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Introduction

0.1. Objectives of the paper

The Roma culture is an ancient culture, in the same way the Roma language is a
language with a long history and with roots strongly anchored in the Indian linguistical area.
In the present paper we wish to demonstrate that the Roma language has been also lasting
through specific anthroponyms of Roma people from the medieval times, showcasing at the
same time, through specific anthroponyms of Roma people nowadays, how the names of
Roma origin have survived a long period of wandering, assimilation and even slavery.

One reason for the necessity of this paper is the abundance of names through which
Gypsies are represented in the medieval documents, names worthy of being analized from an
ethnical point of view, including both the names found in the Romanian anthroponymic
system, as well as the specific Roma names.

Furthermore, the theme of Roma or Gypsy Names, as they are known historically, has
an emotional, personal load, for a Roma ethnic, thus observing, apart from the scientifical
dimension, with a certain sensitivity, the Roma names from the slavery period, as well as the

Roma names from my native community, from where I especially colected the nicknames.

0.2. State of research

A history of personal names attributed to Roma people on the Romanian territory has
still not been realized. Mentions of gypsies in the medieval document are part of a rich and
diverse material, which must be harnessed through onomastics research as well.

We mention authors who have touched upon aspects of Roma onomatics from
Romania: (Petcut 2015) Romii din Romdnia. Documente — a tome which includes at the end a
name index for names found in documents between 1385 and 1580 in Tara Roméaneasca; a
similar index is compiled by (Gonta 1995) Indicele Numelor de Persoane, in which the author
separates the names worn by Romanians from those worn by Gypsies in the documents from
Moldova in the period between 1384 and 1625; (Constantinescu 1963) Dictionar onomastic
romdnesc — which includes specific mentions of Roma names, altough the author declares he
has made a selection: ,,The Roma slaves names appear to be totally distinctive, from which
only those who seem to belong to the Romanian language have been chosen; Even since the
XVth century, many Gypsies have authentical Romanian names, sometimes their names
acquire a distinctive form”— the author ,,puts aside”, consciously, ,,the names of Gypsy slaves,
with an exotic component” (Constantinescu 1963: XVI).

0.3. Documentation sources



The primary documentation sources are tomes DRH (Documenta Romaniae Historica)
wtih the series: A Moldova and B Tara Roméaneasca. For the present paper, the documentation
basis encompasses the tomes:

DRH A Moldova: vol. 1 (1384-1448), vol. II (1449-1486), vol. III (1487-1504), vol.
VIII (1585-1592), vol. IX (1593-1598).

DRH B Tara Romaneasca: vol. 1 (1247-1500), vol. II (1501-1525), vol. III (1526-
1535), vol. IV (1536-1550), vol. V (1551-1556), vol. VI (1556-1570), vol. VII (1571-1575),
vol. VIII (1576-1580).

0.4. Methodology

The historical analysis of Roma names has led us to the choice of a methodology
based primarily on documentary material. Therefore, we will use the the records of names
from the archival sources, presenting the medieval onomastical system of Roma people in the
Romanian territory through the chronological systematization of person names. Based on the
necessity of coherence of our analysis, we will use a chronological distribution through
centuries.

Given the parallel between the Roma and the Romanian onomastic systems, the
comparative method becomes instrumental, as the historical, temporal or geographical factors
which describe the Roma onomastic system require permanent comparisons with the
Romanian names system.

Identification of Gypsies in medieval documents

The naming of Gypsies in archival documents is abundant, whether it is only through
the ethnonym Gypsies, associated sometimes with other terms such as ,,Gypsy families” or
»slaves”, or through anthroponyms. Gypsies can be easily identified, given that each time
archival documents mention appropriation of land to boyars or certain gifts to monasteries,
their ethnic background is also, without exception, listed through terms such as ,Gypsy
families”, ,,Gypsy slaves” or simply ,,Gypsies”. Hereby we can observe the obvious intention
of clearly identifying the ,,goods” mentioned in various documents.

