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Abstract
Any kind of reseach regarding the lexical fielcclgaracterized by a special

variety, having as a starting point the very graanber of problems raised in this
compartment of the language. The present paper asteampt at the analysis of the
synonymic system of the Romanian language fromxantamic perspective. The
semasiological category of synonymy characterizesha languages, but every
language shows specific features, and possessgeciics synonymic system.

Noticed even from the antiquity, the problems ofi@ymy and synonyms have
attracted a permanent attention on the languagmanmgdsers’ part. The last two
centuries are known both for the reevaluation & thiscussions and as an
important stage especially for the evaluation ataksification of examples.

Nowadays, the concept of synonymy is evaluated ased in almost every

linguistic field.
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Résumeé

Les recherches relatives au domaine lexical soattaisées par une grande
variété, issues de la multiplicitt méme des probEmue ce compartiment de la
langue souleve. Cet article s'inscrit dans le dircliamples recherches, par la
thématique abordée, en se proposant lI'analyse di¢rag synonymique de la
langue roumaine d’une perspective taxonomique. dtaégorie sémasiologique de
la synonymie caractérise toutes les langues, ma@gue langue présente ses
particularités spécifiques et posséde son systegygnengmique. La catégorie
sémasiologique des synonymes en tant que lienayuiait expliquer le caractere
de systeme du lexique, ont depuis longtemps irgérdss linguistes, depuis
I'antiquité, comme il en témoigne le nombre de plusplus grand des travaux
consacrés a leur recherche, les deux derniersesiés® remarquant par la
réévaluation des opinions et de la classificaties siynonymes.

Mots-clés entités linguistiques synonymige systéme taxonomie
terminologie
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In general linguistics there is a wide-spread pointiew according to
which the degree of a language evolution is charaed both by its total
number of words and notions expressed through thesds (polysemy and
homonymy), and by the number of words which carresgpthe very same
notions (synonymy). Referring to this thing, L.\tefba considered that: “a
developed language represents a very complex sysfemore or less
synonymical means of expression, correlated witt edher, in one way or
another” (Serba 1957: 122).

The onomasiological category of synonyms, as wetha synonymic
relations as a network, which could explain theeystic character of the
vocabulary, have attracted the attention of thguists for a long time; the
proof is the growing number of works dedicated heirt research. “The
synonymy problem — writes V.A. Gfeo (1963: 23) — is in a direct
connection with the problem of the systematic ctt@raof the vocabulary,
which has become lately the object of a speciahétin on the part of the
linguists, especially of the lexicologists”.

Starting from the conceptions according to whioh ¥ocabulary of a
language is not formed of isolated units, but adnents among which
interdependency relations are established, thumgithe vocabulary its
systematic character, we can talk about a very sadaselation among
lexical categories (semantic spheres, paronymicstoactions, antonymic
dissents, synonymic connections, etc.). The tendenconsider that all the
language divisions (phonetics, vocabulary, morpippland syntax) can be
analyzed as systems is due to the structuraligtiktics, even though this
system idea comes to light in the traditional grarsnas well, but
inconsequently, without a base or a general corarept

Among linguists, the first one who considers largpiaas a
conventional scheme, is Ferdinand de Saussure (1@22 starts from the
clear distinction betweelangueandparole, claiming that language is form,
not substance, that language is a system of sidgnmshvexpress ideas, an
organic whole, a well-determined structure. He tlepean entire system of
notions which express the relations that can babkshed between the
entities of the language, both on the paradigmeatis, namely within the
system, and on the syntagmatic axis, namely in pinecess. The
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presentation of the basic elements of the langaaga system is possible
only due to the existence of paradigms; withinftaene of these paradigms
there can be distinguished synonymic series, amanypairs, etc. I.D.
Apresjan (1969) continues this idea by claiming thaystem exists where a
paradigm exists, and a structural description issfide only if there is a
system. The language system is an assembly oapsystems (subsystems)
corresponding to the compartments of grammar: piemedexicology, etc.,
composed in their turn, of microsystems (synonyamtpnymy) and these,
consisting of terms (e.g. the terms of the synowcyseries). Therefore, the
language system is an assembly of partial systé&rsg;stem of systems” or
subsystems, these constituting the immediate yealithe system. Through
the system we reach the microsystems and from Hhbeeterms. The
microsystems appear during the organisation otitties within the frame of
the subsystem, and the terms represent the ultidiatgon of the system.
Therefore, if the language is a system, then, dstitmns (phonetics,
vocabulary, morphology, syntax, etc.) representsgsiems composed of
microsystems. In its turn, the category of synonyseen as a microsystem
of the lexical subsystem, has in its compositiomeot microsystems
represented by the synonymic series, whose compmntdre terms, are
firmly braced between them through their meanirgflecting identical
phenomena of the real world (Kiraly, 1979). Thetsystic character of
synonymic series emerges from the fact that syngmgiations are totally
fulfilled only on the synchronic plane, first ofl akequiring a descriptive
study, because every period of the language ewalutas its own well set-
off system of synonyms, whose components are argdnon the vertical
plane and function on the horizontal plane. Theogymic microsystem has
an open and dynamic character, being in a sustaiagadformation process
depending on: the language development, the spesthges that the
language goes through in its evolution, the differanguages, and the
possibilities of accumulation and assimilation odcle speaker. The
microsystemic character of synonymy is achievedvbyd associations on
the base of common meaning, which form the so @¢alemonymic series
(Vinteler, 1980: 157). Josef Filipec noticed the faett ttynonymic series
are not only a way of manifestation, but also desyis The discovery of the



Claudia LEAH

system in the vocabulary presupposes the studyexi€dl categories in
correlation, demonstrating that by interaction, thdoleness of the
categories forms the system (Budagov, 1961: 8-9).

