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4 Fauna

Like plant names, animal names figure prominently among the Sardinian lexi-
con of putative pre-Roman origin. The lemmata discussed in this chapter are
divided into invertebrates (§ 4.1), fish (§ 4.2), reptiles (§ 4.3), birds (§ 4.4), and
mammals (§ 4.5). The scientific names of the animal species discussed have been
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provided wherever possible.

41  Invertebrates
411  Ant

Reconstruction Forms
*kaliar- DES (I: 270): kallarédda (1: San Nicolo Gerrei) ‘small
light-coloured ant (“piccola formica bionda”), [sa vrimmiya)

yalldi (2: Sant’Antioco) ‘small black ant’

Puddu (2023: s.v. callarédha): callai, callagalla, callarédha
‘type of ant; small ant’

These forms appear to go back to *kalidre/i, which has been extended with
diminutive -édda in San Nicolo Gerrei (1). Wagner (DES I: 270) suspects that this
is a pre-Roman word. Apart from the lack of an etymology, there is no positive
evidence for this.

¢ All zoological binomial names follow the naming conventions of the International
Code of Zoological Nomenclature (ICZN 2024).
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A “kaliar-

Figure 4.1.1: Ant
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Figure 4.1.2: Backswimmer
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412  Backswimmer (Notonecta glauca)

Reconstruction  Forms

*Silifirke/i DES (II: 595): tsirifrici (Camp.) ‘backswimmer (Notonecta
glauca Linnaeus, 1758)'
Marcialis (2005: 70): zirifrici (1: Isili) ‘id.

DES (II: 595) does not attribute this word to a specific location, other than Cam-
pidanese in general. Marcialis (2005: 70), however, specifically mentions that it is
a word from Isili. Wagner (DES II: 595) suggests that the second part of this word
(fruci << *-furci) is derived from Srd. fiirka ‘pitchfork’ (cf. mainly Camp. dim.
Sfuréidda ‘fork’ and fruciddai ‘to bifurcate’; DES I: 559).”” Although this is semanti-
cally imaginable on the basis of the shape of this animal, it is not clear why the
final vowel would become -i or -e (both of which could be the source of -i). The
initial part tsiri- is reminiscent of various other presumed pre-Roman words
starting in 3dli-, tili-, tsili- etc., that often refer to native fauna (§ 9.1.2). In Isili,
original intervocalic -/- is realized as pharyngeal /i/ (Contini 1987: 559), which
may have been transcribed by Marcialis as --** In light of the typically
pre-Roman element tsiri- < *9ili- and the formal difficulties in regularly deriving
fru¢i from Lat. furca ‘fork’, I suspect that this word is the result of a
folk-etymological alteration of a substrate word starting in *9ili- and perhaps
ending in -(¢)i, with secondary remodeling after fiirka, dim. furéidda etc. ‘fork’.

413 Bed bug (Cimex lectularius)™

Reconstruction Forms

1: *rusta DES (I: 428): rusta (1: Luras, 2: Olbia, 3: Monti, 4: Berchidda,
7: Pattada, 8: Budduso, 11: Nule, 12: Orune, 14: Nuoro), ritta

(6: Ozieri) ‘bed bug (Cimex lectularius Linnaeus, 1758); nox-
ious animal, fox’

2: *kurusta DES (I: 428): kurusta (5: Posada, 9: Siniscola, 10: Bitti,
13: Orosei), [sa] Puriusta (15: Oliena), korosta (NLog.) ‘bed bug
(Cimex lectularius)’

This word generally refers to ‘bed bug’, but in some places to ‘pest’, and more
specifically ‘fox’. The forms can be reduced to two bases: *kurista and *rista,
neither of which can be explained in terms of Romance material. The vocalism
-0- instead of -u- in korosta is difficult to explain however. Wagner notes that

7 Cf. Wagner (1941a: 235) for the common occurrence of -r-metathesis in Sardinian.

8 Cf. Wagner's (1941a: 122—121) transcription of this sound as -7-, and his description of it
as “a shortly rolled uvular trill (einen kurzgerollten uvularen Zitterlaut)”.

9 These data are discussed in a similar fashion in Swanenvleugel (2024: 239—241).
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korosta is attested by Casu in North Logudorese. But Casu (2011 s.v. corosta) does
not specify any information of this kind, so it is difficult to establish what the
exact provenance within Logudorese of this word could be. Note that in North
Logudorese we would also expect -s¢- to yield -#-, which would most likely have
been written as **korolta. This form and its localization are thus somewhat un-
certain.

Paulis (1990: 614) proposes to derive Srd. kurusta and rista ‘bed bug’ from Lat.
crusta ‘crust’, possibly influenced by kirma, kiruma ‘rue (Ruta graveolens)'.
Besides the semantic issues discussed in DES (I: 438), there are some formal
objections to deriving kurista, rista from Lat. crusta. The regular outcome of
Lat. crusta would be **krusta (cf. Srd. krds < Lat. cras ‘tomorrow’). Paulis argues
that rusta could have behaved like Lat. crux ‘cross’, whose onset consonant was
voiced early on to gruke, eventually yielding Nuor. ritke, Log. ritye, Camp. gruizi.
However, there is only a handful of words that, like crux, show initial voicing
early enough to be continued as such in all Sardinian dialects (Wagner 1941a:
206). Moreover, neither crusta nor *grusta can easily explain kurusta. Paulis’
suggestion that this word would have undergone influence from kiirma, kiiruma
‘rue’ (because this plant was presumably used to fight bed bugs), does not solve
much, because we would rather expect initially stressed **kurusta vel sim.
Moreover, Wagner observes that Srd. kurusta, rista does not refer to ‘bed bugs’
everywhere. This makes a derivation from Lat. crusta ‘crust’, as well as influence
from kuruma ‘rue (used to fight bed bugs)’ semantically more difficult. As such,
Lat. crusta can in the end probably not be the source of this word. I rather prefer
to follow Wagner’s suggestion that this may be a word of pre-Roman origin.
Taken at face value, the coexistence of kuriista and rista suggests the presence of
an element *AV-, which is also found in other words of suspected pre-Roman

origin (§ og.11).
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A Type 1: *rista
V' Type 2: *kurtsta
/7, Type 2: *kurista

Figure 4.1.3: Bed bug (Cimex lectularia)
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Figure 4.1.4: Caterpillar; earwig (Forficula auricularia)
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4.1.4  Caterpillar; earwig (Forficula auricularia)

Reconstruction Forms

*kukirra DES (I: 419-420): kukirra (Nuor.), kuyirra (Log., Camp.)
‘caterpillar, earwig (Forficula auricularia Linnaeus, 1758)%
kukurra[véina] (1: Orosei), kuhirra[béina] (2: Dorgali), [sa]
huhurra[dina] (3: Urzulei) ‘scorpion’; kuyurra (Planargia
reg., Camp.) ‘security knot on a noose that prevents it from
strangling a draft animal; slipknot; tangle’

AIS (468; 481): [sa] yuyurra (4: Milis, 5: Busachi, 6: Desulo,
8:Mogoro, 10: Villacidro, 12: Cagliari), [sa] yuyirra
[vrucidddda] (9: Escalaplano) ‘earwig’; [sa] yuyurra
(8: Mogoro, 10: Villacidro, 13: Sant’Antioco) ‘caterpillar’

Marcialis (2005: 34): cugurra ‘caterpillar, earwig’, cugurra [a
coa frucidada) (7: Isili) ‘large earwig’, cugurra [de centu peis]
(11: Sinnai) ‘millipede’s

Casu (2011: s.v. cugurra): cugurra ‘noose, knot that prevents a
noose from tightening; earwig’

The basic meaning of this word appears to have been ‘caterpillar’ (Schuchardt
1910; DES I: 419—420). It was extended to other oblong arthropods such as ‘ear-
wigs’ (at times specified by frucidddda ‘forked’), ‘scorpions’ (with addition of
béina ‘bovine’) and ‘millipedes’. The meaning ‘tangle; security knot on a noose’
can probably be understood as a further semantic extension. Wagner (DES I:
419—420) rejects Schuchardt’s (1910) proposal to derive all of these forms from
Lat. cochlea ‘snail’, since this word is already continued regularly in Sardinian as
kroka, kroya ‘snail’. Instead he proposes a pre-Roman origin, because of the pres-
ence of the supposed suffix -tirra and of the fact that Cugurra is attested in the
Condaghe di Santa Maria di Bonarcado as a personal name (Virdis 2003: secs.
104, 115, 136). These are not the strongest arguments, but the peculiar structure of
this word makes a pre-Roman origin plausible nonetheless. Wagner (DES I: 419—
420) further compares Prov. coucouro ‘cockchafer (Melolontha melolontha) and
Prov., Sp. cuco ‘caterpillar. However, Gallo-Romance forms similar to coucouro
are derived by FEW (II: 1563) from Lat. curculio, gurgulio ‘corn-worm’. For the
comparison to Sp. cuco, an analysis of Srd. kukirra as *kuk-tirra is essential, but
the evidence for *-urra as a suffix is very slim (cf. § 9.2.7). As such, Srd. *kukirra
remains isolated. Superficially similar in form is Lat. curculio, gurgulio
‘corn-worm; weevil’, which is regularly inherited in Sardinian as Log. gruyudzone,
Camp. gruyulloni etc. ‘weevil’ (cf. DES I: 504), but this may be due to coincidence.



Figure 4.1.5: Clothes moth (Tineidae sp.)
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A Type 1: *ldna
V Type 2: *lanasta
O Type 3: *nastala
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415  Clothes moth (Tineidae)

Reconstruction Forms

1: *ldna DES (II: 9—10): ldna (1: Alghero) ‘woodworm’
2: *landsta DES (II: 9-10): landsta (2: Bitti) ‘clothes moth (Tineidae
Latreille, 1810)’

3: *ndstala DES (II: 9-10: ndstala (3: Nuoro, 4: Oliena), ndstula
(3: Nuoro) ‘clothes moth (Tineidae)

Hubschmid (1949: 245) analyzes type 2 as a derivation from type 1, with addition
of a pre-Roman suffix -st- (§ 9.2.9). Ndstala ‘clothes moth’ would be the result of a
metathesis from landsta. One can but agree with Wagner (DES II: g—10), howev-
er, that it is more attractive to assume that inherited ldna ‘wool’ played some role
in landsta ‘clothes moth’, as these animals feed on wool. Since type 2 is some-
what more restricted in its distribution and since the proposed development
landsta >> ndstala is more complex than only a metathesis, it is tempting to see
landsta as an innovation from original ndstala, aided by the association of these
animals to ldna ‘wool’. If this is correct, the connection to ldna ‘woodworm’ must
be abandoned, as well as the identification of a *-st- suffix. It must be stressed
however that the attestations for all three forms are rather restricted, which
makes detailed analysis of the possible origins of these words difficult. It is in any
case clear that neither landsta nor ndstala goes back to a Latin source. Nor can
landsta have been derived from /dna wool, since -st- is not a productive suffix in
Latin or Sardinian (and even the evidence for it being a pre-Roman sulftix is slim;
§ 9.2.9). A pre-Roman origin for this word is possible, but there is little positive
evidence for it. Similar in structure are the forms going back to *lakasta and
*ladaska ‘tick’ found in Occitan dialects, whose origins are not fully clarified
(FEW V: 127-128; Hubschmid 1949: 244—245; Bertoldi 1952). It is formally difficult,
however, to explain them and the Sardinian forms from a common source.

41.6  Cockroach (Blatta orientalis);; cockchafer (Melolontha melolon-
tha); darkling beetle (Blaps sp.)

Reconstruction Forms

*meldke DES (II: 101): meldye (2: Oschiri) ‘cockroach (Blatta orientalis
Linnaeus, 1758)’

Casu (2011: s.v. melaghe): melaghe ‘cockchafer (Melolontha
melolontha Linnaeus, 1758), beetle’

Marcialis (2005: 43, 44): malangoni (1: Tempio Pausania),
melogi (3: Ozieri) ‘darkling beetle (Blaps sp. Fabricius 1775)’
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Figure 4.1.6: Cockroach (Blatta orientalis); cockchafer (Melolontha
melolontha); darkling beetle (Blaps sp.)
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Wagner (DES II: 101) proposes the words above to be derived from Gr. uéiag by
means of a pre-Roman suffix -ake, supposedly from the ancient Greek that was
spoken in the colony of Olbia, in the island’s northeast corner. The element -dke
appears in several other words of potential pre-Roman origin as well (§ 9.2.2.1)."
However, there are several problems with this proposal. The stem of Gr. puéiag is
not uéAa- or uéA-, but uéiav- (cf. gen.sg. uéhavog), so we would rather expect
**melandke vel sim., if the derivation was made within Greek. Moreover, Greek
MEMNQE, pélaxes is in fact attested, but it means ‘young man’ (Chantraine 1933:
379—380), which is difficult to connect with ‘beetle/cockroach’.® Paulis (1983:
52), on the other hand, suggests a Byzantine Greek origin, noting that similar
forms refer to the same animal species in southern Italy: Salento melota, maloke
etc. ‘cockroach’ (cf. also AIS 472). This scenario is probably more attractive than
aloan from ancient Greek, as Wagner (DES II: 101) proposes.

4.1.7  Cockroach (Blatta orientalis).; giant darkling beetle (Blaps gigas)

Reconstruction Forms

1 *sisdia DES (II: 421): sisdya (1: Olbia, 3: Monti, 5: Siniscola, 8: Bitti,
14:Nuoro, 16: Dorgali, 17: Oliena), sesdya (4: Ploaghe,
10: Bonorva), sasdya (6: Mores, 12: Orosei), siSdddza (9: Nule,
13: Bolotana), siSdga (1: Bono), sasdga (15: Bosa,
18: Macomer) ‘cockroach (Blatta orientalis); giant darkling
beetle (Blaps gigas Linnaeus, 1767)’

Marcialis (2005: 59, 60): sasdya (“northern”), sasaga
(15: Bosa), sésaia (17: Oliena) ‘darkling beetle (Blaps sp.)

2: *seisé{ DES (II: 402, 412): sésé (18: Macomer) ‘butterfly’, seiséi
(19: Seui) ‘longhorn beetle (Cerambycidae sp. Latreille, 1802)’

Marcialis (2005: 60): sei séi (Ogl.) longhorn beetle (Ceram-
bycidae sp.)’

3: *babbasdiu DES (II: 421): babbasdyu (2: Tempio Pausania), babbasdu
(7: Thiesi) ‘cockroach (Blatta orientalis); giant darkling beetle
(Blaps gigas)'

The base form of these words meaning ‘cockroach, darkling beetle’ is likely con-

tinued by type 1, which is most widely attested.

130

Greek -ouc-, -ax- too is considered to be pre-Greek by Chantraine (1933: 376) and Beekes
(2014: 31).

¥ For the homonymy between cockroaches and beetles, going back to classical times, see
Beavis (1988: 80-81).
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A Type 1: *sisdja

V Type 2: *sejiséi
O Type 3: *babbasdju
7/, Type 2: *seiséi

A

Figure 4.1.7: Cockroach (Blatta orientalis); giant darkling beetle (Blaps
gigas)
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The pretonic vowel alternations found in sesdya, sasdya etc. can be explained as
the result of assimilation of the -i- to the accented syllable. Babbasdyu and bab-
basdu contain the element babba- that is often found in words for insects (cf.
DES I:161-62). Wagner (DES II: 402) considers this word pre-Roman, with which
I tend to agree, on the basis of its peculiar phonological shape. Rather similar in
shape is type 2. Wagner (DES II: 402) explains it as an “infantile formation”.
However, in light of the similarities of this word to sisdya etc. and their close
semantic proximity, it is unattractive to separate these two words. The variant
seisél may indicate that this word originally ended in a diphthong -éi, which is
also found in numerous pre-Roman Sardinian toponyms (§ 9.2.1) (cf. Wolf 1998a:
53—-55). Finally, there is also sésé ‘butterfly’ in Macomer (18), which is similar to
Ogl. seiséi longhorn beetle’. However, the meaning ‘butterfly’ is further removed,
and in Macomer we also find sasdga ‘cockroach’. We must probably depart from
an original *siséi/*sisdi ‘cockroach, beetle’ to explain the forms discussed above.
Secondary remodelings of “infantile” nature (cf. DES I: 402) cannot be excluded.
Wagner (1997: 256—257) compares Bq. sits, sats ‘(clothes) moth’ and sats ‘trash’.*
Mayer Modena (1989: 11-12) further compares Akk. sasu, Hebr. sas ‘moth’ < PSem.
*sa/us- (cf. Kogan 2012a: 213).*® Semantically, the Sardinian forms are farther
removed, referring to cockroaches and beetles rather than to moths, although
associations between cockroaches and moths are historically known (Beavis
1988: 80—84). Formally, the corresponding sequence is too short (viz. *sVs-) to
confidently rule out chance correspondence between the forms involved.