Going further than this, the archival documents list, at times, forms of
overidentification, when, altough the ethnic category of the mentioned people is specified,
their name is also accompanied by the ethnonym ,,Gypsy”, as seen in the example of the first
names from the documents in Moldova in the XVth century, in 1441: ,the following Gypsies:

Manea the Gypsy, Pascu the Gypsy, Cazac the Gypsy, Micul the Gypsy.”



0.6. Terminological aspects - Roma and Gypsy ethnonyms.

Given the controversial situation of the name of the ethnic category from Romania
which we analyze in the paper, name which oscillates between Roma and Gypsy, and taking
into account that in the title of the paper we use the name Roma, we will however often refer
to the name Gypsy throughout the paper. We consider necessary to tackle this issue in the
introduction in order to avoid any kind of ambiguity regarding the use of one term or the other

or, as we shall go on to showcase in the present paper, the alternative use of both terms.

1. The historical and social context of the emergence and development of the
Roma anthroponymic system in the Romanian territory

1.1. The historical context of the emergence and development of the Roma
anthroponymic system

The analysis of names, generally, and of Roma names on the Romanian territory,
specifically, must take into account the historical and social context in which they are
mentioned in the old document from the medieval period, as well as the description of the
Roma anthroponymic system, correlating various cultural and linguistic aspects. Therefore, 1
compiled a short presentation of the history of Roma in Romania and of the major Roma
groups and dialects of the Roma language, with the purpose of providing an informational
basis for different arguments used in our analysis of Roma names.

The fact that Roma people come from India and that the Roma language, especially
through its structure, is connected to the Indian linguistical area, cannot be contested
anymore. Looking back to the past, the first plausible hypothesis about the origin of Roma
language, and inherently of Roma people, emerges in the second half of the XVIIIth century,
in 1754, when the Hungarian Wali Istvdn, a theology student in Holland, researched the
strong similarities between the language spoken by his exchange colleagues from India and
the language spoken by Roma people in Hungary (Petcut 2015: 14).

After the departure from India and until reaching the east side of the Byzantine
Empire, the Roma groups had a conjoint route and development process. Then, in the east of
what we know today as Turkey, the population from the northern parts of India divided into
three main groups: the lom or northern branch, the dom or south-western branch and the rom
or western branch, each one of them going into a different direction. The lom group headed
for north-west through Caucasus and on the north-western side of the Black Sea, through the
Balkan peninsula, and, further, to the entire Europe. The dom group headed for Siria,

Palestine, Egypt and the other countries of northern Africa. The third group, the most
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numerous, the rom group continued their journey into the Byzantine Empire, remaining on its
territory for some centuries, moving back, later, to western and central Europe (Sardau 1998:

28).

The first mention of Roma people on the Romanian territory dates back to 1385: ,,40
families of ,,atigani” (DRH B III, 75). Therefore, I analyzed the Roma anthroponymic system
from the Romanian territory, taking into account the mentions of this ethnic category in the
medieval documents, as being slaves in the property of boyars, monasteries or the ruler of the
country.

1.2. The influence of the Romanian anthroponymic system on the development of
names worn by Gypsies in the medieval times

We described the names of the primary groups of people who have significantly
influenced the anthroponymy in the Romanian territory, pointing out that, as far as the
Gypsies from the medieval period are concerned, there is no major influence from their part
on the Romanian onomastics. The primary folks who have influenced the evolution of the
Romanian anthroponymy are: the slavs (VIth — VIIth century), the pechenegs (IXth —Xth
century), the cumans (XIth century).

As it can be observed, Roma people or Gypsies, as historically known, are not
included on the list of groups who have shaped the Romanian onomastics system. The major
reason for which such an influence could not be exerted, is the late period in which the
Gypsies arrive onto Romanian territory, in the XIVth century, taking into account the first
mention from 1385. Consequently, at that time the Romanian onomastic system was already
developed, marked by unity and stability.

1.3. Cultural aspects in the development of Roma anthroponymy on the Romanian
territory. The Gypsy ethnonym — from historical name to insult

We presented, on one side, the frequency with which the ethnonym Gypsy appears in
the medieval documents, in order to identify this ethnic group, and on the other side, we
described the collective perception of the term Gypsy in the modern Romanian society,
presenting the major causes, in our personal opinion, that have led to the accumulation of
prevalent negative meanings for this term, which are still to be found in our days throughout
the discourse, especially through proverbs and sayings.

