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11 Mediterranean comparisons

Numerous Sardinian words of suspected pre-Roman origin have been compared
to equally obscure etyma in other languages of the Mediterranean region. This
has happened predominantly in the context of the “Mediterranean substratum”
hypothesis, which claims that one or more hypothetical pre-Indo-European
languages were once spoken across a significant portion of the Mediterranean
region. The details of this hypothesis, such as the number of different substrata
and their relative chronology, differ from scholar to scholar (see § 1.3.2). In this
chapter, the proposed comparisons involving Sardinian will be reviewed in the
same way as in § 10. This will allow for the evaluation of the question whether
there is evidence for a pre-Roman, i.e. pre-Indo-European, substrate reaching
beyond Sardinia itself. In § 11.2.1 the geographical distributions of the accepted
cases are discussed. Interpretations of these distributions are offered in § 11.3.

11 The lexical evidence

The following is an overview of non-inherited Sardinian words and their pro-
posed comparanda in various other languages of the Mediterranean. In each
case, the forms that are compared are printed in bold. In addition, an evaluation
is offered for the formal correspondence between the Sardinian and the other
forms, as well as for their semantic correspondence. Any comparisons discussed
in § 10 that have been proposed to have wider Mediterranean comparanda, are
included too:

1. § 3.1.2: Srd. tattardyu, $0996riu ‘arum’ etc. < *$adardi (DES II: 552; Paulis
1992: 341); cf. Sic. anzara/u ‘arum’, azzaru ‘friar's cowl’, Calab. (an)zara
etc. ‘arum’, Pugl. azara ‘arum’ < *a(n)zar- (Rohlfs 1932: 99; 1977: 84b,
802b; Alessio 1949: 110—111; Hubschmid 1953: 27); Vulg. Lat. asaru (Dios-
corides) ‘hazelwort/friar's cowl’ (Hofmann & Auracher 1883: 60; Stadler
1899: 237, 238); Gr. doapov ‘hazelwort’ (Dioscorides Anazarbei 1907:14).

Formal match: possible

Semantic match: good

Cognacy: uncertain

Distribution: Sardinia, southern Italy, Sicily

2. § 3aau: Srd. budduri, buddaru, etc. ‘poison hemlock’ < *bull-tri/-Vr-
(DES : 204; Paulis 1992: 151); cf. Tusc. billeri ‘mayflower’ (Paulis 1992: 151;
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Pittau 1995: 203); Lat. berula ‘lesser water parsnip (Berula erecta)’ (DEI I:
520b; André 1985: 35). Cf. § 10.4.4.

Formal match: possible

Semantic match: possible, although not straightforward
Cognacy: uncertain

Distribution: Sardinia, central Italy

3. § 3.1.15: Srd. 9dnda, addnda, dnna etc. ‘poppy’ < *($-)anda (DES I:151); cf.
Egyptian vavti ‘poppy’; Lang. dnder, ondeér (dep. Lot) ‘id.” (FEW XXIV:
550 fn. 21; Bertoldi 1937a: 151 fin. 1), Gr. &v0og flower’ < PIE *h,end"- (Pit-
tau apud Paulis 1992: 319; cf. Beekes 2010: 104-105).5**

Formal match: good, but only for the Lengadocian forms if they are not
from *derbita ‘ulcer’ (cf. FEW XXIV: 550 fn. 21).

Semantic match: good

Cognacy: compelling, depending on the etymology of Lang. @ndér, on-
der.

Distribution: Sardinia, southern France

4. § 3.2.1: Srd. aldse, aldsiu etc. ‘butcher’s broom, holly’ < *alds(i) < *al-ds-
(DES I: 67-68; Paulis 1992: 417-418); cf. Bearn. aroii, Prov. are ‘broom’ <
*ala, Auv. aléte < *alista, Lang. orousto < *alusta ‘common broom’ (FEW
XXI: 107; Paulis 1992: 418); Lig. [la] lastra, ldstroga, ardstra ‘spiny broom;
spiny shrub’, Sic. alastra ‘spiny broom’ (Bertoldi 1928: 233 fn. 3; Battisti
1960: 373; Paulis 1992: 418) < *aldstra; Lat. alaternus ‘buckthorn’ (Battisti
1960: 374).

Formal match: possible, under the assumption of *-as- as a suffix in the
Sardinian form

Semantic match: possible, although all compared forms refer to ‘broom’
while the Sardinian forms refer to ‘butcher’s broom’

Cognacy: possible; the non-Sardinian forms are a better match to each
other than to the Sardinian forms, however.

Distribution: (possibly) Sardinia, southern France, northern Italy, Sicily

%4 The comparison to Bq. andere ‘lady’ (cf. Bertoldi apud Wagner 1932: 237) has been
rejected in § 10.3.1.
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5.  § 3.3.7: Srd. golostiu, golostri, oldsti, golostire etc. ‘holly’ < *golosti (DES I:
584); cf. Bq. gorosti ‘holly’ < *golosti (Bertoldi 1929: 261 fn. 3); Navarr. co-
lostia, golostia etc. (Hubschmid 1953: 29 fn. 1); Lang. agaloussé ‘id.’ <
*agalusto- (Jud 1931: 439; cf. FEW XXI: 106); Lucanian célastru, Calab.
cégghiastru, cistriddazzu, Bov. azziddastro ‘holly’ < *celastru- (DEI II:
842); Gr. xnAaotpos ‘id.” (Hofmann 1949: 142); Bret. kelenn, Olr. cuilenn
‘id.” < PC *kolinno- < *kolis-n- (Hubschmid 1953: 29; van Sluis, Jorgensen
& Kroonen 2023: 200); OHG hulis, Du. hulst ‘id.’ < PGm. *hulisa < *kulis-
(Kroonen 2013: 253). The Mediterranean comparanda are a very close
semantic and formal match. Whether the Celtic and Germanic forms
are related is less evident (cf. § 10.3.1).

Formal match: good, for the Mediterranean forms.

Semantic match: good

Cognacy: compelling, for the Mediterranean forms.

Distribution: Sardinia, Iberia, southern France, southern Italy, Greece

6. § 3.3.9: Srd. kostike, kostiye, kosti ‘maple’ < *kosti (DES I: 392-93); cf. Bq.
astigar, gastigar, gaztigar ‘maple’ < *(g)azt- + ihar ‘maple’ (Bertoldi 1931:
131; cf. Hubschmid 1953: 82; Michelena 1953: 48; Michelena 1990: 253 fn.
49); Tusc. costolo ‘ash tree’ < *kost-, Gr. Hes. &xagtos (Hesychius Alexan-
drinus 2018: 109), OProv. agast etc. ‘maple’ < *akdst- (Alessio 1949: 132;
FEW XXIV: 276). The Occitan, Tuscan and Greek forms are formally and
semantically attractive comparanda to the Sardinian forms; the formal
details of the Basque comparanda are not quite clear (cf. § 10.3.1).

Formal match: good, especially for the Occitan, Tuscan and Greek forms
Semantic match: good

Cognacy: compelling: the Occitan, Tuscan, and Greek comparisons are
good, but the internal structure of the Basque forms is not
well-understood.

Distribution: Sardinia, (possibly) Iberia, southern France, Greece (?)*>

7. § 3.313: OSrd. muteclu ‘rockrose’ < *muték(u)lu (DES II: 150-51); cf. Etr.
povtouxa ‘thyme; rockrose’ (Dioscorides Anazarbei 1906: 48; Bertoldi

5 The provenance of this Hesychian gloss is not known.
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1936: 312 fn. 1; Bonfante & Bonfante 1983: 190); Calab. muitaca, mindaca,
amundaci, amundici ‘etc. ‘narrow-leaved cistus (Cistus monspeliensis)
(Bertoldi 1936: 312; Alessio 1949: 114; Rohlfs 1977: 439, 447), Lang. mouche,
mouge etc., Cat. médega ‘id’ (Hubschmid 1953: 36; FEW VI/IIL: 306;
DECLC V: 715-716) < *mutVka; Cat. motxera (reg. Roussillon) ‘id." (FEW
VI/IIL: 306) < *mutukdria. See § 3.313 for formally further removed
forms with the same meaning.

Formal match: good

Semantic match: good

Cognacy: compelling

Distribution: Sardinia, Iberia, southern France, central Italy, southern
Italy

§ 3.3.16: Srd. olidone, olioni etc. ‘strawberry tree’ < *olidone ‘strawberry
tree’ (DES 1II: 185); cf. Gasc. auledun, Saintongeais olon, Lang. leduno,
Pied. ({)iirion ‘id.’ < *olidone (Schuchardt 1904: 194; REW 9o68; FEW XIV:
35). Lat inedo ‘strawberry tree’, recorded only in Pliny (1857: chap.
15:28), is possibly folk-etymological after a form *olido of more restricted
distribution than Lat. arbutus ‘strawberry tree’.

Formal match: good

Semantic match: good

Cognacy: compelling. The possibility that an unattested form *olido ex-
isted in Latin and was only marginally continued in Romance cannot
fully be excluded however.

