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Theaimofthis work is to increase our understanding of the linguistic prehistory
of preRoman Sardinidraces of extinct languages spoken in Sardinia before its
romanization are preserved in the toponymy and lexicon of the modern Sardini-
an language varietigghich descerfdom LatinThis study focusea the lexi-

cal evidencdt consists of five partgrresponding to the research objectives
that will allow us tehed light on the nature and affiliation of the languages of
preRoman Sardinia.

1

Part | provides an overview of the history of research oARbmane
languages of Sardinial)(8nd establishes a methodology for the analy-
sis and interpretation of the lexical evider@e (8

Part Il presents and discusses the relevant lexical evidence, byganized
semantic field (8 7).

Part 1l examines the lexical evidence for structural properties of pre
Roman Sardiniaspecificallyn the phonological & and morpholog-

ical (89) domains.

Part IV aims to uncover linguisticaffiliation of prd&Roman Sardinian,

by evaluating a numbeipoéviously proposéypotheses on this topic
(810, and by analyzing the geographic distributions-Bbpman cog-
nates foundithin and outside Sardirf§l ).

Part V summarizes and synthesizes the findiogan updated view of

our understanding of the linguistic prehistory of Sardinia, and proposes
possible further avenues of researth. (§



1 Sardinia and its linguistic background

Sardinia is the secalaggest island of the Mediterran8aa. 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, Sardbea has
longed to differespheres of influenaedifferent times. Most of these have left
linguistic tracem one way or anothém chronological order, Sardinia was part

of, or influenced by, the following foreign political powers: Carthage, Rome, the
Vandal Kingdom, the Byzantine Empire, the Pis&eaodesenerchant re-

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

ly the Italian state. By far the strongest influence was exéneciby of

Rome as evidenced by the linguistic romanization of Saidihighe possible
exception of the Vandal Kingdom, all other aforementioned political powers
have leftastingimprints,albeitin varying degrees, on the Sardinian language
(see Putzu 2019 for an overview).

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) thejlgpmkgh 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 afamalayly investigations

since the early 2@entury (see £3. The present study aimsaatribute to

this field of researdby synthesiimg and evaluatgthe lexical evidence for the
Sardinian substrate, its phonological and morphological features, and its linguis-
tic affiliation.

1.1 Thelanguages of Sardinia

The native language of most of Sardinia is Sardinian, whitineist tbentinu-

ation of Latin spokeémSardinia. As such, it is considered a separate language or
language branch in the Romance family tree (Bossong 2016: 65; Mensching &
Remberger 2016: 270; Lupinu 20281d8i&xn Sardiniais characterized by
considerable internal variatitts. varietiesireusually classified insonumber

of dialect group§'he main distinction is between Logudorese in the north and
Campidanese in the sautluorese in the centeastis either consideredh

*For an overview of the history of Sardinia, see Guidetti (1987)
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subvariety of the former, or a variety of its bwihe west, the Arborense dia-

lects are transitional between Logudorese and Campiidindise 1988;
Mensching & Remberger 2016: 270; Molinu & Florici©Oe®diws of the
Sardinian language, its linguistics, and its philology, can be found in Wagner
(19971950}, Atzori (1982), Contini & Tuttle (1982), Blasco Ferrer (1984a), Jones
(1997), Bossof®908: 22245) Mensching & Remberger (2016), Blasco Ferrer,
Koch & Marzo (2017), and Lupinu (2D@8)appendix to this volume contains

an overviewf some of the major historical phonological developments of Sar-
dinian as a whole, andtsindividual dialect groups.

Besides Sardinian, other Romance languages are spoken in smaller areas: the
SardeCorsican dialects of Sassarese and Gallurese in the north (Maxia 2017),
Catalan in and around the city of Alg{ieessi Schmid 2Q1a)d the Tabar-

chino variety of Ligurian in the Sulcis archipelago in the southwest (Toso
2017)(sdeigurel. ). These language varieties have gained a presence in Sardin-

ia in postlassical times and are a testimony to its diverse linguistic contacts
throughout history.



Sardinia and its linguistic backgrc 5

/
| SASSARESE
: Sassarie

LIGURIANC™S
S. Pietro £ ]

Figurel. The languages of Sardinia (Mensching & Remberger 201¢
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, aftentenah it

a process of administrative, cultural, and linguistic romanization. This was a
gradual procesk 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 ordéMeloni 1987Roman authority was established relative-

ly quickly inlie more densely populated fertile plains in the south and west of
the island The more centramountainous regioftavebeen argued to have
resisteasignificantly longg€byson 1985; Rowland 1085)

Various hypotheses have hgasitedregarding the linguistic romanization of
Sardinh. Wagnei(1928; 1997: I®)rgues for an early romanization of Sar-
dinia on the basis of certain lexical archaisms. He further notes lexical variation
between northerandsouthern Sardinig.géli e< LatHexnext toilvi < Lat.

lex § NNGIHDz , whiclag@interprets as resulting frawp separateaves of
romanizationThe first of these would hagached all of Sardinia, while the
second was more limited to the s@ithgner 1928: Bpwever, this does not
explairwhy some of the more archaic formations are found in the south, and the
innovativeonesin the north: e.g. Camp., Binou< Latfornusvs. Log., Nuor.

farru< Latfurnus N g(\&gyner 1928:18)) Blasco Ferr¢l989: 2@)isagrees

Ak &g 8 U Gp a-étep manization, but daedAayree that an vetial

of romanizatiomeachedll the way into the mountainous center of the island
(Blasco Ferrer 1989:2B% He datethe Latin of this first wave the time of

Plautus and Terence (i"e.23' century BCEandassumes it foe closely relat-

ed to the Latin dffrica(Blasco Ferrer 1989:4®4 Later waves of Latin would
haved Np &k p 34 A &N kpAGgapada 4u64Akpkd £ HN&AEA U
ticular local sources of innovation at various points i(Btaseo Ferrer 1989:

74 76) Thus,Wagner and BlasEerrer agree that tpeesumed conservative
natureN £ @®ga AkliGada&A NAE 4U04Akpklu £ HNGpelkpN
wave of romanizatioafter which it developed in relative isolalibis stance

isalso takeby Lupiny(2005) who essentially follows Wagner

A differentmodelis proposed by Vird&018: 125; 2020whoargueshat the
Campidanese dialectsiddactpreservesome more archaic featuilean the

2But recently more nuanced views have been put forward (Trudu 2012; Farre 2016; Canu
2016).
®0n the question of the archaicity of Sardinian as a whole, see Mensching (2004).
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northern Sardinian dialeé¥girdis argues that the Campidanese dithects

forecontinuea more archaic stage of Latidicative ofin earlier time of ro-

manization, even if the modern Logudédeseese dialecase more conserva-

tive®" p kHANAzlpe AaluGkalaekNp cingervaz k AAK A gAn|
tivism cannot be equated wigineater archaicityf language varieties, or vice

versaThis crucial distinction is absent BotnGp@AR8IAA # GlU AaN ' 444354 A
(1989accountdt is in any case clear that the linguistic romanization of Sardinia

was not aingleprocessasit wasinitiatedand completed at different times in

different placés.

1.3 The Sardinian substrate
The romanization of Sardinia was at the same time iEutogeanization.
While thestarting date of 238 BCE is early in terms of the former, it is compara-
tively late with regard to the lattehas long been noted that the Sardinian
toponymy and lexicaontainnumerous elementisat cannot satisfactorily be
etymologized within Lat{nf. Wagner 1932; 19972884for an overview)is
probable that at leagpartof thesstemfrom the language or languages spoken
on Sardinia at the time of the Roman condirestenortrinheritedelements
have been extensively studied by various authors, often in the context of sub-
strates in the wider geographical re§iona detailed history of the stafly
linguistic substrat@s Sardinia and elsewhere in the MediterrasearDevoto
(1955)Serr&1956)Paulis (2008),p A & /£n & a4 k {196G:A87®réidalA AN & Dz A
review of almost two centuries of literature on the topic. In what follows | will
present an overview of the most important literature regarding the Sardinian
substrate specificalRreviousvork on the Sardinian substrede roughly be
dividedinto threecategoriesall ofwhich have contributed to the ongoing de-
aliceda AaGUAAKkpPG 4UA4Akpkl £ GkpGOk £A#ka né&agkHs
1. Studies that focus on the specificities of thiminerited linguistic ma-
terial within Sardinia, without necessarily comparing it to phenomena
found outside Sardinia. Thexseliscussed in83.1
2. Studieghatobserve and compile similarities in-inberited linguistic
material between Sardinia and various other areas. This category com-

4The examples include some of the lexical variants discussed bi1928yaswell

as phonological and morphological features of Campidanese.

> 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.

® The attestations of Punic inscriptions well into the imperial igeiog indication

that thedefinitive romanizatiomust have beeremgthy procegéddams 2003: 209)
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prises the bulk of tkeudies in thearlest phases of substrate research
An overview of &se studieis given in 8L.3.2and the relevalgxical
evidencesdiscussed in Bl

3. Studieghat argue for the identification of theRwenan language of
Sardinia as a relative of some other, affesigaage. These present a
clearly defined linguistic scenario that can be tested by examination of
the data. The various proposals in this casegdiycussed in 83.2.1
and in 810

Various terms have been used to refer to tReman languages of Sardinia.

. NA® ANHHNp kAl &jbpkapr d1G&Hakadr [/ JgaducGka
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 pogsibde exclude Punjd} is by no means

certain(cf. 82.3)J1 As such, | prefer to use the more neutral, be it less compact,

A AHB NFAR 4 04Akpk U pnherieaNfeaturas/Bhittie maeldm &eg & p Np
Sardinian varieties of putative substrate origin.

1.3.1 Features of the Sardinian substrate

The languagaternal analysis of possibly 4rdrerited features does not im-
mediately shed light on the linguistic affiliations of afopran language in
Sardinia, but it does allow us to differentiate between what should and what
should not be comparéé. which features may indeed be eR@mean 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
preRoman linguistic dynamics within Sardinia.

1.3.1.1 The Sardinian pfRoman lexicon

With the exception dPunic loang§ 1.3.2,lonly a single word from a
preRoman language is directly attemtedidentifiablei.e. the forllURACS

5.2.2 inscribed othe ruragheAidu Entogn BortigaliGasperini 1992: 303

306) As a result, ounain source of evidence for language contact between Sar-
dinian Latin and other, local languag#e lexicorof theRomancearieties of
SardiniaCollections of Sardinian lexical material of proposBompen origin

can be found in Wagr{@p32; 1997: Z8D)and Hubschmi@l953)mportant
A2AHNGNGKAUG ANOAAAA AaGUAADzpGrioeya 404AKDpK
etimologico sardo%& 4 {1pP9Ryvork brizBarklitan plant namiEse
phonological and morphological features of Sardinian lexical items of
preRoman originhave usually been discussed per individual etymon, across
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many studies (cf.8&and §89). Nocomplete overview and evaluation of all pro-
posedoreRomarphenomenan the lexicomasas of ydbeen giverin chapter

8§ 8, | discusgphonological features found in words of presumdrbipran
origin, and evaluate whichthesecan be projected back to afRoean lan-
guageln chapter ®, the evidence f@roposeg@reRoman morphological fea-
turesin the Sardinian lexic@sreviewed.

1.3.1.2 PreRoman toponyms in Sardinia

Another important line @vidence are Sardinian place names, many of which
have been argued to be ofRwman origirOverviews can be foundSiarra

(1956: 1818; 196@aulis(1987; 2008yVolf(1998a)andPittau (2013)From

Meyer o [IA25WECussion of plRoman toponyms of therian Peninsu-

la onwardsyarious scholars have relied on toponymic evidence to posit phono-
logical or morphological properties ofRmman Sardinian languageswell

(e.g. Terracini 1927; Bertoldi 1928; Serra 1960; Hubschmid 1963a; Wolf 1998a; Pau-
lis 2008) or to argue faertainlinguistic affiliations of the substr@ertoldi

1928; Serra 1954a; Hubschmid 1963a; Pittau 1995; Blasca Ferrene2id17)
odological reasons outlined i@.%.2.2 this studywill focus primarily on the
lexical evidence, rather than toponymic evidence.

1313 Substraténduced features of Sardinian

Besides lexical and toponymic elements of potentibrpen 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 |ahgsiages.
commonly discussed in this regard are the following phenomena:

1 Loss of inherited ih the Barbaricine diale¢esg. Bertoldi 1937a: 169;
Wagner 1997: 285; Iribarren Argaiz 1997: 338; Paulis 2008: 34; Blasco Fer-
rer 2010a: 85)

1 Development of inheriteld &sz in the Barbaricine diale¢esg. Wag-
ner 1997: 285)

1 Vowelprothesis before inherited initial ih Campidanesg.g. Ber-
toldi 1937a: 169; Wagner 1997: 285; Iribarren Argaiz 1997: 338; Paulis
2008: 34; Virdis 2020: 35)

Both the loss of-‘and the rise of a prothetic vowel before initiaae been

seen as evidence for the presence of a Basque or Iberian substrate in Sardinian
(Bertoldi 1937a: 169; Blasco Ferrer 2010a: 85; Virdis\28g0e@597: 285)
compares the presence (ds the outcome dfih various Sardinian dialects)

to the phonological systems of-ABiatic languages.
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However, both the loss fdirfd the developmerk =2 have been shown be of

more recent nature in the Barbaricine dialects, and are thus not informative on
the phonological characteristics of any substrate larfiguaBaulis 1984a:

Ixxxi Ixxxv, xcxcvii; Wolf 2011: 613; Loporcaro 20Ithesdga of vowel
prothesis before initial- lue to some Iberian substrate influence is more resili-
ent (e.g. recently Virdis 2020:B#sque does not allow wnitlal r-, adding a
prothetic vowel in Latin and Romance loans (eegreBe. DX P Gregen), - U &
a feature that is probably shared with ancient Aquitanian and(Netieth

ena 1990: 3&33)Proving that the Sardinian phenomenon must be caused by
substrate influence from a-R@man language of therian Peninsuia diffi-

cult. Pauligl984a: xxx fn. 4etes that similar phenomena are found elsewhere

in Romance to@nd estrictions against initial /r/ amosdinguistically com-

mon (Labrune 202lt)isthereforegossible thahe development of a prothetic
vowel beforer¥in Campidanese is simply the result of Sarditeéamal pho-
nological developmeritd preRoman lberian origin of this phenomenon re-
mains speculative.

1.3.2 The Mediterranean substrate

The study of the pRoman linguistisituation inSardinia cannot be seen sepa-
rately from the study of such linguistic substratesviider geographical re-

gion. From the early"2@entury onwards, numerous studies havecoeen
ductedon the prd&Roman elements in Romance languggpscially in the

early stages of substrate research, prgmysalsevolved around the concept

of a Mediterranean unity, in cultural as well as linguistic terms, before the In-
do-Europeanization of Eurofoé. Ribezzo 1919: 104; 1920: 83; Bertoldi 1928: 222;
Terracini 1936: 53itially, 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 authgrsPhilipp 1920: 2486; Ribezzo
1920: 8®7;Terracini 192Bertoldi 1928)n most studies onith . a Ak £d 44l p a
up A Bardiatebhiisshad a prominent(obldDevoto 1955; Craddock 1969:
1847; Wigman 2023: 2@ As the details of the Mediterranean hypothesis
have always remainsdmewhatzague with regard to the concrete historical

and linguistic scenarios tlaae to benferred, it is no surprise that diverging
proposals have been put forward to account for the Sardinian atteSieel data.

"Cf. Pauliél984a: xxxixxii) for a possible scenario.
80n the use of toponyms as evidence for substrate conne&mns2 .
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NANANAEIGAE OAESLIGGA kpoNGsa GiAaadL NA& CWOEE:
different regions in the Mediterranean in varying chronological orders
One of the first hypotheses that were firmly grounded in linguistic ianalysis
Terracini (#927: 14B46) Onthe basis of an analysis of the endings found in
Sardinian toponymiseli 4 Gda £ ®glie 4U0a4Akpkli AUE kpeadd A£a
particularone that unites it with Africa and Iberia, and another that seems to
gluosa keAk dapead kp é'agedlrstQJN/hlehgvauwhaves Ad4dga
been stronger and more duré‘bTerracml(1927 146)a Gk aga £ ®&ylua& &gl
ro* sdadkiap @N n, WHicAvewdE pas$§ibly beirdlahek @ unic pres-
ence in Sardinishould bableto beanalyzd with the help dBerber and Liby-
an. Bertold{1928gliscusses pfeoman suffixes and roatsichheidentifies in
various Sardinian toponyntargelyin agreemenwith Terracinihe posits a

- k Sd&deNo a 4 k U [(Bertotlidl 828: 240¥#=r, he connects tlushe
Libyan and Iberian migrargnd mercenarigsSardinia described by Pausanias
(X: 17; Bertoldi 1937a: 148) 151) U GAN kp®addndax/A 5a44u0akpk £
Up &g4a4aped a ARt UppoeastiNGERAIKDU [(Bertollidd28:4 p &
250; 1939: 10eideabehindeg k £  -AdpeadeN G & [} Psbasedd 4 a P &
Np aNHmkpma@mmpmﬁp"Gaﬁa&éépwwmp 1A4api.
an$ 0 ¥a 0 Ak 0 p all & NWhith aréhcknpit¢l A6 Sardinian topoagms
well (Bertoldi 1928: 2£%0) With regard tahe preRoman substrate of Italy
Bertoldi (1936: 296; 1939: l@@kesl Ak &k paa&ek Np osa&Adap up

an" pua&NGkup aGarape Rpa’eéNAéjééA Aka’eg ®g a
UpA 0 pBakKEP pkhael @GNGaHAaApE ylie AULA ANHAGNA
due to their mutudihguistic affinity?Thisis contradictory to his idea that the

original preRoman language of Sicily (i.e. Sicanian) was related to languages in

Iberia and SardiniZED G G a A&k p G U & Np pAedgeadkeNgp &N ¢k £ "p
aghdadape s P& &gl %(Béﬂdl’jl J@&?Elﬂﬂ)ﬂ)ﬁuaa&u ®a A &N & &4

ly, i is not made clear how the ideslldhes&k p AanapAapea® Gk p GOk A&k & a'
relates to the idea of a single Mediterrangiae substrate, to which Bertoldi
(1928: 222bscribesn later articles, Bertoldi takes the idea of a Mediterranean

M2 s & M 4

° kpead £aal &l nu@&haM@mé@a@&&Eﬁm A B amﬁaam
G UG&&l adga nu&ad Usahd kG AON dapeldN paG s5kaldapnN
10Cf. Bottiglion{1929: 104yho identifies toponyms of Iberian, Ligurian, and Etruscan

NAKkGkp kp $NAAkalL 102244k pRA&KEGCEAARGIPDBEARAURARE
UBertoldi(1937a: 1852/ &4 G U &4 £ £ I03E 283R4)p®pbse codespdnd-

ences between the Sardinian substrate and Berber languages.

2This is especially curichscauset & & &N G A KEa PED k & k Rasdnagh k 6 aA MEANH &:
theEtruscarendonym denotingtruria(Bonfante & Bonfante 1983: 218)
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substrate as a gieng. Bertoldi 1929; 198@hout specifying the extent of this

phenomenon, or the historical reality that would have been bedhingtt.

otherarticlegBertoldi 1931; 1932; 19@3)erous lexical comparisons are made,

AkegN@&e U adGauh &ANpPDAGOAKND l-fpreadN &g a apaa
word families would have origingtfdCraddock 1969:3¥for a discussion of

#a4&NGAk K IngonkdstNa® £4 #eGhikkeli £ kpaedkaled A£iapil
returrsto a more clearly define@w of the Mediterranean substaategenea-

logical linguistic unf{e.g. Alessio 1935: 148t 1944: 1@f#thougthe allows for

internal dialectal variatigAlessio 1944: 1008) However, this does not mean

®egle " GaLAEkN £ gAnNNxgagkaAgk Gha HNAA ANpAAaeE
fact operate with an additional, more recent substrate layer in Sardinia that

would have its provenance in Néifica(Alessio 1957: 263)general, Alessio

EhaAgapaeGA 4daok AkeAk #a4&NGAk £ ANHNUAK END AE
to the equation. | agree with Cradqb®k9: 428§ U & "GaKkEkN Galosvark ac
impartial reader with a far less favorable impression than in the case of Bertoldi

Most specific, but also most comjreterms of stratification of the substrate
lexicon, are the studies by Hubschwiitb also dedicated considerable atten-

tion to the Sardinian substrate specififidifpschmid 1953jis comparisons

of putative prRoman 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 materMbre than Bertoldi and Alessio, Hubschmid at-
tempts to explain the observed linguistic facts with historical scenaltios

hough often of speculative nafigg. Hubschmid 1950a: 226; 1950b: 133)
Hubschmid does not depart fromathpeioriassumption of a unified Mediterra-

nean substratum, but posits varioudno@European language families that
would at various times have expanded and réc¢bdedviediterranean region.

Among higg AnNe&egaZa £ G ada &g U dgandadone rece8 P4 U Aadk alp
andwide&£n 4 & 0 A -$ U) kadnAakpiNpboth E@hickeeild bade had

some relation to Basdttubschmid 1953: 91; 1960a: 24, 40; 196 EG6)f-

rican substrate is based mainly on comparisons between Sardinian, Berber and
Basque, as well@ascomparand&rom GalleRomance and Insular Celtic. The
HispaneCaucasian substrate includes comparisons betarelsfitom Sardin-

ian, Basque, Occitan, Alpine Romance varieties, Greek, Caucasian languages,
even reaching Burusha@kubschmid 1953: 10%ese two language families

(as Hubschmiseeghem) 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 Hubsch(i@b3a: 1448)
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In Sardinia we can assume at least six32atBoiaringuistic strata

1) an oldesEurafrican substrate, which in the south encom-
passed NorthweAfrica, 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 Hispand& aucasian 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 Nafriba tog

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

5 U -keaAlp ) U Hk &k & Do bl 2a
Semitic substrate

6) perhaps another, unknown, very old Faedinian sub-
strate **

On the whole, no amount of linguistic data adduced by the substratists discussed
has been able to lend wigeead acceptanceammyconfiguration of the Medi-
terranean hypothesiBhe main problem is that the scenarios proposed are so
allencompassing and abstract, and at the samsotiaguely defined, that

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

posals may someday prove to be close to th@hisith exacerbated by the

lack of a clearly delineated methodology as to how formally and semantically
different twocomparandare allowed to héntil the comparisons rejected

Another weaknesgi® heavy reliance on toponyms as evidfence.

