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8 Phonology

81  Non-inherited phonemes

One indication that a word is non-inherited, is when it contains a phoneme that
cannot regularly continue a sequence present in the ancestor language (cf. §
2.1.1). This includes phonemes that occur exclusively in loanwords (such as /g/
and /0/ in English loans in Dutch), and also native phonemes in contexts that
usually preclude them, e.g. non-rhotacized -s- in Lat. rosa ‘rose’. The Sardinian
evidence for non-inherited phonemes consists mainly of the second category.
Forms containing phonological irregularities are unlikely to be inherited from
Latin. If these forms cannot be shown to have entered Sardinian from one of its
historically known contact languages (Greek, Catalan, Spanish, Italian etc.), they
are suspect of being pre-Roman in origin.

811  Non-inherited *¢

One of the phonemes that often occur in words of presumed pre-Roman origin,
and which is at times used by DES as an indicator of “pre-Roman-ness”, is Proto-
Sardinian *$. Its main reflexes across the Sardinian dialects are () in the Nu-
orese dialects and the northern part of the Ogliastra, ¢(¢) in Logudorese, and ¢(¢)s
in Campidanese. Geographically more restricted reflexes are ¢ in Desulo and the
Sulcis region, and s(s) in the southern part of the Ogliastra (Wagner 1941a: 107—
109, 295). It is attested in Old Sardinian sources mainly as <th> or <¢>, and as
<t{> in the records using the Greek alphabet (Wagner 1941a: 106-107). In the
body of inherited lexical items, *$ is the regular outcome of the (vulgar) Latin
sequences *t; and *cf, in which ¢ can be either from prevocalic € or f; cf. Srd. fd$90,
fatto, fattsu ‘I make’ < Lat. facio, Srd. puddu, puttu, puttsu ‘(water) well’ < Lat.
puteus (Wagner 1941a: 109).

On the basis of Sardinian-internal evidence, it is difficult to establish with cer-
tainty what the original realization of *$ was. Wagner (1941a: 108) follows Mey-
er-Liibke (1903: 21) in positing either an interdental fricative [8] or an interdental
affricate [t8], both of which are found in the Nuorese dialects, as the most likely
original value of *-9-. It is not clear to me how an original realization [8] is pref-
erable over [ts], as found in Campidanese. It is in any case plausible that its real-
izations were once more uniform across Sardinia (but cf. Paulis 1984a: Ixxiv—
Ixxvii). Logudorese ¢ and Ogliastran s are secondary developments from 4 and ts
respectively (Wagner 1941a: 107-108). The remaining question is whether the
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attested variation is the result of a shift [8]/[t8] > [ts] in Campidanese, or of a
shift [ts] > [0] in Nuorese and Logudorese. Based on the geminate outcomes of *$
in all Sardinian dialects and its correspondence to [ts] and [t[] in other Romance
varieties (cf. § 8.1.1.1), an original affricate value [t8] or [ts] seems more plausible
than [0]. For the purpose of reconstructing the earliest stages of Sardinian and of
representing the attested phonetic diversity of this phoneme, the notation *-9- is
best understood as a graphical device for capturing the various outcomes of this
single phoneme, rather than a certain phonetic reconstruction.

8.111 Non-inherited sources of *$

Besides being a reflex of inherited sequences, *3 has several other sources. It
occurs in historical loans from Greek; e.g. Srd. 9iu etc. ‘uncle’ < late Lat. thius <
Gr. fBeloc. It also occurs in various formations that are attested in Latin with -z-, or
that correspond to [ts] or [t[] in other Romance languages; e.g. Srd. Sirridre ‘to
scream’ vs. Sic. zirriari 'to squeak’ etc. (Wagner 1941a: 110—111). Additionally, *-§-
sometimes occurs secondarily in inherited words: cf. Nuor. a$%¢9%u ‘wormwood’
<< *assé¥u < *absentiu << Lat. absinthium (DES I: 152); Log. tilibba (Osilo,
Ploaghe) ‘bean pod’ < *3ilibba << *silibba < Lat. siliqgua (DES II: 417); Bitti $érpes,
Log. térpe ‘snake’ < *9erpe(s) << Lat. serpes (DES II: 408). These occurrences of *¢
are most easily understood as the result of assimilatory or dissimilatory process-
es, or through analogy with phonetically or semantically similar words contain-
ing *3 (Wagner 1941a: 117-120).

More relevant for the present study is the fact that *$ occurs in a large number of
Sardinian words that lack a clear etymology. According to Wagner (1941a: 112—
116), this subset mainly contains plant and animal names, although he mentions
some counter-examples. It is not remarkable per se that a native phoneme oc-
curring in the inherited lexicon also occurs in words without an etymology.
However, *$ in non-inherited words tends to occur in phonological contexts
where we do not expect inherited *& to exist. One of these contexts is in word-
initial position. The only regular sources for Sardinian *$ are Lat. ci and ¢, which
are absent from Latin onsets.** This means that the substantial number of words
starting in *9-, discussed in § 3 — 7, cannot regularly continue a Latin form. The
same is valid for the Sardinian sequence *9;, as it would require Lat. *cii or *t,
which did not exist. As a consequence, any instance of *% is either secondary or
hails from an external source.

% The only potential instance is Lat. cieo ‘to stir up’, which is replaced by citare already
in Classical Latin and is thus not continued in Sardinian (de Vaan 2008: 113—114). Other
instances are loans or names of foreign entities.
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As mentioned, the phoneme *¢ is present in many un-etymologized Sardinian

lexical items referring to native flora and fauna. In addition, it is frequent in top-

onyms, e.g. Ordullé (It. Urzulei). This suggests that part of the instances of Srd. *§

represent non-native phonemes in words that Sardinian Latin borrowed from

local languages. The following is an overview of non-inherited lexical items that

contain *-9-. For every instance, the most relevant dialectal forms are selected,

and it is indicated when *$ occurs in a position that cannot regularly continue

any Latin sequence, i.e. initial 9- or §i. The order adhered to is that of § 3 — 7.

Initial

Meaning Section Forms Reconst. *g. *$i
1 Arum § 3.2 Jodordyu, sattsaréi  *Sadardi v
2 Bristly ox-tongue  §3.1.4 %idkkoro *Sidkkor- v v
3 Celery, watercress § 3.1.6 Surgusa, tseliyusa *Sur-[deli-gisa
4 TFalse fennel § 3.7 tsikkiria *Yikkiria N v
5 Poppy § 3115 addnda, tddnda *Sdnda- N
6 Esparto grass § 3.2.2  dinniya, tsénni *Sinniga, *96nni V' v
7 Knotgrass, horsetail §3.2.4 sintsiri, sintsurru *9/sinur- ? ?
Holly/Butcher’s . .. » .
8 § 3.3.6 ala%uli, latdori *aladuli, *laore
broom
9 Osier § 3.310 90a, Yoya, 90pa *96(C)a v
10 Rosemary § 3.3.14 Sppiri, tsippiri *Sippiri v v
1 Strawberry tree § 3.317 aiddo *ai%do
flower
12 Traveller's joy § 3.319 a(u)ttsdra, luttsdira ~ *(a)udddra
13 Resin § 3.4.5 tsonkine *Yonkine v
14 Sprout, bud § 3.4.6 tséurra *Sérula v
15 Backswimmer § 412 tsirifruci *Sirifiirki v v
16 gDngs(})lr;f;};er § 419 tsimpiliye *Simpilike v v
17 Earthworm § 4110 Silingrone, tsilingu ~ *Siling(ul)-one v
18 Grasshopper § 4111 pifiSSiu, piBintsiri *pipi99- v
19 Grasshopper § 4112 Silipirke *Silipirke v v
20 Slug, snail § 4145  sittsiydrru, ti%iyorru  *9%idikdrnu v v
21 Worm § 4117 Sorroiyu *Vrro(C)iku/a
22 Eel § 4.21  tsingorra *Singdrra v v
23 Gecko § 4.31 tilibbu *Silikwu v v
24 Lizard § 4.3.2 dilikérta *Silikérta N v
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Initial
Meaning Section Forms Reconst. :; X"
25 Lizard, snake § 4.3.3 tsorompis *Sor(r)ompi(s)
Silikiikku *Silikiku
6 Skink, sl 3. ’ ’
20 SHI Suig S434 g0 sSaliikka R
27 Kestrel § 4.4.4 tserpeddéri *Serpelléri v
28 Kestrel § 4.4.5 attiliBriu, tilibrikku ~ *Silipri(kk)u v
. L , *Surolia,
30 Kite § 4.4.6 Surulia, sittsulia etc. %i9%0lia v v
SuSuréddu, a:
31 Bat § 4.5.2 SiSirridlu, tsirridlu (9-)Surr- v v
32 Rocky plain § 5.1.22 tséppara *9eéppara v
Water basin, ) , .
33 ater basin, souree § 5.1.27 Surgalu *$urgalu v
stream
34 Bran § 611 Idlau *Sdla(Cu v
35 Stack of wheat § 617 tsérga *$érga N
36 Blind § 711 Surpu, tirpu, tsurpu  *Sirpu v
37 Bristle § 712 Sudda, tidda, tsidda *%illa N
38 Neck § 7.1.4 Sukru, Suyulu, tsuyu  *Suk(u)lu v
39 Film, layer §7.2.2  didza, $odza *$ilia, Yolia v v

Table 8.1.1: Pre-Roman words containing *$

Thirty-four out of the thirty-nine potential pre-Roman words containing *-§-
start in *9-, and fourteen contain the sequence *9i. Neither of these can regularly
continue any sequence conforming to Latin phonotactics. It is therefore likely
that the pre-Roman languages of Sardinia contained a phoneme whose phonetic
realization was close to the original phonetic realization of Sardinian *$ < Vulg.
Lat. *ci, *ti. Part of the evidence shown in Table 8.1.1 has been explained as loans
from Punic or Berber, the latter likely in the same Punic colonial context (see §
10.2). The remainder of the etyma may have originated in some other, unidenti-
fied, pre-Roman language. These two groups of words will be discussed in § 8.1.2
and § 8.1.3 respectively.