132

For the meaning of these words, cf. EH (566b, 574b).
' Gr. ov)¢ ‘moth’ may be a Semitic loan (Lewy 1895:16-17).
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A *anjésa

... *aniésa

Figure 4.1.8: Cricket
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4.1.8  Cricket

ReconstructionForms

*angésa DES (I: 97): andzésa (Planargia reg., 1: Scano di Montiferro,
2:Sennariolo, 6: Ghilarza, 7: Milis) ‘great green bushcricket
(Tettigonia viridissima Linnaeus, 1758), andzésa (3: Santu Lus-
surgiu) ‘type of cricket (Gryllus sp. Linnaeus, 1758)’, angésa (6:
Oristano) ‘cicada (Cicada sp. Linnaeus, 1758)’

Marcialis (2005: 14): angesa (6: Oristano) ‘oil beetle (Meloe pro-
scarabaeus Linnaeus, 1758

All forms listed above are from the central portion of the Sardinian west coast,
and they all go back to *angésa, without any phonological variation. Wagner
(DES I: 97) considers this word “probably pre-Roman”, probably because of the
lack of an etymology. The homogeneity of the Sardinian forms makes any further
analysis impossible.

419 Dragonfly; grasshopper

Reconstruction Forms
1: *pilike DES (II: 265): [ kddd’ e] pilikke (1: Siniscola) ‘dragonfly’
2: *Yimpilike DES (II: 547): tsimpiliye (2: Ovodda) ‘grasshopper’

The name for the dragonfly in Siniscola (2) literally means “horse of pilikke”. This
formation corresponds to other insect names such as kdddu ‘e déus (Désulo)
‘praying mantis’ (litt. “horse of God”), kdddu ‘e déu (Luras), kdddu ‘e demdniu
(Posada) ‘dragonfly’ (respectively “horse of god” and “demon horse”), and many
others (DES I: 323—324). Outside Sardinia, Wagner (DES I: 323-324) cites Ar.
Oasdll g 2 (faras as-Saytan) ‘praying mantis’ (litt. “devil’s horse”), and various
similar Romance formations can also be found (FEW II: 12); cf. further also It.
cavalletta ‘grasshopper’ (litt. “little horse”).** Whatever the origin of this Benen-
nungsmotiv, it raises the suspicion that the element pilikke (< *pilike) in kddd’ e
pilikke did originally not necessarily mean ‘dragonfly’, but that it could refer to
some spiritual entity, be it a god or a demon. On the other hand, we may com-
pare tsimpiliye (2: Ovodda), which means ‘grasshopper and which looks like

135

*pilike preceded by a *%i-prefix (§ 9.1.2).

¥ In light of these formations, an interpretation of cerSisku (Desulo) ‘grasshopper’ as a
derivation from ¢érBu ‘deer’ is not at all “bold”, as Wagner (DES I: 446) calls his own pro-
posal. A pre-Roman origin fort his word is not necessary.

% For nasal insertions, cf. Wagner (1941a: 223).
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A Type 1: *pilike
V Type 2: *@impilike

Figure 4.1.9: Dragonfly; grasshopper
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If this form is related, *pilike could be referring to an insect rather than to a spir-

itual entity after all. Besides tsimpiliye, there are many forms of the similar type

*Silipirke referring ‘grasshopper’ in the Sardinian dialects (§ 4.1.12). The fact that

kadd’ e déu etc. refers both to dragonflies and praying mantises, makes an etymo-

logical connection between [kddd’ e] pilikke ‘dragonfly’ and tsimpiliye ‘grasshop-

per’ plausible as well. If they are indeed related, the presence of *%:- in the sec-

ond form is strong evidence that these words entered Sardinian from a

pre-Roman language spoken on the island.

4110 Earthworm (Lumbricus terrestris)°

Reconstruction

Forms

1: *Jiling(ul)one

DES (II: s555-556): tsirinoni (11 Tempio Pausania),
attaltingone’® (2: Sennori), tiringoni (3: Sassari), tilingone
(5: Ploaghe, 11: Bonorva), attilingone (8: Thiesi), attolingone
(9: Villanove Monteleone), atterringone (13:Padria),
Silingrone (14: Lollove, 15: Nuoro), tilingrone (18:
Macomer), tsilingone (19: Santu Lussurgiu, 23: Busachi),
tsiasingdi (22:Milis), tsiringone (24: Laconi), tsirringdi
(25: Mogoro), tsiringdi (26: San Gavino Monreale),
sittsiringoni (27: Guspini), tsiringéi (28: Villacidro),
tsirringoni (30: Sarroch), tserringoni (31: Domus de Maria)
‘earthworm (Lumbricus terrestris Linnaeus, 1758)’

AIS (457): [lu] tsirifioni (1: Tempio Pausania) ‘earthworm
(Lumbricus terrestris)’

Marcialis (2005: 65, 114): tilingone (16: Bosa) ‘earthworm
(Lumbricus terrestris), zirringoni (29: Cagliari) ‘various
kinds of marine worms; fish bait’

2: *Siling(ul)a

DES (II: 555-556): tilinga (4: Oschiri, 7: Mores), attulinga
(6: Ozieri), tsilingu (20: Norbello) ‘earthworm (Lumbricus
terrestris)’

3: *Sulung(ul)one

DES (II: 555-556): Surunkrone (10: Bitti), Sulunkone
(12: Orune), Sulungrone (17: Dorgali, 21: Fonni) ‘earthworm
(Lumbricus terrestris)’

Marcialis (2005: 64): sullungone ‘earthworm (Lumbricus
terrestris)’

136

These data are discussed in a similar fashion in Swanenvleugel (2024: 251-252).

¥ Like this in DES. I suspect that the -/t- in attaltingone is a typographical error for -/-.
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This word for ‘earthworm’ is widely distributed on Sardinia. All forms contain
*%iling- (type 1, 2) or *Sulung- (type 3). In all types, most forms have been suffixed
with *-(u)l-; e.g. tilingone < *9iling(u)lone and Sulungrone < *Sulung(u)lone. It is
possible that the presence of *-(u)/- is original, and that it has been lost in the
few forms that lack it. In the Campidanese dialects, loss of -r- is common (Wag-
ner 1941a: 161). Most forms contain the suffix -one, with the exception of the
forms in type 2. As for the vocalism, it is attractive to explain the difference be-
tween -i-i- (type 1) and -u-u- (type 3) as the result of some assimilation or dissimi-
lation of pretonal vowels. The original vocalism is likely that of tilinga etc. (type
2), where -i- is stressed. The -u-vocalism of type 3 may be due to assimilation to
the rounded vowel of stressed -one. We may thus reconstruct this word as
*%iling(u)l-(one). There is little doubt that this word is of pre-Roman origin. Al-
though there is no direct evidence for the identification of *3- as a genuine pre-
fix in this word (§ 9.1.2), it patterns well with the other discussed instances of *9-
both morphologically and semantically. Guarnerio (1904a: 61) compares Lomb.
lingori (Verbania), Lad. lingiola (Val Gardena) ‘lizard’. Although these words are
formally similar, their diverging semantics cast doubt on this comparison.

411 Grasshopper,

Reconstruction Forms

1: *pipidiri DES (II: 259): piBintsiri (1: Ghilarza, 2: Bonarcado), piBirittsiri
(3: Seneghe), piBittséri (4: Milis), piBittsiri (Camp., 5: Busachi,
8: Samugheo, 10: Gadoni) ‘grasshopper’

Marcialis (2005: 51): pibizziri (20: Cagliari) ‘id.’
AIS (466): [su] BiBitssiri (14: Mogoro), [su] Bippitsiri (18: Vil-
lacidro), [su] BiBitsiri (20: Cagliari) ‘id.’

2: *pipiSia/u DES (II: 259): piBi$dia (6: Baunei), piBi$iu (7: Villagrande
Strisaili, 9: Arzana, 19: Villaputzu), piBittsiu (11: Laconi,

16: Escalaplano, 17: San Nicolo Gerrei), piBissiu (12: Gairo,
13: Bari Sardo, 15: Perdasdefogu), piBisiu (21: Sant’Antioco) ‘id.’

Both types of this word contain an element *pipi33(i)-. Those of type 1 end in -iri,
while those in type 2 end in -{u or -ia. The sequence *-$i- that is present in both
types, cannot go back to any sequence inherited from Latin. Wagner (DES II:
259) proposes a sound-symbolic origin, after the sound these insects make. Al-
though this cannot fully be excluded, this word exhibits suspiciously little formal
variation for a sound-symbolic formation. Moreover, the presence of *-9- (§ 8.1.1),
the ending -iri (§ 9.2.6.2), and the peculiar overall structure of this word are rem-
iniscent of other forms for which a pre-Roman origin has been proposed.
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A Type 1: *Bilipirke
V  Type 2: *@elaporka
-« Type 1: *Bilipirke

Figure 4.1.12: Grasshopper
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4112 Grasshopper,™

Reconstruction Forms
1: *Silipirke DES (II: 546-547): [s] attaliBixye (2: Sennori), attilibiske
(3: Osilo), tiliBixye (5: Ploaghe, 10: Mores), Jilipirke

(8: Siniscola, 11: Bitti, 14: Nuoro, 18: Orani), tilipirke (7: Posada,
15: Dorgali), dilibri?e (16: Oliena), tsilibritke (19: Borore),
Silipri?e (20: Orgosolo, 22: Ollolai, 23: Gavoi), tsiliprife
(21: Olzai), tsilibrinkidi, zilibrinkiddi (25: Norbello), tilibitke
(12: Bonorva), attilifilke (17: Macomer), atterifilke (13: Padria)
‘erasshopper’

Marcialis (2005: 65, 69): zilibricu (1: Tempio Pausania),
tilipische (7: Ozieri), ziliblich (9: Alghero) ‘id.’

Guarnerio (1904a: 61): tilibrikku (Sass., Log.), tilibriku,
tilipriku, tilibriki, tilibrirke (Log.) ‘id’

AIS (466): [lu] tiribikku (4: Sassari), [su] diliBirke
(17: Macomer), [su] tsiliSrikke (24: Santu Lussurgiu) ‘id.’

2: *Jelaporka DES (II: 546—547): Selaporka (14: Nuoro) ‘large grasshopper’

All forms of type 1 can be reconstructed to *dilipirke or *$ilipilke. This word is not
attested for the dialects of Baunei and Fonni, which preserve the distinction
between *-rk- and *-lk- (cf. Wagner 1941a: 176—177). Ziliblich (Alghero), already
recorded by Schuchardt (1907: 17) is difficult to interpret. According to Blasco
Ferrer’s historical phonology (1984b: 67—68) *-b/- should have yielded **-br- (e.g.
Alghero ddbra vs. Cat. doble). Nor do syllables of the type *-CVIC- metathesize, as
opposed to syllables of the type *-CVrC- (Blasco Ferrer 1984b: 93-94). In short,
there is no clear regular source for the variant ziliblich. A few lines after mention-
ing ziliblich, Schuchardt (1907: 17) mentions silibrich volador ‘dragonfly’, also
from Alghero. This form is probably identical to ziliblich, and is the expected
outcome of *9ilipirk-. This is potential evidence that *9ilipirk- (rather than
*%ilipilk-) lies at the base of the Sardinian forms as well. The variant tsilibrinkidi
has been influenced by the verb brinkare ‘to hop’ (DES 1II: 547), and tsimpiliye
must be due to metathesis. In Nuoro we find $ilipirke ‘grasshopper’ next to
Selaporka ‘large grasshopper’.® The vocalism in Selaporka is similar to that of e.g.
Jelakikku ‘skink’ (§ 4.3.4); influence by porka ‘sow, female pig’ (referring to this
grasshopper’s larger size) is not excluded.

¥ These data are discussed in a similar fashion in Swanenvleugel (2024: 248-249).

¥ The notion ‘large grasshopper’ perhaps refers to the great green bush-cricket
(Tettigonia viridissima) as opposed to smaller kinds of grasshoppers like locusts (Acridi-
dae MacLeay, 1819) or pygmy grasshoppers (Tetrigidae Rambur, 1838).
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Guarnerio (1904a: 61) proposes a derivation from Lat. lumbricus ‘earthworm’ by
means of a prefix *&i- (§ 9.1.2), which is unlikely both semantically and formally.
Alessio’s (1939: 14-15) connection to Gr. dttéAafos ‘edible locust’, which has been
suggested to be a Semitic or Egyptian loan in Greek (cf. Beekes 2010: 166), is
rightly rejected in DES (546—547). While there may be a superficial phonetic
similarity between the Sardinian and the Greek word, there is no explanation for
the Sardinian ending *-irke/-ilke. Moreover, if the *9i- in Sardinian is a prefix like
in $Silikérta etc., the comparison is reduced to Srd. *-lipirk- vs. Gr. *attelab- in
which any similarity is hard to find (cf. Paulis 1984a: cvii). Wagner (DES II: 546—
547) prefers to follow Schuchardt (1907: 17) instead, who sees Srd. Jilipirke as an
internally Sardinian onomatopoeic formation. This is not a satisfying solution
either, as the sequence *%i(li-) also recurs in words for animals that do not sound
like grasshoppers at all (e.g. dilikérta lizard’, Silikitku ‘skink, slug’). In my opinion,
it is more reasonable to assume that this word was borrowed from pre-Roman
Sardinian. The identification of the initial sequence *%i- as some sort of prefix
was already done by Guarnerio (1904a: 61). No alternation of *9- is attested for
this word, however (cf. § 9.1.2). Similar in form and meaning are tsimpiliye
(Ovodda) ‘grasshopper’, and its un-prefixed counterpart [kddd’ e] pilikke
(Siniscola)(§ 4.1.9). Requiring a reconstruction *pilike, however, they must be
kept separate from *9ilipirke ‘grasshopper’.

