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Etymology in Romance

Eva Buchi and Steven N. Dworkin
Summary

Etymology is the only linguistic subdiscipline that is uniquely historical in its study of the

relevant linguistic data and one of the oldest fields in Romance linguistics.

The concept of etymology as practiced by Romanists has changed over the last one hundred
years. At the outset, Romance etymologists took as their brief the search for and identification
of individual word origins. Starting in the early twentieth century, various specialists began to
view etymology as the preparation of the complete history of all facets of the evolution over
time and space of the words or lexical families under study. Identification of the underlying
base was only the first step in the process. From this perspective, etymology constitutes an
essential element of diachronic lexicology, which covers all formal, semantic, and syntactic
facets of a word’s evolution, including, if appropriate, the circumstances leading to its demise

and replacement.
Keywords

(Comparative) reconstruction, dictionary/dictionaries, etymography, etymology, etymon,
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1. Introduction

Within the field of linguistics, etymology is the only subdiscipline that is uniquely historical in
its study of the relevant linguistic data. It is one of the oldest fields in Romance linguistics.

Practitioners of Romance etymology tend to study the history of individual words or word
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families in specific Romance languages rather than across the entire family. Almost every
Romance language and many of their regional varieties have at least one etymological
dictionary devoted to the history of its vocabulary (or at least to the identification of relevant
word origins), the most notable being such multi-volumed works as the Franzésisches
Etymologisches Worterbuch (FEW, 1922-2002), the Lessico Etimologico Italiano (LEI, 1979-),
the Diccionario critico etimoldgico castellano e hispanico (DCECH, 1980-1991), and the

Diccionari etimologic i complimenari de la llengua catalana (DECat, 1980-2001).

Each etymological problem is unique and the solutions are often complex, a situation that is not
conducive to the formulation of theories on the nature of lexical change. Although specialists
continue to work on language-specific etymological questions, etymology is not currently at
the forefront of work in Romance historical linguistics, a situation that may result in part from
its lack of engagement with broad theoretical issues. Most studies still appear in the form of
journal articles or Festschrift contributions. There is currently underway a new pan-Romance
project, the Dictionnaire Etymologique Roman (DERom), with a new (and controversial)
methodological underpinning, namely the rigorous application to the Romance data of
comparative reconstruction to capture more accurately the phonological and morphological
reality of proto-Romance (in essence a set of registers of spoken Latin) and the semantic scope
of the etymological base. This project has reawakened an interest in Romance etymology
among a new generation of Romanists. Indeed, to remain vital and relevant within the
framework of Romance linguistics, etymology must go beyond the details of individual lexical
histories and make an effort to link its findings to our understanding of the nature and processes

of language change.

This article seeks to offer an overview of current work and pressing issues in the field of
Romance etymology, a topic recently touched upon in Chambon (2013), and in the essays

gathered together in Glessgen & Schweickard (2014) and Dworkin, Garcia Arias & Kramer



(2016). It is not an historical or bibliographic survey of the long history of this discipline.
Although not designed as systematic histories of Romance etymology, Craddock, Dworkin &
Poghirc (1980) (which covers the period from 1945), Malkiel (1993), and Pfister & Lupis
(2001) offer reliable overviews (up to the time of their publication). In addition, Grol (2014) is
a thorough catalogue with succinct descriptions and brief critical observations of all pan-
Romance and single-language etymological dictionaries published at the time that he prepared

his survey.
2. Historical background

In the first half of the nineteenth century, etymology played a central role in the constitution of
Romance linguistics as an organized scholarly discipline. The emphasis in linguistics at that
time was on the historical evolution of the members of a language family rather than on their
structural description. In order to identify and classify the sound changes that marked the
evolution of each Romance language from its (oral) Latin starting point, it was necessary to
have a solid foundation of reliable etymologies for the relevant Romance words. In turn, the
clarification of the relevant patterns of sound change provided evidence for the possible
identification of new etymologies. In 1875 the pioneering American linguist William Dwight
Whitney (1827-1894) declared, echoing thoughts expressed earlier in Germany by Jakob
Grimm: “The whole process of linguistic research begins in and depends on etymology”
(quoted in Malkiel, 1993: 20). Within the framework of Romance linguistics, the symbiotic
relationship between etymology and historical grammar can be seen in the scholarly production
of Friedrich Diez (1794-1876) and Wilhelm Meyer-Lubke (1861-1936). Diez authored both the
first comparative Romance historical grammar: his three-volume Grammatik der Romanischen
Sprachen (Diez 1836-1844) and the first pan-Romance etymological dictionary: his
Etymologisches Waorterbuch der romanischen Sprachen (Diez 1853, with subsequent revised

editions). A similar combination, illustrating the indissoluble link between etymology and



historical grammar (especially the study of sound change), can be seen in the work of Wilhelm
Meyer-Lbke, author of a four-volume Grammatik der Romanischen Sprachen (Meyer-Liibke
1890-1902), of historical grammars of Italian and French, and of the last complete pan-
Romance etymological dictionary, the Romanisches Etymologisches Worterbuch (REW, 1st ed.
1911-1920, 3rd definitive edition, 1935). Throughout the nineteenth and early twentieth century
the leading European and American journals devoted to Romance linguistics regularly
published articles, often written by the same scholar, dealing separately with specific problems
of historical grammar and etymology. Indeed, this fusion of etymological research and other
aspects of Romance historical linguistics is observable in the oeuvre of such distinguished
Romanists as Hugo Schuchardt (1842-1927), Jakob Jud (1882-1952), Walther von Wartburg
(1888-1971), Yakov Makliel (1914-1998), Kurt Baldinger (1919-2007), and Max Pfister

(1932-2017).

In this first period in the history of Romance etymology, the emphasis was on the search for
and identification of word origins, the goal of etymology since the time of the Greeks. In the
first quarter of the twentieth century, as a result of the work of such scholars as Hugo
Schuchardt, Jakob Jud, and Walther von Wartburg, and continued later by such distinguished
specialists as Yakov Makliel and Kurt Baldinger, students of the historical study of the
Romance lexicon began to take as their mandate the description of the complete history of the
word or word-family at issue. Identification of the word origin was but the obligatory starting
point. It was incumbent on the analyst to discuss such topics as the word’s formal and semantic
development, its relationship to semantically-related items, the derivatives that it produced, and,
if relevant, the circumstances leading to its obsolescence or demise. In essence, etymology in
the old sense was becoming the required starting point for research in the newer field of

diachronic lexicology (also called etymology).



3. The place of etymology within linguistics

Etymology no longer occupies a central place in the edifice of contemporary Romance
linguistics. A number of factors have contributed to this situation. Of all the linguistic subfields,
etymology is the only one that is exclusively diachronic. Whereas one can speak of synchronic
and diachronic phonology, synchronic and diachronic syntax, one cannot, despite attempts by
some generativists in the 1970s, postulate the existence of synchronic etymology (but see
Baglioni 2016: 16-18 for a synchronic approach to “transparent” etymologies). With the advent
of structuralism after the posthumous publications of Ferdinand de Saussure’s Cours de
linguistique générale (1916), descriptive approaches to linguistic analysis came to dominate
Romance linguistics for many decades. Consequently, historical Romance linguistics entered a
long period of decline, especially in North America. Descriptive linguistics places a high value
on theory and methodological discussions. Historical linguistics is currently enjoying a
renaissance on both sides of the Atlantic, but the emphasis falls on broad issues of the nature
and processes of language change rather than on the resolution of individual language-specific
issues. Etymology, even when considered broadly as diachronic lexicology, still tends to focus
on individual lexical items without making a concerted effort to link its findings with relevant

broader questions.

Although originally coined as a riposte to the Neogrammarian view of sound change, the maxim
universally attributed to Jules Gilliéron (1854-1926) “each word has its own history” (see
Malkiel, 1967) applies equally well to the identification of etyma. Yakov Malkiel, one of the
leading writers on questions of method and practice in Romance etymology, has stressed the
unique and complex nature of etymological solutions (Malkiel, 1956). As a result of the
emphasis on individual problems and the unique nature of their solutions, Romance etymology
has not lent itself to the formulation of theories on the nature of lexical change, although there

was in the past no shortage of literature on certain questions of the methodology to be applied



in the solution of etymological cruxes, especially the relative weight of the roles to be assigned
to phonological and semantic evidence in the resolution of etymological problems. Some of the
ideas on the intimate relationship between etymology and historical grammar espoused in the
writings of Yakov Malkiel, one of the few Romanists to deal specifically with the relationship
of etymology to the other branches of (historical) (Romance) linguistics, may yet prove to be
critical in strengthening the position of etymology within the edifice of contemporary Romance

linguistics.

