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The PhD thesis entitled Lexical and onomastic derivation in the actual Romanian
language. Derivative series -oi(u), -oaie, -oaia / -on(u), -oane(a), -on(i) proposes the study
of an interference zone of the vocabulary, which concerns two linguistic disciplines:
lexicology and onomastic. The present subject of our approach has into account the specific
establishment of the onomastic derivation by reporting to the lexical one.

The starting point of the thesis is the observation that the onomastic, in relation with
the lexicology, does not benefit, till now, of an exclusively dedicated work to the formation
of the personal names with the help of derivation, although this is the process through
which the Romanian onomastic inventory has considerably expanded.

The benchmarking of the Romanian lexicon and onomastic inventory in the
perspective of one of the principal formative means, the derivation, has as a result the first
monographic realization of a derivate series, which imposes to the paper a descriptive,
historical and analytical character.

We have chosen, in this purpose, as a study case, the derivate series of the suffixes
-oi(u), -oaie, -oaia/-on(u), -oane(a), -on(i), because the etymology of these suffixes has
caused numerous controversies over time, becoming the subject of many articles of
specialty. However, there were neglected some problems that this suffix brings. Firstly, it
is necessary to be established in what manner we can discuss the only suffix inherited from
Latin, with two different functions, lexical and onomastic, or the two homonym suffixes,
one lexical inherited from Latin and one onomastic borrowed from Slavonian, which
because of the assimilation was mistaken, being felt as values of the same suffix. Secondly,
essential information miss regarding the extension, frequency, productivity and stability of
these suffixes, both in lexical and onomastic plan.

Studying the derived name categories, we remark that is imposed a delimitation of
the nominal suffixes in four categories:

a) Lexical suffixes, which do not form personal names (-atate, -anie etc.);

b) Onomastic suffixes, which do not form common names (-ascu, -ina, -ea etc.);



¢) Lexical-onomastic suffixes, which form common names, and, through extension,
personal names (-esc /-escu, -oi /-oiu etc.);

d) Onomastic-lexical suffixes, which form personal names, and, through extension,
common names (-ache).

2. Suffixes study in Romanian has an important place in the lexicological
researches, because Romanian is between the languages that, from the words formation
point of view, appeals predominantly at the derivation process. Romanian words are
formed, especially, through the derivation process with suffixes, and lesser, through the
other types of derivation: derivation with prefixes, parasynthetic derivation, regressive
derivation, derivation through the affixes substitution.

There are more types of research regarding the Romanian suffix derivation. A first
category it represents the general lexicological categories which inventorizes and classifies
suffixes through which is realized the progressive derivation, describing them from the
point of view of origin, form and semantic value (Pascu 1916, Coteanu 1981, Hristea 1981).
In the first ample treaty of Romanian words formation (SMFC I-VI 1959), was highlighted
the existence of over 800 suffixes, from which half are simple suffixes and the other half
are complex suffixes, with the note that suffix inventory “presents an approximation for
the non-verbal derivation, especially because of the personal names suffixes” (Avram
1989: 9). The lexicological research highlight a series of unresolved theoretical or
applicative aspects of the suffix statute: inventory inclusion or non-inclusion of some
archaic suffixes which weren’t productive or aren’t anymore current, considering the
different gender forms as the alternatives of only one suffix or as different suffixes, the
problem of separate treating of homonym or poly-semantic suffixes, considering the
onomastic suffixes as alternatives of the lexical ones or as individual suffixes etc.

The second category are the monographic works, with descriptive and analytical
character, which analyses in detail a related suffix or suffixes, from different point of views:
etymological, functional, formal, grammatical etc. (Avram 1960, 1967, Carabulea 1959,
1977, Ciompec 1962a,b, Creta 1972, Danaila 1960, Dominte 1967, Gheorghe 2010,
Pietreanu 1960, Popescu-Marin 1960, Rudeanu 1960, Sechea,b,c 1960, Stefanescu-Goanga
1962, Vasiliu 1960, 2001, 2002).



The third category represents the lexicographical works which identify the derived
forms by detaching the suffix (CADE, DER, DCR, DELR, DEX;, DEX,> DEXI, MDA,
MDN, NDU).

