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The present article is devoted to the problem of intensive borrowings in the Russian
language. The aim of our article is the review of etymological background of the Russian language.
The main tasks are: to give a brief description of the main scientific achievements in the field of
English loans in other languages, to look on the main approaches to the reasons of loans appearance
and their adaptation in the Russian language. At the beginning of the synonymic raw of loans,
foreign words and borrowings are analysed and the only term “loans” is chosen. The second part of
the article is connected to the reasons of intensive English loans in the Russian language. The
classifications of M.A. Brejter and L.P. Krysin are given. The theories of these scientists give the
reasons to consider that among the intralinguistic reasons of loans such extralinguistic ones as
activization of communications with the West and changes in the mentality of Russian-speaking
people are also exists. The third part of the article is devoted to the adaptation of English loans in
the Russian language. The classification of the phonetic, graphical, grammatical and semantic
adaptations of various types of the English loans in the language-receptor is given. At the final part
of the article we made the general conclusion that the research perspectives are in putting the results
of our theoretical review into practice.
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Introduction. The process of loan by the Russian language started in the 11™
century when Russia was a Christian state. Russia perceived a number of lexical
loans that were connected with the appearance of new terms, which were related to
the ecclesiastical vocabulary. Since that time the flow of loans has constantly been
spreading in the Russian language. The main part of borrowings dates back to the
Peter’s | time and to the 19" century. That time Russia was one of the most powerful
countries in the world [7, p. 3-4]. It should be noted that every turning point in
historical development is accompanied by active contacts, as well as by active
penetration of lexical units. Consequently, the continuous interest of linguists to the
problems of loans adaptations in different languages indicates the actuality of the
research.

Aim and tasks. The aim of our article is the review of etymological

background of the Russian language. The main tasks are: to give a brief description



of the main scientific achievements in the field of English loans in other languages, to
look on the main approaches to the reasons of loans appearance and their adaptation
in the Russian language.

Background. English borrowings were an object of research over the long
period of time and, since then, loans were described from different points of view.
The reasons of intensive borrowings in the Russian language were studied by
M. A. Brejter, L. P. Krysin, G. O. Vinokur, E. Richter, S. B. Nevejina, L. G. Heien,
W. Lehmann. Phonetic and graphical, grammatical and semantic adaptations were
investigated by V. G. Demyanov, L. A. Lisichenko, S. B. Nevejina. Despite the fact
that the aforesaid theories were thoroughly overviewed, they were separated. In this
paper we use the scientific approaches to determine the similarities in the theories
and to form the number of reasons of English loans appearance and adaptation in the
Russian language.

According to the works by S. B. Nevejina the notion of borrowing is applied in
a variety of meanings. One of them will be used to name the element of the foreign
language, which is borrowed from one language to another as a result of
communication. The second meaning will be employed to name the process of element
transition [11, p. 72-75].

The notion of borrowing is used to refer to the implementation of any foreign
element in the language-receiver. Borrowings can be whole word (“oucnemuep” —
“dispatcher ) or individual morpheme (“-epagh” — “graph ).

Lexical borrowings are called the loanwords. L. G. Heien determines them as
“words whose common feature is a lack of a Russian root” [9, p. 53]. As a general
rule, loanwords adjust their external form to the rules of the receiving language;
otherwise, they are generally referred to as foreign words. Thus, there are some
distinctive features between borrowings, foreign words and loans but in our paper the
term “loans” is used.

Nowadays, English is becoming a global language. Everybody observes the

inflow of English words into Russian language and their number can hardly be



counted. This process indicates a dramatic and intensive penetration of the English
language into Russian one.

The reasons of intensive English loans in the Russian language. The
borrowings which are used in the speech of the Russian people in their home country
and in the English speaking countries are different. They begin to use new words
mostly because there are many new items for them. A lot of the Russian citizens of
the USA use set expression “cottage cheese” instead of the word “meopoec”. We
cannot associate English “cottage cheese” with “meopoe”. Thus, we use foreign
lexemes instead of a Russian one, because living in America it is more convenient to
use English words. It may be one of the reasons of loans but this aspect needs more
detailed consideration.

