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9 Morphology

Various Sardinian words of possible pre-Roman origin have been analyzed as
containing pre-Roman morphemes (e.g. Guarnerio 1904a; Guarnerio 1904b; Ter-
racini 1927; Wagner 1997: 254—280; Blasco Ferrer 1988: 173-178 etc.). In what fol-
lows, the evidence for the existence of pre-Roman affixes will be evaluated on
the basis of the relevant lexical material. A pre-Roman morpheme can most
confidently be posited on the basis of doublets consisting of variants with and
without the affix in question (§ 2.2.2). Once the “morpheme-hood” of a certain
sequence is established, it is possible to investigate its original function.

91  Prefixes

In the existing literature on the pre-Roman linguistic elements of Sardinia, the
identification of potential pre-Roman suffixes has received significantly more
attention than that of potential prefixes. This is possibly due to an In-
do-European or Romance typological bias, since in these language families deri-
vational morphology is predominantly suffix-based. For a non-attested language
that was in all likelihood unrelated to Indo-European however, there is no rea-
son to suspect a priori that it would have aligned typologically with In-
do-European in general and with Romance in particular. In the pre-Roman Sar-
dinian lexicon, there are in fact a number of recurring word-initial sequences
that appear to exhibit the alternations indicative of substrate morphemes.
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Figure g.1.1: Distribution of forms containing *4(V)-
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911 *kV-

First noted by Guarnerio (1904a: 58 fn. 2), there are words in the Sardinian lexi-
con that occur both with and without initial *4(V)-. Some of the corresponding
forms without *4(V)- have other initial sequences, while others do not. There are
six examples, all of which show an alternation.

F ithout
Meaning  Section Form with *k(V)- *Zz;n) withou Reconstr.  Alt.
Celery, fool Surgusa, tseliyus ,
AR §3.1.6 kugusa WIGHS, TSetyusa *ku-gusa v
watercress etc.
2 Mullein § 3112 kadumbuluetc.  timbara *ka-tuimb-
3 Pine tree § 3.312  kampingu etc. << Lat. pineus *ka(m)-pinju ?
4 Bedbug § 413 kurista rista *ku-rusta N
Silikérta, aliyért
5 Lizard § 4.3.2  kaluzerta etc. vuerta, atyerta *ka-la/ukerta V'
<< Lat. lacerta
6 Marten § 4.5.9 kassiBile etc. asstle, siBile *k-assibile

Table g.1.1: Forms containing *kV-

Especially notable is that two of the words that occur both with and without
*k(V)- are formed from inherited, Latin bases, i.e. Srd. kampingu ‘pine tree’ <
*kam-pinju << Lat. pineus ‘of the pine’ and Srd. kaluzérta < *ka-lukérta << Lat.
lacerta ‘lizard’. Additionally, the sequence *k(V)- alternates with *9(i)- in some
forms (e.g. 1: kugusa ~ tseliyiisa; 5: kaluzérta ~ Silikérta), which cannot be of in-
herited origin (cf. § 8.1.1; § 9.1.2). This is evidence that *4(V)- was a pre-Roman
prefix that could be added to Latin words (cf. Swanenvleugel 2024: 242—245).
Figure 9.1.1 is an overview of the distribution of forms containing *4(V)-. It has a
clearly southern distribution, being absent from the northern portion of Sardinia
(cf. also Swanenvleugel 2024: 244). This contrasts with the distribution of the
pre-Roman prefix *9(i)- (§ 9.1.2).

912  *9i)-

With regard to pre-Roman Sardinian, words starting in *$- are much discussed.
This phone cannot be regularly inherited from Latin in this position (§ 8.1.1).
From a semantic perspective, it has been noted that there are a substantial
amount of words referring to small animals starting in *%- (Forsyth Major 1893:
154; Guarnerio 1904a: 57—58; Wagner 1932: 223—224; Wagner 1997: 263). The ele-
ment has been compared to various phenomena in other languages, including
the Berber feminine prefix *#- (Wagner 1932: 223—224; 1997: 263). This is prob-
lematic because of a formal mismatch (cf. Blasco Ferrer 2011: 73). Pittau (1995:
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197) compares “%- to the Etruscan demonstrative pronoun ta/eta/ita, which runs

into similar formal problems, since Srd. *%- cannot directly go back to *#-. Alinei

(1984: 29) hypothesizes that all cases of *%i- are originally from Srd. S&u/tiu/tsiu

‘uncle’, da/tia/tsia ‘aunt’; ie. Silikérta < *9ia lakérta ‘aunt lizard’ (also Blasco

Ferrer 2011: 73). This is semantically unconvincing, at the very least for the plant

names like ‘poppy’ and ‘celery, fool’'s watercress’ that show evidence of *9- (see
Table g.1.2)(cf. Wolf 2011: 613 fn. 107). Like in the case of *AV- (§ 9.1.1), there are

some words that show an alternation between forms with and without *9(;)-.

Forms with

Forms without

Meaning Section (i) “9(0)- Reconst. Alt.

SoSordyu, . " [

1 Arum § 3.1.2 ; Sic. azzaru etc. *(-)adaréi-  ?
tattaroyu etc.

2 Celery, fool's §3.1.6 tseliyusa Surg/zfsa, *Siligisa v

watercress kugiisa etc.

3 Poppy § 3115 Sdnda etc. dnna *$-dnda N

4 Backswimmer § 4.1.2 tsirifruci *Silifurke X

5 gDr?sgs?lr;f;};er § 419 tsimpiliye [kadd’ e] pilikke *%i(m)-pilike

6 Earthworm  §4..10 dilingrone etc. *$iling(u)lone X

7 Grasshopper § 4.1.12 Silipirke etc. *Silipirke X

8 Gecko § 4.31 tilibbu *Silikwu X

kaluzeérta,
9 Lizard § 4.3.2 Silikerta etc. aliyérta *Yi-likerta N
<< Lat. lacerta

10 Skink, slug § 4.3.4 Silikukku etc. alicicu *Si-likitku v

1n Kestrel § 4.4.5 Zﬁ;gzﬁk(:cat *Silipri(kk)yu X

12 Kite § 4.4.6 Surulia, tirolia *urolia X
etc.

13 Bat § 4.5.2 Zf;:’::clll:i,u ete. tsirridlu etc.  *9i-Sur(r)- v
Sukru, ,

14 Neck §7.1.4 *Sukulu X

Suyulu etc.

Table 9.1.2: Forms containing *3(i)-
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Figure g.1.2: Distribution of forms containing *%- showing an alterna-

tion
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Like *kV- (§ 9.1.1), *9i- appears to have been added at least once to a Latin stem:
lacerta lizard’ >> *9i-likérta > Srd. dilikérta. This, and its alternations in other
words, e.g. ddnda ~ dnna ‘poppy’, Silikikku ~ aliciicu ‘slug’ etc., confirm that this
was indeed a morpheme in a pre-Roman Sardinian language (cf. Swanenvleugel
2024: 256—257). Figure 9.1.2 shows the distribution of forms in which the mor-
phemic status of *$(i)- is demonstrated by the existence of forms without *9(;)-.
In contrast to the distribution of *4(V)- (Figure g9.1.1), *$(¢)- has a more northern
distribution, being absent from the south-eastern portion of Sardinia (cf. also
Swanenvleugel 2024: 258). The relation between *A(V)- and *9(i)- is discussed in

§9.1.3.1.

9.1.2.1 *SVIV-[*tsVtsV-

A peculiar subset of words starting in *9(i)- show an initial sequence in *$V9V-,
as already noted by Forsyth Major (1893: 154) and Guarnerio (1904a: 60). These
forms all cooccur with forms that do not contain *$V4V-.

Forms with Forms without

Meaning Section VSV 3V Reconst. Alt.
sittsiyorru,
Snail, slug, kokorra,
1 tiSiyorru, tson- *dVIV-(k)6
! beetle, cicada § 4115 t‘tyorru son piddiyorru etc. (k)drmu
tsorra etc.
sintsilitya, Qilikukku, Salakukka,
Skink, sl .3. *QVIV-lukk
2 ink,slug § 434 Yad9aliikka etc. babbalitya tkka
3 Kite § 4.4.6 Cidculia, sittsulia tirolia, Surulia etc.  *%idulia v
Bat § ssintsimi ) tirriolu, *$idiriolu,
a 5.2  tsintsimirru etc.
4 45 tnestaTt Surrundéddu etc. *HSimitrru

Table 9.1.3: Forms containing *$V§V-

The examples are not uniform in nature. For Camp. sittsiyorru ‘slug, snail’, DES
(II: 422) proposes a compound of séttsiri ‘to put’ and kdrru ‘horn’. This does not
explain forms like tidiydrru and tsontsorra. It is in any case clear, however, that
these words for ‘snail, slug etc.” all contain the base kdrru ‘horn’ < Lat. cornu,
reshaped due to various sound-symbolic and folk-etymological processes
(§ 41.15). Additional evidence for a more recent sound-symbolic origin for some
of these forms is the fact that -ts- in Log. tsintsorra etc. does not have a regular
source (cf. § 8.1.4).
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*SVIV-

Figure g.1.3: Distribution of forms containing
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Moreover, we find a similar type of formation in a clearly onomatopoeic word
like 9i89ilikkos ‘tickles’, next to Jakkulittos, Seulittos, tsangulittas etc. (DES II:
549). Similar explanations are attractive for the other listed words as well. Sec-
ondary insertion of *$V3V- could thus perhaps explain $a9%aliikka ‘skink, slug’,
which corresponds irregularly to dilikiikku, Salakiikka (§ 4.3.4). Likewise, sittsulia
‘kite’ is nearly identical to more common tirolia, Surulia etc. < *%i/urolia but with
-tts- < *-§- instead of -r- (§ 4.4.6). Finally, tsintsimtirru ‘bat’ appears to be from the
base *%-%/ur- found in %Siriélu, Suduréddu etc. bat, but with influence of

murru ‘grey’ or of homophonous murru ‘muzzle’ (DES II: 556; cf. § 4.5.2).