The Gypsy term cannot be ignored in the present paper which discusses the Roma
anthroponymic system in Romania, starting with the medieval period, where the analyzed

ethnic category was identified exactly through the term Gypsy. Therefore, on one hand, the
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analysis of the term Gypsy interests us from the perspective of frequency throughout the entire
medieval texts, appearing as a sole ethnonym, and on the other hand, the term Gypsy requires
a detailed analysis as a result of the meaning changes in the use of this name in the
contemporary period.

Firstly, in order to highlight the frequency with which the term Gypsy appears in the
medieval documents, we gave a series of examples which showcase the unique way in which
this ethnic group is identified. Eloquent to this purpose are the documents from the XIVth
century from Tara Romaneascd where, from the total of seven documents, the Gypsies are
mentioned as following: 1385 ,,Gypsies, 40 families”; a. 1387 ,,40 Gypsy families”; a. 1388
»300 Gypsy families”; a. 1390 ,,17 tent Gypsies”; a. 1391-1392 ,40 Gypsies families”; a.
1392 ,,Gypsies, 40 families”; a. 1392 ,,Gypsies, 300 families”. In the next centuries, when the
Gypsies begin to be identified through anthroponyms, there are many instances of
overidentification forms, when the name of the person is also accompanied by the Gypsy
ethnonym.

In order to demonstrate the changes in meaning of the term Gypsy in the Romanina
language, we discussed a series of proverbs and sayings, which we classified according to
various stereotypes and prejudices associated with the ethnonym. Therefore, we coupled
stereotypes and prejudices into different themes such as: theft: As many Gypsies, as many
thieves, Behave, or else the Gypsies are going to steal you; verbal and physical violence: He
is used to it as the Gypsy’s horse to beating, They are fighting like in front of the tent,
begging: He begs like a Gypsy; the nomadic lifestyle: They move around like the Gypsy moves
his tent etc.

2. The emergence and development of the Roma anthroponymic system in the
medieval period

We structured the analysis of Roma names from the medieval period into centuries:
the XIVth, XVth and XVIth centuries, and into regions: Tara Romaneasca and Moldova,
resorting to this structure firstly due to the way in which the documentary material for our
analysis is organized, the DRH, as well as DIR being structured into centuries and historical
regions.

2.1. Personal denomination of Gypsies in the XIVth century

Altough in the XIVth century the Gypsies are not identified through anthroponyms in
Tara Romaneascd, and in Moldova there is no mention of them, the XIVth century remains
important for the analysis of the first documentary mentions of Roma people on the Romanian

territory.



2.1.1. Antroponomy in Tara Romdneasca

In the XIVth century in Tara Roméaneasca appears the first mention of Gypsies on the
Romanian territory: ,,40 Gypsy families” a. 1385 (DRH B I, 19-22). In the documents from
this century there is anthroponymical form mentioned for the Gypsies, their identification
resuming itself to the term Gypsy, epecially in collocations such as ,,Gypsy families” or ,,tent
Gypsies”. There is a total of seven documents in which the Gypsies in the XVIth century are
mentioned in Tara Romaneascd. On the contrary, the Romanian anthroponymic system is
already characterised through unity and stability in its anthroponymical forms.

2.1.2. Antroponymy in Moldova

In the documents from Moldova dating back to XIVth century there is no mention
with regard to Gypsies. The presence of anthroponyms of the Gypsies from the XVth century,
however, leads us to believe that the Gypsies were already in Moldova in the XIVth century,
especially due to the high number of anthroponyms conjoint with the the Romanian system:
Coste, Negru, Miculita. At the same time, the hypothesis is strengthened by the presence of a
double name, Slav Hdrlovean, worn by a Gypsy in the XVth century in Moldova, which
actually appears in the first document in which the Gypsies are mentioned by anthroponyms,
proof of a prolonged stay on this territory.