It was mentioned by N.M. Shanskiy in 1964 that although foreign words in
modern Russian vocabulary represented a numerous part of the vocabulary they
weren’t more then 10% in all bulk of words [8, p. 73]. Now, there are about eighty
modern English loans in the dictionary by L.M. Bush [7], but in the dictionary by
I.V. Lekhin and F.N. Petrov [5] the English loans are barely perceptible.

Consequently, there are great differences between the comparatively small
number of loans, especially of English ones, in the first part of the 20" century and
the big flow of borrowings nowadays.

At the beginning of the 20" century the majority of linguists were engaged in
studying the reasons of foreign loans, which was carried out without sufficient
differentiation in linguistic and non-linguistic environment. L.P. Krysin states that
E. Richter emphasises on the necessity to name things and notions as the principal
reasons of loans. Other reasons of loans are language, social, mental and aesthetic
ones. Furthermore, the need to new language forms is believed to be the reason of
loans in their clearness and convenience. The scientist examined the process of
language loans according to their cultural environment [4, p. 111-112].

Ultimate explanation of borrowings was given by M.A. Brejter, who followed

L.P. Krysin’s research findings and suggests the next reasons of loans.



1. The absence of corresponding notions in cognitive base of a language-
receptor. The vocabulary of the businessmen in the 90" included such “anglicisms”,
as “rkanaccugpuxamop”, “‘noyméoyx” and its new versions: “ayouobyx” and
“nayspoyx”’; “opeanaiizep”’, “neudxncep” and “meeiidocep ”, “xoncmep”, “maiimep”,
“Oounep”, ‘“‘ckpembnep”, ‘“‘ummepkom”, ‘“wpedep”, ‘“‘niommep”, “‘cxamep”,
“mronep”.

M.A. Brejter defines such cases when loans were used to name notions which
are new to language-receptor and which are not available in native language. For
example, such “anglicism” as “won-myp” which is clear to the native speakers of
Russian, but has no equivalent in English language. Thus, it cannot be named an
“anglicism” in full sense of this word. Here is the borrowing of two separate lexemes
with the further integration as a compound noun to language-receptor. The word
“won-myp” 1S often found in the Internet, magazines, advertisements, newspapers
that proves its nowadays popularity [1, p. 132].

2. The absence of corresponding name in language-receptor. M.A. Brejter
points out that approximately 15 % of the latest “anglicisms” are borrowed because
of the absence of the corresponding words in language-receptor. These are such
words as: “demexmop (saniom), mon-mooeiv, BUPMYAIbHBLU, UHEECMOP, 0audXicecn,
cnuupaimep, cnoncop, cnpei”’. 1t is emphasized by M.A. Brejter that the differences
between the first and the second groups of reasons are too vague. The author
considered the loans which were superseded, preexisted or adopted in Russian to be
excluded by the newest English loans. For example, the words “mpaiic-nucm” and
“npetickypanm” are used instead of lexemes “umuoxc” and “obpaz”. The word
“umuodoic” can be used as a result of overcoming of wide polysemy of native Russian
word “obpaz” [1, p. 133].

3. The maintenance of emphatic effect. The example of the statement is the
review of the book “Muper” by Poll Anderson. The book has been entitled

»

as “Anmexa. Street. @onapws”. The expression of this title is also connected with
interactivity (this is a hint to the A. Blok’s line “Hous. Yauya. @onapv. Anmexa’ [1,

p. 133].



4. The expression of positive or negative connotations which do not possess
the equivalent unit in a language-receptor. M.A. Brejter specifies that the idea
according to which the foreign technologies are more progressive in comparison with
the Russian ones; foreign banks are more reliable; foreign goods have better quality;
Is widespread among the native speakers of the Russian language. In scientist's
opinion, this foresaid statement is widely applied in advertising where loans are used
with the aim of actualization of positive connotations. For example, “auto-rental
firms” are used instead of “npoxam mawwun”, the lexeme “na6” is for “nuenas’ [1, p.
134].