Evenif the resulting hypotheses fail to convincdatpeamounts of lexical

data gathered from a wealth of disparate sources especially by Bertoldi, Alessio
and Hubschmjdreimpressive in their own right, and | have made grateful use
NE @®§aska A& g SiGly Bh&Emanyacradibtideseaficak ompad k /£
sons with relevance to the Sardinian substrate that have been aregissed

cussed in 810n the basis of the geographic distribution of the accepted com-
parisons, | discuss conclusions that can potentially be drawn on any prehistoric
linguistic connections §11.411.5

3(Translation mine).
“See &.1.%0or a discussion of these methodological issues.
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1321 " pN&a Np -k Goakup

54 pNa&kNp NA Gp Upak apihe contakt@ided-u p

terranean substrate eleme6@tassical sources mention a people tajladin

- Ua&kp .Everin antigkit), idéa& én&dhBzthnological, political, and

linguistic identity of thieiguri varied and sometimes contradicted each. other

Some sources plddguriin the IberiarPeninsula, others between the Iberian

Peninsula and the Rhéne, and yet others east of the Rhéne into northern Italy
Faa #Ua&ek N ddisioi, Aere@vE inentbAs o idu-

rian presence in Corsica and in $@iyo 1878: Ab0; Mullenhoff 1892: 171

193; Kretschmer 190E8109; Mullen 2013:.27)the 19 century, thetiguri

werewidelyheld to be a piedo-European peop{&retschmer 1905: 10B0Y

There are no inscriptions that can be attributed with certainty to a lapguage
the name dfigurian Thesoleevidence ailanguagspoken byheLiguri(pro-

vided thathe termLiguriindeed refexto the speakers of a single language) is
limited to personal names and topongivhdlen 2013: 2@)his very limited

record has paradoxically not stopped authors from indulging in various types of
farreaching speculatior@lassifications of the Ligurian language have ranged
from prelndo-European to a separate branch offugopean to aariety of
Celtic.Cuno (1878: 91) is the first to identiyighdas a Celtic peopkased

on inscriptional evidend&retschme(1905: 99, 12aYorectlassification as an
independent Ind&uropean branch, close to CElfibe idea of Ligurian being
anunattested Ind&uropean language is continmedore recenscholarship

(e.g. Hubschmid 1953: 1118 Paulis 1992: 305; Dworkin 2012: 20; Mullen 2013:
29). NAEe FdaAgapa®GA § N leatirdsms amord generated 4 H
label referring to substrate phenomena roughly in the area of the southwestern
Alps, i.e. modedny Liguria and surroundirfgsy. Battisti 1928; 1960; Bertoldi
1928; 1937b; Alessio 1944; 1949; Ambrosihiid ®®8)always cleahether

Ligurian is used purely as a geographic indesiarAlessio 1957: 23&sar

specific hypothetical predo-European languages in Bertoldi 1937b: 143)
sometimes proposed that there was a connection between Ligurian and Iberian
(Bertoldi 1928: 229; Alessio 193B42t4dubschmid 1953; tfi@hat Ligurian

was also found in Sicily (e.g. Alessio 1944: 9@Nbtallly)igurian has also

This idea was partly rooted in contemporary racial tifebfi@stschmer 1905: 109).
®*However, the inscription on the basis of which Kretschmer (1905: 99, 127) classifies
Ligurian as an Indeéuropean language is now considered to be Légo&tiiter et al.

2022: VB-3.1)

GUupGaiuC
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been mentioned as one of the linguistic substrates of Gaglidikessio 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 dfigheN & UpA Np &ga
GOk fEek & & GUEEk £k Al ek ND MuEen@QH 2BZ) naNnGa £ 0
rightly calk for caution in attributing any specific linguistic or historical reality

&N &®gya @®adH -kGgakup muckoftEdsafg- @ga @®aadH
ness as a label for substrate phenomena, regdnletber thessubstrates

are of Inddcuropean or pl@ado-European nature.

1322 " pNe&a NP *aadkup

- kDA kp e«ga adA&a N A frequnuded ksiaflabel foreeg & a4 H
certain substrate phenomdmaproponents of the Mediterranean substrate

hypothesis *HAHARPK U peaturedhdve Hesrfi postdune and

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

toldi 1928: 229, 2389; Terracini 1936: 67; Bertoldi 1937b: 144, 151, 160, 169; Ales-

sio 1944: 263; Devoto 1955: 219; Battisti 13@0):BulFschmid 1960a: 7; Paulis

1992: 2Mhese have usually been explaints$tEying t@a migration from the

IberianPeninsula to Sardinia in prehistoric tiffeeg. already Wagner 1907a:

408) *p &gk /£ ANp@aaa® AaaAoape AaKadapaa kA&
that there was at some point an Iberian migration to Sardinia led by Norax (Fra-

zer 2012a: 92898). It is difficult to verify if this semythical migration could

explain the linguistic facts.

Unlike Ligurian, however, Iberian refers to an actually attested language. Iberian
was a noindo-European languaggtested irca. 230Mscriptions, found from

the southeastern coast of Spain to the Languedoc region i{Merencell &

Velaza 2020: 59B Hoz2009; 2011: 58)argues that Iberian was spoken
natively in the southeastern part of the IbBaamsula, and that it expanded

to the northeasis acommercialingua francaVelaza (2019: 162) on the other
handargueshat Iberian was in fact spoken as a native language across the area
where it is attesteeyen if itvould havexpanded just prior the earliest in-
scriptional evidenc&/hatever the case, there is onomastic evitsnoaent-

ing the existence gfet another,nonindo-Europeananguage spoken in the
northeastern part of the area where Iberian is attested (Untermaroni969)
termann ntes structural similarities of Aberian personal names in Iberian
inscriptions in southwestern France to personal necoedednore eastward

along the modern French Mediterranean &msiite being aware of the issues
surrounding that terfef. §1.3.21d Gloa GA &gk £ NpPNHUI £Aekd ngap
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4 k Uptermann 1969:%®. On the basis of this nlrerian onomastic materi-

i G (NAANAgUx®a GOk UpPpA 70GGa3N

PNOAE GupGoliGa kp 3NGAAk GGNBeyanpthe $ U &l GNPk U
onomastic evidence, lexical subst@teectionbetween IberiaandLigurian

(and Sardinignhave beemsuggeste¢Kretschmer 1905: 1DHD; Battisti 1928:

672; Alessio 1935:1¥4% Terracini 1936: 67)

Iberian was long thought to be related to B&Sqiigiia 2019: 22921) How-

ever, with the decipherment of the Iberian script came the realization that
Basquaes irrelevant tainderstanding Iberian tex@rdufia 2019: 22Basque

and Iberian do not appear to be closely relatedadrelated at allty struc-

tural similaritiesnay beexplained aresulting fromanguage conta¢Gorro-
chategui 1995; Trask 1995°TH® conflation of Iberian and Basque as consti-
®&B&k PG U [k p 6 frésent ivizdyp plisidations by p@focAenta of

the Mediterranean substrate hypoth{esis Bertoldi 1937b; Alessio 1944: 109 fn.
114; Hubschmid 19531187Battisti 1960: 3&3)ersistevenin more recent
scholarshige.g. Blasco Ferrer 2017:H8iyever, thdact that Iberian and
Basque were n@tlosely related implies that comparisons ofRoman lin-
guistic features of Sardinian to Ba&jl@ Bcannot be used as direct evidence

in favor of an Iberian migration to Sardinia. Convers&pnpaa correspond-
ences between Sardinian and languages in the Remiiasula other than
Basqud8 11.2.1dre no direct evidence in favor of the presence of a Vasconic
language in pfiRoman Sardinia.

Paulis (2008jotessome similarities between features of the Sardinian substrate
and of the Iberian languabeephonological constraints that appear to operate

in the preRoman toponymaf the Barbagia di Ollplais described by Wolf
(1998a: 285) are similar to those observed in lheaimwell as to those recon-
structed bysorrochategui andakarrg2001jor Proto-BasquéPaulis 2008: 32

33) Additionally, various Iberian personal names are reminiscent of medieval
Sardinian personal names of probablRgmrean origin (Paulis 2008: Baylis

(2008: 48) interprets these structural similarities, as well as the handful of Sar-
dinianBasque lexical correspondences, as evidencébfmiaamorigin of the
preRoman language of Sardinia. In his vielinghisticancestors of Basque,
Iberian, and th8ardinian substrateould have coexisted in the IbeRanin-

sula ca. MO0 9000 years ago. This time deptbughlytwice that of the

YIn generalasconistseem to be less optimistic about a genetiatlimkatever time
depth between Basque and Iberian themianistde.g. Trask 1995:80 cf. Ordufia
2019: 221)
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Indo-European language famitpwever, making inlikely that supécial
linguistic features as personal names woudtdignizablypreservednto the
attested descendent languadysreover, His dateappears to primarily be
based on genetitsightysuch as Vona & Cald 2006; Caramelli et ath2d07)
have since been surpassed due to the rapigpdevetoin the study of ancient
DNA(cf. Calo et al. 2021)

1.3.3 Proposed connections between the Sardinian substrate and at-

tested languages
Apart fromthe unattested substrata of unknown affili&ibrg1.3.2 various
known languages or relatives thereof have been proposed to be spoken in Sar-
diniaprior tothe Roman conque$hese include Punici8.)1 Berber (30.2,
Basque (80.3 and Etruscan {®.3 With the exception of Punic, for which the
historical context is welhderstoodsach of thesanguages figugprominent-
ly in Mediterranean substrate comparisoh88 U A nlid& NA GULAGaa a0
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 Berbe(Argiolas 2012; 202BasquéBlasco Ferrer 2010a; 2010b; 2014r2017)
EtruscanPittau 1995)These hypotheses are mutually exclusivelQirihg
relevant evidence for each of these hypoihie=sgswed.

1.3.3.1 PhoeniceéPunic

Of all proposed connections between the Sardiniamhadted lexicon and

some no#indo-European language, Punic is the mosestedtilished. The first
Phoenician settlemergsmergedn Sardinia in the eighth century BBd&hdi

1987a; 1987bhese eventually came under Carthaginian influence from about
500 BCEBondi 1987ayntil 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) centyBod 1987d;
Adams 2003: 2095 presence of more than a millenniith centuries of
continuity into the Roman peridgiven these fadise presence of Phoenician

or Punic elements in niovmerited Sardinian is expectEle first attempts at
identifying these were made by Spano .(18¥@jtunately, Spasees a Ca-
naanite or Phoenician etymology behind almost any Sasdirdahlisety-
mologies caalmost invariablgedismissedcf. Wagner 1957: 37). W4da8e:

212; 1997: 188, 1957: 1@9)nsteadoroposes a Phoendeanic origin for a

8There 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 diyeatte %
century CEMeloni 1987: 290)
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small number of lexical itethsypothesizinghat Phoenician and Punic lin-

guistic influence was restricted to the plains of Campidano and P1&%argia

158§° The corpus of Phoentonic etymologies in the Sardinian lexicon has

been expanded by Pagli®90) While Paulis accepts more evidencalsbe

Aa3adaek ANHA NAE alitepank timd difidculyékagad n & N NAEL GAE
lyzing the material is thabtnall acceptegunicisman Sardinia have a clear

Semitic etymologyn factArgiolag2010: 224)has suggested some to be of

Berber origin. The evidence for Punic loans in Sastlisanssed in®.1

1.3.3.2 Berber

Multiple ancient sourcéda p ek Np G Hk GAl&k Np NA -koAlupE£E

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

45 (Cicero 1984:24B).linguistics too, various scholars have operated with an
"EAKAGD N& withik thél Sapinian Shbstratgpigadlypnee

formed by lexicabmparisons to Berl{erg. Terracini 1927; 1936; Bertoldi 1928:

241; 1937b: 148, 151; Wagner 1932: 222d328R@63erra 1954a; 1960; Hub-

schmid 1953: 91; 1960a: 24, 40; 1965: 156; Alessidrd@inly26@piolas

(2012; 2020) has argued for a Berber substrate in Gaalinthe possibility

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

(Paulis 2008: 42; Argiolas 201R4P3 keyguestion is whether it is necessary

to posit an independent NeAfrican substrate, predating Punic presence in

Sardinia. This, arfitktproposed Berb8ardinian comparisqgase 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, | 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

Hia &g N A UAa akeadA oaxAdap UpGGa oAlaDaaek
ProteBerber, | adhere to the system used by Murcia Sanchez (2011), which is the

main source diereconstructed Berber forms cited.

o)
m.
Q

Y434 UGAN '&dkaAdkag £ Hk GAGA n NAk &k ¢ &
2 Wagner also discusses possible Phoenician origins of a range of(Wpgngms

1932: 20812; 1997: 1857; 1957: 88, 78104) which are outside the scope of this

study Cf. also Pau(il990: 62639)

2Cf. Fraze2012b: 328211898 for a discussion.
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1.3.3.3 Basque

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

that Basquds a major suspect when it comes to the identification of
norrinherited linguistic material in the languages of Europe. While it is in itself
reasonabléo assuméhat the Basque language at some pgnrehistoryhad

relatives that were spoken in the wider regidogst not followhat all pre
Indo-European languages were related to Basque. In fact, even the Basque lan-
GouGa A£ aGNFEafkse pakGgeaNAa kp UpekAdk &A
to it, despite being prelndo-European languagmo (cf. Gorrochategui 1995;

Trask 1995: 79%or the SardiniaBasque connections posited in the framework

NAE &§a .aAk®eadAdlpalp2 £0o A4 liead gAnNNe&ya £k £

*
]
Q-

Duringthe last decades,number chuthors have discussed apparent connec-
tions between Basque and Sardinian. Santo Moreno (2000: 174) interprets the
putative SardiniaBasque lexical correspondences d&qgmariVanderwaorter

rather than remnants of extinct language families. BeR@EON8®8) sees

the preRoman Sardinian substrate as part of a larger-Basgasian maero

family. Paulis (2008: 20) notes some possible similarities of medieval Sardinian
personal names to Aquitanian and Iberian personal names.

In a recent accourthe relation between Basque and theRpnean lan-

guage(s) of Sardiniaxplored highly concretdly Eduardo Blasco Ferrer. In a

series opublications he argues that the ffteman toponymic evidence on
Sardiniademonstratean ancient migration dasconispeakerso Sardinia

(Blasco Ferrer 2010a; 2010b; 2011; 201)4 &G A q199&ahservd) 8 NGAE £
tions on recurringpatternsin Barbaricine toponyms of ®eman origin, he

divides synchronicalbpaque Sardinian toponyms into segnsengosedly

relatedto Basque lexical rooEor instancethe Ogliastran toponynilaj
Dodoliaandlridolai analyzed asidtai, *dodohiai and fri-dolai, in his view,

allthreecontain a cognate of Bdol o G(BI&k#o Ferrer 2011: 88)

#GU AN ' a4 4 dike higcordiasinis NedeBpGyidbldmatic. First

and foremostt, is impossible to establiek Benennungsmotiviethe hundreds

of preRoman Sardinian toponyms a consequenttee meanings attributed

to them arexclusively based on the proposed Basque etymologies and therefore
speculativeéo the extreme. Additionally, our understanding afettieational

processelsehindthe formation of these toponyms is limited to the observation

2See Tragl995)or 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 rddusessentially does not

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

morphemes' £ U & & A0 G #2011 #38nalyssd bf mpoayhlkairh /£

dolaias <iti-dolaiis entirelarbitrary. As such, the forms and meanings of the
FHINAnhgaHaAl e@eglue GUAa kAapak MBasde kp 4UGAAKpkIL

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

able on the basis of the evidence.

What isvorse the Prot@asque phonological system as reconstructed by Mich-

elena (1990) is dated to arowvml thousangears agfTrask 1995: 67Mhis

postdates both the Phoenician and Roman arrivals on Sandirdbso post

dateseg & U & & k# U EARMIE A &GoPEcerEhefgnd B 0 AAK Pk U
millennium BCE, if we foll@kasco FerréﬁOlOa 162; 2017880Even if we

Aanlida®e AANH -UDAAAL A kpaeadpi
to-Basquethere aranultiple millennia in which virtually no language change

must have occurreckither in the direct ancestor of Bagmran its hypothet-

ical sister language on Sardinia.

_____

*p AKgNae # Gl ARoOman Sadlidia Heguidficalykvasbonid £ 1 4 &
can be considered unsubstantiated, due to its reliance on morphologically and
semantically opaque toponydEhis does not mean that a prehistoric migra-

tion from Iberia to Sardinia, or any other type of connection betwrRemane

Sardinia and Basque igled out it simply does not follow from thaterial

adduced by Blasco Ferfary claim of prehistoric ties between Sardinia and
Iberia must be supported by lexical evidewbading 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 forn2s1(gf’ 8he

proposed lexical correspondences between Sardinian and Basque are discussed
in §10.3

1.3.34 Etruscan

Like Basque, Etruscan was almemEuropean language spoken amidst In-
do-European languages. Unlike Bagtuescardied out around thé& dentury
CE(Wallace 2008. Bs for most of the apparentlylpde-European languages

23Cf. Wolf (2011) and Loporcaro (2013) for a+ha@enitey Ak A3 OAAKND NA # GU £&N
methodology.

“r GegNOGy #GuAaN ' 34434 £ 6kaAAgk AN pNe&e AFaaH &N
linguistic circles, they have unfortunately found their way into some genetfe.gtudies

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

etc., the linguistic affiliation of Etruscan has long puzzled qbMalkse

2008: 21218) At this point, the only languages that are commonly accepted to

be related to Etruscan are thagRc language in the Alps, and the Lemnian
language on the Greek island of Le(Riws998: 60; Wallace 20082238
3AGUAAKkpPG ®ya agvapegduiG naANgaplipaa NAE &§kE
are two main hypotheses. One is that the Etruscans as well as the Rhaetians orig-
inated in Anatolia, of which Lemnian would loeah vestigéSchachermeyr

1929; Beekes 1993; 2003; Van der Meer 2004; Kloekholst 2fi22ais that

Etruscan and Rhaetic were native to #atil,emnian a colonial offshoot of
Etruscan(De Simone 1998: 40B0; Wallace 2008: 222; Oettinger 2010; Simon
2021: 245)With regard to pf@oman Sardinia, the ideéook ofits languages

being related to Etruscan is by no means absurd. Sardinia and Efearia are
graphically in close proximigndanEtruscan presence has bdEmonstrated

in CorsicgWallace 2008:. 3till, any hypothesis of a Tyrrhenian language being
spoken in prlRoman Sardinia must be supportecbmpellinginguistic evi-

dence.

The scholar that has argued in favor of a connection betweefRtmeapre

language(s) of Sardinia and Etruscanfemesntly is Pittau. Pitta{1984: 18

20; 1995; 1997:a&2@)ies that the pRoman language of Sardinia (J 4,iInG k &
hisdefinition), wasa sister language to Etruseandl as such part of the Tyrrhe-

nian language familjuragic and Etruscan would have been introduced to Sar-

dinia and Etruria respectivedyl 000 BCitEom AnatoligPittau 1995: 147, 171

172)More specifically, the putative introduction of Tyrrhenian in thesaplaces

well as in Corsica, the Balearic islands amlgetfen Peninsul@Pittau 1995:

148157)is connected to a-called &g U GU AEN& Al 4 A UpA apA&Egkp é
®ga -AAkup naNnGa NAE "plu&NGki lkeeeld £ §/
historiographical, archeological and linguistic arguments. wirigcus on

1kl @ £ GkpGOk £xkad UGAGOHApeAE

''k& £ UpA ANOESAIRN HEEF3ZBdnRestienib&wedh Etruscan

and Lydiarcannot be accepteBven if one does not agree with the common

view that Etruscan is not an Hxlwopean langua@geg. Wallace 2008: 1, 216

217)it is most definitely not an Anatolian language, which Lydian ¢®arly is

mon 2021; Kloekhorst 202&8b)a logical consequence &( a | 240U Gk & GlipG¢g
posited by Pittau for gRoman Sardinia, cannot have been relateotio

*The genetic findings of Posth et al. (2021) are more consisdamiuvgtithonous
Italian origin of the Etruscans.
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Etruscan and Lydian. To my knowledgedondzuropearinatolian presence
has ever been proposed for Sardinea - AAk U p gtherefbreact & £k £ Ak GG
be pursued any further here.

