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Abstract

The aim of the article is to introduce the authors’ perspective on how English loanwords are chang-
ing the structure and the content of the verbal code of Russian culture and the Russian linguistic
pictures of the world, as well as on how the latter might change the former. Having used the contin-
uous sampling method, observation method, and synchronic-diachronic approach (lexical semantic
analysis, comparative semantic analysis, morphological and quantitative analysis), the authors have
allocated and analyzed 487 loanwords, which led to the introduction of three distinguished types of
interaction between the verbal code of the Russian language and foreign loanwords. The first inter-
action type is the process whereby the loanwords adapt semantically to the rules of the host language
and culture, which leads to the complete change of a loanword meaning or its modification (15
words). The second interaction type is connected with the loanwords bringing new concepts to a
host language and indicating borrowed ideas and objects (270 words). The differentiation of these
two interaction types is based on the results of a synchronic and diachronic study of the loanwords
in Russian. The analyzed interaction types are linked to the changes in the host language’s verbal
code. A concept of a “hybrid linguistic picture of the world” is being introduced as the one consti-
tuting the third interaction type (201 words). According to the authors, the hybrid linguistic picture
of the world is developing at the current stage of the Russian language and is caused by the process
of the morphological adaptation of English loanwords, which is manifested in the production of
hybrid words and Russian words being actively substituted by English borrowings.
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Hay4Has craTbsa

BinsiHMe cOBpeMeHHbIX aHT/IMMCKUX 3aMMCTBOBaHUM
HA BepO0aJIbHbIA KOJ PYCCKOH KYJIbTYPhbI

I0.M. Amonunal, O.B. Harenn?

! Poccuiickuii yHuBEpCUTET APYKObI HAPOJOB
Mocksa, Poccus
2 HanuoHaIbHBIH UccileqoBaTenbekuit ToMcKHil Tocy 1apCTBEHHbIH YHUBEPCHTET
Tomck, Poccua

AHHOTAIIUSA

Lenb cTaThyl — ONMHUCATh MPOUCXOASAIINE IO BIUSHUEM AHTIIOSN3BIYHBIX 3aMMCTBOBAaHUN M3MEHE-
HUS B CTPYKTYPE U COJIEPKAHUU BepOAIbHOTO KOJa PYCCKOM KYJIBTYpPhI H PyCCKOI SI3BIKOBOM Kap-
THUHBI MHUPA, & TAK)KE BIMSHUC S3bIKOBOY KApTHHBI MUPa Ha U3MECHCHHE BepOaIbHOT0 Ko1a. MeToabl
CIUTOIITHOW BBIOOPKH U OTIMCAHUSI, a TAK)KE CHHXPOHHO-HAXPOHHBIN MOX0/T B UCCIICAOBAHHUH (JICK-
CUKO-CEMaHTHUYECKHI aHan3, CPAaBHUTEIbHO-CEMaHTUYECKUI aHai3, MOP(OIOTHYECKUN 1 KOJIHU-
YECTBECHHBIN aHAaJIH3) MO3BOJIMIN O0HAPYKUTH 487 3aMMCTBOBAHHIA U BBHIJICIIUTH TPU BBIPAKCHHBIX
TUIA B3aUMOJICHCTBUN MEXAY PYCCKHM SI3bIKOBBIM KOJOM W MHOCTPAHHBIMHU 3aUMCTBOBAHMSIMH.
[TepBrliif THII IpEACTABISET CEMAHTUUECKYIO aJalTAllMI0 3aMMCTBOBAHUH K MpaBUjaM MPUHUMAIO-
IIETO S3bIKA U KYIBTYPHI, 9TO MPHUBOAUT K MOTHOMY M3MEHCHHIO 3HAYCHHS 3aMMCTBYEMOTO CJIOBa,
i ero Mmonudukarmu (15 3auMcTBoBarmit). BTopoii THIT B3anMoIeiicTBUS CBS3aH C 3aMMCTBOBA-
HUSIMH, KOTOPBIC IPUBHOCAT B MIPUHUMAIOIINH S3bIK HOBBIC MTOHATHS, Ha3bIBAIOIINE 3aHMCTBOBAH-
HbIe uaeu 1 00beKThI (270 3aMMCTBOBaHMI). BhizieieHre JTaHHBIX TUTIOB B3aUMOJICHCTBHUS OCHOBBI-
BaeTCs Ha pe3yNbTaTaX CHHXPOHHO-INAXPOHHOTO U3y4eHHs (yHKIIMOHUPOBAHUS 3aMMCTBOBAHHOM
JIEKCUKH B PYCCKOM si3bIKe. PaccMaTprBaeMble TUIBI B3aUMOJICHCTBUS TIOJOKEHBI B OCHOBY TPO-
OJIeMaTHKH COXPAHCHUS W W3MEHEHHs BepOAJbHOrO KOJa KYyJbTYPHl MPUHUMAIOIIETO S3bIKA.
Tperuii Tin B3anmopeiicTus (201 3anMcTBOBaHKE) PE/ICTABIICH B IOHATHH THOPHUIHOM SI3BIKOBOM
KapTUHBI MHpPA, KOTOpasi, 10 MHEHUIO aBTOPOB, CKJIAJbIBAETCS HA COBPEMEHHOM 3Tarle pa3BUTHUS
PYCCKOTO sI3bIKa KaK CJEeICTBUE aKTHBHOI'O Mpolecca aJanTalliy aHIJIMIU3MOB U MPOSIBIIAETCS B
BO3HUKHOBEHUH CJIOB-THOPUIOB U 3aMEHE PYCCKUX SKBUBAJICHTOB aHTJIMIIU3MAaMHU.