8.1.2  ™%in Punic and Berber loans
Among the words containing *9, several have been attributed with varying de-

grees of confidence to a Punic stratum, having potential cognates in Semitic or
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Berber.*** These words are tsikkiria ‘false fennel (4), tsénni ‘esparto grass’ (6),
sintsiri ‘knotgrass, horsetail’ (7), $ippiri ‘rosemary’ (10), and tséurra ‘sprout, bud’
(14). A Punic origin has also been considered for tsingorra ‘eel’ (22), but this is
less certain.*” We can compare the Sardinian forms as well as their reconstruc-
tions to their proposed Phoenico-Punic, other Semitic, or Berber cognates:

Srd. form Section Srd. reconst. Pun./Sem./Bb. comparandum

tsikkiria ‘false fennel’  § 317 *Sikkiria Pun. gvocpid ‘dill’ (Dioscorides)
PBb. *sanVy/*sunVy/*sdni/*suni

tsénni ‘esparto grass’ § 3.2.2 *Idnni sanVy/"sinVy["sani]”sunt

‘basket (made of esparto grass)’

sintsirt, sintsurru . .
) ’ . § 3.2.4 *%indur-/*sinSur- Pun. sensur, zenzur ‘knotgras’
knotgrass, horsetail

Sippiri, tsippiri

. ! § 3.3.14 *9bbir Pun. zibbir ‘rosemary’
rosemary

tséurra ‘sprout, bud’ § 3.4.6 *%érula Pun. {epa, Hebr. zéra“‘seed’
tsingorra ‘eel § 421 *Singdrra AKk. singurru ‘kind of fish’

Table 8.1.2: Punic loans containing *&

It follows from the forms in table 2 that “Punic” -s- and -z- were borrowed as *-9-
in Sardinian. It is important to stress that the lines of evidence for Punic loans
into Sardinian consist of different types. These include words attributed by
Greek and Roman authors to Punic (cuocapid, zibbir, zenzur), attested Punic
words with Semitic cognates (lepa), and words with Berber comparanda
(*scanVy[*siunVy/[*sdni/*sani). Regardless of the ultimate provenance of these
words, the substitution of -s- and -z- with *-9- is striking: the local variety of Latin
could have employed its native sibilant -s- to represent sibilants in borrowed
words, but it clearly did not.

8.1.2.1 Sardinian *$ and Semitic sibilants

This treatment of sibilants in borrowings from Punic can be accounted for by
assuming that the proto-Semitic phoneme *-z- had retained its original affricated
value [dz] (or [zd]) in the variety of Phoenician spoken in Sardinia. An affricated
realization of *-z-, as well as of voiceless *-s- and emphatic *-s-, is in any case
reconstructed for Proto-Semitic, Northwest-Semitic and Canaanite, to which
Phoenician belongs (Kogan 2012b: 65-68). For Phoenician and the earlier stages

* For a discussion of the corpus of proposed Punic loans in Sardinian, see § 10.1. For a

discussion of the proposed Berber loans in Sardinian and the context in which they were
borrowed, see § 10.2.
*7 The Punic proposed for Camp. mittsa ‘source’ is probably no longer necessary (cf. §

5.2.5).
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of Punic, *-z- is taken to represent [dz], whereas it was written as <s> in Neo-
Punic and occasionally as <z, {> by non-native speakers (Krahmalkov 2001: 21—
22, 24—25). Among the proposed Punic loans into Sardinian Latin, the only one
with a certain Semitic etymology, i.e. Pun. {epa ‘seed’, contains *z-. The three
words labeled “Punic” in classical sources are cuxiptd, zibbir, and sensur/zenzur.
Whatever the ultimate origins of these words, it is possible that they contained
the same phoneme *z-.

If the presence of *$ in Sardinian words of Punic origin is indeed taken as evi-
dence for an affricated realization of Semitic *z, this implies that the variety of
Punic, that was the source of the Sardinian punicisms, did not exhibit the merger
of Semitic *s, *z, *s, *§ into /s/.**® This merger is observed in Neo-Punic (Krah-
malkov 2001: 14), and thus post-dates the Roman conquest of Sardinia by almost
a century. One possibility is that Punic loans entered Sardinian Latin in the earli-
est stages of the Roman presence in Sardinia. Alternatively, the Sardinian variety
of Punic preserved some of the contrasts between affricates and sibilants, after
these had been lost in other varieties of Punic. The likelihood of the first scenario
depends on one’s view of the speed with which Sardinia was linguistically ro-
manized (see § 1.2).

On the basis of the Sardinian data, it is difficult to determine what the local
treatment of Punic s, *s, and *$ was.** It cannot be ruled out that the Sardinian
punicisms without a Semitic etymology continue one of these other sibilants.
Although the Sardinian evidence is slim, an independent development of Sardin-
ian Punic cannot be excluded and would be unsurprising. The relative isolation
of the Punic speech community in Sardinia from the rest of the Punic-speaking
world is demonstrated by a monolingual Punic inscription from the late 2™ or
early 3" c. CE in Bitia, which still uses the Punic script rather than the Neo-Punic
script that had emerged elsewhere (Adams 2003: 210).

8.1.2.2 *$ and Berber sibilants

One aspect that remains to be explored within this context is whether the Sar-
dinian outcome *-$- in Punic borrowings containing sibilants can also be eluci-
dated from a Berber perspective. Given that various of the proposed punicisms

*#% That is, at least not in the same way with s/ as the final outcome. It is still possible
that two or more of these phonemes merged into an affricate /ts/ or /dz/.

4 Emphatic *s does occur in the root *ys’, proposed by Wagner (1997: 159; 1957: 105-106;
DES II: 121) to be the origin of Srd. mittsa ‘source’ (§ 5.2.5). If Srd. mittsa is from *mitia <
Lat. mitis ‘ripe, mellow’ however (Guarnerio 1906: 245; Mensching 1997), we have no
evidence of the treatment of Punic s in Sardinian.
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in Sardinian lack a Semitic etymology, but are potentially continued in Berber
(e.g. Pun. cuoapia ‘dill’, Tsh. taskra ‘teasel’ [§ 3.1.7]; Pun. zibbir, Rif., Tmz. azir
‘rosemary’ [§ 3.3.14]), there is a possibility that these Punic words are ultimately
not of Phoenician (i.e. Semitic), but rather of indigenous North African origin.**

On the basis of comparison between the Berber languages, Kossmann (1999: 249;
2020a: 20; 2020b: 879) reconstructs three proto-Berber sibilants, *s, *z, *z, that
could be either singleton or geminate. For the singleton series there is no evi-
dence that they were ever affricates. Their geminate counterparts are generally
distinguished by quantity only, although some varieties show an affricate realiza-
tion of geminate *s, *z, *z (Kossmann 2020b: 884). Regardless of whether this
affrication in geminates in certain Berber varieties is an archaism, none of the
proposed Berber comparanda contain a geminate sibilant. It thus seems that the
Proto-Berber phonological system, at least according to our current understand-
ing, cannot easily account for the realization of Punic sibilants in Sardinian as *&
rather than as *s. Punic is therefore a more suitable candidate for being the di-
rect donor of the words in Table 8.1.2 than Proto-Berber.

In Libyco-Berber inscriptions from Dougga however, there is evidence for seven
graphemes representing seven phonemically distinct sibilants (Kossmann
2020b: 879-883). Whether this is to be interpreted in a similar way to the Pro-
to-Berber system — e.g. four sibilants, three of which are differentiated for
length — or whether the language recorded in these inscriptions knew more
sibilant contrasts than those reconstructed for Proto-Berber, is hard to establish
based on the available evidence (Kossmann 2o020b: 885-886). Thus, whereas it is
unlikely that the Sardinian punicisms containing *-9- were borrowed into Sar-
dinian Latin directly from Proto-Berber or its descendants, the possibility of a
North African language related to Proto-Berber being spoken in Sardinia by Pu-
nic settlers cannot be ruled out on the basis of the Sardinian treatment of bor-
rowed sibilants. See § 10.2 for a discussion of the proposed Berber loans in Sar-
dinian.

*° For such an early period, it is probably rather anachronistic to speak of “Berber”. The
ancestor of the modern Berber languages was undoubtedly present in the region at the
time, but it cannot be excluded that any hypothetical North-African language in contact
with Carthaginian Phoenician was a relative of Proto-Berber rather than descendent
from it (cf. Louali & Philippson 2004: 111-114). The question whether the “Punic” popula-
tion in Sardinia was predominantly Phoenician speaking or whether speakers of indige-
nous languages of North Africa were represented too, is addressed in § 10.1.
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8.1.3 Pre-Roman *¢

The remainder of the non-inherited words containing *¢ cannot be explained in
terms of Punic loans. Their origin must be sought in the other language(s) that
were spoken in Sardinia at least up until its romanization. The Sardinian dialec-
tal developments of *$ in non-inherited, non-Punic words are identical to those
of *-%- in inherited and Punic words, where it may have represented an affricate
(cf. § 8.1.2). It therefore stands to reason that pre-Roman *$ represents a pho-
neme of similar nature in the indigenous Sardinian pre-Roman language(s) that
Latin was in contact with.