The Romanian derivation research in historical perspective (Asan 1959, Vasiliu
1959, FCLR V 2007) has allowed the derivation evolution observation with some suffixes
in the old language. Thus, it was observed that “the number of suffixes that start to derive
the words in literary language in 17" and 18™ centuries is smaller than of the suffixes that
appear in the next century, when the Roman influence, especially, imposes a series of
suffixes that become strongly productive” (Popescu-Marin 1966: 50). Also, the dialectal
studies (Ivanescu 1965, DRAM 2011) reflect specific particularities which concern the
suffix derivation, especially the productivity that varies from an area to another. We
ascertain that the meanings of some derivations are kept in some dialectal areas,
disappearing from others, that the same suffix has different semantical values from one
region to another.

The onomastic derivation has begun to be researched later than the lexical
derivation, because the onomastic is a linguistic field that was formed as a later standalone
discipline. The onomastic papers that treat suffix derivations are of several types:
dictionaries (DOR, MEO, DNFR), historical studies (Regus 1993, Tomescu 2001) and
descriptive studies (Graur 1965, Patrut 1980, 1984, Tomescu 2006).

The anthroponomical suffixes were described in onomastic suffixes, without
being highlighted their specificity in relation with the lexical forms. Thus, it was stressed
the comparative study necessity of the lexical and onomastic derivation (Tomescu 2004,
2006). The lexical-onomastic suffix -oi(u)/-on(u) was mentioned in different onomastic
collective works (SMO1969) and represented the subject of some scientific articles that
treated only some aspects of it, as: regional toponymical value (Petrovici 1970), spreading
zone (Goicu, Sufletel 1980), etymology (Hasan 1975) onomastic function (Goicu 1985),
grammatical alternatives (Serban 1977).

We remark that in the mentioned studies, was treated with predilection the suffix —
on (u), because of the different opinions regarding its etymology. In some papers it is drawn
attention upon the necessity of differentiating the lexical suffixes -on/-oane si -oi/-oaie of

the corresponding onomastic suffixes -oi(u), -oaia/ -on(u), -oane(a), -on(i) and are



suggested some methodological principles necessary to the suffix approach (Tomescu
2004).

We considered that to compose a monography of the derivate series -oi(u), -oaia,
-oaie/ -on(u), -oane(a), -on(i) we have to separately study the lexical creations of the
onomastic ones, without ignoring the interference zone of the two, delexically onomastic
forms. Thus, we could compare the lexical and semantic values of the suffix, studying its
behavior in the two compartments of the language, lexicon and onomastic.

3. The researched material in the thesis is constituted from an inventory of
common words, realized on the basis of the general lexical dictionaries (CADE, DER,
DCR, DELR, DEX;, DEX; DEXI, MDA, MDN, NDU), especially of the ones of inverted
type (DI, DILR), of some regional dictionaries (DAR), as well as of onomastic dictionaries
regarding the family name, which form with the suffixes, which is the thesis subject (DOR,
DNEFR).

We cannot pretend that the inventory of common names derived with the suffix -
oi/-on and all its versions include all the words, because the language is an open system,
subject of the changes owed to the speaker’s lexical creativity. Therefore, I used a closed
inventory (DILR) so we can realize a quantitative, statistical analyze, both between the
different values of the derived common names and also between these and the delexically
onomastic forms. Also, we selected a derivative series from other sources in which are
found regional and archaic terms (DAR, DRAM) which highlight other aspects of the
derivation with the respective suffix.

To establish the grammatical and semantical values of the suffix and basis, we had
to specify the meanings of the derivatives and bases. In this purpose I used different
lexicographical works (DA, DAR, DCR, DER, DEX, DLR, DLRLC, DRAM, MDA,
Scriban, Sdineanu etc.). When in the case of some words were suggested different
explanations in dictionaries, we gave all the meanings, because these can illustrate different
values of the suffix.