Whatever the exact etymological details of these forms containing *3V9V-, they
seem largely of secondary nature. As a consequence, there is no strong evidence
that *V8V- was ever a morpheme in any pre-Roman language. This is in line
with the “diminutive” interpretation of this sequence proposed already by For-
syth Major (1893: 154). The distribution of forms containing *$V9V-, shown in
Figure 9.1.3 suggests that the tendency of introducing *3V9V- is found predomi-
nantly in the southern half of Sardinia.

9.1.2.2 *Sur-
There is a single word that shows alternation between *Sur-, *kV- and *9ili-:

Meani Secti Forms with Forms without R ¢ Alt
eanin ection econst. .
8 *Sur- *Sur-
Celery, fool’s Surgusa, kugtsa, ,
Y § 316 g o g. . *Sur-gusa v
watercress drugiisa tseliyusa etc.

Table 9.1.4: Forms containing *9ur-

At face value, the alternations suggest that *ur- was a distinct morphological
element in the pre-Roman source language of this word. However, according to
the criteria outlined in § 2.2.2, a single example does not constitute sufficient
evidence to reliably identify a pre-Roman morpheme. Paulis (1992: 141) proposes
a link between durgiisa ‘fool’s water cress, wild celery’ and orgosa, urgiisa ‘hu-
mid, marshy place’, but this implies a separation of the word from all other forms
denoting the same plants that also contain *-gisa, which is rather unattractive.
Whether Sur- in Surgiisa is a variant of *%i-, or whether $urgiisa rose through
association with orgosa, urgiisa ‘humid, shallow place’, is difficult to establish on
the basis of this example alone. Perhaps it is to be analyzed as *$-urgusa, for
which the form uryiisa (Orani) ‘fool’'s watercress’ (Blasco Ferrer 1988: 175) might
be evidence.
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9.1.2.3 *li-
Many of the words that start in *9-, listed in Table 9.1.2, contain a sequence *-/i-,
thus starting in *9ii-.
Meaning Section f‘:;:ls with f;;?s without Reconst. Alt.
Surgusa,
1 Celery, fool's §316  tseliyusa kug‘?is'a, atigusa *Yeli-kiisa v
watercress ote.
2 Backswimmer §4.a1.2  tsirifruci *Silifurke X
3 Earthworm § 4110  $ilingrone etc. *$iling(u)lone X
4 Grasshopper  § 4112 Silipirke etc. *Silipirke X
5 Gecko § 4.31  tilibbu *Silikwu X
kaluzeérta,
6 Lizard § 432  Silikértaetc. aliyérta << Lat. *ilikerta X
-lacerta
7  Skink, slug § 4.3.4  Silikikku etc. aliciicu *Silikiiku X
8 Kestrel § 4.4.5 Zﬁi,g:il;k(:{t’cat *Silipri(kk)u

Table 9.1.5: Forms containing *3ili-

In the case of dilikérta ‘lizard’ << Lat. lacerta, -li- can be equated with the first
syllable of the Latin form. The other etyma, on the other hand, do not have a
Latin etymology. This raises the question whether *-/i- might in fact be a separate
pre-Roman morpheme. There is a single form in which *-/i- demonstrably does
not belong to the lexical stem of the form in which it is attested, namely South
Log. tseliyisa ‘wild celery’ (Paulis 1992: 141). It seems to be related to forms like
Surgusa, kugusa and atigisa (Puddu 2023). The other etyma do not attest to any
alternations. Whether the frequent cooccurrence of *9- and *-li- is a matter of
chance, or a petrified remain of pre-Roman morphology, is difficult to establish
on the basis of the form tseliyiisa alone, not least because its variant Surgisa is
not fully explained either (cf. § 9.1.2.2). Unsurprisingly, Figure 9.1.4 shows that
the distribution of forms containing *9i/i- falls within the distribution of forms
with *9- (Figure 9.1.2).
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*Bili-

Figure g.1.4: Distribution of forms containing
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9..3  Pre-Roman prefixes in Sardinian

In previous scholarship, there has been much attention on *9:- as a potential pre-
Roman prefix (§ 9.1.2). However, as we have seen, there is also evidence for the
existence of a prefixed element *AV- (§ 9.1.1). In addition, there are some indica-
tions, albeit much less strong, that there may have been a prefix *-li- (§ 9.1.2.3).
The sequence *%ur- does alternate with other sequences, but its single occur-
rence precludes any confident conclusions on its origin (§ 9.1.2.2). The identifica-
tion of these apparent prefixes raises the question as to what their function was,
and what they reveal about the morphology of the pre-Roman language to which
they belonged.

9.1.3.1 The relation between *4(V)- and *9(i)-

We have seen that the identified prefixes *k(V)- and *3(i)- can occur on the same
stems: e.g. kaluzérta ~ dilikerta ‘lizard’, kugisa ~ tseliyusa ‘wild celery’. This sug-
gests they were present in the same language and that they had a similar func-
tion. As illustrated in Figure 9.1.1 and Figure 9.1.2 *k(V)- and *9(i)- have a different
geographical distribution, with *k(V)- occurring roughly in the southern half of
Sardinia, and *3(i)- being more common in the north (cf. Swanenvleugel 2024:
259—261). Since Sardinian *$- in Latin sources goes back to palatalized -#- and
-ci-, *9(i)- may have been a palatalized variant of *4(V)-. If one assumes this, mul-
tiple explanations are at hand for the variation between *k(V)- and *3(i)- (Swa-
nenvleugel 2024: 262—262). It could be conditioned by phonological factors, sup-
ported by the fact that *9- as a prefix is usually followed by the front vowel -i-.
The variation could alternatively be due to dialectal variation in pre-Roman
Sardinia, with *3(i)- being a variant of *k(V)- in northern Sardinia. In any case,
the proposed change from *k(V)- to *9(i)- cannot have happened in Latin or
Sardinian Romance, since inherited *ki- does not palatalize in Logudorese and
Nuorese, and palatalizes to ¢- in Campidanese, thus remaining distinct from *9-

> tsi-.

9.1.3.2 The function of *A(V)- and *$(:)-

By analyzing *k(V)- and *%(i)- as variants of the same pre-Roman morpheme, the
number of pre-Roman prefixes with sufficient evidence has been reduced to one
(*Sur- and *-li- being uncertain; § 9.1.2.2, § 9.1.2.3). In fact *(¢)- has been argued
to originally not be a prefix at all, but a morphosyntactic element similar to an
article (Wagner 1932: 223—224; 1997: 263; Pittau 1995: 197). The original grammati-
cal function of *k(V)- and *9(i)- is probably impossible to retrieve. Definiteness,
noun class, number, size, proximity, pejorativity etc., all belong to the possibili-
ties. This analysis comes closest to that of Pittau (1995: 197), although his com-
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parison of *9i- to the Etruscan demonstrative pronoun ita/eta/ta is formally
problematic. Intriguingly, Etruscan had a functionally identical demonstrative
pronoun ica/eca/ca (Wallace 2008: 59—63), which is formally a better compari-
son to Sardinian *k(V)->%

At some point in the history of Sardinian, *9:- spread to other parts of the lexi-
con. It was secondarily introduced in inherited words; e.g. Log. tilibba ‘bean pod’
< *9ilikwa, next to regular Camp. siBikkwa < Lat. siliqua ‘id.’ (DES II: 417); Jilikérta
‘lizard’, next to kaluZérta, aliyérta < Lat. lacerta ‘id.. It is furthermore found in
such expressive nouns as J99ilikkos ‘tickles’ (DES II: 549). It is difficult to estab-
lish to what extent the spread of *9- was the result of analogy to pre-Roman
words containing it, or of its productivity as an expressive marker. Serra (1956:
175) compares some Italian dialectal forms for ‘slug’, and ‘snail’ that seem to con-
tain a prefixed ca-/cia- too; e.g. Garganic calascerta ‘lizard’ (Rodi Garganico) <
Lat. lucerta ‘id.’, Abruzz. cacozza next to cozza (Citta Sant’Angelo) ‘slug’, Campan.
ciammarruca (Riardo, Versano) ‘snail’ etc. If and how these are related to Srd.
*k(V)- requires further research.