Words containing *& occur across Sardinia. It occurs both word-initially (e.g.
Silipirke, § 4.1.12) and word-medially (e.g. ai$90, § 3.3.17), and can be followed by
any vowel (e.g. addnda, § 3.1.15; tséppara, 5.1.22; ilipirke, 4.112; $0a, 3.3.10; Hikru
§ 7.1.4). Whereas there is some evidence that pre-Roman Sardinian words could
end in a consonant (§ 8.4.1), there is no evidence for *$ in word-final position.
The only instance of pre-Roman *& occurring in a cluster is $rdnda ‘poppy’, but
its variants t9dnda and addnda suggest that -- in this context is secondary. The
distribution of *¢ in the non-inherited lexicon gives the impression that the
sound(s) it substituted was higher in frequency in its pre-Roman source lan-
guage(s) than the clusters -ti-, -ci- were in Latin.

On the basis of these data, we can tentatively posit the existence of an affricate
phoneme in language varieties throughout Sardinia, including in those spoken in
the Punic colonial context (i.e. Phoenician and potentially an indigenous
North-African language). Whatever the exact phonetic realization, it eventually
merged with the regular reflex of Latin -¢-, -c{-. Finally, multiple Sardinian words
starting in *9- have been hypothesized to contain a prefix *9(i)-. This element
would have been part of the morphology of the pre-Roman source language of
the words in question (Guarnerio 1904a: 68; Wagner 1932: 223—225; Wagner 1941a:
13; Wagner 1997: 263). The evidence for this putative prefix is discussed in § 9.1.2.

8.1.4 Non-inherited ts and ¢

In addition to words exhibiting the Sardinian-internal regular triad 4 — ¢ - ts, i.e.
the reflexes of Proto-Sardinian *9, there is a smaller set of words exhibiting dif-
ferent non-inherited affricates. Specifically, we find various words containing ts
and ¢ in the Nuorese and Logudorese dialect areas, where *$ regularly yields ¢
and ¢ respectively. Strikingly, all of these words refer to animals, thus falling into
a sharply delimited semantic category. The following is an overview of words
containing irregular ¢s or ¢:
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Meaning Section Forms ts ¢
1 Trout fry § 4.2.3 tstrra v
2 Viperine snake § 4.3.5 lircis, lirtsi, sulurtsi v
3 Viperine snake § 4.3.6 tdrtsa v
4 Robin, yellow wagtail; hare  § 4.4.9 prindiri, brincis(i), brisi, brinkiddi v
5 Old sheep § 6.5 tstrra, &lrra v /

Table 8.1.3: Irregular occurrences of ts and ¢.

Wagner (1941a: 111) notes that there are several forms with ¢s in the Logudorese
and Nuorese dialects that are of sound-symbolic nature. This offers an explana-
tion for the above set of forms as well, especially since sound-symbolism is fre-
quent in animal names. A further indication is the variation between ¢s and ¢ in
clearly related forms; e.g. lircis ~ lurtsi; prinéiri ~ brisi ~ brinkiddi etc. However,
DES explicitly claims a pre-Roman origin for some of the words listed here, i.e.
tstrra ‘trout fry’, brincis etc. ‘robin, yellow wagtail; hare’, and tsurra, ciirra ‘old
sheep’. For liréis, lurtsi too, a pre-Roman origin is plausible because of the pres-
ence of other non-inherited features, such as the apparent suffix -is (§ 9.2.8).

In any case, ¢s and ¢ in the aforementioned Logudorese and Nuorese forms can-
not be equated with the phoneme *$ in pre-Roman Sardinian. If ts and ¢ are of
pre-Roman origin, they must therefore represent another pronunciation. In light
of the attested forms, an affricate would be the most likely source. However, it is
unclear in what way it was distinct from *9. The paucity of the evidence does not
permit any conclusions to be drawn as to a pre-Roman origin of these sounds.
Some instances are likely the result of sound-symbolism. Others, such as tsurra,
¢urra ‘old sheep’ may be more recent loans (cf. § 6.1.5).

815  Unexpected final vowels

As a Romance language, the endings of the various parts of speech in Sardinian
are produced by their ancestral Latin forms. In the nominal domain, Sardinian
generally continues the Latin accusative forms. The most common Latin sources
for nominal endings are -am (sg.), -as (pl.) for the first declension, -um (sg.), -os
(pl.) for the second declension, and -em (sg.), -és (pl.) for the third declension.
These are regularly reflected in Sardinian as -a (sg.), -as (pl.); -u (sg.), -os (pl.), and
-e (sg.), -es (pl.). With singular -a, -u and -e being by far the most common nomi-
nal endings, Sardinian nouns ending in -i and -o deserve some special attention.

8.1.5.1 Final -{
The third nominal declension of Latin usually had accusative singular -em, but it
contains a small number of original i-stems that have -im as their acc. sg. end-
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ing.”" This is occasionally continued into Sardinian; e.g. séti (Bitti) ‘thirst’ < Lat.
sitis ‘id.” (DES II: 421). In other cases, original -im has been replaced by more
common -em > -e; e.g. frébe (Nuoro) ‘fever’ << Lat. febrim ‘id.’ (DES I: 544). Thus,
the only regular inherited source of word-final - is a small, closed group of Latin
i-stems. This means that any Sardinian word ending in -i is suspect of not being

252

inherited from Latin.”* Many of these are clearly recent loans; e.g. most nouns

ending in -éri can be explained from the Catalan agentive suffix -er (Wagner
1997: 224).

Nevertheless, there are quite a few etymologically obscure nouns in the Sardini-
an lexicon that end in -i. Many of these have been argued to be of pre-Roman
origin in previous scholarship. The following is an overview of the words dis-
cussed in § 3 — 7 that end in an unexplained -i. Any relevant word-final vowel
alternations are mentioned too.

Meaning Section Forms Reconst. Alt.
bidduri, budduri, ,
1 Hemlock § 3111 ;;edZZre,zuZZuru *vulluri -e, -U
Mullein § 3114  [0kri *[okri
3 Wild teasel § 3.22  billotti, billottiri *biliotti
B t h ’ b y -G -{ )
4 utehers broom § 3.21 aldsi, aldsiu, aldse *aldse/-i ‘,Z #a
holly ) -iu
5  Esparto grass § 3.2.2  tsonni, tsénnia *9onni -ia
karkuri, krukkuri,
6 R 2. ' ’ *kalkuri -
opegrass § 3.2.5 P— alkuri iu
7 Dogrose § 3.3.3  orroldri, orroldriu *roldri -iu
8 Holly §3.3.6  ala%ili, latSori *alauli -e
olosti, golostiu, go- . .
Holl .3. 3 *goldst -iu, -
9 oy §337 lostri, golostru goostt -
4 CVurri
10 Hop-hornbeam §3.3.8  aurri, drrui ﬁ( ).urn/
druli
u  Maple §3.3.9  kdsti, kdstiu *kdsti -iu
12 Rosemary § 3.3.14  Sippiri, tsippiri *$ibbir

251

Some of these are already attested with -em in the Classical period (Weiss 2009: 244 fn.
15).

** Note that in Campidanese dialects, word-final -e and -o merge with -i and -u respec-
tively. The original quality of the final vowel is revealed by any -e- or -o- in the preceding
syllable. These are open -é- [€], -0- [0] when originally followed by -e or -0 (as well as -a),
and closed -é- [e], -0- [o] when originally followed by -i or -u; e.g. Srd. bénu ‘good (sg.)’ <
Lat. bonum, Srd. bonus ‘good (pl.)’ < Lat. bonos (Wagner 1941a: 11).
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Meaning Section Forms Reconst. Alt.
13 Smilax § 3.315  tétti, téttiu, téttu *tétti -{u, -u
14 Yew §3.3.22 ¢éni *éni
15 Grasshopper § 4111 pifittsiri, piBiSSiu *pipid9- -ia, -{u
16 Trout fry § 4.2.2  grori, groli *grori
17 Lizard, snake § 4.3.3  zorrémpi, tsorompis  *9or(r)ompi(s)
18 Viperine snake § 4.3.5  lurtsi *lurtsi
Robin, yellow wagtail; rindiri, brindisi, o
9 are ’ ¥ § 449 Zr[né[, brinkiddi etc. “brink/C-
20 Robin, wren § 4.4.10 /g(:;j;&ft;;s:;;’artu, *feir- [ kr- -u
21 Wren § 4.412  ddoddi, doddi *loll- -0
22 Bat § 451  CiZini *kikin-
23 Fawn § 4.5.5  bitti, bita, bétte, bétu  *bitt- -a,-e, -u
24 Hare § 4.5.8 lépp “rh lepparu, lép- *léppVr- -€,-0, U
pere, léporo
25 Rock outcropping  §5.1.21  tdnneri *tonneri
26 Acorn bread §6.21  [pan’] ispéli *ispéli
27 Forked juniper trunk §7.2.3  duri *duri

Table 8.1.4: Sardinian words ending in *-i

8.1.5.1.1 Paragogic -i

All of the forms listed above are attested with non-inherited final -i, although
many exhibit an alternation in the final vowel. The connection between Srd.
Sippiri ‘rosemary’ and Pun. zibbir id.’, as well as the existence of brincis ‘hare’
next to brinéisi ‘robin’,”* shows that one possible source of final -i is paragoge
after an originally word-final consonant. This is a well-known feature of Sardini-
an; e.g. béssidi < béssit < Lat. exit ‘((s)he/it) exits’ (cf. Wagner 1952: 57-62). If a
word-final - occurs with -i- in the preceding syllable, we may therefore consider
a paragogic origin. Based on this criterion, other candidates for paragoge are:**

e billottiri ‘wild teasel’

e piBittsiri ‘grasshopper’

e prindiri, brin¢ ‘robin, yellow wagtail; hare’
e grisi, kirisi, kriddi ‘robin, wren’

*3 For the issue of the words for ‘hare’ and ‘robin’ being homonyms, cf. § 4.4.9.

** One potential further candidate is éni ‘yew’ (14), but only if one accepts its reconstruc-
tion as *dgini and its comparison to Bq. (h)agin ‘id.” (Bertoldi apud Wagner 1941a: 45). As
discussed in § 3.3.22, this connection is rather tenuous.