KaioueBsble ciioBa: saumcmeosanus, aneiuyusmul, 6epoaivbHulil KOO, 2UOPUOHAS S3bIKOBASI KAD-
MUHa Mupa

Jnst uuTHpOBaHUSA:

Alyunina, Yulia M. and Olga V. Nagel. 2020. the Influence of modern English loanwords on
the verbal code of Russian culture. Russian Journal of Linguistics 24 (1). 176—196.
DOI: 10.22363/2687-0088-2020-24-1-176-196.

Introduction

In research studies loanwords are discussed by many Russian (Krysin 2008,
Khalevin 2010a, 2010b, Serebrennikova 2014, Rivlina 2015 etc.) and international
scholars (Haugen 1950, Poplack, Sankof & Miller 1988, Veisbergs 2006, Jaworski
2014 etc.) who mainly focus on the problem of the formal and semantic adaptation
of borrowings to the recipient language revealing changes of a loaned word’s mean-
ing as well as their structural assimilation. The issue of English loanwords and their
influence on the modern Russian language has become topical within the last dec-
ade and is being discussed by Krysin (2008), Levontina, Shmelev & Zaliznjak
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(2012), Vorob'eva (2009), Klement’eva (2014) et al. One of the major problems in
scope is the nature, rules and consequences of the interaction of new words with the
cultural linguistic picture of the world (hereinafter — LPW). Thus scholars’ interest
shifting from the study of purely “sign to sign interaction” to the study of “sign —
culture” domain.

According to Tolstoi (1995) language and culture have “certain features of
structural similarity” with a language being a “verbal code of culture” (Lukin 2015:
65—66) which expresses the worldview of a language community through lan-
guage units. The overall aim of the present study is to discuss the role of loanwords
in their contribution to the change in a verbal code of culture and the ability of the
language affected to preserve and exercise its objectives to express a culturally con-
ditioned worldview, and to determine basic patterns of interaction between the loan-
words and the recipient language, which are either determined by a linguistic pic-
ture of the world of the recipient Russian language or lead to its change.

Aligned with the statement above, the main objectives in this study are as fol-
lows: (1) to specify a verbal code of culture; (2) to specify the interaction patterns
between a recipient language’s linguistic picture of the world and loanwords; (3) to
discuss the influence of modern English loanwords on the verbal code of the recip-
ient language and culture.

Lexical examples included in the study are based on the authors’ observations,
retrieved from linguistic landscape, dictionaries of loanwords in Russian, Russian
LiveJournal blog posts, RNC (hereinafter — Russian National Corpus) or taken
from secondary sources (see the References) and, thus, represent proof-checked
lexical material existing in the Russian language. The number of analyzed LifeJour-
nal texts to find loanwords is 280 (173 434 words). The number of retrieved loan-
words is 304 words (4 951 entries). The rest of the loanwords were taken from sec-
ondary sources and linguistic landscape — 183 words. RNC and dictionaries were
used to allocate the found loanwords semantics and the contexts of usage. Based on
the examples obtained through continuous sampling and observation and the results
of their synchronic-diachronic study (lexical semantic analysis, comparative se-
mantic analysis, morphological and quantitative analysis) the authors speculate on
the role English loanwords play in the lexical structure of the modern Russian lan-
guage as well as on the part they play in the construction of a cultural verbal code.

1. Theoretical backgroun

The terminological apparatus of the research is mainly based on Russian lan-
guage studies and requires closer determination to disclose the main aspects of the
present research. A code is commonly referred to as “a combination of signs (sym-
bols) and a system of certain rules by which information can be represented (en-
coded) as a set of such symbols for its transmission, processing, and storage (mem-
orization)” (Bol'shoj Jenciklopedicheskij Slovar' 1993). Every code consists of ele-
ments or signs which should be organized in a proper way for the code to implement
its functions. Svetlana Tolstaya (2007), who leads the Moscow Ethnolinguistic
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School named after Lev Tolstoi, highlights three essential characteristics of a code:
substantial homogeneity, systemacity and conventionality.

Substantial homogeneity is the characteristics of a code, which means that the
code consists of qualitatively equal elements that serve to express the same idea by
completing each other. For example, music consists of notes (hymn, alarm), a visual
code consists of objects (traffic signs) or colors (state flag), a verbal code consists
of meaningful linguistic elements of the same language (morphemes make words,
words make phrases, phrases make sentences). Systematicity stands for the way the
elements of a code organize themselves: colors make up a color spectrum, traffic
light colors make up a traffic regulation system, letters make up an alphabet, and
words make up a language’s lexicon. Conventionality stands for the feature that
each element of a code has a meaning which is subscribed to it. We use a code to
convey (encode) information. A recipient is able to decode the information because
he\she knows the meaning prescribed to the code elements: an embroidery scheme,
pattern for knitting, flower language, sign language, any living language. Thus, a
combination of signs can be called a code when it consists of equal elements, has a
systemic organization and is recognized by an addressee.