A hypothetical connection between-Roenan 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 @B@t 19233)consists of

four categories. These are: 1) comparisons of Sardinian forms of suspected
preRoman 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 addmnesmberof caveats. Firstly, even though Pit-
tau(1995: 196hjects 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. Hesalgi®onomastiand toponymimaterial

can be used if the compared forms consist of a significant string of phonemes,
AkHkpk £k pG e&ga A4k £Dz NAE ([EN& @Ok &eNGBA GNHNA G
ty remains. We could find an egyffiabldong 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 fteman 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 EtruscanRomagre
Sardiniararediscussed in®.4
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2 Methodology

The study of prehistoric substrate languages comes with seveBgl defires.
tion, these languages are often not directly atmstédydid not leave any
attested descendantss a resulthe existence of any rattested substrate
languageincludingits propertiesgcan only bénferredfrom the traces it left
throughcontact withthe languaggthat survived itExpectedlythis leaveam-

ple room for speculatiesoncerningphonological and grammatical featofes
the substrat@ot to mentioiits origins and affiliatiomhemainproblem is that

no direct linguistic evidenexstgo either falsify or verify any claims mte.
evidence is transmitted throughfitier of contact wittat least one other lan-
guage rendering theomparativemetnod it g k £#&NA ka0 G Gk p GOk & £ F
tool, onlypartiallyapplicablécf. 82.1.1).2Moreovertheindirect attestatioof a
hypothetical substrate languaggkesclaims regarding its lexicon, grammar,
and genetiaffiliation difficult to evaluateHowever,uggestionsn how taad-
dressthese methodologicdifficultieshave beemadeat least since the late
nineteenth century. For-depth overviews of the field of linguistic substrate
research, cf. Craddqd®69: 187; with a focus on Romaren®) Kroonen
(2024awith a focus on Indo European)

In the presenthapterthe most prominent challenges in linguistic substrate
researcharediscussed, along with the methodological approaches adopted to
addresthese challengdr.82.1 approaches tbe identification and collémt

of the relevant dataediscussed. Next2 &treatsthe analysis of the gathered
data in terms of phonological and morphological features.§2n2dyplore

the potential of what the interpretationheflinguistic dataevealsabout lan-

guage relationships, amgichprocesses and evehisy imply

2.1 Identifying substrate elements

The identification of substrakements in attested languagssopposed to
elements inherited from an ancestor langisagetoriously challengibgpe-
ciallywhenthe ancestor of the language under research is not attested, discern-
ing inherited from neimherited formations is not always straightforvaed.
reliability with whicka noninheritedelement in a languagan be identified
inevitably depends on the degree of understanding we th@vanaiestor of

that languagéevenfor a welresearchethnguage familjke Indo-European,

thishas provedifficult (cf. Kroone2024).
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2.1.1 Ciriteria for substrate origin

Theconcept of linguistic substratesfhasiredn historicallinguistic research
fromits earlystages onwardes.g. Hervas 19781800] Pott 185851452 As-

coli 1882; Kretschmer 1826; see Craddock : 11956497 for an overview of the
field). Thefirst steps toward formalizing thethodology for thdentification

of substrate words can already be séégiliat (1908) ar@uny(1910n the

basis of semantic domain, unusual phonotactics and morphology, and irregular
soundcorrespondensethey identify a number of-jpréo-European words in
Latin and GreelHoweverlear criterido studywords of substrate origin in a
more structured armbjectivemannerwere formulated only in the nineties of
the previous centufjone of the criteria is decisive on its own, but some consti-
tute stronger evidence in favor of substrate origin than Rthakly in de-
scendingrder of strength, the proposed criteria are:

lack of an etymology

irregular correspondence
unusual phonotactics

unusual morphology

specific semantic categories
limited geographical distribution

= =4 -4 -8 -8 9

Each of these will be discussdolw

2111 Lack of an etymology

A straightforward reason to suspectinberitanceand potentially a substrate

origin isthe absence afclear etymologyhiscriterionhasbeenemployedn

various Inddcuropean branchéileillet 1908: 161; Polomé 1986: 661; 1989: 54,
1990: 27@77)In the case of Sardinian, its ancestor Latin is well attekted
much of the Sardinian lexicon is therefore etymologically transparent. If a Sar-
dinian word does not have a clear LatiAfopre thiscan suggest a
norrinherited originNaturally, ere is alwayspossibility thaaword was not
recorded by chand@iven our extensive knowledge of Liadwever these
chances are sli@onversely, if a plausible Latin etymology is available, it should
always be preferred over a hypothetical substrate origin.

21.1.2 Irregular correspondence

There areases in whichcertain word is found in several related languages and
could thus, based onlitguisticdistribution, be inherited. Still, a momerited

origin may be positathenthe attested cognatdeviate frontheknown sound

laws andoundcorrespondencds 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 fronp@anciple central tthe comparative methothe
regularity of sound chanlias usedalreadyby Meillet (1908 and Cuny(1910:
158160) and remains important in substrate methodtuidgy(Polomé 1989:
55; 1990: 278; Hamp 1990: 296, 300; Huld 13ER): S&aijver 1997: 294; Lu-
botsky 2001: 30Bhe criteriorcan be used on differéenes:either between
two languages that areg & 4 &k & (| sbichmSardidianGiidakatiA, or be-
tween two languag#sat sharea common ancestolikeLatin and Greek:-
regular correspondence betwdiatectalvarieties of a single language can indi-
cate a noimherited origin of words tdo this case it is oftereferred to as
the observed irregularities can potentéyclues about the phonology of the
substrate source language @@ 8'he Sardinian evidencdigcusseih §8.

A special case are seemingly corresponding forms in unrelated l@mguages
Cuny 1910: 1834) such as Sardinian and Basqué®.@&R Since these lan-
guages do ngharea commonancestorthe detection ofegular correspond-
ence is not a possibilityor is the detection of phonological irreguMfitgn
vocabulary itermis unrelated languagdsare a common oridinis is likely the
result of lexical borrowinij.the cognatesannot be etymologized in either
language, they must have been borrowed from a third source.

There is an important cavéldie comparative methocan reveal whetwo
comparandao not corresporr@gularlyto each othehutit can only prove a
common etymological origin when the comparanda do corresspdadyto
each other. This is a fundamdmadation that causes any comparison of two
or morerregular comparanda run a risk of chance correspondé&fitkeout

the possibilityto systematically verify or falsifyvéiéityof a comparison, we
must bewatchfulnot toinvalidateour investigatiaof linguistic prehistory by
lumping any two vaguely similar words togdthemmethodologicsatrategies
appliedin thisstudyto mitigate this riskrediscussed in&Z1.2.2nother prob-
lem fordetectingpotential substrate words is the fact #tdimes, inherited
formations exhibit irregular developmentsTtbe.phenomena responsible for
this,and how they should be taken into consideration, are discugse@.ih 8§

2113 Unusual phonotactics
The criterion of unusual phonotadiicslosely related to the previous criterion
andapplies tghonological sequences that are unirstrad relevantanguage
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or itsancestor, whether reconstructed or(Rotpmé 1989: 55; Hamp 1990: 298;

Huld 1990: 393; Salmons 1991: 267; Beekes 1996: 218; Schrijver 1997: 294; Lubotsky
2001: 30304) This could for instance be a phonemeiltiest not have a regu-

lar source in thieistorical phonology of the langyageh as.g. intervocalg

in Latrosa & KWE#s 2009: 151 fn. 12; Wigman 2023pt@ilE *aand b

in Lat.faba o a U Pab (Kuiper 1995: 6&; Wigman 2023: S@honemes

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. beforei (supposing Latcd or *td-)&8 8.1)1Here too however, irregular

processes can falsely suggestnheritance(§ 2.1.2.1In Sardinianfor in-

stances wasirregularly replaced byin § DZBBamai) o a i p nsil-A - U
qua(DES II: 41°Hor the interpretation of unusual phonotactics2@.8rhe

Sardinian evidence is presditt §8.

2114 Unusual morphology

Anotherindicationof borrowings wherexemegxhibit morphological features
that cannot be explainby inheritanc€Polomé 1989: 55; Huld 1990: 390; Salm-
ons 1991: 267; Schrijver 19929294ubotsky 2001: 3T#)sconcernsffixes
without an etymologguch a&r.- - (Pott 1853: 451; Meillet 1908: 162; Cuny
1910: 154 , U @43)0tkmay also includethertypes of morphology

like irregularablaut(cf. Schrijver 1997: ZI2)In the context of this wokk,
concreteexample are Sardinian nouns endinigthiat suggest a Latin accusa-
tive in-im, which is onlglausible foa smallclosed class imheritednouns (8
8.1.51Thenterpretation of morphological featusatiscussed in 2.2 The
Sardinian evidence is discusse®in §

2.1.15 Semanticategory

It has been observed that lexical material of hypothesized substrate origin often
clustersn specific semantic fields. Among tt@eeinentategorieare those
referring to the natural warkuch aBora, fauna, geography, as well as termi-
nology referring to cultural practices and techesdpgcific to the aré¢ileil-

let 1908: 161; Cuny 1910: 154; Bertoldi 1931: 94; Polomé 1989: 54; 1990: 276; Hamp
1990: 300; Schrijver 1997: 295; Lubotsky 260%) 30é does not mean that

any word in such sentig categories must be of substrate origin. As long as a
concept existed in the predecessofanigaage, the corresponding word could
have been inheriteds this criterion much dependsen the socieconomic
contextof the language contadt isweaker than thpurely linguistic criteria
discussed abowowever ticaninform on the nature of language contact once

the material has been identifiasl being neimherited (e.g. Polomé 1986:
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669]cf. 82.3.2 In thisstudy thelexical material discusgerganizedccord-
ing to semantic categomhe categories are as folldara (83), fauna (&),
geography (®, culture and economy@jgand miscellaneous7jg

2.1.1.6 Limited geographical distribution

A limited geographical distribution is thedatgrion introduced here. has
beeninvokedwith regard tohe branches of IndéuropeanWwhena word oc-

curs only in IndeEuropean languages of northern or western Eiarope
stanceprojectinghat word back to Pretiedo-Europearis consideredubious

(Polomé 1986: 6685; Huld 1990: 393; Schrijver 199'&v&ayvhen the com-
paranda are regular, there is a risk of borr@&cimgder 1883: ZWPR) Within

the context of the present stuahyord occurringexclusively isardiniscould

quite possiblpea loan from an extinct language once spokée @landif,

howevera word is found in all of Romankances are that are dealing with

a formation that was inherited from (vulgar) Latigsolation thiscriterionis

not concluse Inheritedmaterialmay have beepreservednly in a single

branch of é&anguage family due to chame@e Sardinianxampleof thisare
Srddomodomu § N @ A&lom (abl.) - Kefdel Srdyannayénna & ANNA&
Lat.ianua k(REW 4575; DE307)which have beaeplaced in mostther

Romance varieties by reflexes ofcasa § N @ /Fa padte G luleghA -Alde
spectively (REW 1728, 6BleVerthelesshe geographical distributionpata-

tive substrate words is important for interpreting prehistoric linguistic connec-
tions between regioffdolomé 1986: 669; 1990(28%)

2.1.2 Form, meaning, and chance similarities

Inisolationnone of the criteridiscussed in&1.¢an conclusivelemonstrate

0 ANAA A& A opracck litasiofteN thé cilnylative evidence that
decides the issuEne case for a substrate origin becomes stronger iia-word
swers tawo or more dhecriteriain §2.1.(Schrijver 1997: 29896) Andeven

then rejedngan inherited origimay be impossibl€or instance, Stthirry,

skirru Huli & a@sguriolDES |: 64647)satisfies multiple criteria suggesting

a noninherited origin. Ibelongs to the semantic category of animal names, is

ANGPA kp &ga HaAUPpkpG cormespdndsariegularil®@ GA kp 404A
Latsciurus £A Ok 444 G . A&  ksewrud R ORKABZA GA k Ak Egk &
shift in meaning and an irregular metathesis sEmdto *skArS (DES I:

646647).

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 fok&ed. & N g & kpGase ANA Egkn k£

to Sp, Cat., OProv., Cors., It.c8@. k A *® kA DA U kead £xa A
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 oRman origin (cf.581.8

Since neariterionby itselfis decisive, the identificationeficalsubstrate ele-
ments depends on careful consideration of form, meayrmgipgical status

and geographidistribution. A Romance language like Sardinian has the ad-
vantage that its Latin ancestexiseedinglwell attested, allowing us to follow
itsdiachronic developmeiar overtwo millennia. Becausé this any Romance

word lackinga Latin correspondelig suspect dforrowingfrom the outset,

even if it is otherwise unremarkable in form, meaning, or distribution. Although
by no means a conclusive cdteeither, itis relatively strong compared to
cases in which the linguistic ancestor is not attested. thhigase for many
ancient Indeeuropearsubgroupsuch akatin, Greek, SanskaitdHittite, but

also foronesthat were attestelatively latesuch adBalticand Slavic Still,

even though the study of Sardinian linguistic prehistory is greatly aided by our
knowledge of Latithere areomplicating factors that deserve atteripecif-

ically, inherited material to®ometimesxhibits irregularitie@ 2.1.2.1This
raisemmethodological question as to when two irregularly corresponding forms
should be seen as independently borrowed cognagshe result dbcal
irregularizing procesggé®.1.2)2

2121 Substrate origin or irregular inheritance?

Theexceptionlessness of soshdnge is the cornerstonghaf comparative
method(cf. §2.1.1).2Howevethis exceptionlessneissfrequently obscureg
analogyfolk etymologyonomatopoic processesounesymbolism, anidasi-

callyi p A &An a it Ahisobataclis&lbtiE Aflor@videnton the dia-

lectal levelLocal varieties ohe andhe same language can exhibit slightly
irregular manifestationsasf etymologically identi¢datmation, resulting from
localprocessesr interdialectal borrowingSchuchardt 1885: Thgsdrregu-

larizing processasecrucial to take into account, as they may falsely suggest a
norrinherited origin fanherited lexical items.

Within the context of this studi,must be noted that maajlegedly pre
Romanwordsin Sardiniarhave received competibgtin etymologies aety-

mologies rooted in théstorical contact languages of SardiN@ninfrequent-
ly, the choice betwearsubstrate origin and an inherdececent loan origin
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depends on the interpretationradgular phonological developnsembpaque
semantic shitTo an extent, thecceptance of either mherited or aubstrate

origin for these cadeshusa matter of intuitiorSBomescholars are willing to
acceptcertaindegree dbrmalor semanticeviatiornto sustain an etymolagy
Othersprefer to takéormal and semantic incongruencies at face lesldiang
themto posit an unattesteslibstrateSince bth approachesntailuncertain-

ties systematicallprioritizing one over the other is courmtesductive we

must instead face the reality that both irregular developments of inherited words
and borrowings from unattested languages dolo@rder to a achieve a max-
imally robust methodology, we nacknowledge these uncertainties and care-
fully weigh tharguments$n favoran irregular inherited origin against thiose
favor ofa substrate origin, for each individual word. This is the approbkch that
adoptin the discussion of the lexical materiaBin®

2.1.2.1.1 A note ondik etymology

Folk etymologw the process by whtble form of a woiid altered on the basis
of anassociation with the formasfother wordThis process iftem aidedby
semantia@ssociatioriVarioudinguistshavestressedhe role of folk etymology

in concepts related émimals, plantandbelief system@\linei 1984; Beccaria
1995)Paulis(1992)in hiswork on Sardinian plant namaften invokes$olk
etymologyto account foirregularinterdialectal comparanfieaund across dif-
ferent dialectsThe plausibility of folketymological origin depends on the
similarity between the irregular form andthtativemodel,andon thepossi-
bility of a semantic connection between the two fodesdless to sauch
evaluation demandgaod understanding of the cultural and practical applica-
tionsandassociationsf the concept in questiga.g. Paulis 199212)JIAs a
general rule, | consider the semantic motivation of a sujfiostgimology
convincingas long a does notlepend orhypothetical unverifiable cultural
contexts cf. 8.1.2,2vhere a similar attitude towards-inbierited comparan-
da is adopted.

21.2.2 Comparing noeimherited words

Traditionally, a large parttloé research into substrate languagescentered
onidentifyinglexicalcorrespondences between the substrate lexicons of differ-
ent languages or areébe motivation for this is typicallyetmver the prehis-

toric language relationships and contatiseen peopleslowever, as men-
tioned in 8.1.1.2he comparison of irregularly correspormadigigatesor simi-

lar wordsin unrelated languages, always involves a risk of chance dmilarity.
order torenderthe corpus of potential substatanectionss reliable as pos-
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sible, it ipertinentto be stricregardingheir 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 nomherited comparandaare formally and semantically
(near)identical. An example of this is the comparison betwegol&sii, &

golostrietc. § NG GAgoroditi pkAA # A a N&y NAgoldsti& &g aup GN
3.3.X(Bertoldi 1929: 261 fn.TBE majority ofomparisonshoweveyrrequire

varying degrees of liberty on the formal or semantiordiéh Statistically

longer corresponding phonological sequences are less likely to be the result of
chance similarityFor instancéhe shared sequened-in Srdaldle o O&ad gaad £
9 ANNH  Ufp Ao AINANBMBIstands a higher chance of beling to

coincidence than threuch longer sequence of satordespondensbetween
aforementioned Srdol6si &nd Bqgorosti g NIGi&However difficult to

draw a lineandgreatcoincidencesan of course happen sometimes

The semanticevaluation ofexicalcomparisosis even moratuitive (cf. 8
2.1.2.1The approach of thesudyis to accept only those comparisehsse
semantishiftsaretrivial. As indicated above, this includestbhaleshiftsthat
do not requirdypothetical cultural conteXtsf. Polomé 1990: 28R)usthe

S

shift Hii n Ga U £y &b OProvagash A N8R & eNp a4 & & ¢
n N

Tusccostolo U Agisacedpéed under thisiterion(§3.3.9T9a agupGa

n A GU AAande @A a A n Alnders- @ ARAN)SoH A

the other hands not. Needless to sahetapproach described herbusa

crudeway of drawing a line. Inevitalblwill excludecomparisonthatarecor-

rectdespite their opaque semantics' N4 k P A£&lp & a #ga 3NHUDpE&a
(Nuor fikaty Campfi; au, Sp higado Frfoie It.fegateetc.) which are known to

bederived frontat.ficus 4BkoBId not beonsideredonvincingor reasons of

stringency® However, it ipreferabléo infer prehistoric language relationships

on a smaller corpus of strong comparisons thdargem@rpusof weak ones

2.1.2.2.1 Toponyms as evidence

Placenames, or toponyma&e upa prominent place in substrate research in

genera(e.g. already Kretschmer 1896: E8pgcially in the earliest days of the
.aAk®adAdupalip gAnNea&ga AHoman condectiphd NAE 2§ a

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

nyms (8L.3.2 Toponyms&reamong the parts of a language that are most resili-

ent even in the event of a wholesale langhéig@ertoldi 1931: 95)situa-

26Cf. FEW 11490 493 and DES5IL8520 for the specificities of this etymology.

n

;
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tionswhere speakers shifted from a languémeto its attestatiorihe topo-
nymcal evidencpotentially contains valuable traskthe preexisting linguis-
tic landscapeHowever, even though toponyms canebervedver long peri-
ods of timexnd acrosmultiple language shiftthey suffer froma significant
drawbackthey are usually semantically opaque. As discusgetl. ;Zcruti-
ny of the semantics of compass®m@n important step to minimize the risk of
chance correspondend® quot@ertoldi(1933: 260) i s U PANPKk PG &ga Gaaka
means letting go of one of our most precious research instthenposs
Kk s k Gk #A N/AE AESinoitte digidal meaning gitistiateepk- N P
nyms cannaypicallybe retrievedsuchcomparisos ardimited to formal simi-
larity 28

Toponymic evidence can on the other handobilizeés a additionatheck

for verifyingthe characteristics @Substrateonce it haseenidentified in the
lexicon Provided that the source language of substrate tojgahgnsame as
the source language of the substrate lexiceimuleexpedieatures exhikeat

by the lexicon teappeam local toponymgAikio 2004: 9)n addition, topo-
nymscansupport the identification ofcurring sequencge®. potentiainor-
phemef the source languageheséoo can then be comparedthe lexical
evidence. In Sardinguch an approach has been applibdtimponymy of the
Barbagigiegion by Wolf1998aand integrated with the findings from lexical
comparisons by Paulis (2008ls, toponyms can aid the reconstruction of the
phonology and morpholagfya hypothetical substrate source lang88&8ge9).

2.1.2.2.2 Conclusiordealing with chance similarities

As discussed, the main methodological issue in corppgeimgl substrate
wordsis that chance correspondence can never fully be rulddsodbes not
mean that the matter is to be abandoned altodetbeder tasolatecompel-
ling evidenceetymological proposakouldbe evaluated along the following
two lines

7" 99 UpANpUAA kG GaAkEkaN AkGpkAkal naad. GuUAakUA
pit pregiosiGl N NAEAKk 9 k Gk ®#E @ErarGlatianNphedA NGGN A& Hli p &k & N

28 A quickglanceat somesimilarEuropean city names whose etymolageknown

reveals the danger of postulating cogmitttgut semantic checksf.Lyon(France) <

Lat.Lugd num<< Gaul.llugutinon A&4& NP Gg N Gebn(SNaiR) < L&, ¢ A

-nem Ga QknBrfa(Spain) << Aralal-Mariyyavs. Almere(The Netherlands) <

Aelmere o k GFofdilditz@Anal examples, see Bottigli#®9: 156)and Wolf (2011:

607).
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1 The forms compared mimtmallybe sufficiently similar or identical.
This is difficult to quantify, but the longer the corresponding sequence,
the betterln doingthis, it is crucial that the internal phonological de-
velopments of the compared languages be taken into account.

1 Themeanings of the comparamsth®uld beevident. They should as a
minimumnotinvolveany semantic shstihatare onlyunderstandable
with additiona) unverifiabl@ssumptions (aboBenennungsmotige
cultural practices etc.).

Positingheseguideliness easier than putting them into pracfideere is no
final answemlasto howdivergenthe forms and meanings of two or roone-
parandacan bepeforetheir comparisoiis to be rejected. Each comparison
should be weighed carefully on the basis of the relevaiihdasamantic
guidelinesliminates toponyms as reliable evidence.

2.2 Analyzing the data

In the above, we have explored the methodological strat@pesifiong and
compaing nontinherited material between different languages to detect prehis-
toric linguistic relationships betweegionslt is equally informative to investi-

gate the phonological and morphological features of timherited lexicon.