400  The pre-Roman elements of the Sardinian lexicon

o  (Zini ‘bat’
o bitti ‘fawn’

Of these, billottiri (3), piittsiri (15) and prindiri (19) occur next to forms without
final -(i)ri; billotti, piBiddiu. Possibly, this is the same element as the “collective”
suffix ‘Vr (§ 9.2.6.2) first identified by Terracini (1927: 139, 142). For grisi, kirisi
(20) and bitti (23) we find the variants grisu, kirisu and bita, bétte, bétta. This
alternation could be due to replacement of original -i with the more common
endings -a, -e, -u; or perhaps they represent independent strategies to resolve a
word-final consonant (cf. § 8.4.1). If the abovementioned words did indeed re-
ceive their final -i paragogically, we would have to posit the following original

forms:
o *briné > brindi ‘robin; hare’
e “*gris > grisi/u ‘robin, wren’
o *kiris > kirisi/u ‘id.
o *krill > kriddi ‘id.

o *kikin > ¢iZini ‘bat’
o *bitt > bitti ‘fawn’

It goes without saying that some of these (viz. *brinc, *krill, *bitt) grossly violate
the constraints on Sardinian syllable structure, and for brinci and kriddi there is
no evidence that favors positing *briné, krill over *brinci, krilli with word-final -i.
For bitti ‘fawn’, on the other hand, we find the variants bitta, bétte, bétta, bétu (§
4.5.5). Neither the alternation of the stressed vowel, nor that of the final vowel is
easily explained by means of Sardinian internal developments. The existence of
bitti and bétte, but not **bitte or **bétti, suggests that -i and -e are both paragogic
vowels, regardless of the origin of the e/i-alternation in the stem. The -a and -u in
bitta, bétta, bétu may be secondary additions due to their relative frequency in
the nominal lexicon.

8.1.51.2 Replacement of -i

For none of the other words ending in -i is there any reason to assume that it is
not original. This indicates that the pre-Roman source language(s) allowed
word-final -i. Many of these words have variants ending in -ia/-iu; e.g.:

e aldsi ~ aldasiu ~ aldse ‘butcher’s broom, holly’
e  isonni ~ tsénnia ‘esparto grass’

o krukkuri ~ krukkiriu ‘ropegrass’

e orroldri ~ orroldriu ‘dog rose’
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e olésti ~ golostiu ~ goldstru ‘holly’
®  (étti ~ téttiu, tittione ~ téttu ‘smilax’

Interestingly, most of these endings in -{a/-iu cannot be particularly old, as inher-
ited consonants followed by -- undergo various sound changes. For the forms
listed above containing -ia/-iu, we would, according to the develoments specific
to their places of attestation, rather expect: **aldsu < aldsiu; **tsonga < tsonnia;
**krukkurgu < krukkiriu; **orroldrgu < orroldriu (cf. Wagner 1941a: 107109, 140—
152). This means that the addition of -a, -u to these nouns originally ending in -i is
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secondary and of relatively recent date.*” Similarly, the cases in which we find -a,
-e or -u instead of -{ (e.g. aldsu, goldstru), are probably the result of the same ten-
dency to provide words ending in “unusual” -/ with more common endings, but

with complete replacement of -i rather than adding the new vowel after it.

Other words ending in -i have variants with productive Sardinian suffixes that
obscure the original final vowel; e.g. ¢iZini ~ ¢iZinéddu ‘bat’”* Finally, ddéddi
‘wren’ occurs next to groddo ‘id.’. This may be due to contamination with the
Sardinian personal name Loddo, which is also invoked by Wagner (1933: 503-
508; DES I: 593) to explain groddo, grodde ‘fox’ (§ 4.5.6, § 8.1.5.2).

8.1.5.2 Final -0

A similar case are words ending in -o0. In the Sardinian nominal domain, the
known sources for word-final -0 are few (Wagner 1941a: 37—38). They are largely
restricted to:

e Jloans from Catalan, Spanish or Italian; e.g. Log. oro, Camp. oru ‘gold’ <<
It. oro ‘id’, Log. tesoro, Camp. tesoru ‘treasure’ << It. tesoro ‘id.’ (Wagner
1941a: 37).%7

e words going back to Latin ablatives or adverbs in -0; e.g. Log. domo,
Camp. domu ‘house’ < Lat. domé (abl.) ‘id.” (DES I: 476-77), Log. séro
‘evening’, Camp. [eri]séru < Lat. séro ‘late (adv.)’ (DES II: 408).

e words with a paragogic -o; e.g. Log. koro ‘heart’ < Lat. cor id.’ (DES I: 381).

*% The realizations -ri- and -nj- are continued to this day in some limited areas (Wagner
1941a: 144). These can however not account for the irregular -ia/-iu endings found in
other dialects.

*5% Since ¢iZini is regular from *kikin with paragogic -i, the diminutive ending -éddu may
have been added directly to the base.

*7In Campidanese, word-final -0 and -u merge into -u, with the original quality preserved

in the degree of aperture of any -e- or -o- in the preceding syllable.
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Like in the case of -, this means that any Sardinian noun ending in -o is suspect
of not being inherited. The following is a list of etymologically obscure words

ending in -o:
Meaning Section Forms Reconst.  Alt.
1 Bristly ox-tongue § 314 Siokkoro, s6&¢iri *Siokkoro -i
2 Strawberry-tree flower §3.3.17  ai%90, aid%u *a(C)i%%0 -u
iddostro, gidddstru,
Tree heath .3. L " *gi - -a,-e-
3 ree heather § 3.3.20 Piddostra, giddostre gillostr a, -e,-u
Juniper berry §3.4.3  boddoro, boddero *bollVro
5  Walnut § 3.4.8  kokkoro, kokkolo *kokkoro
6 Wren § 4.412  groddo, ddoddi *loll- -
vddo, grodde, lodde,
7  Fox § 4.5.6 gro/_ 10, grodge, fodde *loll- -e, -u
groddu
le , lé , lé :
8 Hare § 4.5.8 e/p oro' eppart, teppore *leppVr-  -e,-i,-u
léppuri etc.
9 Hillock §51.6  moyoro, moyora *mokor-  -a
Cl dt ki
o [ Ayusedtomare acorn§ 6.2.2  torko, trokko, trokku *torko -u
bread
1 Evil spirit §7.21  trullio, turrio *turlio

Table 8.1.5: Words ending in *-o0

Most of these words exhibit alternations in their final vowel. In several cases,
final -0 has been replaced with -u (ai%u, gidddstru, groddu, moyuru, trékku),
which is the most common ending of masculine words.” The other alternations
need to be accounted for individually. The word for ‘fox’ (groddo, grodde, lodde
etc.) is explained by Wagner (1933: 503-508; DES I: 593) from the Sardinian per-
sonal name Loddo < Lollo. The -e in grodde ‘fox’ is probably from the vocative
case of this name. One of the words for ‘wren’ (groddo) is identical to that for
‘fox’. It is possible that groddo ‘wren’ somehow arose due to influence from either
groddo ‘fox’, or directly from the personal name Loddo.

8.1.5.2.1 Paragogic -0

As discussed for final -i, some of the instances of word-final -0 may be due to the
addition of a paragogic vowel to an originally consonant-final word (cf. §
8.1.5.1.1). Candidates for this are diokkoro, iddostro, boddoro, kokkoro, léporo,
moyoro, and torko, since their penultimate vowels are also -o-. In the case of

*® This can perhaps also explain Fonni [sa] ?iddostra ‘tree heather’ (4), with secondary
introduction of feminine -a.



Phonology 403

Siokkoro and [époro, assuming a paragogic origin for word-final -o is in line with
the fact that the final vowel seems to follow the attested vowel alternations in
the preceding syllable. We find 9iokkoro next to socciri (§ 3.1.4), and léporo next
to léppere (§ 4.5.8).° This suggests that we need to posit *$iokkVr ‘bristly
ox-tongue’, *leppVr ‘hare’. For the other forms, the evidence for final -0 being
paragogic is more sparse. However, Wagner (1932: 227 fn. 3) does propose a
reconstruction *mdkor for moyoro ‘hillock’.

For iddostro ‘tree heather, forms ending in all vowels except -i are attested.*”
This could indicate that it originally ended in a consonant, and that various dif-
ferent strategies were applied to resolve this — i.e. -o due to paragoge, -e by
analogy to inherited consonant stems, and -a and -u due to their general fre-
quency in the nominal domain. The resulting reconstruction *gillostr would
phonotactically be aberrant from a modern Sardinian viewpoint. The same is
true for a reconstruction *tork > torko. While it cannot a priori be assumed that
the presumed pre-Roman source language of these words disallowed such heavy
codas, the evidence for -o being paragogic origin in iddostro and torko is circum-
stantial at best (cf. § 8.4.1).

In the forms ai$90 and trullio, turrio, -o cannot be of paragogic origin, and is thus
likely original. From the discussed evidence, we can conclude that some
pre-Roman contact language had a phoneme -o- that could occur in final posi-
tion. No words of suspected Punic origin end in -0, but this may be due to
chance, given their small number.

8.2 Consonant alternations

8.21  Quantity alternations

One of the types of consonantal alternations found in the presumed pre-Roman
Sardinian lexicon, are quantitative alternations. Variants involving Sardinian
voiceless and voiced plosives are included here too, since the Latin opposition
between geminate and singleton stops is continued as a voicing opposition in
most Sardinian varieties; e.g. intervocalic Lat. -cc-, -c-, -g- > Camp., Log. -k-, -y-,
-0- (cf. Wagner 1941a). Quantitative alternation is demonstrated by forms whose
respective reconstructions show a discrepancy with regard to the voicing or

*9 There is also léppore, léppuri ‘hare’, which adhere more closely to the Latin vocalism in
lepus, leporem ‘hare’, though still not corresponding regularly to it.