In spite of the attention given to synonymy by fipecialists, it arises
another series of problems and controversial opsjioganging from the
universalization of the synonymic relations to thdgnial.

The communication function of the language impdbkesexistence of
a name for each object; therefore this fact doégeoerate the necessity of
synonymy. Speaking about the objective requiremehtsommunication,
the academician lorgu lordan asserted that: “thguage, through its
speaking subjectdeelsthe uselessness of two or more names for the same
thing and this is why it eliminates the redundaaine, keeping only one”
(lordan, 1978: 43). Besides the objective commurna it is also
distinguished the function of language expressiggnehich involves the
possibility of choosing between equivalent forng fact that postulates the
synonymy.

The richness of a language means of expressiorniven doy the
number of words and meanings, but also by the tyuafi these words to
name the same notion (the synonyms) and by theuéncy. The existence
of synonyms in the lexical system is a positive rq@menon because it
offers the speaker an ample, diversified and elaststem to express ideas,
feelings and realities with maximum accuracy.

In the structuralist perspective, the word and tdrens semantically
related, as well as its adjacent antonyms, formnigary whole (lliag-
Frigura, 1980: 32), in other words, wordfield or a field the linguistic
meaning inside of which words condition each otligecause the lexical
field is the superior unit of the semanteme (thégyubeing made up of an
ensemble of semes), the significance of a lexindlis not considered as an
undifferentiated whole, but is analyzable at mirli@aments level; on the
base of some lexical units, they can be easilygulac a synonymic series,
taking into account the arhisememe of these unitsch actually represents
the number of common semes.

If the semes totally overlap the synonymys is petrfieut if only a few
semes concur, the synonyms are partial. The litghsve not succeeded to
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delimitate precisely the border between perfecoeyms and partial ones,
to show the limits of synonymy or to give a unigiedinition of synonyms.
What gives validity to the majority of definitioms the common meaning of
terms, on the basis of which the synonymy relatisnestablished:
“synonyms are two words which have the same meanigst of the
definitions include an approximate equivalence efning between two or
more interchangeable words in the same contexthwiiakes synonymy an
objective reality, but also a modality of expressizariation or even a
modality of refinement of the linguistic expressidn.the stylistic function
of synonyms is the one of being an exact commupoitaexpressing
instrument. Even though synonymy creates largeilpibges of stylistic
selection for the lexical means, the search for right word requests a
sustained effort from the author... because oftea not easy to establish
what makes the synonyms distinct, what meaningratienal shades they
express” (Vineler, 1980: 36).

Having more words on tap, the speaker or the wsitdmits them to a
strict selection process, keeping only one oubathem: “the one which —
he hopes — incarnates more exactly and more sh#uengtimate landscape
of his thinking and sensibility” (Taimeanu, 1976: 11).

The assertion that synonyms are two or more woasing the same
or almost the same meaning is correct in its essbuatit is far from being a
complete definition, because not only words, bsb axpressions as well as
phrases, sentences or some grammatical forms cam lae synonymy
relation (grammatical synonymy); the greater orgtger differences
between the components of a synonymic series dhavée only a semantic
origin, but they can also be of grammatical antity nature. Even though
the general definition given to synonyms is “diffiet words in form, but
close or identical in meaningSérban, 1978: 23) or “different significants
(different phonetic forms) which can express alntbst same significance
(meaning)” (Graur, 1971), it is far from being gotea and shared by all
linguists.

The easiest and more general definition could beotte given by Kr.
Nyrop: “The words which present the same or alnlostsame meaning are
called synonyms”, in which the author takes intmsideration only the
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(almost) identical significance of synonyms. OtHefinitions have in view,
besides the common meaning, the diversity of thm®msymic forms, too”™
two expressions (words, groups of words, senterareshamed synonyms if
they have the same meaning, being different froe rifaterial point of
view”.

Otto Duch&ek considers that synonyms are “lexical units with
identical, almost identical or close meanings, fadich differ in form
partially (if they have the same roatgraire, agrarien, agreste agricole),
or totally (ustesse- precision”.

Trying to define synonyms, other linguists consideait these can
substitute one another. “Synonyms are words wittmilai meaning,
respectively with related meaning”, words whose mivga spheres overlap
or superpose in a certain number of cases, wordshwdan replace each
other in the same context. The linguist L. Anta®g%: 26) contests the
validity of the substitution method in the defioii and examination of
synonyms and affirms that it would actually be abauautology, which
consists in: two words are synonyms if they carrdgdaced one with the
other in the same sentence without changing itsimgathe only guarantee
that the meaning of the sentence remains the stardle replacement of a
word by another is the presupposition that theawg words are synonyms.

