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Abstract

Within the framework of the Palaeolithic Continu®aradigm, Latlumbricus ‘earth-
worm’ is seen as a semantic development of an BEmitariant of Latumbilicus‘na-
vel’, *umbricum which was borrowed by the Latins with the new nieg of ‘earth-
worm’, along with the preceding article, wronglytdrpreted as part of the word. The
archaeological context of this sequence of evenfeund in the Emilian Neolithic cul-
ture of Fiorano and in its influence on the Lingéare culture of the contiguous area to
its South.

Premise

Lat. lumbricus ‘earthworm’ is without etymology: according to But and Meillet
(DELL), the only proposed solution (Weldlyngyr ‘intestinal worm’), «est sans
valeur».

In my opinion we are dealing with one of thoseidtatlialect words, akin to Latin
and originated outside of Latium, which were inrodd into pre-Roman Latin in pre-
or proto-historical times, and were adopted bywihigten norm during the Roman age.
In previous works (Alinei 2000: 958-969; 2009a, @P1 have studied similar cases —
such ascaus(s)afrom dialect variants ofcalceg pratumfrom dialect variants opila-
tum, belua of bellula, obturare of *taurare, ferrum of fabrum (adjective),umbraand
mora of meridies caseunof coagulum

Scritti in onore di Eric Pratt Hamp per il suo 9€ompleannpa cura di G. Belluscio e
A. Mendicino, Rende, Universita della Calabria, @0dp. 3-13.
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This new case seems to illustrate the developmieahdEmilian, Italid variant of
Latin umbilicus‘navel’ (of Indo-European origins: cfr. Greekoaldg, Sanskritnabhi,
Old Irishimbliu, Old High Germamaba Old Prussiamabis IEW 314-315), which was
introduced into the spoken Latin of central Italy@prehistoric culture which | will try
to identify following the methodology of “Etymologal archaeology” (illustrated in
Alinei 2009b).

To begin with, | would like to recall that: (1) \uitregards taumbilicus the great
majority of its derivations in the relevant areantboue a diminutive of the Latin term;
(2) with regards to the forms that continuenbricusthe diminutive is often present,
even if less frequent; (3ymbricusis not the only form documented in Latin: the othe
forms, lumbrix andlumbricis, lumbrica(see DELL), prove that it is not necessary to
presuppose an influence of the plural (aREMY in order to explain the frequent vari-
ants of Italianlombrico with the palatalized velar (such as Mardhmbri¢, Emilian
ombrisandumbrizaland Ligurianumbrizy.

From umbilicus to *umbricum

In order to identify the Italian area where the panf the ‘navel’ apparently became
that of the ‘earthworm’, we can use the phonetiangfe of the original group /rfi3l/
of umbilicusinto /mbr/, after the syncope of the atonic vowdhjch produces the form
*umbricum As is known (see also Alinei 2009a), this phenoomeis widely diffused in
Italy, as well as in the whole Celto-Italid are&éllo-Romance” in the traditional ter-
minology). Not by chance, it is in this area that find Frenchnombril, Old French
and dialectal Frenclombril, Occitanumbrilh and Catalatlombrigol.

With regards taumbilicus AIS map 130 (“'ombelico [bottone]”) allows us to de-
termine with sufficient precision the relevant keediarea (see figure 1).
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Figure 1: Area wherambilicuschanges todmbricus (from AIS 130)
As one can see, the typambricusis concentrated in Southern Piedmont, Liguria;cen
tral-western Emilia and Friuli, and is also presentwo isolated points (Marche and
Southern Tuscany). In the North-West, apart froro peints, the protonic vowel did
not fall, and the group /nil/ has remained unaltered, or has passed, witlcisnia to
/mb"*/: cfr. Piedmontesambulfamburi In the central Alpine area, characterized by
the syncope, the liquid consonant remained, giwag to the form /umblik/, and simi-
larly in Eastern Emilia and Romagna, where thetiaa form is the diminutive
*umbliculus in Lombardy and Veneto different words prevailicls asbottone or
bigolo along with local variants afmbilicus(such a$unigg buligo, munigg.