*% This is all the more interesting since this word is one of two that contain the supposed
pre-Roman suffix -0st(r)- (§ 9.2.9), the other being olésti, goldstri ‘holly’ (§ 3.3.7), which is
predominantly attested with -i.
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length of a consonant. Thus, one form of a certain word might require an original
voiced stop (e.g. *g), while another needs a voiceless stop (*k), or a voiceless
geminate stop (*kk). The following is an overview of the material from § 3 — 7
whose consonantism exhibits an alternation in voicing, length, or both. The
collection includes Sardinian words whose forms require conflicting reconstruc-
tions, as well as words whose reconstructions diverge from ostensible cognate
forms in Latin. Cases in which the attested alternation can be explained by folk
etymology or interdialectal borrowings, have been left out.

Meaning Section Form Reconst. Alt.
Celery, fool Surgisa, kuyisa,
y O enyT00Ts §3.1.6 urgusa e *-gusa, *-kusa k~g
watercress tseliyisa
2 Bermudagrass §3.2.1 zl}ic;zl:;zzzzz; *ol({)ds- ~1
3 Espartograss §3.2.2  tsinniya, tinnia *$innik/ga k~g
* ] . Lat. ~(b
4 Spider § 4114  soldiya, soloiya solo(b)ika (vs.Lat. - p~(b/y)

solifiga, solipuga)  k~g

tilibrikku, tilibriu

5 Kestrel § 4.4.5 otc *Siliprikk/(g)u kk ~ (g)
tirolia, tsurulia
Ki . ) ) *qa- , -
6 Kite § 4.4.6 isioddia etc. Si/urol(l)ia U~1
lepparu, léporo, *léppVr- (vs. Lat.
7 Hare §458 7 P PPV pp~p

léppore, léppuri  lepor-)

Table 8.2.1: Words with voicing/length alternations in consonants

8.2.11 Quantity alternation between Sardinian and Latin
Of the words listed above, two agree in consonant voicing and length within
Sardinian, but show discrepancy with regard to forms attested in Latin.

Sardinian Latin Alternation

Srd. soldiya, soloiya etc. < Lat. solifuga, solipuga, salpiaga Srd.*(b/v) ~Lat. f]p

*solo(C)ika ‘spider’ ‘some venomous animal’ Srd. *k~Lat. g

Srd. leppere, léporo, léppore, Lat. lepus, leporis

*
. ~ Lat.
léppuri < *léppVr- ‘hare’ ‘hare’ Srd.*pp ~Lat. p

Table 8.2.2: Quantity alternations between Sardinian and Latin

Srd. soloiya is likely cognate to Lat. solifiga, solipuga, salpiga, which are evident
loans from a foreign language (cf. § 4.1.14). The modern Sardinian manifesta-
tions, as well as the identification of the Latin word as referring to a Sardinian
animal by Isidore and Solinus (cf. Walde & Hofmann 1954: 470; DES II: 424-425),
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suggest that a native Sardinian language was the source of the Latin forms. The
modern Sardinian representatives require a reconstruction *solo(C)ika, in which
-C- could be any voiced stop (*b, *d, *g) or *v. Since the Latin forms show a labial
consonant, it is reasonable to reconstruct either *solobika or *solovika. Although
the Sardinian reconstruction is close to the Latin attestations, the latter clearly
cannot be the direct source of the Sardinian forms. For the labial consonant we
find fand p in Latin vs. *b or *v in Sardinian. For the velar consonant, we find Lat.
g vs. Srd. *k. At least two explanations can be offered for this. One is that there
was confusion on the Roman side as to how to represent the phonology of the
borrowed word (cf. Wigman 2023: 300). Another is that the pre-Roman word in
question was impacted by sound change between the borrowing into continen-
tal Latin and the borrowing into local Sardinian Latin.

The case of the Sardinian word for ‘hare’ is complex (§ 4.5.8). The attested forms
show variation in the unstressed vowels (Srd. léppere, léporo, léppore, léppuri
etc.) but agree on the labial geminate. We can thus reconstruct *leppVr-. The
word is undoubtedly related to Lat. lepus, leporis ‘hare’, but the irregular corre-
spondence makes direct inheritance problematic.” In addition, several irregular
correspondences are found in Massiliot Gr. Aefypic ‘rabbit’ < *leber-, Siculian
Aémopw ‘hare’ < *lepor-, Pg. ldparo, Fr. lapéreau ‘young rabbit’ < *lappar- (Bertoldi
1937a: 146; Hubschmid 1943). These forms have been explained by Bertoldi
(1937a:146) and Wagner (DES II: 22) as independent borrowings of a pre-Roman
form *lappar- into the languages of the Mediterranean region, including Latin
and its Romance daughter languages: the mentioned Romance forms require
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original geminate *pp, while Latin has singleton p.*”* This suggests that a word
*le/appVr existed in some language(s) of the Mediterranean region. It must have
entered the Romance languages substantially later than it did Latin and colonial

Greek.

*% Lat. lepus ‘hare’ itself is of uncertain provenance as well (De Vaan 2008: 335).
*% Lat. lepus was inherited regularly in Sp. liebre, Fr. liévre, 1t. lepre etc. (FEW V: 261).
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8.2.1.2 Quantity alternation within Sardinian
The remaining words listed in Table 8.2.1 also show variation in consonant quan-
tity within Sardinian, but they lack cognates in Latin.

8.2.1.2.1 *kk~*k~*g
Of the five remaining cases, three show voicing/length alternation in plosive
consonants. These are:

Variant1 Variant 2 Alternation

Nuor. Surgiisa, kuyusa, Log.
o g . ,y . 5 South Log. tseliytisa < *-kiisa ~ Nuor., Log. *k ~
turgusone < *-gusa ‘celery; ) , ) .
, , celery, fool’s watercress Arborense *g
fool’s watercress

Nuor. $inniya, Log. tinnia‘es-  Camp. tsinniya < *9innika ‘es- Camp. *k ~ Nuor.,
parto grass’ parto grass’ Log. *g

Log. tilibrikku < *9iliprikku ‘kes- Log. tilibriu < *Silibri(g)u kes-
trel’ trel’

Log. *kk ~ Log. *g/@

Table 8.2.3: Plosive quantity alternations within Sardinian

There is no discernable pattern in the irregular alternations observed in the
words listed above, apart from the fact that they all involve velars. The words for
‘celery, fool’s watercress’ and ‘esparto grass’ show variation between *k ~ *g. The
word for kestrel exhibits *kk ~ *g/@. Furthermore, the geographic distribution of
the forms does not aid our understanding of this alternation. For instance, the
variants of the word for ‘kestrel’ cooccur in the same dialect area. The evidence is
insufficient to attribute this alternation to a pre-Roman substrate language.

8.2.1.2.2 U~
The last two instances of possible consonantal quantity alternation concern
variants alternating between [ and dd, the latter of which goes back to *//:

Variant1 Variant 2 Alternation

Ogl. aldsu, Camp. olldsu < *olds- Barb. En)oroddds’ile, orodddsu Barb. *I( ~ Ogl. *
‘Bermuda grass’ < *ollds- ‘Bermuda grass’

Nuor. $urulia, Log. tirolia, , , Camp. *l[ ~
uor/ uruta, Log ”:0 “ Camp. tsioddia, tsueddia etc. amp
turulia, Camp. tsurulia etc. “Si(r)ollia ite' Nuor,, Log,,
< *8i(r)ollia ‘kite
< *Sirolia ‘kite’ Camp. */

Table 8.2.4: Quantity alternation involving /

As in the case of the alternating stops discussed in § 8.2.1.2.1, there is no obvious
pattern in the geographical distribution of this alternation. In the word for ‘Ber-
muda grass’, geminate *// is found in the Barbaricine dialects of Olzai, Gavoi and
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Ovodda, while */ is found farther to the south in the Ogliastra and the Sarrabus.
Conversely, in the word for ‘kite’, geminate *// is restricted to some Campidanese
dialects in the south, while */is found across the island.

On the basis of such scant and disparate evidence, we cannot draw any conclu-
sions on the specificities of consonant quantity and voicing in the hypothetical
pre-Roman source language of these words. It is possible speculate that the ob-
served alternations result from incidental inconsistencies in the phonological
adaptation to Sardinian Latin during the borrowing process. It is nevertheless
interesting that consonantal voice/length alternation seems to play a much
smaller role in the Sardinian pre-Roman lexicon than it does in other proposed
linguistic substrate contexts, such as the pre-Greek lexicon (Furnée 1972: 15—
200). This might suggest that the phonological system of the local pre-Roman
language(s) was somewhat comparable to that of Latin in this specific regard,
causing only minor phonological problems when pre-Roman loans were incor-
porated into the Sardinian Latin lexicon.

8.2.2  Quality alternations

The other parameter in terms of consonant alternations is that of consonant
quality. When evident cognates of suspected pre-Roman origin cannot be de-
rived from a single proto-form, at least according to the known diachronic de-
velopments of Sardinian, this potentially offers clues on the source language. For
instance, when the reconstructed consonantism exhibits variants, this could be
indicative of a phoneme that was alien to Latin, reflecting different strategies to
adapt it to Latin phonology.

The following is an overview of the Sardinian etyma exhibiting a consonantal
alternation involving other aspects than voicing or length. Alternations that can
be explained as a folk etymology, or by common tendencies of Sardinian pho-
nology, such as irregular nasal or -r-insertion (Wagner 1941a: 219—227), have been
left out of consideration.

Meaning Section Form Reconst. Alt.
Siokkoro, kokkoro, ., )
Bristly ox-tongue § o e *Siohkor-|*kilkor- o
1 Bristly ox-tongue § 3.1. Cokkoro, COCCiri L i)~
yorongiessia I*90kkir- :

tuvera, uv(v)ara
etc.