According to Tolstoi (1995), every culture has a code for self-expression,
which consists of several other codes (or subcodes): a corporal code, a musical
code, acoustic, color, gesture codes etc. A verbal code is also a constituent of a
cultural code, the most complicated one and the most important as each of the cul-
tural code constituents can be expressed through the verbal code thanks to a nomi-
native function of the language. Thus, following Tolstoi (1995), “language is a tool
of a culture” (1995: 36), and a verbal code of a culture is “any form of a language
(word, term, name, cliché, proverbs, folklore text, saying, curse, ritual words etc.)”
(Tolstaya 2007) which can express cultural information of this language community
by means of its structural elements.

Language is a type of a code that “represents culturally constructed conceptu-
alizations encompassing the whole range of human experience” (Sharifian 2017:
2). In other words, language features are embedded in cultural conceptualizations,
and through the language we can express our worldview. Thus, the verbal code of
a culture is the ability of a language with its structural elements to express the cul-
tural specifics of a language speaking community.

Structural elements of a language (phonemes, morphemes, words) are respon-
sible for this ability; “language can be viewed as a primary mechanism for “storing”
and communicating cultural cognition, acting both as a memory bank and a fluid
vehicle for the (re-)transmission of cultural cognition” (Sharifian 2017: 5). In other
words, a language preserves and expresses cultural conceptualizations by means of
language structural elements. To make up a complete picture of the world by means
of a language all language elements are used, because each of them correlates with
a part of the world or with a part of our attitude to the world.

On the phonetic level, the cultural conceptualizations by means of language
structural elements can be demonstrated by onomatopoetic words, which copy the
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sounds around. In some languages they are alike, but in others they are very
different:

e Sound of a kiss: Russ. umox [chmoc]'; Eng. smooch, smack; Fin. musik.

e Dog barking: Russ. eag-eas [gav gav], mag-mag [tyaf tyaf]; Fr. ouah ouah,
Eng. bow wow.

¢ Sound of a frog: Russ. xea-xea [kva-kva]; Eng. croak; Danish kveek kvcek.

The difference in onomatopoetic words depends on many factors, among
which is the way people hear the sounds and the way they can reproduce them,
distinguishing the most precise and typical phonemes for this or that object of real-
ity.

Concerning the morphemic level, according to (Nagel 2015: 227), word-for-
mation models have the status of a “cultural code” that helps people to express their
worldview via morphological units. Historically, in Slavic culture suffixes transmit
the attitude of speakers to the abnormalities in human bodies and human behavior,
including verbal. Slavic culture had a tradition to nickname people according to
their origin, their roles in the community, their appearance or character,
etc. In Slavic languages among the suffixes used for this purpose there were
-ah ([zubaha] — 3ybaxa — Eng. pejorative), -ok ([pochinok] — nouunox — Eng.
firstborn), -un ([godun] — 200yn — Eng. sluggish), -an ([molchan] — monuan —
Eng. silent) and others. These examples are no longer used in Russian, however the
meaning of the suffixes is preserved and they are used to form other lexical units
with the same socio-cultural semantics: /govorun] — Russ. cosopyn — Eng. bab-
bler, [znatok] — Russ. s3namok — Eng. expert, [golovan] — Russ. conoean — Eng.
know-all. Thus, word-formation models represent a “language objectification of the
way a person perceives and structures information, pointing out the most important
meanings for social interaction” (Nagel 2015: 227).

On lexical and syntactic levels, the cultural code of a language can be ex-
pressed through proverbs and sayings. These are culturally consolidated and closed
units of a language: no word can be substituted by another one. Despite many Rus-
sian proverbs and sayings including words which are not used in the modern lan-
guage, they correspond to modern life and express the cultural peculiarities and
mentality of a Russian linguistic community: Russ. haba ¢ 603y — kobwine 1ecue —
Eng. 4 good riddance to bad rubbish; Russ. — B Tyny co ceoum camogapom He
ez0am, Eng. — They don't bring coals to Newcastle. Only words which have a
connection with the corresponding culture can be used to express the cultural code
of a language in syntactical units of this kind. The influx of loanwords complicates
the connection between the culture expressive syntactical units and the host LPW,
because loanwords represent a foreign LPW.

Besides, in Russian, the cultural code of the language can be expressed purely
syntactically by traditional syntactic constructions. Syntax is not just a formal or-
ganization of linguistic units, “it also encodes a certain type of conceptualization,

! Hereinafter we use the online transliteration service recommended by the Journal in section
2.5. of the guide for authors: https://translit.ru/ru/?account=bsi. [Last viewed: 20.07.2019].
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and by learning this (of course, not only this), a person is familiarized with a cultural
worldview” (Mel'nikova 2006: 34). Among syntactical constructions in Russian,
there are fixed patterns that are called “syntactical concepts” (Popova 2004: 27),
because by their syntactical forms they express the worldview and reflect the LPW.
In this research, we follow the syntactical concepts discussed by Popova (2004). In
Slavic languages, as well as in Russian, one of them is the concept of “the statement
of the subject absence” (Popova 2004: 29) which is fashioned with the use of a noun
or a pronoun in genitive form, the word no (Russ. [net]), an adverbial modifier of
place and no explicit predicate: Russ. Omou knueu nem 6 budruomexe — Eng. This
book is not in the library; Russ. Oyenku nem ¢ mempaou — Eng. There is no mark
in the copybook; Russ. Eé nem 6 komname — Eng. She is not in the room. Accord-
ing to Popova, in English and in German there is no such concept as “the statement
of the subject absence”; that is why in these languages constructions of existence
are used with a verb and the particle no: Eng. There is no...; Germ. Es gibt ... nicht.