More important, the /mbr/-area can be subdividethiee separated areas, depend-

ing on the typology of the diminutive:

1) In Friuli the diminutive is of the typeumbiliceOnem ambritson ambrigon,
umbrico etc.;

2) in Southern Piedmont, Liguria, and western Emilia timinutive is of the
type *umbilicEllum: imbersj ambarsay umbritsaly umbrisaly umbarsaly
obarsaletc.;

3) only in Central-Western Emlia and Romagna the dinive is of the type
*umbildculum: umbrigal umbrigwal umbrigle ombrigle umbrigul om-
brigol, umbrigul etc. We will concentrate on this variant, whichtie only
possible origin of tmbricum and thus the only one relevant for our thesis.

Figure 2 shows the relevant area more in details:
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Figure 2 — Area of dmbricu(lu)s‘navel’

Lumbricus

Let us now consider the name of the ‘earthwormistFof all, theAIS map 457 (“il
lombrico”) shows a development which is crucial forr thesis: in a vast northern-
central area, derivates dfimbricus appear with what in the traditional framework
would appear as theléglutination of the article — that is to say, the wrong intetpr
tion of initial /I/ as an article, and its conseqtelimination —: Italiadombrico, ‘earth-
worm’, is transformed if'ombrico, ‘the earthworm’. Now, within the framework of
our thesis (and, in general terms, of the Paldgoli€ontinuity Paradigm (PCP: see
<www.continuitas.org>)), the same data can be pméted in exactly the reverse way: it
is the original Latin fornfumbricus‘navel’, born as a dialectal developmentuofbili-
cus which has been preserved, and has become, wetadglutination’ of the article,
the name of the earthworlumbricus Figure 3 show the area whéduvenbricusappears
without initial /I/, that is to say asumbricus
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Figure 3 — Area of dmbricus‘earthworm’

As can be seen, the area is to the South of, amiijoous to, that of dmbricu(lu)s
‘navel’ (see figure 2). Therefore, following oureis, we can only conclude that
*umbricu(lu)s‘navel’ has been introduced into Tuscany and Cettaly from Emilia.

In fact, if we superimpose the two maps, this appesen clearer:
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Figure 4 — Area of dmbricus'navel’ (L) compared with the one ofimbricus‘earthworm’ (@)
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As can be seen, the typembricylu)s ‘navel’, concentrated in Central-Western
Emilia, must have penetrated from there llas umbricu(lu)s‘the navel'- into Tus-
cany, Northern Latium, Romagna and Marche, whelgedamdumbriculu)s ‘earth-
worm’.

But the change of meaning from ‘navel’ to ‘earthmbmust have already taken
place in the focus area, that is Central-Westerili&mnd Romagna, as can be shown
by the absolute identity of the words in A& points:

AlIS Point | ‘navel’ | ‘earthworm’

464 umbrigul| umbrigul

490 ombrigle| ombrigle

It is quite likely that these correspondences wdagdmuch more numerous if the
AIS points of inquiry for the Emilian area had beerrenoumerous.

The archaeological context

Passing now to the archaeological part of our studypuld first like to dwell on my
theoretical notion of “lexical self datinga(todatazione lessicglebefore applying it to
of our two main notions. Here is how | have defiitad my most recent work:

«Dating a word means [...] dating the moment in wtiteh speaker has decided
to lexicalize a new conceptual meaning, that isew referent, and to this end
has chosen an iconym (traditionally calletivatior) to designate it: only this

meaning is new, and as such is “born”. The dateirth of a word is the date of

birth of its meaning, inextricably bound to therigsn which has been used for
its designation. The moment in which an alreadysteng word changes its

meaning (that is becomes the iconym to designaiewanotion), a new word is

born, with its legitimate “date of birth*»

Now, in our case we are dealing with two “birthgfat of the ‘navel’ name and that
of the ‘earthworm’. The first can be easily conmeelcto a precise prehistoric age: as it
belongs, as we have seen, to the Proto-Indo-Eunofged@con, and this, in the PCP
framework, is by definition Palaeolithic. The nanfahe earthworm, on the other hand,