It is necessary to notice, that in our time the excessive use of “anglicisms” in
advertising and in mass-media reasons obviously negative attitude among the
Russian-speaking population. Therefore, the creation of positive connotations by
means of “anglicisms” is a vexed question now.

L.P. Krysin [4, p. 111-112] proposed other reasons of the borrowing process.

1. The necessity to denominate new notion, object, phenomenon.

2. The necessity to differentiate the objects that are close in nature, but,
nevertheless, differentiative notions.

3. The necessity to assign a specialization to the objects in one or the other
sphere for different aims.

4. The tendency consisting in the treatment of integral non-separated object as
a whole instead of a combination of words.

5. The social-psychological reason of loans is the perception of the loan as
more scientific or beautiful-sounded word [3, p. 58].

The foresaid theories give us the reasons to consider that among the
intralinguistic reasons of loans such extralinguistic ones as activization of
communications with the West and changes in the mentality of Russian-speaking
people are also exists.

The adaptation of English loans in the Russian language. There are various
types of English loans adaptation in the language-receptor, which cover all linguistic

layers. The process of adaptation has complex nature. Vocal and consonant
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substitutions form the basis of adaptation’s analysis. Phonetic, graphical, grammatical
and semantic adaptations were described in the works by L.A. Lisichenko [6, p. 68-
71], V.G. Demyanov [2, p. 34], S.B. Nevejina [11, p. 72-75]. After summarizing the
results of the investigations we came into the next interpretation of their
classification.

1. Simplification of the vocal groups. As combinations of vowels in a
morpheme are not distinctive features of the Russian words, the language tries to get
rid of such combinations (“promoter — npomoymep ”, “holding — xonoune”, “carting
—kapmune”, “producer — npoodrwcep”, “liner — aaiinep ).

2.Graphical adaptation is in transliteration. These are such words as
“‘commoner — xommonep”, ‘‘computer — xomnwviomep ”, “interface — unmepdpeiic”,
“boss — bocce”, “producer — npodiocep ”, “‘comfort — komgpopm .

3. Grammatical adaptation is an appearance of borrowing words in connection
with Russian grammar rules. The words in this group are “hacker — xaxep”,
“sneakers — cuuxepcwt ”, “‘steak — cmetix "

4. Semantic adaptation contemplates the penetration of borrowing word into
lexico-semantic structure of the language-receptor. In the process of adaptation
widening or narrowing can happen.

5.Lexical adaptation is realized when the word names the thing or
phenomenon which is peculiar to Russian culture.

5.1 The words which have no lexical adaptation are called “exotizms”. They
designate the objects, phenomena, notions which are not peculiar to Russian life and
are in wide use only in that time when the speech is about the life of another nation.
These are such words as “sir — cop”, “lord — zopo”, “mister — mucmep”, “miss —
mucc”. Fully or partly “exotizms” are not mastered graphically, phonetically or
grammatically.

5.2 The words which are not mastered at all and which are ingrained in the
Russian language are called “barbarisms”. In contrast to “exotizms” “barbarisms”

don’t name any foreign objects, phenomena, notions that is why every “barbarism”

can be translated into Russian by dint of substitution to the Russian word. These are
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such words and word combinations as “rule, Britannia, rule the waves! — npaso,
bpumanus, mopsmu!”, “all right — xopowo, sce 6 nopsoke”, “baby — manenvruii
pebenox”, “right or wrong — my country — mnpaso oHO unu Hem — MO MO€
omeuecmeo”’, “SOS — mesxcoynapoouwiti cuenan 6eocmeus”, “‘trade-mark —
Gabpuunas mapka’, ‘“time is money — epems — Oewveu’, ‘“good bye! — oo
ceuoanus! . The titles of foreign newspapers and journals concern to this group as
well as “Morning star — Mopnune cmap”, “Times — Taimc”, “Sunday Telegraph —
Canou meneepag”, “Cosmopolitan — Kocmononumen”, “Play Boy — Ilneu 6o1i”,
“Burda Moden — bypoa mooen”.