A more inclusive definition was given by R.A. Budagwho says
synonyms express shades of the same notionsi{Hagura, 1980: 22), and
the one proposed by A.P. Evgenjeva: “synonyms ayedsvwith close or
identical meaning, which name the same notion, fimeisent semantic,
stylistic differences, or stylistic and semantitfetences” is considered the
most appropriate. This last definition, considemcbmplete by M. Kiraly
(1979: 113), could mention that synonyms may diffedistribution and
substitution particularities. 1.D. Apresjan admittthe general validity of the
identical distribution criterion and the partialachcter of the substitution
criterion: “the substitution of synonyms is possibbnly if they are
syntactically and semantically identical” (Apresjan57: 87).

A very interesting point of view belongs to RudGlarnap (1972: 31),
philosopher and logician, whose logical-semantieception is based on the
physicalism thesis. Using the semantic method t¢éreston and intension,
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he gives a series of definitions, among which te&ndion regarding the
language of meanings, and considers that “synongnumsignators are
intersubstitutable in any context” and that two reggions el and e2 are
equisignificant or synonymous, if el has the saneammng with e 2, and
concludes that, the concept of synonymy “requirdsfaition or a criterion
in psychological and linguistic terms”. Another icgrphilosophical point
of view claims that “not any pair of expressionshathe same intension can
be considered synonymous or equipollent” and thab “expressions are
synonymous, if they have the same intension l,irtension being neither
zero, nor the universe, or if their intension isozer the universe, they are
equivalent in an analytic meaning”.

In Romanian linguistics, I. Molnar (see Baitg2000: 3) is one of the
first linguists who tries to give a definition ofreonymy: “Synonymy is said
to exist when, with different words and names, Whtean the same thing,
we express the same opinion in many ways”. Molxaiagns the repetition
of the idea by synonyms, by juxtaposition or by @ymic coordination,
referring to those who “being afraid that they dmt explain as they should
have, they say it again and again, with speciald&oeven though the
meaning is the same”.

The problem of the very existence of synonyms géirh to
contradictory disputes which also included the idéahe inexistence of
synonymy. The great linguist V. Bogrea claimedekistence of synonyms,
in that epoch in which prestigious linguists dentbd existence and the
importance of the synonyms, considering them a rigxpredicting the
collapse or disappearance, by competition, of fhgraximate equivalent
words, i.e. of synonyms. Referring to this thingnaAGols Poalelungi
(1967: 180) specifies that Eminescu is right whenconsiders that the
woed lexical sphere has been limited when reaspeapd in the language,
even though he himself use®rd with its old meaning. V. Bogrea (1924:
144) affirms: “we know.... that in some opinionse thery existence of
synonyms is illusory, because it would presume ammg identity which,
in fact, does not exist. But we also know that witleis «identity» comes
down into the biological and historical reality lahguage contingents from



Claudia LEAH

the abstract sphere of logic transcendences... itchhs taken «cum grano
salis»... the synonyms exist: it is a fact”.

Being interested in synonyms, Mihail Sadoveanu iciems that they
cannot be considered a luxury, but a source ofesgire ability of the
literary language, the possible equivalences bairfgrm of renewal and
lexical variety, very useful to those writers whaypattention to the subtle
values of the vocabulary (Buig 1971: 286).

Famous Romanian linguists propose definitions wrach more or
less comprehensive, very similar or different froime ones provided by
general linguistics. Gh. Bulgar (2000: 3): “we cioles that synonyms are
those words which have nearly the same meaning,ttegossibility of
being substituted by each other in a certain canteikhout changing the
meaning of the context”. If the general meaninghaf context remains the
same after this substitution, then, the replaceabtens are considered
synonyms.

In the preface to thBictionarul de sinonime/Dictionary of Synonyms
(2002), Mircea and Luiza Seche start the descriptd the synonym
concept, from the idea that different words andapiological units which
denote the same semantic reality (or the same mgarare called
synonyms, and that synonymy includes the field elatrons between
synonyms. The definition suggested by the auttsoasnpler: “In order that
two words, two meanings or two semantic shadesldhbave the statute of
mutual synonyms, only one condition seems to béikec the condition of
their common content. Therefore we call synonynhgha pairs or lexical
series which, substituted in a given concrete ngessdo not alter its
essential content”.

Carmen Vlad (1974: 60-65) expands the categoriashndould enter
under the incidence of the notion of synonym, adesing that “synonyms
are classes (series) of homogeneous words, frongrdmamatical point of
view, having different expressions and common auntécommon
meanings)”.

A more inclusive definition, related to the onerfadated by R.A.
Budagov, is the one proposed by M. Bum which it is specified that
synonyms express nuances of the same notion. “Jinengms are words
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which denote the same class of objects and exfinessame notion, being
distinguished, in most of the cases, either byisigl nuances or by
semantic nuances or by all these types of nuan@ording to llia&
Frigura, 1980: 22); the definition given by A. Bidu-dfrceanu (1988: 76):
“two or more language units can be synonymouthey globally designate
the same object in situations in which the diaéattand stylistic-functional
distribution are neglected (consciously or notrse more complex having
in view the fact that it includes the dialectaltdizution as well.

As we can observe, the researchers who have stggirezhymy fall
into two distinct groups: some of them deny thesexice of synonyms in
language while others extend the sphere of thergyng concept too much,
assigning this quality even to some lexical unitéch are only close from
the meaning point of view or they are simply pdritlte same semantic
sphere.