9.2  Suffixes

9.21 *Vi

Endings of the shape -Vi are common in Sardinian toponyms. They are found, for
instance, in the toponyms Olloldi, Orddi (It. Olzai), Baunéi, Gavéi etc.® These
were first identified as pre-Roman suffixes by Terracini (1927: 139). He argues
that this pre-Roman -V; may have had a function similar to Lat. -étum, which
forms collectives and is often used to denote places where specific plants grow;
e.g. pinétum ‘pine grove’ << pinus ‘pine’, vinétum ‘vineyard’ << vinum (Weiss
2009: 293). This interpretation of -V; is based on the observation that several
toponyms containing this apparent suffix seem to have been derived from plant
names of both pre-Roman and Latin origin; Canndi << kdnna ‘reed’ (Terracini
1927: 139), Tuvarai << tuvara ‘heather (Hubschmid 1963a: 151), Colovrai << ko-
[évru ‘snake’ etc. (Wagner 1997: 265).*” Serra (1956: 189) attentively notes that
various phonetic inputs could have yielded a sequence of the shape -Vj, and it is

*% For the potential relatedness between Etruscan and a pre-Roman language of Sardin-
ia, proposed by Pittau (1995), see § 10.4.

*%7 For many more examples, see Blasco Ferrer (1984a: 10-11), Wagner (1997: 265) and
Wolf (1998a: 53-55).

*%8 Note that the form Colostrais, recorded in Terracini (1927: 139) and compared to Srd.
golostri etc. ‘holly’ by Bertoldi (1928: 231), is erroneous for Tolostrai (Serra 1956: 182-183).
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therefore unlikely that all toponyms in *-V; contain the same pre-Roman mor-
pheme (cf. Wolf 1998a: 74—75 for examples).

Whereas Terracini (1927: 139) simply notes that -di, -é; etc. could have had a func-
tion similar to Lat. -étum, this has generally been taken to mean that -Vi was
originally a pre-Roman collective suffix (Wagner 1997: 265; Hubschmid 1963a;
Wolf 1998a: 53). Fact is however, that the pre-Roman Sardinian suffix -V; is over-
whelmingly attested in toponyms, many of which are semantically opaque (cf.
also Serra 1956: 204—205). It is not fully clear to me why its identification as a
collective is preferable over interpreting it simply as a suffix denoting a place. So,
instead of analyzing Canndi and Tuvardi as collective ‘bunch of reed’ and ‘bunch
of heather’ respectively, we may consider an analysis like ‘place where reed
grows’, ‘place where heather grows’. Such an interpretation is closer to the func-
tion of Lat. -étum, and would also explain why -Vj is so frequent in toponyms.
Furthermore, the fact that the few transparent placenames with -V; are derived
from plant names, does not imply that pre-Roman -Vi was attached to plant
names only. The vast majority of toponyms ending in -V; is semantically opaque,
and may well have been derived from nouns in different semantic domains.
Table g.2.1is an overview of the lexical evidence for pre-Roman *-Vj.

Meaning Section Form Reconst. Alt.
sattsardi, tattardyu, »
1 Arum § 3.1.2 ; od *Sadardi X
$0dJordyu etc.
Cockroach, darklin: . .
2 & § 417  sisdya, seiséi etc. *sisaja, *seisei X

beetle
Table g.2.1: Lexical forms containing -V;

Only three lexical words discussed in § 3 — 7 exhibit an ending *.Vj, of which one
(golléi ‘platean’) is of Latin origin (§ 5.1.11). The two remaining examples are pre-
dominantly attested with a vowel following the sequence -Vj-. This contrasts
with what we find for toponyms in I/:t, which rather alternate with forms in final
accented vowels; e.g. Olloldi ~ earlier Ollala; Lodé ~ earlier Lotdé, Lodey (Wolf
1988: 868—869). Because of a lack of related forms that do not contain *-Vj, there
is no positive evidence that this sequence was ever a separate morpheme in
these two words. Therefore, a connection with the hypothetical toponymic suffix
*.Vj cannot be proven. As a consequence, the Sardinian lexicon does not provide
evidence for the existence of a pre-Roman suffix -V, regardless of whether it had
a collective or a locative function. Nevertheless, its preponderance in Sardinian
toponymy still makes its morphemic status plausible.
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9.2.2  *-Vk-

Endings of the shape *-Vk- are often found in toponyms; e.g. Piaghe (It. Ploaghe)
< OSrd. Ploauake, Plavaki; Carzeghe (It. Cargeghe) < Osrd. Carieke; Lo?omare;
Ortoi?e; etc. This sequence has been interpreted as a pre-Roman suffix (Wagner
1952: 17-18; Hubschmid 1963a: 165-167; Wolf 1998a: 74). In the lexicon, the same
ending is notably present in the word nurdke ‘nuraghe’, which is almost certainly
of pre-Roman origin.

A complicating factor for the identification of instances of pre-Roman *-Vk- is
the fact that this sequence also has Latin sources. Primarily, it can be directly
inherited for Latin words with suffixes -ax, -ix, -ex or -ox; e.g. Lat. ferax ‘fertile’,
cimex, -icem ‘bed-bug’, cornix ‘crow’, atrox ‘fierce’ etc. (cf. Weiss 2009: 305-307).
Of these, especially Lat. -ax > Srd. -dke, -dye, -dZi has had some degree of produc-
tivity; e.g. predd?e (Fonni) ‘animal trap’ << préda ‘stone’ (Wagner 1952: 20). Other
sources of Sardinian -dke, -dye, -dzi are loans from Greek, Catalan, Spanish and
Italian (Wagner 1952: 20). Unaccented -ike, “iye, “iZi has spread secondarily as
well, first by accent shifts in inherited forms (e.g. Nuor. prédike ‘partridge’ <<
*perdike < Lat. perdix), and later by productive suffixation (e.g. lattiirike (Bitti)
‘spurge’ << Lat. lactoris), particularly in the Nuorese dialects (Wagner 1952: 22—
23). The productivity of these inherited suffixes raises the question whether a
pre-Roman suffix -Vk- needs to be posited at all. After all, the semantic opacity of
most pre-Roman toponyms hinders any confident identification of -Vk- as a suf-
fix. Therefore, the acceptance of a pre-Roman -Vk- largely depends on the ques-
tion whether the presence of this ending on lexical items of probable pre-Roman
origin is original or due to productive extension of the same suffix from the in-
herited lexicon.

We will now turn to the lexical material discussed in § 3 — 7 whose stems end in
-Vk- and which are therefore candidates for containing a suffix -Vk-. The material
will be discussed separately according to the vowel in the ending.

9.2.2.1 *~dk-

All potentially pre-Roman Sardinian words ending in *-ak-, are stressed on the
ending. This is in line with the behaviour of *-ak- in inherited words, which con-
tinue Lat. -ax. Excluding survdke ‘horsetail’ (cf. DES II: 450), which has been de-
rived from survare ‘to whistle’ by Paulis (1992: 384), there are three candidates
(Table 9.2.2).
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Meaning Section Form Reconst.  Alt.
1 Oleander §3.311  neuldke, leondrzu, leondgi etc. *leondke  ?
2 Cockroach, beetle § 4.1.6 meldye, melogi etc. *meldke X
3 Nuraghe §5.2.2  nurdke, nurdye, nurdzi, NURAC *nurdk(e) X

Table g9.2.2: Forms containing *-dk-

The obvious starting point for a discussion regarding hypothetical pre-Roman
-Gk- is the word nurdke, nurdye, nurdzi ‘nuraghe’, which refers to the distinctive
and typically Sardinian monuments pre-dating the Roman presence on the is-
land. The word is actually attested in a Latin inscription as NURAC on a nuraghe
itself. While some have analyzed *nurdke of an *-dk-derivation of a stem *nur-,
which is supposedly found in Old Sardinian toponyms such as Nora, Nure (Ter-
racini 1927: 140; 1936: 55; Wagner 1952: 18; Hubschmid 1953: 45; Blasco Ferrer
2010a: 108-109, 115; 2011: 83), this analysis rests on formal similarity only.” The
same goes for the few names of nuraghes starting in nur- (e.g. Nuridda; Hub-
schmid 1953: 45). As long as a semantic value of the element nur- cannot be es-
tablished, it cannot be ruled out that *nurak- was monomorphemic.*”

The same issue affects the two other words containing *-dk-, ie. neuldke,
leondrzu, leondgi etc. ‘oleander’ and meldye etc. ‘cockroach, beetle’. The word for
‘oleander’ does exhibit an apparent alternation between *-dke and *-driu, but
leondrzu may have been reshaped from expected **leondzi < *leondke, rather
than being formed independently from a root *leon-. Paulis (1992: 419—420) pro-
poses that neuldke ‘oleander’ is a derivation from inherited néula ‘mist’ by means
of the supposed pre-Roman suffix -dke. As discussed in § 3.3.11, this does not
satisfactorily explain other attested forms, including leondrzu, leondgi etc. Never-
theless, if Paulis is right, it is difficult to dismiss the possibility that -dke is in fact
the suffix inherited from Lat. -a@x, which was somewhat productive in Sardinian
(Wagner 1952: 20). For meldye ‘cockroach, beetle’, there is no internal evidence
for -dk- functioning as a suffix altogether. Meldye has been proposed by Paulis
(1983: 52) to be of Byzantine origin, in which case it is irrelevant to the question
whether *-dk- existed as a pre-Roman suffix.