For the inventory realization of the onomastic forms derived with -oi(u)/-on(u) we
used the DNFR from which we selected all the family names that present the termination
-oi(u)/-on(u), either that this is a suffix or an adapted form of the etymon termination or of

the suffix that enters in the composition of a borrowed name. Because the DNFR suggests



arguable etymologies for the Romanian family names, we also used for their clarification
the DOR. Where we considered relevant, we suggested also other possible etymologies.

4. To undertake a lexical research, is necessary for us to realize a limited inventory
through which we differentiate the material subject to observation, because the vocabulary
in its whole, is variable and cannot be subject to a global analyze. The derivation, through
its nature way of vocabulary enrichment, is an aspect of language that must be followed in
its evolution. The class of derivatives is the infinite potential, permanently open and,
therefore, would be unrealistic that someone would propose the recording of all derivative
products. Therefore, the material subjected for the analyze is from two inventories: one of
the lexical forms derived with the suffixes -0i/-on and one of the onomastic forms derived
with the suffixes -oi(u)/-on(u). In our approach, we will use, firstly, the morphematic
analyze of the derived names which supposes “the segmentation operation of a derived
word in the component morphemes” (DSL: 50).

We consider as being derived all the words in which composition enters a
lexical/onomastic basis that circulates independently in the Romanian language. We will
make a difference between the simple bases, derived bases in Romanian and derived bases
in the origin language from which were borrowed. We consider necessary to introduce in
a distinct category those words that can be double interpreted, as derivatives created in
Romanian or as borrowed derivatives, because both the basis and suffix exist and circulate
independently in Romanian and the origin language.

The taxonomic approach supposes the classification of words and identified names
according to different criteria (grammatical value, semantical value) that concern both the
derivative and basis. Also, it will be taken into account the origin of bases, productivity of
different alternatives of the suffix -oi(u)/-on(u), frequency and derivatives timeliness.

Further, we used the lexical statistic, which, as a lexicon research method, it is based
on quantitative relations between frequency units (number of appearances in a given
inventory) and rank (place that a word occupies in a list in which the units are given in a
decreasing order of the frequency).

Regarding the anthroponyms, an important research method it represents the

analyzation under the aspect of phonetical and morphological aspect. From this point of



view, the appellation presents a particular interest, because, in their case, creativity plays
an important role. Suffixation represents a favorite process in the creation of appellations.

The latter observations have inducted the paper both a synchronic and diachronic
character. We have followed the onomastic suffixes evolution throughout their written
history till now, moment in which has intervened the structural analysis.

5. The problems that we propose to study in this paper implies concepts from two
linguistic fields: the onomastic and lexicology. Regarding the paper’s terminology, it does
not rises special problems. Terms from the derivatology field are known and defined.

Derivation is the process of vocabulary enrichment which presents three aspects:
progressive derivation, regressive derivation and derivation through the affixes
substitution.

Derivation is the “formation process of some new lexical units starting from a base
word (morpheme independent or semi-independent), which consist in either putting some
affixes before, or especially after them)” (DSL: 163-164). Progressive derivation consists
in adding to the base word a prefix or a suffix or, in the case of the parasynthetic derivation,
of a prefix and suffix. Regressive derivation consists in the suppression of some affixes,
and the derivation by substitution of affixes consists in replacing an affix. In this paper we
are interested, firstly, about the progressive suffix derivation, but we will also analyze
situations in which we will approach aspects of the regressive derivation or of the affixes
substitution.

The suffix represents “the affix put after the base, root or independent morpheme”
(DSL: 518). Suffixes can be simple or complex, “when their structure permits the
identification of a smaller units, but the whole complex works as a unique element of
derivation” (Avram 1989: 8). Complex suffixes can be composed (from two simple
suffixes) or developed (the suffix combines with other non-suffix elements). The term
derivative series refers to all suffixes versions, which can be attributed to a single etymon,
even if in their evolution have suffered interferences of other suffixes.

In the analyzation of the derived word or of the derived onomastic form we made
references to the basis to designate the word to which radical it attaches the affix, regardless
if this is simple or derived. Also, we talked about derivatives in series both in the lexicon,

and onomastic (Viladutoiu<Viadutu<Vlad).