4113 Rose chafer (Cetonia aurata)

Reconstruction Forms

*senékra DES (II: 405): senéyra (1: Monti) ‘rose chafer (Cetonia aurata
Linnaeus, 1758)’

This word is restricted to the Logudorese dialect of Monti. Although it would be
attractive from a morphological point of view to posit an original *senékula (as a
derivation from Lat. senex), with the common Sardinian suffix -k(u)lu/a, this
would be expected to yield **senéga in this variety of Logudorese (Virdis 1988:
907). We thus need to reconstruct *senékra, which is morphologically complete-
ly opaque. The isolated attestation of this word makes it impossible to draw
conclusions about its origin.
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A *senékra

Figure 4.113: Rose chafer (Cetonia aurata)
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4114 Spider

Reconstruction Forms

1: *solo(C)ika DES (IL: 424—425): sufya (Camp.), soldiya (1: Bonorva,
2: Macomer), soloiya (4: Norbello, 6: Desulo) ‘black widow
(Latrodectus tredecimguttatus Rossi, 1790), tarantula wolf
spider (Lycosa tarantula Linnaeus, 1758)’; soléiya (3: Borore),
suiya (7: Sardara) ‘spider’; sudya (9: Iglesias) ‘big ant’
AIS (485): [sa] sufya (8: Villacidro) ‘spider’

2: *solorika DES (II: 424—425): solériya (5: Ghilarza and surroundings)

‘black widow, tarantula wolf spider’

3: “anialor(ikya DES (II: 424-425): andzalériya (5: Ghilarza), andzalora
(5: Ghilarza and surroundings) ‘black widow, tarantula wolf
spider’

Wagner (DES II: 424—425) argues that these words for a type of venomous spider
must be related somehow to Lat. solifiiga, solipiga, salpiga. These words are
attested in Latin texts and refer to an undefined venomous animal apparently
uncommon in Italy (cf. Pliny’s Naturalis Historia 29: 92). Pliny mentions that
Cicero calls this animal solipuiga, but that salpiiga is used in Hispania Baetica,
while it is described as a Sardinian animal by Isidore and Solinus (cf. Walde &
Hofmann 1954: 470; DES II: 424-425). While a connection between the Sardinian
and Latin forms is very likely, the forms attested in Latin cannot be the regular
source of the modern Sardinian ones. In Sardinian, the most archaic forms ap-
pear to be those of type 1, going back to *solo(C)ika, in which *-C- can be any
voiced stop (or -v-). Serra (1954b: 219) explains andzaldériya (5: Ghilarza) as a
compound of andzdre ‘to give birth (of animals)’ and lériya ‘bell, (ear)ring’, be-
cause this kind of spider supposedly leaves behind a little drop of water. In light
of the existence of the forms of type 1, as well as Lat. solifuga, solipaga, salpuga, it
is unlikely that the formation of type 3 is wholly independent. Nevertheless, the
semantic associations described by Serra (1954b: 219) may have caused folk-
etymological deformations leading to the forms of both type 2 and type 3. The
irregular variation between Lat. solifiiga, solipiiga and salpiiga, referring to a
species that was not found in Italy, strongly suggests that these Latin forms were
representations of some word from a foreign language. The existence of modern
Srd. soldiya etc. suggests that a pre-Roman Sardinian language was the source,
from which Lat. solipiiga etc. and Srd. soldiya were borrowed on separate occa-
sions. If Pliny’s attribution of salpiiga to Baetica is correct, this is possible evi-
dence for pre-Roman linguistic ties between Sardinia and the Iberian Peninsula

(§ 1.3.2).
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A Type 1: *-kérnu/a
V  Type 2: *kokorna
O Type 3: *8iBikornu/a
O Type 4: *6i(n)0orna
@ Type 5: *piBikérnu/a
<= Type 6: *bikorna
& Type 7 (other)
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Figure 4.115: Slug; snail; cicada
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4115 Slug, snail; cicada

Reconstruction Forms

1: *-kérnu/a

DES (II: 422): barrakdrru (1: Tempio Pausania), bukkayorra (2:
Posada), tabakorra, bappakorra (6: Dorgali), babbakorra (9:
Orani, 13: Ollolai, 14: Gavoi) ‘slug, snail’

2: *kokorna

DES (II: 422): kokorra (3: Siniscola) ‘slug, snail’

3: *Siikornu/a

DES (II: 422): sittsiyorru (Camp.) tsintsiyorru (15: Santu Lus-
surgiu), ¢inéi?érru (16: Fonni), tiSiydrru (19: Villagrande Stri-
saili, 20: Arzana), sintsiyérru (21: Oristano), tsittsiyérru
(23: Laconi) ‘slug, snail’; sissiriyosa (22: Lanusei), sittsiydrru
(24: Ulassai), sittsiyolla (33: Sinnai) ‘cicada (Cicada sp.)’; tson-
tsikorra (4: Bitti) ‘earwig (Forficula auricularia)’; tsintsiyorru
(7: Planargia) longhorn beetle (Cerambyx sp. Linnaeus, 1758)’

AIS (459, 468): [su] sittsiyorru (26: Mogoro, 28: Escalaplano,
32: Villacidro), [su] zissiyorru (27: Perdasdefogu), [su]
sitseyorru (34: Cagliari), [su] siziydrru (35: Sant’Antioco) ‘slug,
snail’; [sa] tsintsikorra (4: Bitti) ‘earwig (Forficula Auricularia)

4:*8i(n)90rna

DES (II: 422): tsintsorra (5: Sindia), suntsorra (10: Scano di
Montiferro), tsontsorra (11: Sennariolo), ‘slug, snail’; tsitdrra
(31: Samassi) ‘cicada (Cicada sp.)

5: *pidikérnu/a

DES (II: 422): piddiyorru (17: Triei, 18: Baunei) ‘slug, snail’;
pisiyo (27: Perdasdefogu) ‘longhorn beetle (Cerambyx sp.);
pittsiyorra (30: Ballao) ‘cicada (Cicada sp.)’

6: *bikorna DES (II: 422): béiyorra (25: Gesturi), bibbiyorra (29: Siurgus,
36: Domus de Maria) ‘cicada (Cicada sp.)’
7 DES (II: 422): korroBdkka (8: Oliena), pottaminkorras

(11: Olzai) ‘slug, snail’

The diversity of the forms presented above is to an extent the result of numerous

folk-etymologies, but most forms appear to contain kdrru, korra ‘horn’ < Lat.

corni, pl. cornua ‘horn’, presumably because of snails and slugs’ notable eye

stalks."” We can distinguish no less than seven different formation types. The

forms of type 1 synchronically look like compounds of koérra ‘horn’ as their sec-

ond part; among the first parts of these compounds we can identify at least buk-

ka- ‘mouth’ (2: bukkayorra) and babbdi, babba- which is a generic term for insects

and other invertebrate animals (DES I: 161).

140

The notion ‘horn’ does probably not refer to snails’ shells, as these forms also refer to

shell-less slugs and to various species of insect.
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The origin of barra- in barrakérru (1) is less certain, but it could be something
like barrdkka ‘shack, hut'. Of type 2, we find only kokorra in Siniscola (3). While
Wagner treats it together with the words for ‘slug, snail’ listed above, the similari-
ty of this word to kukirra ‘caterpillar, earwig’ (§ 4.1.4) is evident and it is proba-
bly best explained as a blend of kuktirra with -korra found in words for ‘slug,
snail’.

In type 3, we find -yorru (< korru) preceded by tsintsi-, tidi-, sintsi-, sittsi- etc.
These forms refer to ‘slug, snail’ in some places, but to ‘cicadas’, longhorn
beetles’ and ‘earwigs’ in other places. Wagner (DES II: 422) explains sittsiyorru
from settsiri ‘to sit, to put’ + kérru ‘horn’, i.e. “put the horns (vel sim.” In order for
this to be true, we must assume a secondary raising of *-e- > -i- (in all forms) and
-n-insertion (in many of the forms), which are both common developments.
However, more difficult to explain from séttsiri are Ogl. ti%iydrru ‘slug, snail
(19: Villagrande Strisaili, 20: Arzana), which appear to go back to *9:9ikérnu, and
Bittese (4) tsontsikorra ‘earwig’, with an -o- of unclear origin. This form from Bitti
is rather reminiscent of those belonging to type 4, where we find tsintsorra,
suntsorra, tsontsorra ‘slug, snail’ and tsitdrra ‘cicada’. While tsitdrra (31: Samassi)
was probably influenced by Sp. cigarra (DES II: 422; cf. tabakorra [6: Dorgali]
with influence from tabdkku ‘tobacco’), this does not work for tsintsorra,
suntsorra and tsontsorra. The -ts- of these forms can hardly go back to *-§-, as this
would regularly yield **-¢- in Logudorese (Wagner 1941a: 295). The fact that there
is no clear regular source of -ts- in Logudorese (other than loanwords), makes it
attractive to somehow derive these forms from those of type 3 which are mainly
found in Campidanese, where the -ts- is an inherited phoneme. Incidentally,
Logudorese also has séttsere ‘to sit, to put’ with -ts-, which is probably a loan from
Italian dialects (DES II: 399). The development tsintsorra << *tsintsiyorra is not
quite regular, however."*

In type 5, we find pi89iyorru ‘slug, snail’ and pittsiyorra ‘cicada’, which are influ-
enced by piddu, pittsu ‘point, tip’. There is also Perdasdefogu (27) pisiyo longhorn
beetle’ (which can go back to *pi8iko). It is unclear whether it is identical to
pi88iyorru with an apocopated final syllable, or whether it is an archaic manifes-
tation that has not been influenced by kdrru, korra. Type 6 biyorra ‘cicada’ may
simply be from Lat. bicornis ‘with two horns’, with reduplication in bibbiyorra.
The two forms in type 7 are unrelated, isolated formations. Korrofdkka (8: Oli-

' The -u- and -o0- in suntsorra and tsontsorra could be the result of pretonal vowel assimi-
lation (Wagner 1941a: 21-22), but this still leaves us with Bittese (4) tsontsikorra ‘earwig’,
for which assimilation is not a satisfactory explanation.



Fauna 209

ena) ‘slug, snail’ is kérru ‘horn’ + vdkka ‘cow’, and Wagner (DES II: 422) analyses
pottaminkorras (11: Olzai) ‘slug, snail’ as transparently meaning ‘carry me on the
horns’.

The question that remains is whether this diversity of forms is the result of sev-
eral independent formations involving kdrru, korra ‘horn’, or if there is more
going on. Some of the forms discussed above are formally rather difficult to ex-
plain as a simple compound, such as tsontsikorra (4: Bitti) ‘earwig’ and pisiyo
(27: Perdasdefogu) ‘longhorn beetle’. Moreover, while the idea of ‘horns’ is per-
haps understandable in the case of slugs, snails, earwigs and longhorn beetles,
cicadas have very small antennae but are nevertheless frequently the referent of
the same word. It is possible that the introduction of the word for ‘horn’ was
caused only in part by the semantic association of slugs and snails’ eyestalks and
the antennae of certain insects to horns, and in part by phonological assonance
to the same word for ‘horn’. In light of the abundance of forms and the obvious
role that folk etymology must have played, it is possible that these forms have
one or more pre-Roman words at their base, which were then subject to various
secondary remodelings. However, the diversity of forms makes it impossible to
establish what the original shape of this word of these words might have been.

4116  Tick (swollen with blood)
Reconstruction Forms

1: *katend(n)kla  DES (I: 319): cadinancia (Sass.), kadendnéa (2: Ploaghe,
18: Lanusei), kadrandnka (Goceano reg., 3: Posada),
katrandkka (4: Siniscola, 5: Bitti), gradandnka (6: Nuoro),
kadrendnka (Planargia reg, 8: Macomer), kadendnka
(9:Santu Lussurgiu, 10: Norbello), kradandkka (11: Fonni)
‘swollen tick (Ixodida sp. Leach, 1815)’

AIS (475):1: [lu] ggaddendnéu (1: Sassari) ‘id.’

2: *kdnkala DES (I: 319): kdnkala (7: Dorgali, 14: Baunei, 15: Desulo,
16: Tortol, 19: Gairo, 21: Perdasdefogu, 22: Escalaplano) ‘id.’

3: *katdnka DES (I: 319): kaddnka (12: Milis, 13: Busachi, 17: Oristano,
20: Mogoro, 23: Villacidro), karddnka (24: Cagliari), gardnka
(25: Sant’Antioco) ‘id.’

For the word for ‘tick swollen with blood’, which is differentiated from Nuor.
erikina, Log. eriyina, Camp. arrezini etc. ‘a tick that is not swollen with blood yet’
(DES I: 491-92), we find three different types. The forms of type 1 go back to
something like *katend(n)kla, which is why Rolla (1895: 22) and REW (1764) de-
rive it from Srd. katéna, kadéna etc. ‘chain’ (with derivations meaning ‘necklace’
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among other things) < Lat. catena ‘chain’. Wagner (DES I: 319), however, does not
believe that a derivation catena can explain all the variation we find among the
forms, even though it might have influenced some of them. Type 2 kdnkala is
largely restricted to the Ogliastra (with outliers in 7: Dorgali and 15: Desulo). It is
compared by Wagner (DES I: 319) to Sp. cdncano ‘louse’, whose origin is not fully
clarified either, but which may be from Lat. cancer ‘crab; cancer’ (DCEC I: 797).
Wagner (DES I: 319) thinks this type should be separated from the forms for ‘tick’
in types 1and 3, with which I agree. Finally, type 3 is attested in the Campidanese
dialects and requires a reconstruction *katdnka.

The question is how much of the similarity between the three different for-
mation types for ‘swollen tick’ is due to etymological relationships, and how
much to folk-etymological influences. It seems in any case sensible to connect
type 1 *katend(n)kla and type 3 *katdnka. It is not clear, however, whether both
go back to Lat. catena ‘chain’, in which case type 3 must somehow have been
altered, or whether type 3 is in fact more original and type 1 *katend(n)kla should
be explained as the result of folk etymology. The link to catena ‘chain’ may per-
haps be explained by an association of swollen ticks to beads on a necklace. For
the use of a word for ‘necklace’ to refer to bodily growths, cf. also Camp. kanndk-
ka ‘mecklace’, which is also used to refer to the wattles hanging from goats’ necks
(DES I: 284).

Type 2 *kdnkala, despite its resemblance to Sp. cdncano louse’, cannot easily be
explained as a Spanish loan. Nor is a direct inheritance from Lat. cancer ‘crab,
cancer plausible, for the same reasons mentioned by Wagner (DES I: 281) for
kdnkaru ‘cramp’, which is from It. canchero ‘id.".** Wagner (DES I: 281) notes that
there is a great deal of confusion between Srd. kdnkaru ‘cramp’ and Srd. kdnkaru
‘hinge’, which is the reflex of late Gr. xdyyaros ‘hinge’ (cf. REW 1575). Incidental-
ly, the meaning ‘hinge’ is also attested for some Sardinian derivatives from cate-
na ‘chain’: NLog. kadendle ‘hinge, metal strip that is part of a hinge™*. It is un-
clear to me whether the formal similarity of the various Sardinian forms for ‘tick’
to words for ‘hinge’, ‘chain’ and ‘cramp’ is purely due to coincidence or due to a
semantic association.

 Cf. Craddock (1969: 87-123) for the specificities of the Romance reflexes of Lat. cancer
‘crab, cancer’.

3 Cf. AIS (881-883) for detailed explanations and drawings of different types of hinges
and their various parts. Unfortunately Sardinia is not represented in the maps in ques-
tion.
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I do in any case believe that is not necessary to ascribe the attested diversity in
these words for ‘tick’ to a pre-Roman origin, as Wagner (DES I: 319) tentatively
does. Types 1 and 2 probably have a relation to Lat. catena ‘chain’ and cancer
‘crab, cancer respectively. Type 3 is more difficult to explain, and might have
served as the base form from which type 1 was derived by folk etymology. Besides
the absence of a clear etymology, there is no positive evidence for a pre-Roman
origin however; none of the forms of type 3 show any irregular correspondences
to each other that cannot be explained internally.

4117 Worm

Reconstruction Forms

*$Vrro(C)iku/a DES (II: 552): tserriyu/a, tsirriyu, tsorroiyu (Camp.), tserriya
(1: Norbello), Sorroiyu (2: Baunei), tsarriya (3: Oristano)
‘worm living inside horse intestines; worm found in rotting
meat’

Marcialis (2005: 70): zorroiga (Sulcis reg.) ‘earthworm (Lum-
bricus terrestris)’

AIS (457): [su] tsorroiyu (4: Escalaplano) ‘earthworm (Lumbri-
cus terrestris)’

The vowel sequence -oi- in the forms Jorrofyu and tsorrofyu seems original, and
was contracted in the other dialects (cf. Wagner 1941a: 46—48). The original vo-
calism of the pretonic syllable is more difficult to establish, as both assimilations
and dissimilations to the stressed syllable are common (cf. Wagner 1941a: 24—33).
The vowel hiatus -oi- could be the result of the loss of an original -6-, -v-, -d- or -g-,
but this is not certain.”* Thus reconstructible as *3Vrro(C)iku, I agree with Wag-
ner (DES I: 552) that this word is probably of pre-Roman origin. Reasons for this
are its peculiar syllable structure, as well as the presence of *9- (§ 8.1.1). However,
due to the relative uniformity in the attested forms of this word, it is impossible
to reliably discern the presence of the *3-prefix (§ 9.1.2) or any other morpholog-
ical elements.

'* Note the phonetic similarity to forms like solofya ‘black widow’ (§ 4.1.14), where we do
have evidence for the presence of an original consonant in this position in classically
attested solipiga, solifiga (which can however not be the direct source of the modern
Sard
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4.2  Fish

4.21  European eel (Anguilla anguilla)

Reconstruction Forms

*$ingorra DES (II: 592): tsingorra (Camp.), dzingorra (1: Cagliari) ‘young
eel (Anguilla anguilla Linnaeus, 1758)’

Marcialis (2005: 70, 84, 114, 121, 150, 184): zingorra (1: Cagliari)
145

‘eel (Anguilla anguilla)

Puddu (2023: s.v. tzingorra): tzingorra, zangaurra, zingorra
‘young eel (Anguilla anguillay

Wagner (1997: 160) compares this word to Akk. singurru ‘a kind of fish’ (also zin-
gurru, ziggurru; cf. CAD XV: 284—285), which Zimmern (1917: 52) connects to
Mandaic singura. Formally these form a near-perfect match, though the mean-
ings of the Semitic forms are only vaguely defined.*® This leads Wagner (1997:
160; DES 1II: 592) to conclude that the Sardinian word may be a Punic loan (cf. §
10.1), even though the Punic word for ‘eel’ is not actually attested. Paulis (1990:
621-623) rejects Wagner’s Punic etymology. He objects that the Akkadian word
has an unclear meaning and that it could be a Sumerian loan. Moreover, he ar-
gues that it is unlikely that a pre-Roman name for a fish would have been pre-
served for so long, while most of the modern Sardinian maritime vocabulary was
borrowed from Italian, Catalan and Spanish. He instead proposes tsingorra to be
aloan from It. ceca ‘young eel’ >> Srd. *tséya >> *tsénga, which was subsequently
suffixed with -orra, present in pre-Roman toponyms and Sardinian surnames.
Finally, the pretonic -e- of this *tsengorra would have been fronted, yielding
tsingorra.