Distribution: Sardinia, southern France, northern Italy, (possibly) cen-
tral Italy

§ 3.4.2: Srd. kdrva ‘tree branch’ < *kdrva/*kdrba (DES I: 3u1); cf. Bq. kar-
basta, garbazta etc. ‘stick with branches’, karbaza ‘stem, trunk’ <
*karba- (Wagner 1932: 231; Michelena 1990: 251), or << arba < Bq. arba
(Lakarra et al. 2019: 3-8; cf. § 10.3.1); Ast. garbu ‘small firewood’, Pg.
gravulha ‘dry pine needles’, Gal. garabullos ‘dry tips of tree branches
used as small firewood’, Gasc. garbalhe ‘pine needles’, Prov. garbo ‘hol-
low tree trunk’ etc. < *garb- (Wagner 1932: 231; DCEC I: 856); Lat. carbo,
-onis ‘piece of charcoal’ < *karb"- (de Vaan 2008: 91-92).
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Formal match: good, although the Basque forms may be of more recent
origin.

Semantic match: good

Cognacy: compelling

Distribution: Sardinia, Iberia, southern France, central Italy

§ 3.4.3: Srd. boddoro, boddero ‘juniper berry’ < *b6llVro (DES I: 215; Pittau
1995: 202); cf. Tusc. bollora (Lucca) ‘gall (on plants), Sic. boddaru ‘grain,
kernel; bump’ (DES I: 215).

Formal match: good

Semantic match: good

Cognacy: compelling, although a sound-symbolic origin (either shared
or independent) is also imaginable (cf. Paulis 1992: 444).

Distribution: Sardinia, central Italy, Sicily

§ 3.4.8: Srd. kokkoro, kokkolo ‘walnut’ < *kokkoro (DES I: 356); cf. Tusc.
cdccoro ‘big, round hazelnut’ (Castelnuovo di Garfagnana) (DES I: 356;
Pittau 1995: 207), Nap. coccola ‘walnut husk’, Laz. kukkere ‘half of a wal-
nut husk’ (Castro dei Volsci), Romagnol cocla ‘walnut’; Arag. coca ‘wal-
nut’; Pg. cécora ‘cooked chestnut’ etc. (DES I: 356) < *kdkk-. Wagner
(DES I: 357) explains these forms from Lat. coccum, presumably with
secondary addition of pre-Roman **Vr- (cf. § 9.2.6.2).

Formal match: good

Semantic match: good

Cognacy: possible, but perhaps from Lat. coccum.
Distribution: Sardinia, Iberia, Italy

§ 4.5.3: OSrd. gjagar, jagaru Srd. gayaru ‘hunting dog’ < *idkaru (DES I:
602); cf. Bq. txakur ‘dog’ (Schuchardt 1905: 227; Wagner 1932: 232); Cors.
ghjdcaru etc. ‘shepherd dog’ < *idkaru (Wagner 1932: 232; BDLC: s.v.
dog); Byz. Gr. Larydprov, MGr. {aydpt, Turkish zagar ‘hunting dog’, Georg.
oo dzaghli ‘dog’ < Proto-Kartvelian *3;ayl- (Schuchardt 1905: 227).
Schuchardt (1905) proposes the Sardinian forms to be a Byzantine loan,
but Wagner (1932) rejects this because of the Corsican and Basque com-
paranda. I tend to agree with Schuchardt.
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Formal match: possible

Semantic match: good

Cognacy: possible, but probably a more recent loan from Byzantine
Greek in Sardinian.

Distribution: Sardinia, Iberia, Corsica, Balkans, Greece, Asia Minor

13.  § 4.5.4: Srd. kalléddu, kalluttsu etc. ‘doggy, puppy’ < *kali-; cf. Alb. kélysh,
kélush ‘young animal’ << *kul-, Gr. ox0Aa§ ‘puppy’, Gr. Hes. x0Ahag ‘id.’
(Elis) (DES I:320; Demiraj 1997: 218—219; Hesychius Alexandrinus 2020:
689); Welsh colwyn Bret. kolen etc. ‘puppy’ < PC *koligno (Meyer 1891:
186; Matasovi¢ 2008: 213).*° The comparison revolves around a se-
quence *kVI-, with different vocalisms. This is hardly enough to confi-
dently posit an etymological connection.

Formal match: uncertain, due to the shortness of the compared se-
quence.

Semantic match: good

Cognacy: uncertain; we could be dealing with a case of chance similari-

ty.

14. § 4.5.5: OSrd. bita, Srd. bétte, bitti etc. ‘fawn, lamb, small animal’ < *bett-,
*bitt- (DES I: 211-12); cf. Cat. bita, bité, Gasc. pito, For. bette, bitte ‘goat’ <
*bitt-/bett-/pitt- (Hubschmid 1953: 70; Hubschmid 1955: 189-190; cf.
FEW XXII/I:288). Wagner (DES I: 212) prefers to explain these forms as
independent onomatopoeic formations. This is supported by the fact
that these forms are also well-attested as animals calls (FEW XXII/I:
288).

Formal match: possible, although there are various incongruencies
within and between the different languages.

Semantic match: good

Cognacy: uncertain; there is a possibility that these forms are inde-
pendent formations originating in animal calls.

15.  § 4.5.8: Srd. léppere, léppore, léppuri etc. ‘hare’ < *leppVr- (DES II: 22-23);
cf. Lat. lepus, -oris ‘hare’ < *lepos- (Wigman 2023: 173), Siculian Aémoptv

3°° The connection to Lith. kalé ‘bitch’ was rejected by Beekes (2010: 1361).
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‘hare’, Massiliot Gr. (and possibly Turdetanian) Aefypis ‘rabbit’ (Bertoldi
1937a: 146); Pg. ldparo, OProv. laperel ‘young rabbit’, OFr. lapriel ‘rabbit’
etc. < *lappar- (Hubschmid 1943: 246—250). Further removed are Pg.
lapim, Arag. llapi, Fr. lapin < *lappinu- (ibid.).

Formal match: good

Semantic match: good

Cognacy: compelling

Distribution: Sardinia, Iberia, France, Italy, Sicily

16. § 4.5.10: Srd. mufrone, muyrone etc. ‘mouflon’ < *mufrone (DES II:
134-135); cf. Cors. mufrone, muvrone etc. ‘mouflon’ < *mufrone (DES II:
134-135; Pittau 1995: 218; BDLC: s.v. mouflon), Lat. mufron (Polemius Sil-
vius, 5" c. CE) ‘mouflon’ (TLL VIIL: 1557; Ernout & Meillet 2001: 417).

Formal match: good

Semantic match: good

Cognacy: compelling, for the Sardinian and Corsican forms. The Latin
attestation likely represents a direct loan from either Corsican or Sardin-
ian (cf. § 10.4.4).

Distribution: Sardinia, Corsica

17.  § 5.1.1: Srd. nirra ‘chasm, shaft; pile’ < *nitrra (Hubschmid 1953: 45; DES
II:176-79); cf. Ast. noriu ‘pile of rocks made in an estate’, noiro ‘bump of
earth with undergrowth’ < *noriu-, Galic. nérrago ‘big knot in the root
of a tree’ (Hubschmid 1953: 47; Hubschmid 1958: 219).

Formal match: possible, but with some problems.
Semantic: problematic
Cognacy: unlikely

18. § 5.1.3: Srd. kdla ‘den (of animals)’ < *kdla (DES I: 264-65);*” cf. Sp., Cat.,
OProv., Cors,, It., Sic. cala ‘cove, inlet, creek’ (Wagner 1932: 242; BDLC:
s.v. Cors. cala), Lang. cdlo ‘shelter (from the wind)’, Sav. 3ale ‘chalet (Al-
pine shepherd’s hut)’ etc. < *kdla (FEW II: 50-51).

Formal match: good

#71 exclude Srd. kdla in the meaning ‘cove, inlet’, which is likely a loan from Sp., Cat., or
It. cala ‘id.” (Wagner 1932: 242).



508

19.

20.

The pre-Roman elements of the Sardinian lexicon

Semantic match: good
Cognacy: compelling
Distribution: Sardinia, Iberia, southern France, Corsica, Italy, Sicily

§ 5.1.6: Srd. moyoro, moyuru ‘hillock, low hill’ < *mdkor- (DES II: 122; Pau-
lis 1987: 514); cf. Bq. mokor ‘tree trunk, crust of bread, lump’ < *m-okor
(Wagner 1932: 227; Hubschmid 1953: 49; cf. § 10.3.1.); Bq. mokoru (Gipuz-
koa) ‘height, summit’ (Trask 2008: 276); Prov. maguelo, Lang. maghélo,
maghiélo etc. ‘steep hill, steep place’ < *maguella (FEW XXI: 15b); Alb.
magulé ‘small pile, heap’, Rom. mdgurd ‘mountain, hill’, MGr. poyodia,
PSL. *mogyla ‘burial mound’ < *magula (Wagner 1932: 228; Ciordnescu

308

1958: s.v. mdgurd; Orel 1998: 109).