Some linguists active in the early 21st century may feel that etymology is not a rigorous
discipline based on scientifically-valid hypotheses and methodologies. It certainly is the most
humanistic of all the subfields of Romance linguistics, as, ideally, the history of a word has to
be studied within the broadly cultural framework of the language(s) in which it is found. Within
Romance linguistics, an excellent example of this culture and history-based approach to
etymology as word history appears in the numerous studies by Henry (1902-1990) and Renée
Kahane (1907-2002) on Mediterranean loanwords (especially those of possible Byzantine
Greek background, see Kahane & Kahane, 1979). One of the most prolific Romance
etymologists of his day, Leo Spitzer (1887-1960), often stressed the role of intuition and
creative inspiration in the resolution of etymological problems. The Italian specialist Vittorio
Bertoldi (1888-1953) titled his introduction to etymology L 'Arte della etimologia (1952). True,
there have been etymological disputes in the past, like the controversy between a rigourously
Neogrammarian approach, based on phonetic laws (see Salvioni, 1906), and its more socially
and semantically motivated counterpart (see Schuchardt, 1885), and an etymological debate is
currently under way in the framework of the DERom (see 4.1.), but there are not many clearly
identifiable schools and clearly defined competing theories of Romance etymology, a situation
that may help fuel the belief held by many linguists (including Romanists) that etymology lacks

a firm scientific footing.



4. Major works in Romance etymology and etymography
4.1. Romance languages as a whole

Although etymology may no longer be central to historical Romance linguistics, many
specialists continue to publish quality research in Romance etymology and diachronic
lexicology. Current work in this field falls into two categories: the study of the origin and history
of individual lexical items or word families, of which the findings usually appear as articles in
specialized scholarly journals or homage volumes (Festschriften), or the preparation, either in
print or online, of etymological dictionaries of varying scope and proportion. Multi-volume
etymological dictionaries with detailed entries presenting such material as the chosen solution,
an overview of previous etymological hypotheses, dates of first (and, if relevant, last)
attestation, a description of the word’s semantic evolution, and a listing (with possible
discussion) of its derivatives, represent the ideal way to synthesize the results of etymological
research. In addition to Meyer-Liibke’s pan-Romance REW, which still continues the concept
of etymology as the search for word origins, there exist etymological dictionaries of varying
scope and detail for almost all Romance varieties. Of the so-called national Romance languages,
Italian and French are the languages best served with full-blown etymological dictionaries (such
as the ongoing LEI and the largely completed FEW, respectively) whose entries reflect the
status of etymology as word history, whereas much work remains to be done to prepare such
etymological dictionaries for Romanian and Portuguese (in both its European and Brazilian
varieties). The extant dictionaries for both languages continue the tradition of etymology as the
identification of word origins, and are, for the most part, dated. The etymological dictionaries
for Catalan (DECat) and Spanish (DCECH), both prepared by Joan Coromines (Corominas in
the Spanish work), though not as extensive and detailed as FEW and LEI, are excellent sources
of information and major achievements, considering that they are essentially the work of one

scholar whose idiosyncracies and prejudices often color his analyses. Many of the entries in



these two dictionaries straddle the line between etymology-origin and etymology as word

history.

Of the current ongoing Romance etymological dictionaries, the most extensive and ambitious
in scope is the Dictionnaire Etymologique Roman (DERom) co-directed by Eva Buchi and
Wolfgang Schweickard. This project is an effort to replace the venerable, but outdated in many
respects, Romanisches Etymologisches Warterbuch (REW), whose definitive edition reflects
the state of the discipline in the year of its publication, 1935. In its initial stages the DERom
has limited its purview to five hundred selected inherited lexical items that have survived on a
(more or less) pan-Romance scale. The underlying methodology of the DERom provoked at
the outset a somewhat acerbic debate between its directors and several veteran and highly
respected practitioners of Romance etymology (e.g., Kramer, 2011, 2014; Varvaro, 2011a;
2011b and the responses of Buchi & Schweickard, 2011a; 2011b; Blasco Ferrer, 2016). Its
starting point is two essays by Jean-Pierre Chambon (2007; 2010). In essence, Chambon, former
director of FEW, declares that Romance historical linguistics must return to the strict and
consistent application of the comparative method in the same way as experts in the history of
language families that lack documentation of the acrolect variant of the protolanguage. In this
way he seeks to bring historical Romance linguistics into line with the practices of the
diachronic study of general linguistics. Comparative reconstruction should not be used only as
a supplement, when necessary, to the traditional Romance practice of starting from the textual
evidence of written Latin. In short, the Romanist should not turn to or be influenced by the
available data from written Latin, but rather should apply the principles of comparative
reconstruction to the pertinent data in order to arrive at the relevant Proto-Romance base or
bases, which can then be compared to the recorded Latin word. For veteran specialists in
Romance etymology, this is easier said than done. A senior member of the DERom, Yan Greub,

has stated, “[I]l fallait faire un grand effort sur soi pour exclure (provisoirement) notre



connaissance du latin de nos raisonnements” (Greub, 2014: 275). In many respects DERom is
a return to the older concept of etymology as the search for and identification of word origins.
Nevertheless, many DERom entries contain material and analyses relevant to the history of the
reconstructed base at different temporal levels of Proto-Romance (Celac & Buchi, 2011: 365-
366; Buchi & Schweickard, 2014b: 23-25) and even, in the footnotes, of the individual

Romance languages.

Following another operational principle laid down by Chambon, the Proto-Romance bases
appear in phonemic transcription, since what is being reconstructed is a linguistic form of the
spoken language, of which the written Latin form is often a very imperfect representation.
Nevertheless, as is the case in etymological dictionaries of other language families, in the data
section the Romance material is presented in standard spelling. In some cases where there is no
standard orthography and a large number of formal variants are on record in the modern dialect
dictionaries and linguistic atlases (e.g. Friulian, Francoprovencal, Gascon, etc.), a compromise
or blended form (known in French as a forme typisée) is presented in half brackets. Although
each DERom article obligatorily contains toward the end a reference (with dating of first
attestations) to the appropriate corrélat du latin écrit (“written Latin correlate or equivalent”),
non-specialist users of this work might benefit from the placing of the written Latin form
alongside the reconstructed base at the beginning of the entry (a suggestion already made by
Coldn, 2013: 150). To date (11/02/2019) DERom has published online (www.atilf.fr/DERom)
168 entries, many of which also appear in Buchi & Schweickard (2014a: 325-647; 2016: 371-
516). Readers can choose to consult the online DERom entries by the reconstructed proto-
Romance etymon, by the written Latin correlate, by the form of the entry in the REW or even
by Romance cognates. These options are obviously not available for the entries reproduced in

the aforecited printed version.

The DERom has expanded in certain interesting and crucial ways facets of the scholarly



community’s already acquired knowledge about the etyma at issue. The first is the breadth of
Romance material that provides the linguistic input for the reconstruction; it far exceeds what
is available in the REW. The DERom includes in the comparative effort data from the numerous
Romance varieties that are not national standard languages. The second is the requirement that
the comparative method be applied to the semantic scope of each Romance form in order to
determine the semantic range of each Proto-Romance base. Semantics has long been a stepchild
not only in Romance etymology (Buchi, 2012), but also in the tradition of those language
families where comparative reconstruction is common practice (see for instance Orel, 2003: xii
for Germanic). The authors of DERom entries are required to reconstruct on the basis of the
Romance evidence, not only the form, but also the meaning(s) and the syntactic properties of
the Proto-Romance bases. The meaning is presented as a componential definition, and not
merely as a French gloss of the meaning of the Proto-Romance etymon. A commentary
explaining and justifying the formal and semantic reconstruction is an obligatory component of
each article, as is a descriptive statement on the form, the meaning and the part of speech of the
written Latin correlate (which, in some instances, is attested only very late and, in a handful of
cases, not at all). Semantic reconstruction poses several methodological questions (Chauveau,
2014; 2016); linguists do not understand the processes of semantic change as well as they do
sound change. The study of the semantic history of each word is an area where etymology can
make a major contribution to general historical linguistics. The third important contribution of
the DERom is the light thrown on formal lexical variation in the spoken language (whether one
calls it Proto-Romance or spoken Latin). The DERom data have shown that certain
developments often explained as individual local innovations in language specific historical
grammars are actually attested on a wider geographic basis in several Romance varieties, and
consequently reflect (regional, social and/or pragmatic) variation at different chronological

stages in the protolanguage (for more detailed discussion and examples, see Dworkin, 2016:
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10). A list of publications based on research carried out in the preparation of DERom articles

is available on the project’s website.
4.2. Romanian

After decades of preparation, the first volume, covering the letters A-B, of the Romanian
Academy’s Dictionarul etimologic al limbii romane (DELR) finally appeared in 2011. The
entries essentially continue the older view of etymology as the search for word origins. Most
entries merely gloss the headword in Romanian and French, indicate the etymology and date of
first attestation, usually without any discussion, and list relevant derivatives. In some
controversial cases, the entry records (without critical discussion) previous hypotheses, e.g.,
s.v. a baga TR.V. ‘to introduce, lead into’ and baiat M.N. ‘boy’. Volume 2 (Ca-Cizma) contains
more information regarding the word’s semantics, geographic diffusion, stylistic features, and,
in the case of words whose etymology is controversial, a discussion of the competing

hypotheses (cf. Celac, 2017: 252).

