonders whether the open -ò- in Wagner could be due to an 

error. We would expect *lokri to yield lókri with closed -ó-, due to the following -i. 
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Figure 3.1.14: Mullein (Verbascum sp.) 
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Note furthermore that Busachi does not belong to the dialects that raise the 

unaccented mid vowels e, o to i, u (cf. Wagner 1907b: Map 1), so an original *lòkre 

is impossible too. Wagner (DES II: 34) does not express any thoughts on the ety-

mology of this isolated form. Paulis (1992: 356) proposes a back-formation from 

lukré̷ u Stachys glutinosa  5ǧǩǼ ǡǽȂǶǸǴǸǦȂ ǩǼ ǝǜǼǡǠ ǸǷ ǧǩǼ ǜǼǼǾǶǹǽǩǸǷ ǽǧǜǽ 

lukré̷ u, which is attested only in Aritzo, goes back to Lat. helicrysum (Paulis 

1992: 115)(cf. § 3.1.3). It is not clear to me what the motivation for a 

back-formation of lukré̷ u Stachys glutinosa >> lò/ókri ǶǾǴǴǡǩǷ could have 

been, and by which mechanism -é̷ u was detached. In my view Srd. lòkri, lócri 

remains obscure; it could be of pre-Roman origin, but this is difficult to establish 

on the basis of a single form. 

3.1.15 Poppy (Papaver rhoeas) 
Reconstruction Forms 

 1: *ánda Wagner (1928: Map 9): ánna [e ló;u] (1: Torpè), ánna [e lóku] 

(2: Siniscola, 3: #ǩǽǽǩ  ǟǸǶǶǸǷ ǹǸǹǹȂ Papaver rhoeas L.  

2: * ǜ ȁǳǟǜ Wagner (1928: Map 9):66 a áʭȳa (Nuor., 4: Orune, 5: Lollove, 

6: Nuoro, 7: Dorgali, 8: Oliena, 10: Orgosolo, 14: Urzulei), 

áʭȳa (12: Ollolai, 13: Gavoi) ǩǠ 

DES (I: 151): a áʭȳa (13: Gavoi) ǩǠ  [fròre e] táʭȳa 

(14: 5ǻǩǡǩ  ǩǠ 

3: * ránda Wagner (1928: Map 9): ráʭȳa (9: 0ǻǜǷǩ  ǩǠ 

4: * án a Wagner (1928: Map 9): tsántsa (11: 0Ǵȃǜǩ  ǩǠ 

5: * ȁǳǟǜǷǜ Puddu (2023: s.v. tàndha, tzàndha): tzàndhara ǩǠ 

This word, which is restricted to the Nuorese and some Ogliastran dialects, is 

generally agreed to be of pre-Roman origin (Wagner 1922: 251; Bertoldi 1937a: 151 

fn. 1; DES I: 151; Paulis 1992: 319). It shows quite some formal variation. Most 

common is type 2 (* ȁǳǟǜ), from which type 3 may have arisen by -r-insertion. 

In type 4 the sequence -nd- was replaced with -nts- due to assimilation to initial 

ts- < * -. The forms of type 1 (ánna) lack the onset *- altogether.67 Puddu (2023: 

s.v. tzàndha) also notes tzándhara (without location; type 5), ostensibly with the 

suffix -ara (§ 9.2.6.2). 

 
66 These forms are already partially listed in Wagner (1922: 251), but all instances of - - 

have mistakenly been printed as -p-.  
67 The realization of -nd- as -nn- is not uncommon in the Nuorese dialects (Wagner 1952: 

179). According to Wagner (DES I: 151) this pronunciation was in this case reinforced by 

association with the female personal name Anna. 
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Figure 3.1.15: Poppy (Papaver rhoeas) 
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Outside Sardinia, this word has been compared to Egyptian  ǹǸǹǹȂ (Ber-

toldi 1937a: 151 fn. 1; cf. Dioscorides Anazarbei 1906: 218), Lang. ȉndèr, ́ ndèr (dep. 

Lot) etc. ǩǠ  ǟǢ  '&8 99*7: 550 fn. 21), Bq. andere ǴǜǠȂ  (Bertoldi apud Wagner 

1932: 237; cf. FEW I: 93), and Gr.  ǢǴǸȀǡǻ  (Pittau apud Paulis 1992: 319; Pittau 

1995: 108). All of these comparisons require the assumption that the Sardinian 

forms of types 2  5 contain the pre-Roman prefix *- (§ 9.1.2), which would in 

that case not be part of the lexical stem (Wagner 1932: 237; Pittau 1995: 108). This 

is confirmed by the existence of type 1 *ánda. However, Gr.  ǢǴǸȀǡǻ  ǩǼ ǩǷ

herited from an Indo-European root *h2endh- (Beekes 2010: 104105). As Wagner 

(DES I: 151) notes, the Egyptian comparandum is rather difficult to unite to the 

Sardinian forms phonetically, especially in absence of more precise information 

on the provenance of this form. The comparison of Bq. ander ȀǸǶǜǷ  ǼǡǡǶǼ ǽǸ 

be based more on superficial similarity than anything else; it is to be rejected on 

semantic grounds.  

The Gallo-Romance forms ǢǸǻ ǹǸǹǹȂ are formally similar to local words for ǾǴ

ǟǡǻ, e.g. MFr. enderce, Lang. endèrs (dep. Aveyron) etc. < *derbice. This word 

would be related to Gaul. derbita ǾǴǟǡǻ  Ȁǧǩǟǧ ǩǼ ǜǽǽǡǼǽǡǠ ǩǷ ǦǴǸǼǼǡǼ ǜǷǠ ǧǜǼ ǜ 

cognate in Bret. dervoed (FEW III: 46). FEW (XXIV: 550 fn. 21) therefore regards 

the ǶǡǜǷǩǷǦ ǹǸǹǹȂ  ǜǼ ǜ ǼǡǶǜǷǽǩǟ ǡȁǽǡǷǼǩǸǷ ǸǢ ǾǴǟǡǻ  However, although the 

ǢǸǻǶǼ ǢǸǻ ǹǸǹǹȂ  ǜǷǠ ǾǴǟǡǻ  ǩǷ ǽǧǡǼǡ ǠǩǜǴǡǟǽǼ ǜǻǡ ǼǩǶǩǴǜǻ  ǽǧǡȂ ǜǻǡ ǷǸǽ ǧǸǶǸǷȂ

mous everywhere: e.g. Lang. ender ǾǴǟǡǻ  ǿǼ  onder ǹǸǹǹȂ  $ǜǧǸǻǼ; FEW XXIV: 

550 fn. 21), dervese ǾǴǟǡǻ  ǿǼ  ɄdǠr ǹǸǹǹȂ  Ǡǡǹ  $ǜǷǽǜǴ  '&8 ***: 46, XXIV: 550 fn. 

21). Moreover, ǜ ǼǧǩǢǽ ǩǷ ǶǡǜǷǩǷǦ ǢǻǸǶ ǾǴǟǡǻ  ǽǸ ǹǸǹǹȂ  ǩǼ ǷǸǽ ǡǜǼǩǴȂ ǾǷǠǡǻǼǽǸǸǠ  

It is in my view preferable to keep the Gallo-3ǸǶǜǷǟǡ ȀǸǻǠǼ ǢǸǻ ǹǸǹǹȂ  ǜǷǠ 

ǾǴǟǡǻ  ǡǽȂǶǸǴǸǦǩǟǜǴǴȂ ǼǡǹǜǻǜǽǡǠ  ǜǴǽǧǸǾǦǧ ǽǧǡȂ ǶǜȂ ǧǜǿǡ ǡȁǡǻǽǡǠ ǼǸǶǡ ǩǷǢǴǾǡǷǟǡ 

on each other due to formal similarities. This leaves Lang. ãndèr, õndèr ǡǽǟ  ǹǸǹ

ǹȂ  ǜǼ ǜ ǹǸǼǼǩǝǴǡ ǟǸǶǹǜǻǜǷǠǾǶ ǽǸ ǽǧǡ 4ǜǻǠǩǷǩǜǷ forms. It is in any case plausible 

ǽǧǜǽ ǽǧǩǼ Ǽǡǽ ǸǢ 4ǜǻǠǩǷǩǜǷ ȀǸǻǠǼ ǢǸǻ ǹǸǹǹȂ  ǩǼ ǸǢ ǹǻǡ-Roman origin, because alter-

nating * - (and perhaps -ara).  
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Figure 3.1.16: Mustard 
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3.1.16 Mustard1 
Reconstruction Forms 

 *alaCússa DES (I: 68): alaússa $ǜǶǹ  Ȁǧǩǽǡ ǶǾǼǽǜǻǠ Sinapis alba L.), 

shortpod mustard (Hirschfeldia incana (L.) Lagr.-Foss.  

alaússa (1: &ǼǟǜǴǜǹǴǜǷǸ  ǼǹǡǟǩǡǼ ǸǢ ȂǡǴǴǸȀ ǻȂǡǦǻǜǼǼ Lolium sp. 