Formal match: good, but excluding Bq. mokor ‘tree trunk’ and Cat.
mogré ‘nipple’ (cf. § 10.3.1).

Semantic match: good

Cognacy: compelling

Distribution: Sardinia, Iberia, southern France, Balkans, Greece

§ 5.1.8: Srd. mdra ‘marsh, swamp, bog; sewer, drain’ < *mdra/*mdgar
(DES 1II: 71); cf. Lat. mare ‘sea’ < PIE *mori- (de Vaan 2008: 365); Cors.
mara ‘deviation of water to irrigate gardens’ (Terracini 1927: 144; Wagner
1932: 241), Lad. mar ‘swampy place’, marena ‘landslide caused by a
spring of water, Ven. marecia ‘marshy terrain’, It. marazzo ‘puddle,
marsh’ < *mar- (Terracini 1927; Hubschmid 1953: 63—65; cf. REW 5349);
Laz. marana ‘artificial waterway’ (Wagner 1932: 241); Gr. dpdpa ‘trench,
channel’ (Alessio 1944: 117-118; Hubschmid 1958: 223).

Formal match: possible, but only if the Sardinian forms are not from
*mdgar. The similarity to Lat. mare ‘sea’ < PIE *mori is likely coinci-
dental.

Semantic match: good, for the various forms referring to swamp-like
places and artificial waterways; thus excluding Lat. mare ‘sea’.
Cognacy: possible

Distribution: Sardinia, Corsica, northern Italy, central Italy, Greece

308

Old Cat. mocorrd, Cat. mogro etc. ‘nipple’ have been derived by DCEC (IV: 184) from

Lat. miicro, -onis ‘sharp point’.
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§ 5.1.10: OSrd. keia ‘pit (to store grain)’, Srd. kéya, kéa, ¢éa ‘valley; ditch,
pit’ < *kéia (DES I: 326); cf. Arag. ceq, citja ‘silo; underground cavity used
for grain storage and to imprison slaves’, Cat. cia ‘chasm’, $ia, siya, sia
‘grain silo’ (DCEC II: 58-59), Cat. sitja ‘pit covered with earth for storing
grain’, sitges (Mallorca) ‘silos, hewn out in the rock inside houses’,
OProv. setgia (Narbonne), Lang. siejo (Montréal-de-I'Aude) ‘grain silo’
(DCEC II: 59; Beekes 2010: 615), Elban ¢idle ‘shelter under a protruding
rock’, Dauphinois sialet ‘chasm; land collapse in high plateaus’ (cf. FEW
XXI:18), Friul. céole, cévole ‘chasm’ < *kéfa; Gr. Hes. xaiata ‘pits (split by
earthquakes)’, Gr. xaiddag ‘pit or cavern in Sparta, into which convicted
persons were thrown’ etc. < *kaiua-t/d- or *kauia-t/d- (DCEC II: 59;
Beekes 2010: 615).

Formal match: good, at least for the Romance comparanda. In the Greek
forms, the preservation of intervocalic -1- is unexpected.

Semantic match: good

Cognacy: compelling; the connection to the Greek forms is less certain.
Distribution: Sardinia, Iberia, southern France, northern and central Ita-
ly, (maybe) Greece

§ 5.5 Srd. péntuma, ispéntumu ‘precipice, cliff, ravine’ < *péntum-
(DES II: 244); cf. Etr. penduna, pendna ‘stele, cippus’ (Breyer 1993: 347 fn.
515); Laz. péndima (Nemi) ‘sloping rock face’, Campan. péndam® (For-
micola), péngima (Ausonia) ‘steep rock’, Salent. péntima (Manduria, Ta-
ranto), péntuma (Calimera) ‘isolated boulder; cliff etc. < *péntVma
(Parodi 1907: 772; Rohlfs 1927a: 163 fn. 1; Ribezzo 1933; Aebischer 1934).
The Sardinian form may however be a descendant of a regional Latin
formation (Parodi 1907: 772; Rohlfs 1927a: 163 fn. 1; Aebischer 1934).

Formal match: good, for the Romance forms. The correspondence to the
Etruscan form is uncertain; cf. § 10.4.4.

Semantic match: good, excluding the Etruscan form.

Cognacy: possible, for the Romance forms. We are possibly dealing with
a regionally inherited Latin formation.

Distribution: Sardinia, central Italy, southern Italy

§ 5.1.17: Srd. trékku ‘ravine, gorge’ < *torku/*trokku (DES II: 522); cf. Bq.
troka ‘ravine’ < *torka, Sp. torco, torca (Navarre) ‘chasm; unstable ter-
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rain; pothole etc.’ (Hubschmid 1953: 42; DCEC V: 521b—522). The Basque
and Ibero-Romance forms are certainly related, but Corominas (DCEC
V: 521b—522) considers a Latin etymology in torques ‘collar, and argues
that the Basque word is of recent origin.

Formal match: good

Semantic match: good

Cognacy: possible, but only to the Ibero-Romance forms. An inherited
origin is not excluded; cf. § 10.3.1.

Distribution: Sardinia, Iberia

24. § 51a8: Srd. marrdrdzu etc. ‘rock, boulder, Sass. marrdggu ‘big rock’ <
*marr-driu (DES II: 78); cf. Gasc. marralh ‘big stone’, Lang. marroc ‘stone
block’, Prov. marro ‘tuff, Lomb. marogn ‘boulder, Trent. maroc ‘rock,
boulder’, Lad. marok (Val di Fassa) ‘scree; formless, crumbled rock mat-
ter etc.’ < *marr- (Hubschmid 1953: 52-57).

Formal match: good

Semantic match: good; i.e. the forms referring to various types of rocks. I
am not fully convinced by Hubschmid’s (1953: 52—57) comparisons to
toponyms and words for hay stacks etc.

Cognacy: compelling

Distribution: Sardinia, southern France, northern Italy

25. § 5.119: Srd. kaldnka ‘rock crevice, precipice, cave’ < *kaldnka (DES I:
266); cf. OProv. calanca ‘narrow alley’, Prov. caranco ‘narrow bay where
ships take shelter; deep spot along the sea or a river, where one can find
fish’, kaldnko ‘rock crevice’, kandnko ‘cavern’, Cors. calanca, calénca
‘sheltered place between mountains or hills; rocky inlet”, Tusc. calanco
‘rockslide’, Calab. kalanka ‘landslide’ < *kaldnka (Rohlfs 1932: 139; FEW
II: 56; DES I: 266; BDLC: s.v. Cors. calanca).

Formal match: good

Semantic match: good

Cognacy: compelling®*®

Distribution: Sardinia, southern France, Corsica, central Italy, southern
Italy

%9 See § 5.1.19 however for the question whether this word is old in Sardinia.
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§ 5.1.25: Srd. arroya etc. ‘downfall of water, stream, torrent, watery ravine
etc.’ < *(ar)rdia (DES I: 127); cf. Lat. arrugia (only in Pliny) ‘shaft in a
Spanish gold mine’; Sp. arroyo, Pg. arroio ‘stream, brook, creek’ <
*arrugiu (Wagner 1940: 152; DCEC I: 359); Cat., Val. roll ‘irrigation ditch’,
Cat. roi (Mallorca) ‘jet, stream’, Gasc. arrouio, arrouil ‘gutter, rivulet,
Bearn. arroulho ‘irrigation ditch’ etc. < *arrugula (DCEC I: 359; FEW
XXV: 343-44); Piem. ruga (Valsesia), Lomb. réga (Como), Ven. roza, Lad.
roia (Val Gardena), roa (Val di Fassa), Friul. roye ‘millrace’ < *rugia
(REW 678; Bertoldi 1932: 400; Hubschmid 1950: 34—35; DCEC I: 359); Gr.
opuyn ‘digging’ << PIE *h.reu-k- (Hubschmid 1953: 68-69; cf. Beekes
2010: 1113).

Formal match: good, excluding the Greek form.

Semantic match: good

Cognacy: compelling

Distribution: Sardinia, Iberia, southern France, northern Italy

§ 5.1.28: Srd. karrdppu, garréppu, korréppu, gorréppu etc. ‘whirlpool;
crevice’ < *garréppu (DES I: 308); cf. Irpino sgarrupd, Abruzz. scarrupa
‘to fall down, to plunge’, Laz. carapone (Castelmadama) ‘whirlpool,
swamp’, Nap. scarrupo, sgarupo ‘cliff, precipice’, Calab. garroppa
(Petrona) ‘trough’ < *k/garropp- (Rohlfs 1932: 336; Wagner 1932: 243;
DES I:308); Lang. caraven ‘chasm, precipice’, Bearn. garimbdut ‘preci-
pice, ravine, dangerous pass’, South Tusc. karravone, Cors. karravoni ‘ra-
vine’, Calab. karafiinu ‘puddle’ < *karraf/v/b- (FEW XXI: 20; Hubschmid

1953: 58).

Formal match: good

Semantic match: good

Cognacy: compelling, but cf. § 5.1.28.