We are thus left with a single Sardinian word that is both undoubtedly of
pre-Roman origin and in which the presence of *-dk- is original, namely nurdke

*% For a discussion of the proposed connection between Srd. nurdke etc. and niirra ‘shaft;
pile’, cf. § 5.2.2.
270

A connection between -dk- in *nurdke and the Basque plural marker -ak (Blasco Ferrer
2010a: 115) is out of the question; cf. § 5.2.2.
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‘nuraghe’. The relevance of the next best candidate, neuldke, leondgi ‘oleander’,
depends on one’s interpretation of its etymology. Neither nurdke nor neuldke,
leondgi offer compelling evidence for the view that *-dk- was suffixal however.
Without suffix-less bases of the type *nur-, *neul-/*leon-, there is no compelling
reason not to treat nurdke ‘nuraghe’ and neuldke, leondgi ‘oleander’ as originally
monomorphemic formations.

9.2.2.2 *-ik-

There is some evidence for the existence of a pre-Roman ending *-ik- (Table
9.2.3). We encounter forms with stressed -ik- as well as with unstressed “ik-. Both
of these also occur in the inherited lexicon, where they go back to Latin words in
-ix and -ex respectively.

Forms

Meaning Section Forms with *-ik- . . Reconst. Alt.
without *-ik-
Poi
y | oeon §311  uddiriyu buddurietc.  *vulluri-ku
hemlock
Poldsti?e, goldstie, , ,
2 Holly §3.3.7 O,OS L & gotostire goldstiu etc.  *golésti-ke
olostriye
3 Maple §3.3.9  kostike, kostiye kosti *kosti-ke N
4 Spider § 4114  soléiya, soloiya *solo(C)ika X
tsarriya, tserriyu, ,
5 Worm § 4117 Sarryd, Berriyit *$Vrroik- X

tsorroiyu etc.

Table 9.2.3: Forms containing *-ik-

The first three words in Table g.2.3 denote plants. All three of them show an
alternation between forms with and without unstressed *ik-. This is good evi-
dence that */ik- in these words is of suffixal origin. Interestingly, in all three cases
the suffix-less forms end in the vowel -i, making an analysis of this suffix as *-&-
more appropriate. All three phytonyms are generally taken to be of pre-Roman
origin, which again suggests that *-(/)k- was a pre-Roman suffix. However, Wag-
ner (1952: 23) notes that in the Nuorese dialects, unstressed *‘ik- is sometimes
secondarily added to inherited bases; e.g. lattiirike (Bitti) ‘spurge’ < Lat. lactoris;
Nuor. greméddikes (pl.) ‘twins’ << Lat. gemellus.

The details of this addition of *“ik- to inherited words are slightly different than
those in uddduriyu (1), Polosti?e (2) and kostike (3)(see Table g.2.3). All instances
of ‘ik- in pre-Roman words are found in roots that ended in -i. The inherited
examples of latturike and greméddikes, on the other hand, show that Zik- could be
added to inherited consonant stems as well as thematic stems. Nevertheless, it
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still cannot be ruled out that the addition of %(i)4- to the originally pre-Roman
words for ‘poison hemlock’, ‘holly’ and ‘maple’ is the result of the same secondary
productivity of Zik-, perhaps aided by the fact that these words already ended in
-i. As a consequence , they do not constitute compelling evidence for the exist-
ence of accented “({)k- as a pre-Roman suffix. The remaining two words, which
both refer to animals, show either stressed -ik- (5: tsarriya, tsorroiyu), or an alter-
nation between stressed and unstressed -ik- (4: solofya ~ soloiya). This alterna-
tion has been argued to be secondary (cf. Wagner 1941a: 2—3; 1952: 23). At any
rate, neither of these examples exhibits variants without -ik-, making the identi-
fication of -ik- as a suffix problematic. Note furthermore that soloéya, soldiya (4)
‘spider’ is probably related to Lat. solifuga, solipuga (§ 4.114), which clearly does
not contain -ik-. For a discussion on the phonological discrepancies between
these forms, see § 8.2.1.1.

9.2.2.3 On the existence of pre-Roman *-Vk-

On the basis of the forms discussed above, there is hardly any compelling evi-
dence for the existence of a pre-Roman suffix -Vk-, whatever its vocalism.
Whereas it is beyond doubt that there were pre-Roman words ending in such a
sequence, most notably *nurak- ‘nuraghe’, we cannot conclude with confidence
that this sequence was an independent morpheme rather than a part of the lexi-
cal root. This also applies to the various toponyms ending in -Vk- listed by Wag-
ner (1952:17-18) and Wolf (1998a: 74). Conversely, for those words that do exhibit
alternation between forms with and without unstressed Zik-, it cannot be ruled
out that we are dealing with secondary productivity of an inherited morpheme.

9.2.3 *-[-

Forms ending in -VI- are well-represented among pre-Roman Sardinian topo-
nyms (Terracini 1927: 142; Hubschmid 1963a: 163—165; Wolf 1998a: 5859, 64-65).
In addition, the ending -VI- occurs in various lexical words too. As a potential
pre-Roman suffix, it has received less attention than *-Vi (§ 9.2.1) and *-Vk- (§

9.2.2).

9.2.3.1 *-al-

Wolf (1998a: 58—59) records several Barbaricine toponyms ending in unaccented
‘al-. This is unlikely to go back to Latin, as in Latin unstressed short vowels in
open syllables were largely reduced to -i- in open syllables, or to -u- before { pin-
guis (Weiss 2009: 116-117). As with all affixes discussed in this study, the question
is whether -a/- was originally a suffix in fact rather part of the stem. In the lexical
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material discussed in § 3 — 7, there are two words that contain this sequence (see

Table 9.2.4).

Meaning Section  Formswith *-al-  Reconst. Alt.
1 Clothes moth § 4.15 ndstala, landsta *ndstala (?7) X
2 Waterbasin, stream § 5127  Surgalu etc. *Surgalu X

Table 9.2.4: Forms containing *-al-

In the case of the word for ‘clothes moth’, there is some discussion whether
ndstala or landsta is the original form of the word. If landsta is original, then this
word does not contain a suffix -al-. In any case, neither ndstala ‘clothes moth’ nor
Surgalu ‘waterbasin, stream’ exhibit any alternation that can be taken as evi-
dence for -al- being a suffix. On the basis of these data there is thus no reason to
posit the existence of a pre-Roman morpheme -al-.

9.2.3.2 *-el-

The sequence -é/- occurs in various Sardinian toponyms of plausible pre-Roman
origin (Serra 1956: 203—204; Wolf 1998a: 64). A pre-Roman suffix -é/- is posited in
DES (II: 481) for a single lexical word: tevéle ‘tilled land’. However, a similar end-
ing is found in [pan’] ispéli ‘acorn bread’ (see Table g.2.5).

Meaning Section Formswith *-e/- Reconst. Alt.
1 Tilledland §6..8  téle, tevéle “tleviele X
2 Acornbread §6.2.1 [pan’] ispéli *ispéli X

Table 9.2.5: Forms containing *-el-

Wagner (DES II: 481) reconstructs tevéle as *tev-éle, with -éle as an original suffix.
This is based on the occurrence of various toponyms ending in -éle, -é/i. However,
without alternating forms of this word and without any other words containing
-éle, the evidence for *-ele/*-eli as a pre-Roman suffix is solely based on topo-
nyms. This renders the identification of the ending -éle in téle, tevéle ‘tilled land
etc.’ rather speculative — the lexical base may well have been monomorphemic.
The same applies to ispéli ‘acorn bread’, which does not offer any evidence for -é/i
being a suffix either.

9.2.3.3 *-il-

The sequence -ile, both accented and unaccented, is found in various Sardinian
toponyms and lexical words (Table 9.2.6). It has been identified as a suffix and
compared to ancient North-African and Iberian toponyms (Meyer-Liibke 192s5:
77; Terracini 1927: 142; Wagner 1997: 257; Hubschmid 1963a: 152—-153). Serra (1956:
203) argues that -ile was secondarily introduced in some inherited words, by



Morphology 439

influence of pre-Roman “Afro-Ibero-Sardinian” words. Wolf (1998a: 59, 64) pre-
sents several toponyms that end in accented -ifle or unaccented “ile, but he does
not offer direct evidence that these sequences are separate morphemes.

Forms Forms
Meaning Section Reconst. Alt.
g with *-ile without *-ile
Bermuda
1 " § 321 oroddasile orodddsu *(nodu-)ollds-ile v
grass
2 Weed §3.2.6 nurile *nurile

kassifile, assile

3 Marten § 4.5.9 ) *(k)assibile X
etc.

Plat

4 ( zse)au § 5113 séttile séttia, séttiu *sétt(i)-ile v
etc.
Secluded

5 p(;:clel ¢ § 51.24 Ospile *dspile

6 Summit §51.26 tezile *tekile

Table 9.2.6: Forms containing *-ile

In two examples, the ending -ile is accented (2: nurile, 6: tezile). In the other four,
it is unaccented. We find an alternation between suffixed and un-suffixed forms
in two words only: orodddsile ~ orodddsu (1) ‘Bermuda grass’ and séttile ~ séttiu
(4) ‘plateau (etc.)'. For the other forms, the status of -fle/“ile as a suffix is less cer-
tain. Moreover, both Srd. -/le and Zile are also inherited from Lat. -ilis and -ilis and
form productive derivations in Sardinian (Wagner 1952: 40—44). For oroddadsile
and séttile it is therefore probable that “ile is in fact due to productivity of a suffix
inherited from Latin.