The number of assumptions needed to derive the Sardinian word from Italian
makes Paulis’ etymology rather doubtful. It should moreover be noted that there
are no clear cases in which an original voiceless stop is first voiced intervocalical-
ly and then acquires a preceding nasal, as would have to be assumed to explain
Srd. tsing- < *tseng- from It. ceca. Wagner'’s (1941a: 219—223) section on the topic
only contains examples of -n-insertion where the original quality of the stop is
preserved (e.g. munkadore vs. mukkadore << Cat. mocador ‘handkerchief’), and
sometimes even examples where the inserted nasal seems to have blocked the
expected intervocalic sonorization (e.g. kalankdsu vs. kalaydsu ‘butterfly’).

' Marcialis gives the definition “Anguilla acutirostro, Ceriuola. Pesce.” Anguilla acutiros-
tris Risso, 1827 is a synonym of Anguilla anguilla, so this probably refers to the European
eel (Anguilla anguilla) (cf. Anguilla acutirostris Risso, 1827, in GBIF Secretariat 2023).
“°Thave not been able to verify the Mandaic form, let alone its meaning.
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I further think that the analysis of -0rra in tsingorra as a “pejorative” suffix is all
but evident, especially since the evidence for this proposed suffix is limited to
names of places and persons, rather than names of animals. As for the likelihood
that a fish name would have survived from (pre-)Roman times up to the modern
day, it is important to realize that eels are not primarily maritime fish, but spend
the biggest part of their life in fresh water. The irrelevance of the often-cited
Sardinian aversion towards the sea (Wagner 1997: 213; Paulis 1990: 621) for the
discussion of the designations of eels is demonstrated by the fact that the com-
mon Sardinian word for eel, ambidda, angwidda, goes back directly to Lat. an-
guilla ‘eel’. I a Punic word for ‘eel’ entered early Sardinian Latin, it was no less
likely to survive than Latin anguilla.

I agree with Paulis that the Punic etymology is rather uncertain, as the only piec-
es of evidence are an Akkadian and a Mandaic word referring to an undefined
species of fish. Nevertheless, I do not think a derivation from It. ceca ‘young eel’
is more convincing. Until the Punic word for ‘eel’ is actually attested, this word
must be regarded as no more than a possible example of a Punic loan into Sar-
dinian Romance.

4.2.2  Trout fry (Salmo cettii),
Reconstruction Forms

*grori DES (I: 594): grori, groli (1: Bitti) ‘trout fry (Salmo cettii Raf-
inesque 1810)’
AIS (528): [su] grori (1: Bitti) ‘id”
Puddu (2023: groli): groli, grori ‘id.’

The forms recorded by DES have open -0-. However, in AIS (528), the Sardinian
entries of which were also compiled by Wagner, we find closed -¢-. This is also
confirmed by Puddu (2023: gréli), and is in fact expected, since final -i conditions
closing of a preceding -e- or -o- to -é-, -6- (cf. Wagner 1941a: 11). The variant groli
could be a dissimilation from grori. Wagner (DES I: 594) denotes this word as
“probably pre-Roman”, without giving any arguments. Besides the lack of an
etymology, one argument could be this word’s ending in -i, which is rare in the
inherited lexicon (§ 8.1.5.1). While this could also be the result of a loan, there is
no clear source. On the basis of this word’s attestation in a single village only, it is
hard to say anything definitive about this word. The specific fish species is prob-
ably the Mediterranean trout (Salmo cettii), a freshwater fish.
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Figure 4.2.2: Trout fry (Salmo cettii)
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Figure 4.2.3: Trout fry (Salmo cettit)
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4.2.3 Trout fry (Salmo cettii).

Reconstruction Forms

*tsurra DES (II: 602): tsuirra (2: Fonni) ‘small trout’

Marecialis (2005: 71): tsurrittu (1: Gavoi) ‘trout fry’

As in the case of Bittese grori ‘trout fry’ (§ 4.2.2), these words likely refer to Salmo
cettii, the Mediterranean trout. And like for gréri, Wagner (DES II: 602) considers
tsurra ‘small trout’ to be “probably pre-Roman”, without clarifying his reason for
this. Initial ¢s- does not have an inherited source in these specific dialects
(§ 8.1.4), but there is no other positive evidence for a substrate origin of this
word. Its limited attestation hinders any further analysis.

4.3  Reptiles

4.31  Gecko (Tarantola mauritanica)

Reconstruction  Forms
*$ilikwu DES (II: 483): tilibbu (1: Dorgali) ‘lizard/spider’
This word probably refers to the Moorish gecko (Tarentola mauritanica (Linnae-

us, 1758)) (cf. Deplano 2020: 811; Puddu 2023: s.v. tiibbu). Its occurrence in AIS
(485) as the name of the tarantula spider may have originated in the fact that It.
tarantola can refer either to various spider species (including Lycosa tarantula,
the tarantula), or to the Moorish gecko. All other sources agree that it refers to
some kind of reptile. The sequence -b6- could go back to original *-kw-, leading
to a reconstruction *$ilfkwu.*" Initial ti- could be an instance of the element *$i-
that is found in many Sardinian words of pre-Roman origin (§ g9.1.2). Since it is an
isolated form, restricted to the dialect of Dorgali, it is of limited value for any
morphological or distributional analysis of the Sardinian substrate.

7 Original *-bb- would likely have yielded **-pp- (Wagner 1941a: 192—-193).
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A ~Bilikwu

Figure 4.3.1: Gecko (Tarantola mauritanica)



Fauna 221

4.3.2  Lizard (Podarcis tiliguerta)**

Reconstruction

Forms

1: *Silikerta

DES (II: 545): tiriyétta (Sass.), tsirikélta (1: Tempio Pausania),
tiliyétta (2: Ploaghe), tiliyérta (3: Posada, 4: Torpe, 8: Bono,
16: Sennariolo, 17: Cuglieri, 20: Santu Lussurgiu) dilikérta
(5:Siniscola, 6: Bitti, 9: Orosei, 10: Nuoro), tiliyélta
(7:Bonorva), $ilikétta, tilikétta (11: Dorgali), Silierta
(12: Oliena, 18: Ollolai), attiliyérta (13: Macomer), ateliyélta,
attaliyélte (15: Scano di Montiferro), tsiliyérta (14: Borore,
21: Norbello), tsiléyétta (25: Busachi, 31: Samugheo) ‘Tyrrheni-
an wall lizard (Podarcis tiliguerta (Gmelin, 1789))’

AIS (449): [sa] tiliyérta (13: Macomer), tsiliyérta (20: Santu
Lussurgiu), tsiginyérta (23: Milis) ‘id.’

2: *Salakeérta

DES (II: 545): Sala?érta (19: Gavoi) ‘id.
AIS (449): $alaérta (22: Fonni) ‘id.’

3: “(a)li/ukestra

DES (II: 545): lugéstra (24: Triei, 26: Baunei), giléstru
(29: Villagrande Strisaili), ligeéstra (33: Tortoli), argiléstru
(34: Arzana, 36: Lanusei), luggesti (38: Gairo), Ciléstra
(39: Bari Sardo), aligéstra (43: Perdasdefogu) ‘id.’

AIS (449): lucestra (26: Baunei) ‘id.’

4: *(a)li/ukérta

DES (II: 545): [s’] aliyérta (27: Tonara, 28: Desulo), lulgétta
(30: Aritzo), angulétta (32: Meana Sardo), aliyélta (35: Gado-
ni), alizérta (37: Laconi) ‘id.’

5: *kalVkérta

DES (II: 545): kaluzértula (Camp.), kargilétta (40: Seui), ka-
luzérta (41: Sadali), kalaZédda (44: Escalaplano), karisédda
(45: San Nicolo Gerrei), ka?iZzédda (47: Muravera), kozuétta
(49: Sant’Antioco) ‘id.

AIS (449): [sa] yawiZétta (42: Mogoro, 46: Villacidro), [sa]
yaluzertula (48: Cagliari), [sa] yalaZétta (44: Escalaplano)
id.’

All forms listed above are descendants of Lat. lacerta ‘lizard’. The reconstruction

*Yilikérta, needed for the forms of type 1, is evidence that %- may be some kind of

prefix (§ 9.1.2). This was first suggested by Guarnerio (1904a: 57-58 fn. 2). Despite

the inherited origin of this word, it is hard to explain 9- in terms of inherited

Romance material. However, it should be noted that -la- in this word is not pre-

served in any other Sardinian dialect.
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These data are discussed in a similar fashion in Swanenvleugel (2024: 224-226).
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A Type 1: *Bilikerta

V  Type 2: *Balakerta

O Type 3: *(a)li/ukestra
*(a)li/ukerta
: *kalVkerta
*ilikerta

*kalVkerta
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Figure 4.3.2: Lizard (Podarcis tiliguerta)
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Even the un-prefixed forms have -li- or -lu-. These aberrant vocalisms are not
restricted to Sardinian and are well-attested in French and Italian dialects, where
we find similar evidence for *licerta and *lucerta (REW 4821; FEW V: 117, 18 fn. 6;
Battisti & Alessio 1952: 2276). For Sardinian *3ilikérta too, the sequence -/i- may
thus be of Vulgar Latin origin. Influence from other Sardinian words starting in
*$ili- is imaginable, cf. Silipirke (§ 4.1.12), Silikiiku (§ 4.3.4) etc. The forms contain-
ing ka- (type 5) are most easily explained from an original *kalVkérta, again with
vowel alternations in the pretonic syllable (cf. § 2.1.1). These forms are found in
the Campidanese dialects in the south of Sardinia. Many of the manifestations
show various kinds of assimilations and metatheses. It is difficult to assess to
what extent the coexistence of forms containing *-la- (e.g. kalaZédda, 44: Esca-
laplano), *-li- (e.g. ka?izédda, 47: Muravera) and *-lu- (e.g. kaluzeérta, 41: Sadali)
are to be attributed to Vulgar Latin variation between lacerta, *licerta and
*lucerta (REW 4821; FEW V: 117, 18 fn. 6), as pretonic assimilations and dissimila-
tions are very common across Sardinian (Wagner 1941a: 21—-33). The remaining
forms, that have neither *9- nor *ka- (types 3 and 4), can go back to *lukérta or
*likérta. The initial a- is due to reanalysis of the vowel of the feminine definite
article. In the Ogliastran dialects in the east of Sardinia, -érta has been replaced
with -éstra, -éstru, -ésti (type 3). This is reminiscent of the sequence -st(r)- found
in other Sardinian words of uncertain origin, such as goldstri, goldstiu ‘holly’ and
giddostru/a ‘tree-heath’. This -st(r)- has been proposed to be a suffix originating
in a substrate language (Bertoldi 1930; van Sluis, Jergensen & Kroonen 2023:
200—201), but cf. § 9.2.9. Proposals to explain the addition of *ka- in this word are
problematic. Bertoni (1913: 167 fn. 4) suggests that the reflexes of lacerta were
contaminated with those of colitbra ‘snake, serpent’. This hypothesis is semanti-
cally attractive, but the vocalism does not quite match in all locations (e.g. Esca-
laplano (44) kalazédda, kalazétta ‘lizard’ next to koléru ‘snake’; AIS 452). Bohne
on the other hand (1950: 109) proposes a contamination with kaldi ‘to descend’.
This idea is far-fetched, especially on the semantic side, and cannot be accepted.

In conclusion, we need to assume at least three different reconstructions to ac-
count for the attested forms: *9i-la/ikerta (types 1, 2), *li/ukérta (types 3, 4), and
*ka-la/i/ukerta (type 5). The variants of this word clearly show the secondary
addition of *%i- and *ka-, neither of which are easily explained in Romance
terms, to inherited lacerta ‘lizard’. This word therefore provides plausible evi-
dence in favor of the identification of *AV- and *%- as pre-Roman morphemes
(§ 9.1.1, § 9.1.2), as well as for the productivity of pre-Roman morphology on in-
herited words.
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A *6or(r)émpi(s)
-+« *Bor(r)émpi(s)

Figure 4.3.3: Lizard; snake
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4.3.3 Lizard; snake

Reconstruction  Forms
*$or(r)émpi(s)  DES (II: 600): tsordmpis (1: Olzai) ‘lizard’
Marcialis (2005: 70): zorrémpi (Log.) ‘snake’

Unfortunately, Marcialis (2005: 70) does not provide precise geographical infor-
mation for Log. zorrémpi ‘snake’. In tsordmpis (1: Olzai), initial ¢s- can reflect *9-
(Contini 1987: 548). The ending -is in tsorémpis (1: Olzai) is also found in some
other suspected pre-Roman words (§ 9.2.8). The lack of an etymology and the
peculiar phonetic structure of this word point to a pre-Roman origin. I agree
with Wagner (DES II: 600) that Jud’s (1942: 353) comparison of this word to Arag.
sargantana and Bq. suranguilla ‘lizard’ is not convincing.

4.3.4  Skink (Chalcides ocellatus tiligugu); slug™’
Reconstruction  Forms

1: *Jilikviku DES (II: 546): attiliyityu (2: Osilo, 5: Ozieri), tiriguru (3: Sas-
sari), tiliyiyu (4: Ploaghe, 11: Macomer, 8: Bosa), ilikikku
(6: Bitti, 12: Orani), attaliyiye (Sennori) ‘skink (Chalcides
ocellatus tiligugu)’; tsirikikku™ (1: Tempio Pausania),
tiliyayu (11: Macomer, 14: Santu Lussurgiu), tsiliyiyu
(13: Borore), Silikitkku (Orani) ‘slug’
AIS (449): [su] tsigiyityu (16: Milis) ‘skink (Chalcides ocellatus
tiligugu (Gmelin, 1789))’

2: *Salakiku DES (II: 546): $alakiikku (7: Nuoro), $alakiikka (9: Dorgali),
Selakikka (10: Oliena), Salaku?a (15: Fonni), tsaBayiyu

(21: Oristano) ‘skink (Chalcides ocellatus tiligugu)
AIS (449): [sa] %adSalakitkka (9: Dorgali) ‘skink (Chalcides
ocellatus tiligugu)

3: *9i99ilitka DES (II: 546): sintsilitya (19: Aritzo) ‘skink (Chalcides ocella-
tus tiligugu)'

9 These data are discussed in a similar fashion in Swanenvleugel (2024: 246—249).

150

Wagner (DES II: 546) gives tsilikiikku for Tempio Pausania and cites AIS 461. However,
AIS has tsirikikku.
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4: *Saddalika DES (II: 546): tsantsallitya (20: Meana Sardo), tsattsalitya
(22: Laconi), satsaitya (27: Villacidro), sattsalitya (Camp.,
29: Cagliari), sossoya (Sulcis reg.) ‘skink (Chalcides ocellatus
tiligugu)’; sattsalitya (18: Busachi), tsattsalitya (22: Laconi),
sassalitya (23: Gairo), sattsayiira (28: Dolianova) ‘slug’

AIS (449, 461): [sa] SadSalitkka (17: Baunei), [sa] sattsaitya
(24: Mogoro), [sa] sassaliiya (25: Perdasdefogu), [sa]
sattsalitya (26: Escalaplano), [sa] sosoya (30: San Antioco)
‘skink (Chalcides ocellatus tiligugu)

5: “*babbalitka AIS (461): [sa] babbalitya (26: Escalaplano) ‘slug’

6: *alikukku Puddu (2023: s.v. aliciicu 1): alicicu ‘slug’

Besides the forms listed, Marcialis (2005: 17, 65, 69) also has attilingia (Pattada),
azzacauga (without location), tiligulu (Bosa) and zaraclua (Olzai). Although all
have a similar structure, they are probably not directly cognate with *ilikiiku.
Attilingia from Pattada probably belongs together with words for ‘earthworm’, cf.
tilinga (Oschiri) ‘earthworm’ (cf. § 4.1.10). Azzacauga is difficult to judge, espe-
cially because its location is unknown. We might speculate that it goes back to
*Sakalitka, metathesized from *$alakitka etc., but the loss of the -[- (which also
occurs in Oristanese tsaBayuyu) is difficult to reconcile with the preservation of
the voiceless stop -k- (spelled -c-). Tiligulu is cited by Guarnerio (1904a: 66) as
“tiligulu” (with preparoxytone accent), which makes a connection to *$ilikitku
difficult, unless some analogy to the diminutive suffix -ulu is involved. Guarne-
rio’s (1904a: 61) proposal of zaraclua (Olzai) as a metathesis from *zaraluge is
neither convincing, nor would it suffice to fully explain this form.