Distribution: Sardinia, Southern France, Corsica, central Italy, southern
Italy

§ 5.2.4: Srd. moredina, moretina etc. ‘pile of rocks, dry stone wall’ <
*moretina << *mora- (DES II: 127-28); cf. Bq. more(a), mora ‘cairn, pile of
rocks; dolmen’ < *mora (DCEC 1V: 146); Cors. mora, mola ‘pile (of hay,
rocks, wood etc.)’, Tusc. mora ‘pile of rocks’, Laz. mora (Castelmadama)
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‘boulder, very big rock’ (DES II: 128); Sp. morena, Pg. moreia ‘pile of plant
material’, Frpr. moréna (Savoy) ‘glacier moraine’ (DCEC IV: 146) <
*morena (cf. Hubschmid 1943: 150-151; Michelena 1969: 23—25; FEW
VI/IIL: 276b).

Formal match: good

Semantic match: good

Cognacy: compelling

Distribution: Sardinia, Iberia, southern France, Corsica, central Italy

§ 6.1.4: Srd. paBdda, paBddi etc. ‘hornless (of goats) (DES II: 200) <
*papdti; cf. Calab. papdttsa, Greco-Calab. popdttso, Abruzz. kakgéca,
pakottsa ‘hornless’ (Rohlfs 1932: 120; AIS 1082).

Formal match: possible, but not quite identical. Especially the Abruzzan
forms are further removed.

Semantic match: good

Cognacy: uncertain; could these be independent sound-symbolic for-
mations?

§ 6.1.5: Srd. tsurra, ¢urra ‘old, skinny sheep’ < *¢irra (DES II: 602); cf. Sp.
churra ‘type of sheep; type of wool' (DCEC II: 409-12); Lomb. ciorla
(Como) ‘cow of little value’, Trent. ciorla ‘skinny cow’, Lad. corla ‘skinny
cow’, (modern) Umbrian ciorro ‘ram’, Abruzz., Nap., North Pugl. tsurra
‘he-goat’, Calab. zurra ‘hermaphrodite goat’, MGr. t{olpog (Cyprus)
‘he-goat’ (Rohlfs 1925: 673; Jud 1937: 312; Hubschmid 1950c¢: 14-15; AIS
1069, 1080).

Formal match: good
Semantic match: good
Cognacy: unlikely. The Sardinian forms can be Spanish loans

§ 6.1.6: Srd. bodda ‘old sheep’ < *bolla/villa (DES I: 215); cf. Calab.
[crapa] uodda ‘sheep whose horns curve behind its ears’ (DES IL:215;
Rohlfs 1932: 351).*°

310

There is also the possible comparison of Bb. *wVlli/*wVIlé ‘small lifestock (i.e. sheep

and goats)’ and Bb. *té-bdlé ‘sheep’, for which cf. § 10.2.1.
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Formal match: possible

Semantic match: possible; both words denote sheep, but with different
attributes.

Cognacy: possible, but difficult to base on just two geographically very
limited forms.

Distribution: Sardinia, southern Italy

§ 6.1.8: Srd. téle, tevéle etc. ‘tilled land’ < *t(ev)éle (DES II: 481); cf. It.
debbio ‘slash and burn’ < *deb(V)lo, according to Paulis both from an-
wh ¢

cient Ligurian *debelo < PIE *d"eg
tested.

to burn’, but this language is not at-

Formal match: good
Semantic match: good
Cognacy: compelling, but not the ancient Ligurian etymology.

§ 07.2.4: Srd. barrasone, barisone, barrasélu etc. ‘tangle/bundle of wood
(generally to block passages)’ < *barrVs- (DES I: 181-82); cf. Bq. barra
‘bar’ (Rohlfs 1927b: 402; DCEC I: 510b, DECLC I: 645b); Sp., Pg. barda
‘fence made of intertwined branches and brambles’, Cat. barda ‘portable
barrier to lock up lifestock’, bardissa ‘thicket; hedge’ < *barda (DCEC I:
510; DECLC I: 644-45); OProv. barta ‘bush, brushwood’ etc. < *barrd/it-
(FEW I: 262). However, Bq. barra may be of Romance origin (Michelena

1990: 269).

Formal match: possible

Semantic match: good

Cognacy: compelling, but the Basque form may be a Romance loan
(Michelena 1990: 269).

Distribution: Sardinia, Iberia, southern France

Discussion

On the basis of the proposed pre-Roman comparanda, we can now evaluate

whether the geographical distribution of the evidence can shed light on the

pre-Roman linguistic configuration of the Mediterranean. If multiple cognates of

pre-Roman Sardinian words are consistently found in a geographically coherent

pattern, this could be evidence of the existence of a single language or language
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family in that area, or of prolonged regional language contact. Table 11.2.1 pro-
vides an overview of the Sardinian words with proposed pre-Roman comparanda
in the Mediterranean. In each case, the likelihood of the comparison is indicated,
along with the distribution of the accepted comparanda.®"

Sardinian Cogn. Ib. SFr. Cors. NIt. CIt. letc’ g:lgki
1 *%adardi ‘arum’ ? ? ?
2 *bull-uri/-Vr- ‘poison hemlock’ ? ?
3 *(9-)dnda ‘poppy’ v v
4 ‘*al-as- ‘butcher’s broom, holly’ ' v/(?) v v v
5 *goldsti ‘holly v vV v
6 *kosti ‘maple’ v ? |V v ?
7 *mutéklu ‘rockrose’ N v IV v IV
8 *oliddne ‘strawberry tree’ v v v V()
9 ‘*kdrvalkdrba ‘tree branch’ N v IV v
10 *bollVro ‘juniper berry v v  J/
1 *kokkoro ‘walnut’ ? v vV VY
12 *idkaru ‘hunting dog’ ? v v v
13 “kali- ‘puppy’ ? ?
14 *bett-, *bitt- fawn, lamb’ ? v o Vv
15 *leppVr- ‘hare’ v v VY v v/
16 *mufréne ‘mouflon’ v v ?
17 *nurra ‘chasm, shaft; pile’ X
18 *kdla ‘animal den’ v v YV v Y
19 *mékor- ‘hillock’ v V) VY v
20 *mdra ‘marsh; drain’ v (?) v | VY v
21 *kéja ‘valley; ditch, pit v v Y v Y ?
22 *péntum- ‘cliff, ravine’ ? v Y/
23 *tdrku/trékku ‘ravine, gorge’ ? v
24 *marr-driu ‘rock v v v
25 *kaldnka ‘rock crevice, preci- v v Vv v  /

31

The abbreviations in Table 11.2.1 refer to geographical rather than linguistic distribu-
tion. For instance, CIt. (Central Italy) includes not only the Central Italian branch of
Romance, but also Tuscan varieties, Latin, and Etruscan. Similarly, the single Siculian
comparandum is subsumed under Sic. (Sicily). The extents of these areas are specified in
§11.2.1.
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.. SIt., | Aeg.,
Sardinian Cogn., Ib. |SFr. Cors. NIt. CIt. Sic. Balk.
pice’

26 *arrdia ‘stream, watery ravine’ v/ v | / v

27 *garrdppu ‘whirlpool; crevice' = v Vv v v
*moretina ‘pile of rocks; dry

8

** stone wall v VY| Y v

29 *papdti ‘hornless’ ? ?

30 *¢urra ‘old sheep’ X

31 *bélla/vélla ‘old sheep’ ? ?

32 *t(ev)éle ‘tilled land’ v v

33 *barrVs- ‘bundle of wood’ N v IV

Table 11.2.1 Distribution of proposed pre-Roman comparanda

Twenty-one of the thirty-three discussed sets of words are sufficiently close,
formally and semantically, to posit a shared pre-Roman origin. Some items will
be excluded from the following discussion: ‘arum’ (1), ‘poison hemlock’ (2), ‘wal-
nut’ (11), ‘dog’ (12), ‘puppy’ (13), ‘fawn, lamb’ (14), ‘chasm, shaft; pile’ (17), ‘cliff
(22), and ‘old sheep’ (30, 31). These comparisons suffer from considerable formal
or semantic difficulties, rendering their connection either implausible, or diffi-
cult to verify.

121 Geographic distributions

In the following, the accepted comparanda to Sardinian non-inherited words are
discussed according to the region in which they are attested. From west to east,
these are the Iberian Peninsula, Southern France, Corsica, Northern Italy, Cen-
tral Italy, Southern Italy and Sicily, and the Aegean and the Balkans.

11.2.1.1 Iberian Peninsula

Table 11.2.1 contains no fewer than eleven lexical comparisons of plausible pre-
Roman origin (or twelve, if Bq. gastigar is included) between Sardinian and the
languages of the Iberian Peninsula. Interestingly, Basque participates in only five
of these comparisons, viz. the words for ‘holly’ (5), ‘branch/stick etc.” (9), ‘hillock,
low hill’ (19), ‘pile of rocks’ (28), and perhaps ‘bundle of wood etc.’ (33). Of these,
the Basque forms karbasta, garbazta ‘stick with branches’ (9) have been argued
to be a more recent formation in Basque (Lakarra et al. 2019: 3-8), and barra ‘bar’
(33) may be a loan from Romance (Michelena 1990: 269). The Basque forms mo-
koru ‘height, summit’ (19) and mora ‘pile of rocks, dolmen’ (28) cannot be native
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either, as the phoneme *m is not reconstructed for Proto-Basque (cf. Trask 1995:
67). As already mentioned in § 10.3.3, this suggests that the pre-Roman lan-
guage(s) of Sardinia were not related to Basque.