This enables us to exploit the body ofnt@mited material found in Sardinian

to gain insights into the properties of the substrate language(s) of Sardinia (cf.
Devoto 1940: 4B) as well as the dynamics of its contact with Latin.

2.2.1 Phonological analysis

The notion that phonological properties of suspected substrateeflemids
phonological properties of the donor language has been presameéndyn a
ageAs early @s800DonLorenzo Hervd$979: 18ptes

Hadthese 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
Gl eea 4 Agkag kp *&UGA tA&da AnNDApP oA
and comparison would make us notice eedwr 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

[(e]

-
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those languages, we would conjecture that in ancient times the French and
Spanish spoke different languages.

Thisviewwastaken upby Ascoli(1882)who argugthat certain typical Gal-
lo-Romance sound shisulted from Celtic substrat®.

Laterthe attention waslirectedto phonological irregularities and alternations

found inspecific lexical item#&/agner(1907a: 40810)alreadyconsides an-
cientIberianas asourcefor unexplained lexicaimilaritiesbetween Sardinia

and the IberiaReninsula (cf. 81.3.Meillet (1908keesa prelndo-European
languagémpactingGreek, Latin, Armenian and lrarBoth scholars express a

degree of methodological hesitation. W4§@@va: 408sks k /£ &#ga 404 Ak
word [i.evegéd is old, as we must believe,etlyenon Vica[proposed foBp.

vegdis not acceptable; but is it therefore certain that it is Iberian, or do we need

pkip

&N GNNDz ANA& U PMedd@ods: 680 EpFELI @gNpe ke ANJGGA

unwise to want to specify too much detail in such matters [i.e. which popula-
tions thepeople speaking Inffmuropean dialects encounterd] words of
cautionthat are valid to this dayevertheless, the idea that irregularly corre-
sponding wordsould represent parallel borrowings from a substrate language
was welestablished by the beginning of tHec@0tury.

What followed was the interpretation of the irregularities and alternations in
these putative substrate words. Meillet (1908: 163) and ClaocdLal®yr
various irregular correspendes betwedareek and Latin worbdg postulat-

29 Sj todas estas cosas no nos constaran por la historia 6 tradicion, podriamos inferirlas
de la observacion y cotejo de los dialectos latinos que al presetbs frainleesses y

espafioles, con el céltico y cantabro, que aun se hablan entre ellos, con el latin antiquo, y
con los dialectos puros de éste, que en lItalia 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 espafiola muchas de la cantabra. Si por ventura ésta y la lengua
céltica hubieran perecido, y consiguientemente no pudiéramos hacer enténces cotejo
con ellas y los lenguages que en la actualidad hablan los franceses y los espafioles, no
obstante, por razon de la diferencia de los idiotismos y de otras cosas en dichos
lenguages, conjeturariamos que antiguamente los franceses y los espafioles hablaban
diversos idiomagTranslation mine).

0 Cf.Kretschme(1896: 1Xhy some more early examples.

% 4a kG @gNAUGaNGN 2 Upaga AaG AuoawdhR Gpea&kaN
ammissibile per questo; ma & per questo sicuro che & iberico o bisogddatteacare

/En k a G (Brdnslaflah mine).

aAaNH

2+ G fahUke kHNAGAAp® Aad 6 NOGNkahslatied Nn nABAK £34

mine).
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ingindependent borrowings from a third languBg®attribute the irregulari-
ties to a phonological mismatch between the respective source and target lan-
guagesSeveradlternations in the Greek lexicon have sincealtebated to

k Hn 4 4 £a d & -mathd ghohdnkois a Substrafe Nafgudge.
Kretschmer 1940: 269; Heubeck 1948)20059: 57; Kuiper 1956: 21®);
Schachermeyr 1964: 26Q; Ruijgh 1967: 53 fn. 35Fetic@xamples outside
Greek, cMartinet(1955: 38a@hdKronasse(1966: 4.1)

The notion thatormalirregularities in substrate words ctddattributed to
phonological properties of the source language, has become fundamental to
linguistic substrate research. Attempts tordiagrring patterns in irregular
alternationsaremade by @ir (e.g. 1921; 1930) and later by Furnée (1972; 1979).
Bothtry to interpret irregular alternations between words in various languages
as a function of the phonology of substrate lanqudg& &eg a4 A£agNGlUaA A& a A&/
have beemet with great enthusiasm. free® & , tiis i8 likefyadue to the
density and idiosyncrasytefdata presentation andl his complicatedriting
style Furnég(1972: 983)interpres the phonological alternations observed in
(A43aDz WA AaAGaadaa®kpG kpAanapAapeGA oNAANAA;
variants in the source language, thus pushing the problem from Besek to
unattestedourcdanguagelhis approachs continuedand improvetty Hamp
(1979; 199Muld (1990) Salmong1991)Beekeg1996) Schrijven(1997)and
Boutkan (1998) More so than ‘@ and Furnée these scholarslentify
welldefined irregular correspondences recumingords foundacross the
(northern)European branches of Ifeiropean On the basis of these, they
posit clearly formulated ideas on some of the morphophonological properties of
a hypothetical pAmdo-European language that could be the source of these
words. JApBa /£ is usedl BysBedkeE{ 200 hteHeted A k U G
n@&daabDz (G&adplekNpAE GE ®yga &daAKdGe NAE ng
source and target language.
This is the methodology that will also be adoptedstuthispecifically in&
Detailed analysis of the dialectal variation found in the Sardinian lexi8on (in §
7) allows us to identify irregular correspondences that cannot plausibly be
explained by means of processes stolk &tymologycf. §2.1.2.1If any of
these irregularities recur in multiple words, this can be indicative of features of
the phonology of their gReman Sardinian source languagef(sbalmons
1991: 267; Schrijver 1997¢18&gjular correspondesedth single occurrenc-

3 The phonology of pRoman Sardinian toponyms has been studigdriay (1960)
andWolf(1998a: 781) with a focus on syllable structure
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esonly cannot be used to make any reliable inferences about the phonology of a
substrate languaged 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 phontdagices (8

2.2 1 Pott(1853: 45452)considers the Greek elementsand- - ,also

ANGpPA kp e&eNnANpAHA &N Huli Ao & 94 U aahHikp/
@&glua& néaaaaAdRFossardinianFarsy/t aVpja1Eo3: 154nd

Guarneriq190#: 259pnalyze the elemeghd-, tsintst, found in various ani-

mal names, as a diminutive prefiresfan origin, & a & /£§18%8::A205E

discussion of Greek forms containingallows 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 noimherited origin.

2. 59 a FUNGANONGAA HUAN E &g a AaAgapaa kA FaaohaA
in identifiable cognates.

3. The sequence cannot be of inherited origin because of formal or seman-
tic reasons.

Kretschme(1896: 404)dditionally notes that a geeeek origin of -is sug-
gested by the fact that it is not productive and only occurs in words of obscure
origin Howeverthis criterion only works in one direction. While its occurrence
on etymologically obscure wardsy indeed point to a substrate of@in -,

a word containing - cannotmechanically be considered a subsiraté as
secondary productivity the sufficannoteasilybe ruled ouilhis applies to all
hypothetical substrate morphefi&ver the yearsumeroussubstrate mor-
phemes have been positedthe basis of both toponyms and lexical nouns
especially in the context of the Mediterranean hyposi®eSi4.3. 2 The foun-
dations for the identification of ffteman Sardinian morphemes were laid by
Terracini(1927)whoidentifies various pfeoman suffixes found in Sardinian
toponyms-{{idn, -ih, -€nnVy-Xfretc.; cf. 8.2.

A risk concerning the study of substrate morphologyvis éosequence mor-
phemic status when there is in fact no compelling reason fndexample of

s pkaGGakadge 6asadbdake UOA Ad& 4né&lidga akpak
/& § G a §Tgaeskition mine)

3Cf.Katih(1976: 385)and Kroone(2024hfor an overview.

%Cf. the complex case of athematic velar suffixes ifCBerekaine 1933: 3383)
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@&y k £ k A92B228HBEERK ALK ND NA . AaAk®adalipaup
*st(r), represented iBrd.golosy & &d  (§ 3.8.Nabdyifyostreetc ®4aa
§ a U &§3B&Ycf. also Bertoldi 1929: 261 fn. 3; Alg8M)ghthe firstand

third criteria listed abowaefulfilled, with two noinherited words containing

an etymologically unexplainseéquenceneither of these words haare-
spondingcomparandawithout *st(r}-3" Even if such an alternation can be
found elsewhere (e.g. Pifle. o & Kdsitles Langrousto o & Braheh §

3.2 the Sardinian data do not provide evidence-$h@} vas an independ-

ent morpheme, rather than a part of the lexical stemSirdir@an substrate

This examplélustratshowN p &valdation ahe secondriteriondepends on

the cognates that one accepts, which in the casardfanided lexicon suffers

from theadditionaluncertainties described i2.8.2.3 § @ /£  4Wgnd AL * *
) @o /A § Hk A cofaparisometween Srékadumb(u) GAa a li &< HHOGGAa k P
*katimbuand Campatwateh, kwQari k As only possiblelibthSrd-imbu

and Camparen are analyzed as suffil@a root k(w)at. However, identify-

ing these morphemes is only possititee first placé we accept the cognacy
between these two woftiThisapproactevidently runs the risk of becoming
circular,and for thatreason | elusivelyconsider potential substrate mor-
phemes ifheiralternatiors are attestesiithin Sardinian, imdubitablycognate

forms(in §9). This will inevitably exclude many of the comparisons proposed in
previous scholarship (cfL.§, butin turngreatly increases tradiabilityof the

accepted cases.

Once a substrate morpheme has been identified, the logical next step is to de-
termine its functionThisis usually challenging, howeuémweexclusivelyac-
cept a sequence as a morpheme when it alterfatessinecognizable as cog-
nates due to thefnear)identicalmeaning(e.g. ¥i)k- in kostikebesidekosti

HU 1 &398 9.2.2 Rwe inevitably lose any derivational morpherese
very purpose it was to alter the original meaning of .A\lkatdemainsare
thosee morphemes that are semantically bland, including but not limited to case
markers, gender/noun class markers, nunaskers etdt does not come as a
surprise that so many alleged substrate affixes have been interpreted as having a
plural or & NG Ga & &k: &@fa §89.2. 168 P A18X2M 2 for the Sardinian
cases alonk isimplausiblehat all of these proposalscorrect.

%"The comparison between Sjigostreand Bqgillar etc. by Hubschm{d953: 293

uncertain(cf. §3.3.2 i
%For many more such comparisons tk&dmbu HUOGGa k p (198329 ) Do A4 § Hk A
33)
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The two prd&Roman morphemes identified in the Sardinian lexicon that have
received most attentiarith regard to the questiorthadir original function, are
*-&r/-Xfr and *i- (and varian}s The former is found in lexical items as well as
toponyms On the basis of early attested toponymSdikeoand Mandara
whose endings wereer timaeplaced with the inherited plusaffix-s, result-

ing inGennoandMandag§8 9.2.6.2 Terracin(1927: 1384s convincingly ana-
lyzed-r as a pluraharkerTheprefix* -@s foundn lexical itemandhasbeen
interpretedas a diminutive mark@forsyth Major 1893: 154; Guarneria 1904
57 58; 1904a: 260; Wagner 19322223997: 2@3)well aa morphosyntactic
element(Pittau 1995: 197; Swanenvi208¢(see ®.1.2It goes to show that,
unless there is a fortuitcatsestation of relevant forms (as was the case for
* V), establishing the original function afica-productive mghemecan
remainchallenginglespitanore than a centurydsbate.

2.3 Interpretingesults

Once theevidencenasbeen examined the greatest possilwetail,a logica

next step is toffer alinguistic scenarithat is consistent withe findingslf
sufficient evidence for a substrate language has been identified fgtossible
low-up questionare

1. StratificationWas there a single substrate language or were there mul-
tiple?

2. SociolinguisticsVhat was the nature of contact between the substrate
language and the attested langlesgking up tthe eventual language

shift?
3. ChronologyFor tow long did theubstrate and superstriaguages
coexist?
4. Origin What was the linguistic affiliatifrthe substrate language(s)
5. Interdisciplinarityls there any extralinguigicg. historical, archeolog-

ical or geneti@videnceorroborating the linguistically inferred scenar-
i0?

It is unlikely that all of these questionsbematisfactorifanswered faevery
singldinguistic substrat&ven in a region likeuthern Europevheregelative-

ly manynonindo-European languages have survived to the brink of history (e.g.
Tartessian, Iberian, Etruscan, Rhaetian, Minoan, LeBmeiacypriotand

where the existence of other,-attested languages is apparent from classical
sources, it is still difficult to reconstruct the specifiegwstic affiliation and

the degree of contact between these languages.
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Situations of language contactrdrerentlycomplexA survey omodernday
Sardinia may serve adllaistration In most of the island Sardinian is spoken,
but withconsiderableariation between the various dialdatsddition,Here

are areas with Catalan, Ligurian and Corsican diademtisl to this complexity,
Italian has imposed itself as a superstrate to all these speechlfvaoigites
onein the futurewhenthe shift to standard Italian has been compietede

to attempt to reconstrugitg a  kfofrtet lipghistiddiversighances alew

that they would succeed to fully cagtuiighere is priorino reasomo think

that Sardinia in prRoman and Roman tinvegslinguistically less diverfteis

thus important to acknowledge thetfattmany aspects of the original linguis-
tic landscape are irrecoverabig. Bypothesis claimitige oppositésinescap-
ablywrong.This does not, however, mean that all attempts to elucidate linguis-
tic prehistory are necessarily fuBlenextracting the tiniest f information

on the past linguistic configuratioraafertain regiors potentially ofreat
valueto our understanding géneral (prghistory

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 homogenaihen analyzing the corpus of
norrinherited material in a given language, we dsiheukforeask ourselves

the questiomwhetherthe assumption of a single extinct language can account
forall theevidencé’ One way tdemonstratsuchlinguistichomogeneityis to

analyze thdialectaldistribution otthe features of the linguistic substriate

emes, phonology, morphemeslietcset of features is consistently found in a
particular area, this may point to the existence of a distinct language limited to
that areaConversely, if mardifferentfeatures are found across all of the
speech varieties in thesearched regighseemsnore likely thaa singldéan-
guagevas spoken throughout thegionNaturally the latterscenarialoes not
precludethat other languages were present, in smaller plikkaipresent

day Sardinia.

With regard to the linguistic situation on Sardinia at the time of thecRoman
quest at least two languagesespokeron the islandOne was Phoenician, the
language of Punic settlers from Cartivugeleft amplénscriptional evidence

*¥This isand will hopefully rema@npurely hypothetical scenario.

“For a case in point, cf. BedR@40: xIxlii; 2014: 4assumption of the unity of pre
Greekand the critique byerhasse(2011: 27 eissnef2013: &), De Deckef2015:
5), and Meest¢2024.
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(Bondi 1987d; Adams 2003:. B9®ddition one or more neaolonial lan-
guages native to Sardinia were spoketielsetleft no written record. In order

to be able to stratify the ffteman lexicon, it is necessary to analyze and inter-
pretthe distributions afon-inheritedlexemesand of theiphonologcal (8 8)

and morpholdgal featureg 9).

2.3.2 Natureof language contact

Thomason and Kaufm@iB88: 124ddgue that it is impossible to predict the
outcome of linguistic interference in case of a languagehshdppositn-
terpreting the nature of language contact on the basis of linguistic interference
is not much easiéks discussed in183.1.& isdifficultto prove that a certain
feature of Sardiniaeflectsinfluence from a substrate langublgavever, o

the basis of the lexical dafiacussed in thigudy wemay attempto employ
linguistic paleontology to make inferences about the nature of economic and
cultural contacts between speakers of Latin, Phoenician, and the other
preRoman language(s) spoken on Sardinia.

2.3.3 Dynamics of language shift

Thequestion of the naturetb&language contact between Latinthagreex-
istinglanguageim Sardinia imtrinsically linked ttheromanization proces

1.2 Multiple scenarios can be considered. Did native Sardinians shift to Phoeni-
cian prior to shiftingto Latir? If not, did speakers of Phoenician and other
preRoman language(s) shift to Latin at the same time, or did one language out-
live the other(8)The patterns of distribution of norherited linguistic ele-
mentscan be employed shed more light on the various scendwadvan be
proposed fahe relative chronology and direction of the romanization process

2.3.4 Classifying a naattested language

A question that has provparticularlypopular inthe study of linguistic sub-
strateds to which languagié®y areelated.The Sardinian substrate is no ex-
ception It has beeproposedo be related tBasque, Etruscan, and Berber

well ago otherunattestechypotheticalanguages constituting substrates else-
where in the Mediterranegf. § 1.3.281.3.2.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-
denceThe difference with living languages is however that the availefie

alfor substrate languages is usually much seapssially in the morphologi-

cal domainandintrinsicallytransmitted 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 andnothedanguagghe hypothesisustbe able taccount foasignif-
icantportion of thedentifiedsubstrate elementa Sardinia, this is the case for
Punic, to which a number of fiamerited words can be ascribetiO(g(Paulis

1990}" A hypotheticagenetic link between two unattested substrate languages

is harder to evaluatkie to thgreateamount ofincertainiesin these cases. It

is difficult to distinguish p U a@&lbsirate words fromanderwortee.g. into™1

century BCE Sardinian Latio) fromwords borrowed into the substrate lan-
guage (e.g. a loan from Greek fhtedtury BCE Sardinian Puni¢® must

thus rely on thaumberof shared forms between two putative substrate lan-
guages when evaluating the likelihood of their genetic relatedness. An important
caveat is that it cannot be expectedthieagieographical extent of extinct lan-
guagesoincideexactly with that of modern languagesrder 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 comparistmis will be discussed ihl§

2.3.5 Extralinguistic arguments

Once we have formulated hypotheses about {Rempen linguisticonfigura-

tion, and subsequentomanization of Sardinia on the basis of linguistic evi-
dencea possible next stiexio establistwhether these can be corroborated by
otherlines of evidenc8uch evidence may come from the fields of archeology,
geneticsor fromhistoriographical sourc€sr overviews of Sardinian archeolo-

gy, see Lillifl963; 2002Webster (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
steppederived ancestry, whose prominence in the rest of Europe has been con-
nected to the spread of the Hlwopean languagésg. Chiang et al. 2018;
Fernandes et al. 2020; Calo et al. P&dghoninguistic linesf evidence are

best considered by experts in the respective digddar¢herefore lefoutside

the scope of thisudy

2.4 Conclusion

Whenit comes to methodology of substrate researdamportantealizatioris
that the evidence should be treated gvéghtcaution due to the many uncer-
taintiessurroundingextinct, unattestedndirectly transmittethnguagesie

41Cf. 810.3,3where it is argued that Bas§aedinian comparisons do not live up to this
expectation, thus making Basque an unlikely relative to the Sardinian substrate.
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mustaccepthat itwill never b@ossiblego recover all of the intricaciesost
prehistoric languag To avoicending up witlgrandosetheories(cf. §1.3.¢

only the strongepbssibleevidenceshould be useshen formulatingypothe-

ses about the pRoman languages of Sardinia. Although this tinetdess of

the noninherited materiais exploitedto reachconclusionsthe conclusions

that are reached shouldrbiativelymorereliable In practice| argue for de-
ployinga maximaldegree of strictness in the various avenues of substrate re-
search discusseflome points that are observed throughout this study are the
following:

1 Etymological obscurity does netessarilymply a substrate origin
Thelattershould only be positedthe presence of compellugitive
evidencee.g. nomative phonemes, irregular alternatigrregular
cognatedsolated words of unknown origin generally do not p@vide
liable evidenced. 82.1.1

1 On the other hand, an inherited etymology should not involve too many
unmotivated irregular sound changes aetrivéal semantic shifts. Cf.
§2.1.2.2

1 Comparisons between rinheritedcomparandaan only belausibly
madewhentheydisplay sufficient similariand whersemantic differ-
ences are trivig€f. 82.1.2.2

1 The previous poimgenerallyrules out toponyms as evidence for sub-
strate language relatedness, as their semantic opacity means that the
risk offormalchance correspondence cannot be mitigated by semantic
comparison. Cf.281.2.2.1

1 Phonological alternations are only potentially indicative of phonological
features of the substrate language if they saffiarently frequently
throughout the nemherited lexicorCf. 8.2.1

1 Morphological features can only be posited for a substrate language if
there is sufficient positive evidence.e. an alternation between
nonrinherited endings . N & A-@ B NUA AGNOGA NpGA oa nNEAEk:
on languagimternal 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 circbfag2.2.2

It goes without saying thatGG NA &gaAa nNkpeAs 14a APs3aae
sonal preferences and intuitions. Still, they provide guidelines, followed

throughout the rest of tlsidy that allow us wistinguish plausibilities from

uncertainties, artd formulate hypotheses based on the former.
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Linguistic data



The collection of Sardinian lexical data presented and discused,iorg

which the discussion in other chapters is based, uses as its point of departure
8 U G p Bifionafio etimologico sa(BES), 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 o 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 diiscussed
§2.1,1as well as on the basis of its proposed cognates outside Sardinia (cf.
§2.1.2)2Detailed 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 wellocumented. The forms documented for specific localities in AlS,
%& 4 100Gk £ nNANgkAa 0 AalGeag
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 chaptes & 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
AnalDA& £  GWirttrAind SachieBptodoh. For knstance, 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

N A&

A«

®ga naAdEnadaekosa NAE U -seekife Cobriotdidns Havei & HA § U Kk 4

been explored in detail by Wagner (1921) on daily life in rural Sardinia, and by

100Gk £ AN& 4U&Akpklip nGlupe pluHaA
10AAD £ aaliHnGa &N kpaGoAa =ga

wherever possible, to avoid any confusion.