! «Datare una parola significa [...] datare il momeinteui il parlante ha deciso di lessicalizzareruovo
significato, cioé un nuovo referente, una nuovaor® e ha quindi scelto uoonimo per designarloé solo
questo significato che € nuovo, e come tale “nasta’data di nascita di una parola € la data dtiteslel
suo significato, indissolubilmente legato all'icomd che € servito alla sua designazione, anche esta@puo
restare inaccessibile all’analisi. I| momento in goa parola gia esistente cambia di significatoé diventa
un iconimo per designare un’altra nozione, nasch@nna nuova parola, con la sua brava “datadtitaé»
(Alinei 2009b: 437-438)
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can be dated with less certainty: its alternatisenes, in other languages and dialects,
are motivated by {worm} and {earth} (cf. dialectihlian suchvermedella terra, Eng-
lish earthworm etc.), or by {worm} and {rain} (cf. dialectal It&n vermedella piog-
gia, GermanRegenwurt)) or by {intestine} and {earth} (Southern Italigkasentaro
from Greekyfic €viepa [plural] ‘worms [= bowels] of the earth’). Whilthe generic
worm — represented by Latwermis OId Icelandicormr, Old Englishwyrm, Slavic
VeImepje ‘insect’, etc., and thus belonging to the PIE dexi — is definitely a Palaeo-
lithic notion, the name of the ‘earthworm’ can obly dated as a relatively more recent
word.

This notwithstanding, we can arrive at a more pedating thanks to our knowl-
edge of the different prehistoric cultures of Itadg well as to an anthropological con-
sideration. To begin with, the configuration of tine® areas — the primary one (Emilia)
and the secondary one (Tuscany, Umbria, Northetiuitd — suggests that the innova-
tion and its expansion belong to the Ancient NaditCulture of Fiorano. | have de-
voted an article to the study of this culture (&lifn press), studying the etymology of
the Italian verbsdraiare ‘to lay down’, whose geolinguistic area is simitarthe one of
lombrica. | only recall: that the focus of this cultureirsthe provinces of Modena and
Reggio Emilia; that its area of expansion reaches&yna, Northern Tuscany and
Southern Veneto; and that in its most recent stageaches Central and Southern Tus-
cany, Umbria and Northern Latium, influencing themdnant culture of Southern
Latium, the Linear Ware of Tuscany and Latiurff &hd 4" millennia). Figure 5 shows
the areas of the two adjacent cultures:
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Figure 5 — Area of the Culture of Fioraran(the left and of the Linear Ware( the righ}

From an anthropological point of view, it cannotsaeprising that the “discovery”
of the earthworm took place in Neolithic. It seeimgact logical that agriculture, with
the consequent attention paid to any aspect ottitesated soil, would be the proper
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occasion for discovering a particular ‘worm of #wrth’ (or ‘of the rain’), which among
other things resembled the umbilical cord.

The problem of the agglutination of the article

Finally, it is important to consider another aspeftthis etymology: if we assume the
passage from a pre-Roman Latimbilicus — through its Emilian dialectal variant
*umbricus— to a Classical (and more recent) Ldtimbricus we have necessarily to
postulate that also the agglutination of the at{ah the developmentumbricus> lum-
bricus) took place in a proto-historic age, and not dyrihe Middle Ages. In our re-
search, the same assumption (but in the reverse:sdaglutination of the article) had
already been postulated in order to explain thenforagnano‘itinerant tinker’ from
Lamagna‘Allemagna’, within the frame of the developmeritroetallurgy in Southern
Germany in the Bronze Age (Alinei 2000: 897-898)eTate of the agglutination of the
article inlumbricuswould be the same, but in this case it would beenpoecise, as we
could ascribe it to the period which precedes theétion of the written Romakoiné
that is to say in the Iron Age.