Another example is a syntactic concept of “existence with the meaning of pos-
sessiveness” (Popova 2004: 29), which is expressed in Russian with the use of an
object in the possessive in combination with the verb 7o have: Russ. V neco ecmo
KpacHulii asmomodouns. — Eng. He has a red car; Russ. V neé ecmv c60600noe
spemsi Ha smux evix00uwvix — Eng. She has free time this weekend. The grammatical
subject is not explicit in this syntactical construction. German and English sen-
tences with the same meanings are constructed with the grammatical subjects and
grammatical predicates with the latter expressed by the verb to have: Eng. He has
a cat — Germ. Er hat eine Katze. In Russian, the grammatical construction y
neeo/neé/nux ecmo (Eng. she/he has, they have) is frozen which means that the verb
does not coordinate with the possessing object whether singular or plural, unlike in
German or in English.

Thus, the language code of a culture can be traced on each language level:
phonetic, morphological, lexical and syntactic. We claim that loanwords also can
be included in each of the language levels and become either the means of the verbal
code expression or the means of its change.

By appearing in a recipient language, loanwords bring new linguistic frag-
ments of cultural conceptualization, which undergo stages of assimilation (ortho-
graphic, grammatical, and semantic) before they enter the recipient language’s lex-
ical structure. Some loanwords adapt to a recipient language and lose their foreign
appearance, but some of them make the recipient language adapt to them. These
new language elements can change the verbal code of the recipient culture.

The ability of a language to serve as the verbal code of a culture is supplied by
cumulative and world-image constructive functions (Vereshchagin 1980, Serebren-
nikova 2014). Though it is assumed that all language levels are involved in the
representation, fixation and preservation of information about reality, the vocabu-
lary level is regarded as one of the most essential for the cumulative function. The
cumulative function is responsible for the preservation (accumulation) of the cul-
tural heritage in a language (Vereshchagin 1980), thereby turning a language into a
sort of a memory bank (Sharifian 2017). Each unit of a language preserves a part of
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the culture where this language exists. Lexical units are the most cumulative in this
sense, being the most visible units that preserve a verbal image of a concept or an
object that belongs to a language community holistically, and are easily accessed
by all members of this community.

The world-image constructive function is responsible for “conceptualizing the
world by means of a language” (Serebrennikova 2014: 196). The world around,
according to Serebryannikova (2014), is understood as “the interaction of a human
and the environment, which the human is conceptualizing, learning and structuring”
(Serebrennikova 2014: 196). Another way to explain the world-image constructive
function is to describe it as the language function that makes us see the world in the
way we are “verbalized” to see it. This statement can be exemplified by the follow-
ing: in Russian, there is a word oxwno [okno] (Eng. window) which has its origin in
the Ancient Russian oxo [oko] that stands for an eye (Shaposhnikov 2010: 64—65).
In English, a window has its origin in the Middle English windowe or earlier in the
Old Norse vindauge, where vindr is wind and auga stands for an eye (Merriam-
Webster Dictionary). Thus, we can conclude, that for Russian speakers [okno] is
something through which we can see and thus it performs the same function as
human eyes (metonymic transfer), while for English speakers, window is something
through which we can see (metonymic transfer) with an additional component to
the meaning: to see the wind. This example represents the difference in our
worldviews (in our world pictures) determined by the language we speak and the
culture which stands behind it. On the one hand, the culture is imprinted in words
by determining their meanings, and, on the other hand the culture is preserved by
words which can tell about the culture in the past (archaisms, historicism).

With the rapid increase of loanwords, the implementation of cumulative and
world-image constructive functions becomes more loaded due to the possible in-
volvement of loanwords in this process. On the one hand, each language adjusts to
the changes in the surrounding world to reflect events and phenomena occurring in
the sociocultural space in each individual period of its development and the em-
ployment of new words is a natural process. On the other hand, if the language as
the verbal code of a culture accepts foreign language elements, then both the recip-
ient language and the culture have to transform in a number of ways. Since lan-
guages are different in "how they encode reality" (Nagel & Koshkarova 2015:
728—729) or create its linguistic picture, thus, when languages establish a close
contact, one of the results of which are borrowings, there arises the problem of
changes in the original image of a culture as a cultural LPW starts its interaction
with the borrowed units.

This interaction might lead both to the change of the verbal code of a culture
through the replacement of the usual language elements by the borrowed ones, and
to the loanwords’ conceptual adaptation to the recipient language.

2. Loanwords and recipient language interaction types

In this section we proceed to the principal part of the study and discuss the
interaction types between a recipient language LPW with loanwords and the
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influence of modern English loanwords on the change of the verbal code of the
Russian language and Russian culture revealed by the synchronic and diachronic
study of loanwords in Russian.

The first interaction type is the semantic adaptation of loanwords to the rules
of the recipient language and culture, which results in a loanword meaning trans-
formation. The second interaction type is connected with loanwords that indicate
ideas and objects borrowed by the recipient culture, thus bring new semantic units
to the host language and culture. The third subsection is devoted to the third inter-
action type allocated in the result of the study. In the third interaction type we in-
clude the loanwords that do not bring new semantic components to the recipient
language but adapt to the host-language grammatically and substitute the existing
lexical ways to express meaning. The result of the third interaction type is discussed
through the prism of the “hybrid linguistic picture of the world” that raises the issue
of changes in the Russian language’s verbal code which either accepts loanwords
into its system (completely assimilated words) or lets them function as foreign ele-
ments preserving some traits of their source language form and meaning.