One methodological issue continues to roil specialists in Romanian etymology, namely the
concept known as etimologie multipla ‘multiple etymology’. This notion was developed by
A. Graur (1950) with specific reference to the many neologisms that entered Romanian after
the eighteenth century as loanwords from other European languages, principally Latin, French,
Italian, German, modern Greek, Russian, and other Slavic languages. It claims that a given
word may be borrowed from more than one language, either at the same time or at different
moments in the history of the language. This same analysis can also be applied, according to
Graur, to calques (and perhaps to derivatives). Two examples presented by Graur and discussed
critically by Celac (2017) are Rom. director, simultaneously taken from Latin, French, Italian,
German, and Russian, and Rom. ofizer, borrowed from Italian, French, Russian, Polish, and
Bulgarian. Additional examples from the first volume of the DELR are acord, artilerie,
batalion, brigada. Although it can happen that a lexical item or certain senses of a lexical item
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may be borrowed independently by different speakers or writers, the analyst must take care not
to convert this approach into a handy catch-all explanatory mechanism; cf. the critiques in

Schweickard (1986), Buchi (2010: 21-22), and Celac (2017).
4.3. ltalian and Italo-Romance

Installments of Pfister’s (and now Schweickard’s) LEI (see Aprile, 2004) continue to appear
with regularity. In its general macrostructure this dictionary very closely follows FEW in whose
“workshop” (located in Wartburg’s home) Pfister had received his formal instruction (cf.
Chambon & Greub, 2018: 9-10). The entries are arranged alphabetically according to the
proposed etymon. To accelerate production, different teams have been working on separate
letters of the alphabet. As of 2019, 153 installments have appeared: the letters A and B in their
entirety, as well as parts of C, D, and E, and several installments devoted to words of Germanic
origin. Aprile (2004: 205-227) discusses in detail changes concerning the presentation of such
matters as lexical markings, indications of gender, identification of Italo-Romance varieties,
datings, abbreviations, etc. LEI has generated a series of valuable metalexicological studies

gathered together in [LEI] (1992), Aprile (2004), and Lubello & Schweickard (2012).

Alongside LEI, different varieties of Italo-Romance have recently received individual
etymological dictionaries, not only distinct languages like Ladin (see EWD), but also Italian
dialects. Schweickard (2016a: 900-901; 2016b: 516-517) offers a rapid bibliographic overview
of such works. In 1975 Alberto Varvaro announced a project to prepare an etymological
dictionary of Sicilian, of which one volume (A-L), prepared in collaboration with Rosanna
Sornicola, appeared in 1986 (see VES). For various reasons described in the Introduction to this
volume, the author had to put this work aside until 2011. Prior to his death in 2014, Varvaro
was able to see through to its completion the two volumes of his Vocabolario Storico-
Etimologico del Siciliano (VSES). This work, which contains revisions of many of the entries
of the 1986 edition, does not claim to survey historically the entire Sicilian lexicon. Varvaro

12



has chosen 600 word families that do not have clear formal and semantic correspondences in
Italian. In addition to the raw lexical material, each entry discusses the reasoning behind the
choice of etymology and offers a miniature word history. For a critical appreciation of the
VSES, with discussion of various entries, see Blasco Ferrer (2014). Other regional etymological
dictionaries include the collaborative and extensive Repertorio Etimologico Piemontese (REP;

cf. Schweickard, 2016a).
4.4. French, Francoprovencal, Occitan, and Gascon

The early FEW volumes (cf. Blichi, 1996: 3-5), encompassing the letters A and B and partially
C-F, emphasized lexicon taken from Old French and rural Gallo-Romance dialects and
essentially ignored the standard language. Von Wartburg quickly realized the importance of
tracing the evolution of the lexicon of the literary language as well (von Wartburg, 1929), and
so changed the design of the entries in the remaining volumes. Starting in 1967, the FEW team,
headed first by von Wartburg himself, then successively by Otto Janicke, Carl Theodor Gossen,
Jean-Pierre Chambon, Jean-Paul Chauveau and now Yan Greub, began to publish a systematic
revision of all entries for the letter A to bring them structurally and methodologically in line
with the rest of the work. These revised entries have been published as Volume 25, completed
in 2002. Since then, FEW has begun the process of revising the entries for the letter B (see the
detailed description and discussion in Chauveau & Buchi, 2011: 105-107). The new version for
the letter B will appear only online; several entries can be downloaded at
http://lwww.atilf.fr/FEW, and the 25 volumes of the paper dictionary are available online (for

the time being only in image format, see FEWe).

Two other important ongoing projects in French etymology merit mention here. The
Dictionnaire Etymologique de I’ Ancien Frangais (DEAF), covering Old French (842-ca. 1350),
was conceived in the tradition of etymology as word-history. Originally structured on the model
of FEW, DEAF introduced several innovations to stress the semasiological analysis of each

13



word. Since he wished to await the revision of the Old French materials in the FEW volumes
for the letters A-F, Baldinger chose to begin DEAF with the letter G. The paper version ends
with the letter K (published in 2008), the letter F having been subsequently added (2018); six
more installments (for D-E) are planned before the (alas, premature) end of the project in 2020.
One can consult online not only the dictionary, but also —with caution— the lemmatized
materials for the remaining letters (see DEAFél). DEAF articles contain much information
relevant to Gallo-Romance beyond the Old French period as well as to related etymological

issues in other Romance languages (cf. Chauveau & Buchi, 2011: 107-108).

The online Trésor de la Langue Francaise Etymologique (TLF-Etym) is in the process of
revising selectively as needed the etymologies in the Trésor de la langue francaise (TLF), itself
a dictionary of nineteenth- and twentieth-century written French. Chauveau & Buchi (2011:
108) identify many of the revised etymologies offered here; see also the description, discussion,

and examples in Steinfeld (2016).
4.5. Catalan, Spanish, and Portuguese

Students of the history of the Catalan lexicon can turn to the ten-volume Diccionari etimologic
i complementari de la llingua catalana (DECat), a project initiated by Joan Coromines in 1927,
but much delayed by many difficult (political and academic) circumstances in its author’s
lengthy career. As Baldinger (1998) points out, this work, important and valuable as it is for its

many original etymologies and valuable Catalan regional data, is far from perfect.

Specialists in the history of the Spanish lexicon have at their disposal only two dictionaries that
represent the results of original research, the six-volume Diccionario critico etimoldgico
castellano e hispanico (DCECH) of Joan Corominas and José Antonio Pascual (1980-1991), a
revised version of Corominas’s Diccionario critico etimoldgico de la lengua castellana
(DCEC, 1954-1957), and the less rigorous and less reliable Diccionario etimoldgico espafiol e

hispanico of Vicente Garcia de Diego, first published in 1954, followed by a posthumous
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second edition (1985). The latter work remains somewhat useful for the amount of dialect
material that it contains, although many of its proposed etymologies are open to question. The
DCECH (cf. Badia i Margarit & Sola, 2008) is a major, essentially single-handed scholarly
accomplishment. Nevertheless it suffers from major defects. Despite the dates of the second
edition, this work in many ways reflects research carried out by Corominas in the 1930s and
1940s in the preparation of its predecessor, the DCEC. The new edition offers some revised
etymologies, new dates of first attestations (many of which now need revision as a result of
material made available in databases such as CORDE), and additional textual examples.
However, for the most part, the authors have studiously ignored the bulk of the etymological
literature that appeared from the pens of numerous reputable scholars in the years between the
two editions of the dictionary. Both versions of Corominas’s magnum opus have received
justified criticism for their lack of systematic attention to semantic developments, relevant
derivatives, and recent vocabulary, as well as the acerbic and personal attacks against many of
his colleagues and critics. Perhaps more understandable (though not necessarily justifiable) on
the human side is the influence of Corominas’s personal positions and prejudices, e.g., the role
of Catalan loanwords in the history of Spanish, and his (excessive?) recourse to alleged pre-
Roman, Mozarabic and onomatopoeic bases. In a programmatic paper, David Pharies (2014)
has called for the preparation of a new Spanish etymological dictionary. He outlines a plan for
an online etymological dictionary that he tentatively titles Diccionario etimoldgico virtual del
espariol (to which he gives the acronym DEVE) involving the participation of a large team of
collaborators. At the time of this writing this project is only in the early planning stages. Even

if it moves forward, the DEVE will take decades to complete.