In absence of a direct link with Basque, and given the more extensive number of
ostensibly pre-Roman lexical correspondences between Sardinian and the
Ibero-Romance languages, the conclusion must be that both Sardinian and
Basque acquired lexical material from a third language. The distribution of the
Ibero-Romance forms is not uniform. Some words are attested in the north and
extending west to Portuguese, viz. ‘branch etc.’ (9), ‘hare’ (15), ‘pile of rocks’ (28).
Others are concentrated around the Pyrenees and the east coast, viz. ‘holly’ (5),
‘rockrose’ (7), ‘cove, creek’ (18), ‘ditch; pit’ (21). Yet others have a more general
distributio, viz. ‘stream, torrent, channel’ (26), ‘tangled wood used as a barrier’
(33). Several processes may have governed this distribution. A single group of
languages may have spread across a wide area in the Iberian Peninsula, whose
individual lexical items were preserved in some of the modern Romance varie-
ties, but not in others. Another possibility is that originally pre-Roman words
entered specific Romance varieties and from there diffused into neighboring
Romance varieties (cf. Dworkin 2012: 27-28). Whatever the case may be, an im-
portant observation is that the majority of Iberian-Sardinian correspondences
are represented in the northeastern languages of the peninsula, be it in Basque,
Aragonese or Catalan. In terms of pre-Roman languages, such a distribution
closely fits the extent of the extinct non-Indo-European Iberian language, as
delineated by inscriptional evidence (Untermann 1983: Map 1, Dworkin 2012: 19).
In conclusion, if both Sardinian and Basque borrowed from a shared donor lan-
guage, a plausible candidate for such a language would be Iberian (cf. § 11.3.1).

The following is an overview of the Sardinian forms with accepted comparanda
on the Iberian Peninsula, discussed in § 11.1, § 11.2. The numbering is that of § 11.1.

Srd. Ib.-Rom. Bq./other
5 *golosti ‘holly’ Navarr. colostia, golostia ‘id’ Bq. gorosti ‘id’

Bq. gastigar etc.
id.” (?)

6 *kosti ‘maple’

. ,  Cat. médega, motxera ‘narrow-leaved
7 *mutéklu ‘rockrose ) ,
cistus

Ast. garbu ‘small firewood’, Pg. gravulha
‘dry pine-needles’, Gal. garabullos ‘dry
tips of branches used as firewood’ etc.

*kdrvalkdrba ‘tree Bq. karbasta,

branch’ garbazta (?)

15 *léppVr- ‘hare’ Pg. ldparo ‘young rabbit’ Turdetanian
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Srd. Ib.-Rom. Bq./other
AePnpic ‘hare’
18 *kdla ‘animal den’ Sp., Cat. cala ‘cove, inlet, creek’
*mdkor- ‘hillock, low Bq. mokoru
9 hill’ ‘height, summit’

Arag. ceaq, citja ‘silo; underground cavity

used for grain storage and to imprison

*kéia ‘valley; ditch, pit slaves’; Cat. cia ‘chasm’, siya, sia ‘grain
# (to store grain)’ silo’, sitja ‘pit covered with earth for
storing grain, sitges (Mallorca) ‘silos,

hewn out in the rock inside houses’

Sp. torco, torca (Navarre) ‘chasm; un-

23 *torku/*trokku ‘ravine’
3 / stable terrain; pothole etc.’

*(ar)réia ‘downfall of ) Lat. arrugia ‘shaft
Sp. arroyo, Pg. orroio ‘stream, brook, . g
, in a Spanish
creek’

watery ravine etc. goldmine’

26 water, stream, torrent,

*moretina << *mora- o Bq. more(a),

. Sp. morena, Pg. moreia ‘pile of plant o .

28 ‘pile of rocks; dry stone - mora ‘cairn, pile
, material ,

wall of rocks; dolmen

*barrVs. ‘tancle of Pg. barda ‘fence made of intertwined
arrvs-tangie o branches and brambles’, Cat. barda
33 wood (to block passag- 0

es)

Bq. b ‘bar’ (?
ortable barrier to lock up lifestock’, q barra‘bar’ (?)

bardissa ‘thicket, hedge’
Table 11.2.2: Pre-Roman Sardinian comparanda in the Iberian Peninsula

11.2.1.2 Southern France

Intriguingly, the number of acceptable external comparanda to pre-Roman Sar-
dinian words peaks in the area that is now southern France. Seventeen of the
comparisons between Sardinian and Occitan forms discussed in § 111, i.e. ap-
proximately half of the total number, withstand formal and semantic scrutiny.
They are therefore likely to represent cognate forms. This raises the question as
to what the source language of these lexical items might have been. Pre-Roman
Gaul is usually taken to have been predominantly Celtic-speaking (e.g. Polomé
1983: 527—528). None of the forms in question have a plausible Celtic etymology
however. Nor is there evidence for Celtic ever having reached Sardinia.
Non-Indo-European languages attested in (southern) Gaul are Aquitanian, Iberi-
an, and Etruscan. Aquitanian, the ancestor to modern day Basque, was native to
the Atlantic coast in the southwest of modern day France (Gorrochategui 1995:
57; Trask 1995: 87). Iberian was spoken in what is now the Languedoc region, up
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to modern day Lattes (Untermann 1980: 36, 383—384). Finally, Etruscan was also
spoken in Lattes, as well as at Pech Maho (Wallace 2008: 3; Dietler 2010: 97; Mul-
len 2013: 30). Whereas the presence of Etruscan was likely the result of Etruscan
traders settling in the area relatively recently (cf. Bats 1998; Wallace 2008: 3),
Iberian appears to have been the prevalent language, at least in the southwest-
ernmost parts of what is now the French Mediterranean coast (Untermann 1980:
36).3*

For purposes of this study, it is important to note that there is an evident overlap
between Sardinian-Iberian correspondences and Sardinian-French correspond-
ences. Eleven words of pre-Roman origin are shared between Sardinia, the Iberi-
an Peninsula, and southern France.®® This sizeable number suggests that what-
ever language or language group was the source of the shared pre-Roman vocab-
ulary of Sardinia and the Iberian Peninsula, was also present in southern France.
Looking at the geographical distribution of the Gallo-Romance comparanda, we
can further observe that most are attested in Gascon and Lengadocian, north of
the Pyrenees. As in the case of the comparanda in the Iberian Peninsula, this
distribution is consistent with ancient Iberian being the donor language of these
forms in Gallo-Romance.

The following is an overview of the Sardinian forms with likely comparanda in
southern France, discussed in § 11.1, 11.2. The numbering is that of § 11.1.

Srd. Gall.-Rom. Other
3 *(9-)dnda-‘poppy’  Lang. dndér, ondér (dep. Lot) ‘id.

A 2z \
. , Bearn. aroti, Prov. are ‘broom’, Auv. aléte <
al-ds- ‘butcher’s

4 *alista. Lang. orousto < *alusta ‘common
broom, holly’ broom’

5  *goldsti ‘holly Lang. agaloussé ‘id’

6  *kosti ‘maple’ OProv. agast ‘id’

7 *muték(u)lu ‘rockrose’ Lang. mouche, mouge ‘id’

8 *olidone ‘strawberry  Gasc. auledun, Saintongeais olon, Lang.

tree’ leduno ‘id’

9  “kdrva/*kdrba'‘tree  Gasc. garbalhe ‘pine needles’, Prov. garbo

¥2 Cf. Mullen (2013: 26—27) on the potential presence of a “Ligurian” language southeast
of Massalia. This language is not attested, and its existence is largely based on mentions
by classical authors. The label “Ligurian” has been used to account for various proposed
substrate phenomena (§ 1.3.2.1).

#3 That is, excluding the comparison of Srd. kdstike, OProv. agast, Bq. gazstigar ‘maple’,
due to uncertainties regarding the Basque form (cf. § 10.3.1).
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Srd. Gall.-Rom. Other

branch’ ‘hollow tree trunk’ etc.

15

Massiliot Gr.
OProv. laperel ‘young rabbit’, OFr. lapriel asstiotur

18

*léppVr- ‘hare’ ) ., AePnpic ‘rab-
rabbit bit
OProv. cala ‘cove, inlet, creek’, Lang. cdlo

*kdla‘animal den’  ‘shelter (from the wind)’, Sav. Sale ‘chalet’

etc.