The most comprehensive definition seems to be tfierea by
Professor O. Viteler (1983: 33): “Synonyms are considered to be éwo
more words which in a certain period of time thaton the synchronic
plane, and within one and the same system of aitayey overlap for at least
one of the existing meanings”. The concept of synor viewed at from
this point of view — has as synonymiser critertze tneaning identity or
closeness, the notional identity and the objecintibe the means of
controlling the synonymiser relations are: the $stligon, the antonymy
and the distributional identity.

The meaning kinship of words has been approachédlassified in
different ways, starting from the idea of the exgte of perfect synonyms,
usually considered rare because of the interventibraffective values.
Linguists, knowing the history of words, lexicoghaps, studying the
organizing of meanings, trying to explain the stsadad their illustration
through quotes, can conclude that there are vewypkerfect synonyms in
language. S. Rugariu, mentioning the problem of synonyms in the
introductory pages tdhe Dictionary of Romanian Languagaublished in
1913, shows that: “having two terms for the samgonois a luxury the
language does not take gladly”. In these caseg #wer outlined differences
in the semantic sphere of some of the terms osynenymic series and the
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unneeded variants can be eliminated (for instatheewordaratru couldn’t
make head against the wqoliig).

How vast the possibility of grouping and classityisynonyms can be
is a problem of vision, an aspect of the concrstgtesnizing, both for
scientific reasons, and out of the desire to itltst the richness of the
language in a very appropriate way.

In this respect, S. Ullmann (1967: 83) considewt thhe authentic
synonyms are those words which can be substitutedto another in a
context, without the smallest modification in thgextive meaning and the
affective shade of the sentence”. Therefore, thglifm linguist considers
that only the perfect or absolute synonyms can digsidered authentic
synonyms also showing that “only the technicaingrwhich can be found
only in restricted contexts, are regarded as lgpaimintegral synonymy, for
example spirant and fricative in phonetics”.

L.A. Novikov (1968: 11) makes a first step in thiassification of
synonyms, starting from the idea that the main tioncof synonyms is their
mutual replacement, and he distinguishes two tygfesubstitution: the
complete substitution which could correspond tdgmrsynonyms and the
incomplete substitution, or the partial synonymakimg over this idea, M.
Buca (1971: 38) considers that the substitution hasasgects: the number
of contexts in which it can be realized and theoagaishment degree in
each context; depending on these two aspectsutheradistinguishes four
types of substitutions, corresponding to the saypes of synonyms: total
substitution, partial substitution, absolute substn and relative
substitution. By total substitution the author wstiends the possibility of
the synonyms to replace each other in any contgxte partial substitution
restricts these possibilities to a certain numidezomtexts, these two types
of substitution being conditioned by the degreesaperposing of the
synonymic distribution. The other two types of ditbhson reflect, in the
conception of the linguist, the effect obtainedegfthe replacement of a
word with another in a certain context, namely: @@ talk about absolute
substitution, when, between the sentences formedgdacing a word with
another, does not exist any difference of semarstigjstic or affective
nature, while relative substitution assumes thetewce of those differences
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under the same given conditions, the differencesgbdetermined by the
distinct peculiarities of those words. This sulgiitn method is considered
to be the most efficient way of checking up theetypf synonyms. Thus, in
doublets such asatrium — sodium kaliu — potassium conjunctive —
subjunctive etc., any of the two components can stay in amgext, in any
kind of junction, with a more or less constant elcser; the substitution is
complete and therefore, the synonyms are absolute.

In contrast, in the case of pairs suchwasathefvreme— timetimp
there is no complete synonymy, since the subgiiutif a term by the other
is incomplete, in some contexts being impossibleusT we can saywe
have a nice time- We have a nice weathebut we cannot sait’'s high
weatherinstead oflt’'s high time sincetime and weatherare not always
replaceable in set phrases. Within the categorycarfplete synonyms,
considered perfect or absolute, whose semanticrspiw@ncides entirely,
consisting of either old, popular, colloquial ogi@al words and words
from the literary language (e.garabuk: — cartof, exil — surghiur) or words
from the scientific and technical language and ogemerally known words
(e.g. lexic — vocabular arami — cupru), some linguists recognize the
existence of partial synonyms, whose semantic spleronly partially
common, i.e. only some of the meanings of the tebaknging to a
Synonymous series are synonyms.

This type of synonyms is best represented in oldl polysemantic
words, their meanings corresponding to meaning®tbér polysemantic
words or even to monosemantic words (@grimite — a expedia bun —
prerios, valorog. Besides these, one could add the approximatensyns,
which are characterized by similarity or coincidermd terms, giving to the
common words figurative values of the language. {(elgre — ariza).

M.F. Palevskaja (1964: 34) believes that synonyi s lee divided
into: semantic synonyms, present in all parts eesp, which include words
stylistically neutral, distinguished from one aratimainly by the shades of
their main common meaning (eud — umed- jilav, the common meaning
being “soaked moisture”, each word expressing taicestage of the water
impregnation process); stylistic synonyms, inclgditentical words in their
meaning, but different according to the stylistitance (e.ga méanca — a
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infulecg, semantic-stylistic synonyms, including words dartheir
equivalents), which express the same phenomendheobbjective reality
and which are distinguished by the stylistic nuamrel shades of the
common meaning (e.glusman— inamic gras — plinuz, in which the first
component of the series contains the more outstgndeaning).