It is a well-known fact that loanwords undergo different types of assimilation
in a host-language. The main types of assimilation are orthographic, grammatical,
and semantic, which also have their subtypes. Orthographic assimilation is the ad-
aptation of a borrowed word to the orthographic system of a host-language (Lisogub
2004, Nechaeva 2011: 11, Gabdreeva & Ageeva 2014: 224). Grammatical assimi-
lation means that the loanwords adapt to the grammatical rules of the recipient lan-
guage: adaptation to the declination and word-formation patterns (Vorob'eva 2009:
179). Semantic assimilation means that a recipient language “loans all semantic
components of a loanword’s lexical meaning (denotative, significate, connotative,
ethnocultural)” (Gabdreeva & Ageeva 2014: 224) with its further semantic adapta-
tion resulting in either semantic expansion or restriction. The above-mentioned
ways of assimilation take place during the first and second interaction types, but
during the third interaction type there is the rejection of semantic adaptation though
loanwords that undergo grammatical assimilation.

2.1. First Interaction Type

The first interaction type shows all types of a loanword assimilation: ortho-
graphic, grammatical, and semantic. The semantic assimilation during this type of
interaction is the most distinct as the original meaning of a loaned lexical unit is
partially or completely lost. Consequently, a loan word does not stand out as an
alien word but looks and sounds common for the host-language speakers. Thus, this
interaction type results in the loanwords changing or modifying their semantics un-
der the influence of the LPW of the recipient language which accepted a loanword
and transformed its meaning to its own requirement.

Semantic change is regarded as the semantic assimilation of a borrowing when
in a recipient language it has a completely different meaning in comparison with its
original one. Examples of such semantic assimilation are presented in Table 1.
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Examples of semantic changes of foreign loanwords in Russian

Table 1

2. “The action of moving
something from a lower
to a higher position”

(CD)

Source lan-|. - Original Original semantics Cyrll.llc an.d Russian dictionary definition
guage form transliteration
Persian sardi castle capati [sarai]  |“Non-living premises for keeping
garden working tools”. (TSOO)
French fourchette |fork suska [vilka]  |“Small standing party or reception
with drinks and canapés”. (TSOO)
French vinaigrette |“Cold sauce made with |suHezpem 1. “Cold salad made of chopped
vinegar, oil and season- |[vinegret] vegetables and sauced with vine-
ing” (CD) gar, oil, and herbs”;
2. collog. “A mix of unordered
thoughts or mismatched objects”.
(Shaposhnikov 2010a: 117)
French honneur; |pride 2oHop [gonor] |Arrogance. (TSOO)
Polish honor
German Der Gas- |guest worker (DUDEN) |eacmapbadi- “In modern Russia, a worker from
tarbei-ter mep [gastar-  |the former Soviet Union republics
bait-er] and South-East Asia”. (Slovar'Aca-
demic)
English notebook |a book for notes HOymG6yK Laptop.
[noutbuk]
English lifting 1. “The action of ending |augpmune [lift- |Face-lift.
arule or law” ing]

Modification of meaning is a semantic transformation of a lexical unit with the
original semantics of a loaned word to be partially preserved. Examples are pre-
sented in Table 2.

Table 2
Examples of semantic modifications of foreign loanwords in Russian
Source Original .. . Gyl . .
Original semantics and tran- |Russian semantic
language form L
scription
German n. Die 1. n. snake; waaHe n. Hosepipe,
Schlange  |2. n. hosepipe, hose tube. (Shaposhnikov [shlang] hose tube.
2010: 545) (Shaposhnikov
2010: 545)
French n. cadet 1. adj. junior (in a family, in the army); kadem [ca- |n. “A student of a
2. n. “a student of a school with military det] military school”.
training” (“éléve, aspirant officier”) (Diction- (TSO0)
naire frangais en ligne gratuit).
French n. baiser 1. v. to kiss. bese [beze] |1. n. Meringue;
2. n. akiss 2.n.,old. AKkiss.
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.. Cyrillic
Source Original - . . .
Original semantics and tran- |Russian semantic
language form e
scription
English adj. nude |1. Naked, without clothes. HoOosbili  |Equal to 2.
2. Tone of clothes or make-up, the colors
that are close to natural skin colors. (OLD)
English n. look 1. A noun, meaning an action derived from a |ayk Equalto 4 and 5
verb to look. meanings.
2. A process of looking for something or
someone.

3. Face expression.

4. Fashion and style.

5. Image of a person especially if s/he is at-
tractive. (OLD)

To explain the usage of a word [beze] in Table 2 we need a historical context
that led to the survival and active use of this word in Russian. This loanword orig-
inally was used in the meaning of a kiss (1—2), which was preserved due to
N.V. Gogol’s novel “Dead Souls” (1853):

(1) Russian: “Ilozsons, dywa, 1 mebe eneno 00un beze. Y bl nozeonvme,
saute NPesoCxoOUmMenbCmeo, noyerosams mue e2o. Jla, Yuuuxos, yc mol He
Npomussbcsl, 00Hy 0e3emKy no3eoib Hanedamiems mebe 8 OenoCHeNHCHYIO
wexy meor!” (Gogol' 2017)

(2) English: "Let me imprint upon your cheeks a baiser or two. You will excuse
me if I kiss him, will you not, your Excellency? No, do not resist me, Chichikov,
but allow me to imprint at least one baiser upon your lily-white cheek.”
(Gogol")

To sum up, the first type of interaction results in a formal (orthographic and
grammatical) and semantic adaptation of a loaned lexical unit to the structure of the
recipient language and to the LPW of the language’s native speakers. The cultural
LPW is not only retained but also lexically enriched by new units, which in their
turn have acquired the rules of the recipient language and can fulfil the cumulative
and world-image constructive functions of the Russian language.