Of the words that are listed above, the majority can be separated into two main
groups. To the first group belong all forms of type 1 *9ilikiku and type 2
*9alakiika. These bear an obvious similarity to dilikerta and Jala?érta lizard’ (§
4.3.2), and are suspect of containing the same pre-Roman 9i-prefix (§ 9.1.2). The
second group includes the forms of type 3 *$%i9%ilitka and type 4 *9ad9alitka,
which are found in the Campidanese dialects. Despite the phonetic similarities
between *9ili-/Salakiku and *9addaliika, and despite their shared polysemy
‘skink; slug’, it is very difficult to reconcile the two groups. For this reason, I pre-
fer to treat them as two unrelated words. AIS (461) further presents babbaliiya
(26), whose first part is related to babbdj, bobbd; ‘generic term for invertebrates’
(DES I: 161). Puddu (2023: s.v. aliciicu) also lists aliciicu ‘kind of long snail, but
without a shell’, which is however absent from Wagner and the AIS.
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*Bilikiku
Type 2: *6alakuku
Type 3: *0i00iltika
Type 4: *0ab8alika
Type 5: *babbalika
[l Type 4: *6ab6aliika

Figure 4.3.4: Skink (Chalcides ocellatus tiligugu); slug
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Type 2 *Salakitka and type 3 *9i99ilitka occur in a strip between the more com-
mon types *3likuku and *$adaliika. It is therefore attractive to explain
*$alakiika (type 2) as originally being identical to *$ilikiiku, having undergone
influence from forms like *$ad8alitka. Vice versa, *$i8%iliika (type 3) may origi-
nally have been *9ad8aliika (type 4), influenced by *$ilikitku (type 1). This scenar-
io is supported by the form $ad9alakiikka (9: Dorgali), which seems to be a com-
plete blend of the two types. If this analysis is correct, we are left with two ety-
mologically distinct words, *$ilikiku and *9ad9alitka, both meaning ‘skink’ as
well as ‘slug’. This perhaps surprising homonymy is understandable in light of
the skink’s small, almost vestigial, legs, which give it the looks of a short, fat
snake, or indeed a slug. In the meaning ‘slug’.

The apparent coexistence of *alikikku and *9ilikiku in the meaning ‘slug’ is po-
tential evidence for the identification of *%- in this word as a separable mor-
pheme, like in Jilikérta. However, the lack of information on the provenance of
the listed forms makes it difficult to use aliciicu for the analysis of the distribu-
tion of this feature. The part -kilku is reminiscent of several formations with the
meaning ‘slug’ containing the element kokk-: kokkdj, kokkdile, kokkordi, kokko-
lodde etc. (DES I: 356), but it is uncertain whether they are to be connected.
There are several other phonetically similar words for slugs and snails, such as
korra ‘snail’, sittsi-yorru ‘slug, snail’ << Lat. cornus (DES I: 387; II: 422; cf. § 4.1.15)
and kroka, krokkédda ‘(various species of) snail’ (DES I: 407). As a result, it is very
much possible that the various words for ‘snail’ and ‘slug’ influenced each other.

4.3.5 Viperine snake (Natrix maura),

Reconstruction Forms

1: *liréis DES (II: 31): liréis (1: Nuoro, 3: Gavoi) ‘viperine snake (Natrix
maura (Linnaeus, 1758))’

2: *lurtsi[*lur$  DES (II: 31): lirtsi (Nuor.) ‘id”
Marcialis (2005: 64): sulurzi (2: Olzai) ‘id’

This word for snake, restricted to the Nuorese dialects, has no clear Romance
etymology. We find phonetic alternations in the stressed vowel as well as in the
realization of the affricate present in this word. Neither of these is easily ex-
plained. The affricates -¢- and -¢s- do not have a regular source in these dialects
(except for Olzai <-z-> [ts/ < *-9-), nor do they usually correspond to each other
(cf. § 8.1.4). Type 1 has word-final -s, which is also found in some other animal
names (§ 9.2.8). This might point to a pre-Roman origin of this word. Su- in
sulurtsi (2: Olzai) is due to reinterpretation of the masculine article su as belong-
ing to the lexical stem.
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A Type 1: *lircis
V  Type 2: *lurtsi/*larfi
7/, Type 2: *lurtsi /*larfi

Figure 4.3.5: Viperine snake (Natrix maura)
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Figure 4.3.6: Viperine snake (Natrix maura)
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4.3.6  Viperine snake (Natrix maura),

Reconstruction Forms

1: *tdrtsa DES (II: 466): tdrtsa (1: Bitti) ‘viperine snake (Natrix maura)’

This word is only attested in Bitti, which makes its analysis difficult. The pres-
ence of -ts- is peculiar, as there is no regular phonetic source for it in Bittese
(§ 8.1.4). In the same region we find /iré¢is and lirtsi for the same animal and with
the same odd cluster -rts- (§ 4.3.5). It is impossible to connect tdrtsa to lirtsi
formally though.

4.4  Birds

4.41  Bee-eater (Merops apiaster)
Reconstruction Forms

1: *marrakdtu  DES (II: 71): mar(r)aydu (Camp.), maraydu (1: Triei, 2: Bus-
achi), marrangdu (3: Laconi) ‘bee-eater (Merops apiaster Lin-
naeus, 1758)

2: *marrdku DES (II: 71): marrdyu (4: Escalaplano, 5: Guasila, 6: Sant’An-
tioco, 7: Sarroch) ‘id’

The words listed above are found across the Campidanese dialects and refer to
the ‘bee-eater (Merops apiaster)’. The forms come in two types, those derived
with the past participle suffix -du < Lat. -atus and those without -du. The
un-suffixed forms show us that we must reconstruct a form *marrdku ‘bee-eater’.
Besides -n-epenthesis, which is common, in the variant from Laconi (3), there is
not much variation going on in this word. Although it lacks an etymology, there
is no positive evidence in favor of a pre-Roman origin.



232 The pre-Roman elements of the Sardinian lexicon

A Type 1: *marrakatu

V  Type 2: *marraku
-+« Type 1: *marrakatu

Figure 4.4.1: Bee-eater (Merops apiaster)
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A *04(C)iri

Figure 4.4.2: Bird of prey
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4.4.2  Bird of prey

Reconstruction Forms

*$8d(C)iri Paulis (2008: 24): 8déri (1: Arzana) ‘bird(s) of prey; harmful
bird(s)’

Paulis (2008: 24) records $diri from Arzana, used to “to generally indicate birds of

prey, or birds that are harmful and dedicated thieves” (cf. Putzu 2019: 4). This
word is apparently not recorded in any lexicon, but may be present in a number
of micro-toponyms in Arzana and Gonnosfanadiga (Paulis 2008: 24). Paulis
(2008: 24) connects 9diri to a Basque form sari ‘vulture’. However, Bq. sari ‘vul-
ture’ is only mentioned by Lopelmann (1968: 1138) as a variant of common Bq. sa‘
‘id.” (cf. EH: 558). Trask (2008: 389) reconstructs this word as *sai. The compari-
son between Bq. *sai ‘vulture’ and Srd. *9d(C)iri ‘bird of prey’ is formally uncon-
vincing. This word cannot reliably be used in favor of a connection between
Basque and the pre-Roman Sardinian substrate. Equally unconvincing is the
comparison between Srd. *$4(C)iri ‘bird of prey’ and Chenoua Bb. isyi ‘bird of
prey’ (Paulis 2008: 24; cf. Laoust 1912: 136).”

4.4.3 Bird species (various)
Reconstruction Forms

*korrokkdtu DES (I: 387): korrokkdu (1: Terralba) ‘bee-eater (Merops apias-
ter)’; kurrukkdu (2: Mogoro) ‘indeterminate bird’; korrokkdu
(3: Villacidro) ‘robin (Erithacus rubecula (Linnaeus, 1758))’

Puddu (2023: s.v. cau, corrocau): corrocau, currucau ‘sea gull
(Larus sp. Linnaeus, 1758)’

The exact meaning of this word is difficult to establish. According to Wagner it
means ‘bee-eater’ in Terralba and ‘robin’ in Villacidro, whereas in Mogoro the
species cannot be determined. The bee-eater and the robin are both small, color-
ful birds, making any confusion understandable. Puddu, however, defines cor-
rocau as ‘sea gull. Unless one of the two sources is mistaken, I do not know how
to explain this semantic variation. The ending -du could be the past participle
suffix (< Lat. -atus). The semantic uncertainties and limited attestation of this
word make any further analysis difficult. Other names for the robin and the
bee-eater are also of uncertain origin (cf. § 4.4.1, § 4.4.9, § 4.4.10, § 4.4.12).

' This comparison is based on Lopelmann’s (1968: 1138) comparison between Bq. sari
‘vulture’ and Bb. isyi ‘bird of prey’, which is formally no closer match.
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Figure 4.4.3: Bird species
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A Type 1: *Berpelléri
V  Type 2: *sp(r)alléri
-+« Type 1: *Berpelléri

Figure 4.4.4: Kestrel (Falco tinnunculus)
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4.4.4  Kestrel (Falco tinnunculus),

Reconstruction Forms

1: *Serpelléri DES (II: 588-589): tserpeddéri, tsreppeddéri (Camp.),
tsrappeddeéri (1: Isili), tsarpeddeéri (3: Villacidro) ‘kestrel (Fal-
co tinnunculus Linnaeus, 1758)’

2: *sp(r)alléri DES (II: 588-589): spraddéri (2: Perdasdefogu) ‘id’
Cetti (1776: 54): spadderi ‘id’

Type 2 of this word has clearly been influenced by Camp. spraBéri ‘sparrowhawk
(Accipiter nisus (Linnaeus, 1758)); kite (Milvus milvus (Linnaeus, 1758))’ << Cat.
esparver ‘sparrowhawk’ (DES II: 433). The forms of type 1 seem to go back to
*Yerpell-éri. The suffix -éri is usually found in words of Italian or Catalan origin
(Wagner 1952: 75—-78) and may indicate that the forms of this type also under-
went some influence from spraBéri ‘sparrowhawk, kite’. Wagner (DES II: 589)
suggests influence from Camp. tsérpi ‘snake, noxious animal’ for the forms of
type 1, but stresses that this is not enough to explain the whole word. If the word
for ‘snake’ influenced these words for ‘kestrel’, which seems unlikely to me on
semantic grounds, the original shape of this word is impossible to retrieve, since
spraddéri (type 2) cannot yield any reliable information either. Without any
further evidence however, the connection to ¢sérpi ‘snake’ is doubtful. This
word’s etymology remains unclarified.

152

4.4.5 Kestrel (Falco tinnunculus).

Reconstruction  Forms

1: *Silipri(g)u DES (II: 483): éilifriu (NLog.), attilifriu (1: Osilo), tilibriu
(3: Ploaghe, 4: Posada) ‘kestrel (Falco tinnunculus)

2: *Jiliprikku DES (II: 483): tilibrikku (Log.), tiribikku (2: Sassari) ‘id.’
Marcialis (2005: 65): tilipricu ‘id.

The forms for ‘kestrel’ listed above all occur in the northern part of Sardinia.
They go back to *$ilipri(g)u (type 1) and *$iliprikku (type 2). The alternation be-
tween *-(g)- and *-kk- is unexpected. Like several other animal names, this word
starts in *%i-, although we do not find an alternation. Wagner (DES II: 483) cites
Sass. tiribikku ‘kestrel’, which is identical to the Sassarese attestation in AIS for
‘grasshopper’ (§ 4.112). Since neither of the sources have this form in the other
meaning, it is possible that they were confused either in DES or in AIS. It is prob-
able that this word originates from the same pre-Roman language as other ani-
mal names containing *$- (cf. § 9.1.2).

%* These data are discussed in a similar fashion in Swanenvleugel (2024: 250—-251).
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A Type 1: *8ilipri(g)u
V  Type 2: *6iliprikku
-+« Type 1: *8ilipri(g)u
7/, Type 2: *6iliprikku

Figure 4.4.5: Kestrel (Falco tinnunculus)
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A Type 1: *Birolia

V  Type 2: *@urulia
O Type 3: *6i66ulia
O Type 4: *6u(r)Vllia
7/, Type 2: *@urulia

Figure 4.4.6: Kite (Milvus milvus)
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4.4.6  Kite (Milvus milvus)

ReconstructionForms
1: *Sirolia DES (II: 555): attiloria, attularia (NLog.) ¢irolia (1: Ploaghe),
tirolia (4: Sindia) ‘red kite (Milvus milvus (Linnaeus, 1758))’

2: *Surulia DES (II: 555): turulia, asturédlia (Log.), tsurulia (Camp.), Surulia
(2: Bitti, 3: Nuoro, 6: Orani), atturulia (5: Macomer) ‘id.

3: *3%%ulia  DES (II: 555): ¢i¢culia (7: Desulo), sittsulia (10: Escalaplano) ‘id’
4:*Su(r)Vllia DES (II: 555): tsioddia (8: Usellus) tsuiddia (9o: Isili), tsueddia
(11: San Nicolo Gerrei), tsuaddia (12: Dolianova) ‘id.’

According to DES (II: 555), these forms all refer to the ‘red kite’ primarily, but are
also often used to refer to the ‘common kestrel (Falco tinnunculus)'. Of the types
that can be distinguished, type 2 *Surulia is most widespread. Type 1, found in
Logudorese, goes back to *dirolia, with metathesis of -/- and -r- in the case of
NLog. attiloria, attularia. Log. asturdlia has been influenced by astore ‘peregrine
falcon (Falco peregrinus Tunstall, 1771)’ << Cat. astor ‘id.” (DES I: 141; II: 555). Type
3 requires original *%%%ulia. Type 4 can go back to *JurVllia, with loss of intervo-
calic -r- that is common in Campidanese dialects (Wagner 1941a: 129). The vary-
ing vocalism (-io-, -ui-, -ue-, -ua-) must be the result of the dissimilation of vowels
in hiatus, but it is difficult to discern what the original vocalism might have been.

Types 1, 2, and 4 mainly differ in their vocalism, and the fact that type 4 contains
geminate *-/l-. We can tentatively reconcile these three types in *Surol({)ia, since
all forms contain either -u- followed by another vowel or -o- preceded by another
vowel. This hypothesized original vocalism is found in Log. asturdlia, whose
vocalism cannot be explained from astore. Still unexplained are geminate *-//- in
type 4, and the aberrant consonantism in type 3, where the *-r- found in the
other forms appears to have been replaced with *-9-. It is difficult to explain
these phenomena by means of commonly found phonological processes. Wag-
ner (DES II: 555) may be right in attributing the variation in these forms to ono-
matopoeic deformations, but this is hardly satisfactory. For type 3, it is notewor-
thy that there are various other Campidanese animal names starting in sitts- etc.
< *$i99-, which may have acted as a source of influence (§ 9.1.2.1). The apparent
replacement of singleton *-/- with geminate *-//- in type 4 must have pre-dated
common Srd. *-ll- > -dd-. Perhaps this alternation is to be attributed to dialectal
variation in the pre-Roman source language of this word. If it is, we would expect
to find the same variation in other words of suspected pre-Roman origin
(§ 8.2.1.2.2).