L.  

Paulis (1992: 236237): alaússa (Camp.) Ȁǧǩǽǡ ǶǾǼǽǜǻǠ Sina-

pis alba), shortpod mustard (Hirschfeldia incana),68 London 

rocket (Sisymbrium irio L.), hedge mustard (Sisymbrium offici-

nale (L.) Scop.), corn rocket (Bunias erucago L.), common 

giant mustard (Rapistrum rugosum (L.) All.  

All species referred to by alaússa bear similarity to each other by having small 

yellow flowers and edible seeds or leaves with a sharp taste. DES (I: 68) is uncer-

tain as to its etymology. Paulis (1992: 237) derives alaússa from a hypothetical 

*saleús < Lat. *sale i s̆ ǼǜǴǽ-ǼǜǾǟǡ  Ȁǩǽǧ ǠǡǽǜǟǧǶǡǷǽ ǸǢ ǩǷǩǽǩǜǴ s- by confusion with 

the definite article sa. The semantic motivation would be that mustard, with 

pine kernels, was commonly used to make a sauce for a specific turnip dish, for 

which he adduces a passage from Columella (12: 57; cf. Columella 1982: 430, 433). 

Even if such a specific use of the plant in question could have led to its name 

being derived from a name of a sauce  Srd. fíkatu, It. fegato etc. Ǵǩǿǡǻ < Lat. 

fɹcȌtus ǢǜǽǽǡǷǡǠ Ȁǩǽǧ ǢǩǦǼ  ǹǻǸǿǡs that culinary culture can bring about major 

semantic shifts  this etymology cannot be maintained on morphological 

grounds. The required form *sale-ǧus would be a head-final compound, whereas 

virtually all other compounds in Sardinian are head-initial (Wagner 1952: 137

138), in line with Romance tendencies (Forza & Scalise 2016). It is also problem-

atic that Lat. i s̆ ǝǻǸǽǧ  ǼǜǾǟǡ  ǩǼ ǷǸǽ ǟǸǷǽǩǷǾǡǠ ǩǷ 4ǜǻǠǩǷǩǜǷ  ǽǧǡ ǸǷǴȂ Ǡǩǻǡǟǽ ǻǡ

flexes of this word are found in Gallo-Romance (FEW V: 85). The existence of 

such a compound is therefore unlikely. Additionally, the development of word-

final *-s into geminate -ss- is unexpected. It thus remains etymologically obscure, 

and a pre-Roman origin cannot be excluded. Any pre-form would probably re-

quire the presence of a consonant between -a- and -ú- (i.e. *alaCússa), as inherit-

ed -au- would have yielded **-a- (cf. Wagner 1941a: 1314). The form aússa (Villa-

putzu) ǹǸǩǼǸǷ ǧǡǶǴǸǟǲ  ǟǸǾǴǠ ǹǡǻǧǜǹǼ ǝǡ ǽǧǡ ǼǜǶǡ ȀǸǻǠ ǟǢ   3.1.10). 

 
68 8ǜǦǷǡǻ Ǽ ǜǷǠ 1ǜǾǴǩǼ  Sinapis incana L.  ǜǷǠ 1ǜǾǴǩǼ  Brassica adpressa Boiss. are syno-

nyms of Hirschfeldia incana (L.) Lagr.-Foss. (cf. WFO 2022c: s.v. Hirschfeldia incana). 
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3.1.17 Mustard2 
Reconstruction Forms 

 *ǧuspinu DES (I: 609): ɟúspinu, ɟuspínu -ǸǦ  ǼǧǸǻǽǹǸǠ ǶǾǼǽǜǻǠ 

(Hirschfeldia incana (L.) Lagr.-'ǸǼǼ69 

Paulis (1992: 235): ɟúspinu, ɟuspínu -ǸǦ  Ȁǧǩǽǡ ǶǾǼǽǜǻǠ 

(Sinapis alba -  

DES (I: 609) does not offer an etymology for this word. Like for Camp. alaússa 

Ȁǧǩǽǡ ǶǾǼǽǜǻǠ  ǩǷ  3.1.16, Paulis (1992: 236) proposes Log. ɟúspinu, ɟuspínu ǩǠ  

to be derived from the name of a specific sauce, on the basis of a recipe found in 

Columella (12: 57; cf. Columella 1982: 430, 433). In this case, the mustard seeds 

would, together with pine nuts and vinegar, be ground into a kind of sauce. The 

forms ɟúspinu, ɟuspínu would thus go back to Lat. i s̆ pɹn s̆ ǼǜǾǟǡ ǸǢ ǽǧǡ ǹǩǷǡ  

While it is still uncertain whether Lat. i s̆ ǼǜǾǟǡ  ǝǻǸǽǧ  ȀǜǼ ǟǸǷǽǩǷǾǡǠ ǩǷ 4ǜǻǠǩǷ

ian, this derivation is morphologically more plausible than the one proposed for 

alaússa (§ 3.1.16). As for the semantics, we would have to assume that mustard 

ȀǜǼ ǼǸ ǼǽǻǸǷǦǴȂ ǜǼǼǸǟǩǜǽǡǠ Ȁǩǽǧ ǽǧǩǼ ǼǜǾǟǡ ǽǧǜǽ ǩǽ ȀǜǼ ǻǡǢǡǻǻǡǠ ǽǸ ǜǼ ǧǡǻǝ ǸǢ ǽǧǡ  

ǹǩǷǡ ǼǜǾǟǡ  ǟǢ  ǜǦǜǩǷ 3ǸǶǜǷǟǡ ficatu Ǵǩǿǡǻ   -ǜǽ  ficatus Ǵǩǿǡǻ  ǢǜǽǽǡǷǡǠ Ȁǩǽǧ 

ǢǩǦǼ  *Ǣ ǽǧǩǼ ǡǽȂǶǸǴǸǦȂ ǩǼ ǟǸǻǻǡǟǽ  4ǻǠ  ɟuspínu probably continues the original 

Latin stress pattern, while proparoxytone ɟúspinu must be an innovation. 

 
69 8ǜǦǷǡǻ ǦǩǿǡǼ ǽǧǡ ǶǡǜǷǩǷǦ  ǼǡǷǜǹǡ ǝǩǜǷǟǜ Sinapis incana  )ǸȀǡǿǡǻ  Sinapis incana 

L. is a synonym of Hirschfeldia incana (L.) Lagr.-Foss.  Ȁǧǩǟǧ ǻǡǢǡǻǼ ǽǸ ǼǧǸǻǽǹǸǠ ǶǾǼǽǜǻǠ  

ǻǜǽǧǡǻ ǽǧǜǷ Ȁǧǩǽǡ ǶǾǼǽǜǻǠ  $Ǣ  ǢǷ  68. 
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Figure 3.1.17: Mustard 
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Figure 3.1.18: Black mustard (Brassica nigra) 
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3.1.18 Mustard, black (Brassica nigra) 
Reconstruction Forms 