Other linguists, including R.A. Budagov (1961) aBtto Duchéek
(1967: 55-56), consider that the sphere of the symy is much wider and
that the identical lexical units represent onlyeastain type of synonyms.
According to R.A. Budagov, synonyms can be clasgifnto: synonyms of
the common language and literary stylistic synonyht®e synonyms of the
common language include, in their turn: notionah@yms and stylistic
synonyms. The perfect or absolute synonyms, relgtikarely encountered
in language, are placed among the synonyms ofdhremmon language (e.g.
aeroplan — avion). In his turn, Otto Duch®k makes a more detailed
classification. According to the Czech linguistnegyms can be absolute
synonyms and partial synonyms. Both types of synegre divided into:
perfect and approximate). The linguist believest tparfect synonyms
(absolute or partial) “are lexical units of the saoategory of words (e.g.
Noun class) having absolutely identical meaningsnis/oyelle = semi-
consonne”, and the approximate synonyms (absolug: @artial) are
considered “lexical units of the same category ofds, which have one and
the same dominant featugeli —bead.

Duchaek classifies approximate synonyms, both absolntepartial
into stylistic synonyms “which differ only by theexpressiveness, by the
subjective value, by their phraseological and syticaise and by employing
them in different registers of the language (litgracolloquial, popular,
slang)” and semantic synonyms whose content végigsbonheur—felicite
— beatitudg. The Czech linguist gives further details, subsifying the
stylistic synonyms into: sintactic-phraseologicghenyms, those which are
in a synonymy relationship only in certain contexte. the contextual
synonyms; expressive synonyms, which are dividet: irdescriptive
synonyms, which generally are evocative and meti@dp and
affective/emotional synonyms, expressing sympathyatipathy of the
speaker towards the person he is talking about,vandh are divided, in
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their turn into: synonyms of affection, egppil — gagalice — pic — ptan,
etc. and pejorative synonyms, eggra — bot — flean& — morisca, etc.

An interesting classification is also given by VEavorin (1953:47),
who distinguishes the synonyms with a specifyingu&awhich can be
absolute synonyms, denoting one and the same objethought and
relative synonyms, naming different objects or niegs no matter how
close in meaning they would be; synonyms of geliterdry), the linguist
referring to discourse types: scientific, artistipublishing, colloquial,
common, etc., each genre with its own particulesiticonsisting especially
in the choice of lexical material; expressive syroa in contrast to which
“ordinary” words seem dry, neutral, even “cold”. dnseparate category of
synonyms are assigned the euphemisms, which reprissereplacement of
some unpleasant expressions, of some very vulgadsyavith pleasant
words and phrases or, at least with neutral omesrder to cover and veil
the direct expression of thoughts and emotions rfequn-bolnav, aata-a
amputa).

The criteria used by V.A. Sirotina (1960: 13) ire tblassification of
synonyms are more special. He believes they wolifdrdaccording to:
meaning & se inrgi — a se aprindg property fnare — imens — colosal
colours (osu — purpuriy, temperaturedald — fierbint¢, sound, degree
(incet —soptit), intensities of the actiona plange — a bocia iubi — a adora
— a idolatrizg; according to the quality of words of being cater@ trai —
a locui—a supravieui) and abstracta(gandi — a medija etc. V.A. Sirotina
talks about:

1. Expressively and stylistically undifferentiateghonyms, but which
differ in meaning teami — frica);

2. Synonyms whose emotional-stylistic plane calasj the
differences in meaning occurring at the synonymigdiraseological
expression levelngaro-inchis — @prui);

3. Emotionally and stylistically differentiated symyms, belonging to
different functional stylesa(dovedi- a demonstra — a argumenta

Trying to classify English synonyms, L. Lechi (1997: 86-89)
describes them in the following systematic way:ohlte/perfect synonyms
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and relative/proper synonyms, which can be: lexarabrammatical, each
being subclassified, in its turn into ideograpmd &tylistc synonyms.

Absolute synonyms have the same semantic andtstyliaglue, the
same grammatical structure. ldeographic lexicabeyms involve certain
semantic distinctions regarding the characterigifdhose concepts denoted
by the synonymic seriesefice— fencehedge— wall/imprejmuire— gard —
gard-viu — zid). Stylistic lexical synonyms have the same meaning
belong to different functional style®ye — bye-bye— hello — so long /la
revedere — adio — pa — salut — seryus subset of the stylistic synonyms
refers to false synonyms (disguised synonyms), rgdigebased on figures
of speech or on expressive descriptions (Shakesp#ze loved swan of
Avon — the author oHamlet— the greatest English playwright/Shakespeare
— lekida cea dragdin Avon — autorul luHamlet— cel mai mare dramaturg
englez). Another subset of stylistic synonyms idelleuphemismsa pass
away—to die/a trece n nefiini — a mur). Eric Partridge (1963) highlights
the synonymic character of euphemisms saying tifathtre were no
synonyms, there would be no euphemisms”.

Synonyms refer to the same reality, but sometimessidering
different levels of the language. That is why soRemanian linguists
express their doubts concerning the widespreadgreton of synonymy,
limiting it to partial, imperfect or relative lexat synonymy and considering
that total, complete, perfect or absolute synongnesonly exceptions.

Thus, the opinion of the Academician I. Jordan @)9that proper
synonyms, i.e. more words for the same concephaldexist, is similar to
the opinion of the English linguist S. Ullmann redjag the genuine
synonyms, both researchers talking about the sgpee df synonyms, the
perfect ones.