Most of the times, the term radical is mistaken with the root. The term root was
used with predilection in the traditional grammar, in the post-Saussurean being preferred
the term radical. The radical “designates the sequence obtained after the flective removal,
identifying itself with the root in the case of primary words, underived (floar-). Despite the
root, the radical implies also the derivate affixes (inflor-)” (DSL: 421).

We will use the concept semantic value to refer to the meaning attributed to the
word derived by the suffix. A suffix may assign a lot of meanings, because it has many
more semantical values.

For the study of derivation in the onomastic field, we used terms with the following
meanings. Through onomastic it is understood, on the one hand, all the personal names
from the system of a language, and on the other hand, the general study of the personal
names of persons, animals, places etc. In both cases, the onomastic reclassifies in:
anthroponomy, as inventory, respectively, study of animals names, toponymy, as
inventory, respectively, study of places names. Through anthroponomy we understand a
personal person’s name, either being a primary name (forename), appellation (patronymic
or nickname), and family name. Officially, the Romanian’s anthroponomy system is
bipartite, but is observed that, in the last two decades, it was developed the custom that a
man should have two, three or even four forenames, chosen on several considerations.
Parents chose several forenames so as to be preferred by them, one to be chosen by the
godfathers, other to be the name of a patron saint etc. The forename does not identify
always with the Christian name for several reasons. Firstly, not all people get baptized,
even if this situation is rarely seen in Romania, a predominantly Orthodox country.
Secondly, are met situations in which one of the names attributed at baptize was not written
in the birth certificate.

The family name represents the name given based on the membership recognition
of an individual to a family, regardless if this thing is happening because of the filiation or
other reasons (marriage, adoption, recognition of the individual as heir etc.)

The appellation is mistaken often with the nickname. The difference between the
two terms is the objective character, denotative of the name, respectively, the qualifying
and emotional character. Actually, the appellation gets to replace, unofficially, the

forename of a person. A part of the forenames have become family names.
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Anthroponyms can suffer phonetical modifications (apheresis, apocope, syncope,
and reduplication) becoming hypocoristic: Alex, Ghita, Lulus, Mia, Tita etc.

Apheresis represents a phonetical modification of a name that consists in the
dropping of a sounds, group of sounds or of a syllable from the start (Gore<Grigore,
Ghita<Gheorghita etc.). The apocope represents a phonetical modification of a name that
consists in the dropping of a sound, group of sounds or of a syllable from the end
(Mihai<Mihail, Anton<Antonie etc.). The syncope represents a phonetical modification of
a name that consists in the dropping of a sound or a group of sounds from the middle of it
(Nae<Nicolae, Nifor<Nichifor etc.). A name can suffer simultaneously several types of
phonetical modifications: apheresis and apocope (Manu < Emanuel).

Hereditary appellations are classified in patronymic (formed from the father’s
name), matronymic (formed from the mother’s names) and marital (formed from the
husband’s or wife’s name).

After the provenance, all the personal names can be systematized in delexical (from
common names), deonomastical (from personal names), in turn, subdivided in
anthroponym (from the person’s name) and toponymics (from place names)

The syntagma onomastic suffixes, does not exclusively refer to suffixes that derives
anthroponyms, but to suffixes that derive any personal name (anthroponyms, zoonyms,
toponyms etc.), we will mention this thing through the terms anthroponym suffix, zoonym
suffix or toponym suffix.

The problem of resolving the different etymologies of the words with an analyzable
structure suggested by the main lexicographical papers. Was signaled in several specialty
studies (Hristea 1973, Moroianu 2006, Moroianu 2007).

The concept of multiple etymology is used to refer to those onomastic words or
forms with an analyzable structure that may have different origins. In most cases, it cannot
opt only for one of the multiple etymological solutions. It is ascertained that, from the
etymological point of view, it can be given several explanations of the appearance of a
word with multiple etymology:

a) The word was borrowed, but its analyzable structure has permitted its

interpretation as a Romanian derivative. The latter interpretation may be explained either
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through the fact that the base or suffix circulate in Romanian in the period of the word’s
borrowing or that these were later borrowed;

b) Other possibility is that of the structure of the borrowed word to be detached
later the base or suffix through regressive derivation;

¢) According to the simultaneity principle, different speakers could have borrowed
words, respectively could have recreated them after a foreign type;

d) The coincidence of the form’s identity of a word that was created in language
from a borrowed basis, without being known the derivative correspondent in the respective
language.