 *murafèra DES (II: 138): muravèra $ǜǶǹ  ǶǾǼǽǜǻǠ ǹǴǜǷǽ 

Paulis (1992: 235): muravèra $ǜǶǹ  ǝǴǜǟǲ ǶǾǼǽǜǻǠ Brassi-

ca nigra 8 % + ,Ǹǟǧ 

Paulis (1992: 235) derives Camp. muravèra ǝǴǜǟǲ ǶǾǼǽǜǻǠ from Srd. múra ǶǾǴ

ǝǡǻǻȂ   bèra ǽǻǾǡ  ǩ ǡ  ǽǻǾǡ ǶǾǴǝǡǻǻȂ  4ǡǶǜǷǽǩǟǜǴǴȂ ǽǧǩǼ ǩǼ ǺǾǩǽǡ ǜ Ǽǽǻǡǽǟǧ  1ǜǾǴǩǼ 

argues that this Benennungsmotiv ǢǸǻ ǝǴǜǟǲ ǶǾǼǽǜǻǠ  ǼǽǡǶǼ ǢǻǸǶ ǽǧǡ ǟǸǴǸǻ ǸǢ 

mustard seeds, which would be perceived to be similar to that of mulberries. If 

Srd. múra ǶǾǴǝǡǻǻȂ  ǩǼ ǜǽ ǜǴǴ ǩǷǿǸǴǿǡǠ  ǽǧǡ ǼǡǟǸǷǠ ǹǜǻǽ ǶǾǼǽ ǼǾǻǡǴȂ ǦǸ ǝǜǟǲ ǽǸ -ǜǽ  

ferus ȀǩǴǠ  ǾǷǟǾǴǽǩǿǜǽǡǠ  ǻǜǽǧǡǻ ǽǧǜǷ verus ǽǻǾǡ  5ǧǩǼ has two advantages. The 

first is that intervocalic *-f- regularly develops into -v- (Wagner 1941a: 93), making 

1ǜǾǴǩǼ  ǜǼǼǾǶǹǽǩǸǷ ǽǧǜǽ -v- in this form was retained under Italian influence 

ǾǷǷǡǟǡǼǼǜǻȂ  5ǧǡ ǼǡǟǸǷǠ ǩǼ ǽǧǜǽ ǡȁǹǴǜǩǷǩǷǦ ǽǧǡ ǶǡǜǷǩǷǦ ǶǾǼǽǜǻǠ  ǢǻǸǶ ȀǩǴǠ 

ǶǾǴǝǡǻǻȂ  ǩǼ ǹǡǻǧǜǹǼ ǼǴǩǦǧǽǴȂ ǴǡǼǼ ǾǷǴǩǲǡǴȂ ǽǧǜǷ ǢǻǸǶ ǽǻǾǡ ǶǾǴǝǡǻǻȂ  5ǧǡ ǠǸǾǝǽǼ 

ǜǝǸǾǽ ǽǧǡ ǴǩǲǡǴǩǧǸǸǠ ǸǢ ǜ ǼǡǶǜǷǽǩǟ ǼǧǩǢǽ ǢǻǸǶ ǶǾǴǝǡǻǻȂ  ǽǸ ǝǴǜǟǲ ǶǾǼǽǜǻǠ  ǻǡ

main however. There is no positive evidence for a pre-Roman origin. 

3.1.19 Rue, fringed (Ruta chalepensis), cat thyme (Teucrium marum) 
Reconstruction Forms 

 *kúrma Paulis (1990: 608612; 1992: 229231): kúrma, kúruma 

(1: Lodè, 2: 4ǩǷǩǼǟǸǴǜ  ǢǻǩǷǦǡǠ ǻǾǡ Ruta chalepensis L.  

Farina (1987: 363; 1989: 620): crúma (Baronie reg.), úrma 

(3: 0ǴǩǡǷǜ  ǟǜǽ ǽǧȂǶǡ Teucrium marum L.  

The forms listed above can all go back to *kúrma. The variant úrma (3: Oliena) 

must probably ǝǡ ǩǷǽǡǻǹǻǡǽǡǠ ǜǼ ƨ̟ǻǶǜ/, with the regular Barbaricine shift k > ƨ 

(cf. Wagner 1941a: 71). The variant kúruma is due to epenthesis, which is common 

(Wagner 1941a: 5052; Paulis 1992: 231). Paulis (1990: 608612; 1992: 231) convinc-

ingly connects this word to Pun.  ǻǾǡ  ǜǽǽǡǼǽǡǠ ǩǷ %ǩǸǼǟǸǻǩǠǡǼ  Materia 

Medica (Dioscorides Anazarbei 1906: 57).70 Possible other links are Akk. ɭurmu ǜ 

ǹǴǜǷǽ ǼǹǡǟǩǡǼ (CAD VI: 266) and Syrian ǩ ǡ  %ǩǸǼǟǸǻǩǠǡǼ  )  ǻǾǡ Ruta 

chalepensis  (Dioscorides Anazarbei 1906: 57).71 Múrcia Sànchez (2011: 440) ar-

 
70 %ǩǸǼǟǸǻǩǠǡǼ  ǾǼǡ ǸǢ  "ǢǻǩǟǜǷǼ  ǾǼǾǜǴǴȂ indicates the Punic name of a plant 

(Vattioni 1976: 519). See Vattioni (1976: 527528) for all relevant glosses. 
71 Paulis (1992: 230) also connects supposed Tun. kharma 4ǽ  +ǸǧǷ Ǽ ȀǸǻǽ Hypericum 

perforatum L.) , for which he cites Rolland (1903: 8). This citation is probably mistaken 

however. In volume 4, p. 8, 3ǸǴǴǜǷǠ ǠǩǼǟǾǼǼǡǼ ǻǾǡ  ǢǸǻ Ȁǧǩǟǧ ǽǧǡ "ǻǜǝǩǟ ǷǜǶǡ ǩǼ ǷǸǽ 

ǦǩǿǡǷ  4ǽ  +ǸǧǷ Ǽ ȀǸǻǽ ǩǼ ǩǷǼǽǡǜǠ ǠǩǼǟǾǼǼǡǠ ǩǷ ǿǸǴǾǶǡ 3 (Rolland 1900: 178), but the 
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gues that a Punic form *ɮurmal was borrowed into Berber as *(h)urmay > *urme, 

represented by Bb. <Ȍwurmɹ> (≈Umda˴ a  ˴ a˴bɹb; Tilmatine & Bustamante 

2002: 428), Tsh. iwrmi ǻǾǡ (van den Boogert 1998: 84).72 The existence of formally 

ǼǩǶǩǴǜǻ ȀǸǻǠǼ ǩǷ Ǹǽǧǡǻ 4ǡǶǩǽǩǟ ǴǜǷǦǾǜǦǡǼ ǶǜǲǡǼ ǩǽ ǴǩǲǡǴȂ ǽǧǜǽ 1ǾǷ   ǻǾǡ  ǩǼ 

of Phoenician, rather than of local North African origin. 

Because of the great semantic and formal ǟǸǻǻǡǼǹǸǷǠǡǷǟǡ ǝǡǽȀǡǡǷ 1ǾǷ   

ǻǾǡ  ǜǷǠ 4ǻǠ  kúrma ǡǽǟ  ǻǾǡ  ǟǜǽ ǽǧȂǶǡ  it is attractive to see the Sardinian word 

as a loan from Punic. It is surprising that this word was only preserved in the 

Nuorese dialects, which is much farther north than one would perhaps expect 

for a Punic loan. Paulis (1992: 231) notes that this word must at one time have 

had a wider distribution in Sardinia, but that it was lost in many places due to 

competition with inherited Lat. r t̆a. Whether its preservation in the Baronie is 

indeed due to its association with magic (Paulis 1992: 231), is difficult to prove. 

Paulis (1992: 231) further observes that the fact that this Punic word is attested in 

the northern part of the island, does not necessarily imply that Punic was actual-

ly spoken there. If we assume that *kúrma vel sim. was at some point a general 

ȀǸǻǠ ǢǸǻ ǻǾǡ  ǩǷ 1ǾǷǩǟ-influenced Latin spoken on Sardinia, it may have expand-

ed up to its present-day location during the romanization of Sardinia, after it was 

lost everywhere else. 

 

 

Tunisian Arabic form that is given, is hhamra  1ǜǾǴǩǼ  kharma is thus probably a ghost 

word, and should not be used in the discussion of Srd. kúrma. The actual form hhamra is 

phonologically further removed from kúrma ǜǷǠ  and may be unrelated. 
72 This form is attested both in modern Tashelhiyt and in the 17th c. lexicon of al-HɹlȌlɹ as 

<iwrmi> (van den Boogert 1998: 84; Múrcia Sànchez 2011: 440). 
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Figure 3.1.19: Fringed rue (Ruta chalepensis), cat thyme (Teucrium 

marum) 
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3.1.20 Rush skeletonweed (Chondrilla juncea), Sow thistle (Sonchus 

oleraceus) 
Reconstruction Forms 

1: *lippòrra DES (II: 31): lipòrra -ǸǦ  ǻǾǼǧ ǼǲǡǴǡǽǸǷȀǡǡǠ Chondrilla 

juncea L.), sow thistle (Sonchus oleraceus L.  