The majority of Romanian researchers deny the extst of perfect
synonyms or, if they accept it, they consider th& classification is valid
only for scientific language. In this regard, R@&liBogza (1960: 340)
admits perfect synonymy only in scientific termiogy, where “there exist
synonymous doublets and triplets. They name theesaoncept and
therefore are perfect synonyms” (eagot— nitrogen lexic —vocabulary.
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lon Coteanu (1990) considers that “even in scientibtnguage,
perfect, total or absolute synonymy is nothing buot exceptional event,
being explained either by the provenance of theosymous terms from
different languages, from different scientific sols) or by changing a
certain nomenclature, etc.”

On the other hand, Gh. Bualg discounting the dialectal and
functional-stylistic distribution, admits the ide& the existence of perfect
synonyms, saying that “they correspond semantidalliheir entire sphere
of meanings: some archaic and regional words”, ttege with the
approximate synonyms, whose semantic sphere ovéwlapgreat extent,
and with the partial synonyms, when only a limitpdrt of the same
semantic sphere of the related words coincides.

A more special and interesting point of view iseofid by Silviu
Berejan (1966: 200) who considers that lexical symas are divided into
synonyms with different roots and synonyms with saene root. Within the
synonyms with the same root the Ilinguist distinges the
affixed/derivative/homoryzic synonyms which are ni@d by means of
derivation with suffixes and prefixes from a commaot, and phonetic
synonyms.

In interpreting the concept of derivative synonythgre can be found
several points of view, including: the very semanaind functional
equivalence of the affixal morphemes; the similgwd the derivative types
or patterns regarding the formation of certain rhofpgical and semantic
groups of words; the homogeneity of the word foioraprocedures or the
identity in meaning of the derived lexical unitdiieh are based on the same
root and differ only by the affix. The linguist megk a distinction between
affixal synonymy (synonymy of affixes, for instanes, -or, -ist, -as are
synonyms because all of them help to denote ocimupateasornicar
antrenor, tractorist, luntras) and affixal synonyms, as well as between
derivative synonymy, which implies the existence sime types of
derivation (roots of some parts of speech in comtin with certain
syntactic affixes), and derivative synonyms whioliolve the existence of
some synonymous lexical units formed from the sesoé
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For the derivative synonymy type, the author intiebs the term of
synonyms with common root (or identical) and théattof homoryzic
synonyms (meaning the same root), opposite to dwtac synonyms (i.e.
with different roots).

The problem of synonymy is tackled by Carmen VIA874: 61)
taking into account three basic dimensions of laggu the diachronic
dimension (time), the geographic dimension (space) the socio-cultural
dimension. From this perspective, synonyms cani&dehdbnically distinct,
when referring to the coexistence of the commonwigle archaisms with
very similar meanings (e.@. merge— a purcedean — leat, etc.); synonyms
in simultaneous microsystems, which include thestexice of different
words and phrases in dialects alongside with ttegally language (e.g. in
the ALB linguistic atlas, new series from 1965, orap no. 1061 the
equivalents of wordlacara occur in 48 forms including synonyms such as:
bilbara, bobot flacaraie, foc, hoparitz, limba/pala de fog para, palalaie,
vapaie valvataie), and also the synonymy in the functional stykeg.cord
—inima, algoritm —reretq).

In addition to these types of synonyms, she digsusgradual
synonyms of the typedrum — poteg, vant — zefif casi — apartamentetc.,
in which the synonymical pairs include a neutrait@nd another enhanced
one, or of the typea fierbe—a coace- a frige—a prdji, etc., which, despite
their notional similarity, cannot appear in a conmeontext.

A thorough classification is offered by Doina Ikiasrigura (1980:26),
who takes into account two criteria: the structuraterion (referring to the
lexical unit structure, simple or expanded) and fuectional criterion
(referring to the total or partial overlap of thenges). According to the first
criterion, lexical synonyms could be divided inpzoper lexical synonyms,
including here the simple lexical units (the words}.g.a afla—a oblici, a
inventa— a nascoci etc. and periphrastic lexical synonyms, includihg
expanded lexical units (the author considering pheases as groups of
words, more or less integrated, with a unitary wheteed meaning, the
close-knit groups being the phrases) — &.face popas — a poposi

According to the second criterion, proper lexicginonyms are
classified into: perfect synonyms (monosemantic dsomwhose semes
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overlap completely — e.goarzi — cocostary and partial synonyms or
quasisynonyms or parasynonyms (usually polysemardrds whose semes
do not overlap completely).

Partial synonyms are subclassified into non-figueasynonyms (e.g.
gazdi — amfitrion) and figurative or stylistic synonyms, which corfnem
popular language, slang, or colloquial style or emeations of the writer
himself.

In their turn, figurative synonyms are divided intéigurative
synonyms of the common language (taken from sleokpquial language,
etc., therefore known by the speakers and which aggpear in different
contexts, for examplédorumar — noiembrie and contextual figurative
synonyms encountered in the same context or in elese contexts, being
creations of the writers themselves (eligicoaiai —fata vioaie —nepoat).