2 Heather §3.35 *()ufvr- t~0
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Meaning Section Form Reconst. Alt.

ttsdra, ali ,
3 Traveller'sjoy  §3.319 auiLsara, amssara *a(l)udara *1~0

luttsdra, etc.
aliyérta, *(a)lVkerta/

Lizard .3. *rt ~ *st
4 A S 432 (a)ligestraetc.  *(a)lVkéstra s
l/v.)llt') [ - s v , . M
5 Viperine snake § 4.3.2 LTCLS urtst, sutur *liréis[*lurs/tsi *C~*Y/ts
zi
6 Kite § 4.4.6  tirolia, sittsulia  *%irolia/*9i%%ulia *r~*$
Robin, yell brindéis, brinkiddi, , *E~Fk~
7 © 1n. yerow § 4.4.9 n,’?,as T *briné-[*brink-|*bris- *C
wagtail; hare brisi etc. s
Sonka, 90gge, Lo o mk~ ¥l
8 Scops owl § 4.411 (?nv % v0g9¢ *Sonka/*Idlie/*Yoria *n. *
$orza etc. ri
9 Wren § 4.412  ddoddi, groddo  *llolli[*gléllo *ll~*gl
10 Fox § 456  lodde, grodde, etc. *(g)loll- *[~*gl
1 Mouflon § 4.5.10 rréuﬁ’one, myrone *mufrone/*mugrone  *f~*g
etc.
Yirra, giurritta,  *&drral*du wx sy
12 Old skinny sheep § 6.1.5 cu/rra guurmita *Curm/ girral *C g
tsurra tsurra ts
13 Tilled land §6..8 tele, tevéle “te(b/v)éle *blv~0
Forked juni
14 orkedjuiper §7.2.3 duile, duri *dule, *duri *[~*r
trunk

Table 8.2.5: Words showing consonant quality alternations

As with the quantity alternations discussed in § 8.2.1, it is challenging to discern
patterns common to the quality alternations. No alternation occurs more than
once in the examined data, with the possible exception of ¢ ~ ¢s in the words for
‘viperine snake’ (5) and ‘old sheep’ (12), which are discussed in § 8.1.4. Neverthe-
less, a few observations can be made.

One observation is that ¢ often occurs in alternation with other phonemes (cf. 1:
Cokkoro, 6: lircis, 7: brindis, 13: ¢urra). As discussed in § 8.1.4, the alternation be-
tween non-inherited ts and ¢ is most easily explained as the result of
sound-symbolism. The alternation of -¢- with other consonants (e.g. 1: cokkoro ~
Siokkoro, 7: brincis ~ brinkidd) is perhaps of sound-symbolic nature too, but the

semantic motivations for this need to be evaluated for each case.

Another observation is that in some words a consonant alternates with the ab-
sence of a consonant (2: tivera ~ tvara, 3: alissara ~ auttsdra, 13: tevéle ~ téle).
However, as the relevant consonants are of divergent nature (respectively -¢-, -[-
and -v-), this can hardly constitute a single phenomenon.
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The same can in fact be said for the entire set of alternations in Table 8.2.5. Since
none of the alternations can be shown to recur in multiple lexical items, it is
impossible to make inferences about the phonological dynamics of pre-Roman
words entering Sardinian Latin. Some alternations could theoretically reflect
dialectal differences in the pre-Roman language varieties of Sardinia, or reflect
other variables related to language contact, such as difference in the time of
borrowing. Other alternations may be of more recent origin, and due to
sound-symbolic or folk-etymological nature within Sardinian. On the basis of the
current data it is at any rate not possible to identify any originally pre-Roman
alternations.

8.3  Vowel alternations

Taken at face value, the vowel alternations attested in the material discussed in
§ 3 — 7 do not show a clearer pattern than the qualitative consonant alternations
discussed in § 8.2.2. Besides the plethora of forms showing vowel alternations
that can be explained by internal Sardinian developments, there are a number of
words whose vowel alternations are less transparent:

Meaning Section Form Reconst. Alt.
1 Espartograss §3.2.2 $&inniya, tsonni *$inniga/*9onni f-{ ~ 0-i
2 Bed bug § 4.1.3  korosta, kurtista *korosta/*kurtsta 0-0 ~u-
Cockroach, sisdya, sasdya, sése,
1 *sisdia/*seisei a~é
3 darkling beetle 8 417 seiséi etc. al"seise
Silipirke, Selaporka i-i-f ~
4 Grasshopper § 4112 P P *Silipirke[*Yelaporka .
etc. e-a-o
soloiya, soldiya, sui a*SO[O(bﬁka; 0-0-L~
éya, soldiya, sui . .
5 Spider § 4.114 X ¥ ¥ Y4t Lat. solifuga, 0-i-1i ~
etc.
solipuga, salpuga a-0-u
tserriyu, tsirriyu, 3 e-{ ~i-i ~
6 Worm § 4117 y, ¥ *$Vrro(C)iku/a ,
tsorroiyu 0-0L
aliverta, kaluzértula, *(ka/9i-)(Vkerta;
7 Lizard § 4.3.2 ¥ (ka/c) a~i~u

Sala?érta , Silikérta cf. Lat. lacerta

tsiliyuyu, Salaki?a;

*Silikuku/*Salakika i-i-u~a-

kink, s] aa sintsiliya, .
8 Skink, slug § 4.3.4 sintsilitya, sattsalitya SiSiliika/SaSalika adi

etc.
9 Viperine snake § 4.3.5 [liréis, lurtsi *liréis[* ldrtsi i~u
tirolia, Surulia, , , i-0 ~
10 Kite § 4.4.6 tsuiddia, tsueddia “Sirolia[* Surulia] u-u ~ ut
44. ddia, tsueddia, o v,

tsuaddia etc. ue ~ua
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Meaning Section Form Reconst. Alt.
Fawn, femal bétta, bétte, bitta, . ) o
n o ownemaie § 455 ? .a ette, outa *bett-[*bitt- e~1
mouflon bitti
12 Hare § 4.58 le:pparu, le‘pfaere, ' :le:ppar-/:le‘/pper- / a~e~
léppore/o, léppuri léppor-[*léppur- o~u
assile, kassiBile, *(k-)assibile| i-i~ai~
Mart .5
13 Varten 5459 assaile, asseile etc.  *assabile/*assebile el
14 Film, layer § 7.2.2 Sidza, Yodza *Silia/*Iolia i~0

Table 8.3.1: words exhibiting vowel alternations

The bulk of the alternations listed above are found in unstressed syllables. In
light of the frequent vowel assimilations and dissimilations that take place in
unstressed syllables in Sardinian (cf. Wagner 1941a: 24—36), it is possible that
most of these vowel alternations are in fact of recent origin, even if the variants
make it difficult to identify the original vocalism. A handful of words show varia-
tion in stressed vowels. These are:

e  korosta ~ kurusta (2) ‘bed bug’

e sisdya ~ seiséi (3) ‘cockroach, darkling beetle’
o Silipirke ~ elaporka (4) ‘grasshopper’

e lir¢is ~ lurtzi (9) ‘viperine snake’

e  bétta ~ bitta (11) ‘fawn, female mouflon etc.’

e Jidza ~ 9odza (14) ‘film, layer

There is just one alternation that occurs more than once, viz. { ~ 0 in Silipirke ~
Selaporka (4) and in $idza ~ dodza (14). However, Selaporka ‘big grasshopper’
may have been influenced by porku ‘pig’. The alternation { ~ & in lircis ~ lurtsi (9)
is also found in Srd. solofya ~ Lat. solifuga, solipuga (5), but the vocalism of the
latter differs with respect to the Latin form rather than in Sardinian internally,
making it an imperfect comparandum. In other words, there is no sufficient
evidence to attribute any of these alternations to a pre-Roman Sardinian lan-
guage. One minor observation can nonetheless be made. In several words start-
ing in *$ili-, we find variants with *9ala-/9ela-: cf. dilikérta ~ Salakérta (7) lizard’;
tsiliyiyu, sintsilitya ~ tsafayiyu, sattsalitya (8) ‘skink, slug’. In Nuoro we also find
Silipirke ‘grasshopper’ next to delaporka ‘big grasshopper’. Perhaps this is evi-
dence for the preexistence of different forms of the same pre-Roman affix (cf. §

9.1.2).
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8.4  Observations on pre-Roman phonotaxis

On the basis of the lexical data, we may attempt to make inferences about the
phonotactical properties of the pre-Roman language(s) of Sardinia. This con-
cerns aspects including syllable structure, phonological constraints etc. This
possibility has been explored by Serra (1960) and Wolf (1998a: 77—-81). Serra gives
an overview of the vocalism found in Sardinian toponyms of pre-Roman origin.
Wolf lists the various syllable types found in the pre-Roman toponyms of the
Barbagia. The toponymic evidence he discusses points to a rather limited set of
permitted root structures, namely C(r)VC, CV(C)C, V(C)C, in which any cluster of
consonants could be either -rC-, -sC-, or geminate -CC-® There are some rare
cases of roots containing -NC- (e.g. Pandelai), but Wolf prefers to explain these as
secondary or ultimately inherited from Latin (Wolf 1998a: 30—31). By and large,
this analysis on the basis of toponyms is in line with the lexical evidence. How-
ever, there is lexical evidence for pre-Roman *-NC-clusters; cf. addnda ‘poppy’ (§
3.1.15), tsordmpis ‘lizard, snake’ (§ 4.3.3), Sonka ‘scops owl’ (§ 4.4.11), suggesting
that these clusters might in fact be original in toponyms as well. Additionally,
there are some etyma that contain intervocalic clusters of the type -Cr-, which do
not occur in the pre-Roman toponyms examined by Wolf; cf. giddostre etc.
‘heather’ (§ 3.3.20), mufrone, muyrone ‘mouflon’ etc. (§ 4.5.10). While giddostre
may owe its -7- to influence from the inherited suffix -dstru (Wagner 1952: 120),
mufione, muyrone is attested already in the 5" c. CE as Lat. mufron ‘mouflon’,
showing that this cluster must be old.