There is no progress to report in the field of Portuguese etymology and diachronic lexicology.
Students of the history of the Portuguese lexicon still must rely on José Pedro Machado’s

inadequate and outdated Dicionario da lingua portuguesa (DELP, first published in 1952-
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1959), essentially a work in the etymology=word origins tradition. The Brazilian specialist
Mario Eduardo Viaro has prepared two introductory manuals, one (Viaro, 20132 [2004%])
focused specifically on Portuguese etymology and the other (Viaro, 2014% [2011']) on the
general methodology of etymology as a linguistics discipline. The various iterations (both print
and digital) of the Dicionario Houaiss da Lingua Portuguesa (Houaiss & Villar, 2001; 2012-)
contain etymologies and dates of first attestations. However it is not an etymological dictionary,
but rather a monolingual dictionary that contains (quite reliable) etymological information (see
Benarroch, 2014). Benarroch (2013) discusses the contribution of the DERom to Portuguese

etymology.
4.6. Other Romance languages

Specialists in Sardinian etymology can turn to the Dizionario Etimologico Sardo (DES),
originally published in three volumes in the 1960s. This work represents the culmination of a
lifetime of research devoted to the history of the Sardinian lexicon by its author, Max Leopold
Wagner (1880-1962). It concentrates on the succinct presentation of word origins and the
regional variations of the headword. Of course, philological work on Old Sardinian as well as
lexicography has made considerable progress since then, so that a revision of the materials from

primary sources is now a desideratum (see Maxia, 2017: 289-290).

Scholars seeking information on the history of the lexicon of Dolomitic Ladin have at their
disposal the Etymologisches Wdérterbuch des Dolomitenladinischen (EWD) prepared by a team
under the direction of Johannes Kramer. Each entry presents the headword, the proposed
etymon, a list of early attestations, and a concise linguistic commentary that places the lexeme
at issue in a wider Romance context. Although some authoritative dictionaries of Romansch (in
particular DRG) and Friulian offer etymologies in their entries, they are —with the exception of
the Dizionario etimologico storico friulano (DESF), unfortunately limited to the letters A-E-
not etymological dictionaries.
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5. Pressing tasks in Romance etymology

At the beginning of the 21st century, Max Pfister (2001: 21) stated: “Premessa necessaria ¢ la
constatazione che le grandi scoperte in campo etimologico sono state compiute da Diez, Meyer-
Libke e von Wartburg. Agli odierni ricercatori, in questo settore dei nostri studi, rimane una
piccola messe, che man mano si assottiglia” (‘a necessary starting point is the fact that the great
discoveries in the field of [Romance] etymology have already been made by Diez, Meyer-
Libke, and von Wartburg. Nowadays, researchers in this area of our discipline have been left
only with a small crop [of unsolved etymologies], whose numbers are slowly being whittled
down’). Although not entirely inaccurate, this statement is misleading and runs the risk of being
counterproductive by discouraging further research. It is true that Diez, Meyer-Libke, and von
Wartburg identified correctly many of the inherited Latin etyma that have come down into the
Romance languages, especially those that survived on a pan-Romance scale. However a
significant quantity of their proposed solutions have been called into question by later workers,
many of whom have formulated new hypotheses, including alternative spoken Latin bases, not
all of which have gained universal acceptance. It is probably true that etymologists will not
identify many documented Latin bases that have not already been proposed as etyma for
Romance words whose origins remain obscure. However, there remains more than just a small
harvest of words whose origins are still controversial or that have remained refractory to a
satisfactory analysis. This is especially true for lexical units of non-Latin origin that have
survived in Romance in only one language or only in a handful of regions. The need for FEW
to devote three full volumes (21-23), arranged by semantic concepts, to Gallo-Romance words
of unknown or doubtful origin shows the enormous amount of material in just one Romance
region still awaiting convincing etymological solutions (cf. also Baldinger, 1988-2003). Many
of the relevant words are found in regional varieties or in technical languages like farming or

seafaring. One can state that one of the most pressing issues today in Romance etymology is
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the resolution of these numerous individual difficult cases. However one must be realistic and
ask whether it is reasonable to expect to be able to identify with a strong degree of certainty
etymologies for every lexical item in each Romance language. In some cases one can at best

speak only of the relative probability of the proposed solutions.

It is not feasible to list here the thousands of words that continue to be etymological cruxes;
selected examples taken from Romanian, Italian, French, and Spanish will be offered.
Romanian examples include a ardata ‘to show’, a baga ‘to introduce, insert’, cref ‘curly, crimp,
frizzy’, a lepada ‘to strip off’, mire ‘bridegroom’, pdstaie ‘gloss’, a rabda ‘to have patience,
to endure’, scorbura ‘tree hollow’, strain ‘foreign, stranger’. For a discussion of further

examples, see Boerescu (2017).

Among Italian examples one can quote ambascia ‘shortness of breath; pain, agony, distress’,
andare ‘to go’, avaria ‘damage (at sea)’, brezza ‘breeze’, capriole ‘caper, jump, somersault’,
goffo ‘clumsy, awkward’, gomena ‘nautical cable’, gondola ‘gondola’, lusinga ‘allurement,
flattery, charm’, mascarpone ‘mascarpone cheese’, piolo ‘peg, pin’, pizza ‘pizza’, ruffiano

‘procurer, pimp’, storpiare ‘to cripple, maim’, trippa ‘tripe; belly’.

Examples of French words that remain etymologically obscure or at least controversal are
agacer ‘to annoy’, aller ‘to go’, badigeon ‘white-wash’, bistrot ‘type of restaurant’, brin ‘blade
of grass’, calembour ‘pun’, camion ‘truck’, caniveau ‘gutter’, complot ‘plot’, danser ‘to dance’,
échouer ‘to fail’, foulard ‘scarf’, frotter ‘to rub, scrub’, gamin ‘young lad’, gauche ‘left’,
gausser ‘to scoff, mock’, giboulée ‘sudden shower, downpour’, haricot ‘green bean’, ivre
‘drunk’, moquette ‘carpeting’, pantoufle ‘slipper’, pingre ‘stingy’, regretter ‘to regret’, requin
‘shark’, réver ‘to dream’, tirer ‘to pull’, tripe ‘tripe’, trouver ‘to find’. Some of these items have
been the subject of new and convincing analyses, e.g. Chauveau in FEW 22/2, 259a-260b on
bistrot and Chauveau (2012) on haricot.

Pharies (2014: 370) offers several examples from Spanish, among them adrede ‘deliberately’,
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ascua ‘ember’, atisbar ‘to peep’, bellaco ‘sly; rascally’, bizarro ‘brave; gallant’, brisa ‘breeze’,
(de) bruces ‘facedown’, caspa ‘dandruff’, chanada ‘trick; swindle’, chatarra ‘scrap’, corazon
‘heart’, cursi ‘trite; ordinary’, deslizar ‘to slip in, slide under’, entresijo ‘secret, mystery’,
esguince ‘sprain’, frambuesa ‘strawberry’, galbana ‘laziness’, gancho ‘hook’, gringo
‘American’, guiar ‘to guide’, listo ‘ready; clever’, loco ‘mad, crazy’, matar ‘to kill’, mocho
‘blunt’, perro ‘dog’, semilla ‘seed’, sobaco ‘underarm’, tomar ‘to take’, torta ‘(pan)cake’,

tuerca ‘nut (hardware)’.