Figure 4.4.7: Plover (Pluvialis apricaria)
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4.4.7  Plover (Pluvialis apricaria)

Reconstruction Forms

1: *kulVrione DES (I: 424-25): kulurdzone (Log.), kulirgoni, kulingoni
(Camp.), krufizoi [e dérra] (1: San Gavino Monreale) ‘plover
(Pluvialis apricaria (Linnaeus, 1758))’

All of these forms can go back to *kulurione or *kulirione. I agree with Wagner
(DES I: 424—25) that Subak’s (1909: 480) etymology from Lat. chlorio, -onem can
not be upheld. The Latin form, attested in Pliny, is the same as Gr. YAwpiwv ‘gold-
en oriole (Oriolus oriolus (Linnaeus, 1758))’, which is a rather different kind of
bird. There are moreover serious formal problems in explaining Srd. *kulVrione
from Lat. chlorio, -onem. Also strikingly similar is Gr. xoAAvpiwv ‘thrush (Turdus
sp. Linneaus, 1758)" (Liddell et al. 1978: s.v. xoAAvpiwv). Thrushes are however
hardly more similar to plovers than orioles, so this could be due to a coincidence.
The origin of this word remains obscure. In the absence of an etymology and in
light of its peculiar structure, the Sardinian word for ‘plover’ could perhaps go
back to a pre-Roman source. Within Sardinian, these forms are largely homoph-
onous with culurgionis, a type of ravioli filled with potatoes and sheep cheese,
folded in the shape of an ear of grain (DES II: 424). These words have been de-
rived from Gr. xoAA0pov, -a, xoAAbplov ‘type of round bread’ (Ettmayer 1906: 656;
Rohlfs 1964: 252—253). The semantic relation between the different kinds of birds
on the one hand, and ravioli on the other is not clear to me.

4.4.8 Raven (Corvus corax)
Reconstruction  Forms

*tifdane/i DES (II: 492): tivdni (1: Baunei, 3: Villagrande Strisaili,
4: Arzana, 5: Gairo) ‘raven (Corvus corax Linnaeus, 1758)’

Blasco Ferrer (1989: 15 fn. 2): tifane (1: Urzulei, 2: Baunei) ‘id’

These forms denoting ravens go back to *tifdne/i, which is attested as a personal
name (cf. DES II: 492). Wagner (1928: 21; DES II: 492) is hesitant to decide wheth-
er the animal’s name is based on the personal name or vice versa. He does how-
ever compare Rif. asiwan, tasiwant ‘bird of prey’ (cf. Serhoual 2002: 550).”* This is
unattractive semantically and formally. Blasco Ferrer (1989: 15 fn. 2) considers
the personal name to be original and says it is Etruscan, but without specifying
any arguments for this statement. Paulis (2017: 11) plausibly proposes these
forms to go back to the Greek personal name ©@coqdvng. This renders a pre-
Roman explanation unnecessary.

5 Krufigoi (1: San Gavino Monreale) is due to a metathesis from *kugiroi < *kulirione.
'* I was not able to trace the source of tsioudnt ‘raven’, cited by Wagner (DES II: 492).
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Figure 4.4.8: Raven
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4.4.9 Robin (Erithacus rubecula),; yellow wagtail (Motacilla flava); hare
(Lepus sp.)

Reconstruction Forms

1: *brindiri DES (I: 226—227): prinéiri (1: Oschiri) ‘yellow wagtail (Motacil-
la flava Linnaeus, 1758)’

2: *brindis DES (I: 226-227): brinzis [cannédda] (Log.) ‘species of worm’;
brinéis (2: Sindia) ‘hare (Lepus sp. Linnaeus, 1758)’; brincisi (3:
Orani) ‘robin’ (Erithacus rubecula)’

3: *brinci/*brisi  DES (I: 226—227): brisi (2: Sindia) ‘hare (Lepus sp.); brinci
(6: Busachi) ‘robin (Erithacus rubecula Linnaeus, 1758)’

4: *brinéottu DES (I: 226—227): princéottu (4: Cuglieri) ‘robin (Erithacus
rubecula)

5: *brinkilli DES (I: 226—227): brinkiddi (5: Norbello) ‘robin (Erithacus
rubecula)

All of the forms listed above seem to contain an element *brindi/*brinki, to
which different suffixes have been added. Most of the forms refer to the robin or
to the yellow wagtail, which are both small colorful birds. The meanings ‘hare’
and ‘worm’ are difficult to explain, and one wonders whether these forms should
be kept separate, even if they are formally almost identical to those meaning
‘robin’.> Wagner (DES I: 226—27) wants to explain these forms either as
pre-Roman or as onomatopoeic formation. In favor of the latter option could be
their reference to wildly different species of animal, as well as the presence of the
phoneme -¢-, which has no clear regular source in these dialects.

On the morphological side, we find the ending %iri in type 1 prinéiri (cf. § 9.2.6.2).
In the forms of type 2, we find the ending *-is, which also recurs in some other
words of potential pre-Roman origin (§ 9.2.8). Type 3 appears lacks any suffixes,
and type 4 -dttu is of Catalan or Castilian origin (Wagner 1952: 110). The variant
brinkiddi (5: Norbello) is reminiscent of Lat. fringilla ‘robin, chaffinch’, but can-
not be regularly derived from it. Note that, whereas -illus, -a was inherited in
Sardinian as -iddu/a, Srd. -iddi does not have a good Latin source. Perhaps it
represents a contamination of the base *brinéi and Lat. fringilla. All forms are
reminiscent of brinkare ‘to hop’ (cf. also § 4.1.12). However, the presence of mul-
tiple unexplained endings (i.e. “s, “iri, -iddi) speaks against an original derivation
from this verb. It is in any case likely that sound symbolism and folk etymology
have played a role in the phonetic development of this word.

%5 But cf. § 4.5.8 for a colexification of ‘hare’ and ‘butterfly’. Possibly the association of
hares with small flying animals is based on their “hopping” motion.
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: *brinciri

: *brincis

: *brinéi/*brisi
: *brincéttu

: *brinkilli

: *brindis

Figure 4.4.9: Robin (Erithacus rubecula); yellow wagtail (Motacilla flava);
hare (Lepus sp.)
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A Type 1: *gris-
¥V Type 2: *kilis-/*kiris-

. *kiri_

*krill-

*kérri

Figure 4.4.10: Robin (Erithacus rubecula), wren (Troglodytes troglodytes)
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4.410 Robin (Erithacus rubecula)., wren (Troglodytes troglodytes),

Reconstruction Forms

1: *gris- DES (I: 343): grisu (1: Fonni) ‘wren (Troglodytes troglodytes
(Linnaeus, 1758))’; grisi (3: Baunei), grisoi (11: Gesturi), grésu
(16: Siurgus, 17: San Nicolo Gerrei, 18: Dolianova, 19: Villa-
simius, 21: Teulada, 22: Domus de Maria), grisétti (20: Sarroch)
‘robin (Erithacus rubecula)’

Marcialis (2005: 40): grisu ‘robin’
2: *kilis-[*kiris-  DES (I: 343): kirisi (2: Triei), kilisu (9: Seui), kilisi (15: Escala-
plano) ‘robin (Erithacus rubecula); kirisi [e peérkal]

(4: Villagrande Strisaili) ‘wren (Troglodytes troglodytes)’;
mameyerisi (5: Lanusei) ‘sparrow (Passer domesticus (Linnae-

us, 1758))’
Marcialis (2005: 28): chirisi (Log.) ‘robin (Erithacus rube-
cula)"®

3: *kiri- DES (I: 343): kiriu (6: Laconi), [su] ggiri (10: Usellus), [su] yir:

(12: Mogoro) ‘robin (Erithacus rubecula)’; giru (Camp.) ‘wren
(Troglodytes troglodytes)

Marcialis (2005: 38): ghiru ‘robin (Erithacus rubecula)
4: *krill- DES (I: 343): kriddi (7: Gairo, 8: Bari Sardo), kriddolu
(13: Perdasdefogu) ‘robin (Erithacus rubecula)

5: *kérri DES (I: 343): kérri (12: Mogoro, 14: Mandas) ‘wren (Troglodytes
troglodytes)’

These words for ‘robin’ and ‘wren’ can be divided into five types. The forms of
type 1 all contain *gris- and are mainly found in the southern Campidanese dia-
lects, with more northerly outliers in Fonni (1) and Baunei (3)." Type 2 is found
in the Ogliastra and is formed from a base *kiris- or *kilis-"* Type 3 seems to go
back to *kir-. Type 4, containing *krill- is again restricted to the Ogliastra. Finally,
type 5 is only found in two places and goes back to *kerri. All five types appear to
contain *kr- or *kir-. Wagner (DES I: 343) assumes that all of these formations are

5% Marcialis’ (2005: 28) attribution to Logudorese of this form is dubious, as it is not men-

tioned anywhere else, and all forms of type 2 for which we have specific geographical
information belong to the Ogliastran dialects. Could this be an error in Marcialis?

57 The suffixes -0i < *-one and -6tti are of recent origin.

5% The form mameyerisi (5: Lanusei) is analyzable as *mama ‘e kirisi ‘mother of the rob-
in/wren’. Similar Benennungsmotiven are common in Sardinian: cf. mamma de sizziyorru
‘slug (litt.: ‘mother of the snail’), mdmma de ambidda ‘mother of the eel’ etc. (cf. DES II:
60).
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onomatopoeic, which is imaginable for songbirds. However, I do not think this
can fully explain the similarity between these formations as opposed to other
words for ‘robin’ and ‘wren’ that have been proposed to be of sound-symbolic
origin, such as brinéi ‘robin’ (§ 4.4.9) and dddddi ‘robin, wren’ (§ 4.4.12).

Although sound symbolism may certainly have played a role in the formal diver-
sity found in this word, it is possible that the various forms share an original
base, which may be of pre-Roman origin. This is supported by the fact that all
five types show evidence of originally ending in *-i, for which Latin nominal
inflection does not provide a good source (§ 8.1.5.1). In some cases this final *-i
was replaced with -u (e.g. grisi vs. grisu), or extended with -u (e.g. su yiri vs. kiriu).
Although it is difficult to establish how exactly the different types relate to each
other, we can make some observations. One is that type 2 *kirisi is similar to type
3 *kiri, with an element -(i)s that is also found in other words of presumable
pre-Roman origin (§ 9.2.8). The sequence -ddi found in type 4 also recurs in oth-
er words for ‘robin’: brinkiddi (§ 4.4.9), tsiddi, ddoddi (§ 4.4.12).

4.411  Scops owl (Otus scops)

Reconstruction Forms
1: *Yonka DES (II: 551): $onka (Nuor.), tonka (Log.), tsonka (Camp.)
‘scops owl (Otus scops (Linnaeus, 1758))’

AIS (508): éonka (1: Tempio Pausania, 12: Desulo), tsonka
(2: Sassari, 7: Santu Lussurgiu, 9: Milis, 10: Busachi, 13: Laconi,
15: Escalaplano), tonka (3: Ploaghe, 5: Nuoro), $onka (4: Bitti,
5: Nuoro, 6: Dorgali, 8: Fonni) ‘id.’

Bohne (1950: 115): $onka (17: Muravera) ‘id.’

2: *9olie DES (II: 551): 0gge (11: Baunei) ‘id.’

3: *andonka DES (II: 551): [s’] antsonka (14: Mogoro, 18: Sarroch, 19: Domus
de Maria) ‘id’
AIS (508): [s"] antsonka (16: Villacidro) ‘id.’

4: *Soria Bohne (1950: 115): $orZa (17: Muravera) ‘id’

Wagner (DES 1II: 551) thinks that this word may have an onomatopoeic origin. He
nevertheless believes that it “belongs to the oldest layer of the Sardinian lexicon”,
but it is not quite clear if this implies a pre-Roman origin. Although the sound of
the scops owl is very characteristic indeed, it is difficult to judge whether *9onka
(type1) is in fact an onomatopoeic rendering of this sound.



249

Fauna

£
=
.\MOU
- N ™ «F
em..ee
EEEE
4> 00O

*Qolie
: *anOonka

oria

*0

.-+ Type 1: *6dnka

)

Troglodytes troglodytes

(

, wren

)

Erithacus rubecula

(

Figure 4.4.11: Robin



250  The pre-Roman elements of the Sardinian lexicon

Type 3 antsonka is found in southwestern Campidanese dialects, and is probably
a relatively recent deformation of tsonka (type 1). Type 2 90gge instead must go
back to *9olie, which cannot be reconciled with *9onka, but which is structurally
similar to type 4 9orza < *9oria. Whether 90gge and $orza are independent ono-
matopoeic formations or etymologically related to each other and to *$onka is
hard to say, especially without direct information about the names for this ani-
mal in other Ogliastran dialects. Judging from these words’ phonotactics (includ-
ing the phoneme *-$-), irregular variation, and semantics relating to the island’s

native fauna, they may well be of pre-Roman origin.

4.412  Wren (Troglodytes troglodytes).

Reconstruction  Forms

1: *Uolli DES (I: 593): [su] ddoddi (1: Bitti, 3: Dorgali) ‘wren (Troglo-
dytes troglodytes); robin (Erithacus rubecula)’; [su] doddi

(4: Orgosolo) ‘wren (Troglodytes troglodytes)’

2: *grollo DES (I: 593): groddo (2: Nuoro) ‘wren (Troglodytes troglo-
dytes)’
As Wagner (DES I: 503) notes, these words are very similar to those for ‘fox’ in the

same region: grodde, groddo, lodde etc.; § 4.5.6), but they are not quite identical.
In Nuoro for instance we find groddo ‘wren’ next to grodde ‘fox’. The forms of
type 1 go back regularly to *ll6lli; the initial dd- < *{l- is likely expressive.” It is
probably easiest to explain the variation between initial gr- and dd- in these
words as going back to original */-, with expressive gemination in type 1 and with
introduction of initial g- in type 2. For a discussion of this latter development, cf.
§ 4.5.6. Perhaps these words too are somehow to be connected with the attested
Sardinian personal name Lollo, Lollu, which Wagner (1933: 503—-508; DES I: 593)
suggests for grodde, groddo, lodde etc. ‘fox’.

' We find -dd- in various other words for ‘robin’ and other songbirds as well (cf. § 4.4.9,
§ 4.4.10).
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A Type 1:*1I6lli
V  Type 2: *grollo

Figure 4.4.12: Wren (Troglodytes troglodytes)
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4.5 Mammals

4.51  Bat,

Reconstruction Forms

*kikin- DES (II: 556): éinéiréddu (1: Urzulei), éinéidéddu (2: Triei),
gigginéddu (4: Tortoli), ¢iZini (5: Arzana), ¢izinéddu (6: Gai-
ro) ‘bat’

AIS (448): [su] gingiréddu (3: Baunei) ‘id.’

Terracini (1959: Map 1): éincidéddu (1: Urzulei, 2: Triei, 3:
Baunei), gigginéddu (4: Tortoli, 7: Bari Sardo), éigginéddu (6:
Gairo) ‘id”
The sources cited differ somewhat as to the exact shape of the words of this type.
For instance, for Urzulei (1), DES has ¢inéiréddu, while Terracini has ¢incidéddu.
The main point of disagreement between the authors and between the forms
themselves is the final consonant of the stem, where we find -n-, -d-, -r-. The only

un-suffixed form, ¢iZini (5: Arzana), likely preserves the original consonantism in
-n-. As a result, we can posit an original *kikin-; the final vowel -i can go back to
either *-e or *-i. In some cases an epenthetic -n- appears in the first syllable (e.g.
¢inéinéddu (2: Triei); cf. for this process Wagner 1941a: 219—220), which may have
been the cause of the dissimilation of final -n- to -J- and -r-. Wagner (DES II: 556)
treats these forms under the same entry as those of the type Suduréddu etc. (cf.
§ 4.5.2) but calls them a “special type peculiar to the Ogliastra region”. With
*kikin- as the most plausible reconstruction for the Ogliastran forms discussed
here, it is impossible to connect them etymologically to forms like Suduréddu
etc., which probably go back to *(&i-)%urr-. Because of the semantic domain, the
absence of an etymology, and the formal variation, it is likely that this word is of
pre-Roman origin.
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Type 1: *0irriolu

Type 2: *0iBirridlu

Type 3: *0uburr-

Type 4: *0iimurr-

Type 5: *Qurrundéllu
-+« Type 1: *8irriélu

Figure 4.5.2: Bat
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Reconstruction Forms

1: *$irriolu

DES (I: 556): tirridlu (Log.), tsirridlu (4: Sennori), tsirriolu
[Bédde] (10: Olmedo), tirriélu [malafBédde] (11: Ozieri),
tirriolu [ ‘e fédde] (12: Pattada) ‘bat’

AIS (448): [la] tsirriora (7: Sassari) ‘id.

Terracini (1959: Map 1): tsirriélu (1: Castel Sardo), tsirriora
(2: Porto Torres, 7: Sassari), [su] tirriélu (3: Monti, 9: Tissi),
tirriolu[Beédde] (14: Nughedu San Nicolo), tsirriolu [Bedde]
(16: Bonorva) ‘id’

2: *$idirriolu

DES (I: 556): 9iirriélu (13: Siniscola) ‘id.’