8.41  Word-final consonants

One question regarding syllable structure is whether pre-Roman Sardinian al-
lowed consonants in word-final position. The strongest evidence is constituted
by forms that are recorded with a final consonant. Examples are place names
attested in early Sardinian sources, such as Lacon (Laconi), Nugor (Nuoro), Migil
(Milis) etc. The direct lexical evidence for word-final consonants is discussed in
§ 8.4.1.1. In words ending in a vowel, unexpected final vowels can point to an
original word-final consonant as well (cf § 8.1.5). If we find word-final vowel
alternation, this could be the result of the independent addition of final vowels
to resolve final consonants, as a nativization strategy. Additionally, the presence

*%3 To an extent, there may have been more complexity that has been obscured by Sar-
dinian sound changes. For example, all instances of -7- could hypothetically also go back
to etymological *-/- (Wolf 1998a: 32). Likewise, geminate -tt- could in theory be the out-
come of *-tt-, *-kt-, *-pt-, *-dd-, *-gd- and perhaps *-bd- (Wagner 1941a: 192-193; Wolf
1998a: 35).
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of paragogic vowels may also be indicative of an original final consonant (cf.
Wagner 1941a: 57-62). These two lines of evidence are discussed in § 8.4.1.2. The
following is an overview of all etyma showing one or more of the lines of evi-

dence described above.

Final Possibl
Meaning Section Forms Reconstr. na ossivie
alt. paragoge
Bristly § Siokkoro, sé&ciri  *Siokkor-/ . v
1 1. -i,-0
ox-tongue 34 el *9okkir-
(Fool’s) water- ., v, oy
1 , tc. v
2 ess § 3124  guyuru, guru etc.  *idguru
3 Galingale § 3.2.3  sessene, séssini *séssene N
Knot: ) , . ar .
4 no greTss § 3.2.4  sintsiri, sintsurru  *indi/ur- -l -U N4
horsetail
5 Rosemary § 3.314  Sippiri, tsippiri *9ibbir v
giddostre, iddostro,
-a, -e, -0,
6 Treeheather §3.3.20 gidddstru, *gillostr- N
-u
Piddostra
7 Resin §3.4.5 tsonkine *Yonkene v
8 Viperine snake §4.3.5  lirdis, lirtsi *liréis, *lurdi  -is, -i
Bird of prey  §4.42  9diri *8d(C)iri v
Robin, yellow prinéiri, brincis(i),
4. brink/¢i- -is,<i vV
10 wagtail; hare § 449 brinéi, brinkiddi rink/ci St
1 Robin,wren  § 4.4.10 grisi, kirisi, kiriu :g;.»[éj/*kir[si/ i u
etc. kiri-
12 Bat §451  CiZini *kikin- v
bita, bitti, bétte, -a, -e,
13 Fawn § 4.5.5 l,a H, oette *bett-[*bitt- C,l NV
bétu -i,-u
l‘ 4 l‘ ) - _.y
14 Hare § 4.5.8 ?pparu /epp o.re *leppVr- . v
leporo, léppuri -0,-U
15 Hillock §51.6  moyora, moyoru  “mokor- -a,-0 vV
Th 0OSrd.),
16 Rockyplain  §5.1.23 PP ar (0Srd.) *Séppar -0,-a
tseppara
17 Border §5.21  ldkkana *ldkkana N
NURAC (Lat. -
18 Nuraghe § 5.2.2 , (Lat.) nu *nurak- -0, -e
rdke
19 Tilled land §6.1.8  téle, tuvéle *t(ev)ele v
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Final Possible

Meaning Section Forms Reconstr.
alt. paragoge
Clay used to
yu torko, trokko, trok-
20 make acorn §6.2.2 tork- 0,-u Vv
ku

bread

21 Cheek §713  tutirru *tuturr- v

Table 8.4.1: Words with potential evidence for a word-final consonant

8.4.11 Direct evidence for word-final consonants

A handful of Sardinian words occur with variants with a final consonant. In the
modern dialects these are lir¢is (8) and brincis (10). In Old Sardinian we find the
toponym Theppar (16), which probably belongs to tséppara ‘rocky plain’. To
these direct attestations we may add two likely punicisms, whose Punic source
ends in a consonant: 3ippiri (5) << Pun. zibbir and sintsiri, sintsurru (4) << Pun.
zenzur. Finally, there is the epigraphic attestation of NURAC, on the architrave of
nuraghe Aidu Entos near Bortigali (Gasperini 1992: 303-306), which corresponds
to modern Srd. nurdke, nurdye etc. ‘nuraghe’ (18). However, while this almost
certainly native form suggests the occurrence of word-final -¢ [k], it cannot fully
be excluded that the absence of a final vowel is the result of Roman epigraphic
abbreviation practices.***

The directly attested evidence suggests that not only Punic allowed word-final
consonants (cf. Friedrich 1951: 34-36), but also the pre-Roman language(s) native
to Sardinia. Loanwords from both Punic and other pre-Roman language(s)
would have undergone the same phonological treatment when they were bor-
rowed into Sardinian Latin. The modern Sardinian forms provide direct evidence
only for word-final -s. This is unsurprising, since inherited plural -s (unlike other
consonants) is in some Sardinian dialects still realized without paragogic vowel
(Wagner 1984: xxiv—xxv).

8.4.1.2 Indirect evidence for word-final consonants

For the other words listed above in Table 8.4.1, it is possible but not certain that
they once ended in a consonant. Both word-final vowel alternations and possible
paragoge can point to an original word-final consonant, but these arguments are
not conclusive by themselves. Moreover, examples like Laconi < Lacon, gdyaru
‘hound’ < gjagar, Camp. krdsi ‘tomorrow’ < Lat. cras show that word-final conso-
nants could also be resolved by a paragogic vowel that did not copy the previous

*%4 Cf. Gasperini’s (1992: 305) interpretation, which proposes abbreviations for most
forms in the inscription.
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one, even when copying of the vowel is the norm (Wagner 1941a: 57-62). It is
therefore possible that there are other words, not listed in Table 8.4.1, that origi-
nally also ended in a consonant.

The following words exhibit both final vowel alternation and identical vowel
quality in the last two syllables:

Vv .

e Siokkoro, soc¢¢iri ‘bristly ox-tongue’

e giddostre, iddostro, giddostru, ?iddostra ‘tree heather’
o grisi, grisu; kilisi, kilisu ‘robin, wren’

e bétta, bette, bitta, bitti ‘fawn, roe deer, lamb’

e lépparu, léppore, lépporo, léppuri ‘hare’

e torko, trokko, trékku ‘clay used to make acorn bread’

All of these words show variation of the final vowel, including one variant that
could be due to paragoge. Especially significant are the words whose variation in
the vowel of the penultimate syllable is matched by the last syllable; cf. $iokkoro
~ SOCCiri; bétte ~ bitti; léppere ~ lépporo. Rather than assuming vowel alternations
in two syllables, we might propose reconstructions like *%iokkor/*9idkkir,

*bétt[*bitt, *lépper|*léppor.

8.4.1.3 Evidence for word-final consonant clusters

The various forms for ‘tree heather’ contain all possible final vowels except -i.
Among these, the -0 of iddostro is the most difficult to explain in a regular way
and is likely either original or paragogic. This word has been proposed to contain
the same sulffix -ost(r)- (§ 9.2.9) as found in goldstri, goléstiu etc. ‘holly’ (§ 3.3.7),
which is predominantly attested with final -i. If we want to explain the observed
alternations in Piddostra, giddostre, iddostro, gidddstru ‘tree heather’ as the result
of different strategies of resolving a word-final consonant, we would have to
posit a reconstruction *gillostr, which does by no means conform to Latin or
Sardinian phonotaxis (cf. § 8.1.5.2.1). The same is true for bétte, bitti etc. ‘fawn’ <
*bétt[*bitt and for torko, torku ‘clay’ < *tork. However, these three words do not
constitute sufficient evidence to posit word-final consonant clusters for pre-
Roman Sardinian. No evidence for word-final clusters is found by Wolf (1998a)
either.

8.4.2  Evidence for pre-Roman vowel harmony

Serra (1960: 408-409) notes that there is a sizable number of pre-Roman Sardin-
ian toponyms that are vocalically “monotonous”, i.e. all syllables of one variant
contain the same vowel. Examples are Arzana, Seméstene, Isili, Sorgono etc. (Ser-
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ra 1960: 409—418). Serra (1960: 408-409) attributes this to some kind of vowel
harmony in pre-Roman Sardinian.*” In cases where the vocalism is not identical
throughout the word, Serra (1960: 408-409) argues that the unaccented syllables
nevertheless often contain the same vowel; e.g. Giispini, Tortoli, Téltoro etc. (Ser-
ra 1960: 409—418). This latter tendency is difficult to attribute to vowel harmony
in a pre-Roman language. The forms that would fall under this description are
too diverse in terms of vocalism and stress placement to be reliably taken as a
single phenomenon. For instance, the toponyms Guspini, Tortoli, Téltoro each
exhibit pairs of identical vowels, but the vowels are different and they occur in
different orders.