2: *limpòrra DES (II: 31): limpòrra, limpòra $ǜǶǹ  ǩǠ 

3: *lispòrra DES (II: 31): lispòrra $ǜǶǹ  ǩǠ 

8ǜǦǷǡǻ ǠǸǡǼ ǷǸǽ ǡȁǹǻǡǼǼ ǜǷȂ ǽǧǸǾǦǧǽǼ ǸǷ ǽǧǡ ǡǽȂǶǸǴǸǦȂ ǸǢ ǽǧǡǼǡ ȀǸǻǠǼ ǢǸǻ ǻǾǼǧ 

ǼǲǡǴǡǽǸǷȀǡǡǠ  ǜǷǠ ǼǸȀ ǽǧǩǼǽǴǡ, which are rather similar plants, other than his 

ǻǡǶǜǻǲ ǽǧǜǽ ǽǧǡ ǼǾǢǢǩȁ -orra leads one to presuppose a pre-3ǸǶǜǷ ǸǻǩǦǩǷ  1ǜǾǴǩǼ 

(1992: 6263) ǹǻǸǹǸǼǡǼ ǜ ǠǡǻǩǿǜǽǩǸǷ ǢǻǸǶ ǽǧǡ ȀǸǻǠǼ ǢǸǻ ǧǜǻǡ   Nuor. lèppore, 

Log. lèppere, Camp. léppuri, lèppuri, lèppiri (§ 4.5.8)  by means of the same 

hypothetical pre-Roman suffix -òrra, which has supposedly become productive 

as a derogatory suffix in surnames. The association of these plants to hares has 

parallels in other languages (Paulis 1992: 6263). For this, Paulis needs to assume 

haplology from *leppor-òrra to lipòrra etc., as well as a raising of pretonic *-e- to 

-i- and influence from other words to account for the vocalism of limpòrra and 

lispòrra  "ǴǽǧǸǾǦǧ ǜ ǠǡǻǩǿǜǽǩǸǷ ǸǢ ǽǧǡ ǷǜǶǡ ǸǢ ǽǧǡǼǡ ǹǴǜǷǽǼ ǢǻǸǶ ǜ ȀǸǻǠ ǢǸǻ ǧǜǻǡ  

does not appear problematic semantically, the amount of assumptions needed 

for this etymology  ǩ ǡ  ǠǡǻǩǿǜǽǩǸǷ ǸǢ ǜ ǹǴǜǷǽ ǷǜǶǡ ǢǻǸǶ ǜ ȀǸǻǠ ǢǸǻ ǧǜǻǡ  ǝȂ 

means of an originally pre-Roman suffix usually present in surnames, haplology, 

vowel assimilation and influence from other words explaining the consonantism 

 significantly weaken its explanatory value. It must moreover be noted that 

the Sardinian lexicon does not in fact present evidence for the identification of -

7rr- as a pre-Roman suffix (§ 9.2.7). .Ǹǻǡ ǟǸǷǿǩǷǟǩǷǦ ǩǼ 8ǸǴǢ Ǽ (1998b: 345346) 

identification of this word as a continuant of *lepórna < *lepórɺna << Lat. lepo-

rɹnus ǸǢ ǧǜǻǡǼ  ǧǜǻǡ-  The irregular presence of geminate *-pp- in the Sardinian 

ǢǸǻǶǼ ǩǼ ǜǴǼǸ ǢǸǾǷǠ ǩǷ ǽǧǡ ȀǸǻǠ ǢǸǻ ǧǜǻǡ  ǩǽǼǡǴǢ  4.5.8). 
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Figure 3.1.20: Rush skeletonweed (Chondrilla juncea), Sow thistle 

(Sonchus oleraceus) 
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3.1.21 Sea purslane (Atriplex portulacoides) 
Reconstruction Forms 

 *tsíbba DES (II: 589): tsíbba (1: $ǜǝǻǜǼ  ǦǴǜǼǼȀǸǻǽ Salicornia euro-

paea L.  

Paulis (1992: 381): tsíbba (1: Cabras), attsíbba (2: 0ǻǩǼǽǜǷǸ  Ǽǡǜ 

purslane (Atriplex portulacoides L.  

After Paulis (1992: 381), the Sardinian forms listed above probably do not refer to 

ǦǴǜǼǼȀǸǻǽ  ǜǼ 8ǜǦǷǡǻ %&4 **:  ǼǾǦǦǡǼǽǼ  ǝǾǽ ǽǸ Ǽǡǜ ǹǾǻǼǴǜǷǡ  #Ǹǽǧ ǹǴǜǷǽǼ 

are halophytes and the leaves of both plants are eaten as a vegetable. Both Wag-

ner and Paulis note that the plant in question is used in Cabras (1) to wrap boiled 

fish. Whereas Wagner does not propose any etymology, Paulis (1992: 381382) 

compares it to Sic. scebba, scerba ǸǹǹǸǼǩǽǡ-leaved saltbush (Salsola soda L. ,73 

Sp. jebe, OSp. axebe, enxebe ǜǴǾǶ   "ǻ   ̵Ϟ̲І ( a˧bb  ǜǴǾǶ  ǿǩǽǻǩǸǴ  *ǽ ǩǼ ǟǴǡǜǻ ǽǧǜǽ 

the Sardinian forms ultimately go back to this Arabic word too, albeit not direct-

ly. Paulis (1992: 382) thinks it most likely that the Sardinian forms were borrowed 

from Spanish, with replacement of -˧ (= OSp. -x-) by ts- and -é- by -í-. One prob-

lem is that we would expect Sp. -b- to be borrowed into Sardinian as **- - rather 

than -bb-; cf. Camp. ka elǧèra << Sp. cabellera ǧǜǩǻ  $ǜǶǹ  ska éȩȩu << Sp. es-

cabeche or Cat. escabetx ǶǜǻǩǷǜǽǡǠ ǢǩǼǧ  ǡǽǟ  (Wagner 1997: 207, 210). Geminate 

-bb- is however found in Sic. scebba ǼǜǴǽǝǾǼǧ  Ȁǧǩǟǧ ǩǼ ǜǴǼǸ ǟǴǸǼǡǻ ǩǷ ǶǡǜǷǩǷǦ ǽǸ 

the Sardinian forms than Sp. jebe ǜǴǾǶ  *ǽ is therefore more attractive to view 

tsíbba and attsíbba as a Sicilian loan. This is not surprising, as a good deal of Sar-

dinian maritime terminology was borrowed from Sicilian (Wagner 1997: 251). It is 

in any case evident that this word is a relatively recent loan, and definitely not of 

pre-Roman origin. 

 
73 Paulis (1992: 381): ǹǩǜǷǽǜ ǟǧǡ ǝǻǾǟǩǜǽǜ Ǽǡǻǿǡ ǜ Ǣǜǻǡ ǩǴ ǿǡǽǻǸ  ǜ ǼǦǻǜǼǼǜǻǡ ǩ ǹǜǷǷǩ ǡ ǜ Ǣǜǝ

bricare sapone: Soda salicornia ǼǜǴǼǸǴǜ   ǹǴǜǷǽ ǽǧǜǽ  ȀǧǡǷ ǝǾǻǷǽ  ǩǼ ǾǼǡǠ ǽǸ Ƕǜǲǡ ǦǴǜǼǼ  

to degrease clothes and to produce soap: Soda salicornia ǼǜǴǽǝǾǼǧ  1ǜǾǴǩǼ ǟǩǽǡǼ 5ǻǜǩǷǜ 

(1877; Paulis has 1888 however), but the page numbers cited do not exist. The word does 

in fact occur in Traina (1877: 384), but without the description quoted by Paulis. Note 

that Soda salicornia is not the currently accepted scientific name of this plant, which is 

Salsola soda L. 
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Figure 3.1.21: Sea purslane (Atriplex portulacoides) 
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3.1.22 Teasel, wild (Dipsacus fullonum) 
Reconstruction Forms 

1: *bilǧóttiri DES (I: 206): billóttiri  (1: 6ǼǡǴǴǾǼ  ȀǩǴǠ ǽǡǜǼǡǴ Dipsacus fullo-

num L.  