19

*mokor- ‘hillock, low Lang. maghélo, maghiélo ‘steep hill, steep
hill’ place’

OProv. setgia (Narbonne), Lang. siejo
*kéja ‘valley; ditch, pit (Montréal-de-'’Aude) ‘grain silo’; Dauphi-

21 s . L
(to store grain)’ nois sialet ‘chasm; land collapse in high
plateaus’
. L Gasc. marralh ‘big stone’, Lang. marroc
24 *marr-driu ‘rock ) , .
stone block’, Prov. marro ‘tuff
OProv. calanca ‘narrow alley’, Prov.
ol . caranco ‘narrow bay where ships take shel-
kaldnka ‘rock crevice, .
25 . , ter; deep spot along the sea or a river,
recipice, cave .
precipice, where one can find fish’, kaldnko ‘rock
crevice’, kandnko ‘cavern’
*(ar)réia ‘downfall of . . . ,
Gasc. arrouio, arrouil gutter, rivulet’,
26 water, stream, torrent, - o,
) . Bearn. arroulho ‘irrigation ditch
watery ravine etc.
. . , ipice’, .
" . Lang. caraven ‘chasm, precipice’, Bearn
garréppu ‘whirlpool, U i
27 o garimbdut ‘precipice, ravine, dangerous
crevice )
pass
*moretina << *mora-
28 ‘pile of rocks; dry Frpr. moréna ‘glacier moraine’
stone wall’
*b ¢
arrVs- ‘bundle of
33 & OProv. barta ‘bush, brushwood’
W00

Table 11.2.3: Pre-Roman Sardinian comparanda in southern France

11.2.1.3 Corsica

Given the geographical proximity of Corsica to Sardinia, and the cultural con-

nections between the two islands in history and prehistory, it comes as some-

what of a surprise that only seven of the comparisons discussed in § 11.1 are rep-

resented in Corsican, one of which is uncertain: viz. the word for ‘dog’ (12). With

the exception of the word for ‘mouflon’ (16), which refers to an animal native to
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the two islands, all comparisons have additional representatives in the Iberian
Peninsula, France (12, 18, 25, 27, 28), or Italy (18, 25, 27, 28). This suggests that,
even though Sardinia and Corsica likely were exposed to similar pre-Roman
linguistic influences, there is no evidence for a closer linguistic affiliation be-
tween the pre-Roman languages of the two islands than between either of them
and other parts of the western Mediterranean. One possible explanation for this
is that Corsica was more thoroughly romanized than Sardinia. Another reason
could be that Corsica was heavily tuscanized in the Middle Ages (Nesi 1988: 801;
Ledgeway 2016: 208), during which native vocabulary may have been lost.

The following is an overview of the Sardinian forms with likely comparanda in
Corsica, discussed in § 11.1, 11.2. The numbering is that of § 11.1.3

Srd. Cors.
12 *idkaru ‘hunting dog’ Cors. ghjdcaru ‘shepherd dog’ (?)
16 *mufrone ‘mouflon’ Cors. muvrone ‘id’
18  *kdla ‘animal den’ Cors. cala ‘cove, inlet, creek’

*mdra ‘marsh, swamp, bog; sewer, Cors. mara ‘deviation of water to irrigate
20

drain’ gardens’
*kaldnka ‘rock crevice, precipice, Cors. calanca ‘sheltered place between
25 . . .
cave’ mountains or hills; rocky inlet’
27 *garréppu ‘whirlpool; crevice’ Cors. karravoni ‘ravine’
3 *moretina << *mora- ‘pile of rocks; Cors. mora, mola ‘pile (of hay, rocks, wood
2
dry stone wall’ etc.)

Table 11.2.4: Pre-Roman Sardinian comparanda in Corsica

11.2.1.4 Northern Italy

In northern Italy, here defined as all Italian regions north of Tuscany and
Marche, we find six correspondences to Sardinian words of probable pre-Roman
origin. All six of these are also found in southern France, and four have corre-
spondences further south in Italy (4, 8, 20, 21).

The following is an overview of the Sardinian forms with likely comparanda in
northern Italy, discussed in § 11.1, 11.2. The numbering is that of § 11.1.3

Srd. NIt.
4 *al-ds- ‘butcher’s broom; holly’ Lig. lastra, ardstra ‘spiny broom’
8 “olidone ‘strawberry tree’ Pied. ({)iirion ‘id’

¥4 Srd. mdra (20) ‘only belongs here if it is not ultimately from *mdgar (cf. § 5.1.8).
35 See fn. 314.
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*mdra ‘marsh, swamp, bog; sewer, Lad. mar ‘swampy place’, marena ‘land-
20 . . . .
drain’ slide’, Ven. marecia ‘marshy terrain’

*kéia ‘valley; ditch, pit (to store
T y pit ( Friul. céole, cévole ‘chasnmy’
grain)

. . , Lomb. marogn ‘boulder’, Trent. maroc, Lad.
24 *marr-ariu ‘rock e .
marok ‘scree

*(ar)rdia ‘downfall of water, stream, Piem. ruga, Lomb. réga, Ven. Roza, Lad.
torrent, watery ravine etc.’ roia, roa, Friul. roye ‘millrace’

Table 11.2.5: Pre-Roman Sardinian comparanda in northern Italy

11.2.1.5 Central Italy

The lexical evidence from Central Italy, i.e. Tuscany, Lazio, Umbria and Marche,
can be divided into two categories. The first comprises the evidence from the
ancient attested languages of the region, Etruscan and Latin. The second is the
evidence from the local modern Romance varieties spoken in this area, including
the Italian standard language, which is mainly based on Tuscan. The comparan-
da from Etruscan and Latin (7, 8, 9, 15) are all attested in southern France and the
Iberian Peninsula as well, the sole exception being “strawberry tree” (8), which is
absent from the latter. Of the modern comparanda, five reappear in southern
France (6, 18, 21, 25, 27) and three in the Iberian Peninsula (18, 21, 28).

The distribution of the comparanda raises crucial questions on the linguistic
relationships between pre-Roman Italy and other parts of the Mediterranean.
Etruscan, being the most conspicuous pre-Roman language of Italy, has been
invoked to account for various non-inherited elements in Latin and in the mod-
ern linguistic varieties of the region, most notably Tuscan (cf. § 10.4). The fact
that a sizeable amount of these non-inherited elements are also found elsewhere
in the Mediterranean, suggests the existence of linguistic ties between Italy,
southern France, the Iberian Peninsula, and Sardinia. The questions and implica-
tions that ensue from these lexical ties, are discussed in § 11.4.

The following is an overview of the Sardinian forms with likely comparanda in

northern Italy, discussed in § 11.1, 11.2. The numbering is that of § 11.1. 6
Srd. Lat./Etr. CIt. Romance
6  *kosti ‘maple’ Tusc. costolo ‘ash tree’

i Etr. nobtovxa
7 “muték(u)lu ‘rockrose’ . s ,
thyme; rockrose

8  *olidone ‘strawberry tree’  Lat. unedo ‘id.’ (?)

316

See fn. 314.
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Srd. Lat./Etr. CIt. Romance

Lat. carbo, -onis
9  *kdrvalkdrba ‘tree branch’ )
piece of charcoal

10 *bollVro ‘juniper berry’ Tusc. bollora ‘gall’

15 “léppVr- ‘hare’ Lat. lepus, -oris ‘id’

18 *kdla ‘animal den’ It. cala ‘cove, inlet, creek’

. It. marazzo ‘puddle, marsh’,

mdra ‘marsh, swamp, bog; o

20 ., Laz. marana ‘artificial water-
sewer, drain

way’
o1 *kéia ‘valley; ditch, pit (to Elban ¢idle ‘shelter under a
store grain)’ protruding rock’

* 4 « .

, kaldnka ‘rock crevice, T . rockslide

5 .. , usc. calanco ‘rockslide
precipice, cave

*garréppu ‘whirlpool;
garropp P South Tusc. karravone ‘ravine’

27 .
crevice
g *moretina << *mora- ‘pile of Tusc. mora ‘pile of rocks’, Laz.
2 .
rocks; dry stone wall’ mora ‘boulder, big rocks’

Table 11.2.6: Pre-Roman Sardinian comparanda in central Italy

11.2.1.6 Southern Italy and Sicily

The distribution of Sardinian comparanda with attestations in southern Italy and
Sicily is largely comparable to that in northern and central Italy, with six out of
nine forms having a correspondent in southern France (viz. 4, 5, 7, 15, 25, 27), and
four in the Iberian Peninsula (viz. 5, 7, 15, 18). Especially noteworthy is the exact
lexical match between Sic. alastra ‘spiny broom’ and Lig. ldstra, ardstra ‘id.” (cf.
Bertoldi 1928: 233 fn. 3; Battisti 1960: 373). The correspondences involving central
Italy, especially that of Calab. miitaca ‘rockrose’ to Etr. podtouxa ‘thyme, rock-
rose’, would suggest some connection to Etruscan, even though that language
has not been attested so far to the south (Wallace 2008: 2—3).

The following is an overview of the Sardinian forms with likely comparanda in
southern Italy and Sicily, discussed in § 11.1, 11.2. The numbering is that of § 11.1.