There is thus no convincing lexical evidence for -ile being a pre-Roman suffix.
For the majority of the relevant words it is impossible to judge whether -ile did or
did not originally belong to the lexical stem. For dspile ‘secluded place’ (5) it may
be noted that it has been compared to Bq. ospel ‘shadowy place’ (Wagner 1932:
227; DES 1I: 198), which according Trask (2008: 320) may contain the root *bel
‘dark’.”” If this is correct, the “ile in dspile cannot be an original suffix.

9.2.3.4 On the existence of pre-Roman *-VI-

As in the case of *-Vk- (§ 9.2.2.3), the lexical data do not provide sufficient evi-
dence for the existence of any pre-Roman suffix of the shape *-VI-. The only
words that do show an alternation are orodddsile ~ orodddsu ‘Bermuda grass’ and
séttile ~ séttiu, but -ile and “ile are in fact also inherited suffixes. The fact that the
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See § 10.3 for a discussion of the proposed Sardinian-Basque comparanda.
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lexical material does not provide evidence for a suffix (or several different suffix-
es) *-VI- does not preclude that it is a suffix in pre-Roman toponymic forms (Ter-
racini 1927: 142; Hubschmid 1963a: 163-165; Wolf 1998a: 58-59, 64—65). It may
well be that the lexical evidence simply is too scarce. There is however also a
reasonable possibility that at least some of the attested sequences -VI- are origi-
nally no suffixes, but integral parts of the stem, both in lexical and toponymic
forms.

*

9.2.4 *-n

9.2.4.1 *Vn-

Various pre-Roman Sardinian toponyms end in unaccented ‘Vn- (Hubschmid
1963a: 170; e.g. Wolf 1998a: 58). The same ending is found in a small number of
lexical items (Table g.2.7).

Meaning Section Formswith **Vn- Reconst. Alt.

1 Galingale §3.2.3  séssene etc. *sessene X
2 Resin §3.4.5  tsonkine etc. *Yonkene X
3 Bat § 4.51 CiZini etc. *kikin- X
4 Border § 5.2 lakkana etc. *ldkkana X

Table 9.2.7: Forms containing *“Vn-

None of the words in Table 9.2.7 show an alternation between variants with and
without final *“Vn-. The existence of a pre-Roman suffix *Vn- can therefore not
be established on the basis of the lexical evidence.

9.2.4.2 *-one

The sequence -one, including its regular dialectal correspondents, is frequent in
the Sardinian lexicon. It has various sources. Mainly, it continues the suffix of
Latin nouns in -6 (cf. Weiss 2009: 309—314), which like in other Romance lan-
guages is productive as an augmentative suffix (Wagner 1952: 57-58). Terracini
(1936: 59—60) notes however that there is a significant number of evidently non-
native words ending in the same suffix in Latin sources. Among these are the
animal names lalisiones, musmones, theldones attested in Pliny. This leads Ter-
racini to suggest that all instances of the Latin suffix -one were eventually bor-
rowed from non-Indo-European languages that Latin was in contact with. This is
too bold a statement, as it is generally held that Lat. -0, -onem continues the IE
-n-stems (Weiss 2009: 309). Nevertheless, it remains plausible that the increased
productivity o *-one in the Romance languages is the result of a conflation of the
suffix -one in both inherited and non-inherited words. Table 9.2.8 shows the non-
inherited Sardinian etyma ending in -one.
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Forms Forms
Meaning Section . . . s Reconst. Alt.
with *-one without *-one
Annual
1 § 311 kadone etc. *katone X
mercury
Celery, fool’s
2 T §3.1.6  furgusone Surgusa *Surgus-one Vv
watercress
3 Smilax §3.315  tittione etc. tétti *tetti-one N
4 Strawberrytree §3.316 olidone etc. *olidone X
Strawberry tree lisone, bilisone, .
5 . Y §3318 ... . *lis(irj)-one
fruit lisirione
6 Earthworm § 4110  Siling(r)one tilinga, tilingu  *%iling(ul)-one v
kulurdzone, .
7  Plover § 4.4.7 e . *kulVrione X
kulirgoni etc.
8 Robin § 4.410  grisoi grisi *gris-one v
murvoni, B .
9 Mouflon § 4.5.10 . miirva *mufr-one v
muyrone etc.
10 Rock crevice § 5.1.20 marayoni *marakone X
u Pile of rocks § 5.2.3  margangoni *marganione X
Tangle/bundle of barrasone, ba-
12 gle/ 7.2.4 barrasdlu etc. *bar(r)Vs-one
wood risone etc.

Table 9.2.8: Forms containing *-one

Seven of the twelve words exhibit a morphological alternation that shows that
-one is indeed a suffix.*”” Because of the productivity of inherited -one however, it
is impossible to demonstrate that -one was already present in the respective
pre-Roman source words. In fact, words like tittione and lisirione show that -one
was added to #étti and lisiri- at a late stage, since the inherited clusters *-ttj- and
*-ri- would be expected to yield **-t¢- and **-gg- respectively in the dialects in
which these variants are attested. Possibly, the addition of -one was a strategy of
incorporating non-inherited nouns into the native lexicon. Some of the words in
Table 9.2.8, although probably not inherited from Latin, are attested with the
same suffix already in Classical times: kadone (1; cf. Lat. catone), olidone (4; cf.
Lat. unedo), and murvone (9; cf. Lat. mufron). With the exception of Lat. mufron
‘mouflon’, which specifically refers to a Sardinian and Corsican animal, these
words are not restricted to Sardinia and are thus not indicative of a specifically
pre-Roman Sardinian suffix *-one. Despite the uncertainty of the origin of *-one
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Although both lisone and lisirione ‘strawberry tree fruit’ contain -one, the fact that the
element -iri- occurs between lis- and -one in lisirione, suggests that -one is a separate
morpheme.
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in individual words, its frequent occurrence on Sardinian words of probable
pre-Roman origin, as well as on pre-Roman toponyms of Sardinia (Terracini 1936:
59—-60; Wolf 1998a: 63—64), indicates that there may have been a morpheme
*-on- in pre-Roman Sardinian. In the process of language shift to Latin, this
pre-Roman *-on- merged with the various inherited and non-inherited sources of
Latin and Romance *-one and became a productive suffix. Because of this confla-
tion however, it is impossible to determine with certainty which words contain
pre-Roman -one, and which productively added *-one of inherited Latin origin.

9.2.5 *-nk-

Suffixes of the type *-nk- have often been posited for toponyms and lexical words
in other regions of the Mediterranean (e.g. Hubschmid 1963a: 157). There is one
instance in which we encounter an ostensible alternation of forms with and
without an apparent suffix -(a)nka. The element in question is kaldnka ‘rock
crevice, precipice, cave’ (§ 5.1.19), which may be derived from kdla ‘(animal) shel-
ter; sheltered place’ (§ 5.1.3)(Table 9.2.9).

F F
Meaning Section “::llln :_n e w(i):llllzlt _— Reconst.  Alt.
Rock ice, *kdla ‘animal den’
¢ .c.reV1ce § 5119 kaldnka afa animatden *kaldnka
precipice, cave (§5.1.3)

Table 9.2.9: Forms containing *-nk-

Both kdla and kaldnka have wide-spread correspondents in the western Mediter-
ranean Romance languages. The presumed suffix-hood of *-(a)nka is predomi-
nantly based on the semantic proximity of *kdla and *kaldnka, and on the exist-
ence of other non-inherited words ostensibly containing the same suffix, such as
*barrank- ‘gorge’, and *palank- ‘roller, beam’ (FEW II: 56). However, the presence
of both *barrank- and *palank- in Sardinian is due to borrowing from Spanish or
Catalan (cf. DES I: 181, II: 207). Moreover, Romance *palanka hails back to Gr.
pdAayé, -oyyos ‘roller, beam’ (FEW VIII: 356). Besides the coexistence of phono-
logically and semantically similar *kdla and *kaldnka the only other lexical evi-
dence for *-nk- as a suffix is found in formations like Log. troddidnkulu, Camp.
troddidnculu ‘someone who farts’ << troddidre ‘to fart’ and Log. piBidnkulu ‘cud-
dly’ << pifiu ‘caress’ (Wagner 1952: 113). In this type of formation, -ank- clearly has
an affectionate meaning. A diminutive meaning is found for -onk-, in Camp.
pillonku ‘skin, film’ << pillu ‘layer’ (Wagner 1952: 112). These uses of -(a)nk- and
-onk- can hardly explain kaldnka ‘rock crevice, precipice, cave’ as a derivation
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from kdla ‘(animal) shelter; sheltered place’ and are likely unrelated morphologi-
cal elements.