Unresolved etymologies open possible new perspectives for research in Romance etymology.
The following observations are not limited to the small selection of words listed above. Are
there semantic fields that seem to contain a high portion of words of unknown or doubtful
origin? In a number of Romance languages the word equivalent in meaning to ‘boy’ has been
an etymological crux. Most scholars accept today the Germanic origin of Fr. garcon and the
Arabic provenance of It. ragazzo. However, there seems to be no consensus regarding the
sources of Rom. baiat, Fr. gamin, gosse, ‘kid, urchin’, Sp. chico, mozo, muchacho, nifio, and
Ptg. rapaz (alongside etymologically obscure rapariga ‘girl”). In several Romance languages
some of the basic verbs of motion, especially those meaning ‘to go, walk’, are etymologically
obscure; witness Rom. a merge and It. andare, Fr. aller, Cat. anar, Sp. Ptg. andar (cf. Pfister,
2011; Buchi, 2008: 286-293). A number of nouns and adjectives that denote negative or
undesirable states or qualities constitute etymological cruxes in many Romance languages, e.g.,
It. goffo ‘clumsy, awkward, dull’, matto ‘mad, insane’, pazzo ‘crazy’; Fr. gamin, gosse, both
meaning ‘kid, urchin’, goinfre ‘glutton’, pingre ‘stingy’; Sp. bobo ‘silly, stupid’, borracho
‘drunk’, chocho ‘senile, demented’, cursi ‘tasteless; cheap’, lerdo ‘lumbering, slow-witted’,
loco ‘crazy, mad’, sandio ‘simple, foolish’, tonto ‘silly, foolish’. The basic term for ‘small,

little’ is often etymologically obscure, cf. It. piccolo, Fr. petit, Sp. pequefio, chico, Ptg. pequeno.
A handful of the etymologically obscure lexical items are found in more than one Romance
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language or in more than one region. Does this areal distribution mean that a Proto-
Romance/Latin base must be involved? One must allow for the possibility that the word in
question arose in only one Romance region and then spread as a loanword. An excellent
example of this problem is the series of verbs constituted by It. tirare, Fr. tirer, Cat. Sp. Ptg.
tirar ‘to pull; to throw’. In the case of It. brezza, Fr. brise, Cat. Sp. brisa, the date of first
attestation may throw light on at least the diffusion of the word. The fact that it is first attested
in Catalan in the fifteenth century led Coromines to suggest that this word spread with Catalan
sailors throughout the Mediterranean as a nautical term. However he admits his inability to
identify the origin of the Catalan noun. A similar situation holds with regard to It. avaria, Fr.
avarie, Cat. avaria ‘damage to merchandise at sea’, Sp. averia ‘breakdown, damage’: the Italian
(or, more specifically, the Genoese) word seems to have spread across the Mediterranean to
France and to the Iberian Peninsula. Although the French, Catalan, and Spanish nouns may be
Italianisms (and thus not etymological cruxes with regard to their immediate origin), none of
the Arabic or (Byzantine) Greek sources proposed for It. avaria has gained widespread
acceptance. Whereas it is generally agreed that Occit. Cat. dansar, Sp. danzar, Ptg. dancar are
all borrowings of OFr. danser, the origin of the French lexeme continues to be controversial. In
like fashion Fr. race, Cat. raca, Sp. raza, Ptg. raca may have It. razza as their immediate source.
Although it still may be an etymological crux for many, Nocentini (2010 s.v. razzal), following
Contini, analyses the Italian noun as a borrowing and semantic expansion of Fr. haras ‘horse
breeding’. A similar problem arises with It. trippa, Fr. tripe, Sp. tripa, probably borrowings of

It. trippa, itself of disputed origin.

Studies of the origin and history of such words continue to appear in the discipline’s leading
journals (e.g., Revue de linguistique romane, Romance Philology, Romanische Forschungen,
Vox Romanica, Zeitschrift fir romanische Philologie), as well as in homage volumes. Many of

these articles propose new solutions to long-standing problems, but add very little to the
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discussion of etymological theory and methodology. Only time will tell if the new answers to

old questions will gain general acceptance in the scholarly community.
6. Possible new avenues for Romance etymology

Etymology is in a strong position to make valuable contributions to other branches of historical
(Romance) linguistics. It is certainly not necessary to belabor the obvious link between
etymology and historical semantics. Traditionally, etymologists have focused on primary
nouns, verbs, and adjectives, listing at the end of the relevant entry the suffixal and prefixal
derivatives of the primitive as well as the compounds in whose genesis it has participated. There
is rarely any historically-slanted analysis of these derived formations. Such is the treatment of
derivatives found in LEI, FEW, and in a more haphazard fashion, in DECat and DCECH. These
formations deserve far better treatment at the hands of etymologists. The origin of the affix
itself, the creation of the relevant derivatives, their integration into the language and subsequent
history are all legitimate concerns of etymology. It is significant that David Pharies (2002)
entitled his excellent diachronic study of Spanish suffixes and suffxoids Diccionario
etimologico de los sufijos espafioles y otros elementos finales, as he here seeks to identify the
origin of each suffix, and to trace its diffusion, semantic and functional evolution over time
through the lexicon of standard and regional varieties of Spanish. Buchi & Chauveau (2015)
illustrate how the type of etymological reconstruction practiced in the DERom can serve as a
starting point for the history of suffixation in Romance. The formation of compounds is an act
of lexical creation and thus should form part of the etymologist’s brief. Mailhammer (2015:

427) labels such analysis “morphological etymology”.

At the outset, each new derivative and each new loanword constitute a neologism. The
systematic study of neology, the processes involved in the genesis of neologisms, has become
a growing field in Romance lexicology. Traditional etymological studies tend to focus on words
of long standing in the history of the lexicon and to ignore the relevant historical issues in the
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creation of recent neologisms, while dictionaries of neologisms often ignore the circumstances

surrounding the creation of the new lexical item.

The principles of etymological research can also be applied to the study of the genesis and
history of phraseological units (also known as idioms or fixed expressions). This line of
research involves the intersection of individual word history combined with the accompanying
processes of grammaticalization and/or lexicalization. With regard to the Romance languages
this field is only in its infancy. Echenique Elizondo et alii (2016) offers an introduction, with

rich bibliography, to work in this new area dealing with the history of “fraseologia espafiola”.

The etyma of most lexical units are situated as well on the lexical level, be they inherited (Proto-
Romance */ka'Ball-u/ M.N. ‘horse’ is the etymon of Sard. kavaddu M.N. ‘horse’, It. cavallo etc.),
borrowed (Russian ukaz M.N. ‘decree’ is the etymon of Rom. ucaz M.N. ‘edict of the Russian
tsar’, Fr. oukase), or coined within the language under consideration (Sp. coger TR.V. ‘to take’
is the etymon of Sp. escoger TR.V. ‘to choose’). An important exception to this rule was
discovered by Benveniste (1958) under the name delocutives, i.e. lexical units derived from
(parts of) utterances (whose status as direct imports from speech was not acknowledged by his
predecessors), like Fr. cessez-le-feu M.N. ‘ceasefire’ < Cessez le feu! ‘cease fire!’, an utterance
typically addressed by a general to his troops. Romance etymology began to study this field
only fairly recently, for Gallo-Romance (Chambon, 1989; Biichi, 1995) and Spanish (Thibault,
2005). Clearly delocutives constitute a growing research field in Romance etymology, in

particular for less frequently studied languages.

Another productive research area is concerned with pragma-etymology (Chambon 2013: 311):
the etymology of lexical units that present pragmatic content. Examples are It. guarda ADv.
‘(discourse particle used for introducing a reservation), look’ in L ’hanno ammazzato era
ricchissimo qualcuno [’avra fatto fuori — guarda che soffriva di cuore and ‘(discourse particle
introducing a hesitation), you know’ in Preferirei fare una, guarda, pubblicazione pura delle
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lettere, whose origin is an imperative form of It. guardare TR.v. ‘to look’ (Waltereit, 2002), or
Fr. enfin ADV. ‘(discourse particle used for summing up a development), well’ in Ne m a-t-il
pas appris la musique, le dessin, la grammaire, enfin tout ce que je sais? and ‘(discourse particle
used for correcting an earlier comment), at least’ in Autour de vous, vos camarades sont tous
pareils? — Tous... enfin, tous ceux qui existent, qui réfléchissent, which ultimately go back to
Fr. enfin ADV. ‘finally’ (see Buchi & Stadtler, 2008 for the precise etymological scenario).
Dworkin (in press) offers a pan-Romance overview of current research on the lexical genesis

of pragmatic and discourse markers.