Paulis (1992: 190): billóttiri  (5: 0ǻǻǸǴǩ  ǩǠ 

2: *bilǧótti Paulis (1992: 190): 2: billótti (2: Nuragus), [kanna de] billótti 

(3: Isili, 4: 4ǡǻǻǩ  ǩǠ 

Paulis (1992: 190) ǻǡǮǡǟǽǼ 8ǜǦǷǡǻ Ǽ %&4 *:  ǼǾǼǹǩǟǩǸǷ ǽǧǜǽ ǽǧǩǼ ȀǸǻǠ ǩǼ ǹǻǸǝ

ably pre-3ǸǶǜǷ  )ǡ ǹǻǡǢǡǻǼ ǽǸ Ǡǡǻǩǿǡ ǽǧǡǼǡ ǢǸǻǶǼ ǢǻǸǶ $ǜǶǹ  baballótti, -u ǩǷ

Ǽǡǟǽ  ǝǡǟǜǾǼǡ ǽǧǩǼ ǼǹǡǟǩǡǼ ǸǢ ǹǴǜǷǽǼ ǧǜǼ ǴǡǜǿǡǼ ǦǻǸȀǩǷǦ ǢǻǸǶ ǽǧǡ ǼǽǡǶ ǽǧǜǽ ǢǸǻǶ 

cuplike structures collecting rainwater, in which insects get trapped and dis-

solved for their nutrients. The phonetics would be guaranteed by the surnames 

bibillótti and billótti ǽǧǜǽ ǜǻǡ ǴǸǟǜǴǴȂ ǩǷǽǡǻǹǻǡǽǡǠ ǜǼ ǶǡǜǷǩǷǦ ǩǷǼǡǟǽ   

While not impossible, there are some issues regarding this etymology. Paulis 

cites Camp. baballótti, -u ǩǷǼǡǟǽ from Wagner, but Wagner (DES I: 161) actually 

has babbalótti. It is important to observe that babbalótti has a singleton -l-, which 

would be expected to yield -ϟ- in Orroli, Nuragus and Isili, and - Ǽ- in Serri 

(Wagner 1941a: 121122). Geminate -ll- is instead the regular outcome of *-lǧ-.74 

Because of this formal problem, and the fact that the forms bibillótti and billótti 

ǜǻǡ ǷǸǽ ǜǟǽǾǜǴǴȂ ǜǽǽǡǼǽǡǠ ǩǷ ǽǧǡ ǶǡǜǷǩǷǦ ǩǷǼǡǟǽ  it is possible that the similarity 

between these words is no more than a coincidence. The interpretation of the 

ǼǾǻǷǜǶǡǼ ǜǼ ǶǡǜǷǩǷǦ ǩǷǼǡǟǽ  ǶǜȂ ǝǡ ǠǾǡ ǽǸ ǢǸǻǶǜǴ ǼǩǶǩǴǜǻǩǽȂ ǽǸ baballótti, -u. 

Moreover, a ǼǡǶǜǷǽǩǟ ǼǧǩǢǽ ǢǻǸǶ ǩǷǼǡǟǽ  ǽǸ ǹǴǜǷǽ ǩǷ Ȁǧǩǟǧ ǩǷǼǡǟǽǼ Ǧǡǽ ǽǻǜǹǹǡǠ  

without any derivational morphology would be hard to understand. 

For these reasons, I prefer to assume a pre-form *bilǧótti/-iri ȀǩǴǠ ǽǡǜǼǡǴ  *Ǣ ǽǧǩǼ 

word is not to be derived from forms like babbalótti etc. ǩǷǼǡǟǽ  Ȁǧǩǟǧ ǩǼ ǴǩǲǡǴȂ ǜǽ 

least partly of sound-symbolic nature (cf. DES I: 162), a pre-Roman origin be-

comes attractive again. Paulis (1992: 190) explains the suffix -iri as introduced 

from Camp. sóȩȩiri wild teasel  ǟǢ   3.1.22). This could be the case, but it may 

just as well have been originally present on this word as well. We do in any case 

observe an alternation between billótti and billóttiri, suggesting that -iri was orig-

inally some morpheme rather than belonging to the stem (cf. § 9.2.6.2). 

 
74 It is theoretically possible that the geminate -ll- is due to Cagliaritan influence (cf. 

Wagner 1941a: 125), but since this specific word does not exist in the other Campidanese 

dialects, I do not think this is very likely. 



Flora 95 

 

 

 

Figure 3.1.22: Teasel, wild (Dipsacus fullonum) 
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3.1.23 Watercress (Nasturtium officinale)1  ǝǾǽǟǧǡǻ Ǽ ǝǻǸǸǶ Ruscus acu-

leatus) 
Reconstruction Forms 

1: *gúspinu DES (I: 595): grúspinu (1: Bitti), gúspinu (5: 0ǻǦǸǼǸǴǸ  Ȁǜǽǡǻ

cress (Nasturtium officinale R.Br. 

Paulis (1992: 241): óspinu (3: #ǸǴǸǽǜǷǜ  ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ Nastur-

tium officinale 

2: *grúspi(n)u DES (I: 595): grúspǧu (2: Orosei), grúspinu (4: Dorgali) 

ǝǾǽǟǧǡǻ Ǽ ǝǻǸǸǶ Ruscus aculeatus L.  

Wagner (DES I: 595) and Paulis (1992: 241) ǜǦǻǡǡ ǽǧǜǽ ǽǧǡ ǢǸǻǶǼ ǠǡǷǸǽǩǷǦ ǝǾǽǟǧ

ǡǻ Ǽ ǝǻǸǸǶ  ǶǾǼǽ ǝǡ ǼǡǟǸǷǠǜǻȂ  8ǜǦǷǡǻ ǜǽǽǻǩǝǾǽǡǼ ǽǧǩǼ ǽǸ ǽǧǡ ǹǧǸǷǡǽǩǟ ǼǩǶǩǴǜǻǩǽȂ 

between grúspinu ǡǽǟ  ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ  ǜǷǠ frúskru, frúskǧu ǡǽǟ  ǝǾǽǟǧǡǻ Ǽ ǝǻǸǸǶ (cf. 

DES I: 553)  1ǜǾǴǩǼ ǩǷǼǽǡǜǠ ǹǻǸǹǸǼǡǼ ǜ ǼǡǶǜǷǽǩǟ ǟǜǾǼǡ ǢǸǻ ǽǧǡ ǼǧǩǢǽ ǢǻǸǶ Ȁǜǽǡǻ

ǟǻǡǼǼ  ǽǸ ǝǾǽǟǧǡǻ Ǽ ǝǻǸǸǶ  Because of its use to treat abscesses, which in Sardini-

an are called fruskèȳȳa etc., watercress would have come to be associated to 

phonetically similar frúskru, frúskǧu ǝǾǽǟǧǡǻ Ǽ ǝǻǸǸǶ  ǜǷǠ ǧǡǷǟǡ ǽǧǩǼ Ǵǜǽǽǡǻ ǹǴǜǷǽ 

ȀǸǾǴǠ ǧǜǿǡ ǜǠǸǹǽǡǠ ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ  ǸǻǩǦǩǷǜǴ ǷǜǶǡ  * ǜǶ ǷǸǽ ǢǾǴǴȂ ǟǸǷǿǩǷǟǡǠ ǝȂ ǽǧǩǼ 

complex scenario; perhaps it was the combination of phonetic similarity be-

tween grúspinu ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ  ǜǷǠ frúskru, frúskǧu ǝǾǽǟǧǡǻ Ǽ ǝǻǸǸǶ  ǜǷǠ the po-

tential semantic association that caused this peculiar homonymy.  