The sequence *-nk- is reported to be rare in Sardinian toponyms by Hubschmid
(1963a: 157). It is not mentioned at all in the toponymic studies by Wolf (1998a)
and Blasco Ferrer (2o1u: 82-85). This reduces the evidence of *-nk- as a
pre-Roman derivational suffix to a single lexical word, which is not sufficient to
substantiate its existence in any pre-Roman Sardinian language. One possible
explanation for the coexistence of kdla and kaldnka is that they are in fact not
etymologically related, but two distinct monomorphemic words *kal(a) and
*kalank(a) that entered Sardinian from a pre-Roman source. Alternatively, if one
does not want to give up the link between these two words, it is possible to as-
sume that Srd. kaldnka entered Sardinian in more recent times from one of the
other Romance languages in which it occurs.””

*

9.2.6 -r-

Endings containing non-geminate *-r- can be divided into accented *-iri
(§ 9.2.6.1) and unaccented *“Vr- (§ 9.2.6.2). The latter in particular has frequently
been discussed as a potential pre-Roman morpheme.

9.2.6.1 *-uri
The ending -uri occurs on two plant names recorded in DES (Table g.2.10).

Meaning Section Forms with *-iri Forms without *-iiri Reconst. Alt.

Poison bidduri, budduri  buddaru, ddiddulu L.
1 § 3111 vull-ari
hemlock etc. etc.
karkuri, krukkiri
2 Ropegrass §3.2.5 ariurt RrurEur *kalkuri X

etc.

Table 9.2.10: Forms containing *-iri

*78 Bottiglioni (1929: 58) suggests a similar scenario for Cors. calanca too, making Corsican
an unlikely source for the Sardinian forms.
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The various forms for ‘hemlock’ are built from a root budd- < *vull- with different
suffixes: budduri < *b/vull-uri ~ buddaru < *bull-ar- (cf. § 9.2.6) etc. This suggests
that -uri was originally a distinct morpheme in the source language of this
non-inherited word. In karkiri we do not find an alternation. It has been inter-
preted by Paulis (1992: 269) as a pre-Roman word that was folk-etymologically
influenced by Camp. krdkkili, krdkkiri ‘thick bush, dense thickets’. Paulis (1992:
269) further mentions the form pistidduiri, a variant of pistiddore ‘stinging nettle’,
of sound-symbolic origin (cf. DES II: 280).

Despite the scarcity of the relevant material, there appears to be sufficient evi-
dence to identify -iiri as an originally pre-Roman suffix. It is impossible to say
anything about its function based on only two forms. Not much can be deduced
from the geographical distribution of forms with *-uri either (Figure g.2.1). Wolf
(1998a: 68) lists some Barbaricine toponyms in -uri, which may or may not con-
tain the same element.

9.2.6.2 *Vr-

Unstressed *“Vr has frequently been discussed with regard to pre-Roman Sardin-
ian morphology. Terracini (1927: 139) first observed the existence of older forms
of toponyms like Mandara for present day Mandas, and Gennor for later Gennos.
Because of the replacement of this element “ar(a)/“or with the regular nominal
plural suffix, he hypothesizes that Zar/or may have been a plural ending. This
interpretation is adopted by Wagner (1997: 264), Hubschmid (1963a: 175), Blasco
Ferrer (1984a: 10; 2019: 39), Paulis (1985: 232a), and Pittau (1995: 196-197). Un-
stressed endings of the type ‘Vr are common in other Sardinian toponyms as
well, including in the longer sequence -VnnVr (Serra 1956: 184; Hubschmid 1963a:
174-175; Wolf 1998a: 59—61). In addition, many lexical words of non-Latin origin
end in unaccented “Vr. The question is whether these too are consistent with the
analysis of “Vr as a plural ending. Table g.2.11 contains all etyma that end in un-
stressed *X(V)r-.

Meani Secti Forms Forms R ¢ Alt
eanin, ection econst. .
g ! with *2Vr-  without *Vr-
Bristl Siokkoro,
1 HIsty § 314 [,OW,O,m *SiokkVr- X
ox-tongue SOCCLri etc.
buddaru, budduiri, ddiddul ,
2 Poison hemlock § 3.1.11 ,u_ dard uddurs, dauddui *vull-Vr- v
udduru etc.
3 Mullein § 3112  tumbara kadumbu etc. *tumb-ar-
Poppy § 3115 tzandhara  a%dnda, tdnda etc. *$dnda-r-
5  Wild teasel § 3.1.22  billdttiri billétti *bilictti-r-
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Forms Forms
Meaning Section with Vi~ without *Vr- Reconst.  Alt.
yuru, Gir
6  Watercress § 3.1.24 guyurt, gurd *iugur- X
etc.
Knotgrass; sintsiri, ,
7 8 . §3.2.4 L i *Sindur X
horsetail sintsurru
tiora, tuvara
8  Heather 3. ' ' *tifVr-
3335 tuvera etc. 4y
9 Rosemary §3.314 tsippiri etc. *$ibbir
St b t
10 r?w ey tree § 3.318  lisirione lisone etc. *lis-iri-one
fruit
tdsaru,
un Yew §3323 . tdsulu *tdasVr- ?
tasuru etc.
boddoro
iperb 4. e *bollVi X
12 Juniper berry  §3.4.3 boddero oltVro
13  Walnut §3.4.8  kokkoro kokkolo *kokkoro  ?
14 Grasshopper  § 4111 pibittsiri etc. pifiddiu etc. *pipidi-r-
Robin, wagtail; . brindis, )
15 wagt § 449 prindiri L vt, *brink/é-
hare princottu etc.
Fawn, lamb; bittara, bi-
16 W § 4.5.5 ' ‘ bita, bitti etc. *bitt-Vr-
female mouflon turu
léppere, lép-
17 Hare § 4.5.8  poro, léppuri *leppVr- X
etc.
18 Hillock §51.6  moyoro etc. *mokor-
Rock outcrop-
19 P §5121  ton(n)eri *tonneri
ping
20 Rocky plain § 5.1.23  tséppara Theppage (Top.)  *9éppar-  ?

Table 9.2.11: Forms containing unstressed *“Vr-*7

*7* The addition of -one in this word must have taken place at a relatively recent date (cf.

§ 9.2.4.2).
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® Forms with *:Vr- showing alternation

Figure g.2.2: Distribution of forms with *“Vr- showing an alternation
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At least two of the etyma ending in “Vr are of probable Punic origin: sintsiri,
sintsurru (7) ‘knotgrass, horsetail’, cf. Pun. senzur, zenzur ‘id.’; and tsippiri etc. (9)
‘rosemary’, cf. Pun. zibbir ‘id.” Since these forms were borrowed integrally from
the language of the Punic colonists, it is evident that at least here the ending “Vr
was not a separate morpheme and in general unrelated to the words presumably
originating in the native pre-Roman languages of Sardinia.

9.2.6.2.1 Alternating *“Vr-

Of the remaining words, eight show an alternation between forms with and
without */(V)r-. For a few others, the evidence for an alternation is less strong.
The alternation tdsaru ~ tdsulu (1) ‘yew’ could be due to secondary replacement
with -ul-; the same goes for kokkoro ~ kokkolo ‘walnut’. In the alternation tséppa-
ra ~ Theppage (20) ‘rocky plain’, the etymological relationship between the two
forms is uncertain, due to the latter being a toponym. Figure g.2.2 shows the
distribution of forms in which the morphemic status of *‘Vr- is guaranteed by
alternations; they occur across Sardinia.

9.2.6.2.2 Vocalism of *Vr-

As for the vocalism of the suffix *“Vr, we predominantly find ‘ar- (9x), less fre-
quently “or- (6x) and “ir- (4x, excluding sintsiri and tsippiri which are of Punic
origin). The vocalisms ‘er- (3x) and ‘ur- (4x) cooccur mainly with other variants,
suggesting an assimilatory or dissimilatory origin. In pi8i$%iri and possibly in
tzandhara, the suffix is simply *-r- without a vowel; cf. pii$%iu and 9dnda re-
spectively. In some cases the vowel in the suffix is identical to the preceding
stressed vowel (e.g. 15: princiri), seemingly in line with the vowel harmony pro-
posed for pre-Roman Sardinian (§ 8.4.2). In other cases, however, the vowel in
the suffix is different from the stressed vowel (e.g. 1: sd¢ciri, 4: tumbara). The
available evidence does not allow for confident conclusions on the rules govern-
ing this suffix’s vocalism. It must also be kept in mind that vowel changes are
rather common in unaccented syllables within Sardinian, which may account for
some of the observed variation (Wagner 1941a: 33—36). The word-final vowel is in
most cases identical to the vowel preceding -r-. This points to a paragogic origin
of the final vowels, and to a reconstruction of this suffix as *-Vr (cf. § 8.4.1.2).

9.2.6.2.3 Function of *-Vr-

For all of the animal and plant names, borrowing of a plural form into Sardinian
Latin is imaginable. The meaning ‘rocky plain’ of ¢séppara also refers to an inher-
ently plural or mass concept. However, none of these forms present unequivocal
evidence that *“Vr was a plural marker. The evidence for its function thus still
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rests on the interpretation of the alternations found in toponyms like those dis-
cussed by Terracini (1927:139).