D A

*

Aa k3



45

3 Flora

Flora istie semantic field to whitie largest number Sardinian words of
proposed prRoman origin belonghe lemmata discussed in this chapter are
divided into herbaceous plant3(§ grasses, cereals and weed@%)(8rees

and shrubs (8.3, and plant parts and other platated terms (8.9.2 In

order to minimize the risk of semantic uncertainty, the scientific names of the
plant species discussed has been provided wherever*possible

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 Sardiniatill, 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 mercuryMercurialis anna goosefootChenopodium
sp)

Reconstruction Forms

*katone DES (1259) kadonekodongLog.)kadoni  $ U Hin
mercury Mercurialis annu&), goosefoot Ghenopodit
albumL.
Paulis (1992: 37375) kadoone kodone (Log.), kadon:

$ U Hun ChieNalNodfianE s buiga -lepnée

goosefootGhenopodium murdle -seeldbiddef
(Chenopodum polyspermum ek p Oderfi

podium vulvarie. kadoni [burdu] (& A£& G Gu n C
ing goosefoo€Chenopodium vulvaria

2?5953 ANAAA ANA HOASANNH @ glugad «aarp kpaGodAaA
suitableplace.

“ All botanical binomial names follow the current classifecatimhnaming conven-

tions othe WFO Plant List (2024).
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... *Katone

Figure3.1 Annual mercuryercurialis annj)agoosefooChenop
diumsp, Lipandra polysperijna
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The leaves of all abanentionedspecies of plants are known to be edible, and
most species (except annual mercury) also have tiny edible isestgsdrh
reconstructible tdkatoneis widespread in Sardinia. Wagner does notitscuss
a @AHINGNGA Ak Hn GA9m AR3erkparés it t&8rakathunj 1k el @
without giving a meaning or source for this word, making it impossible to judge
its plausibilityPaulis(1992: 378bnnects Sriadoneetc. toLat.catongabl.)
N & UAEiglexsp.L. A4 NH Dekvidtdea Meédi¢ahadleE 1899: 186,
219) Paulis follows Andf95677; 1985:)58 deriving Latatondrom catus
/g, tndancount ahe pointy leavesf this plantHowever, althougiatus
originally a Sabine wdjaulis 1992: 375; de Vaan 2008: @)erallyrans-

Gli&eadaA UA Agluan dxcasivaiin sheldbgnibe sease; £3 & &N £g U
k & /G fAewis & Slpip 18TP@awd. Fis makes the derivation to

nNGupae Ak&eyg nNkpeA GalsaAk pldanbind ek a0 GGA 4«
catone NA U &g & k £ U ®&d Feda A NpPGA Npaa kp G0 AN;

Greek and that is known to contain plant names from other languages. The sin-
gle attestation afatonen a relatively late workndersts attribution to the
inherited vocabulary of Latin rather tenuous.

If Adamg2007: 53340)is correct iproposing an African origin tloe Latin

translationof De Materia Medi¢&tadler 1899, 19ad)African origin is imagi-

nable for bothat.catoneand Srd.Kadoneoo. And in fact, we do find Kiak-

tun, aktun G N N ASheRdpbidsasp. “‘in whichwa anda- respectively are

prefixeqcf. Brugnatelli 1998)is likely that this Berber b&sen G NN /£a /EN N & k A
somehow related to Leatoneand Srdkadondé & a k A o P& ®ya Aga/
actly how. Possibly Kiw)aktun G N N A& )¥ eeis a descendant of an

earlier Berbgjor LibyceBerber)word that was borrowed into African Latin as

catone Alternatively, both the Berber and the Latin word were borrowed from

an unattesteBunicA N4 A AN 4 G Nadohe igiN ahgecase plauBi-d 4 4 A

ble that it entereBardinian Latiby contact with thiacalPunic population,

regardless whether they spoke Phoenician or(BergkDd.1810.2

4 Massinissa Garaoun, p.c., whardtsmsmethat aktunis found in Djidjelli Arabic,
which contains a significant Berber substrate.
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A *0abardi

..« *Pabaroi

Figure3.22 Arum Arum italicum)
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3.1.2 Arum @Arum italicum
Reconstruction Forms
*aardy 6 DES (l1552) tattaréyy, tottoréyu (Log.),sattsard (Gamp.
o Ord @ Siniscola),o oréyu(2 Bitti, 4 Orosei)tattard) u
(3 Bonorva)tsottsordi(5: Norbello, 8Laconi),sottsoréy
(6: Busachi}sottsoroy§7:# a Gadufn Arum italicunill.)
Alessic(1949 lﬂSE)zzaro(loCagliari)tattaroiuR A

N £ Z o~ =

TheseSardinian forms, WhICh are found throughout the island, have generally
been attributed to a pRoman language, due to their peculiar formation and

the presence of . Within Sardinian, thesango back to a ardj the pretonic
o-vocalism found in some forans likelysecondary, as well as the Wioad-u.

They have been connected by AlEk34®: 11011 Sic anzarali U & AF+HU

um italicum *® Sic.azzaryazaredduanzareddu A4 k U Arisafima/Ngaré
O.Targ.Tozz. z&rdaBaara(Cetraro, Verbicaranzana UAoH aAacGi I—Ué )
(cf. Rohlfs 1932:, 9®)glazara U 4 G H &N [g58: 2ps adddd A£a g Hk
Calab.an arra U &4(€.HRohlfs 1932: 409; 1977: 84b, /Aeab)§1949: 110
111Hubschmi@l1953: 27Wagner (DES 352) and Pauli$992: 34ayreeon

deriving the Sardinian and Sdtahan forms from a commpreRomarsub-

strate. Thisequiresan analysis of Srda*ar@as < *-a ar-0i, with prefixation

of * i)- (8 9.1.panda suffix-7i {8 9.2.1 ThePreRomarSardinian basea*ar-

would then correspond toa%ar in the SoutHtalian formsHoweverPittau

(1995: 10@joposes the Italian forms to be fromdmatearius G U ,fue & és

upright shapevith reinterpretation and detachment of initias thearticle If

this is correct, the South Italian forms are of no relevance o8¢j. &

Thesituation is complicated by the attestation of thed®eiin the Latin

6 a4 /kk Np N Be MateraMaoNat&dikralgo9: 238) this work, the

plant namea@saruis described as similabut smaller than the arum. Accord-

ing to Stadlgr899: 238 fnitiy name should have beeisarum A4k 14 A aNAG
(Arisarum vulgayewhich is what we find in the Greek ve(sion afk
Dioscorides Anazarbei 1907 RR¥poverthere is another chaptitled De

asaro in the first book dde Materia Medi¢elofmann & Auracher 1883; 60)

which corresponds to in the Greek versigbioscorides Anazarbei 1907:

14)which hase§ & Ha U p k pASarumgelirépactnA M &teert where

the Greek original has g U a aASakum&aeopaelm U & Ao

sp., and /4 k U AArisdrumi Wildake (Dioscorides Anazarbei

*Domenico Muscianisi informs me that in Messina (Siodk),/£ U GAN @/Aa A ANA U4 odH
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190714, 233, 234he Latin translation hadg asaro § U 4 & Gd\ &tdh &
U & &hé{Dg asaru A4 k U @ofrBnnd&\NMirécher 1883: 60; Stadler 1899:
237238) While a confusion betwesaruand expectearisarunon the part of
the translator of the Latin textpisssible the formasary 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 Sdtélian names for the arum mentioned above.
This raises the question whettmaruin De Materia Medigain fact not the
resultof a mistake, but a Vulgar Latord for a species of arum, dispersed at
least in Southern Italy and Afffca
lfasaruk £ kpAaaA 4aGui®aA &N &yga ANG&RYalp * &l
(1995: 107erivation from Latlancearius as the needed phonological
AagaGNnHapaeAl 1Aa pNe&e adanadseaA &N Jlga aa
already. It is unclear whethsaru £Andadka A NA (AOH kA a&2AHNGN
Gr. g U & aASakurhédeopaeumvhence Laasarum k A ylaaGANA
and arum are not closely related, but could be perceived as superficially similar
because of their healtaped, glossy leaves and tube-shgqygd flowers. Gr.
has been argued to be of Semitic origin by1898y 4,/)vho compares
itto AranaicZ rr /D 44 aa 59k £ kA ANAHIGGA UpA AaHi|
If the Sardinian forms are to be connected to (Lata¥drgtSicanzara/u
Calabzarg anzaraanzana an arraand Puglazarg we need to assume the
addition of thé&reRomarSardinian affixes 1)- and*-7{tdthe basea*ar-, as
proposed by AlesgidP49: 11Hubschmi@1953: 27and Wagner (DESB2).
In light of the necessary assumptions, and the etymological uncertainty regard-
ing the southern Italian fornisjs safest to treat the relation between Srd.
* a ardgand the southern ltalian forms, as well aashai as no more than a
possibility. The connection of Sizarafu U & &fin italicuetc. to Lat.
asaru /A k U Arisafim &ulg&&in any case plausible.

“ That is, if Adam@007: 53%40)is right in attributing this version of De Materia
Medica to an African translator (&.181
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3.1.3 Betony $tachys glutingsa

Reconstruction Forms

1 *lokéal- DESI(: 61} lokali (24 U A/l & kHyssopus AffEils
lok&lu (6:/ @ N &thichys glutinoka
Paulis(1992: 1imkalu (5 Orune, 8Sarule)lokau(9: Urzu
lei),lukélu (10" & k &tacNys glutinosa

2 DES (l611)ukré u (10Aritzo) Stachys glutinosa

3 Paulis(1992: 1ikplekdu (1# 2 4a gk AA
(Helichrysum italicuifiRoth) G.Don. kalakalu (5. Orune
Stachys glutinosa

4 Paulig1992: 11%attakalu (34 k P k BAcRyS glutinosa

5 Paulig1992: 116)pkalu (4: Lula),alakélu (7:0 & U Btéchy
glutinosa

6 Paulig1992: 116kkittu(11 & 0 p i StdehysAghitinos

Stachys glutinosaa species of betony endengatdinia, Corsica, and smaller

surrounding islands. Its hames in the Sardiniactdede diverse. The forms

listed here roughly cover the Barbagia and &areas, with outlisrin Ber-

chidda (1) and Sassari TAe DES follows Hubsch(h@60b: 17&ho consid-

erslokdlu to be preRoman (without mentioning the other forms). Ra0B2:

115)adds various forms that complicate the pictureargies thaany

preRomarfeatures of these wortsildhave been introducéem other Sar-

dinian phytonymdde argues thdwkkittu(type 6; iMeana Sardo) is a loan

from Catlluquet s pAGa NA AAA UpA AOGAI®#AA &AKGA N
Ak & agiveLCatilfydeta § ddadedsglobe daisgl¢bularia cdifolial. as

a parallelSimilarljyukré u (type 2; Qritzo) would reflect klicriso & 6 a8 & GU A&k p G
(Helichrysunsp.Mill. Ak &g SriIpiEGKaEIyad NA 1 GGk £ aNp £k A
remaining types to be derived flokdéu (type 1; 18ritzo). Forms likiekalu

(type 1)kalekdu (type 2)yrattakdu (type 4) analokdu (type 5) would have

been influenced I8§rdkalu & § décdbdeeg k £ nGlupe A£ OFa &N 4 a&aHNSZ
lice supposedly led to the comparison of falling lice to grate(PeheissEd92:

112)it is clear that many secondary-éojfknological influences have affected

the various shapes of these fatmugh | am not quite convineed U & 1 U @Gk £
proposals succeed to explain all forms satisfabigily 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 pr®oman language(s) of Sardinia.
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Figure3.13Betony $tachys glutingsa
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A Type 1: *8iokkoro
V Type 2: *kokkoro
O Type 3: *06KKkiri

..« Type 1: *Biokkoro

Figure3.X: Bristly oxongue Klelmintotheca echioigesild teas
(Dipsacus fullongm

53



54  The pré&koman elements of the Sardinian lexicon

3.1.4 Bristly oxongue elmintotheca echioidesild teaseDipsacus
fullonum
Reconstruction Forms
1* Pkkoo DES (11548) artiokkoro (Log.),i1okkoro (NLog., : IMonti
3 Mores) § h | (NUBIR Siniscolaystiokkora(4: Bonorve
510A4k0 -tongud ielBipiBothecN achioides
Holub; wild teaseDjpsacus fullonum
Hubschmid1953: 36%kkoro - N G -tongué et
minthotheca echioides
2 *kokkoo Paulig(1992: 19&pkkora6: %N & G i Gk -tongue kel
minthotheca echioides
3% Rkiri DES (t548)sédri  $ U Hun k A
Paulis(1992: 190, 1@&eiri (7:* Ak Gk -tongeeikl
minthotheca echioijesild teaseD{psacus fullonum
Paulig(1992: 196uggests that these words, which are generally taken to be of
preRomanorigin (cf. Hubschmid 1953: 36; DES II: 548; Paulis 198ay 190)
NAkGkpUGGA gleoa 4&aANAGAa £ Ak MAkaA (kGE AegEN N[
ip ANAA AapN&kpG &gk £ Anaadkask *e&f aaeadpkk
fact that both plants are covered in small spines or bristles, and to the similarity
of their leaves. Payll992: 19@)oposeshe formsof type 2 andtd be influ-
enced by the Sardinian reflexes oticat. & § k & D2 a & iri), ascicer $ U Hun
rusticumis attested in several classical sources as one of the Latin names for
A k G A(e.geBids¢BadEs Anazarbei 1906: 18; cf. further Paulis TBB2: 192)
is likely at least for Carsgeggiri, gbedri (7: Isili). However, Laticerwas not
preservedn Logudorese aduoresdPaulis 1992: 28490 assuming influence
from unattesteckfkere & § k & D2 & WokkorgSNDorgal)x &di 'k PisGp G
slightly problematicPerhapshe Dorgaleseariantis the result of consonant
assimilatiod! A preRoman origin of this word is suggested by the sequence
*  gtiéat must be reconstructed. This cannot go back to any Latin sequence, as it
would require Latcdod*tdod which did not exi¢ 8.1.1.10utside Sardinian,
Hubschmid(1953: 3&ompares Bdxokorro Hik G Dz Sitgliuin MsziGrium
(L.) Gaertn. UpA SsUAKkNOA N&gad #uAA0a GpA 3NHIUP

“’Dorgaleskokkoro @ 4 k LR8BS OBA k £ ANA& HokdOAD Kah & p kBNIKE &N # |
whichkokkoroni %N & G U Gk (BEB #8356 57) Establighidiakséndadtic link

sa®Aaap eNPAGIEEGAI PN pga&e o BHN k £ Ak £Ak A 0Ga&e § NA:
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in accepting these comparis8ns.
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D N &548)u pFA AliAGheSitatcohp a & A

3.1.5 Cat thyme Teucrium marun cotton lavender Séntolina

chamaecyparisgus

Reconstruction Forms

I *mukra

DES (t1139)murga[de bovis]5 " &4 k &a N é

(Santolina chamaecyparidsus

2 *mukru véry?)

DES (t1139)murguléu 0 GG $ U Hieucriur
marumL); cotton lavendeiSéntolina chamaecyparis:
murguéy1iCagliar) Ak p a

Paulis(1992: 118y udes6:. at pu 4 U4 AN
mander Teucrium massilierlse murguéu(8:4 a @ G
ton lavender Santolina chamaecyparissusiurguéu
(9:- U & NeyeRastinglelicrysurap.

3 *mammu véru

()

Paulig(1992: 118)ummuléu® - @ G i thyme Belicar
marum murmuréu (2 Dorgali, 30liena, 4Villagrand
Strisaili, 7 " &atpi & N & 8ahplin
chamaecyparissusnammuléu6: Meana Sardo; [Saconi
Micromeria graecgél.) Benth. ex RcHB. murmurét

%& 4

(10& A2 G GUn Gl PN  Stachys@latikoBAE

The various plant species referred to by the forms listed above are not all closely
related, but are superficially somewhat similaeiinsize, shape, and the col-

our of their leaves. DES (lI A
because of a toponyurgueliai Paulig1992: 118)ints out that there is no
evidence that this toponym is connected to the phytonym, dahdphegence
of apreRomariexical itemn a toponym does not pritgesubstrate origif-or
the forms of type 3, he instead proposes a derivationnodnsruléy6:
Meana Sardo, 9: LacoNifjcromeria graeca /Eén&tuéu<< Lat. rharum

verum 430G

AAGUAAE RgaBINHAPAAAL U A

carduunverum 4 a0 G &gk £2Ga aE %&4 *

48 %

guga

PNe& aaap

U(H0&3nentieN of BakakdrdEAUK \GDa A &k Hile/G a /£

“Paulis gives the scientific n&@atureja graeta which is a synonymMdicromeria
graecdL.) Benth. ex Rcifi/FO 2024s.vMicromerigraec
S0 paulis gives the binonatonica glutinosgihis does not exist as a scientific name in
WFO(20219 however, and should probably be interpret8thabys glutinossstead

the common Italian name &tachyspeciess betonica

RS

né

dla& &#gAHA - in MarumioA@knitidnG i ek Np NA &9
(Paulis 1992: 1T8)s formation would be parallel to I@ndtluréu &g k ££G a
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A Type 1: *mukra
| V Type 2: *mukru véru (?)

pe 2: *mukru véru (?)
%y <

Figure3.B: Cat thymeTeucrium marumcotton lavendeséantolin
chamaecyparisgus
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Concerning the developmenvefun> -(u)léu/(u)réul(u)éuin types 2 and 3,

there are parallels for dissimilating tol- (Wagner 1941a: 282) - disap-

pearing altogethéarQéd<eriléru Aa A£a 4AUA aséapkps 8 U
It is peculiar, however, that this development would oceamimuléw
*mammuréuwhere there is no otherto dissimilate froniEspecially sinae
similardissimilation and dissolution-ofdoes not occiim karduréwetc. &g k A&
®Ga Aajdy dbés centaidiér->*Paulisaccounts fahis discrepancy

by assuming originah&ruléu<<marum verumwhich would create the condi-

tions for a dissimilation. Note however that, #-tiseto be explained as the
dissimilatory reflex ef in presence of anin the stem, it is all the more strik-

ing that we still finshurmuréu  * £ Aa UGAgada &N 100GkA aangGl
forms, we would need to assume the following steps to account for all attested

forms

@)
S

i

Qo

1  marumverun® *maruréu> *maruléu>mammulé>mummuléu
T  marumverum> *maruréu> *marurés> *mammuréw *mummuréw
murmuréu

While theoretically possible, it is suspicious that none of the necessary interme-
diate steps is attested across the dialectal variation found in tMensower

the onlycertainexample of progressive dissimilation af>r |in Wagner
(1941a: 23ferréli<ferréri  AHik Retlasdefogwhich is outside the attesta-
tion area of the forms under discus$ioese cumulative difficultEsstdoubt

on the possibility of the sequemd&ufuréutuéuin these words going back to
Lat.verum & AafftlougH cannot offer a better alternative explanafibe
similarity betweemréu<verumin karduréu &g k /A QButuréaifesiin @+ U P

®ga ANAAL ANA al & egAHaFornauwhedds) GlugapAai
option igherefore¢o assumeerumas the origin of the enditguturéutuéy

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, Pa{li892: 11@ants to derivenammuléy6: Meana

Sardo, 9 U & NVjickomeria graeca /E& Nndiumversm %4 ga al & &g AHA
The other forms of type 3 would be due to subsequent altenatgonmoféu

tomummulél Lula)by assimilation of tha to the next syllable, and hence to

murmuréy2 Dorgali, liena, AVillagrande Strisaili, Atzana, 1&scalapla-

no) by -r-insertion, commonly found in Sardinfl@aulis 1992: 11%ave not

Q
Q

5IThe only example of dissimilatiom-ab--k p @& a ANAA /Jgdrduléy &g k £2Ga Na 4
which is restricted to Sinisa®aulis 1992: 67)
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been able to find any parallel for the assimilation of interveialio- that is

needed to deriveammulédrom ‘maruléu< marum verur(cf. Wagner 1941a:

230 232) While the derivation mummuléandmurmurédrommammulédo

not pose any serious problears,etymological relatido Lat.marum & U &

@§ Aispioblematic

For the forms of type 1 andZrespectivelynurgalde bovigls:" 4 k &4 N aNa&a&Np
Gl ¢ a p Aduiguéud®:p Al & Nepeklasting ,Zacelrivation from Lat.

marumis even more difficult. The forms in these types are fdDachpi

daneseand all contain a baseukr, which can in turn be from origimatkr,

*mukt or *mutk; cf. Campérgu< Latsocrd  /EU &g & &  kmargaé liad $ 0 Hn
macula Azl k p miigd Az &salidbabdudlPpsD1Ul k (ebaWagner

1941a: 157, 167; DES .IITH&2) are some inherited Sardinian words that are

nearly or completely homophonous with thisrbasgfound in types 1 and 2.