Finally, it would be interesting to test if Chambon’s finding about alleged French loanwords
from (Auvergne) Occitan (Chambon, 1997) holds as well for similar situations in other
Romance languages (for instance for purported borrowings from Italian dialects in Italian): it
appears that contrary to a general belief, French borrowed only marginally from Occitan. In
fact, Occitan loanwords were introduced mostly into a (often quite circumscribed) regional
variety of French, from which they then spread, often centuries later, to general French. For
instance, French fourme F.N. “type of semi-hard blue cheese” (attested since 1829; also fourme
d’Auvergne) was not directly borrowed from (Auvergne) Occitan fourmo, but from Auvergne
French fourme (attested since 1421): it is to be considered an internal borrowing (Chambon,

1997: 43-44; see as well Gouvert, 2007, on alleged Francoprovencalisms in French).

To conclude, it would be unrealistic to expect etymology to regain the central position it held
in the early days of historical Romance linguistics. Nevertheless, etymology, understood both
as the search for and identification of word origins, and the preparation of complete lexical
biographies, is still a vibrant and forward-looking field that has much to offer to (historical)

(Romance) linguistics.

23



References

Aprile, Marcello (2004). Le strutture del Lessico Etimologico Italiano. Galatina: Congedo.

Badia i Margarit, Antoni M. & Sola, Joan (edd.) (2008). Joan Coromines, vida y obra. Madrid:
Gredos.

Baglioni, Daniele (2016). L ‘etimologia. Rome: Carocci.

Baldinger, Kurt (1998). Los dos nuevos diccionarios de Corominas para el espafiol y el catalan
(DECH y DCAT). Reflexiones criticas. In: Estudios de linguistica y filologia espafiolas:
homenaje a German Colon. Madrid: Gredos, 85-114.

Baldinger, Kurt (1988-2003). Etymologien. Untersuchungen zu FEW 21-23 (3 vol.). Tiibingen:
Niemeyer.

Benarroch, Myriam (2013). L’apport du DERom & 1’étymologie portugaise. In: Casanova
Herrero, Emili & Calvo Rigual, Cesareo (edd.), Actas del XXVI Congreso Internacional de
Linguistica y de Filologia Romanicas (Valencia 2010). Berlin/New York: De Gruyter, vol. 4,
479-491.

Benarroch, Myriam (2014). A lexicografia em movimento: Do Houaiss: (Hi) ao Grande
Houaiss (GH) passando pelo DERom (Dictionnaire Etymologique Roman). Datagio e
etimologia do léxico hereditario. In: Isquerdo, Aparecida Negri & Corno, Giselle Olivia
Mantovani Dal (edd.), As Ciéncias do Léxico. Lexicologia, Lexicografia, Terminologia.
Campo Grande: Universidade Federal do Mato Grosso do Sul, vol. 7, 189-220.

Benveniste, Emile (1958). Les verbes délocutifs. In: Hatcher, Anna Granville & Selig, Karl-
Ludwig (edd.), Studia philologica et letteraria in honorem L. Spitzer. Berne: Francke, 57-63.

Bertoldi, Vittorio (1952). L ‘arte della etimologia. Naples: Liguori.

Blasco Ferrer, Eduardo (2014). Review of Varvaro, Alberto (2014). Vocabolario Storico-

Etimologico del Siciliano (VSES) (2 vol.). Strasbourg/Palermo: Société de linguistique

24



romane/Editions de Linguistique et de Philologie/Centro di Studi Filologici e Linguistici.
Romance Philology, 68(2), 411-417.

Blasco Ferrer, Eduardo (2016). New Directions for Historical Romance Lexicography.
Romance Philology, 70, 537-557.

Boerescu, Parvu (2017). Etimologii romdnesti controversate. Ipoteze si solutii. Bucharest:
Editura Academiei Romane.

Buchi, Eva (1995). Typologie des délocutifs galloromans. In: Estudis de linguistica i filologia
oferts a Antoni M. Badia i Margarit. Barcelona: Publicacions de I’ Abadia de Montserrat, vol.
1, 141-163.

Buchi, Eva (1996). Les Structures du Franzdsisches Etymologisches Warterbuch. Recherches
métalexicographiques et métalexicologiques. Tubingen: Niemeyer.

Buchi, Eva (2008). Joan Coromines et I’étymologie lexicale romane: I’exemple roumain. In:
Badia i Margarit, Antoni M. & Sola, Joan (edd.), Joan Coromines, vida y obra. Madrid:
Gredos, 282-332.

Buchi, Eva (2010). Bolchevik, mazout, toundra et les autres. Dictionnaire des emprunts au
russe dans les langues romanes. Inventaire — Histoire — Intégration. Paris: CNRS Editions.
Buchi, Eva (2012): Des bienfaits de 1’application de la méthode comparative a la matiére
romane: ’exemple de la reconstruction sémantique. In: Vykypél, Bohumil & Bocek, Vit
(edd.), Methods of Etymological Practice. Prague: Nakladatelstvi Lidové noviny, 105-117.
Buchi, Eva & Chauveau, Jean-Paul (2015). From Latin to Romance. In: Miiller, Peter O.,
Ohnheiser, Ingeborg, Olsen, Susan & Rainer, Franz (edd.), Word-Formation. An International

Handbook of the Languages of Europe. Berlin/Boston: De Gruyter, vol. 3, 1931-1957.

Buchi, Eva & Schweickard, Wolfgang (2011a). Sept malentendus dans la perception du

DERom par Alberto Varvaro. Revue de linguistique romane, 75, 305-312.

25



Buchi, Eva & Schweickard, Wolfgang (2011b). Ce qui oppose vraiment deux conceptions de
I’étymologie romane. Réponse a Alberto Varvaro et contribution a un débat méthodologique
en cours. Revue de linguistique romane, 75, 628-635.

Buchi, Eva & Schweickard, Wolfgang (edd.) (2014a). Dictionnaire Etymologique Roman
(DERom). Genése, méthodes et résultats. Berlin/Munich/Boston: De Gruyter.

Buchi, Eva & Schweickard, Wolfgang (2014b). Conception du projet. In: Buchi, Eva &
Schweickard, Wolfgang (edd.), Dictionnaire Etymologique Roman (DERom). Genése,
méthodes et résultats. Berlin/Munich/Boston: De Gruyter, 5-38.

Buchi, Eva & Schweickard, Wolfgang (edd.) (2016). Dictionnaire Etymologique Roman
(DERom) 2. Pratique lexicographique et réflexions théoriques. Berlin/Boston: De Gruyter.
Buchi, Eva & Stédtler, Thomas (2008). La pragmaticalisation de ’adverbe enfin du point de
vue des romanistes (‘Enfin, de celui des francisants qui congoivent leur recherche dans le
cadre de la linguistique romane’). In: Durand, Jacques, Habert, Benoit & Laks, Bernard (edd.),
Congres mondial de linguistique francaise (Paris, 9-12 juillet 2008). Paris: Institut de
linguistique francaise, 159-171. Retrieved from
https://www.linguistiquefrancaise.org/articles/cmlf/abs/2008/01/cmIf08161/cmIf08161.html.
Celac, Victor (2017). Méthodes et pratique de la recherche étymologique roumaine (avec une
attention particuliére a I’“etimologie multipla”), Zeitschrift fir romanische Philologie, 133(1),

245-283.

Celac, Victor & Buchi, Eva (2011). Etymologie-origine et étymologie-histoire dans le DERom
(Dictionnaire Etymologique Roman). Coup de projecteur sur quelques trouvailles du domaine
roumain. In: Overbeck, Anja, Schweickard, Wolfgang & Volker, Harald (edd.), Lexikon,
Varietat, Philologie. Romanistische Studien Ginter Holtus zum 65. Geburtstag.

Berlin/Boston: De Gruyter, 363-370.

26



Chambon, Jean-Pierre (1989). Démimologiques: délocutivité et zoonymie dans le domaine
galloroman. Bulletin de la Société de linguistique de Paris, 84/1, 81-109.

Chambon, Jean-Pierre (1997). Les emprunts du francais moderne aux dialectes ou patois: une
illusion d’optique en lexicologie frangaise historique? Lalies. Actes des sessions de
linguistique et de littérature, 17, 33-53.

Chambon, Jean-Pierre (2007). Remarques sur la grammaire comparée-reconstruction en
linguistique romane (situation, perspectives). Mémoires de la Société de Linguistique de
Paris, 15, 57-72.

Chambon, Jean-Pierre (2010). Pratique étymologique en domaine (gallo-)roman et grammaire
comparée-reconstruction. A propos du traitement des mots héréditaires dans le TLF et le FEW.
In: Choi-Jonin, Injoo, Duval, Marc & Soutet, Olivier (edd.), Typologie et comparatisme.
Hommages offerts a Alain Lemaréchal. Louvain/Paris/Walpole: Peeters, 61-75.