9.2.6.2.4 *Vr- outside Sardinia
Among the words that end in “Vr, there are several that have been compared to
words of non-Latin origin in other languages (Table g9.2.12).

Meaning Section Sardinian Non-Sardinian
1 Poppy § 3.115 tzandhara Lang. dndeér
2 Juniperberry §3.4.3 boddoro, bollero  Sic. béddaru, Tusc. bollora
Tusc. cé , Laz. kukkere,
3 Walnut § 3.4.8 kokkoro USC. coccoro, Laz. Kukiere

Nap. coccola, Pg. cécora etc.

leppere, lépporo  Lat. lepus, Massiliot Gr. AePypls,

H .5.8
2 are § 45 etc. Pg. ldparo, Fr. lapéreau etc.

Prov. lo, Alb. lé,
3 Hillock § 516 maoyoro etc. rov mcfg ue ? magute
Rom. mdgurd etc.

Table g9.2.12: Non-Sardinian comparanda to Sardinian forms with *:Vr-

In the cases of boddoro ‘juniper berry’ and léppere ‘hare’, the Vr-sequence is
attested in their proposed cognates. In the case of moyoro ‘hillock’, the -r- rather
corresponds to an -/- elsewhere. For the words for ‘juniper berry’ and ‘hare’, this
implies that ‘Vr- was not a specifically Sardinian suffix. The question is whether
the sequence belonged to the lexical root of the word, or whether a suffix Vr-
found in pre-Roman Sardinian words was present in other pre-Roman languages
of the Mediterranean region as well. An argument for the latter option are for-
mations like Fr. lapin ‘rabbit’, Pg. lapim, Arag. llap( ‘young rabbit’ < *lappin-,
which contain the same root *lapp-/*lepp- as the words for ‘hare’. This is evi-
dence in favor of a pre-Roman language affiliation between Sardinia and south-
ern continental Europe (cf. § 11.4). A similar suffix -ap- has also been identified in
presumable pre-Greek words. Like in Sardinian it occurs most frequently on
plant names, but its exact function is difficult to interpret from the lexical data
(Furnée 1972: 257 fn. 36). If Srd. kokkoro ‘walnut’ and its Romance comparanda go
back to Lat. coccum ‘scarlet oak gall’ (DES : 356—357), it appears that unstressed
*-Vr- was added independently in multiple languages. Bertoldi (1937a: 167) inter-
prets instances of *‘ar- attested in various languages as original plurals, but be-
cause the words in question do not have clear comparanda in Sardinian, it is
difficult to evaluate whether all examples are instances of one and the same pre-
Roman suffix.
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9.2.6.2.5 Secondary productivity of “Vr-

Secondary productivity of pre-Roman “Vr- in Sardinian words of Latin origin has
been proposed for timbara ‘mullein’ (§ 3.1.12), guyuru ‘watercress’ (§ 3.1.24),
tuvara ‘heather’ (§ 3.3.5), and tdsaru ‘yew’ (§ 3.3.23) (Paulis 1992: 245-246, 355,
410, 415). While not all of the etymologies proposed by Paulis can be accepted,
the secondary productivity of “Vr- is demonstrated by forms like pisiri ‘pea’ <<
Lat. pisum (Paulis 1992: 273; more examples in Serra 1960: 405). However, it is
unclear whether the productivity of this suffix is a direct continuation of its hy-
pothetical pre-Roman plural function, or whether it was added to other plant
names analogically within Sardinian because of its frequent occurrence in phy-
tonyms of pre-Roman origin.

9.2.7  *Vrr-

A suffix *-Vir- has been posited for Sardinian pre-Roman linguistic elements. The
evidence mainly consists of toponyms like Ilarra, Motorra, Ludurru etc. (Terraci-
ni 1927: 143; Wagner 1952: 107; Hubschmid 1963a: 150; Wolf 1998a: 70). It has been
taken as evidence for prehistoric linguistic ties between Sardinia and the Iberian
Peninsula, and to a lesser degree with Liguria and Etruria (Bertoldi 1928: 228-
229; Hubschmid 1963a: 150). Terracini (1927: 143) additionally considers a
North-African connection. Table 9.2.13 shows the forms discussed in § 3 — 7 that
end in a sequence *-Vir-.

Meaning Section Forms with *-Vir- Reconst.  Alt.
1 Rush skeletonweed  § 3.1.20  liporra, limporra, lisporra  *liCporra X
2 Knotgrass; horsetail  § 3.2.4 sintsurru, sintsiri *Sindur X
3 Caterpillar § 414 kukirra, kuyirra *kuktirra X
4 Eel § 421 tsingorra *$ingorra X
5 Cheek §7.1.3 tutiirru *tutturru - X

Table g.2.13: Forms containing *-Vir-

None of the items in the Sardinian lexicon that end in *-Vr- show an alternation
of this ending. As a result, there is no convincing lexical evidence for the claim
that a sequence *-Vrr- was a suffix in any pre-Roman Sardinian language (cf.
Iribarren Argaiz 1997: 348—-349). At face value, the words in Table g.2.13 may have
been monomorphemic. This is the case, at any rate, for sintsurru ‘knotgrass’,
which was borrowed as such from Punic zenzur (§ 3.2.4). It should further be
kept in mind that the Sardinian sequence -rr- can go back to both *-rr- and *-rn-,
in Campidanese additionally to *-r/- when metathesized from *-rVI- (e.g. Camp.
méurra < Lat. merula ‘blackbird’)(Wagner 1941a: 172—-174; Wolf 1998a: 70; 1998b:
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345—346). The etyma in Table 9.2.13 could thus represent three originally distinct
sequences. As Wolf (1998a: 70) notes, toponyms in -r7- in Sardinian are not espe-
cially frequent, raising doubt about the interpretation of *-Vrr- as a suffix in top-
onyms as well. Without strong evidence for a suffix *-Vir-, it cannot reliably be
used as an argument for prehistoric linguistic relations between Sardinia and
other Mediterranean regions, as Terracini (1927), Bertoldi (1928) and Hubschmid
(1963a) do.

*

9.2.8 -s-

A pre-Roman Sardinian suffix containing *-s(s)- has been posited on the basis of
Sardinian toponyms like Ulassai, Ussassai, Gonnesa. These formations have been
connected to ancient Iberian and Ligurian toponyms ending in -issa/-essa (Ter-
racini 1927: 143; Bertoldi 1928: 242; 1931: 168-170; Hubschmid 1963a: 155). Hub-
schmid (1963a: 155) posits a possessive function for the putative *-s(s)-suffix in
these toponyms. Bertoldi (1931: 167-171) cites toponyms containing a similarly
shaped suffix in Basque, and interprets them as locative derivations. In the Sar-
dinian lexicon, several words offer potential evidence for a putative suffix of the
shape *-(V)s- Table 9.2.14.

Forms Forms
Meaning Section j . Reconst. Alt.
with *-(V)s- without *-(V)s-
Holly, butch-
1 , Y § 321 aldse, aldsiu etc. *alds- X
er's broom
2 Lizard;snake §4.3.3  tsordmpis 20rrompi *Sorrompi-s
3 Viperine snake § 4.3.5  lircis lartsi *lifurci-s N
Robin, wagtail; , brindi, )
4 gt § 4.4.9  brindis, brincisi o *brindi-s N
hare princiri etc.
kiriu,
5 Robin,wren §4.410 kirisi etc. o *kiri-s- N
kiri etc.
6 Humidplace §517 orgosa orga *org-os- v
Tangle/ barrasone, barisone
7 bundle of § 7.2.4 etc.;cf. Cat. barda *barr(-)Vs-  ?
wood ‘portable fence’ etc.

Table 9.2.14: Forms containing *-Vs-

Among the seven etyma potentially possessing an *-s-suffix, five show an alter-
nation between forms with and without *-(V)s- within Sardinian. The other two
have comparanda in other languages that lack *-(V)s-. Srd. aldse < *alds- (1) ‘hol-
ly, butcher’s broom’ has been connected to Occitan and Italo-Romance words for
‘broom’ containing a base *ala- (§ 3.2.1). Srd. barrasone, barisone (7) ‘tan-
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gle/bundle of thorns etc.’ has been connected to Ibero-Romance and Occitan
forms going back to *barda/barra, whose continuants denote various kinds of
fences, barriers and hedges made of tangled-up plant material (§ 07.2.4). The
alternation of this suffix in multiple etyma confirms the existence of a pre-
Roman suffix *-(V)s-. The low number of examples hampers a functional inter-
pretation of the suffix *-(V)s-. Bertoldi (1931: 167-171) assumed a locative function
and Hubschmid (1963a: 155) a possessive, but neither seems imaginable for a
suffix found mainly with words for plants and animals.