Serra compares this putative phenomenon to North-African toponyms to sup-
port his hypothesis of a “Libyan” substrate in Sardinia. Whereas such toponymic
comparisons are outside the scope of this study (cf. § 2.1.2.2.1), it is worthwhile to
investigate whether forms containing three or more identical consecutive vowels
are in fact found in lexical items of pre-Roman origin. The following is a list of
forms of plausible pre-Roman origin discussed in § 3 — 7 that exhibit this phe-
nomenon. Excluded are punicisms, and forms where the apparent vowel harmo-
ny involves a productive inherited suffix (e.g. kadimbulu with inherited *“ul-).
Beside the forms exhibiting potential vowel harmony and their reconstruction,
cognate forms without potential vowel harmony are listed.

. Forms with Vowel
Meaning Sect. Reconst. Other forms
harmony pattern
1 Arum § 3.1.2 Sodordyu *$odordi 0-0-0  tattardyu
2 Bristly ox-tongue § 3..4  $idkkoro *$iokkoro  6-0-0  sOCECiri, E6CCiri
bidduri,
3 Hemlock § 3111 udduru *villuru u-u-u  buddaru,
meddure
5 Poppy §3115  tzandhara *Sdndara d-a-a  Ydnda, dnna
Watercress § 3124 guyuruetc.  *ilguru u-u-u
7 Galingale §3.2.3 séssene, séssini *séssene é-e-e
Strawberry tree
8 Fruit v §3.318  lisirione *lisirione i-i-i-0
Tui

*%5 Serra (1960: 408—409) does note the difference with other languages exhibiting vowel
harmony, where the harmonizing vowels match each other’s timbre rather than taking
over each other’s quality completely.
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Forms with Vowel
Meaning Sect. Reconst. Other forms
harmony pattern
alussara,
9 Traveller'sjoy §3.319 attsdra *addra a-d-a j
auttsara
3 . , } antunna,
10 Mushroom §3.4.3 tuntunnu etc. “tuntunnu u-u-u ,
tunniu etc.
1 landsta *landsta a-d-a
Clothesmoth  § 4.1.5 - . - ldna
12 ndstala ndstala d-a-a

13 Grasshopper § 419 tsimpiliye *Simpilike  i-i-i-e  pilikke

14 Grasshopper § 4111 ngig;tl:,etc *pipi&i- (-i-{
15 Grasshopper § 4112 Silipirke etc.  *ilipirke i-i-i-e  delaporka
16 Tick § 4116  kaddnkaetc. *katdnka a-d-a
17 Kestrel § 4.4.4 tserpeddeéri *Serpelléri  e-e-é-i tsarpedfz'f?rz,
spraddéri
18 Kestrel § 4.4.5 ZZZ:Z/'W *Silipri(kk)u i-i-i-u
19 Robin, yellow § 4.4.9  princiri *brinciri {-i-i princottu
wagtail
20 Robin, wren § a.410  kirisi, kilisi *kil{si[*kirisi i-i-i g’,’[fu’ hilisu
kiriu etc.
i
21 Bat § 4.51 Cigini JZZZ;/ {-i-i éizinéddu etc.
lépparu,
22 Hare § 458  léppere *léppere é-e-e  léppore,
léppuri etc.
23 Hillock § 5.1.6 moyoro *mokoro 0-0-0  moyora
2430 1 crevice § 5110 kaldnka *kaldnka a-d-a
24 kolonkone *kalankone o0-0-0-e
25 Border, limit § 5.2.1 lakkana *ldkkana d-a-a
Sheep that has . , ,
) § 6.1.2 argdsa *argdsa a-d-a
lost its young
27 Tilled land §6.1.8 tevéle *tevele e-é-e  téle
28 Cheek §7.13 tuttirru *tutturru u-u-u

Table 8.4.2: Pre-Roman words containing three identical consecutive vowels

Although there are numerous lexical forms that exhibit vocalic “monotony” as
described by Serra (1960: 408—-409), many words of well-established pre-Roman
origin do not (e.g. kdstike, giddostre, orga, nurdye etc.). Moreover, most words
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listed in Table 8.4.2 are also attested with slightly different vocalisms that con-
tradict this phenomenon. It is likely that some of the instances of vocalic monot-
ony are due to recent vowel assimilations, which are common in inherited forms
too (cf. Wagner 1941a: 24—35). As a related observation, in various words, not all
of which fit the criteria to be listed in Table 8.4.2, we find vocalic alternation by
which two identical consecutive vowels change in unison.

Meaning Section Form1 Form 2
1 Arum §312  tattaréyu  $oddordyu
2  Bristly ox-tongue §3.1.4  Siokkoro  s6cciri
3 Bedbug § 413  kurista korosta
4  Earthworm § 4110  dilingrone Sulungrone
5  Lizard §4.32  Silikerta Salareérta
6  Skink § 4.3.4  Silikikku  Salakikku
7  Skink § 4.3.4  sintsiliya  sattsaliya
8  Bird species § 4.4.3  korrokkdu  kurrukkdu
9 Bat § 4.5.2  $id%irriclu SuSuréddu
10 Fawn § 455  bitti beétte
1 Hare § 4.5.8  léppere léporo

Table 8.4.3: Words with two consecutive vowels alternating in unison

With the exception of the words for ‘bed bug’ (3) and ‘fawn’ (10), all of these al-
ternations are found in unstressed syllables. This raises the suspicion that in
many of these forms, one of the two unstressed alternating vowels owes its quali-

ty to assimilation (cf. Wagner 1941a: 24—35). In cases like $idkkoro next to socciri
(2) ‘bristly ox-tongue’, the quality of the final vowel may be due to paragoge (cf. §

8.15).

In conclusion, it is clear that only a subsection of the potential pre-Roman lexi-
con exhibits a vocalism that could point to vowel harmony. Since vowel assimi-
lation is frequent across the Sardinian dialects, the lexical evidence does not
enable us to corroborate the kind of pre-Roman vowel harmony that Serra (1960)
posits on the basis of vocalically “monotonous” toponyms like Arzana,
Semeéstene, Isili, Sorgono.

8.5  Conclusion

The evidence for the retrieval of phonological characteristics of the pre-Roman
language(s) is discussed in this chapter. We have observed that it is rather scarce
and of indirect nature. It is therefore impossible to offer a complete reconstruc-
tion of the phonological system of this language, if it was one language. However,
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we can make a number of preliminary inferences on the phonological tenden-
cies we have observed, and check whether or not they are homogenous across
Sardinia. If so, they could hold clues about the linguistic diversity on the island
prior to Roman conquest.

In § 8.2 and § 8.3, it has been shown that there are hardly any observable pat-
terns in the irregular alternations that we encounter, neither in the conso-
nantism, nor in the vocalism of the discussed material. This could be an indica-
tion that the pre-Roman language(s) of Sardinia were not strikingly different
from Latin in terms of their consonant and vowel inventories. The low number
of alternations in consonant quantity challenge the longstanding idea that voic-
ing alternation in stops is a characteristic of the “Mediterranean substrate” (e.g.
Bertoldi 1931: 134-137). On the other hand, there is evidence that the pre-Roman
Sardinian contained a phoneme, non-native to Latin, that merged with the out-
comes of Latin *kf and *t in Sardinian, i.e. *3 > §, ¢, ts (cf. § 8.1.3). The reflexes of
Sardinian *¢ are found in Punic loans, where it represents Pun. z (§ 8.1.2). This is
evidence that the variety of Punic spoken in Sardinia may have preserved the
affricate realization [dz] of this phoneme. In the northern part of Sardinia, some
forms contain s or ¢, which do not correspond to the regular outcomes of *$ (§
8.1.4). The geographical distribution of this phenomenon is rather inconsistent
however, and it cannot be ruled out that most instances of it are due to
sound-symbolic alterations of *& or other inherited consonants. As for the vowel
inventory of the pre-Roman Sardinian, there is not much evidence that it was
significantly different from that of Latin. All five inherited vowels (a, ¢, i, 0, u) are
attested in non-inherited words as well as in toponyms. There is no evidence for
length oppositions, as Sardinian merged Latin long and short vowels. In contrast
to Latin, there is no evidence for any vowel weakening process, as all five vowels
appear to occur both in stressed and unstressed syllables. Word-finally, all five
vowels are attested as well.

Phonotactically, a more limited set of root structures is attested in forms of likely
pre-Roman origin than in inherited forms (Wolf 1998a: 28-36)(§ 8.4). There is
evidence for pre-Roman language(s), including Punic, allowing word-final con-
sonants (§ 8.4.1). Beside final -s, which is preserved both in inherited (e.g. plural
-s) and in non-inherited words (e.g. liréis ‘viperine snake’), there is direct topo-
nymic evidence for word-final -/, -n and -r (e.g. Migil, Lacon, Mandar). The Ro-
man inscription containing the form NURAC presents potential evidence that *-k
too could be in word-final position (but cf. § 8.4.1.1). In modern Sardinian these
have been resolved largely with paragogic vowels. It is possible that some non-
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inherited words exhibiting word-final vowel variation originally ended in a final
consonant too (cf. § 8.4.1). The strongest cases among these still only point to
word-final *-r and *-s however. The evidence for word-final consonant clusters is
too limited to draw any firm conclusions (§ 8.4.1.3). Finally, while there are some
forms that adhere to the tendency of “vocalic monotony” described by Serra
(1960), there are too many counter-examples to reliably posit vowel harmony for
any pre-Roman language (§ 8.4.2). Additionally, some of the attested vocalic
“monotony” can be explained by means of assimilatory processes within Sardini-
an (Wagner 1941a: 24—35).

In conclusion, there is no strong evidence that the pre-Roman phonological
system was radically different from that of Latin. There is little to no evidence for
significant differences in phonological systems between various parts of Sardin-
ia. Non-inherited *¢ is attested across the island, and Wolf's (1998a: 36) re-
strictions on syllable structure identified for toponyms in the Barbagia, seem to
apply to lexical items attested in other regions too. This homogeneity is con-
sistent with the preexistence of a single language or closely related language
varieties across the island.