Conclusion. Consequently, the analysis of the approaches to the reasons of
intensive loans in the Russian language and the adoption of the loans makes it
possible to conclude that the classifications of the reasons are mainly intralinguistic
ones. English source words require adaptation on a minimum of four levels to explain
the linguistic change through which an English word passes to become an
“anglicism”. The adaptation depends primarily on the similarities and differences
between the linguistic systems of the donor and receiver language. Each of the
reasons and adaptation of the English loans in the Russian language are primarily
connected to various extralinguistic factors. Moreover, we consider the best proof of
the function of English as a donor language is the presence of dictionaries of
“anglicisms”.

One final comment is that the research perspectives are in putting the results of
our theoretical review into practice. Since the study of English borrowings in the
Russian language through the prism of specified dictionaries and Russian corpus of

different genres gives multifold possibilities for linguists and interpreters.
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SAna I'pumenko, Ipuna Cunopenko. ETUMOJIOTI'TYHI YMOBU ITPOHUKHEHHSA
AHI'JIIACHKHUX 3AITIO3UYEHD Y POCIHCHKY MOBY.

CraTTss mnpHCBsYEHA JOCHIKEHHIO TaKol aKTyalbHOI MpoOsieMHu, sK I1HTEHCHUBHE
NPOHUKHEHHS Ta aJamnTalis aHTJIIHCHKUX 3alo3W4eHb y pociichkii MoBi. Ha mouaTky craTTi
HA/Ia€ThCsl BU3HAUCHHS MOHATTIO ‘“3alI03MYEHHS”, @ TaKOXX HABOJATHCS BIJMIHHI O3HAaKU IHIIMX
JIeKCceM HOro CMHOHIMIYHOrO psny. KpiMm Toro, Ha oCHOBI MpoaHaIi30BaHUX POOIT, MPUCBSIUEHUX
JOCIIIJPKEHHIO 3TaJiaHoOr0 BUILE MUTAHHS, HABOJAATHCA JIBI B3a€EMO3AJIeXkHI Ki1acu@ikauii nepeagyMmon
Ta TIPUYMH MPOHUKHEHHS TAKOTO SBUINA, SIK AHTIIIHM3MH B POCIHCBKY MOBY, BIIOPSIKOBYIOTHCS
pi3HI TUIM ajanTaliifi aHIJIOMOBHUX 3all03MY€Hb. Y BHUCHOBKAX BIJIMIYA€ThCS, 10 OCHOBHUMHU
MPUYMHAMH TIPOLIECY MOBHOTO 3all03WYEHHS BHCTYIAIOTh, MEPII 32 BCE, IHTEPIIIHIBICTUYHI, OJHAK
ICHYIOTh 1 eKCTpairBiuHi npuyuHu. OAHIEI0 3 TAKUX MPUYUH € aKTHUBI3allis KyJIbTYPHUX 3B S3KIB 3
KpaiHamu 3axoy, sika MPU3BOJUTH JO HEMUHYUHX 3MIH Y MEHTAIITETI i y CBITOCIIPUHHATTI HOCIiB
pociiicbkoi MoBU. [IpoHuWKHEHHs W ajanTaiis 3amo3WYeHb 3 aHIMIIKWChKOI MOBU 0a3yeThcH,
HacaMIiepes, Ha BiTHOCHIN MOAIOHOCTI W crenu@iYHUX BiAMIHHOCTSIX MK MOBHHUMH CHCTEMaMH
MOBJICHHEBUX JIOHODPIB Ta CTOPOHU-PELMITI€HTA. AHIJIICHKE CIIOBO, sIKE€ MOXKeE OyTH y MOAATIBILIOMY
3aro3MYeHe, BUMAara€ MOBHOI ajamnTallii HIOHaiiMEHIIe Ha YOTUPHOX PIBHAX: (HOHETHUHOMY,
rpagidyHOMY, CEMAaHTUYHOMY Ta TpaMaTU4YHOMY. I, TUIBKM PO3IJIAJAI0ud CJIOBO MOBH-JIOHOpPA 3
BKA3aHOI BHIIE TO3UIlIi, MOKJIMBO TMOSICHUTH JIIHTBICTUYHY 3MIHY, KO BOHO 3a3Ha€, 100 CTaTu
aHIIIM3MOM Ta 3HAaWTH CBOE Miclle y CTPYKTypi pociiicbkoro MoBieHHs. OCHOBHY Ta
MEepUIOYEepPTOBy TMEPCHEKTHBY TOAANBIIOT0 BHBUYCHHS I[bOTO IUTAHHS aBTOPH BOAdalOTh Yy
3IACHEHHI NPAKTUYHOTO JNOCTIKEHHS (DYHKIIOHYBAHHS aHIVIIMCBKHUX 3al03WYeHb B POCICHKIN
MOBI Ha Marepialii Creriaii30BaHUX CJIOBHUKIB Ta TBOPIB PI3HUX JKaHPIB.