*Ƿ ǽǧǡ ǶǡǜǷǩǷǦ ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ  1ǜǾǴǩǼ (1992: 242) proposes this word to be borrowed 

from Pun. cusmin ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ  ǜǽǽǡǼǽǡǠ ǩǷ 1ǼǡǾǠǸ-Apuleius (Howald & Sigerist 

1927: 59). This requires voicing of the initial consonant and adaptation of the 

cluster -sm- to -sp-, neither of which is particularly problematic.75 In light of the 

semantic and phonetic correspondence of these forms, Paulis is likely correct. It 

is interesting to see that a word of Punic origin has such a northern distribution 

(cf. § 3.1.18). The dialects more to the south all have reflexes of Lat. nasturtium 

ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ  ǟǢ  "*4   

 
75 Paulis (1992: 242) suggests the change -sm- > -sp- to have taken place under influence of 

forms like Camp. spinaðòppis ǝǾǽǟǧǡǻ Ǽ ǝǻǸǸǶ  ǜǦǜǩǷ ǠǾǡ ǽǸ ǽǧǡ ǼǜǶǡ ǼǡǶǜǷǽǩǟ ǜǼǼǸǟǩǜ

tion between both plant species. I rather believe it may simply be an adaptation of the 

cluster -sm- to the Latin phonological system. 
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Figure 3.1.23: Watercress (Nasturtium officinale  ǝǾǽǟǧǡǻ Ǽ ǝǻǸǸǶ 

(Ruscus aculeatus) 
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3.1.24 Watercress (Nasturtium officinale)2  ǢǸǸǴ Ǽ ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ Apium nodi-

florum) 
Reconstruction Forms 

1: *ǧúguru DES (I: 601): ɝúru (1: 0Ǵǝǩǜ  ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ Nasturtium officinale 

R.Br.  ɟúru (Log., 2: Sennori, 7: Mores, 9: Padria), ɟú;uru 

(11: 'ǸǷǷǩ  ǢǸǸǴ Ǽ ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ Apium nodiflorum (L.) Lag. 

Ferraro (1891: 90): giuru (5: Siligo) ǢǸǸǴ Ǽ ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ Apium 

nodiflorum 

2: *ǧúru-ǧúru DES (I: 601): ɟuruyúru, [lu] yuruyúru (3: 4ǜǼǼǜǻǩ  ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ 

(Nasturtium officinale 

3: *ǧúǧuru DES (I: 601): ɝúɝɝuru (8: #ǩǽǽǩ  ǢǸǸǴ Ǽ ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ Apium nodi-

florum  ɟúɟɟuru (10: /ǾǸǻǸ  ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ Nasturtium offici-

nale  

AIS (635): ɝúɝuru (8: #ǩǽǽǩ  ǼǸǶǡ Ǹǽǧǡǻ ǼǹǡǟǩǡǼ ǸǢ ǹǴǜǷǽ ǦǻǸȀ

ǩǷǦ ǸǷ ǽǧǡ ǝǜǷǲǼ ǸǢ ǼǽǻǡǜǶǼ76 

Paulis (1992: 241): ɟúɟaru (4: Lodè), ɟuɟaréȳȳu (6: Siniscola) 

ǢǸǸǴ Ǽ ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ Apium nodiflorum 

Two meanings are found for the forms listed above: ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ  ǜǷǠ ǢǸǸǴ Ǽ Ȁǜ

ǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ  5ǧǡ ǢǸǻǶǡǻ ǩǼ ǢǸǾǷǠ ǸǷǴȂ ǩǷ 0Ǵǝǩǜ  4ǜǼǼǜǻǩ  ǜǷǠ /ǾǸǻǸ  &ǿǡǻȂ

Ȁǧǡǻǡ ǡǴǼǡ ǽǧǩǼ ȀǸǻǠ ǻǡǢǡǻǼ ǽǸ ǢǸǸǴ Ǽ ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ  Ȁǧǩǟǧ ǩǼ ǽǧǡǻǡǢǸǻǡ ǴǩǲǡǴȂ ǽǧǡ 

original meaning. The confusion between both plant species, which are not 

closely related, is probably due to the fact that they often occur together in the 

ǼǜǶǡ ǧǜǝǩǽǜǽ  ǩ ǡ  ǸǷ ǽǧǡ ǝǜǷǲǼ ǸǢ ǼǽǻǡǜǶǼ  #Ǹǽǧ ǹǴǜǷǽǼ ǜǻǡ ǡǠǩǝǴǡ  ǜǴǽǧǸǾǦǧ ǢǸǸǴ Ǽ 

watercress is very similar to cutleaf waterparsnip (Berula erecta (Huds.) Coville), 

which is toxic. 

Formally, different types can be distinguished. Type 2 ɟuruyúru is restricted to 

Sassari, and appears to be a reduplicated form of Log. ɟúru (type 1). Log. ɟúru 

and ɟú;uru (11: Fonni) in type 1 go back to *ǧúguru, with regular loss of intervo-

calic voiced stops in Logudorese (Wagner 1941a: 79). Type 3 requires 

*ǧúǧuru/*ǧúǧaru. I agree with Paulis (1992: 246) that the forms of type 3 are proba-

bly due to assimilation of the second consonant to the onset of the word, i.e. 

*ǧúguru >> *ǧúǧuru. 

 
76 PǻǸǝǜǝǴȂ ǢǸǸǴ Ǽ ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ  ǼǩǷǟǡ ǽǧǩǼ ǢǸǻǶ ǩǼ ǩǷǟǴǾǠǡǠ ǩǷ ǽǧǡ Ƕǜǹ ǠǡǠǩǟǜǽǡǠ ǽǸ Ȁǜǽǡǻ

ǟǻǡǼǼ 
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Figure 3.1.24: Watercress (Nasturtium officinale  ǢǸǸǴ Ǽ ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ 

(Apium nodiflorum) 
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Paulis (1992: 245246) proposes these forms to be derived from Lat. i ğis ǟǸǷǽǩǷ

ǾǸǾǼ  Ȁǧǩǟǧ ǸǢǽǡǷ ǸǟǟǾǻǼ ǩǷ ǽǧǡ ǟǸǷǼǽǻǾǟǽǩǸǷ aqua iugis ǢǴǸȀǩǷǦ Ȁǜǽǡǻ  (cf. Lewis 

& Short 1879: s.v. j ğis). The reason for this would be that both watercress and 

ǢǸǸǴ Ǽ ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ ǦǻǸȀ ǸǷ ǽǧǡ ǝǜǷǲǼ ǸǢ ǼǽǻǡǜǶǼ  )ǸȀǡǿǡǻ  ǜǼ 1ǜǾǴǩǼ (1992: 246) 

notes, the suffix -uru/-aru cannot be explained on the basis of inherited material 

and should most likely be connected to the element -Vr- that is often found in 

words of suspected pre-Roman origin (§ 9.2.6.2). This etymology requires a se-

ǶǜǷǽǩǟ ǼǧǩǢǽ ǢǻǸǶ ǟǸǷǽǩǷǾǸǾǼ  Ǹǻ ǢǴǸȀǩǷǦ Ȁǜǽǡǻ  ǽǸ ǢǸǸǴ Ǽ  ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ  %ǡǼǹǩǽǡ 

the habitat of these plants, such a semantic shift is not convincing. Watercress 

ǜǷǠ ǢǸǸǴ Ǽ ȀǜǽǡǻǟǻǡǼǼ ǜǻǡ ǝȂ ǷǸ ǶǡǜǷǼ ǽǧǡ ǸǷǴȂ ǹǴǜǷǽǼ ǦǻǸȀǩǷǦ ǸǷ ǻǩǿǡǻǝǜǷǲǼ ǜǷǠ 

it is not clear to me how an adjective referring to a property of water could come 

to refer to a specific species of plant. Since we already need to assume a 

pre-Roman origin for the ending of this word, it is more attractive posit a 

pre-Roman origin for the entire form, as Wagner (DES I: 601) already suspected. 

3.2 Grasses, cereals and weeds 

3.2.1 Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon); bǾǽǟǧǡǻ Ǽ ǝǻǸǸǶ Ruscus acu-

leatus), holly (Ilex aquifolium) 
Reconstruction Forms 

1: *(nodu)-ollásu Paulis (1992: 417): oroȳȳá i˩le (1: Olzai), noroȳȳá i˩le (2: Ga-

voi), oroȳȳá u˩ (3: Ovodda) #ǡǻǶǾǠǜ ǦǻǜǼǼ Cynodon dactylon 

(L.) Pers. 

2: *alásu DES (I: 67-68): alá u˩ (4: Urzulei, 6: Triei, 9: Villagrande 

Strisaili, 12: Tortolì), ollá u˩ (13: Perdasdefogu, 14: Villaputzu) 

#ǡǻǶǾǠǜ ǦǻǜǼǼ Cynodon dactylon 

3: *aláse/-i DES (I: 67-68): alá e˩ (6: Désulo), alá ǧ˩u (8: Belvì), alá i˩ 

(10: Aritzo), olá˩ i  .ǡǜǷǜ 4ǜǻǠǸ  ǝǾǽǟǧǡǻ Ǽ ǝǻǸǸǶ Ruscus 

aculeatus L.); holly (Ilex aquifolium L.  