There was established the criteria that delimits the borrowings from derivatives.
The semantic criteria assumes to exist a correlation between the meaning of its word and
etymon, the formal criteria must be taken into account when it is established the base’s
form, and the chronological criteria can make the difference between an inherited Latin
element and a borrowed one (Hristea 1973).

The unknown history of the context in which the words were used for the first time
by a Romanian speaker maintains the controversy upon the etymology of some words. A
historical study that will specify the date of the first recording of the words in texts, may
bring more clarifications to this issue. Also, it should be considered the derivation through
suffix substitution that may clarify more forced etymologies (Moroianu 2006).

We consider that in most cases, borrowed words that were derived in the origin
language of which basis or suffix circulate in Romanian, were adapted in Romanian in a
form that is, also, analyzable, reason of which are felt like derivatives. In this paper, we
will classify these words in a distinct category of the forms with multiple etymology,
because we consider that is useful mentioning both processes. If in the structure of some
semi-analyzable words may be identified only the suffix, we will consider them derivatives
from a foreign basis.

Toponyms research is necessary, because in the Romanian onomastic system, the
place names have served as derivation bases for anthroponyms. Regarding the toponyms
that, apparently, are derivative creations, we think that, in reality, the derivation happened

at the level of the common name or anthroponym which was taken as toponym. Thus,
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suffixes cannot be considered toponymical, but lexical or anthroponimical: Culmea
Tiganestilor, Albesti, Paduchiosul etc.

If the person and place names represent an inventory relatively limited and difficult
to be changed on short term, except the nicknames, zoonyms are the results of creativity
and imagination of people, their creation not being limited by any tradition or rule. A
similar statute is seen at the names of the literary characters and nicknames. Regarding
these personal names category, we do not propose to insist on them, because the realization
of an inventory on the basis of which we can analyze the derived forms, would represent a
laborious step. However, we cannot ignore these name categories, because the purpose of
the paper is to observe the onomastic suffixes, not only the anthroponomical ones. We will
observe that the suffixes like -et (Meret, Bunget) derive only toponyms, and others like -
ior produce only zoonyms (Albior, Vinioara).

Because the Romanian lexicological researches are developing in the statistic
lexicology direction, in the monography realization of the lexical-onomastic and onomastic
suffixes we will consider features that concern their frequency, wealth, concentration,
productivity and vitality.

5. The presented thesis structure includes an introduction, a theoretical chapter, two
applicative chapters and the conclusions analyzation of the proposed derivative series.

The introductory chapter presents the papers objectives, the premises and actual
stage of the subject’s research, applied methodology, bringing necessary terminological
specifications.

First chapter is theoretical and has as objective a presentation of the onomastic
derivation in Romanian through reference to the nominal lexical derivation, with the
purpose of underlining the necessity of distinct study of the two values, because till now,
were treated only lexical suffixes, the onomastic ones being mentioned as a value of lexical
suffixes. Romanian suffixes were amply researched in lexicological and onomastic studies,
but without being analyzed in a comparative perspective. The novelty of this paper consists
exactly in such an approach, but also in the monographic study of a derivative series -oi(u),
-oaie, -oaia/ -on(u), -oane(a), -on(i) controversial, that has the role to highlight the
necessity of distinct treating of the onomastic value towards the lexical one in dedicated

studies to Romanian suffixes.
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Starting from the hypothesis that in Romanian exists specialized suffixes only in
the onomastic derivation and others that play a double role, creating both onomastic and
lexical derivatives, we proposed to study the onomastic suffixes through comparison with
those nominal lexical and lexical-onomastic. In the chapter dedicated to the onomastic
derivatives, we will delimit the ones created on Romanian land, with autochthonous
suffixes, and the foreign ones that represent borrowings of personal names from other
onomastic systems. Thus, the suffix inventory that can be categorized as being
anthroponomical suffixes has considerably limited. In this chapter, we realized a general
presentation of the Romanian suffixes classified in three categories: 1. Nominal lexical
suffixes; 2. Lexical-onomastic suffixes; 3. Onomastic suffixes.