Chambon, Jean-Pierre (2013). Etymologie lexicale, étymologie onomastique: quoi de neuf? Un
apercu. In: Casanova Herrero, Emili & Calvo Rigual, Cesareo (edd.), Actas del XXVI
Congreso Internacional de Linguistica y de Filologia Romanicas (6-11 de septiembre de
2010, Valencia). Berlin/New York: De Gruyter, vol. 1, 307-316.

Chambon, Jean-Pierre & Greub, Yan (2018). In memoriam. Max Pfister (1932-2017). Revue
des langues romanes, 122, 9-23.

Chauveau, Jean-Paul (2012). Francais haricot et flageolet. In: Dorr, Stephen & Stadtler,
Thomas (edd.), Ki bien voldreit raisun entendre. Mélanges en [’honneur du 70° anniversaire
de Frankwalt Mdhren. Strasbourg: Editions de Linguistique et de Philologie, 67-90.

Chauveau, Jean-Paul (2014). Reconstruction sémantique. In: Buchi, Eva & Schweickard,
Wolfgang (edd.), Dictionnaire Etymologique Roman (DERom). Genése, méthodes et

résultats. Berlin/Munich/Boston: De Gruyter, 199-209.

27



Chauveau, Jean-Paul (2016). Reconstruction comparative et histoire sémantique. In: Buchi, Eva
& Schweickard, Wolfgang (edd.), Dictionnaire Etymologique Roman (DERom) 2. Pratique
lexicographique et réflexions théoriques. Berlin/Boston: De Gruyter, 53-65.

Chauveau, Jean-Paul & Buchi, Eva (2011). Etat et perspectives de la lexicographie historique
du francais. Lexicographica. International Annual for Lexicography, 27, 101-122.

Coldn, Germa (2013). [Intervention at the round table “100 anys d’etimologia romanica: el
REW de Meyer-Libke: 1911-2010”]. In: Pfister, Max (ed.), “Taula redona: 100 anys
d’etimologia romanica: el REW de Meyer-Liibke: 1911-2010”, in: Casanova Herrero, Emili
& Calvo Rigual, Cesareo (edd.), Actas del XXVI Congreso Internacional de Linguistica y de
Filologia Romanicas (6-11 de septiembre de 2010, Valencia). Berlin/New York: De Gruyter,
vol. 1, 150.

CORDE =Real Academia Espafiola (2002-). Corpus Diacrénico del Espafiol (CORDE).
Retrieved from http://corpus.rae.es/cordenet.html.

Craddock, Jerry R., Dworkin, Steven N. & Poghirc, Cicerone (1980). Romance etymology. In:
Posner, Rebecca & Green, John N. (edd.), Trends in Romance Linguistics and Philology,
vol. 1: Romance Comparative and Historical Linguistics. The Hague/Paris/New York:
Mouton, 191-240.

DCEC = Corominas, Joan (1954-1957). Diccionario critico etimolégico de la lengua
castellana (4 vol.). Madrid/Berne: Gredos/Francke.

DCECH = Corominas, Joan & Pascual, José Antonio (1980-1991). Diccionario critico
etimoldgico castellano e hispanico (6 vol.). Madrid: Gredos.

DEAF = Baldinger, Kurt et al. (1974-). Dictionnaire Etymologique de 1’Ancien Frangais.
Quebec/Tubingen/Paris/Berlin: Presses de 1’Université Laval/Niemeyer/Klincksieck/De

Gruyter.

28



DEAFéI = Stadtler, Thomas (ed.) (2010-). Dictionnaire Etymologique de 1’Ancien Francais
(DEAF). Retrieved from www.deaf-page.de.

DECat = Coromines, Joan (1980-2001). Diccionari etimologic i complementari de la llengua
catalana (10 vol.). Barcelona: Curial.

DELP = Machado, José Pedro (1977° [1952-1959']). Dicionario etimoldgico da lingua
portuguesa (5 vol.). Lisbon: Horizonte.

DELR = Academia Romana (2011-). Dictionarul etimologic al limbii romdne (DELR).
Bucharest: Editura Academiei Romane.

DERom = Buchi, Eva & Schweickard, Wolfgang (edd.) (2008-). Dictionnaire Etymologique
Roman (DERom). Retrieved from http://www.atilf.fr/DERom.

DES = Wagner, Max Leopold (2008 [1960-1964]). DES. Dizionario Etimologico Sardo (2
vol.), edited by Giulio Paulis. Nuoro: Illisso.

DESF = Zamboni, Alberto et al. (1984-1987). Dizionario etimologico storico friulano (2 vol.).
Udine: Casamassima.

Diez, Friedrich (1882° [1836-1844']). Grammatik der romanischen Sprachen (3 vol.). Bonn:
Eduard Weber.

Diez, Friedrich (1887° [1853]). Etymologisches Worterbuch der romanischen Sprachen. Bonn:
Marcus.

DRG =Planta, Robert von et al. (1938-). Dicziunari Rumantsch Grischun. Coire:
Bischofberger.

Dworkin, Steven N. (2016). Do Romanists Need to Reconstruct Proto-Romance? The Case of
the Dictionnaire Etymologique Roman (DERom) Project. Zeitschrift fir romanische

Philologie, 132, 1-19.

29


http://www.deaf-page.de/

Dworkin, Steven N. (in press). Word Meanings and Concepts. In: Maiden, Martin & Ledgeway,
Adam (edd.), The Cambridge Handbook of Romance Linguistics. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Dworkin, Steven N., Garcia Arias, Xo0sé Lluis & Kramer, Johannes (edd.) (2016). Section 6:
Etymologie. In: Buchi, Eva, Chauveau, Jean-Paul & Pierrel, Jean-Marie (edd.), Actes du
XXVII® Congres international de linguistique et de philologie romanes (Nancy, 15-20 juillet
2013). Strasbourg: Editions de Linguistique et de Philologie, vol. 1, 774-838.

Echenique Elizondo, Maria Teresa, Martinez Alcalde, Maria José, Sanchez Méndez, Juan Pedro
& Pla Colomer, Francisco (edd.) (2016). Fraseologia espafiola: diacronia y codificacion.
Revista de Filologia Espafiola, Anejo 104. Madrid: Consejo Superior de Investigaciones
Cientificas.

EWD = Kramer, Johannes (ed.) (1988-1998). Etymologisches Worterbuch des
Dolomitenladinischen (8 vol.). Hamburg: Buske.

FEW = Wartburg, Walther von et al. (edd.) (1922-2002). Franzosisches Etymologisches
Worterbuch. Eine darstellung des galloromanischen sprachschatzes (25 vol.).
Bonn/Heidelberg/Leipzig-Berlin/Basel: Klopp/Winter/Teubner/Zbinden.

FEWe = Greub, Yan (ed.) (2016). Franzosisches Etymologisches Worterbuch (FEW).
Retrieved from https://apps.atilf.fr/lecteurFEWRC.

Garcia de Diego, Vicente (19852 [1954']). Diccionario etimoldgico espafiol e hispanico.
Madrid: Espasa-Calpe.

Glessgen, Martin & Schweickard, Wolfgang (edd.) (2014). Etymologie romane: objets,
méthodes et perspectives. Strasbourg: Editions de Linguistique et de Philologie.

Gouvert, Xavier (2007). Le traitement étymologique des ‘francoprovencalismes’ dans le TLF.
In: Rézeau, Pierre (ed.), Richesses du francais et géographie linguistique. Bruxelles: de Boeck

& Larcier, vol. 1, 361-413.

30


https://apps.atilf.fr/lecteurFEWRC

Graur, Alexandru (1950). Etimologie multipla. Studii si cercetari lingvistice, 1, 22-34.

Greub, Yan (2014). Débat méthodologique. In: Buchi, Eva & Schweickard, Wolfgang (edd.),
Dictionnaire Etymologique Roman (DERom). Genése, méthodes et résultats.
Berlin/Munich/Boston: De Gruyter, 269-288.

GroR, Christoph (2014). Les dictionnaires étymologiques et historiques des langues romanes.
In: Klump, Andre, Kramer, Johannes & Willems, Aline (edd.), Manuel des langues romanes.
Berlin: De Gruyter, 91-117.

Houaiss, Antonio & Villar, Mauro de Salles (2001). Dicionario Houaiss da lingua portuguesa.
Rio de Janeiro: Objetiva.

Houaiss, Anténio & Villar, Mauro de Salles (2012-). Grande dicionario Houaiss da lingua
portuguesa. Retrieved from http://iah.com.br/mascaras/index.php.