Blasco Ferrer (2019: 40): alá e˩  "ǾǼǽǩǼ  ǝǾǽǟǧǡǻ Ǽ ǝǻǸǸǶ 

(Ruscus aculeatus); holly (Ilex aquifolium 

In the material listed above, we find several similar formations for very different 

plants. On the one hand, there are the forms of types 1 and 2 ǻǡǢǡǻǻǩǷǦ ǽǸ #ǡǻǶǾ

da-grass (Cynodon dactylon  ǸǷ ǽǧǡ Ǹǽǧǡǻ ǧǜǷǠ  ǽǧǡ ǢǸǻǶǼ ǸǢ ǽȂǹǡ 3 are formally 

nearly identical with those of type 2, ǝǾǽ ǻǡǢǡǻ ǽǸ ǧǸǴǴȂ  Ǹǻ ǝǾǽǟǧǡǻ Ǽ ǝǻǸǸǶ. 

Type 2 and 3 seem to contain a base *alas-. Type 1 has been identified by Paulis 
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(1992: 417) as nóðu ǲǷǸǽ77 + *ollas-(ile), which would be the same etymon as type 

2 ollásu. 

There are several issues that require attention in these forms. Most obvious is the 

striking difference ǩǷ ǶǡǜǷǩǷǦ ǝǡǽȀǡǡǷ #ǡǻǶǾǠǜ ǦǻǜǼǼ ǸǷ ǽǧǡ ǸǷǡ ǧǜǷǠ and 

ǧǸǴǴȂ ǝǾǽǟǧǡǻ Ǽ ǝǻǸǸǶ on the other. Type 2 #ǡǻǶǾǠǜ ǦǻǜǼǼ  ǜǷǠ type 3 ǧǸǴ

ǴȂ ǝǾǽǟǧǡǻ Ǽ ǝǻǸǸǶ, though very similar, do differ in their final vowel, with -u in 

type 2 and -e, -i, -ǧu in type 3.78 This may suggest that these words reflect different 

original formations and that their similarity is the result of a coincidence rather 

than of a drastic semantic change.  

The single form in type 1 that does not carry the suffix -ile (i.e. oroȳȳá u˩), shares 

its final -u with type 2, speaking in favor of a shared origin of these types. It is 

difficult, however, to explain the difference between -l-/-ll- in type 1 and -ȳȳ- in 

type 1. While -l-/-ll- must go back to singleton *-l-, the -ȳȳ- found in type 1 can 

only reflect original geminate *-ll-. We are thus confronted with three recon-

structions: *ollásu #ǡǻǶǾǠǜ ǦǻǜǼǼ  ǽȂǹǡ  *alásu #ǡǻǶǾǠǜ ǦǻǜǼǼ (type 2), and 

*aláse/-i ǧǸǴǴȂ ǝǾǽǟǧǡǻ Ǽ ǝǻǸǸǶ  ǽȂǹǡ 3). Due to the perfect semantic match and 

phonological similarity, it is unattractive to separate types 1 and 2, even if the 

phonetic details cannot readily be understood. To account for the semantics of 

the apparent ǴǩǷǲ ǝǡǽȀǡǡǷ #ǡǻǶǾǠǜ ǦǻǜǼǼ  ǜǷǠ ǧǸǴǴȂ ǝǾǽǟǧǡǻ Ǽ ǝǻǸǸǶ  1ǜǾǴǩǼ 

(1992: 418) proposes that hypothetical *alas- may originally have referred to 

some other plant with spines. On the one hand this would have developed into 

#ǡǻǶǾǠǜ ǦǻǜǼǼ  ǸǷ ǜǟǟǸǾǷǽ ǸǢ the spiny appearance of this grass species (as 

reflected by its scientific name Cynodon ǠǸǦ Ǽ ǽǸǸǽǧ  ǜǷǠ ǸǷ ǽǧǡ Ǹǽǧǡǻ ǧǜǷǠ 

into holly, which has spiny leaves. Though imaginable, it would still be a rather 

striking semantic divergence of a word that occurs only in a rather limited area 

in Sardinia. 

 
77 5ǧǡ ǹǻǡǼǡǷǟǡ ǸǢ ǽǧǡ ȀǸǻǠ ǢǸǻ ǲǷǸǽ  ȀǸǾǴǠ ǝǡ ǠǾǡ ǽǸ the tendency of this type of grass 

to propagate itself through its stalks and roots, forming a very dense and tangly mat. The 

initial n- was supposedly lost due to its misinterpretation as belonging to the indefinite 

article (Paulis 1992: 418). 
78 The -ǧu must be secondary from *-i, since *-sǧ- regularly produces voiced -˩ - in Sardinian 

(Wagner 1941a: 150). 



102 The pre-Roman elements of the Sardinian lexicon 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.2.1: Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon  ǝǾǽǟǧǡǻ Ǽ ǝǻǸǸǶ 

(Ruscus aculeatus), holly (Ilex aquifolium) 
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Outside Sardinian, these words have been compared to Sic. alastra ǼǹǩǷȂ ǝǻǸǸǶ 

(Calicotome spinosa (L.) Link  -ǩǦ  la lastra, lástroga (Bertoldi 1928: 233 fn. 3; 

Battisti 1960: 373), Lig. arástra ǼǹǩǷȂ ǝǻǸǸǶ Calicotome spinosa  ǼǹǩǷȂ ǼǧǻǾǝ  

(Battisti 1960: 373; Paulis 1992: 418); Prov. ǜrɐ (dep. Alpes-de-Haute-Provence) 

ǝǻǸǸǶ  Ǡǡǹ  7ǜǻ  ǝǻǸǸǶ  ǝǻǜǷǟǧ ǸǢ ǝǻǸǸǶ  #ǡǜǻǷ  aroû ǝǻǸǸǶ   ala; Auv. 

alète (dep. Allier) ǟǸǶǶǸǷ ǝǻǸǸǶ   alista; Lang. orousto (dep. Aveyron) 