My antedating of the formation of the article frdniddle Ages to the proto-historic
or recent prehistoric period is usually refutedtiom basis of the written record. So has
done, for example, Loporcaro, in his recent (andebent) book on Italian dialects
(Loporcaro 2009: 45-46), where he quotes two teldsed to the®®and & century AD,
where the article is totally absent. | have alreadgwered to this kind of objections,
and in my last book | have devoted a whole chajatehis subject (Alinei 2009b: ch.
X). My main criticism is directed at the importanasually credited to the written re-
cord as a method for dating words and things. Aave written in my above quoted
book (p. 457):

«Written record never representseaminus a qupthat is to say the real begin-
ning of something. At the most, as Schuchardt Heehdy understood (Schu-
chardt 1866-1868: I, 103, and see Varvaro 1968),1i08epresents germinus
ante quemwhich is of no value whatsoever for the absolle¢ing of words,
unless they are quite receht»

I have also maintained that dating words on théshafswnritten documents has more
or less the same value as dating mountains onatsis bf their first photograph&lém
437)

To illustrate my point, | usually give the exampliethe current conjugation of the
verbavere ‘to have’, in standard spoken Italian, in whitie particleci is added to the

2 «La documentazione sctitta non rappresenta [...] unaierminea quo (‘da cui’), cioé un vero e proprio
“inizio” di qualcosa. Al massimo, come aveva giatei Schuchardt (Schuchardt 1866-1868: |, 103, ¥a-
varo 1968: 103), essa rappresenta un teriame quen(‘prima del quale’), che sul piano della dataziase
soluta, pero, ha ben poco valore, se non si tafarole e di datazioni recenti».
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verb i ho'l have’, ci hai ‘you have’,ci ha‘he/she has’ etc.). A construction which be-
comes almost obligatory when the verb is accomgainiene lo, la, li orle: ce I'ho’l
have it',non ce I'ho‘l do not have it'. Though this usage, certainfydialectal origin-
dates back (also in the traditional vision) at ileashe Middle Ages, in written Italian it
begins to appear only in the narrative of the Esrtafter the Second World War, that is
to say a thousand years after its (supposed) madieigin. This should surprise noone.
Who wouldwrite to a colleague, or even to a frieragi nonci ho tempo(‘today |
have no time)? Yet we say it often enough. It dakes a modicum of sociolinguistic
sensibility to realize how huge is the distancenmeein spoken and written language.
And this distance can only be wider for an impartamovation as that of the article,
which did not exist in written Latin, but whose péible existence in spoken Latin can
be inferred on theoretical ground (I will come tostpoint), and confirmed — | would
say demonstrated - bagnanofrom Lamagnaandlumbricusfrom umbilicus The ac-
ceptation of such an important innovation in théttem language may have required
more time than other less significant innovations.

But there is yet another argument that seems tdeuisive to confute the traditional
position on the value of written record as a datimethod: written records of a folk lin-
guistic usage may indeed have a chronological ydduenot so much with regards to
the linguistic usage itself, as with regards to gbeiety, within which a given measure
of distancécontrastbetween written and spoken language has comeist &or such
written records of folk usages bear witness to @agr acceptance of subordinate
groups and of their culture by the hegemonic eligggesented by the written culture.
Written documentation represents thus a cruciatcgodior understanding the socio-
political history, but not for interpreting the gjnistic history.

In paradoxical terms, | would say that maintainihgt written records of a folk lin-
guistic usage can date the beginning of the follgadtself, is more or less equivalent to
maintaining that the date of the admission of wontethe right of vote coincides with
the date of birth of women themselves. If manyJUesg of our spoken languages appear
during the Early Middle Ages, it is not becauseytivere born in that period, but as a
consequence of the disruption of the Imperial slsagiety and of the emergence of a
new low-middle class, replacing the Roman plebsntrch the same way, pre-existing
linguistic usages of the low classes started ttuémfce the standard spoken and the
written Italian language after the end of Fascisith the introduction of democracy
and of more modern social relationships. Changessaial relationships bring to light,
in language use, what | usually refer to as “tliglan face of the moon”.