2.2. Second interaction type

The loanwords of the second interaction type demonstrate orthographic and
grammatical assimilation but have disputable traces of a semantic assimilation. This
type of interaction does not result in the same semantic assimilation of the loan-
words as the first. In this type, English loanwords bring new semantics to the host-
language and the recipient LPW. The interaction of the second type includes loan-
words whose loaning is motivated by the borrowing of a new concept or an idea
that brings changes to the common course of life within a recipient culture. With
such loanwords the LPW of a recipient language loans a fragment of another picture
of the world (Aitalieva 2013: 2) and is enriched by new culture-specific elements,
which represent an element of “an alien worldview” (Aitalieva 2013: 3): Russ.
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kapuiepune [karshering] — Eng. carsharing; Russ. ckpanoyxune [skrapbuking] —
Eng. scrapbooking, Russ. cnoiinep [spojler] — Eng. spoiler; Russ. aymcopcune
[autsorsing] — Eng. outsourcing; Russ. cmapman [startap] — Eng. startup,; Russ.
aymcmaghgpune [autstaffing] — Eng. outstaffing ect.

This type of interaction can be seen in the word supermarket (Russ.
cynepmapkem), which came into the Russian language from English, representing
American culture. This word brought “an alien way of reality conceptualization” to
the Russian world (Shmuner 2009: 140) and a new concept for Russian culture:
“self-service as a form of trade” (Shmuner 2009: 140). This example belongs to the
second interaction type between the Russian LPW and the English loanwords be-
cause it shows that loanwords bring new ways of reality conceptualization, and new
ways of socio-cultural interaction between people. Such words represent not only
the material objects, which were borrowed, but also the systems, ideas, and con-
cepts that change both the life and worldview of the host-language community. An-
other such example is the word privatization (Russ. npusamuzayus), which does
not have such a material object to correspond to and does not implicate it, still this
word is loaned “conceptually” as new, not typical for the recipient culture, and a
way of organizing commercial relations.

The contrast between these English loanword examples is more obvious in the
opposition with the words whose loaning is motivated by the corresponding mate-
rial objects: Russ. nuetiep [player] — Eng. player, Russ. npunmep [printer] — Eng.
printer; Russ. cmennep [stepper] — Eng. stepper; Russ. cmennep [stapler] — sta-
pler; Russ. xomnwviomep [computer] — Eng. computer; Russ. npoyeccop
[protzessor] — Eng. processor etc.

To conclude, the loanwords of the second interaction type bring changes to the
LPW by supplementing it with new ideas and concepts, which enables speakers of
the host-language to broaden their worldview.

2.3. Third Interaction Type

The third interaction type, which we allocate through the synchronic and dia-
chronic study of loanwords in Russian, is characterized by orthographic assimila-
tion, rejection of semantic adaptation and active grammatical assimilation.

By the rejection of semantic adaptation we mean that new English loanwords
entering the Russian language do not bring new objects, ideas, or concepts, but sub-
stitute the existing Russian words: n. xaorcyan [kjezhual] — adj. nosceonesmwiii
[povsednevnyj]; n. andetim [apdejt] — n. oonoenenue [obnovilenie]; n. macmx3e —
[masthjev] — obs3amenvno umems [objazatel’no imet’]. At the same time these
words are actively adapting to Russian declination and conjunction paradigms and
even producing new derivatives exploiting Russian morphemes, however they are
stylistically marked and used in colloquial speech: n. xaocyarvrocme [kjezhual-
'nost'] (in style) — mnosceonesnocmo [povsednevnost'], adj. xaoxcyanvhwiii
[kjezhual'nyj] — equal to xaoicyan; v. andeiimums [apdejtit’] — obnosumsv [ob-
novit’]; adj. macmxssnwviti [masthjevnyj], n. macmxsénocme [masthjevnost] —
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equal to ooszamenvro umems. These two characteristics seem to be contradictory
as one of the characteristics of the same lexical units shows the forcing of a host-
language, and the other one represents the loanwords integration tendency. Thus,
on the grounds of these characteristics, in the third interaction type, we single out
two groups of loanwords: loanwords with semantic substitution and loanwords
with mixed morpheme structure.

Loanwords with semantic substitution are the borrowed lexical units that sub-
stitute already existing words in the host-language. These words neither mean new
ideas and concepts, which broaden the worldview of the recipient language speak-
ers, nor name new material objects borrowed from another culture (Table 3). They
show a different semantic component that can be expressed by a Russian equivalent,
which is sometimes an earlier loanword.