ǝǻǜǷǟǧ ǸǢ ǝǻǸǸǶ   alusta (FEW XXI: 107; Paulis 1992: 418); Lat. alaternus ǝǾǟǲ

thorn (Rhamnus alaternus L.  (Battisti 1960: 374).79 The Gallo-Romance and 

Italo-Romance forms suggest a base *ala that was extended with an *-st-suffix in 

ǼǸǶǡ ǟǜǼǡǼ  Ȁǩǽǧ ǽǧǡ ǶǡǜǷǩǷǦ ǝǻǸǸǶ  *Ƿ ǸǻǠǡǻ ǽǸ ǟǸǷǷǡǟǽ ǽǧǡ 4ǜǻǠǩǷǩǜǷ ǢǸǻǶǼ  

we would have to assume a different suffix *-ás- (cf. § 9.2.8), and a semantic 

ǟǧǜǷǦǡ ǽǧǜǽ ǟǸǾǴǠ ǡȁǹǴǜǩǷ ǽǧǡ ǟǸǡȁǩǼǽǡǷǟǡ ǸǢ ǽǧǡ ǶǡǜǷǩǷǦǼ ǝǻǸǸǶ  ǧǸǴǴȂ  ǜǷǠ 

#ǡǻǶǾǠǜ ǦǻǜǼǼ 

Although a connection between Srd. alá˩ e ǡǽǟ  ǝǾǽǟǧǡǻ Ǽ ǝǻǸǸǶǧǸǴǴȂ  ǜǷǠ ala, 

*alastra, *ali/usta ǝǻǸǸǶ  ǼǡǡǶǼ ǹǴǜǾǼǩǝǴǡ ǝǸǽǧ ǼǡǶǜǷǽǩǟǜǴǴȂ ǜǷǠ ǹǧǸǷǸǴǸǦǩǟǜǴǴȂ  

the existence of Srd. alá˩ u etc. and noroȳȳá i˩le etc. << *ollás- #ǡǻǶǾǠǜ ǦǻǜǼǼ  

which in fact has a wider distribution than the near-homophonous word for 

ǝǾǽǟǧǡǻ Ǽ ǝǻǸǸǶ ǧǸǴǴȂ ǹǸǼǡǼ ǼǸǶǡ ǼǡǻǩǸǾǼ ǼǡǶǜǷǽǩǟ ǜǷǠ ǹǧǸǷǸǴǸǦǩǟǜǴ ǟǧǜǴ

lenges. Perhaps this problem can be resolved by assuming two phonologically 

ǼǩǶǩǴǜǻ  ǝǾǽ ǷǸǽ ǺǾǩǽǡ ǩǠǡǷǽǩǟǜǴ ǢǸǻǶǼ ǻǡǢǡǻǻǩǷǦ ǽǸ ǧǸǴǴȂ  ǜǷǠ #ǡǻǶǾǠǜ ǦǻǜǼǼ  

ǻǡǼǹǡǟǽǩǿǡǴȂ  "Ƿ ǩǷǠǩǟǜǽǩǸǷ ǢǸǻ ǽǧǩǼ ǶǜȂ ǝǡ ǽǧǡ Ǣǜǟǽ ǽǧǜǽ ǽǧǡ ȀǸǻǠǼ ǢǸǻ #ǡǻǶǾǠǜ 

ǦǻǜǼǼ  ǟǸǷǼǩǼǽǡǷǽǴȂ ǡǷǠ ǩǷ -u  ǾǷǴǩǲǡ ǽǧǡ ȀǸǻǠǼ ǢǸǻ ǧǸǴǴȂ  ǝǾǽǟǧǡǻ Ǽ ǝǻǸǸǶ  ǜǼ ȀǡǴǴ 

as the geminate -ȳȳ- < *-ll- in noroȳȳá i˩le ǡǽǟ  #ǡǻǶǾǠǜ ǦǻǜǼǼ  Ȁǧǩǟǧ ǟǜǷǷǸǽ ǟǸǻ

respond regularly to the -l/ll - found in alá˩ u, ollá˩ u #ǡǻǶǾǠǜ ǦǻǜǼǼ  /ǡǿǡǻǽǧǡǴǡǼǼ  

ǩǢ ǽǧǡ 4ǜǻǠǩǷǩǜǷ ǢǸǻǶǼ ǩǷ ǡǩǽǧǡǻ ǶǡǜǷǩǷǦ  ǝǾǽ ǶǸǼǽ ǴǩǲǡǴȂ ǩǷ ǽǧǡ ǶǡǜǷǩǷǦ butch-

ǡǻ Ǽ ǝǻǸǸǶǧǸǴǴȂ  ǜǻǡ ǽǸ ǝǡ ǟǸǷǷǡǟǽǡǠ ǽǸ ǽǧǡ other Romance forms mentioned 

above, this provides us with potentially interesting information about 

pre-Roman linguistic connections in the Mediterranean (§ 11). Finally, Wagner 

(DES I: 67) also compares Srd. ala úli (§ 3.3.6), which probably means either 

ǝǾǽǟǧǡǻ Ǽ ǝǻǸǸǶ (DES I: 68)  Ǹǻ ǧǸǴǴȂ  (Paulis 1992: 417). 

 
79 Battisti also mentions Gr.  ǩǷ ǽǧǡ ǶǡǜǷǩǷǦ ǧǸǴǴȂ  "ǟǟǸǻǠǩǷǦ ǽǸ #ǡǡǲǡǼ (2010: 69), 

however, ǩǽ ǶǡǜǷǼ ǦǻǸǜǽǼ ǸǢ ǻǩǟǡ-Ȁǧǡǜǽ 
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3.2.2 Esparto grass (Lygeum spartum)  
Reconstruction Forms 

1: * ǧǳǳɳǥǜ/ 

* ǧǳǳɳǰǜ 

DES (II: 547-548): tinnía (Log.), zinnía (Sass.), tsinní;a 

(Camp.), ǧǳǳɳǜ (1: Orosei, 3: Triei), ǧǳǳɳ;a (2: /ǾǸǻǸ  ǡǼǹǜǻ

to grass (Lygeum spartum Loefl. ex L.)  

2: * ʱǳǳǧ DES (II: 547-548): tsónni, tsónnǧa, sónnǧa $ǜǶǹ  ǩǷ ǽǧǡ vil-

lages  ǩǠ 

The Sardinian forms for this word come in two types. Type 1 must go back to 

* ǧǳǳɳǥǜ, attested in the Condaghe di San Pietro di Silki as thinnigas (Bonazzi 

1900: sec. 425) and in the Condaghe di San Michele di Salvennor as tinigas 

(Maninchedda & Murtas 2003: sec. 164). The apparent preservation of intervocal-

ic *-g- as -;- in Camp. tsinní;a is unexplained; we would expect **tsinnía. The 

forms of type 2 require original *ónni, to which a secondary -a was added in 

tsónnǧa, sónnǧa, since inherited *-nnǧ- would have yielded **-nɟ- in Campidanese 

(cf. Wagner 1941a: 144). 

These Sardinian forms have been related by Bertoldi (1950: 16) to Nef. ts͛ nnít 

ǡǼǹǜǻǽǸ ǦǻǜǼǼ Lygeum spartum  ǜǷǠ tsunít ǝǜǼǲǡǽ ȀǸǿǡǷ ǢǻǸǶ ǻǾǼǧǡǼ  *Ǣ Ȁǡ 

compare more Berber material however  e.g. Nef. ts͛ nnít ǡǼǹǜǻǽǸ ǦǻǜǼǼ  ǸǢ 

ǩǷǢǡǻǩǸǻ ǺǾǜǴǩǽȂ ǢǸǻ ǻǸǹǡǼ  ǶǜǽǼ ǡǽǟ (Beguinot 1942: 237), Nef. tsunít ǝǜǼǲǡǽ 

(Beguinot 1942: 223), Tuar. tesȍnit ǝǩǦ ǝǜǼǲǡǽ Ȁǩǽǧ ǽȀǸ ǧǜǷǠǴǡǼ (Ritter 2009: 

434), Kb. isni ǝǩǦ ǝǜǼǲǡǽ ǶǜǠǡ ǢǻǸǶ ǡǼǹǜǻǽǸ ǦǻǜǼǼ (Dallet 1982: 783), Tazerwalt 

tisnit, tiznit ǝǜǼǲǡǽ ǾǼǡǠ ǢǸǻ ȀǸǻǲ ǩǷ ǽǧǡ ǦǜǻǠǡǷ (cf. Múrcia Sànchez 2011: 468; 

Argiolas 2020: 41; Laoust 1920: 37 fn. 4)  it seems evident that the original Ber-

ǝǡǻ ǶǡǜǷǩǷǦ ǩǼ ǝǜǼǲǡǽ ǶǜǠǡ ǢǻǸǶ ǻǾǼǧǡǼ ǡǼǹǜǻǽǸ ǦǻǜǼǼ  ǜǷǠ ǽǧǜǽ /ef. ts͛ nnít 

ǡǼǹǜǻǽǸ ǦǻǜǼǼ  represents a semantic extension. The Berber forms can go back to 

*sȍn7y/*s̆ n7y/*sȍnɹ/*s̆ nɹ.80 

As far as the Sardinian forms are concerned, especially Camp. tsónni etc. may be 

comparable to Bb. *s̆ nɹ. The other Sardinian forms, from *inníga, contain a -g- 

that is not present in Berber and that cannot easily be explained as an inherited 

Romance suffix either. Thus, while the comparison of Camp. tsónni ǡǼǹǜǻǽǸ 

ǦǻǜǼǼ  ǽǸ #ǝ  s̆ nɹ ǝǜǼǲǡǽ ǶǜǠǡ ǢǻǸǶ ǻǾǼǧǡǼ ǡǼǹǜǻǽǸ ǦǻǜǼǼ  ǶǜȂ ǴǸǸǲ ǹǻǸǶǩǼǩǷǦ ǩǢ 

Ȁǡ ǜǴǴǸȀ ǢǸǻ ǡǩǽǧǡǻ ǜ ǼǡǶǜǷǽǩǟ ǼǧǩǢǽ ǢǻǸǶ ǝǜǼǲǡǽ  ǽǸ ǡǼǹǜǻǽǸ ǦǻǜǼǼ  ǩǷǠǡǹǡǷǠǡǷǽǴȂ 

in Sardinian and Nefusi Berber or a similar polysemy at the time of borrowing, a 

direct relation between Srd. *ǧǳǳɳǥǜ and the Berber forms is much less convinc-

ing. 

 
80 Maarten Kossmann, p.c. 
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Figure 3.2.2: Esparto grass (Lygeum spartum) 






























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