Terracini (1959: Map 1): titirriol’ [impeddddu] (5: Berchidda),
tsitsirriolu  (6: Nulvi), tintiriolu [Bédde] (8: Oschiri),
éinéirriolu (15: Mores), tintirriélu (17: Padria), $ibirriolu

(13: Siniscola) ‘id.’

3: “SuSurr-

DES (I: 556): Suduréddu (19: Nuoro), Suduréri (20: Dorgali,
21: Oliena, 22: Orgosolo), tsuntsuréddu (27: Tonara,
31: Samugheo, 32: Meana Sardo), tsuntsurittu (28: Atzara,
30: Aritzo), tsintsuréddu (33: Gadoni) ‘id’

AIS (448): [su] tsutsurrittu (35: Laconi) ‘id.

Terracini (1959: Map 1): SuSurréri (18: Orosei, Orgosolo), [su]
tSutSuréddu (19: Nuoro), tuturréri (20: Dorgali), [su]
tSutdurréri (21: Oliena), tsuntsurréddu (27: Tonara, 32: Meana
Sardo), tsuntsurrittu (29: Belvi, 35: Laconi) ‘id.’

Marecialis (2005: 67): tutturreri (21: Oliena) ‘id.’

4: *iSimurr-

DES (I: s556): tsintsimirru (23: Fonni, 250 Ovodda),
tsintsimurréddu  (Western — Camp.),  sattsamurréddu
(48: Villacidro) ‘id.’

AIS (448): [su] sintsimurréddu (26: Milis) ‘id.’

Terracini (1959: Map 1): sintsimurréddu (24: Bonarcado,

26: Milis), sittsimurréddu (37: Marrubiu, 41: Mogoro,
42:Sardara, 45: San Gavino, 46: Arbus, 48: Villacidro,
49: Fluminimaggiore,), [su] sattsemurréddu (52: Vallermosa)

id.’

"% These data are discussed in a similar fashion in Swanenvleugel (2024: 253-255).
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5: *Surrundéllu  DES (I: 556): tsur(r)undéddu (Western Camp.) ‘id.’
Terracini (1959: Map 1): tsurrundéddu (34: Oristano,

36: Usellus, 38: Isili, 39: Gesturi, 40: Orroli, 43: Siurgus,
44: Guasila, 47: San Nicolo Gerrei, 50: Monastir, 51: Dolianova,
53 Assemini, 54: Quartu Sant’Elena, 55: Cagliari,
56: Villasimius, 57: Sarroch, 58: Pula,) ‘id.’

The words for ‘bat’ on Sardinia are diverse. Additional etymologically unrelated
formations can be found in Terracini (1959). Some of the considerable variation
may be explained as the result of folk etymologies or sound symbolism. All forms
contain a base *%irr- or *urr-. Types 1 and 2 may have been influenced by Jir-
riare ‘to screech’ (DES II: 556), suggesting that the forms with Surr- preserve the
original vocalism. Type 4 was likely contaminated with murru, meaning both
‘grey’ and ‘muzzle’. Type 5 was contaminated with arrindili ‘swallow’ (Guarnerio
1904a: 68; 1904b: 259; Terracini 1959: 15). Thus, underlying the various folk ety-
mologies are *Surr- (types 1 and 5) and *“%burr- (types 2, 3, and 4). This is evi-
dence for the presence of the pre-Roman morpheme *9i- (§ 9.1.2).

4.5.3 Dog
Reconstruction Forms

*idkaru DES (I: 602): gjagar, jagaru (OSrd.), gayaru (Log.) ‘hunting
dog’; deriv.: gayarare (Log.), aggayarai (Camp.), auzayarai
(Ogl.) ‘to disperse, to scatter, to assault etc.’

Even though gdyaru etc. ‘hunting dog’ is only attested in Logudorese (already as
gjagar, jagaru in the Carta de Logu de Arborea; cf. Lupinu 2020, secs. 30, 83, 151),
the existence of derived Camp. aggayarai, Ogl. auzayarai ‘to disperse, to scatter,
to assault’ suggests that the noun that must have been at the base of these verbal
derivations was once more widespread in Sardinia. Wagner (1932: 232; DES I:
602) notes that this word is also widely present in Corsica, as the general word

for ‘dog’: ghjdcaru, ghiagaru, idkaru, idgaru.®

Further comparisons include Bq.
zakur ‘(big) dog’ and its more common diminutive txakur ‘dog’ (DES I: 602; Trask
2008: 45),* Byzantine Gr. {aydpy(ov), {aydpos ‘hound, hunting dog’ and Georg.
oo dzaghli ‘dog’ < Proto-Kartvelian *3,ayl-. Schuchardt (1905: 227) has ana-
lyzed the Sardinian forms as a loan from Byzantine Greek, and posits a form
*{éryapos to account for the Sardinian stress pattern. Byzantine loans in Sardini-

an are well-known (Paulis 1983; 2017).

" Cf. BDLC (s.v. dog).
' Michelena (1990: 191) rather sees zakur ‘big dog’ as a back-formation from original
txakur ‘dog’.



257

Fauna

Figure 4.5.3: Dog
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Regardless whether the Basque and Kartvelian forms are related, Schuchardt’s
(1905: 227) proposal is most attractive. Wagner’s (1932: 232) identification of this
word as pre-Roman is probably not necessary.

4.5.4 Doggie, puppy

Reconstruction Forms

1: *kad9éllu AIS (1097): [su] yattséddu, [sa] yattsédda (1: Dorgali), [su]
yattséddu, [sa] yattseédda (2: Busachi) ‘doggie, puppy’

Bohne (1950: 131): [su] yattséddu (10: San Vito) ‘id.

2: *kal(i)éllu DES (I: 270): kalléddu (3: Baunei, 6: Perdasdefogu, 8: Guspini),
kallelléddu (4: Oristano) ‘id’
Bohne (1950: 131): kalleléddu (10: San Vito) ‘id.’

3: *kalilionéllu  DES (I: 270): kalliggonéddu (3: Baunei) ‘id.

4: *kaluddu DES (I: 270): [su] yallu¢ééddu (5: Gairo), kalluttsu (6: Perdas-
defogu), kallii¢éu, kalluéééddu (7: Ballao, 9: Armungia) ‘id.’

The use of this word as an endearment term explains its variety of formations, in
which various diminutive suffixes (such as -éddu < Lat. -ellus and -uttsu < Lat.
-uceus|/1t. -uccio'™) have replaced each other or combined with each other. The
main problem presented by these words is the origin of -//- in types 2—4. While
-ll- could go back to -/i- in most southern dialects (viz. 4: Oristano, 7: Ballao, 8:
Guspini, 9: Armungia, 10: Sarrabus), *-li- is expected to yield -/~ or -lg- in the
Ogliastran dialects (viz. 3: Baunei, 5: Gairo, 6: Perdasdefogu) (Wagner 1941a: 147—
148). On the other hand, simple *-/- would have yielded -3- in Guspini (8) and -7-
in San Vito (10), and inherited *-//- regularly yields -dd- in all of Sardinian. We are
thus dealing with various instances of -l/- that cannot regularly go back to the
same phoneme. The most likely solution is to assume that the -//- pronunciation
spread from the region of Cagliari, where it is the regular outcome of both *-/-
and *-/i-. Among these, original single *-/- is probably most likely, as its Cagliari-
tan reflex seems to spread to neighboring dialects more than -l[- < *-/j- (Wagner
1941a: 125).

%3 Cf. Wagner (1952: 27—28). Camp. -uééu (in the forms of type 2) is probably rather from
Italian -uccio than from inherited -uceus, which should have yielded -uttsu. However, its
meaning is closer to the diminutive meaning of inherited -tttsu < -uceus than to the
pejorative meaning of It. -uccio. The confusion between these two cognate suffixes, that
are phonetically and semantically very similar, is not surprising.
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A Type 1: *kaB6éllu
V  Type 2: *kal(i)éllu
O Type 3: *kalilionéllu
O Type 4: *kalub6u

Figure 4.5.4: Doggie, puppy
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The forms of type 1 contain -tts- instead of -/[-~. Whereas -tts- could perhaps go
back to original -/- in Dorgali, which would correspond to Camp. -/, this does
not work for Busachi (Wagner 1941a: 146—147). Although the superficial resem-
blance to kalléddu etc. is striking, these words must instead go back to *kad9é/lu
and belong together with Log. kattéddu, Nuor. ka9%éddu etc. ‘puppy’ << Lat.
catellus (DES I: 320).** Wagner (DES I: 320) compares Srd. kalléddu (type 2) to
Alb. kélysh ‘young animal, especially puppies and kittens’ (cf. Demiraj 1997: 218—
219). This is in turn compared by Meyer (1891: 186) to Lith. kalé ‘bitch’, Welsh
colwyn and Bret. kolen ‘puppy’,* and by Demiraj (1997: 218-219) to Gr. oxOAa§
and the Hesychian gloss (from Elis) x0AAag ‘puppy’ (Hesychius Alexandrinus
2020: 689). The connection of Lith. kalé to the Greek forms is rejected by Beekes
(2010: 1361)."° Even if the Albanian and Greek forms are to be connected, a link
between them and the Celtic and Sardinian forms is only a possibility at best. It
should also be noted that all comparanda show different vocalisms, with *-u- in
Greek and Albanian, *-0- in Celtic and *-a- in Sardinian.

4.5.5 Fawn (Cervus elaphus corsicanus), lamb

ReconstructionForms

1: *beétt-[*bitt- DES (I: 21-212): bita, béta (Log., Camp.), bitti (1: Bitti) ‘fawn’;
bétte (2: Goceano reg.) lamb, small animal’
Casu (2011 s.v. bétta, bétte, bitta, bitti): bétta ‘fawn’, bétte lamb,
small gracious animal’, bitta ‘deer’,' bitti ‘deer, fawn’
Puddu (2023: s.v. béta, bétu, bitalu): béta, bétu, bita, biti ‘fawn’

%4 The development of Lat. -¢- > Srd. *-99- is irregular however.

%5 Matasovié (2008: 213) reconstructs these forms as PC *koligno-.

% For alternative etymologies for Lith. kalé, cf. Smoczynski (2018: 474).

%7 Casu gives the definition capriolo ‘roe deer’. However, the roe deer (Capreolus capreo-
lus (Linnaeus, 1758)) does not occur on Sardinia. It is thus more likely that this word
refers to the Sardinian red deer (Cervus elaphus corsicanus Erxleben, 1777). This sub-
species of red deer is smaller than the continental red deer, which may be the reason
that Casu refers to it as ‘roe deer’.
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2: *bittara DES (I: 21—212): bitaru, bitaréddu (3: Dorgali) ‘suckling calf, [sa]
bittara (4: Milis) female mouflon (Ovis aries musimon (Pallas,
1811)’ lamb, small animal’
Casu (2011: s.v. bétta, bétte, bitta, bitti): bittera ‘deer’
Puddu (2023: s.v. béta, bétu, bitalu): bitalu, biteru, bitulu, bituru
‘fawn’, bitula ‘doe’

This word is attested in old Sardinian texts: as [capra de] bita, [capras de] vita in
the Condaghe di San Nicola di Trullas (Merci 1992: secs. 57, 137), " and as bituru
in the Carte Volgari (Solmi 1905: sec. 11: 4). Although DES gives only a few specific
locations for the attested forms — Casu and Puddu do not — it is clear that
representatives of this word occur all over Sardinia, with ‘fawn’ as their most
common meaning. The endings “aru, ‘ara, ‘era, “alu, “uru are likely to be inter-
preted as representatives of the same non-inherited suffix “Vr, which occurs in
other words of obscure origin as well. The suffixes “ulu, ‘ula could be the reflexes
of Lat. -ul-. In the un-suffixed forms we find an alternation between final -a, -u, -e
and -i. The first two of these can easily be explained as secondary in order to
express the gender of the animal in question. The correspondence between -e
and - is irregular however, and is difficult to explain morphologically. The fact
that -e only occurs in bétte and -i only in bitti (rather than **bétti or **bitte),
makes it look like the paragogic vowel that regularly develops in Sardinian after
word-final consonants (Wagner 1941a: 57—62). However, whereas inherited final
-t behaves like a singleton -t- (e.g. Camp. kdntada < Lat. cantat ‘(s)he sings’), bi-
tti/bette clearly has a geminate -¢¢-. It is attractive to see the variation in the final
vowel of this word as the result of the adaptation of a non-inherited word to the
Sardinian phonology. While languages with geminate stops in the syllable coda
exist, it remains to be seen whether a *bitt or *bett as a pre-Roman source can
really be posited for this word (§ 8.4.1). The variation of the tonal vowel -é- vs. -i-
is also irregular (§ 8.3). Wagner (1932: 233) and Hubschmid (1953: 70; 1955: 189—
190) compare various extra-Sardinian forms, such as Bq. pitika kid (young goat)’,
Gasc. pito, Cat. bita, bité, For. bette, bitte ‘goat’ etc. (cf. also FEW XXII/I: 288).
Bouda (1949: 334), Michelena (1959: 525) and DES (I: 212) prefer to interpret these
and the Sardinian forms as parallel formations based on the sound a sheep or
goat makes. While this may well have been the ultimate origin of the word, the
vowel alternations as well as the non-inherited suffix “Vr in Sardinian indicate
that this word originated in a pre-Roman language.

' These instances of bita, vita, recorded in DES (I: 211), have been analyzed by Paulis
(1997:164) as the reflex of Lat. vita ‘life’, in which case they are not relevant to the current
discussion.
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: *bett-/*bitt-
: *bittara
... Type 1: *bett-/*bitt-

Figure 4.5.5: Fawn (Cervus elaphus corsicanus), lamb
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Furthermore, the perfect formal correspondence between the Sardinian forms
and those found in Catalan and Gallo-Romance is perhaps more than we would
expect for independent onomatopoeic formations. Note further that For. bette,
bitte even has the same stressed vowel alternation as Srd. bétte, bitti. Both could
perhaps go back to *bétt- vs. *bitt-, which looks distinctly non-Romance.®

4.5.6  Fox (Vulpes vulpes)

Reconstruction Forms

1: *gloll- DES (I: 593): grodde (Nuor., Log.), groddu (8: Olmedo), groddo
(18: Dorgali) ‘fox (Vulpes vulpes (Linnaeus 1758))’

AIS (435): [su] grodde (7: Ploaghe), [su] yrodde (19: Macomer)
id.’
Wagner (1933: 503): grédde (1: Castelsardo), gréodde (2: Sedini,

3: Bulzi, 4: Laerru, 5: Martis, 9: Ozieri, 10: Pattada, 11: Siligo,
12: Mores, 13: Ittireddu, 14: Giave, 15: Anela, 16: Bono, 20: Fonni)
‘id.’
Casu (2011: s.v. groddhe): groddhe ‘id.

2: *loll- DES (I: 593): lodde (6: Osilo), lodddsu (17: Orune) ‘id.
Wagner (1933: 503): lodde (1: Castelsardo) ‘id.’
Casu (2o11: s.v. loddhe): loddhe ‘id.

In this word, we find grodde (type 1) next to lodde (type 2).”° Wagner (1922: 251;

1933: 503-508; DES I: 593) suggests a relation to the personal name Loddo (at-
tested in older sources as Lollo, Lollu). The use of personal names to refer to ani-
mals, and especially foxes, is rather common in Sardinian and elsewhere in Ro-
mance (e.g. Srd. margdni ‘fox’ < Lat. Marianus, Fr. renard ‘id.’ << Reinhard). The
advantages of treating this word as an original personal name are that we may
explain the variation between final -0 and -e as the regular outcomes of the orig-
inal nominative and vocative case in -o/u and -e respectively, and the same name
could lie at the base of (Nuoro) groddo ‘wren’ (§ 4.4.12) (Wagner 1933: 503).

"% The length of the vowels is not needed for Sardinian. In most other Romance lan-
guages however, -i- is the reflex of Lat. -i-. If this word entered the languages in question
after the Romance vowel developments, we could of course simply posit *bett- vs. *bitt-.