One is Cammuirgu &4 & a< LathdilpsDehich Pauli€1992: 126inks

could have influenced originalaruléu/mammuléd marumverum yielding

murguléwetc. The other is Campirga A A<aL&tAmurgaamurca k A %& 4

[I: 138) The latter form cannot have yietdgdioeg6: Meana Sardo) regularly,

because the- in original #g-is expected to persist. Semantically the link be-

&Aaap AdaGA pA isdificalt touGdeBtammotPadlid k & £ Ak A3 O £/
further(1992: 12Moposes that Catlirgola HUN Bl@raBellap 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 purpase.&g a & ®&daa «40pDz p N
bears alearsemantic connection to the plant species referredntarog

murguléwetc. and various assumptions are netdeghold these etymologies

In conclusion, WagnelBES t1139assumption of a pRoman origin on the

basis of the structure of these wordsecessanfhe endinguléufuréutuéu

might ultimately be the same as-théuin karduréu &g k A@&duum - U e
verun), even though the details surrounding the developrmemnem&in un-

clear Thebase of the forms in types 1 andn2ufig) may have arisen through

influence fronCampmirgu &4 & 4 &4 dhprfaa HINDEAE Pauliss

1992: 12@or the forms in type 3, | do not think thahhaam & (i &2 &g A Hia aup
be upheld as an etymology, since it is based more on semantic proximity than on
regular correspondence. Whether this elemdmth alternates between

mamm, mumm and murm, is ofpreRomarorigin 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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rgusa

*Ou

r.
g
=
<

V Type 2: *urgisa
O Type3

*kugusa

-+ Type 1: *6u

rgisa

[ Type 4: *Gelikisa

MANDE

~

Figure3.5: CeleryApiumgraveolens

florum)
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3.1.6 CeleryApium graveolens ANN G Afunfnbd#lardia 4 3 £4&
Reconstruction Forms
t* Apg . NDES (555) A D giBit), p A g2/NANE& N

(Apium graveolehs A D g5 NAIGN ANGN

(Cicutasp L.

Paulis(1992: 141)rgulone(Log.), urgisa(3 0 &4 U p k

celery Apium graveolens

Puddu(2023: s.tirglsatzurgusa tirglsa truglsa turglsa

_____

Lag. turgusonetzurgisa & & Gpauén Araveolens
2 *urglsa Blasco Ferrgfl988: 17%)r;Usa(3 Orani) ANNG A
(Apium nodiflorum
3 *kugusa DES (l1422)kugtla (4:. U FHUNk G AU RPN
nodifloruny>*wild celeryApiumgraveolens
Puddu(2023: s.tirgGsatzurgis cugisa ENNG A
(Apium nodiflorupnceleryApium graveolens
4* ADZ] . Paulis(1992: 1413eliila (Arborense) Ak GA Adua
graveolens
Puddu2023: s.tirgusatzurglsa tzeligusaid.
5* §J . NUPuddu(2023: s.irgisa tzurglsy atigisa & a @givk
graveolens
The cited forms refer to a number of plant spdeefmrms fromBitti (1), Nuo-
ro (2), andMlamoiadd4)all refer to species of the gexpiam For thevariant
from Orgosol6) 8 U Gp a & Gk waeffhemgckQicutadpli P k 5@ k £
HAUpPDkpG kA pNe&e dandakapedA oA 10AAQ AgN N
aéA 594 GaakaluG ANAHA ®jagnafaewa LA gusa kp
are etymologically relatetlecan observan alternation between initiak vs.
AP piddue to metathesis).

Besidethe forms presented by WagBkrsco Ferr¢t988: 178 cordsur; Usa
ANNG Afodnd eafy i Bra@)AEsfelation to A P galsdlaitested in
Orani, is not quite clear; Pa{ll®92: 14dnoposes that the may have been
detached by confusion with the artithe alternating presence ofstiggests
the presence of the fReman element %)- (8§ 9.1.2 An interpretation

* _urgusawould preclude a direct comparisorktmésa* A DZgic., uNiéss

*2These data are discussed in a similar fasBiwanenvieug&024 22622§.
*30lder sources often use the binoHe#dsciadium nodiflorim) W.D.J.Kogkwhich
is a synonym Apium nodiflorurfef. WFO 2021: slelosciadiumodiflorum
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*urgusas assumed to be some kind of compoundk/gtis&n other forms.

This is of course purely speculaffaulis (1992: 141i¥ts turguldone for

Logudorese andeljulafor N@g&g - NGOANA a £a Agkag &aNA&4&aALn
Arborense varietyirdis 1988: 91R3etiila & & G & & AgUsabltGtdEN in § U £
tseli, which coulde the element § tbal isfound invarious no#inherited

words (cf. 8 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
atigisa & a.Gta tiflal sequencati- likely represents pRoman* -{cf.
Macomeattili;érta<* § D& ] ZPp n U

Paulis(1992: 14M2)treats urglla and ku; Gla as unrelated wordkw; Gla
would be identical taikisa A£G U DA 59a naANoGiek kA& &yluaE *#§
*kublla in MamoiadaPaulisproposes a connection betweergila Ak GA
8 a Ga folgosaulysd AN J 4 & &8 5N JEThAsé waddre therseles
of obscure origin, so this conneds@peculativelt is rather unattractive to
separateurglla andkuy; ila, which both contairgisaandwhichboth mean
A k GA If @l afGnépéedentedorms are taketo be etymologically related
wearedealing with an alternation between inkial A pr-, * §dbd* -§
Except for the A, fhiscoincidesvith alternationsbserveih some other lexi-
cal itemgcf. 8 9.). Whether ur- is some variant ofilf-, 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 ang-Puddu (
guldoneandtselj tla) show that the distribution of this family of words for plants
of the genuBpiumHUd £ o4 Aleegad GUAGaAA ®glip 8UGpaa ¢/
gest.Pittau (1995: 209roposes a shared ®eman origin for the Sardinian
forms and Laticta n Nk £ANpP § a HIGN A& Dz gk £ k£ AENEHIGGA
opa Ak £FEk 80Ga&A kp &®ja aNHNUAKkAND NAE 8UGpaéa
Puddu is the reconstruction of the velar obstiugrgs 1, 2 an@dlBneed an
original *g-, since k-would either have been preserveuawyielded **blin
Mamoiada and OrgosdM/agner 1941a:. The same goes for the in
Logudoreseturgulone where %*- is also expected to be preserved
postconsonantallipWagner 1941a: 1ifbArborenseselj Glaand probably also
atigusd(if it is Logudorese), the'-g- should go back tek* since intervocalic
*-g- would have disappeared in these dig/tgner 1941a:. ™@rhaps the
prervationof -g- in the Logudorese and Arborense dialects is due to influence

5 Pittau(1995: 209)so includes Srlissa n N k /N p (Can@rruGadidaiim)in
this comparison (see38L.)0Lat.ci¢ ta has been compared to Celtic forms (Pedersen
1909: 209; Wigman 2023: 193).
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from forms like CamipsGttsula Ak GA U 4 sekcatg BANNA  Alia
Pauli1992: 14)ggestdtis in any case plausible that the sequeyusa(br

*-kusa in the discussed forms is etymologically one and the sRomae
element. The alternations of the initigisace are not isolated, and may indi-
cate preRoman morphological pattern8.(g

3.1.7 False fenneR{dolfia segetym
Reconstruction Forms
* 7] §Ppn DES (l1589) tsikkiria (Camp.) tsirikkia (1 7 k GG «
species of dilalse fenneRidolfia segetuvorig *°

This word has been connedte®ES (11589)to theword A Are-G
thum graveolens & Resedatdria ngdiRioscorides Anazarbei 1906: I1l: 58
RV)as a Punic word (i.e. *® Theclose 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 Sabinid.873: 52d@pes not, as
Paulis(1990: 601; 1992: dggests, discuss the Sardinian formise baes
propose @onnectiorbetween the Punigordand Hebr. W @&OPs> Gr.

FadHap&eaA Gk AAaRE& - KEHAANPGE ek p®z
descendants BfrotoSemitic tikar- U Ga N g Nudlkhe relatédikvériag root
*hkr- &N o94aaNHA kpasdkiuz®adA U 4 3 (KéghnA & GA
2012a: 24Bn etymological connection betw®em. A &nGiebr.

4

U ekd A®:

W OfkOrthereforaequires #Ea Hil p ek & A k A& AF&4dhvu G GaNg NGk

the Punic sid&Vhether this is accepted or, does not altéhelikelihood 6 a
Punic origifiorthe Sardinian forms.

SDES defines this word a8 &£n a & kuda/Bpebledi ahdtaG Givesdhe scien-

tific nameRidolfia segetum Agkag kA kp /Al A& @Anethin@da A£appac

eolens. 54 nGlupeaeAk UAd Alxyald AkHKGULA kp
$$Wellmann(Dioscorides Anazarbei 1906: 11I: 5§ RVAE Ak &9

RN N = N

final syllable. Bla{l873: 528) k &a & proparoxytdhéccentighd Ak &9

8LUGpPad £ w&ANAKW kA Ade Ak £EFadapae Ak &y
have been influenced by Sardinian paroxigitk@ia It is not clear to me whether to

ANGGNA #Gu@ NA& 8aGGHuUpp A aAka&kNp NA wkNAEZNAKA

quence to the etymological discussion of this word. TherBus also niad&Epkn
(Dioscorides Anazarbei 1906: 1l1l: 52wRi6h may or may not be relgt#d Mircia
Sanchez 2011: 443)

5

niadNaAea
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*Qikkiria
... *@ikkirfa

<

Figure3.I7: False fenndRidolfia segetym
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A peculiar feature thfe Sardinian fornis ther lack of expected palatalization,
as*tsikkiriawould be expected to yiéldsiedria. This does not discredit its
etymology il @ P k & though In Berber, Mdrcia Sanct@@l1: 43233)
compares Tskaskra &g k £&Ga Ak &g AHiEGnopspph 6a4A nélka
nosissimu$urra (cf. van den Boogert 1998: 178 1@kratGikiQ sak>

o Gl &4 Dz & QaiidbpitarG doN/Pboslers. (¥)mdat a-ahib; cf. Til-
matine & Bustamante 2002: 43t#skrat teskera Echinops spinosissimus
(Trabut 1935: 96Ye reconstructs these formst@skrO< *skkiryQ™ which
ANOGA aN&dAdaAnNpA &N 10pka (2011: 433) ) NAa g 2
gk HLEAGAE pNe&ea k£ @®§a Elade @®j§iCeDRGa NHGAPaIA /EN
Agk Ga «®ga 10pkéa UpA 404AkpDpkeddershENA HUAE 4 & £ 4
comparison semantically rattificult
It should be noted, however, thatwio anonymoumedievalArabicBerber
word lists Tsh<task>is defined as AR 1ibi,, A (vah Gen Boogert 1998:
178, 184; cf. Mdrcia Sanchez 2011: 432. fithig9gEntification is deemed

k P & N AvaradareBoogdftd08: 31, 178, 588)a /Al ad & &glue 13P
Tsh<task>are formally compatib®lircia Sanchez 2011;,48®) are attest-
aA kp e«ga HalpkpGéG Ak GG Gda askAap
between these formdow exactigeg & Haltpk p G Ak GG AUGAE
developdk P &N & gejosevichl VErsas aetcledEte Gie.

A da kp
5

Aapp

3.1.8 Fleabane, yelloWitrichia viscoya
Reconstruction Forms
*fris(s)a DES (I547)frila(Camp.) A & G G N ADit#ihia visea
(L.) Greuter® frisa, frissa Artemisial. vrissa(l Dorgali
greamullein ¥erbascum thapgus®
This word occurs already in the Condaghe of San Pietro de8ilkj fisa
(Bonazzi 1900: sec. 309agner (DES547) remains agnostic about the ety-
mology of these forms, but does consideRam@n origin.

S70p Aadp EchiNopSspiashissda synonym @chinops spinosissiriusa

(WFO 2022a: €chinops spinosissimugg.

%8|f one reconstructs not two but just one short high vowel feBé?hetg this recon-

struction would ba®s krO< % kK ryO(cf. Kossmann 2020a:3%

8 i G plauda vigEodd.) Aitonis a synonym Biittrichia viscogaf. WFO 2022b: s.v.
Dittrichiaviscosausbspviscosh

©“gluUGpahd HUADZE #£ya HAUPkPG NAE ®ga wNA&GUIGaALa AENA
that this meaning is not completely certain.
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Figure3.18: Yellow fleabanBiftrichia viscoya
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Paulig(1992: 8®n the other hand derives the Sardinian forms from the Latin

phytonymafrissa A & U G DiacunGutus Bulgaichot), attested once in

Pseudd n @ Ga k @ A& (cf. priié 8% B°*¥AIhbugh dragon lily and yel-

low fleabane are not similar in appearance, Paulis atthibutesnectiomo

the fact that both plants are known for their foul smell, as well as to some shared

HaAaAk&al G QA4 A  B/lbaschbatliapsksp Gul AHGGEIGAZK PANHA o NgZ
due to the superficial similarity between mullein and yellow flealiahere

bothAlleegdad @®1GG gadoladaaNgA nCGAnpnasik Ak &y AaGGN.
isfound inSpand1851: 22yt is not confirmed anywhere @sealis 1992: 89)

Perhaps it is somehow the result of confusion of various scientific plant names

containingdracunculu&cf. Paulis 1992: 89).

i

It is likely that the Sardinian forms are related tafiissa A4 U GNP Gk GA 59
questiorregardingts etymology is all but resolved however. It is not quite clear

where Pseudon 3Gak A& §aéollk dH-AkicarEasahasHin N £a A * fE
been proposd@PradeBaquerre 2013: 20) this might be yet another instance

of a SardiniaAfrican Romance isogloss, possibly due to Punic inftfie8ce

10.1 However without direct evidence for a Punic provenance of these words

and/or for the geographic origin of Ps@pdieius, neeliableconclusions can

be drawn.

3.1.9 Germander, yelloWwducrium flavum

Reconstruction Forms

*punnanaru DES (1240) bunnanneru(t # Np N4 & { A
(Teucrium flavulm
Paulig1992: 121)¢ p 1A dedraNdrls i A

DESJoes nopropose an etymology for this woutimerely notetts similarity

to the toponynBunnannarystandard ltaliarBonnanarp Paulig1992: 122)

suggestthat this similarity may be due to chandelloretymologywhich is

plausible He proposes an etymolokynianary, from Latcunnus ¢ G Gk P

2aAlUQPAEA NE ®gkZ nGlpeae /£ Unstinubting)ee aHHA PG GNG

propertiesThiswould requir@derivation by means of the inherited substantiv-

izing suffixanu/all p A &g a n g Adeam (PAUkbKlE92: ER)EVEK a

though the semantitevelopment needed fors etymology is acceptable, the

evidence for nominalizing derivations véthu/ais scarcéWagner 1952: 51

52) and the combination-@hu/aand-éru/ais found nowhere else.

11 i @(@EI02E8Rrum dracunculds is a synonym Bfacunculus vulgasshott (cf.
WFO 2043 s.vDracunculus vulgaris



Figure3.19: Yellow germandérgucrium flavum
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Moreover, whereas w®uld need to assunreanalysis of the initigk-*of

*kunnanaruthrough 8- (regular in postocalic position) to attested this is

not paralleled in the regular reflex ofdumnustself, which ikinnuevery-

where (DES433)Each of these developments is theoretically pdasitite

combined number of assumptions needed to ekplaidnneru A4 GGNA Ga 4

Huli p A & AkannuES N Bk p G i DA £ &gk £ a®@AHNGNGA UGG
this word has no apparent cognates outside of Bonorva, makes it difficult to
ANHh U Ala®eksaGA agliGolaed 100GkA naANANAAA ae
ternative one.

3.1.10 Hemlock Conium maculatym
Reconstruction Forms

*aClssa DES (1153)aussa(1 7 k GGl nh @&a @  Comiuk
maculatunt..
Thiswordis only recorded once, and the informant allegedly had to think before
GkokpG &gk A pliHa ANB8). WayrekcdaSigers dhé HIG N & Dz %& 4

NANo UBNGAI ph 4a a P& ANa /£ PNeseqddnd@d JAE k& GpA
must originally have contained a consonant-4id#); as inheriteeau- regu-
larly yieldsa-. It is formallysimilar to Camplalissawhich refers to various
kinds of mustard and other similar plant3.X86 Since Villaputzu is in the
Sarrabus region, where intervodatice- (Wagner 1941a: J@Bsaould per-
haps have developed frainz* (i , AXol(a semantic point of view this shift

BANH HQOA®IAA a®a &N nNk ZENp gaHGNAaDz k£
both plants have a superficially similar sRape(1995: 20@pnnectalssa
tokugla, urglisa & a ANNG ApréRorefdsqd¥3a Frhis aaGaadA

is formally and semantically imaginaftteough the geminatss in alssas
problematicOn the basis afsingle attestation it is difficult to draw any firm
conclusions.



Figure3.110 Hemlock@onium maculatym
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A Type 1: *vulltri

O Type 3: *llillulu

O Type 4: *vullVru

@ Type 5: *vullib6ulu
< Type 6: *mullur-
-+« Type 1: *vulldri
7/, Type 2: *vulltiriku

Figure3.11Hemlock@onium maculatym
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3.1.11 Hemlock Conium maculatym
Reconstruction Forms

I *vulldri DES (Il 204) biyyari (Log.), buyyari, [su] uyydri
(8. GaNHa 4 n RdnideNrpaculpfikuG N &
Paulig(1992: 15kjyyari, buyyari (Log.)yuyyari (9: Orani

k A

2 *wullariku DES (R04)uyyari;u / - NG k A

3:*llallulu DES (204)[su] yyayyulu (10 A& § k & k k A

4:*v(lVru DES (204) uyyuréyyu (4: Nule) ayyuru (5:# N p N
Paulig1992: 154jyyaru(6:;/ OGN & N k A

5:*vA DDZ Paulig1992: 1540y yatulu(7:%N & G i Gk k A

6: *mullur- Paulig1992: 15Myyure(2 Lode)muyyuru (3- @ G i

There iA Ok #a ANHA gUadklaekNp kp ®gaka ANAALE [ENAE

clear Latin etymology. Most widespread is, typm Wwhichyipe 2 is derived by
means of the suffix(i¥ku (cf. Wagner 1952. T§pes 3 andade accentedn

the first syllable aridve different suffixes than found in type 1. Typd<ai1]

35) The forms of/pe 4contain-8ruand-dru, which are not inherited from Lat-

in. Unaccentedéru/a occurs with some frequenicy words of suspected
preRoman origig 9.2.6.2 -rumay be due to assimilationéwtito preced-

ing accentedl-. Type 5glyydtuly 7 Dorgali) hadit(t)ulu< Lat-GUceu+ -Glu
(Wagner 1952: 35)the forms of typetiée place of the accent isindicated
which makes it impossible to establish which suffix we are dealing with. As for
the initial consonant, we fibdin types 1 and 4. The forms without an initial
consonant (e.gyyuréyu; 4 Nule) as well as with initgl(in guyyatuly, 7
Dorgali) can be explained from origimddy* reanalysis of the postvocalic form

in which the onset was regularly, &ssthe base forfof. Wagner 1941a: 206
209) The onsefy- in type 3s likely due to assimilation to the followjmgig

The m- of the forms in type 6 is slightly more difficult to explain mor-
phophonologically, but cf. Wag(E941a: 102)l in all, most forms are most
easily explained frorbuyy- < *ulk/vult. Thevariantvuyyuri (9: Orani)pro-
videsevidence that may beriginal. Although all Sardinian dialects, except for
the dialect of Bitti, generally merge inhesrteehd-b-in all positiongWagner
1941a: 998) there are some traces of preservation of eviginalistinct from

-b-. For Orani, ofervéke /g a a n ber éde Ak<Aatvedx A a3 @ffag-4

ner 1941a: 101; DES lvBiréina GAUna ¢ U 4 ¢ ablBsnnagkd - NG
< Latvinddnia k(BES lI578)Wagner (DES204) argues that Logyuriis

due to vowel dissimilation from oldeyydri, whose vocalism is more widely

$ U
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attested across the dialects. Against this, @895 15p)oposes that the
vocalism obuyyuri etc. may have arisen through associatiorbiyith G @ &

4a4&0G kpeaLkekpa 0 4 4 and /afreqiel® peegra N GlUp e £
ence in dunghil8Positing originabtltri would allow for a comparison with )
Tuschilleri(pl.) HU A A£E&Brdamidedpratendis Uk nANANAAA oA 1k

(apudPaulis 1992: 151; Pittau 1995: 203; cf. also Alessitib@4¥et 3gpison

hemlock and mayflowers are rather different plants, especially given the fact that

®ya Gleead kA aAkoGa AgkGa #ya ANAHAA KA A&
buyyari etc. was influenced byya G @ e 4a4&0G kpead£ekpa AN

_____

have-u-vocalism, suggetitatit may beriginalafter all.

In conclusion, the two types that cannot be explained in terms of inherited ma-

terial, are typehlyyuri etc., and type Blyyaru etc. The question is whether

the difference in suffixation results from the existence of two differently suffixed
preRomanforms that were borrowed into Sardimaependently or from

secondary formatisnvithin Sardinian. In light of the occurrence of fdth

and-@ra/uin other Sardinian words of-R@man origin§(9.2.p, we are likely

dealing with a pfl@oman basetlF4 & £a 4 Ak p G &N nNk ANp § a HGNAa Dz

3.1.12 Mullein, greatMerbascum thapyfis
ReconstructiolForms

I*timbar  DES (1261262) timbaru (X . NP &k /Bhinkht
oleraceus. timbara(46 4 4 3Ga k V@rhaaall
thapsus.

2: tutimbar  Paulis (1992: @limbaru - NA» Eu
phorbiasp L.