In the XIVth century, the Gypsies are poorly represented in the medieval documents,
with only seven mentions in the documents from Tara Romaneasca and no mention
whatsoever in Moldova. The XIVth century remains, however, important, firstly from a
historical point of view, as it marks the first mention of Gypsies in the official documents
from the Romanian territory; at the same time, the term Gypsy, as an ethnonym, will guide the
entire onomastic analysis of the medieval period.

2.2. Personal denomination of Gypsies in the XVth century

In the XVth century we observe that the analysis of names worn by Gypsies becomes
more diverse, identifying in Tara Romaneascd, besides unique names, names doubled by
surname, and in Moldova the names conjoint with the Romanian onomastic system are in
opposition with the specific names coming from Roma language. In Moldova in this century
appear the first feminine anthroponymical forms from the history of Roma onomastics in
Romania.

2.2.1. Antroponymy in Tara Romdéneasca

The first Gypsy anthroponyms from Tara Romaneascd appear in the XVth century in
a. 1441: Manea the Gypsy, Pascu the Gypsy, Cazac the Gypsy and Micul the Gypsy (DRH-B
I, 160-162). Altough the gypsies start to be identified through anthroponyms, there can still be
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found instances in documents where they are mentioned only by the ethnonym: 32 documents
in which they are named Gypsies; three documents where the intention of naming the Gypsies
through anthroponyms appears, but the document is left blank; 11 documents in which
Gypsies are mentioned by anthroponyms.

There are totally 53 anthroponymical forms registred in Tara Romaneasca in the Xvth
century, all of them men’ names, of which 17 are religious names and 39

In total, there are 53 anthroponymic forms registered in the Romanian Country in the
fifteenth century, all names of men; of these: 17 are religious names and 39 lay names;
hypocoristic forms predominate as religious names: Costea, Carstea, Lal, Manea, Tima; lay
names are better represented by delexical names [11], borrowed forms are fewer and often
with uncertain etymology, clear forms being of Slavic origin, such as: Boian, Bran, Mircea,
Raul, Stan, Stoica; with the exception of a single double name, Radul Réiitea a. 1483, all the
other anthroponymic forms that refer to the Gypsies during this period, are unique names,
entirely male names, traits in tune with the specificity of the Romanian anthroponymy from
the 15th century.

As a frequency, the most common name in the Romanian Country in the 15th century
is Radul, with four appearances, followed by Costea and Danciul with three appearances.
Also, following the distinction between the Romanian names and the specific ones, of Roman
origin, we do not find any specific name, which clearly indicates the Roman origin, in this
century in the documents from the Romanian Country.

2.2.2. Anthroponymy in Moldova

In the 15th century, the first anthroponyms worn by the Gypsies also appear in
Moldova: Slav Haravean, Coste, Cernislav and Miculitd (DRH A I, 184); important forces in
this mention are also the first male double name in the history of the anthroponymy of the
Gypsies from the medieval period: Slav Haraveanu.

As in the case of Romanian anthroponymy, the religious names in the Moldovan
documents in the fifteenth century are more numerous [52], compared to those in the
Montenegrin area [17], with even some whole religious names being recorded.

As religious names, also in Moldova, as in the Romanian Country, the hypocoristic
religious forms predominate: Alexa < Alexandru, also appeared as a double name, Alexa
Hertea; Andrea < Andrei; Coste < Constantin; Lal <Evlalie, Mela < Melania; Mihul <Mihail;
Nan < Anania; Nicola <Nicolae; Paintings < Pantelimon; Sima <Simion; Alexander <
Alexander; Titus <Titus; only the hypocoristic forms of Moldova [14] close to equal the total

number of religious names in the Romanian Country [17] in the 16th century.
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And in the case of the anthroponymy of the gypsies of Moldova in the 15th century the
religious names are diversified, encountering a number of names that are not found in the
onomastic repertoire of the gypsies from the Romanian Country of the same century, new
names in Moldova being: Andreico, Dumitru, Gavril , loachim, Ion, Luca, Marco, Mihalil,
Nicolae, Petre / Peter, the chief, Teodor, Toma, Vasiliu. Of these, five are even whole
religious names: Luca, Mihail, Nicolae, Petru and Toma, the Andreico variant being a form
derived from the Slavic suffix -co, Gavril is a slightly simplified form from Gavriil, Ion is the
popular Romanian variant of Ioan. , other popular Romanian variants being Dumitru, Petre,
Toader and Toderica; as the frequency of religious names is noted the religious name Coste
[9], hypocoristic <Constantin.Diferenta numericad dintre numele laice [56] si cele religioase
[52] este mica in cazul numelor purtate de tigani in secolul al XV-lea in Moldova.