The second chapter presents a monography of the lexical suffix -oi, -oaie/ -on, -
oand. The monography of the lexical suffix starts with a theoretical part in which is
presented the origin and age of the suffix and continues with the analyzation of the
derivatives. The units from the lexical inventory are classified according to the form of the
suffix that enter in their formation. Thus, are analyzed separately the formed derivatives
with -oi, of the ones formed with -oaie, with -on or -oana.

The derivatives are classified according to the grammatical value (substantival,
adjectival and substantival-adjectival). In each category, are presented semantical values
of the suffix by reference to the meaning it offers to the derivative: augmentative value,
qualifying value, motional value, instrumental value etc.

While the lexical suffix -oi, -oaie is current and productive, the archaic value -on,
-oane, -oana 1s kept only in some regions. However, we cannot talk about a regionalism,
because this form “in the old language, had a bigger extension, being certified in the 15"
and 16" centuries” (Goicu 1985: 179-185). Although the suffix -o7 and its feminine version
-oane is considered peculiar to the Banat zone, in the Northern idiom (Maramures), we
meet regional lexical forms derived with the suffix -on. In DILR it is not registered any
derived word with such a suffix. Therefore, we used other sources to select some
derivatives that can proof that the values of -on, -oane are common with the ones of the

suffix -oi, -oaie.
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The chapter ends with a series of statistic conclusions that concern the grammatical
and semantical values of the derivatives and bases, productivity of each suffix form and
frequency.

The third chapter will present the onomastic suffix -oi(u), -oaia/ -on(u), -oanea, -
oni. The drafting scheme is similar with the one applied to the lexical suffix. Firstly, we
will separate the onomastic derivatives according to the suffix version with the help of
which were created: -oi, -oiu, -oaia, -on, -onu, -oand, -oni etc. Derivatives are classified,
according to the base features, in anthroponomastics, toponyms and delexical. In each
category are operated other classifications, according to the following criteria: simple /
derivative base, base origin etc. In the case of the anthroponym derivatives, we consider if
the base represents a forename or appellation if the name is religious or laic. In the case of
the borrowed names, we discussed their origin.

The family names formed with the lexical suffix -oi split, according to the basis
characteristics, in two categories: anthroponomastics and delexical. After selecting the
onomastic forms that do not rise interpretation problems in their analysis and inclusion in
each of the two categories, anthroponomastics (1) and delexical (2), all the others name
left, we split them on categories of family names that can be interpreted both as delexical
and anthroponomastics (3), family names for which the dictionary authors have proposed
different etymologies (4), family names in case of which may have been mistakes of
transcription (5), family names for which were suggested etymologies considered uncertain
(6), family names underived that take derivative forms in lexical plan (7), family names cu
unknown etymology, (8), names with derivative aspect for which it couldn’t be identified
the bases in Romanian, but that were explained as adaptations of foreign names (9).

In DNFR are registered 982 family names that have the termination -oiu. Of these,
some family names are Romanian derivatives, and some names are unanalyzable.

Family names derived with the suffix -oiu divide in two categories, according to
the bases from which were formed: onomastic and delexical. The onomastic family names
have formed from anthroponyms (anthroponomastics) or from toponyms (toponymics).
The anthroponomastics family names have formed from bases that are names or
appellations. We preferred to use the term general name, because there isn’t a Romanian

dictionary forename, which makes impossible the classification of some names as
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forenames (Romanian bases of foreign origin) or family names that take names from other
languages that didn’t give Romanian forenames (foreign bases).

A series of marital names have formed with the feminine suffix -oaia. Most of them
are anthroponomastics, the rest being delexical. Separately we have analyzed the formed
derivatives with different versions of the suffix -oaia: -oaie, -oaiei, -oae, -oe, -oia, -oie. At
the end of the chapter, we presented the derivatives formed with suffixes composed with
the help of a suffix from the analyzed series in this paper: -oaica, -iloiu, -itoiu, -oianu, -
oloiu, -otoiu, -uloiu, -utoiu.