3: katimb(u)\DES (I: 2&b2):kadumbu(5: Milis, 9: Oristano, 13sellus
14Mogoro),kardidmmulu(6: Tonara)kadUmbulu(7: Mean:
Sardo, 9: Laconikarimbulu (8: Tortoli), karaimbult
(11Gairo)kardumbulu(12: SeuRadriumbuly15: Escalaplar
kadumbith (16: Siurguskadumb&u (17San Nicoldo Ger
18%NGk U pNg U Verttadcamitiiapshsd G G & k

62 amhowevep N& & NP ¢ k D(E082A158)aAHI4i0% Gkl & n Nk £AND § & UGN A Dz
stems would necessarily remind speakers of rectal intestines.
®3These data are discussed in a similar fasBiwarnenvieug2024 236239.
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Figure3.11.2 Great mulleirMerbascum thap}us
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*p ega HaupkpéG G4 aypeamexma@e:aamemtterof Aada AEkpA AENE
thesck polidk o GA 42 E&pélurahhlra(Z) GG &dile=e mﬁmcawkpp g NA
ever has a nehomonymtimbaru(l)&eg i & Aap N&a £ ANA &gk ££Ga
sow thistle are two rather different, unrejaigatis Both dahave yellow flow-

ers however, atdthare used in traditional medicihbe question is whether

®gaka AOnab&dEkakiuG EkHkGlUAkekasf£ U4 apNgGy
Gakp &N ANA &gk £Z£Ga

Paulig1992: 61, 3885)argues thautimbaru An EépBaibia sp. @&An a

was inherited from Lathymalugwhich in turn is from Gr. milk-

weed Euphorbia peplus # a amd@aythigutimbaruvould have

sdaap aaeapAaA AKarHlupekadlGGA Soridhjus &ga Npa 9§
oleraceus Aga &N -GNREYL pALNEALALya HHR&DA A glupA &l

lein Verbascum thapsus oaadl@/mFa NAE oNefHeixadl D 0L I
1953: 263There are several issues with this scenario. Firstityyyiretlus
/n @ &datiued in Sardinian as titigabaly Nuor. §  n (PaulisC1#02:
170) This does not correspond regularntytfmbarufound in Lodé (2) and
Siniscola (3) where weuld also expect **tj n .Obelsdizk goestﬁmba—
ru ANA &gk /EaeGla92 358¥plpiksaag thelrés@t Gikindience from

Logtimbaru a Hih &g A o2 aagk o a Np U&AaN@pe&e NA ®ja 0§
akekpG s8uGpad £ %& 4 * * gAnNa&g a £k £ ¢
It.tibolo &P s a 3AGUAAGAAELE NAE ®§a GCkDAGKkINNA N4
ed fotibolo & @ast@mbaru & Hih A s aa gk 6 a e k £ k Hn Naaeu[

baruk 2e/£a GA ANa A pNe& Ha Epphorbiegpdodnot have N4 A Ng a & iz
gNGGNA A=®a HA *d® kAE ®§OE OpGCGkDAGA &glua&e &gk

thing to do with the botanical terms discussed here, and theitfomharu
/N @4 Grabaru VAN @9 k ££Ga darilkp @pééA’ENGééA 1
attributing the similarity betweartimbaru An @énGadu ANA & k A£G A upA
&g

,,,,,,

timbara HIOW G Ga k p &N nNngdGUA& UAEANAKkU&kNp NA a
or botanical traits, but it seems more likely that iimimra HQ G G_a kp & Q U &
influenced the outcome of ltithymalus £n G4 Ga kp - NA-» UpA 4%

Forthe forms dfype3, Pauli$1992 355<)nsiders two different etymologies On

(Hesychius Alexandrinus 2020:,5%2®) to Sktkayamba a p A nNkp e el GDz
(MonierWilliams 1872: 245@n the other hanlte proposelsadimbuo be a

contraction ofj* & dzdz A ACh aDktUMbiE e\ a NA &#ga ®yadaa nkn.
traditional Sardinian musical instrumeanngyas. For the Sanskrit (and Hes-

84Cf. the Dutch nameslfsmelk A£n & & réedkdistell FMA 2§ k A£G a
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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 comisauisikely because
laungyasare made of reed, which is not at all similar to mullein. The best op-
tion is still to treat this word as being of possibRopran origin, and to ana-

lyze it within Sardinian before jumping téldag comparisons.

Within type3, we find a large variety of forms. Most of these can be explained by
secondary insertion -of. In the case of this specific word, this may have been
due to influence frokardu &g k A GétymologicaBependsip is a
common phenomenon in Sardinian in ge(\iagner 1941a: 22%)As such,
kadUimbuand its diminutivikadimbulwarethe base form of this typd@he
intervocalicd- in this word must go back to an origin@iVagner 1941a:,69)
leading to a reconstructid@tumbuThis leaves us witkatimbunext totim-

barda. An apparent suffiddra/u occurs with some frequency in the
nortinherited Sardinian lexicdB 9.2.6.2 This allows us to identify a stem
tumb in both katumb andtimbara Prefixedka occurs in severabrds of
suspected p#iRoman origifcf.§9.1)1

3.1.13 Mullein, great{erbascum thapjus

Reconstruction Forms

*trofolla DES (tl 525) trueyya (Gallur.), travoyya (X Sennori
trovoyya (2 Bonorva, :3Padria, 4Nuoro, 8 Ghilarza
trivoyya (5 Macomer, 6Scano di Montifexr 7 Santi
Lussurgiu, 18usachi, 1Raunei)troyya (9:' Np p k
mullein {erbascum thapdus

Besides the forms listed above, Wagner (BES nentions a ntwctalized

varianttruvé/ya, which he believes must be somewhere from the north because

of its similarity to Gallureseeyya. Wagner (DES3R5) and Paul(i$992: 355

356)both follow Schuchar(it899: 183)ho derives the Sardinian forms from

LatturbOe &N Ak £®204 o pdAdlQ0AKa NA ®ya nllaxkaa
lein in the watefcf. Heizer 1953)lthough this etymology would work well
semanticallycf. Srdtruvisku /ZHéaveill daphneDéphne gnidiur. - U

turbiscugSchuchardt 1899: 1®B; DES 11:530)is phonologically and mor-
phologically problematic.

% Some of the other differences are due to local dialectal developments, such as the
development ofl*in kadimbtu (SanNicold Gerrei, Dolianoykadumbhti (Siurgus¥
kadumbulu
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A *trofolla
..« *trofolla

Figure3.11.3 Great mulleirMerbascum thap3us
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Wagne(DES tI525notes that the endirgyya, which should go back +oll3,

is peculiar and not found elsewhere in Sardimiahe phonological side, there

are two issues in derivimgvgya etc. from Laturbare The first is that the
expected vocalism would béruwdyya, which is attested only in the Sar-
do-Corsican dialect of the Gallura. Although sporadic pretonic vowel changes
are commoWagner 1941a: 23) we wouldtill expect pretoniai-to be pre-

served somewhere; cf. alsoiggA @eNA £GC DAY &Nattlr-p & k &4 up
bare Logn p A n@Gak 6 a A A lturbisguEDES 11529 53D)ahich
preserve pretonio-. The actually attested vocalism for this word rather points
to original-o-. The second issue concémsonsonantism. If this word were
fromturb-, we would expedt to yield- - in most dialect@Vagner 1941a: 98

100, 176ven if we take into account sporadic outcordesef#, such as in
truvisku AGaé &g a A Al n g ptarbiscu$DES N5BMY this does nail &
explain the complete absence of this consonaéyyia (9: Fonni).For these
reasonst iis more consistent with the data to assume an orifjimalttis

word. In the Barbaricine dialects, to which Fonni befoisgest, while it be-
comesv-intervocalically elsewhdWagner 1941a: 90)

X«
&
iyl

At face value, thed U AAKk pk U p ANA A #iuspBiNtédto orighdla il &8 HIPGGak p
*trofolla The morphological and phonological difficulties described above cause

4 34§ Oa §1899:A88)ymblogy to lose much of its explanatory power, and it

is best abandongedithough themmay still have been influence ftaméare<

Lat.turbarein the formsruvéyyaand Gallurtrugyya.  is in any case clear that

in these forms the endudjya was remadato -€yya, which is the productive

diminutive suffix < Laella/us The reconstruction bvdyaa s Gdale HIG
G 4 &sprrofollaand the rejection of its etymology mean that it is of obscure

NAk Gk p 30Kk®& GkDaA /AasahilGRoh@agadridginh ANAAAL /ENA
although there is no direct evidence beside its lack of an etymology.

3.1.14 Mullein erbascusp)

Reconstruction Forms

*okri DES (Il: 34pkri # @GN0 EJKk  Verdaaca
sp.- @Ea A &N HlIDaAa Hil&AE
Puddu(2023: s.Nocr): locri &£n & 4 k & AVelbd&cu
sp.

This word from Busachi is attested with an-@pewWagner, and with a closed
-0- in Puddu. One wonders whether the apém Wagner could be due to an
error. We would expétikrito yieldokriwith closedd-, due to the followinig
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Figure3.114 Mullein Yerbascuisp)
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Note furthermore that Busachi does not belong to the dialechssdhtiad
unaccentednid vowelg, otoi, u (cf. Wagner 1907b: Magdnoriginal tokre

is impossible towagner (DES 84) does not express any thoughts on the ety-
mology of this isolated form. P4u92: 35@yoposes a babbrmation from
lukréu Stachys glutinosa 5§k £ a®AHNGNGA kA& ol&LkaA Np
lukréu, which is attested only in Aritzo, goes bac#t.toelicrysun{Paulis
1992: 11&) 8§ 3.18 It is not clear tone what the motivation for a
backformation oflukréu Stachys glutinosa> 10/6kri  HUZ Ga®udlck Have
been, and by which mechaniém was detached. In my view #ikti, 16cri
remains obscure; it could be ofRmman origin, but this is difficult to establish
on the basis afsingléorm.

3.1.15 Poppy Papaver rhoeas

Reconstruction Forms

1*anda Wagne(1928: Map:@nnale Ig u] (1 Torpé)annalelokul]
(2 Siniscola,:8 k &k 4 RadayaN thoelsN n

2* 0 a dzWagne(1928: Map B)a anya (Nuor., 40rune, S.ollove
6: Nuoro, 7Dorgali, 80liena 10 Orgosolp 14 Urzule),
anya(120llolaj 13Gavo] k A
DES (l 151)a &naya (13 Gavid) k frore e] t&qya

(454 kak k A
3:* randa Wagne(1928: Map:9yarya(9:0 & i p k k A
4* an a Wagne(1928: Map:#antsa110 G a i k k A

5:* & dza U P Puddu2023: s.tandhatzandhd: tzandhara k A

This word, which restricted to the Nuorese and some Ogliastran dialects, is
generally agreed to be ofpoenan origifWagner 1922: 251; Bertoldi 1937a: 151
fn. 1; DES |: 151; Paulis 199&: 318ys quite some formal variatiglost
common is typ2 (* & dzdramwhich type Bnayhave arisen by-insertion

In type 4the sequencad- was replaced withts due to assimilation to initial

ts-< * -. Theforms of type &r(ng lack the onset *altogethef’ Puddu(2023:
s.vizandhaalso notezandhargwithout locationtype § ostensibly with the
suffix-dra(89.2.6.2

% These forms are already partially listed in WEAS22: 25Dut all instances of

have mistakenly been printedoas

" The realization efid- as-nn-is not uncommon in the Nuorese dia{8¢tgner 1952:
179) According to Wagn@ES :1151dhis pronunciation was in this case reinforced by
association with the female personal ame
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A Type 1: *anda

V Type 2: *(a)Banda
O Type 3: *Oranda
O Type 4: *6anBa
7/, Type 2: *(a)0anda

Figure3.115 PoppyRapaver rhogas
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Outside Sardinia, this word has been conmpakag/pan n N (BerA

toldi 1937a: 151 fn. 1; cf. Dioscorides Anazarbei, 12061 8d8}' nder(dep.

Lot) etc. k A 458D fn. 21% Bmder® G {Bkrfoldi apud Wagner

1932: 237; cf. FEW ):98) Gr. /G Pikdudpud Paulis 1992: 319; Pittau

1995: 108All of these comparisons require the assumptidhetaardinian

forms of types 25 contain the pfeoman prefix *(8 9.1. which wouldn

that cas@aot be parof the lexical ste(WVagner 1932: 237; Pittau 1995FHi68)

is confirmed by the existence of typéntla HoweverGr. AGNAAA k £ k
herited from an IndBuropean rootend- (Beekes 2010: 11B5) As Wagner

(DES:1151) 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 comparisonamioBg. A N Huli P /Ea a uE &N
be based more on superficial similarity than anything else; it is to be rejected on
semantic grounds.

The GalleRomance form&N &4  are Formalli similar to local words f@ G

4 4 &.9. MFenderceLang.endérgdep. Aveyron) etc. detbice Thisword

would berelatedto Gaulderbita @G & & & Agkag k£E U a®edAedaA kp

cognate in BredervoedFEWIII: 46). FEW (XXIAB50 fn. 21) therefoegards

theHlA U Pk p G ANAAA U £ ( Holévetliaphaigtiithed a2 &ed p Ek Np |

ANA& HAE ANA nNAAA upA @Gaaé kp e&®garska Akl

mous everywhere.glangender @ Gadnder nNAN A ; FEWXXINg N & £

550 fn. 3dervese @ G AWM\ A Norvda A A & 146, X3EN6H0Enl G ' &8 xx %

21)Moreoveri Ak £& kp HalpkpG AEFANH ©@Gaaa &N i

It is in my view preferable to keep the @alldui paa ANAAA ANA AN A
@Gaaé a®AHNGNGKk AU GGA A£anluéilxadA UGaegNaGy

on each other due to formal similarifibis leaves Larfgndérénded & a n N

n A U O nNAEAEkKks Ga afdirkbit is & any dagetplassible 2§ a 4 U &4 Ak |

®kgle 2k AL AFae NA 40 &Rokngnioigp, becaudelaler- £N 4 AN

nating *-(and perhapsira).
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*alaCussa

<

... *alaCussa

Figure3.116 Mustard
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3.1.16 Mustard
Reconstruction Forms

*alaCussa DES (I68) alatissa $ (i Huin A Sjrlapiszalbi,
shortpod mustard H{rschfeldia incandl.) LagfFoss.
alalssgt& £a U GUin Gl p N AEN Llurksp
L

Paulig1992: 23837)alatissaCamp.) A § k &a Sins
pis alby shortpod mustardifschfeldia incap@ Londor
rocket Sisymbrium irib), hedge mustar@&isymbrium offi
nale (L.) Scop,. corn rocketBunias erucago), commo
giant mustardRapistrum rugosuin) All.
All species referred to ddgissdear similarity to each other by having small
yellow flowers and edible semdesaves with a sharp taflES (I68)is uncer-
tain as to its etymolod®aulis(1992: 23derivesalatssdrom a hypothetical
*salelis Lat*sald’ s AAEIGERE a Ak &g Aty confasiprrvét) & N/AE k p k &k
the definite articlsa The semantic motivation would be that musteitt
pine kernelsyascommonly 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 sau@d.fikaty It. fegateetc. G k<d dt.&
ficQus /EU &eed p a A shHatseylinadEiclBuie cannbéiny @tiout major
semantic shifts this etymology cannot be maintained on morphological
grounds. The required forsaledisivould be a hedihal compound, whereas
virtually all other compounds in Sardinian areihitiatl(Wagner 1952: 137
138)in line with Romantendencie¢Forza & Scalise 2016}s also problem-
atic that Lat' s o & N &g £l 04 a k£ pPN& aNpa&kpgaA kp 4
flexes of this word are found in Gatlmanc€FEW V85) The existence of
such a compoundthereforeunlikely Additionally, the development of word
final *sinto geminatess isunexpectedit thus remains etymologically obscure
and a pr&Roman origin cannot b&cludedAny preform would probably re-
quire the presence of a consonant betaesmmd-U- (i.e. alaCls9aas inherit-
ed-au-would have yielded-&* (cf. Wagner 1941a148The formaussqVilla-
puzu) " Nk £ANp gaHGN&Dz &ANOGRIBMEAAGUNLE o0a &ga Al

8 U Gpaa /& Singpid inchna? Gl PEA Brdssicd GdprdsBaissare syno-
nyms ofirschfeldia incarfl.) LagrFoss(cf. WFO 2022c: slirschfeldia incapa
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3.1.17 Mustard
Reconstruction Forms

*quspinu DES (I: 609)yspiny juspinu - NG Yists)
(Hirschfeldia incarla.) Lagr. N A4
Paulis (1992: 23p)spiny juspinu - NG A
(Sinapis alba

DES (I: 609) does not offer an etymology for this word. Like fataDasap.

Ag k ed HBEESadisN1992k 236) proposes hsminyjuspinu k A
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
formsy Uspinyy uspinuvould thus go back to Liaspi's Al @ada NAE &a nkp
While it is still uncertain whether iat. /£l @& & 2 AN&g Al A aNpea&kp
ian, this derivation is morphologically more plausible than the one proposed for
alalussd8 3.1.16As for the semantics, we would have to assume that mustard
Al £ EN A£x2ANpGGA U AANGKkU&AA Akey @gk £ Fligaa
nkpa A£i004a figafh Gk &éificdus 3 NGolpphdda Al &®LapaA Ak
fEk G £ * £ &0k £ asEAupudbaoly Goktindegihedohgindl 4 4 & 4 4 A
Latin stress pattern, while proparoxyf@ispinumust be an innovation.

®gliGpah Gkoasfk ®ga Hikapiikcinsg ) ARiAppisaadnas k U P & U _
L.is a synonym bfirschfeldia incarfa.)Lagr-Foss. A § kdayg damadAk &N Ay N& &n N/
Aliegygad «glup Ag k 2a HOAERHAA $ £ Ap



Figure3.117 Mustard

-+« *juspinu
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Figure3.118 Black mustar@fassica nigya
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3.1.18 Mustard, blackBfassica nigya
Reconstruction Forms
*muraféra DES (II: 138uravéra $ U Hun HD A&l 4

Paulis (1992: 236yravéra $ U Hn o Beass

canigri % + , N&g
Paulis (1992: 235) derives Gamavéra o Gl & Dzrdradsrlaeiiad AuD G
044 btha A DA k a 4 da HOGoah4A 4 a Hl p &k
argues that thiBenennungsmo#N & oGlaDz HIBARIAA fEea HHAE A4
mustard seeds, which would be perceived to be similar to that of mulberries. If
Srdmira HHOGo 4 4 4 A kA e UGG kpsNGgaA ®ga /Eaan
ferus Ak GA B & O G dedrus ladaAahas vl sdpadges Ahd P
first is that intervocaliegregularly develops inte(Wagner 1941a: 93), making
100Gk £ U AEXE D Hinis ciokniWgs redaiined sander ltalian influence
gppaaakAkl A 594 AaaNpA kA£&E @&yglue aanGukpkpd
HIGGo a 4 4A k£ naadgun/k AEGkGyg&eGA GakLkk @p Gk DaG
loN@ge&e ®ja GCkDAGKkINNA NAE U FaHlUpe&ekd Ak £ /
main however. There is no positive evidence fdRarpaa origin.

3.1.19 Rue, fringedruta chalepensisat thymeTeucrium marum
Reconstruction Forms
*kdrma Paulis (1990: 60812; 1992: 2281) kirma, kdrume
(tLode, %4 k P k £3& N G Ui Ruta chéléperi& a A
Farina(1987: 363989: 620rruma (Baronie reg.Jjrma
(30 Gk apl  Teucruse maednA HA
The forms listed above can all go ba¢kKitmd The varianirma(3: Oliena)
mustprobablye & k p & 4 n & Avithdthie reguir Barbaridinklshife
(cf. Wagner 1941a: TMgvariantkirumas due to epenthesis, whiatoismmon
(Wagner 1941a: 59, Paulis 1992: 2Bayli1990: 60812; 1992: 231rvinc-
ingly connects this word Fain. &da %k NiMESenE: A A8 AE
MedicgDioscorides Anazarbei 1906°80ssible other links are Akkmu U
n Gu P & (CBD\A: d6k)@andSyan k & %k N/E& N & & Bdast
chalepensigDioscorides Anazarbei 1906:'8)rcia Sanchg201140)ar-

Pk NEANAKAA A O 4 k Bindigates thedPhdd i@l of a plant

(Vattioni 1976: 51%¢e Vattior{il976: 52328)or all relevant glosses.

"' Paulis(1992: 23@)iso connects supposed Tmarma 4 & + NHygericdtn AN 4 &

perforatuni), for which he cites Rollafi®03: 8)This citation is probably mistaken

however. In volumgp. 83 NGGUpPA Ak £FAoEEa £ 404 ANA Agkag
Gkeoap 4 & +Ngp A& ANA @ (Relldad kopofkaB)i he Ak £2a OAAFA A k|
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gues that a Punic forgufmalwas borrowed into Berbefr@gurmay> *urme

represented by BkQwurm> (XJmda a- -ahb; Timatine & Bustamante

2002428) Tshiwrmi & (@&l den Boogert 19987 8%)e existence fafrmally

Ak Hk GUA ANAAA kp N&eygad 4aHkek@doalipea@E GaL£ Hu
of Phoenician, rather than of local North African origin.

_____

Because ofi¢ great semantic and foridl 4 4 &a An NpAapaa oa&Aaap 10p
4dpa kiinkded 4 A 4 Oidisattréctivesto seg tAetBardinian 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. Payll992: 23dptes 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 Latta. Whether its preservation in the Baronie is
indeed due to isssociation with madieaulis 1992: 234&)difficult to prove.
Paulig1992: 231yther 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 thatrtavel sim. was at some point a general
ANAA ANA -inflhedced Latin ppokerzbp 8aidinia, it may have expand-
ed up to its preseday location during the romanization of Sardinia, after it was
lost everywhere else.

Tunisian Arabic form that is giviemhamra 1 khér@aisdthus probably a ghost
word, and should not be used in the discussionkifr®@ The actual forhhamrais
phonologically further removed fiaimmaili P A and may be unrelated.