Table 3
Examples of English loanwords with equivalents in Russian
English loan- ) 4 .
. . . RNC RuTenTen Russian RNC RuTenTen
English word |words in Cyril- . . - ) .
lic entries entries equivalent entries entries
coffee-break  |kogpe-6pelik 1—0 4042 nepepsie 2115— 505676

[pereryv] 4698
developer desenonep 36—1012 3785 paspabomyuk 206—760 876 980
[razrabotchik]

draft opagpm 32—481 2522 yepHo8UK [cher- | 340—133 30682
novik]

pattern nammepH 25—4 9830 wabsoH [sha- 299—98 361912
blon]

trench/ mpeHY 10— 30 1323 naaw [plashch] 2799— 162 268

trench coat 369

The number of entries in the RNC are taken from general and journal sub-
corpora because they include the largest number of contexts in comparison with the
oral or multimedia sub-corpora. The number of entries for each word in pairs in
RNC and RuTenTen corpora (RuTenTen) demonstrates ongoing competition be-
tween the words in the Russian language use. We have decided to show the results
from the two corpora because they embrace different texts from different resources.
The table illustrates that RuTenTen comprises a considerably bigger number of
Russian Internet texts and consequently provides more word entries. For example,

2 RNC — Russian National Corpus. The first RNC entries column refers to the English loan-
words exemplified in the second column of the table. The second RNC entries column refers to the
Russian equivalent exemplified in the fifth column of the table.

3 The first number in the column shows General sub-corpus entries, and the second number
illustrates journal sub-corpora entries. The demonstrated data are retrieved from the RNC on
25.10.2019. (RNC)

4 The first RuTenTen entries column refers to the English loanwords in Cyrillic column. The
second RuTenTen entries column demonstrates the Russian equivalents exemplified in the fifth col-
umn of the table.
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in the case of coffee break, RNC shows only 0.02% of the RuTenTen data, though
this loanword is widely used in Russian.

The analysis shows that some of the words were first loaned from English into
Russian to define specific semantic aspects of an object that were not expressed by
the Russian equivalents. For instance, koge-6petix was borrowed to name a special
type of a pause which happens during a conference for the participants to have a
rest and usually drink coffee or tea. According to the Google Books Ngram Viewer
data (see Picture 1), this word entered the Russian language in the mid-seventies
but was not frequently used till the period of 1996—1999 when it demonstrates a
sharp growth in usage.

Picture 1
Frequency of Kogpe-6pelik usage in 1950-2008 in Russian
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In the ‘New Words and Meanings’ dictionary based on the periodicals and
newspapers of the 90-ss (Burtseva 2014), this word is defined as follows (3—4).

(3) Russian: [lepepvie mesncdy 3zacedanusimu KoH@eEpeHyuu, cemunapa,
cosewanus, 60 6peMs KOMOpOo20 YYACHMHUKAM HNPeOaazalomes 2opadue
Hanumku, 6ymepopoowl, neuenve, koge-nayza. (Burtseva 2014: 283)

(4) English: 4 pause between conference sections, seminars, meetings when
participants are offered to get hot drinks, sandwiches, and cookies; coffee
pause.

This definition reveals a Russian equivalent, or an earlier assimilated borrow-
ing, to the English loan part break, which is naysa in the meaning of a break in
Russian and can be used as a synonym to nepepsig provided in Table 3. The same
dictionary defines coffee pause is an equivalent to coffee break (Burtseva 2014:
284).

Originally, coffee break means “a short rest from work in the morning or af-
ternoon” (CD), according to both British and American English definitions of this
word. This meaning roots to the mid-fifties in the USA when a break for a cup of
coffee was introduced to a working day as a legal time for taking a rest (Hester
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2015). This meaning refers more to the original Russ. nepexyp [perekur] — Eng.
smoking break, time out. The Russian koge-opeiix develops its context-defined se-
mantics and gets to be used instead of the equivalent nepepuis in particular modern
contexts (5—=6).

(5) Russian: Eciu meou eexu eom-eom comknymcs, smom Volvo uzoaém
npeoynpeoumenvbHulil 36yK080U CUSHATL U HA NPUOOPHOU 00CKe NOABIAEMCs
uzobpadcenue YAWIKYU, 2080psuiee O MOM, UMO ObLI0 Obl HENI0XO
ocmanoeumsb sl Ha Koghe-opeiik unu npocmo omooxuyms. (Panov 2013)

(6) English: If you are to close your eyes, Volvo gives you a warning sound
and an image of a cup appears on the dash-board. It means that you should
stop for a coffee break or take a rest.

Despite the fact that the word nepepwuig has much more entries in RNC and
RuTenTen, the word xoge-6petix demonstrates a steady increase of frequency in
broader contexts.

The existence of such words or “buzzwords” (Chen Huan 2017: 765) is
grounded in a “language fashion” which is one of the universal reasons for loan-
word usage (Bogdanova 2015: 45, D'yakov 2001: 152, Krysin 2008, Szabolcs 2009:
48). Even though English loanwords bring new synonyms to the Russian language,
they do not seem to be semantically assimilated in the sense that other loanwords
undergo semantic adaptation. This results in the simultaneous existence of words
of equal semantic value, which constitute a hybrid lexical mosaic of the Russian
language when semantically equal words are competing for the same place in the
lexical structure.

This process is visible in the language of Russian immigrants in English speak-
ing countries. Surrounded by the English language, Russian speakers have to make
a choice between two language structures: native and customary or foreign and
practical. The words of a foreign language become practical abroad, but the com-
ponents of a native language remain customary for expressing emotions and the
attitude to the object. This leads to the production of words with mixed morpheme
structure: English roots with Russian affixes.