The last chapter presents the general conclusions after realizing the monography of
the suffix -oi(u)/ -on(u) which has as purpose the approach of new methodological
principles in the study of Romanian suffixes and highlighting the necessity of distinctively
treating the lexical suffixes of the onomastic ones. This necessity is imposed by the distinct
values of the lexical suffixes (augmentative, qualifying, motional etc.) towards the ones of
the onomastic suffixes (patronymic, marital, matronymics).

The originality of the paper concerns that in the Romanian linguistic it does not
exist a specially consecrated work for the onomastic derivation. In the Romanian suffix
monographies (FCLR IV 2015), the onomastic suffixes weren’t treated especially, but in
the values analyzation of the lexical suffixes, was mentioned also the onomastic value, to
which wasn’t given the importance it should have.

The choosing of the lexical suffix -oi (-oaie)/ -on (-oand) and its onomastic
correspondent -oi(u), (-oaie)/ -on(u), (-oana) has highlighted the fact that we need to
delimit the lexical suffixes of the lexical-onomastic and onomastic ones. The lexical-
onomastic suffixes -o0i(u) (-oaie)/ -on(u) (-oana) form personal delexical names that are
appellations and, through their nature, keep the semantic values of the corresponding
lexical suffix (augmentative, pejorativ, qualifying etc). When appellations became family
names, these values got lost, because the names have desemantizised and redefined their
value as patronymics or matronymics. The suffix -0i(u) (-oaie)/ -on(u) (-oand) has an
onomastic value when forming personal onomastic names from religious or borrowed
bases. The presentation of the origin and suffix etymology of -o0i(u) (-oaie)/ -on(u) (-oana)
has led to the delimitation of the lexical-onomastic suffix -0i(u) (-oaie)/ -on(u) (-oana)<lat.

-onéus, -onéa of the onomastic suffix -oi(u)<sl. -oje.
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The anthroponyms analyzation has highlighted other problems of the Romanian
onomastic: the lack of a complete dictionary of the Romanian forenames and the necessity
of writing a new onomastic dictionary which can offer objective etymological
interpretations, given that for the name majority of the two great onomastic dictionaries
DOR and DNFR, offer different etymological solutions.

The dialectal monographies study shown the fact that the suffix -on, -oan(e) is not
productive only in Banat, but also in other areas of the country, like Maramures, thing we
have demonstrated in this paper with the help of an inventory of words derived with -on, -
oarn(e), realized on the basis of the regionalism dictionary (DRAM 2011). Also, it was
highlighted the fact that the suffix -oi, -oaie is very productive in the area of Maramures,
forming numerous regionalisms: alboi “blue”, bosorcoi “wizard”, ciocoi “lark”, gazdoi and
gazdoaie “host”, galcoi “the one that has quinsy”, mdsoaie “tablecloth”, urdzoi “stands”.
Another area in which was signaled the frequency of the derivatives with the suffix -oi, -
oaie is Tara Crisurilor: fundoaie “shutters”, “the rear of the house”, marantoi “tall stature”,
suptoi “outsole of the house”, tdcatoi “quiet, grumpy”, spurcoi “carbuncle”.

We found that the suffix -oi has different semantical values in certain dialectal areas
(check the suffix -oi, which in Maramures has a diminutively value, casoi “cottage from
the border”, in contrast to the rest of the country, in which has augmentative value). Thus,
it was pointed the study importance of the word formation in the Romanian dialects.

In conclusion, starting from the linguists studies which incorporated in the
onomastic and word formations papers observations regarding the lexical-onomastic and
onomastic suffixes, in this paper we studied the onomastic derivation related to the lexical
derivation, analyzing the derivative series -oi(u), -oaia/ -on(u), -oanea, -oni. After
analyzing all the lexical and onomastic forms derived with the suffix -oi(u)/ -on(u), it
confirms the hypothesis from which has started this thesis: the necessity of comparative

study of the lexical and onomastic derivation.
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