'"° Wagner’s (1933: 503) grodde and lddde must probably be interpreted as having an open
o. There is no source for a closed 6 preceding an -e-, and in AIS (435) and DES (I: 593) he

also writes open o.
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A Type 1 *gloll-
V  Type 2: *16ll-
-+« Type 1: *gloll-

Figure 4.5.6: Fox (Vulpes vulpes)
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A difficulty is the variation between initial gr- and [-. This is reminiscent of the
outcomes of inherited initial gl-; e.g. Srd. grdnde vs. ldnde < Lat. glans, -ndis
‘acorn’ (Wagner 1941a: 162). But, although the evidence for this development is
limited to only a handful of words, the reflex /- appears to be much more wide-
spread than gr-, and is especially common in Logudorese (Wagner 1941a: 162).
For the word for ‘fox’ however, which is limited to the Logudorese and Nuorese
dialects, gr- is much better represented than /-, which is only found in three geo-
graphically discontiguous places (1: Castelsardo, 6: Osilo, 17: Orune). It is in any
case difficult to explain gr- regularly from */-. In order to keep the personal name
Lollo as an etymology for this word we need to assume the secondary introduc-
tion of gr-, probably caused by association to another word starting in gr-. The
exact source is unclear however. The name Lollo itself is not from Latin and is
perhaps of pre-Roman origin.

4.5.7 Fox, vixen (Vulpes vulpes).

Reconstruction Forms
*kali$$- DES (I: 270): gallissi (1: Gairo), kal(l)ittsa (2: Isili, 4: San
Nicolo Gerrei, 5: Villasalto, 6: San Vito, 7: Villaputzu, 11: Villa-

simius) ‘vixen’, gallitsu (9: Dolianova) ‘tabooistic name of the
fox (Vulpes vulpes)’

Wagner (1933: 508-509): kal({)ittsa (3: Armungia, 8: Mura-
vera, 10: Serdiana) ‘vixen’

Puddu (2023: s.v. calitza, gallicciu): calitza, callitza, galitza
‘vixen, galliciu, gallissi, gallitzu ‘fox’

These forms probably go back to a base *kal-, with the inherited suffix *-i%%u/a <
Lat. -icius (cf. Wagner 1952: 26—27). Wagner (DES I: 270) connects these forms to
kalléddu etc. ‘dog’ (§ 4.5.4), which is plausible. The words for ‘fox/vixen” have a
more restricted distribution than those for ‘puppy’ etc.: the former seem to be
limited to the southeast corner of the island. Puddu’s form galliciu can only regu-
larly be from Desulo (in the Barbagia) or from the Sulcis region (in the farthest
southwest of the island), since these are the only dialects that have -¢- as the
regular outcome of *-9- (Wagner 1941a: 295). If this form is taken seriously it im-
plies a slightly more northern (if from Desulo) or western (if from Sulcis) exten-
sion for this word. The variant gallissi (1: Gairo) has an irregular final -i, which
cannot be from -icius, unless it is from an original vocative (cf. § 4.5.6). The initial
g- in several of the forms is due to reanalysis from syntactic constructions in
which the initial &- preceded by a vowel regularly lenites. For the phonetic de-
tails of -/({)- and external comparanda of this word, cf. § 4.5.4.
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A *kali66-

Figure 4.5.7: Fox, vixen (Vulpes vulpes)
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4.5.8 Hare (Lepus sp.)

Reconstruction Forms

1: *léppar- AIS (521): lépparu (1: Tempio), lépari (2: Sassari) ‘hare’

2: *lépper- DES (II: 22-23): léppere (Log.), léppiri (Camp.) ‘hare’,
lepperéddu (7: Macomer, 8: Orani, 9: Orgosolo, 11: Ollolai,
19: Tonara) ‘butterfly’

AIS (521): lépere (3: Ploaghe, 7: Macomer), léppere (13: Santu
Lussurgiu), léppiri (16: Milis, 26: Mogoro) ‘hare’

Bohne (1950: 131-132): [su] 2éppiri (29: Muravera) ‘hare’

3: *léppor- DES (II: 22—23): léppore (Nuor.), léppuri (Camp.) ‘hare’,
lepporédda (6: Dorgali), léporo, lepporéddu (12: Gavoi,
14: Fonni, 15: Urzulei, 17: Triei, 18: Baunei) ‘butterfly’

AIS (480, 521): léppore (4: Bitti, 6: Dorgali, 18: Baunei), léepore
(5: Nuoro, 14: Fonni) ‘hare’; léppore (20: Desulo) ‘butterfly’

4: *léppuri DES (II: 22—23): léppuri (Camp.) ‘hare’; leppuréddu (10: Olzai,
22: Meana Sardo, 23: Gadoni), léppuri (21: Aritzo) ‘butterfly’

AIS (521): léppuri (18: Escalaplano, 24: Perdasdefogu), [su]
gépui (30: Sant’Antioco) ‘hare’

5: *léppi DES (II: 22—23): léppi léppi (24: Seui, 25: Sadali) ‘butterfly’

In various Sardinian dialects, the word for ‘hare’ is etymologically identical to the
word for ‘butterfly’, the only distinction being that the latter often has the di-
minutive suffix -éddu/-édda. Wagner (DES II: 23) considers two scenarios for this
peculiar Benennungsmotiv. One is the idea that the fluttering of butterflies was
perceived as similar to the jumping of hares. The other is that it is
sound-symbolic. Since all listed words for ‘butterfly’ can synchronically be per-
fectly understood as simple derivation from the word for ‘hare’, I prefer not to
assume an independent origin of these words, as suggested by Wagner's second
scenario. The fact that the lapwing’ too is in some places called léppere de ar-
dzola (Wagner 1928: 30), demonstrates that the word for ‘hare’ could semantical-
ly be extended to certain flying animals (cf. § 4.4.9).

As for the forms themselves, there is obviously a connection to Lat. lepus, -oris
‘hare’. However, this would have yielded Log. **(éfBore, Camp. **{éBuri, neither of
which is attested. The voiceless -p(p)- that is present in the Sardinian forms for
‘hare’ can only be from original geminate *-pp- or *-bb-. Moreover, the different
formation types found across Sardinia present varying vocalism in the second
syllable.
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Wagner (DES 1II: 22) rejects various proposed folk etymologies that could explain
the unexpected -pp- and instead suggests influence from a pre-Roman *lappar-.
This latter form is posited by Bertoldi (1937a: 146) as the source of Lat. lepus, -oris
‘hare’, of Siculian Aémopwv ‘hare’ (Varro 2015: 108), and of Aefnpis, denoting the
rabbits in Turdetania in Strabo (1877: chap. 3.2.6) and apparently also in use in
Massilia (Liddell et al. 1978: s.v. Aefinpic). It is not clear to me why the aforemen-
tioned forms need *lappar-, as none of them contains an -a-, but this reconstruc-
tion is in any case needed for Pg. ldparo, OProv. laperel ‘young rabbit
(Oryctolagus cuniculus (Linnaeus, 1758)), OFr. lapriel ‘rabbit’. These and various
other forms for rabbit (e.g. Pg. lapim, Arag. llap( ‘young rabbit’, Fr. lapin ‘rabbit’)
are compared by Hubschmid (1943: 246—250). The lack of a clear etymology for
Lat. lepus ‘hare’ (cf. de Vaan 2008: 335), combined with the irregular correspond-
ence between it and the various Romance forms denoting rabbits and hares,
suggests that this word entered Latin and Romance independently on multiple
occasions. The vocalism of the Sardinian forms is clearly influenced by Latin
lepus, -oris, but the presence of geminate -pp- brings it closer to e.g. Pg. ldparo
‘young rabbit’. Hubschmid’s (1943) derivation of the various words for ‘rabbit’ etc.
from pre-Roman *lappa vel sim. ‘cave; stone slab’ is perhaps possible, but diffi-
cult to verify. His proposal that *lappar- spread from Iberia with the domestica-
tion of rabbits, which are native to the Iberian Peninsula, does not immediately
follow from the attestation of similar forms in the meaning ‘hare’ in Latin, Sar-
dinian and colonial Greek.

4.5.9 Marten (Martes martes)”

ReconstructionForms

1: *bassile Wagner (1934: 483-489; DES I:139): bassili (1: Santa Teresa Gal-
lura, 6: Calangianus, 7: Nuchis, 9: Tempio Pausania), bassile
(2: Luogosanto, 10: Bortigiadas, 12: Bulzi, 15: Laerru), basili
(8: Castelsardo, 13: Porto Torres, 17: Sorso, 25: Sassari), vassili
(11: Sedini) ‘marten (Martes martes (Linnaeus, 1758))

'™ These data are discussed in a similar fashion in Swanenvleugel (2024: 232—236).
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2: *assibile

Wagner (1934: 483-489; DES I:139): assile (3: Luras, 5: Olbia,
14: Perfugas, 16: Monti, 18: Sennori, 19: Berchidda, 2o0: Nulvi,
21: Martis, 22: Chiaramonti, 23: Osilo, 24: Tula, 26: Oschiri,
29: Cargeghe, 30: Ploaghe, 33: Olmedo, 34: Ala dei Sardi,
35: Florinas, 37: Torpe, 38: Ardara, 41: Ozieri, 42: Pattada,
43: Budduso, 44: Siligo, 46: Banari, 47: Putifigari, 48: Bessude,
so: Ittireddu, 51: Bonnanaro, 55: Cheremule, 61: Monteleone,
63:Nule, 64: Bultei, 65: Benetutti, 66: Giave, 67: Anela,
68: Cossoine, 69: Bonorva, 7o0: Bono, 75: Pozzomaggiore,
76: Semestene, 78: Bottida, 79: Burgos, 8o: Esporlatu,
83: Montresta, 8s5: Illorai, 86: Bolotana, 88: Lei, go: Sindia,
o1: Bosa, 94: Bortigali, 95: Suni, 98: Flussio, 99: Magomadas,
100: Macomer, 102: Tresnuraghes, 105: Dualchi, 107: Noragugume,
108: Scano di Montiferro, 109: Borore, 111:Sennariolo,
129: Bonarcado, 130: Ovodda), asili (4: Aggius), ansile (27: Muros,
28: Ossi, 31: Usini, 32: Codrongianus, 39:Ittiri, 49: Mores,
52: Thiesi, 53: Borutta, 54: Torralba, 58: Romana, 77: Padria,
13: Cuglieri), essile (56: Villanova Monteleone, 93: Silanus,
101: Birori), asseile (89: Orotelli), assaile (120: Santu Lussurgiu),
[sa] siBile (126: Fonni) ‘id.’

3: *grassibile

Wagner (1934: 483—489; DES 1139): grassile (36: Posada, 40: Lode,
45: Siniscola, 57: Onani, 59: Garofai, 60: Bitti, 62: Lula, 71: Irgoli,
72: Orune, 73: Onifai, 74: Loculi, 81: Galtelli, 82: Orosei, 92: Dorga-
li, 110: Mamoiada), grassiBile (87: Nuoro, 96: Oliena, 97: Oniferi,
103: Orani, 106: Sarule) ‘id.’

4: *kassibile

Wagner (1934: 483-489; DES Ia39): kassifile (104: Ottana),
?PassiBile (112: Orgosolo, 114: Olzai, 117: Ollolai, 118: Gavoi), kassile
(15: Sedilo, 116: Aidomaggiore, 119: Domusnovas Canales,
121: Norbello, 122: Soddi, 123: Abbasanta, 124: Ghilarza, 125: Zuri,
127: Bidoni, 128: Boroneddu, 131: Paulilatino, 132:Seneghe,
133: Milis, 134: Narbolia), kassii (135: Bauladu, 137: Tramatza,
138: Villanova Truschedu, 140: Siamanna, 141: Oristano), kassi
(136: San Vero Milis), kassili (139: Cabras) ‘id.’

All of these forms can be derived from a base *assibile, which is not of Latin

origin. The forms of type 1 are restricted to Gallurese and Sassarese, and were

likely influenced by the personal name Basilio (DES I: 139). Types 3 and 4 have

added initial *gr- and *- respectively. Type 3 is probably a variant of type 4,

possibly remodeled after grdssu ‘greasy’ (DES I: 139). The opposition between
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*assibile (type 2) and *kassibile (type 4, and probably type 3) is difficult to
explain away within Sardinian. The addition of an initial sequence *AV- occurs in
several other Sardinian words of possible pre-Roman origin too, and may
originally have been some kind of morpheme (§ g9.1.1).

A Type 1: *bassile
v Type 2: *assibile

O Type 3: *grassibile
Type 4: *kassibile
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*mufrone

*mugrone
*mufrone

*mugrone

Figure 4.5.10: Mouflon (Ovis aries musimon)
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4.510 Mouflon (Ovis aries musimon)

Reconstruction Forms

1: *mufrone DES (I: 134-135): murvoni, murvdi, mruvéoi (Camp.),
muvrone (5: Dorgali, 21: Perdasdefogu), murvone (12: Santu
Lussurgiu), mufrone (14: Urzulei, 18: Desulo) ‘mouflon (Ovis
aries musimon (Pallas, 1811))’

AIS (519): muvroni (1: Tempio, 19: Seulo), mruvone (16: Bus-
achi), muvrone (17: Baunei), murvéi (20: Mogoro, 23: Villa-
cidro), mruvoni (22: Escalaplano), murvoni (24: Cagliari, 25:
Sant’Antioco) ‘mouflon’; muvra (5: Dorgali), murva (12: Santu
Lussurgiu; 20: Mogoro, 23: Villacidro), mriva (16: Busachi, 22:
Escalaplano), mitvra (17: Baunei, 21: Perdasdefogu), miifra
(18: Desulo) ‘mouflon (female)’

2: *mugrone DES (II: 134-135): murone (Log.), muyrone (3: Bitti, 4: Nuoro,
6: Oliena, 8: Orani, 9: Orgosolo, 10: Olzai, 11: Gavoi), murgone
(13: Fonni) ‘mouflon’

(AIS 519): murone (2: Ploaghe, 7: Macomer), muréi (15: Milis)
‘mouflon’; mityra (3: Bitti, 4: Nuoro), miirga (13: Fonni)
‘mouflon (female)’

The mouflon is a type of wild sheep native to Sardinia and Corsica. The Sardinian
name for this animal is mirrored by Cors. muvrone, -i, feminine muvra, mufira
(DES II: 134; BDLC: s.v. mouflon), whence it entered French as mouflon and was
subsequently adopted by other European languages (FEW VI/III: 186). In Latin
sources we find mufion (Polemius Silvius, 5™ c. CE), referring to a species of wild
sheep in Sardinia in Corsica (TLL VIII: 1557; Ernout & Meillet 2001: 417).

As Wagner (DES II: 134) notes, the Sardinian forms require two pre-forms:
*mufrone for type 1 and *mugrone for type 2.”* In light of the wider distribution
of type 1 *mufione in the Sardinian dialects, its presence in Corsican and its early
attestation in 5™ century Latin, it is attractive to assume that *mufion- is original.
Type 2 *mugron- is restricted to Logudorese and Nuorese and may have been an
early innovation. This word has no Latin etymology and, especially since it spe-
cifically refers to animals endemic to the Tyrrhenian islands, it is suspect of be-
ing of pre-Roman origin. Besides Lat. mufion, there is also Lat. musmo ‘wild
sheep with skin like a goat, especially common in Corsica’, and Pliny mentions
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Wagner (DES II: 134) states that Log. murone can go back both to *mugrone and to
*mufrone, but post-vocalic -fr- would likely have yielded **-vr- (Wagner 1941a: 9o), indi-
cating that the Logudorese forms go back to *mugrone.
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that “the ancients called the offspring of the musma and of sheep imbros" (Walde
& Hofmann 1954: 118). It is not clear what the relation between Lat. musmo, mu-
fron and imbro- is. Whereas musmo and mufron share their syllable structure and
vocalism, the consonant clusters -sm- and -f- are hard to reconcile. Imbro- on the
other hand is closer with its sequence -br-, but its vocalism differs from that of
mufron. The late attestation of mufron indicates that it may have been borrowed
directly from Sardinian or Corsican Romance. Since Lat. musmé and imbro- ap-
pear to refer to the same animal (or its offspring), it is attractive to assume that
these forms too entered Latin from a language spoken in one of these islands,
but the modern Corsican and Sardinian dialects show no evidence for the exist-
ence of similar forms.”™

Next to Srd. *mufrone, *mugrone, we find *miifra, *miigra everywhere, referring
specifically to a female mouflon. This shows that -on- is a suffix, but it is unclear
whether it was added by Latin or if it was a feature of the original source lan-
guage (§ 9.2.4.2). Finally, Wagner (DES I: 134) mentions Georg. maklo ‘deer,
without making his ideas on its relation to the Sardinian words explicit. Besides
the obvious semantic discrepancy between ‘mouflon’ and ‘deer’, the comparison
runs into phonetic trouble too if we depart from *mufi- as the most likely base
form of the Sardinian and Corsican words.

'8 Pittau (1984: 199—200), however, argues that Lat. musmo and Lat. mufron are unrelated.