Most of the names attributed to the Gypsies are common names with those of the
Romanians, names like Badea, Christmas, Dumitru, Danciu, Ion, Ivan, Ivanco, Lal, Luca,
Mihail, Mircea, Nan, Oprea, Radul, Roman, Nicula, Petru, Stan, Theodore, these defending
forms recorded in the medieval documents of this century and for Romanians and Gypsies.

As a frequency, the most common name in Moldova in the fifteenth century is the
religious name Coste, with seven occurrences, to which if we add the three mentions of the
Costea form, we can accumulate a number of ten anthroponyms with the same radical. The
following two are Slavic names: Danciul, with six appearances, and Radul with five
appearances;

In the fifteenth century, both in Moldova and in the Romanian Country, the frequency
top is held by these three names: Coste / Costea, Danciul and Radul.

Unlike the Romanian Country, where no specific name appears, in this century the
first specific names appear, in Roman names of origin: Carfina <subst. rrom carfin ,,cui”,
Dadul <subst rrom. dad "dad" and Praluta <phral "brother", interesting force, derived with
diminutival Romanian suffix - uta.

2.3. Personal denomination of Gypsies in the XVIth century

We notice that from the sixteenth century the names of the Gypsies represent
increasingly different anthroponymic categories, being registered in this century and in the
Romanian Country specific names coming from the Roman language, as well as feminine
forms, and in Moldova, the name found also in the century past as single names, double
names, common names with those from the Romanian onomastic system, specific names from
the Romanian language, feminine names, are increasing, both in number and frequency.

2.3.1. Anthroponymy in the Tara Romdneasci
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The forms of continuity from one century to the next are few in the Romanian
Country, for example, the religious names that contain the past forms are: Carstea, Costea,
Lal, Manea, Tudor, more being the forms of Slavic origin: Bran, Danciul, Mircea , Radul,
Stan, Stoica.

In the sixteenth century the Gypsies are still registered mainly by their unique name;
However, the double names also start to appear, reaching the Romanian Country to 18 double
anthroponymic forms; The first names of women appear in this century, but those carried by
men predominate: 606 male names and 64 female names; the disproportion between the
common and the specific names is great, being more common anthroponyms with the
Romanian system [582] compared to the specific names, those of Roman origin [24];

The nicknames are well represented in the case of the mention of the Gypsies in the
16th century, especially by the nicknames:a) physical and moral qualities and defects: Baloiu,
Bunat, Bunea, Caleca, Calica, Calici, Ciomarta, Ciudatul, Ciupina, Dusman, Fuga,
Galbeaza, Gainat, Garbovul, Golas, Greu, Grosu, Lepadat, Lunga, Lungoci, Mandrea,
Marsavul, Minune, Mortul, Mos, Mutul, Navrap, Nebunul, Partul, Racila, Raul, Repede,
Rosca, Tipan, Zabava; b) parts of the human and animal body: Burtea, Buzea, Fundea,
Cornea, Gusa, Matea, Spranceana, Ureche ¢) fauna: Aricea, Berbecea, Cioara, Ciortan,
Ciutea, Corbea, Cuca, Curca, Curuia, Epure, Gaina, lepurici, Ipure, Mdta, Porcea, Puia,
Puica, Ursul, Vulpea, Zagan d) flora: Boba, Boban, Bojora, Brustur, Cartofles, Dafin,
Florea, Gontea, Gorun, Leustean, Orzea e) the home universe, tools: Becea, Buda, Caucea,
Carjan, Ciocan, Corman cf. subst. ,,cormana’, Cumpana, Curala, Malaia, Muche, Sacul,
Tepelus, Tintea f) natural environment: Bolovan, Budur cf. , stanca”, Bulgar, Ciopdrtan,
Codresan, Copaci, Fera, Padure, Rdpa, Scortea, Steia, Vilean; g) functions, titles or a
specific status: Duca, Fatu, Fecioara, Fratila, Jupdnea, Pasadia, Nana, Uncheasul, Voda.