Srd. SIt. Sic.
*al-ds- ‘butcher’s Sic. alastra ‘spiny
broom; holly’ broom’

Lucanian célastru, Calab. cégghiastru,
*goldsti ‘holl
5 goldsti‘holly cistriddazzu, Bov. azziddastro ‘holly’
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Srd. SIt. Sic.
,Calab. mutaca, mundaca, amundaci,  Sic. boddaru ‘grain,

7 “muték(u)lu ‘rockrose

amundici ‘narrow-leaved cistus’ kernel; bump’
*bollVro ‘juniper Sic. béddaru ‘grain,
10
berry’ kernel; bump’

Siculian Aémoptv
‘id”
Sic. cala ‘cove,

15 *léppVr- ‘hare’

18 *kdla ‘animal den’ . ,
inlet, creek

*kaldnka ‘rock crev- Calab. kalanks ‘landslide’

25 . .
ice, precipice, cave’

*garréppu ‘whirlpool;
crevice’

27 Calab. kalafiinu ‘puddle’

. Calab. papdttsa, Greco-Calab. popidttso,
29 *papati o ,
Abruzz. kakgééa, pakgttsa ‘hornless

Table 11.2.7: Pre-Roman Sardinian comparanda in southern Italy and Sicily

11.2.1.7 Aegean and the Balkans

In Greek, we find multiple forms that correspond, both formally and semantical-
ly, to forms in the western Mediterranean. The most conspicuous among these
forms is Gr. xyAaatpog ‘holly’ (5), which corresponds to Srd. goldstiu, Bq. gorosti,
Lang. agalotissés ‘id.’ etc. However, Gr. xnAactpog ‘holly’ is only attested in The-
ophrastus (1916: chap. 9:3; Hofmann 1949: 142), and in Hesychius (2020: 596) as
xnhagtpal ‘trees’. It does appear to be continued in southern Italy by Lucanian
célastru, Calab. cégghiastru, Bov. azziddastro etc. ‘holly’ (DEI II: 842; Rohlfs 1977:
104, 110, 156, 694, 808). It cannot fully be ruled out that Gr. xAaatpog ‘holly’ was
in fact only used in Greek varieties of Magna Graecia (cf. § 3.3.7). Similarly, the
form dxaatog is found in Hesychius, glossed as ‘maple’, but he offers no infor-
mation on the provenance of this form. Alessio’s (1949: 132) suggestion that
dxagtog was a Massiliote Greek form borrowed from a local language seems
speculative but is supported by OProv. agast ‘maple’. It is therefore conceivable
that this word was never found in the Aegean. A connection between Srd. *kéia
‘pit (to store grain)’ (21) and Gr. xouddag ‘pit or cavern in Sparta, into which con-
victed persons were thrown’ is not certain, because the latter requires earlier
*kaiua-t/d- or *kauia-t/d-. The presence of the putative correspondents to Srd.
*mokor- ‘hillock’ in Albanian, Romanian, Proto-Slavic and modern Greek, sug-
gests a more recent introduction of this word into Greece, perhaps from Slavic
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*mogyla ‘burial mound’, which is itself of unclear origin (Vasmer 1955: 143-144).3"
Since this particular case is the only potential evidence for substrate corre-
spondences between Sardinia and the languages of the Balkans, other than
Greek, it is possible that we are dealing with a chance correspondence.

As a result, the number of Greek-Sardinian correspondences is rather limited,
especially in light of the uncertain provenance of some of the Greek forms, and
of the large number of Greek words of suspected pre-Indo-European origin (cf.
Beekes 2014).

The following is an overview of the Sardinian forms with likely comparanda in
the Aegean region or the Balkans, discussed in § 111, 11.2. The numbering is that
of § 11.1.3®

Srd. Gr. Other
5  “golosti ‘holly Gr. xAaatpog ‘id.
6  *kosti‘maple’ Gr. Hes. dxaorog ‘id”
Alb. ¢ ‘small pile, heap’;
*mdkor- ‘hillock, , , b magvule fma Pt e. cap
19 , MGr. paryodAa ‘burial mound’ Rom. mdgurd ‘mountain’; PSL
low hill N o ,
mogyla ‘burial mound
*mdra ‘marsh,
20 swamp, bog; Gr. dpdpa ‘trench, channel’

sewer, drain’

Srd. *kéja ‘valley; Gr. xouddag ‘pit or cavern in
21 ditch, pit (to store Sparta, into which convicted
grain)’ persons were thrown’

Table 11.2.8: Pre-Roman Sardinian comparanda in the Aegean and Balkans

1.3  Interpretation of the observed distributions

In § 111, the various proposals for cognates of pre-Roman Sardinian words have
been analyzed. For twenty-one out of the thirty-three proposed comparisons a
good case can be made that they are indeed of a shared pre-Roman origin.** The
following is an overview of the number of accepted comparanda between Sar-
dinia and each of the discussed regions, in descending order:

¥7 Note the agreement between the Greek and Slavic forms in the meaning ‘burial
mound’.

8 See fn. 314.

#9 Some less certain cases, e.g. those that have been proposed to be the result of sound-

symbolic processes, are not included in this number.



Mediterranean comparisons 525

e Southern France: 17

e Central Italy: 12

e Iberian Peninsula: 11 or 12

e SouthItaly: g9

e (Corsica:7

e North Italy: 6

e Aegean and the Balkans: 5 (but some uncertainties)

1.3a1 Iberian in Sardinia?

The most striking observation that can be made on the basis of the geographical
distribution of the pre-Roman lexicon shared between Sardinia and other re-
gions, is that the vast majority entail comparanda in Southern France. This is all
the more surprising, since this region is not home to any of the attested lan-
guages that have previously been compared to the pre-Roman Sardinian vocabu-
lary (cf. § 10). Not much lower in number are the comparisons with comparanda
in the Iberian Peninsula and Central Italy. Of the twelve Iberian-Sardinian corre-
spondences, ten are shared with Southern France, underlining the close linguis-
tic ties between these three regions. The relevant forms in the Iberian Peninsula
are concentrated in the northeast, in Basque, Aragonese and Catalan, although
some are also found further west in Castilian, Asturian and Portuguese. In
France, the evidence compared to Sardinian clusters in the Languedoc, northeast
of the Pyrenees, although outliers are also found farther north and east in other
Gallo-Romance varieties. The fact that a considerable amount of pre-Roman
Sardinian words have correspondences in a coherent and well-defined geograph-
ical context outside Sardinia (Figure 11.3.1), appears crucial. It suggests that a
language spoken in northeastern Spain and southern France was related to a
language once spoken in Sardinia.

As mentioned in § 11.2.1.2, the distribution of the pre-Roman lexical correspond-
ences between Sardinia, the Iberian Peninsula, and France, overlaps with the
known extent of the ancient Iberian language, which is attested from the south-
eastern coast of Spain to the Languedoc region in France (see § 1.3.2.2). An Iberi-
an origin of the discussed pre-Roman words could offer an explanation of the
presence of the Basque correspondents of pre-Roman Sardinian words, that
cannot have been the result of a Vasconic presence in Sardinia (cf. § 10.3.3). Ibe-
rian was not related to Basque, but both languages share features, probably as a
result of convergence due to intensive contact (Gorrochategui 1995; Trask 1995:

79)-
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There are several considerations that shed some doubt on Iberian as a source
language for pre-Roman words in Sardinia, Spain and France. One is that the
evidence for the existence of a phoneme /m/ in Iberian is scarce (Velaza 2019:
172-173; Moncunill & Velaza 2020: 598), similar to the non-existence of Proto-
Basque *m (Michelena 1990: 267). The phoneme /m/ does however occur in a
number of pre-Roman correspondences found in Sardinia, the Iberian Peninsula,
and France: e.g. Srd. muteclu, Cat. modaga, Lang. mouche ‘rockrose’; Srd. moyoro
‘hillock’, Bq. mokoru ‘height, summit’, Lang. maghélo ‘steep hill'. Another possible
objection to Iberian as a lexical donor is that Iberian may have expanded to its
observed range not too long before the first attestations (Velaza 2019: 162). De
Hoz (2009; 2011: 56—57) argues that in the northeast, Iberian was only used as a
lingua franca, besides vernacular languages of a different origin. Additional evi-
dence for a non-Iberian language in northeastern Spain and southwestern
France are the non-Iberian-looking personal names attested in Iberian inscrip-
tions in precisely this area (Gorrochategui & Vallejo 2019: 360), which have been
related to onomastic practices in the “Ligurian” area (Untermann 1969: 8—9).
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Sardinia, France, and Tberia (certain cases)

Sardinia, France, and Iberia (uncertain cases)

Other (certain cases)

Other (uncertain cases)

Figure 11.3.1: Distribution of pre-Roman words shared between Sardinia, Iberia, and France
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The distributions of pre-Roman lexical correspondences do in any case show
that some pre-Indo-European language was present both in Sardinia, and in the
Iberian epigraphic area. The lexical correspondences between Sardinian, Basque,
and other Romance languages in the region likely represent independent bor-
rowings from this language. Whether this source language was Iberian itself, or
some other pre-Indo-European language dominated or supplanted by Iberian, is
difficult to establish based on the current evidence. In any case, these findings,
based on the lexical data, corroborate the Sardinian-Iberian connection pro-
posed by Paulis (2008) on the basis of structural and onomastic similarities.