2This form is attested both in modern Tashelhiyt and iff théekiton cdl-HiQias
<iwrmp (van den Boogert 1998: 84; Murcia Sanchez 2011: 440)
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Figure3.119 Fringed rueR{ta chalepengisat thyme Teucriur

marurm)
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3.1.20 Rush skeletonweedhondrilla juncga Sowthistle Sonchus

oleraceys
Reconstruction Forms
1 *lipporra DES (l131) liporra - NG & @ /AAQhondEill
junced.), sow thistleSonchus oleracéus
2 *limporra DES (t31)limporra, limpora  $ U Hun k A
3 *lisporra DES (tB1)lisporra  $ G Hin k A

8uGpaad ANaAaAL pNe&e aandakrlk UpA ®gNOGygaeAE Np &§:
/ADA Ga &NpAaaA, whithpake rathéEISllmllaraplgrkﬁiElaalﬁaa his
4 & Ul 4 Dz & orealeads®ddito p@@b@ﬁfbe%p%l—bu p Nak Gkp 10
(1992: 683)n ANRNNAaA A U Aalkslaek NRQuor/BApNrel & a ANA
Log.léppere Campléppurj léppurj léppiri(§ 4.5.8 by means of the same
hypotheticapre-Romarsuffix-orra, whichhas supposedly becopreductive
as a derogatory suffix in surnames. The association of these plants to hares has
parallels in other langua@ieaulis 1992: &3) For thisPaulis needs to assume
haplology fromléppoforrato liporraetc., as well asaising of pretonicet to
-i- and influence from other words to account faroitedisnof limporraand
lisporra " GaegN@Gyg U AadadksliekNp NAE &a pluUHAEA NAE
does noappeamproblematic semantlcally, the amount of assumptlons needed
for this etymology k & AadkolekNp NAE U nGlipeae pliHa £
means ofraoriginally prdcRoman suffix usually presergurnames, haplology,
vowel assimilation and influence from other words explaining the consonantism

significantly weaken ixplanatory valué¢ must moreover be noted that
the Sardinian lexicon does not in fact present evidence for the identification of
7ritas a pRoman suffix (8.2.7.. Nda & Np ¢ k p1@98p e4846)£F£ 8 NG A £
identification of this word as a continuaritepforna< *lepdina <<Lat.lepo-
rus N A& § i &BeAfregulgripdesence of gemingie ih the Sardinian
ANAHA k£ UGAN ANOpAMSBp #ga ANAA ANA guéaa

.
A

p=] &‘
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*limporra

: *lisporra

Figure 3.20 Rush skeletonwee@hpndrilla juncga Sow thist
(Sonchus oleracgus
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3.1.21 Sea purslandtffiplex portulacoides
Reconstruction Forms
*tsibba DES (l1589) tsibba(t $ Ui o 4 U £  SalBdbnia/bd
paed..
Paulig1992: 3813ibba(1 Cabrashttsibba(20 & k Al
purslaneAtriplex portulacoides
After Paulig1992: 381he Sardinian forms listed alpredably do not refer to
GGuU AEEANEG&E : UK 8 UCKBEAE £Ax%& 4 oD &N Aal noa
are halophytes atite leaves toth 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 etymology1%#a#.li88382)
compares it to Sikcebbascerba N i n-IBaded &sdibusiSglsola soda |
SpjebeOSpaxebeenxebe U GG HMU| (Habb " 40 GOH 6k 24k NG * & k
the Sardinian forms ultimately go back to this Arabic word too, albeit not direct-
ly. Pauli$1992: 38#)inks it most likely that the Sardinian forms were borrowed
from Spanish, with replacement ¢f C5p.-x-) byts- and-& by-i-. One prob-
lem is that we would exp8gt-b-to be borrowed into Sardinian as-tather
than-bb; cf. Campka efgrd<<Sp.cabellera § U k & ska éel <Bpes-
cabecher Cat.escabetx Hili 4 k P U &@VAgneERIED 207, Ldinate
-bb-is however found in Sicebba &£l G&a @ A£j Agkag kA UGGAN &GN\
the Sardinian forms th&p.jebe U G Disthereforémaire attractive to view
tsibbaandattsibbas a Sicilian loan. This is not surprising, as a good deal of Sar-
dinian maritime terminology was borrowed from Si{gNMagner 1997: 25tlis
in any case evident that this word is a relatively recent loan, and definitely not of
preRoman origin.

PPaulig1992: 381)n k i pe&eli a4ga oAQakla&l Aidsa U Ai1Aad kG sa
bricare sapon8&oda salicorniaZ&l G AN G nNGlipe @®gle Agap o 04
to degrease clothes and to produce Sodp salicornia £l G &o @ Aj 100Gk £ &k &3
(1877; Paulis has 1888 howéwtrthe page numbers cited do not exist. The word does

in fact occur in Traind877: 384but without the description quoted by Paulis. Note

that Soda salicornia not thecurrently acceptestientific name of this plant, which is

Salsola soda



Figure3.121 Sea purslanat(iplex portulacoides
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3.1.22 Teasel, wildjpsacus fullongm
Reconstruction Forms

1 *bilgtdri DES (1206) billottiri (16 £a4 GGP A DipsadusGhl

numL.

Paulig1992: 19@jll6ttiri (50 & & N Gk k A
2 *bil@td Paulis(1992: 19@ billétti (22 Nuragus)jkanna de] billot

(3sili, 44 & &4 &4 k k A
Paulig1992: 198)a 34 4 &/A& 8L GPa i AP An%&GA NP &gle £k £ A
ably pre3 N Hili p YA nAaKckadk &Nbabalichiug b p 2ga £a ANAF
/Ea 4 & cdaloAka &gkA£E Anaakagk NAE nGlupaALl gukLE

cuplike structures collecting rainwater, in which insects get trapped and dis-

solved for their nutrients. The phonetics would be guaranteed by the surnames
bibillottiandbillétticeg il & 144 GNAUGGA kpeadnédaeaA LA HAU
While not impossible, there are some issues regarding this etymology. Paulis

cites Camaballotti-u kP #Bén \egner, but Wagner (DES1) actually

hasbabbaléttilt is important to observe thabbalétthas a singleteh, which

would be expected to yietdin Orroli, Nuragus and Isili, and - #E Serri

(Wagner 1941a: 122) Geminatell- is instead the regular outcome-Igf'®

Because of this formal problem, and the fact tHatrttebibill6ttiandbill6tti

GAda pNe& 0&ax00GGA I atiipassibloithdieBimidiya Halpk p G
between these words is no more than a coincideadaterpretation of the

AgApUHAAL UAE HAUPKDPG k p /Ea daballottbull A 24 Aga &N
Moreovera £a Hili p ek & /AEgk Fe AEFANH kD A£Faie &N nGup
without any derivational morphology would be hard to understand.

For these reasomgrefer to assume afoem bildth/-iri Ak GA @®a U £3 G * [E &
word is not to be derived from formsbii#balottetc. k p £a & & Agkayg kA& Gk
least partly of sousymbolic nature (cf. DES62), a pfeoman origin be-

comes attractive again. Pa{@l#92: 19@xplains the suffili as introduced

from Campségiri wild teasel 3142 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
observanalternation betwedsill6ttiandbilléttiri, suggesting thditi was orig-

inally some morpheme rather than belonging to théct&€n?2.6.2

"1t is theoretically possible that the gemidatis due to Cagliaritan influer(cé
Wagner 1941a: 1B86) since this specific word does not exist in the other Campidanese
dialects, | do not think this is very likely.



Figure3.122 Teasel, wild{psacus fullongm
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A Type 1: *biljéttiri
V Type 2: *biliétti
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3.1.23 WatercressN@asturtiunofficinaly ~ o @ &8 § dRéscukaca-4 NN H

leatu3
Reconstruction Forms
1 *gUspinu DES (I595) graspinu(t Bitti), gaspinu(5:0 & G N £N G

cressNasturtium officinafeBr.

Paulis(1992241)6spinu(3 # NGN &l p i Nastd

tiumofficinale
2*graspi(n)u  DES (I 595) grusgu &2 Orosei),graspinu (4: Dorgali

9 Peed § a RusoliacalehtdkN H

Wagne(DES:I595)and Paulig1992: 241)G4 aa @®glie &®ja ANAHAE AapNea&
a4 /£ 24ANNH HOA# 04 AKaaNpAULAA 8lUGpaa Ueceeil
betweergrispinia &4 Al ﬁ&]alc&u&Lﬁsng £33 upa @aﬁﬁ.g a4 /£ oANNH
DES:553) 100Gk A kpA®alA nANANAAA 0 AaHlpekad 3
84aAAE &N Becaushohia dsardht abstddseésbwhich in Sardini-
an are calletruskgya etc., watercress would have come to be associated to
phonetically S|mlletruskrufrusng SoQd®kdgah A oaA&ANNH UpA gapaa 4
ANOGA glusa UGANn&®AA AlxddddaAskAk NAKGkpUG pu
complex scenario; perhaps it was the combination of phonetic similarity be-

_____

tvveengrusplnu Al aea a afnﬁn&knéﬁ%&sng &ap@aea gaa #epo-ANNH upA

_____

*p &ga Haupkp Gle2Rdpeposds thia wibrd to be Horio®ed k /£

from Puncusmin Al 24 4 84 4 a £4& -Apuleisiibwhi & Sigekisp 1 £a JAN
1927: 59)his requires voicing of the initial consonant and adaptation of the
cluster-sm to -sp, neither of which is particularly problenfaticlight 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 83.1.)8The dialects more to the south all have reflexesnafiLatium

_____

Al ®eadadaiks a Ak |

SPaulig1992: 248hggests the change >-sp-to have taken place under influence of

forms like Camppinadoppis o J&ed gad A o2 ANNH UGUkp Aga &N &£ga
tion between both plant speciasitherbelieve it magimplybe a adaptation othe

clustersm to theLatinphonological system.
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A Type 1: *gispinu
V Type 2: *grispi(n)u

Figure 3.23 WatercressNasturtium officinale
(Ruscus aculeatus
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3.1.24 WatercresdNasturtium officindle  ANN G Apiuknineela 4 4 4 & £/£

florum)

Reconstruction Forms

1 *giguru DES (1601)30ru (10 Ga k U NAsiugtiana difiéira
R.Br. juru (Log., 2Sennori, :7Mores, 9Padria),} U; uru
(11 Nppk ANApBm ridiforinge iLAdg 4 a
Ferraro(1891: 9Qyiuru (5: Siligo) ANNG /A& Apiuin
nodiflorum

2 *qrs-gird DES (1601)} uruyury, [lu] yuruyGru(3 4 U A/£U 4 k
(Nasturtium officinale

3 IS DES (I601)3ussuru (8:# k @&k AEMPILEN NdE
florum japjuru (10/ GNA N Nastertud D
nale
AlS (635pUsuru (8 # k @&k ANHA Ne&g

kpG Np ®ga SUupDzE NA A=xba
Paulis(1992 241)’14 aru (4 LOdé)bl u; aré;/yu (6: Siniscole

_____

_____

_____

upA ANN G

®a b adldakE 59a ANAHA& kA AENGPA NDGA kp 0Gal
Agada aGAKka ®ygkA ANAA AaAald A &N
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
U Ha §iokalaeae k a Np @&ga olUpD&E NAE AFxbdalHAE
watercress is very similar to cutleaf waterpalBarigg ereci&luds.) Covil)e

which is toxic.

Formally, different types can be distinguished. Tvpey@ruis restricted to

Sassari, and appears to be a reduplicated formjairl(gpe 1). Loguru

and} G; uru (11Fonni) in type 1 go backdaiiry with regular loss of intervo-
calic voiced stops in Logudoré¥éagner 1941a: .79ype 3 requires
*HaEr&~FIgnd. | agree with Paulik092: 24@)at the forms of type 3 are proba-
bly due to assimilation of the second consonant to the onset of ,the. word

“Giguru>> Gighd.

"PA NalaGA ANNG £ Al ®aldadaigs £

a4amkE

AN
S
wa

ANNG £ Al

®eyk £ ANAH K
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uguru

*iru-iaru

e
.*l

A Typel
V Type?2

n
<5}
Q.

>

uguru

i

Figure 3.24 WatercressNésturtium officinale

(Apiumnodiflorur
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Paulig1992: 24846)proposes these forms to be derived froindist. & N p &k p

ON @ A Agkag N/[Eea phqullisighPBGR AkkRfGealdll sBaNp £xd O & &K
& Short 1879: §.\gig. The reason for this would be that both watercress and

ANNG A Al xaddadaAlkAlk GANA NpD IR 246)i pDzE NA L4
notes, the suffidru/-8rucannot be explained on the basis of inherited material

and should most likely be connected to the eleffrethiat is often found in

words of suspected fteman origin (8.2.6.2 This etymology requires a se-

R pe&eka Aygk £ AANH AaANpaxkpONDGA NA& AGNAK DG
the habitat of these plants, suskeraanticshift is not convincing. Watercress

UpA ANNG £ AlxaddddakgkAlk 044 oA PN HaAUpAE &£5a |
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

preRoman origin for the ending of this word, it is more attractive posit a

preRoman origin for the entire form, as Wagner:@&ypdlready suspected.

3.2 Grassegereals and weeds
3.2.1 Bermuda gras€ynodon dactylpb@ &8 § & & Réscus achi-N H
leatu$, holly (lexaquifoliur

Reconstruction Forms

1: tnodu)ollasu Paulis(1992: 41®royyalile (1: Olzaiyoroyyalile (2: Ge
voi),oroyyalu (3: Ovodda) # & & HUG ACynodbridacty
(L.) Pers.

2: "alasu DES (I: 688): alalu (4: Urzulei, 6: Triei, 9: Villagr:
Strisaili, 12: Tortol)lalu (13: Perdasdefogu, 14: Villa|

# a & H@ ACynodbré diacién

3: alasefi DES (I: 688): alale (6: Désulo)alaldu §38: Belvi)alali
(10Avritzo),olali .aliupu 404 Rwc
aculeatuk); holly (lex aquifoliurh.

Blasco Ferrg2019: 40plale " @ ek £

(Ruscus aculeatusolly lex aquifolium
In the material listed above, we find several similar formati@rgdifierent
plants. On the one hand, there are the forms of typedlaadeh 4 Ak p G &N #ahHo
dagrassCynodon dactylon Np &ga Ne&galarefainply @®ga ANAHA
nearly identical with those of tyhe & 4 a £a & &N gNGGA N & 8¢
Type2and3seem to contain a baséas. Typelhas been identified by Paulis
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(1992: 4183n68u  DZY N'atlas(ile), which would be the saetgmonastype
20llasu

There are several issuesrttireattention in these formdost obviouis the

strikingdifferencek P Ha U Pk PG o a&Ad AP &oidwadPlal gRPIALAL
gNGGA o Oeh thé dtherfiyped AR ANAHDA U ty®8U FKEG G pA

GA o @i g, thdughdierp simiNaib Hiffer in their final vowel, within

type2and-g, -, -duid type3.® Thismay suggest that these words reflect different

original formations and that their similarity is the result of a coincidence rather

thanofa drastic semantic change.

Thesingleform in typelthatdoes not carthe suffixile (i.e.orgyyalu), shares

its final-u with type2, speaking in favor of a shared origin of thesdttypes

difficult, howeverto explain the difference betwdéHl-in type 1 angy-in

typel While-l-/-lI- must go back to singleteh, the-yy- found in typelcan

only reflect original geminatd-* We are thus confronted with three recon-

structions*ollasu # a & HHWA I GalasuEAE & & H@® Ay 2Gaénd A4

*alasei g NGGA o @&a Palue tdtheperfed sbmanticamateh and

phonological similarity, ig unattractive to separate types 12amden if the

phonetic details cannot readily be undersiadccount for theemantis of

the apparenGk pDz 2 4 &Aaap #aAHOAL GALAEE upA g N

(1992: 41@yoposes that hypotheticalas may originally have referred to

some other plant with spines. On the one hand this would have developed into
#aAHOAU GA U AnEspiny dpearand ahis Gpsk sphcles

reflected byts scientific nam€ynodon ANG A& &NN&g§ UpA Np &

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.

Q¢
Q-

"sga nhaskapaa NAE £§a ANtdnllencNthis typ®dl ttaes ANGGA oa A
to propagatéselfthrough 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)

8The-g1dust be secondary frofy ince 3 régularly produces voicédn Sardinian

(Wagner 1941a: 150)
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A Type 1: *(nodu)-olldsu
V  Type 2: *alasu
O Type 3: *aldse/-i

Figure 3.2& Bermuda gras€ynodon dactylon o P&at
(Ruscus aculeatusolly (lex aquifoliujn
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Outside Sardinian, these words have been comparealast@ic./Eh k pA o A NNH
(Calicotome spinoda) Link la laskra®astroga(Bertoldi 1928: 233 fn. 3;
Battisti 1960: 373)g.arastra ZAn k P ACakicdtdl bpinosa Ank PA £g a4 Do
(BattIStI 1960: 373; Paulis 1992: P4a‘8mﬂe (dep. AlpedeHauteProvence)
o ANNH Aan 704 awoli NaNAN Naly Aw.pag NAE o ANN
aléte(dep. Allier) & NHUHUN P  ealisty NL&bg.orousto(dep. Aveyron)
04lpag WuSaBEAMNXIHLO7; Paulis 19921 di@pternus @ @& Dz
thorn Rhamnus alaternlis (Battisti 1960: 372)The GalleRomanceand
Italo-Romancéorms suggest a baakthat was extended with astsuffix in
ANHA auAKkak Akaky ®ga HaupkpeG a ANNH *p N
we would have to assume a different stffiqcf. §9.2.8, and a semantic
aguDGa aeguae aNOGA aanGukp &®ga aNaak £#ap
#aAHOAL GAaAUAE

Q.

Although a connection between Sldled s @8 § a 4g NES GAalal NIHp A

*alastrg*alilusta @ ANNH  FaaHA nGlOEkoa Ga o N&y A£aHil p &k

the existence of Smlalu etc. anchorgyalileetc. <<dllas # a A HOA U GA& U £A£

which in fact has a wider distribution than the-hmeaophonous word for

oP®kAgald £ o ANNAA ANESAA AFA4kNQAE AaHlUpeka OF

lenges. Perhaps this problem can be resolved by assuming two phonologically

Ak Hk GU & o0& pPNe&e AOked kAapekaliG ANAHA 44&/

4a/naaaekosoaGA "p kpAkalua®kNp AENA&A &gk £ HI

Gau £EE a N p-Ek AspaPkaBA BgpaA AKNDA A £ AN QNGGA

as the geminatgy- < *lI-in norgyyaliled &4 #a4dHOAL GAULAEAEA Agka

respond regularly to théi-found inalalu,ollalu  # & 4 LA L GA U A& /| agaé

k £ ®&ga 4u04Akpkup ANAHAE kp albehad HAUPpKkYP
ga

>

ad A gaNAG\GMH UA&a &Nthes Romantepnprachtided ®£N &
above this provides us with potentially interesting information about
preRomanlinguistic connections in the Mediterran@th). Finally, Wagner
(DES:167)also compares Seda uli (§8 3.3.5, which probably means either

o Pl § a ®ESABS8) 4 N Al(RaulisNIBL AL7)

7 Battisti also mentions Gr. kp @&®ya HaAUpkpGC (201D N8)G A "4aNA&aAKk
howeverk & HA U D A AGadWN&aeA NA Akaa
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3.2.2 Esparto graskygeum spartym
Reconstruction Forms
1* § dzfizn g IDES (tl 547548) tinnia (Log.), zinnia (Sass.)tsinnt a
* g dzdzn] U (Camp.), § dfdfrdsei, Jriei), § dag2{ ONA N
to grass.{ygeunsparturrLoefl. ex ..
2* h dzdzg DES (1547548)tsonnj tsonrip, 86nmp & $ U Hun il
lages k A
The Sardinian forms for this word conterantypes. Type 1 must go back to
* § dzdattestéd in the Condaghe di San Pietro di $ilkirégas(Bonazzi
1900: sec. 42&)d in the Condaghe di San Michele di Salventitigas
(Maninchedda & Murtas 2003: sec. Tlédapparent preservation of intervocal-
ic *g- as-; - in Camptsinnjais unexplained; we would expetdirihia The
forms of type 2 require originarni to which a secondasywas added in
tsénmip, 86N, Since inheritedring would have yielded-# -in Campidanese
(cf. Wagner 1941a:.144)

These Sardinian forms have been related by R&&b6@li 16p Nef ts nnit
a &£n U 4 BydeunGspartderE tsutitp A U ADA & ANgap AEANH ADAH A/
comparemore Berber material however e.g.Nef. tSnnit & £n U 4 &N GA& U ££ N A
kpEadk N&A& AJi Gk &HBeguitk 49424 BBMBA tdainit  leLlll #AEA & 248
(Beguinot 1942: 22Bjartednit o k G o U ADzA & (RikeeP009:AN JlupAGa A
434) Kbisni @ k G o U A£DA & Hl ABallet/BA8R:HISBazeEwalt & &N G4 U £4&
tisnit tiznit o U £ADA & @ A4 A /ENA MkdaiSBachez)201&$#68; Gl adAap
Argiolas 2020: 41; Laoust 1920: 37 fit.s®ems evident that the original Ber-
244 HalUpkpG kA& ol kDA Ul Achtsmelh NHU A0 &ga £ a
a /&£n U arephesefishsemarfic extension. The Berber forms can go back to
*ON7yNS N7yNONI*S N0

As far as the Sardinian forms are concerned, especialtgddaiee. may be

comparable to BIs tu. The other Sardinian forms, fromnfga contain ag-

that is not present in Berber and that cannot easily be explained as an inherited

Romance suffix either. Thus, while the comparison oft€amp. & /A£n U 4 &N
GAUEEsnadl £ApAa & HUAA EANH A0Aga/k aAnlédeN GAl
Aad UGGNA ANA&A akegad (0 AFaHlupeka [Eyk £ AANH
in Sardinian and Nefusi Berber or a similar polysemy at the time of borrowing, a

direct relation between Srd.§ dzdmgy thei Berber forms is much less convinc-

ing.

8 Maarten Kossmann, p.c.



Flora 105

Figure3.22: Esparto grads/geum spartym













































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