2.3.2. Anthroponymy in Moldova

In the 16th century, the number of anthroponymic forms, as names carried by the
Gypsies, 1s growing amazingly: from 60 male names to 698 male and female names in the
Romanian Country and from 206 male and female names to 957 male and female names In
Moldova, the dynamics can be explained by direct reference to the increased number of
documents in which the Gypsies are registered, probably as a result of the demographic

growth of the Roma population.
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3. Tendencies of the historical evolution in the anthroponymy of Roma people in
the current period

In order to observe the current trends in the anthroponymy of the Roma, we tried to
establish a bridge between the names worn by the Gypsies in the medieval period and the
anthroponymic forms found today in the Roma communities. In this sense we have collected a
number of names from two Roma communities in Prahova County, in the first community,
Bereasca (from Ploiesti city), noting mainly the Development of the secondary naming
system, consisting of nicknames and nicknames, and in the other community, by on the
outskirts of Boldesti-Scaeni, we have mainly followed the spread of the biblical names in the
Roma communities of evangelical rite, trying to establish the extent to which we are currently
witnessing the Restoration of Old Testament names in these communities.

3.2. The spread of biblical names in Roma commuenities of evangelical rite

Referring to the current Roma community of evangelical rite, by the biblical names
identified: male: Aaron, Elisha, David, Jacob, Isaac, Jonathan, Moses, Samuel, Solomon, and
as female names: Abigail, Esther, Leah, Rachel, Ruth , Sara, Sidonia are clearly witnessing a
revival of Old Testament names in Roma communities of this type, the greater the importance
given to these names by those who select them, as all these forms are official names.

3.1. Development of the secondary naming system

Through the parallel developed with the case study nowadays, I noticed that the
nickname system still works very well in the Roma communities, by this secondary, unofficial
naming system, often depending on the relationships within the community and sometimes
even the relationships with different ones. public institutions, such as the school, the medical
office, the police station, a special case being the example of local elections, when the ballot
papers were also nicknamed: "besides the names, studies and jobs, there were also nicknames
of those four candidates [...] We put there as the world knows, to make it easier to vote. "

The nickname forms of the nickname are so well represented today in the analyzed
Roma community that even the specific names appear in large numbers:

Men: Bacro (< bakro ,,berbec”), Balo (< balo ,,porc”), Bango (< bango ,,stramb”),,
Banghia (< vb. bangarel ,,a se straimba”), Calo (< kalo ,,negru”), Caloro (< kalorro ,,negrutu”,
kalo ,,negru” + suf. diminutival ,,0rro”), Ciuciaria (<¢iu¢i ,,san, tatd”), Dadaie (< voc. dadela
Htatd!”), Ciba (< ¢hib ,limbd”), Ciuri (< ¢huri ,cutit”), Chiodoreanu (< kilodori ,,stalpul
cortului”), Gajo (< gazo ,etnic nerom”),, Hohoi (< sosoj ,,iepure”), Limoi (< lim ,,muc”),,
Nakalo (< nakh ,,nas”),, Saraga (prin metateza de la Sagar ,leu”), Soralo (< sero ,,cap”),,

Sucheala (< $uko ,,uscat”; fig. ,,slab”);
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women: Angrusnia (< angrusti ,,inel”), Papina (< papin ,,gasca”), Parnia (< parni
,albd”), Pusa (< phus ,,pai”), Somnakaj (< sumnakaj ,,aur”’), Sukarina (< $ukar ,,frumoasa”).

From the series of nicknames encountered there are also missing names that refer to
countries, cities, regions: Austrian, Belgica, Brailean, Frant, Paris, Prusian, Sibianu; Anglia,
Argentina, Argintina, Norvegia, Odesa, Persilia, Spania; brands of some commercial
products: Kenti, Marboro, Martini, Milca names that seek to assign values: Dolar, Capitan,
Chilimbar, Comisar, Diamant, Haiduc, Jandar, Judet, Perfect, Printoro, Printu, Prefect,
Procuror, Rubin, Secretar, Serif, Bombona, Cerenia, Contesa, Corabia, Mareata, Stiinta,

Sukarina, Valora, Vaporeanca, Zana.