1.3.2 Etruscan in Sardinia?

At a shared second place in order of most pre-Roman lexical correspondences to
Sardinian is the region of Central Italy, with twelve accepted correspondences
found in modern and ancient languages spoken in Etruria and Latium (modern
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day Tuscany and Lazio).** This may lend additional strength to Pittau’s (1995)
hypothesis that a language related to Etruscan was once spoken in Sardinia (cf.
§ 10.4), since the distribution of this rather large number of correspondences
corresponds well to that of this pre-Indo-European language. It is important to
note that, due to the fact that only a single Sardinian word has a convincing cog-
nate in an actual Etruscan form (§ 10.4.1, 11.2.1.5), a possible connection between
pre-Roman Sardinian and Etruscan is still based more on geographical distribu-
tion than on direct linguistic evidence — as in the case of Iberian (§ 11.3.1). Inter-
estingly, nine of the Sardinian-Central Italian comparisons are shared with
Southern France (Figure 11.3.2). This raises the suspicion that the pre-Roman
linguistic connections between Sardinia and Italy cannot be seen separately

from those between Sardinia, Iberia, and France (cf. § 11.4).*

#° Many of these have not been discussed by Pittau (1995).
¥ Cf. Alessio (1949: 114) for a similar observation.
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Sardinia, Central Italy, and France (certain cases)
Sardinia, Central Italy, and France (uncertain cases)

Other (certain cases)

Other (uncertain cases)

& =

Figure 11.3.2: Distribution of pre-Roman words shared between Sardinia, central Italy, and France
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1.3.3 Pre-Greek in Sardinia?

Whereas most accepted lexical correspondences are found in the western Medi-
terranean, there are five words with a more eastern distribution, all of which
have a representative in Greek. The respective Sardinian and Greek forms are
phonologically or semantically too dissimilar to accept direct borrowings from
Byzantine Greek into Sardinian, suggesting that they must have come from a
third source. The number of six correspondences is rather low in light of the
large number of substrate words preserved both in Sardinian and in Greek, and
the provenance of some of the Greek comparanda is unclear (e.g. dxaotog ‘ma-
ple’, xnAaatpog ‘holly’; cf. § 11.2.1.7). Nor does the Sardinian pre-Roman lexicon
exhibit some of the most notable morphological features present in the
pre-Greek lexicon, such as the -w8og-suffix (cf. Kroonen 2024b). Because of the
uncertainty regarding the “Greek-ness” of some of the forms, there is no suffi-
cient evidence to posit a close relationship between any pre-Roman Sardinian
language and pre-Greek. The similarity between the compared forms is never-
theless striking, and will hopefully be explained in the future.

1.4 Discussion: a pre-Roman language family in the

western Mediterranean?
The geographical distribution of pre-Roman comparanda shows that there were
linguistic connections between Sardinia and the Iberia peninsula, southern
France, and central Italy. It has been considered whether the presence of these
words in Sardinia may be the result of contacts with Iberian (or some other lan-
guage spoken in the Iberian epigraphic area; § 11.3.1), and a Tyrrhenian language
respectively (§ 11.3.2). In this context, it is interesting to have a look at the other
regions where apparent cognates of these Sardinian-Ibero-French and Sardinian-
Central Italian words are found. Of the twelve Sardinian-Central Italian corre-
spondences, seven are found in South Italy, and five are found in Corsica, ac-
counting for most of the convincing Sardinian-South Italian and Sardinian-
Corsican comparisons. If the forms listed in § 1.2.1.5 are indeed of Tyrrhenian
origin, their South Italian comparanda could be due to the historical expansion
of Etruscan beyond Etruria, although Etruscan has not been found as far south as
Calabria (Wallace 2008: 2—3). More striking is that six out of twelve words shared
between Central Italian and Sardinia are also found in both the Iberian Peninsu-
la and Southern France, with an additional three shared between Sardinia, Cen-
tral Italy and Southern France. The fact that all of these regions (Sardinia, Iberia,
France, Italy) show significant overlap in their pre-Roman comparanda, suggests
the presence of closely related languages across a good portion of the western
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Mediterranean. This has of course been claimed numerous times by the propo-
nents of the “Mediterranean substrate hypothesis” (cf. § 1.3.2).

Since an Iberian context has been suggested for the comparanda in § 11.3.1 and a
Tyrrhenian origin is consistent with the distribution of the comparanda in
§ 11.3.2, one wonders if, and how, both a hypothetical Iberian and a Tyrrhenian
origin of certain pre-Roman Sardinian words can be upheld. To my knowledge,
no linguistic relationship between Iberian and Etruscan has ever (successfully)
been proposed,®™ nor will I do so — our poor understanding of both languages
makes any direct structural or lexical comparison difficult. In light of the difficul-
ties regarding Iberian as a donor language (e.g. its apparent lack of /m/; cf.
§ 11.3.1), the non-Iberian language whose existence is suspected on the basis of
onomastic material in Iberian inscriptions in Catalonia and Roussillon (Gorro-
chategui & Vallejo 2019: 360) might be a better candidate — although our un-
derstanding of this language is of course even poorer than for Iberian.

The Greek comparanda do in themselves not constitute sufficient evidence for
close linguistic ties between pre-Indo-European Sardinia and Greece, but there
are some striking correspondences, that are also found in other parts of the
Mediterranean. All of this raises the question what linguistic reality could
account for these observations, and if we can find any non-linguistic evidence
supporting a presence of some language or language family across the western
Mediterranean.

On the basis of the close formal resemblance of the compared forms, it appears
that the donor languages of the compared pre-Roman words were rather closely
related. Confidently establishing a time-depth for the dispersal of these lan-
guages is impossible. However, the date of 10 0oo — 9 ooo BCE, proposed by Pau-
lis (2008: 48) for the common ancestor of pre-Roman Sardinian and its relatives
in the Iberian Peninsula, seems much too early. The meanings of the accepted
lexical correspondences predominantly fall in the semantic categories of wild
plants (e.g. ‘holly’, ‘maple’) and natural geographical features (e.g. ‘marsh’, ‘rock
crevice’), although there are some that can be interpreted as basic agricultural
concepts (e.g. ‘pit [to store grain]’, ‘pile of rocks, dry stone wall’). The borrowing
of words for concepts tied to the natural environment indicates that the ob-
served lexical correspondences between various parts of the Mediterranean are
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But comparanda from both the Iberian peninsula and Italy have frequently been dis-
cussed as part of a “Mediterranean substrate” (§ 1.3.2).
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not likely the result of trade contacts. At least for Sardinia, we get the impression
323

that these words originated in the language of a settled, native population.
1.5  Conclusion

In summary, on the basis of the distributions of pre-Roman lexical items shared
by Sardinian and other languages in the Mediterranean, I have argued for a rein-
statement of sorts of the Mediterranean substrate hypothesis (cf. § 1.3.2), though
in a much more nuanced form. There is evidence for related pre-Roman lan-
guages once being spoken in Sardinia and along the northern coast of the west-
ern Mediterranean, from northeastern Spain to the Italian peninsula. However,
there is no convincing evidence for a number of other pre-Roman connections
proposed in the context of the Mediterranean substrate hypothesis, such as
those to Basque and Berber. The lexical correspondences between Sardinian and
Basque are best explained by independent contact with a third language (§ 10.3).
The correspondences between Sardinian and Berber that would be evidence for
a Libyan presence in Sardinia, are more likely mediated through Punic spoken in
Sardinia (§ 10.2). I have not found any evidence whatsoever for a linguistic con-
nection between Sardinia and more far-flung regions such as Anatolia and the
Caucasus (cf. Bertoldi 1928: 250; 1939: 100; Hubschmid 1963b: 147-148). The only
potential pre-Roman Sardinian comparanda outside the western Mediterranean
are found in the Aegean, but several of these are uncertain (§ 11.2.1.7).

Regarding Sardinia specifically, the two dozen words that have comparanda
elsewhere in the Mediterranean are still but a section of the entire corpus of
possibly pre-Roman Sardinian words. One could wonder whether the pre-Roman
Sardinian words without Mediterranean comparanda originated in another pre-
Roman language native to Sardinia that was not closely related to languages
elsewhere.” This is difficult to conclusively prove or reject, but the forms with
Mediterranean comparanda are widely distributed across Sardinia, indicating
that their source language too was spoken everywhere on the island. Additional-
ly, at least one of the morphemes identified in § 9 is present on a word with
Mediterranean comparanda (viz. *$-dnda ‘poppy’; § 3.1.15). This suggests that the
other forms containing *9(i)-, and thus *4(V)- too, originated in the same lan-

guage.

#3 Contra Santano Moreno (2000:174).
#4 A similar idea is expressed by Wagner (1944: 321-322).