Kahane, Henry & Kahane, Renée (1979). Graeca et Romanica scripta selecta (3 vol.).
Amsterdam: A. M. Hakkert.

Kramer, Johannes (2011). Latein, Proto-Romanisch und das DERom. Romanistik in Geschichte
und Gegenwart, 17, 195-206.

Kramer, Johannes (2014). Contrepoint: ce que j’aurais fait différemment dans le DERom. In:
Buchi, Eva & Schweickard, Wolfgang (edd.), Dictionnaire Etymologique Roman (DERom).
Geneése, méthodes et résultats. Berlin/Munich/Boston: De Gruyter, 289-297.

LEI = Pfister, Max & Schweickard, Wolfgang (edd.) (1979-). Lessico Etimologico Italiano.
Wiesbaden: Reichert.

[LEI], 1992. Etymologie und Wortgeschichte des Italienischen. LEI. Genesi e dimensioni di un
vocabolario etimologico. Wiesbaden: Reichert.

Lubello, Sergio & Schweickard, Wolfgang (2012). Le nuove frontiere del LEI. Miscellanea di

studi in onore di Max Pfister in occasione del suo 80° compleanno. Wiesbaden: Reichert.

31



Mailhammer, Robert (2015). Etymology. In: Bowern, Claire & Evans, Bethany (edd.),
The Routledge Handbook of Historical Linguistics. London/New York: Routledge, 423-441.

Malkiel, Yakov (1956). The Uniqueness and Complexity of Etymological Solutions. Lingua,
5, 225-252. Reprinted in Malkiel, Yakov (1968). Essays on Linguistic Themes.
Oxford/Berkeley and Los Angeles: Basil Blackwell/University of California Press, 229-250.

Malkiel, Yakov (1967). Each Word Has a History of Its Own. Glossa: A Journal of Linguistics
1(2), 137-149. Reprinted in Malkiel, Yakov (1983). From Particular to General Linguistics:
Selected Essays 1965-1978. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 216-276, with
Postscript 568-570.

Malkiel, Yakov (1993). Etymology. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Maxia, Mauro (2017). Lessicografia. In: Blasco Ferrer, Eduardo, Koch, Peter & Marzo, Daniela
(edd.), Manuale di linguistica sarda. Berlin: De Gruyter, 287-302.

Meyer-Llbke, Wilhelm (1890-1902). Grammatik der Romanischen Sprachen (4 vol.). Leipzig:
Fues.

Nocentini, Alberto (2010). L Etimologico. Vocabolario della lingua italiana. Florence: Le
Monnier.

Orel, Vladimir (2003). A Handbook of Germanic Etymology. Leiden/Boston: Brill.

Pfister, Max (2001). Nuove scoperte redigendo il Lessico etimologico italiano. In: Studi
linguistici alpini in onore di Giovan Battista Pellegrini. Florence: Istituto di studi per I’Alto
Adige, 21-32.

Pfister, Max (2011). Etimologia: il problema dell’it. andare, fr. aller, cat. anar e it. andito. In:
Manco, Alberto & Silvestri, Domenico (edd.), L etimologia. Atti del XXXV Convegno della
Societa Italiana di Glottologia (Napoli, 21-23 ottobre 2010). Rome: Il Calamo, 219-239.

Pfister, Max & Lupis, Antonio (2001). Introduzione all etimologia romanza. Soveria Mannelli:

Rubbettino.

32



Pharies, David (2002). Diccionario etimologico de los sufijos espafioles y de otros elementos
finales. Madrid: Gredos.

Pharies, David (2014). Is There a Need for a New Etymological Dictionary of Spanish?
Romance Philology, 68(2), 369-384.

REP = Cornagliotti, Anna, Bellone, Luca, Cerutti Garlanda, Anna, Falconi, Marisa, Parnigoni,
Laura, Ronco, Giovanni & Vigliero, Consolina (2015). Repertorio Etimologico Piemontese
(REP). Turin: Centro Studi Piemontesi.

REW = Meyer-Liibke, Wilhelm (1930-1935% [1911-1920']). Romanisches Etymologisches
Worterbuch. Heidelberg: Winter.

Salvioni, Carlo (1906). Di qualche criterio dell’indagine etimologica. Discorso inaugurale
dell’anno scholastico 1905-1906 letto nell’aula magna della Regia Accademia Scientifico-
Letteraria il 4 novembre 1905. Annuario Accademia Scientifico-Letteraria di Milano, 1906,
17-41. Reprinted in Salvioni, Carlo, 2008. Scritti linguistici, edd. Loporcaro, Michele, Pescia,
Lorenza, Broggini, Romano & Vecchio, Paola, Bellinzona, Edizioni dello Stato del Cantone
Ticino, vol. 4, 13-38.

[Saussure, Ferdinand de] (1968 [1916]). Cours de linguistique générale, critical edition by
Rudolf Engler. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

Schuchardt, Hugo (1885). Ueber die Lautgesetze. Gegen die Junggrammatiker. Berlin, Robert
Oppenheim.

Schweickard, Wolfgang (1986). Etimologie distinctiva. Methodische Uberlegungen zur
Herkunftsbestimmung neuerer Entlehnungen des Rumaénischen am Beispiel des
sportsprachlichen VVokabulars. In: Holtus, Glnter & Radtke, Edgar (edd.), Rumanistik in der

Diskussion: Sprache, Literatur und Geschichte. Tubingen: Narr, 129-163.

33



Schweickard, Wolfgang (2016a). Review of Cornagliotti, Anna et al. (2015). Repertorio
Etimologico Piemontese (REP). Turin: Centro Studi Piemontesi. Zeitschrift flir romanische
Philologie, 132(3), 900-910.

Schweickard, Wolfgang (2016b). La lessicografia. In: Lubello, Sergio (ed.), Manuale di
linguistica italiana. Berlin: De Gruyter, 509-535.

Steinfeld, Nadine (2016). Le TLF-Etym: objectifs, principes méthodologiques et résultats. In:
Buchi, Eva, Chauveau, Jean-Paul & Pierrel, Jean-Marie (edd.), Actes du XXVII®¢ Congreés
international de linguistique et de philologie romanes (Nancy, 15-20 juillet 2013). Strasbourg:
Editions de Linguistique et de Philologie, vol. 1, 815-830.

Thibault, André (2005). La délocutivité et sa (non-)réception en lexicographie historique:
exemples ibéroromans. In: Schrott, Angela & Vaélker, Harald (edd.), Historische Pragmatik
und historische Varietatenlinguistik in den romanischen Sprachen. Gottingen:
Universitatsverlag Gottingen, 137-156.

TLF = Imbs, Paul & Quemada, Bernard (edd.) (1971-1994). Trésor de la langue francaise.
Dictionnaire de la langue du XIX® et du XX¢ siécle (1789-1960) (16 vol.). Paris: Editions du
CNRS/Gallimard.

TLF-Etym = Steinfeld, Nadine (ed.) (2005-). Trésor de la Langue Francaise Etymologique
(TLF-Etym). Révision sélective des notices étymologiques du Trésor de la langue francaise.
Retrieved from http://www.atilf.fr/tIf-etym.

Varvaro, Alberto (2011a). Il DERom : un nuovo REW? Revue de linguistique romane, 75,
97-304.

Varvaro, Alberto (2011b). La ‘rupture épistémologique’ del DERom. Ancora sul metodo
dell’etimologia romanza. Revue de linguistique romane, 75, 623-627.

VES = Varvaro, Alberto (1986). Vocabolario etimologico siciliano, con la collaborazione di

Rosanna Sornicola. Palermo: Centro di studi filologici e linguistici siciliani.

34



Viaro, Mario Eduardo (20142 [2011']). Etimologia. Sdo Paulo: Contexto.

Viaro, Mario Eduardo (20132 [2004']). Manual de Etimologia do Portugués. S&o Paulo: Globo
Livros.

VSES = Varvaro, Alberto (2014). Vocabolario Storico-Etimologico del Siciliano (VSES) (2
vol.). Strasbourg/Palermo: Société de linguistique romane/Editions de Linguistique et de
Philologie/Centro di Studi Filologici e Linguistici.

Waltereit, Richard (2002). Imperatives, interruption in conversation and the rise of discourse
particles: A study of Italian guarda. Linguistics, 40, 987-1010.

Wartburg, Walther von (1929). Das Schriftfranzdsische im Franzdsischen Etymologischen
Worterbuch. In: Behrens-Festschrift. Dietrich Behrens zum siebzigsten Geburtstag

dargebracht von Schiilern und Freunden. Jena/Leipzig: Gronau, 48-55.

35