Final conclusions

The presentation of the aspects of historical nature as well as of the cultural or
linguistic ones came to meet the explanation of certain person names carried by the Gypsies in
the medieval period. Thus, following the first documentary attestation of the Roma, in 1385,
by the presence of the term gypsy in the chancery documents from the Romanian Country, a
term of Greek origin originating in the <reach, it can first be confirmed the route of the Roma
left from India and arrived in the Romanian space through the crossing Byzantine Empire. At
the same time, by the frequent occurrences of the term (a) gypsy in medieval documents, used
with the role of a nickname for identification, or even overidentification of the gypsy slaves,
the subsequent emergence of anthroponymic forms such as Tigan, Tiganu (I), Tigdncea,
Tiganesti, Tiganesti, Tiganesti and so on

The collected material confirms the hypothesis that the documentary attestations of the
Gypsies in the medieval period are abundant.

The cultural component, through the diversity of the Roma and Romani languages,
puts its mark on the onomastic forms, encountering occupational type nicknames such as:
Alautar, Caldarar, Zlatar etc., specifically Roman names such as Banghia, Carfin, Calo,
Praluta; even the grammar of the Roman language puts its mark on the onomastic forms
carried by the Roma, especially by the names derived from vocative forms: "sweet" Gudléa
<gudlo, "red" Loléa <lolo, "old / old" Puranéa <purano / phuro, Ouclea “oteititule” <$§uklo
etc.

In comparison with the Romanian anthroponymic system, and in the case of the names
carried by the Gypsies, the large number of anthroponymic Slavic forms is noted, as well as
male names: Bran, Dragomir, Dobromir, Radomir, Dragan, Dragota, Stoica, Stan, Vlad etc.,

as well as as female names: Dobra, Neaga, Stana, Stanca, Rada, Voica etc., the heavy
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influence of the Slavic element in the anthroponymy of the Gypsies also being felt by high
frequency names, such as Radu [70] in the 16th century in the Country Romanian or female
name Stanca [11].

Following the analyzes carried out during the paper, we believe that the
anthroponymic system of the Roma cannot be taken out of the context of the Romanian
onomastic system, first of all through the common anthroponymic forms, Romanian names,
carried by the Gypsies, which exceed 90% in both the Romanian Country and in Moldova,
during all the three centuries analyzed: the fourteenth, the fifteenth and the sixteenth.

I have even identified in the case of names with uncertain etymology a possible
Roman origin of some names, such as the example of the Mandela form, in which, going into
the depths of the Roman language, I have come to an entirely and completely different
interpretation for the name given. by a gypsy in the sixteenth century, the sending could be an
ancient cultural one. Thus, we explained the Mandela form through the verbal structure
composed of the subst. Roma. mand "cuget" and vb. del “to give”, in the dialectal form from,
interpreted as a form of the future, but also recognized as a present form in several Roman
dialects. The verbal structures that contain the verb "to give" are numerous in the Roman
language, one of the most often used being the del duma (to say), "to speak", construction also
used with the verb in the second position: dumadel, in the same sense "to speak". Thus,
Mandela means "to think", "to think", the name being given by "the one who thinks", "the
wise man", possibly the elder of the community, of the ward, representing most probably the
group of those who formed and kris Romani. "The Roman court".

We regret to note, however, that due to the small number of specific anthroponymic
forms, the anthroponymic system of the gypsies of the medieval period prefigures the
assimilation process and onomastically, justifying the large number of Romanian names
carried by Romanians in Romania today.

However, we consider that through the specific forms worn by the gypsies of the
medieval period and through those continued by the Roma today, the anthroponymic system
of the Roma manages to be highlighted within the Romanian general anthroponymy through a
set of distinctive, older names: Calo, Carfin, Dade, Praluta, or newer ones: Bacro, Ciba, Ciuri,

Papina or Saraga.
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