More specifically, with regards to the determinatticle, a final socio-linguistic
consideration is in order: when considering itsdduction in our languages, we should
always remember that this is not an isolated phemmm belonging to Romance (or, in
the PCP terminology, “Neo-Italid”: see Benozzo in&i 2011) languages, but a nearly
pan-European phenomenon (a few scholars speakatkando-European” feature). Its
earliest written manifestation is in classic Grdalt its geographical extension includes
Germanic languages (neither Gothic nor Old Engdlitest the article), Celtic (where it
is absent in the beginning), and also Slavic (Mao&h and Bulgarian). In all these
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languages, without exceptions and spontaneousyatticle develops from the demon-
strative adjective (in Neo-Italid dialects, in fafiom two demonstrative adjectives:
lum andipsun). Homeric Greek attests a transitional phase. dftheg, | would like to
insist on two points: (1) the semantic differenetvieen Latirllum (‘that’) and Italian

il orlo (‘the’) is phonetically marked, and has thus beeanexical differentiation, but
the semantic difference between Latiom (‘that’) and Latin fllum (‘the’), before be-
coming phonetically marked, must have known a séwelution; this means that we
should assume, also for our languages, an eatlige sequivalent to that of Homeric
Greek. (2) A strong tendency of the article to expfrom one language to the others is
demonstrated by Macedonian and Bulgarian (the bmty Slavic languages where it
appears), which adopted it from the other langubgésnging to the Balkan League. If
then it is true, as Coseriu claimed, that the lariic Neo-Italid languages is a borrowing
from Greek, its introduction into the spoken langeiaan be dated to a considerably
earlier period than traditionally admitted (in diteh, one should also consider that even
in Greek the spoken usage of the article must paeeeded the written one).

To conclude and summarizkimbricusis a prehistoric Emilian word — originally
without initial /I/ and with the meaning of ‘navethusumbricus— which the ancient
Emilians had adopted as iconym (motivation) for tlaene of the earthworm, and that
the Latins borrowed, with the latter meaning, bypercorrected it, assuming that the
initial /I/ they heard was not the article, buttpaf the word.

References

AIS = Jaberg K., Jud J. (1928-194%prach- und Sachatlas Italiens und der Sud-
schweiz Zofingen: Ringier

Alinei M. (2000). Origini delle lingue d’Europa Vol. 2 (Continuita dal Mesolitico
all'eta del Ferro nelle principali aree etnolingdishe). Bologna: il Mulino.

— (2009a). Da latmeridies‘meriggio delle pecore’, a latora e lat.umbra origini
italiche e sviluppo ligustico di un termine dellasporizia transumante. Quaderni
di Semantica30, 7-68.

— (2009b).L’origine delle parole Roma: Aracne.

— (2010). Archeologia Etimologica: alle origini delrfoaggio. Da latcoagulum‘ca-
glio’ a lat. caseuém ‘formaggio’; *formaticume *toma In Quaderni di Semantica
31, 73-112.

— (in press). Archeologia Etimologica: I'origine siraiare e dei suoi affini dialettali
“agricoli”. In Quaderni di Semantica, 31.

Benozzo F., Alinei M. (2011). Dalla linguistica rameza alla linguistica neo-italide. In
Atti del VII Convegno Triennale della Societa iala di Filologia Romanza (Bolo-
gna, 5-8 ottobre 2009Bologna: Patron (in press).

DELL = Ernout A., Meillet A. (1959-1960pictionnaire étymologique de la langue la-
tine. Histoire des mot#aris: Klincksieck (1 edition:idem1932).



The Origins of Latlumbricus‘earthworm’ from Latumbilicus‘navel’ 13

IEW = Pokorny J. (1959-1969Indogermanisches Etymologisches Worterbugérn-
Munchen: Francke.

Loporcaro M. (2009)Profilo linguistico dei dialetti italiani Bari : Laterza.

REW = Meyer-Liibke W. (1935. Romanisches etymologisches Wérterbudkidel-
berg: Winter.

Schuchardt H. (1866-1868)as Vokalismus des Vulgéarlateinseipzig: Teubner.

Varvaro A. (1968).Storia, problemi e metodi della linguistica roman2apoli: Li-
guori.

<www.continuitas.com> = Palaeolithic Continuity Bdigm for the Origins of Indo-
European Languages: PCP Workgroup’s Official Websit