In the history of Russian language studies words of mixed morpheme struc-
ture are called hybrid words. With respect to Russian, hybrid words are “foreign
root derivatives with Russian affixes” (Zemskaya 2003). Such words were used in
the speech of Russian immigrants in the USA in the 1990s, among whom 99,3%
said that they speak Russian and do not know English at all (Zemskaya 2003).
(Table 4).

Obviously, such words with hybrid morphemic structure appear in speech
when there is a close contact of both two languages and cultures. This is the case of
Russian speakers living in the USA: the Russian community in the English lan-
guage and American culture.

189



Yulia M. Alyunina and Olga V. Nagel. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2020. T. 24. Ne 1. C. 176—196

Table 4
Examples of hybrid words of Russian immigrants in the USA
Source Cyrillic hybrid word, transliteration Hybrid word
word and morpheme structure explanation semantic
n. bedroom | adj. mpéx6edpymHeili [tryochbedroomniy] a home with
mpéx (1 Russ. root) + 6ed (2 Eng.root) + pym (3 Eng.root) + H three bedrooms
(Russ.adj.suffix) + eili (Russ. masculine adj. flection)
v. to afford | v. aghgpopdume [affordyt’] to afford
agpopd (Eng. root) + u (Russ. verb suffix) + me (Russ. verb flection)
n. cash v. okewums [okeshit’] to spend cash
o (Russ. verb prefix) + kew (Eng. root) + u (Russ. verb suffix) + me
(Russ. verb flection)

Nowadays, words of a similar morpheme structure appear in the Russian lan-
guage in Russia as well (without the physical surroundings of an English language
community or a culture corresponding to English as a native one). The cases enu-
merated in Table 5 show the hybrid nature of the words which Russian speakers
make up with Russian derivatives; such words are constructed of loaned roots and
Russian affixes. These lexical units are not caused by interference or bilingual usage
of English words in Russian, as was described (Zemskaya 2003) when native Rus-
sian speakers were placed in an English language community and were creating
words using the material of both languages. These are hybrid English origin words
in the modern Russian language in Russia.

Table 5

Examples of hybrid English origin words in modern Russian in Russia

Source Cyrillic hybrid word, transliteration . .
. Hybrid word semantic
word and morpheme structure explanation
v. to v. napcume [parsit’] to analyze data with
parse napc (Eng. root) + u (Russ. verb suffix) + mo (Russ. verb flec- | computer programs
tion)
n. a pierc- | adj. nupcuHzo8slli [pirsingovy] adjective corresponding
ing nupc (Eng. root) + uHe (Eng. suffix) + oe (Russ. adj. suffix) + | to a piercing (piercing
bili (Russ. masculine adj. flection) shop, piercing salon)
n. to v. eyeaume [guglit’] to search for something
google 2yen (Eng. root) + u (Russ. verb suffix) + me (Russ. verb flec- | on the internet (not only
tion) in a Google browser)
v. Haeyenums [naguglit’] to have something
Ha (Russ. verb prefix) + 2y2a (Eng. root) + u (Russ. verb suf- | googled/found on the in-
fix) + mo (Russ. verb flection) ternet
v. 3a2yenume [zaguglit’] to will have googled/
3a + (Russ. verb prefix) + eyen (Eng. root) + u (Russ. verb | found on the internet
suffix) + me (Russ. verb flection)
n. a selfie | v. cengpume [selfit’] to take selfies
ceng (Eng. root) + u (Russ. verb suffix) + me (Russ. verb flec-
tion)
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Evidently, every structural element of such hybrid lexical units has its own
functional and semantic features, though the motivation of such lexical semantics
formation is not clear; the Russian language gives birth to words whose meaning
cannot be understood from their inner structure. For those Russian speakers who do
not speak English the explanation of the hybrid words requires translation, which
reveals the existence of Russian equivalents. The existence of hybrid morpheme
structure words in the modern Russian language can be explained by the tendency
of the host language to assimilate the English loanwords by making them more
common for native Russian speakers.

Thus, by a hybrid LPW we mean a cultural LPW, which represents the
worldviews and values of two lingua-culture communities simultaneously. It is the
result of competition between loanwords and the recipient LPW. On the one hand,
loanwords tend to be useful in a host language without changing their meaning, but
by changing the recipient language lexical structure and introducing lexical units
with already existing semantics that need not to be modified. On the other hand, a
host language tries to adapt new words and concepts to the recipient language struc-
ture, to make them more common for the host language speakers. For this the host
language uses its ability to subordinate the loanwords to its grammatical rules.

3. Conclusion

Through the example of the Russian language the synchronic and diachronic
study revealed the existence of different interaction types between the loanwords
and the recipient language picture of the world. The first interaction type is the
loanwords adaptation to the host language: the LPW dominance over the borrowed
lexical units. The second interaction type is the loanwords’ dominance over the
LPW, which results in bringing new objects, concepts and ideas to the host lan-
guage. The third interaction type showed that loanwords are able to influence the
change of the recipient language’s verbal code of culture by substituting the existing
lexical equivalents. However, the third interaction type also represents the rejection
of the loanwords to be adapted to the recipient language and the LPW, and the lan-
guage forcing this adaptation through its derivative ability. This interaction type
demonstrates the development of the hybrid language picture of the world in the
Russian language caused by an active process of English loanword adaptation and,
thus, requires further thorough study and examination.
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