Periphrastic synonyms are only partial and canrbeped into: non-
figurative (phrasal synonyms: verbal, nominal, atiyal, etc. — e.qg.
aducere-aminte= amintire) and figurative or stylistic, which include
periphrases based on a metaphor, a simile, etc. vamdh can be
subclassified into: figurative periphrastic synomsynof the common
language (e.g.lacasul luminii = gcoald) and contextual periphrastic
synonyms (in the works of writers, eapa cerului= ploaia). This idea of
the relation of synonymy among several words, wischstablished either
between their own meanings or between a proper imgamd a figurative,
metaphorical one, also occurs in T. Vianu’s vied®§g3: 25); he identifies
another type of synonymy, namely the synonymy thhoa succession of
metaphors (e.dluturime = valuri, ploi, ninsori de flutur).

Periphrastic synonyms and, generally speakingrdiie synonyms
can also be considered analogue synonyms; singebileng to stylistics,
they are called stylistic synonyms.

Taking into account the same structural criteriBlorica Dimitrescu
(1995: 37) talks about: simple or isolated synonynmy which we are
dealing with minimal groups formed of two lexicaems (Synonymous
benomials), such as plodi = a nate, but also with the semantic
equivalence between a word and a locutional grdwpoods, e.ga pomeni
= a-si aduce amintecomplex synonymy, in which the number of terms
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referring to the same referent is greater, for edlanving — greeali —
pacat or vita — dobitoc — jivi@ — jiganie — dihanie —dptura — fiara, gadini
— avuie — bogitfie — buratate — markl, etc.

The same type of synonymy, called expanded synongndentified
by M. Buca (1970: 222 -223) who states that expdnglgonymy, as a
parameter of the richness of the vocabulary, iresudot only the existence
of some series of synonyms with a great number afds; but also of a
large number of synonymic series, of conceptsdhaiexpressed by several
Synonymous units.

All the classifications presented so far have cedgewnly the lexical
synonymy area. The existence, together with thedésynonyms, of some
parallel forms and structures, allows us to tallowbthe category of
grammatical synonyms, which caught the attentionmufre and more
linguists.

A close examination of the facts of language cleeudlicates that any
language department (phonetics, vocabulary, moogyol syntax) has
numerous opportunities to express the same ideasame logical content,
the same grammatical relation, in other words, $6 gynonyms. Taking
care of some aspects of synonymy, G.l. af@anu talks about phonetic
synonyms, convinced that the typology of synonyms much more
multifarious than it is generally believed, as stalso met beyond word
level, in other words, in all language departmeimsjuding phonetics:
vulpe/hulpebaiat/baiet.

Morphology, as well as syntax represents a favderaséckground for
synonymy. The Romanian linguist appreciates thenness of the
inflectional forms of the verb, which offer differeopportunities to express
the same grammatical category; for verbs, thiflustrated by using the old
form of theperfect simplue.g.vazum— vazuram, sezum— sezugm, etc. or
of the analytical pluperfect instead of the synthetne, e.g.Parea @i
printre nouri s-a fost deschis o poarffor se deschise¥eThe non-literary
forms of the future these are also considered nmogical synonymsm-oi
duce— o0 st mz duc—ma voi duce as well as some pairs of vocative forms
such aomule—oame(Tohineanu, 1986: 42-49).
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An interesting vision is offered by LumtaiHoata Lazarescu (1999),
who reveals the existence of synonymy, but also gehmmatical
homonymy. Gh. Doca (2001: 131) also pleads “foyrmoaymous grammar
of the Romanian language”, which he considers mbt possible but also
necessary, asserting: “The very fact of linking na@ymy» with the
«grammatical» determinant is new to many Romareanhers, as well as to
many students of linguistics”. After a series ofpontant details about the
specificity of grammatical synonymy in relation liexical synonymy, the
same author also shows that the first type (grameaiatynonymy) should
not be limited to syntax. Actually grammatical sggoy includes
grammatical forms and structures which belong topmology, for instance
the equivalence between the present and the firtwrenstructions such as:
ma intorc peste o @r (= ma voi intoarce..) or the equivalence between
indicative imperfect and conditional perfect in stnctions such asdaai-
mi scriai, 17/i aduceam carteé= dacz mi-ai fi scris fi-as fi adus..).

Other examples of morphological synonymy are cibgd Mioara
Avram (2001: 171). These include, for example, sijgonymy between
various types of futurevfi veni/oi veni/am & vin si 0 si vin). A very
frequent type of synonymy is inflectional morphat@j synonymy, so
called because it is achieved by means of inflastie- synonymous
inflectional morphemes (e.ge -and + which help to form the plural of
feminine nouns ore-and uri which are used to form the plural of neutral
nouns). This does not mean that there exists angymic relationship
betweencoperteand coperi or chibrituri andchibrite, because of the two
morphological variants only one is correct or k.

When different ways of expressing the same relatigncan coexist
in language, we can talk about syntactic synonyamyedifying example
being that of the use of some verbs with dativeéesxs of prepositional
accusative:stai locului — stai pe lgcasterne-te drumului — gderne-te la
drum etc. Mioara Avram devotes a substantial chaptethe syntactic
synonymy, and from the examples cited by the aufinio sets out five
types of syntactic synonymy) we note, for examplee semantic
equivalence between the two different types ofilatte (adjectival and
nominal), e.g.: &min studerescsi camin de studef Synonymy can also be



Claudia LEAH

established between an appositive attribute arehdigal nominal one (e.qg.
luna iulie andluna lui iulie), then between a verbal predicate and a nominal
one {7 datorezandisi sunt datoj or between a direct object and an indirect
one (Te ajuti andis ajutd), etc. The reduction of a sentence to a part of
sentence with exactly the same meaning, as weheagxpansion of a part
of sentence leads to syntactic synonyms of greéatdst and importance in
the process of development and diversificationtefdry expressions.