9.2.9  *-st(r)-

A suffix *-st(r)- has been posited by Bertoldi (1928: 231-233; 1930) based on sub-
strate forms across the Mediterranean, and he argues that it formed collective
nouns from plant names (Bertoldi 1930: 193). Krahe (1925: 68-71; 1929: 148) re-
cords a range of ancient place names containing -st-, to which he attributes an
Illyrian origin. A suffix -est(r)a, -ist(r)a occurs in a number of Latin words; e.g.
genesta, genista ‘broony’, arista ‘awn’, lanista, lanistra ‘trainer of gladiators’ etc.
Herbig (1917: 165-179) argues for an Etruscan origin of -est(r)a, -ist(r)a in Latin.
However, Breyer (1993: 100-102) notes that the Etruscan sequences of -esta, -ista
can only be explained as the agglomeration of a genitive case ending with an
enclitic demonstrative pronoun, rendering borrowing into Latin unlikely. The
Sardinian continuants of Latin words ending in -est(r)a, -ist(r)a cannot inform us
on the pre-Roman substrate of Sardinia and are therefore left out of considera-
tion. There is nevertheless a small number of words in the non-inherited Sardin-
ian lexicon that end in -st(r)- (Table 9.2.15).

. . Forms with Forms without
Meaning Section . Reconst. Alt.
-st(r)- -st(r)-

goléstiu, golostri,

olosti etc.

1 Holly §3.37 *golosti X

Tree giddostre, iddostro .
.3 - o Gstr- X
2 heather 8 8:3:20 etc. geios
Clothes
3 § 415 landsta, ndstala  ldna (?) *landsta ?
moth

liyérta, kaluzert
4 Lizard § 432  lugestra, luggesti acyerta, Ratuserta *luk-est(r)-

etc.

Table 9.2.15: Forms containing *-st(r)-

There are four words that potentially contain a suffix *-st(r)-. One of these is the
word for ‘lizard’. However, its ending -éstra etc. is likely secondary from inherited
-érta (< Lat. lacerta), which was remodeled under influence from the Latin pejo-
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rative suffix -aster (Wagner 1952: 120; Weiss 2009: 286). Landsta ‘clothes moth’
occurs next to ndstala, and may have been metathesized under influence of ldna

‘wool’ (§ 4.1.5).

The other two words do not show alternation. In addition, their endings do not
fully correspond to each other. The forms of the word for ‘holly’ seem to go back
to *-dsti, with secondary introductions of -r- and -u etc (§ 3.3.7). The words for
‘tree heather’ (§ 3.3.20) on the other hand all contain *-dstr- but lack the final
vowel -i found in *goldsti.”> What is more, none of the convincing comparanda
to *golosti ‘holly’ across the Mediterranean show any trace of an alternation of
*-st(r)-. The only potential evidence for the presence of a suffix in this Mediter-
ranean word for ‘holly’ is the comparison to more northern European forms like
PC *kolesno-, PGm. *hulisa ‘holly’, although a suffix *-t- would suffice.

A similar issue applies to *gillostr- ‘tree heather'. It has been compared by Hub-
schmid (1953: 29) to Bq. gillar, gilharre etc. ‘heather’, which would demonstrate
the suffixal nature of Srd. -ostr-. However, this Basque etymon has more recently
been reconstructed as *inar (Trask 1997: 306; Santano Moreno 2000: 170), which
is phonologically too far removed from Srd. *gillostr- for a plausible comparison.

In conclusion, following the criteria outlined in § 2.2.2, there is insufficient evi-
dence to posit a pre-Roman Sardinian suffix *-s¢(r)-. Within Sardinian there is no
reliable case of an alternation that demonstrates its suffix-hood, nor do the pro-
posed instances of the suffix correspond to each other. The elusive and diffuse
nature of the presumed *-st(r)-suffix in Sardinian are unexpected. Bertoldi (1928:
230—233) has shown that non-inherited formations containing *-st(r)- are rather
common in other languages across the Mediterranean. In fact, some pre-Roman
Sardinian words lacking *-st(r)- have plausible comparanda with *-s¢(r)- in other
languages, e.g. Srd. aldse ‘butcher’s broom, holly’ vs. Sic. alastra, Lig. ardstra
‘spiny broom’ etc. (cf. § 3.2.1). In light of these comparisons, a possibility is that a
pre-Roman Sardinian suffix *-st(r)- did exist, but that it did not survive by
chance, with the possible exceptions of *goldsti and *gillostr-. On the basis of the
available data however, this remains speculative.

9.3  Conclusion
In this chapter, the lexical evidence has been examined for the affixal nature of
various sequences in the pre-Roman language(s) of Sardinia. Confident identifi-

*75 All other four vowels, g, ¢, o, u, are in fact attested in word-final position in this ety-
mon.
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cation of sequences as independent morphemes, rather than as parts of the lexi-
cal root, depends on the demonstrable presence of alternations (§ 2.2.2). For any
non-inherited word, the pre-Roman provenance of the affix can only be confi-
dently assumed if there is no inherited Latin affix that could have produced the
same result. Although the presence of a hypothetical pre-Roman affix on topo-
nyms cannot be used as strong evidence in favor of its morphemic status, topo-
nyms can provide clues on the original function of the affix (e.g. § 9.2.6.2). Table
9.3.1 lists all discussed hypothetical morphemes along with the number of rele-
vant etyma, how many of these etyma show an alternation, whether the se-
quence can be inherited from Latin, and whether the sequence is found in topo-
nyms. The last column gives an evaluation of how much evidence the lexicon
provides for the identification as a pre-Roman morpheme.

Affix Section Number of N Inherited Toponymy Pre-Rom. mor-
forms source pheme?
*kV- § 911 6 5X X X Likely
* - § 9.1.2 14 6x X X Likely
*SVeV-  §9121 4 4x(?) X X No evidence
*Sur- §9122 1 X X X Uncertain
*li- §91.23 8 1X X X Uncertain
*Vi 9.2.1 2 X X N No evidence
*_dk- §9.221 3 X v v No evidence
*-tk-/-ik- §9.2.22 5 3X N4 ? No evidence
*.al- §9.2.31 2 X X N No evidence
*_él- §9.2.32 2 X X v No evidence
“f-%il-  §9.2.33 5 X v v No evidence
*-one §9.2.42 12 7X v N Likely
*-nk- § 9.2.5 1 x(?) X X Uncertain
*ri §9.2.61 2 X X v Likely
*Vr- §9.2.6.2 18 8x X N Likely
*Vrr- § 9.2.7 5 X X X No evidence
*(V)s-  §928 6 4X X v Likely
*-st(r)- §9.2.9 4 2x(?) X X No evidence

Table 9.3.1: Lexical evidence for pre-Roman morphemes

As Table 9.3.1 shows, there is good evidence for the pre-Roman origin of two of
the five discussed elements preceding the lexical root: *kV- and *$i-. As discussed
in § 9.1.3, these are likely originally variants of one and the same morpheme,
which entered the Latin lexicon at various different times and places (Swanen-
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vleugel 2024). For the elements *9ur- and */i- there is some evidence, but both
only alternate in a single form, and their occurrence seems to be restricted to
words that are also attested with *$i-. Without additional lexical evidence, or
their identification in toponymy, their origin and function remains elusive.

Of the twelve suffixes discussed, only five can confidently be identified on the
basis of the lexical data as actual morphemes of pre-Roman origin. For -one, -uri
and -(V)s we find alternations, indicating that they were at some point mor-
phemes. All three are additionally attested in pre-Roman toponyms, strengthen-
ing this interpretation. For -one it is difficult to decide which instances are of
pre-Roman origin, and which from the inherited and productive Latin suffix
-onem. Because the forms exhibiting an alternation generally do not show differ-
ent meanings, their function is difficult to recover. This is especially the case for
pre-Roman -one, whose original functions were likely obfuscated by those of
inherited -one.

The difficulty in identifying the original grammatical functions of the mor-
phemes -one, -uri, and -(V)s demonstrates the paradox in recognizing and ana-
lyzing substrate morphology. We are only able to confidently identify an alterna-
tion of affixes in non-inherited words if the suffixed and non-suffixed variants do
not differ too much in meaning. Otherwise, they may not be recognized, or the
semantic distance renders the whole comparison too speculative. This means
however that the affixes that can be identified are inherently difficult to assign a
function to, due to their semantic “blandness”. It is very much possible that the
Sardinian lexicon contains forms that preserve pre-Roman derivational suffixes
that significantly altered the meaning of the derivational base. However, if the
suffixed and un-suffixed forms are semantically too far removed, we may not be
able to convincingly identified them as cognates and to prove the morphemic
status of the suffix.

The suffix *“Vr (§ 9.2.6.2) shows all possible lines of evidence allowing for its
identification as a pre-Roman morpheme. It is found in alternation in seven
cases, and cannot be from an inherited source. It is even attested in toponyms
that allow us to infer its original function. Terracini (1927: 139) has shown on the
basis of the replacement of this suffix in toponyms by the inherited plural ending
-s, that “Vr was likely a plural morpheme. Still, in the words ending in “Vr- that do
not exhibit an alternation, the sequence may have been part of the root. Moreo-
ver, there is evidence that ‘Vr- gained some productivity within Sardinian

(§ 9.2.6.2.5).
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Finally, for many proposed pre-Roman suffixes, there is insufficient lexical evi-
dence. The elements *KL, *-dk-, *ik-, *-él-, *-nk-, *-Vrr- and *-st(r)- have all been
posited as pre-Roman suffixes, partly on the basis of toponyms. At some occa-
sions, they have even been used to argue for a pre-Roman origin of certain words
in which they occur. Yet, it is concluded that the available lexical evidence does
not allow us to confidently identify them as suffixes.