KawuoBi  cioBa:  3amo3uyeHHs, aHMVIIOU3M, JIEKCHMYHA  OJMHMIL,  ajamTallis,
IHTPAJIHIBICTUYHI i €KCTPaIIHIBICTUYHI IPUYUHH.

Sflna TI'pumenxo, HWpuna Cupopenxo. ITHUMOJIOI'MYECKHUE YCJIOBUA
MMPOHUKHOBEHMS AHIIMIACKHUX 3AUMCTBOBAHUN B PYCCKHUM SI3BIK.

JlanHast cTaThsi TMOCBSILEHA HCCIENIOBAHUIO MPOOJIEMbl WHTEHCUBHOTO IHPOHUKHOBEHUS
aHIVIMMCKUX 3aMMCTBOBAHUN B PYCCKUU s3bIK. B Hayayle craTbu HaeTcs ONPENECIICHUE IOHATHUIO
“3aMMCTBOBaHUE”, PAacCMATPUBAIOTCA OCOOEHHOCTH €ro CHHOHMMHUYECKOro psiga. Ha ocHoBe
MIPOAHATIM3UPOBAHHBIX PAOOT MPUBOJATCS KIacCU(DUKALUU MPUUUH TPOHUKHOBEHHUS aHTJIMIU3MOB
B PYCCKHUU SA3BIK, YIIOPSIIOYMBAIOTCS TUIBI aJallTallMi 3aMMCTBOBaHNUN. B BbIBOaxX oTMeEdaeTcs, 4To
OCHOBHBIMM IIPUYMHAMH 3aUMCTBOBAHUMN SIBIISIOTCS MHTEPIMHIBUCTUYECKHUE, OJJHAKO, CYLIECTBYIOT
1 SKCTPAJIMHIBUCTUYECKHE MPUUMHBL. Takol (hakT Kak akTHBU3AIMs CBsI3ed ¢ 3arma oM NpUBOAMT K
HEM30€KHBIM M3MEHEHUSIM B MEHTAJIUTETE HOCHTEIEW PYCCKOTO s3bIKa. AJANTaius aHTJIHHCKUX
3aMMCTBOBAaHWN OCHOBAHA, MPEXKIE BCEro, Ha CXOJCTBAX W PA3IMUYUAX MEXAY SI3BIKOBBIMU
CUCTEMaMHU OHOPOB U NMPUHUMAIOIIEH CTOPOHBI. OCHOBHYIO IIEPCIIEKTUBY HUCCIIEI0BAaHUS aBTOPBI
BHJAT B OCYIIECTBICHUH NPAKTHYECKOTO aHAJINW3a aHTJIMICKUX 3aUMCTBOBAHMI B PYCCKOM S3BIKE
Ha MaTepHuaJie ClIeLMAIN3UPOBAHHBIX CIIOBAPEN U ITPOU3BEICHUN Pa3HBIX JKaHPOB.

KiroueBble cJjioBa: 3aMMCTBOBAHMS, AHIJIMIU3M, JIEKCHYECKAas €IWHHIA, aJanTainus,
MHTEPJIUHTBUCTUYECKUE U KCTPAITMHIBUCTUYECKHE IPUYHHBI.
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