We can talk about grammatical synonymy even in tase of
paradigmatic linguistics (the American descriptinjghe glossematics, etc.)
in which the substitution classes obtained thratlnghtechnique of analysis,
of segmentation into immediate constituents, ateadly sets of equivalent
linguistic segments (Hogli 1980: 78-81), which can be substituted in the
same context, i.e. they are synonymous linguigigprents. For example an
active construction such aRomanii au cucerit Daciaand its passive
correspondentDacia a fost cucerit de romani are in a semantic
equivalence relationship.

The equivalence relation is a relation of corresjgmte or
involvement, but what is called equivalence by sdimguists, if we refer to
the deep and surface structures, in N. Chomskyisit®logy is called
cognitive synonymy (1965: 162).

Within the complex sentence, the synonymy relatignsan be built,
preferring the juxtaposition coordination and ttegbactic structure of the
sentence instead of coordination and subordinabynconjunctions, for
example:apa trece pietrele zman (dar — adversative report) @i ceva de
spus spuneg(daaz — conditional report), etc.

Studying very carefully the phenomenon of synonyanyg relying on
solid documentation, O. Vialer (1983: 17) proposes a detailed and
complex classification, viewed from several perspes. Thus, there can be
lexical synonyms, referring to similar or identicaheaning words,
expressing the same concept, but which differ, vewedepending on the
nuances and emotional colouring; ideographic symmyepresenting those
synonyms that are distinguished by shades of mgasimonyms with the
same root originating from the same root and distished by emotional
expression or distributional possibilities; synorsymith different roots, a
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category which comprises the vast majority of swymos; derivative
synonyms, which are part of the synonymy of prefjxef suffixes, of
inflections; grammatical synonyms, which identifigeinselves with the
synonymy of the morphological categories of thetpaf speech (the
synonymy of cases, of tenses, of persons, etcrtasfc synonymys or
syntactic constructions, including those structufespressions, parts of
sentence, phrases, parts of phrase, etc.) whidar dif form, but whose
meaning is close or identical; stylistic synonymdjich include words
similar in meaning, but whose components belonglitierent languages
and are characterized by elements such as: freguexgressive colouring;
synonyms of intensity, of decoration (decoratived af nuancing. This
classification is more profoundly continued, fromother viewpoint, that of
stability. According to this criterion, O. Meler distinguishes permanent
synonymous links (indicating the conventional ukée term ‘permanent’)
or occasional synonymous links. Hence, synonymoelses may be
considered permanent, that is of longer duratiolow to all speakers (e.g.
drapel=steag a zice= a spunegetc.) or occasional, meaning that they occur
at random or in case of the figurative use of somwmeds. Occasional
synonyms are sometimes called contextual or metayatho

Depending on the place a synonym occupies in ogldt another, in
the text, they can be: synonyms in contact (orgpased), usually located in
the same sentence, the second term of the set@snil@ng and specifying
the meaning of the first term, and distanced synmywhich are located in
different sentences or texts. In terms of meancwserage, synonyms can
be: total/absolute/perfect representing pair worols doublets, and
relative/partial/imperfect, where polysemantic weoedte usually found.

These types of synonyms were completed by otheegoaks
proposed by Th. Hristea (1984: 98), namely affisghonyms (which are
divided into prefixal and suffixal, e.ge- andim- in nepolitge, impolitere; -
et and s in bradet bradis); then affixoid synonyms (which can be
prefixoidal and suffixoidal) and a last categorysyhonyms, which could
be called onomastic synonyms, since they concernvb broad categories
of proper names: names of places and of persons.rid&ans that we can
speak of toponymic synonyms, pointing to the saeddity (for example:
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Balgrad and Alba Iulia or Taiwan and Formosaor Bizary, Constantinopol
andlstanbultoday) and antroponymic synonyms (naming the gaengon).

For example, a person’s nameSidvia but her family or friends and
colleagues call heSilvica or Ica (a hypocoristic from the previous name,
which in other cases may be synonymous with thes@Gdém nameViorica).
Other linguistic works speak about other types whosyms, such as
metaphoric synonyms, which occur by providing metajal values both
to simple words and to some lexical combinatiortss tmeans that
metaphorical synonyms can be both lexical and pgotagical. Thus,
Eminescu considers thtéte moons the mistress of the sgifie golden gir|
thenthe lady of the seas and of the nigintthe night dead queetiuna —
stapana narii, copila cea de ayrdoamna nirilor si-a nopii or regina
noprii moartz). We may add lexical-phraseological synonymy oerev
phraseological synonymy (e.g.spila putina= a o lua la @natoasa sira
spirarii = coloana vertebral, trop = figura de sti). It is also admitted the
existence of graphical synonyms, as exemplifiedhaytwo letters anda,
which denote the same phonetic reality in contexdgcated by the current
set of spelling rules.

In conclusion, starting from the different definits of synonyms,
from multiple perspectives, various kinds of synmsy could be
distinguished: phonetical, lexical, grammaticalfixai, mixed, etc., all
based on the assumption of binary relations, msieifein phonetics, in
vocabulary and in grammar.
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