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ABSTRACT

MIROSLAYV STYBLO JR.: English Loanwords in Modern Russian Language
(Under the direction of Laura A. Janda)
English loanwords are presently entering the Russian language, often replacing their
native counterparts. This thesis addresses the question of why Russian speakers adopt
English loanwords instead of using the existing native counterparts. By utilizing content
analysis of word frequency data from the Russian national corpus, this thesis
demonstrates that loanwords and their counterparts often have some semantic differences.
These differences are revealed by examining the meaning and frequency of adjectives
collocated with loanwords and their counterparts. Some adjectives are more likely to
collocate with a loanword but not its counterpart, often resulting in narrowing of
originally broad loanword meaning into a niche meaning. When an English loanword
and its Russian counterpart have different meanings, the loanword has an advantage in
lexical competition, and is therefore more likely to be adopted and used by Russian
speakers. This thesis presents an objective and quantifiable method of determining such

an advantage.
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INTRODUCTION

Why are there so many English loanwords in the modern Russian language? Why
do Russian speakers choose to use English loanwords, when there are perfectly good
native counterparts already present in the Russian language? What affects the process of
lexical borrowing and why do some loanwords survive and others fade into obscurity?
This thesis will attempt to answer all of these questions by presenting an explanation
based on the theory of language contact, the history of English loanwords in the Russian
language, and the analysis of several modern loanwords and their meanings.

This thesis will refer to previous works of language contact theory and Russian
language history, and adopt methods that were previously used in linguistic studies on
similar topics. Only English loanword nouns that entered the Russian language relatively
recently, occur with high frequency, and possess non-neutral emotional connotation will
be examined. The meaning of the loanwords and their Russian counterparts will be
analyzed as they appear in context in the Russian language. A methodology that is suited
for analysis of large amounts of textual data in the Russian National Corpus will be
utilized to accomplish this task. The texts will be searched for occurrences of loanword
nouns, their counterparts and the adjectives that modify them. The frequencies and the
meanings of adjective-noun occurrences will be collected and recorded for each English
loanword and its Russian counterpart(s). This data will then be analyzed with special

attention paid to differences in contexts: adjectives that describe certain loanwords but



not their counterparts, or the converse. If the collection of adjectives that are most
frequently used with a loanword differ from the collection of adjectives used with its
counterpart, then that is a good indication that the meanings of the loanword and its
counterparts also differ. The nature of this difference in meaning can be determined by
looking at the meanings of adjectives that are present with the loanword but not the
counterpart, or vice-versa. If the adjectives that are used more frequently with the
loanword are all related to a particular area of meaning, then this is a possible explanation
for why the loanword is used instead of its counterpart. It is because they have a slightly
different meaning and Russian speakers choose to use the loanword to express this
specific meaning, because it is not as conveniently expressed by the counterpart.

From the analysis of the data collected, it is clear that the majority of the English
loanwords differ from their Russian counterparts in at least one distinct area of usage.
The new loanwords are more frequently used in areas related to economy, business or
politics, which is not surprising, considering the recent historical changes in Russia. By
more frequently associating with certain adjectives, and less, or not at all with others, it is
clear that some English loanwords develop meanings at least partially different from
those of their Russian counterparts. Often the loanwords are not completely synonymous
with their counterparts, and that is why they remain in use in the Russian language. If the
loanword and its counterpart were synonyms, then they would have to compete with each
other on the entire front, in all definitions and meanings. But the loanwords are often
slightly different, because they are more frequently adopted and used in certain areas less

frequently described by their Russian counterparts, like business, economics, and politics.



In this manner English loanwords are able to survive alongside their Russian
counterparts, albeit usually in more specific, narrower meanings.

There are, of course, many other factors that can have an influence on whether or
not a loanword is adopted into a language. If an important political figure or a famous
entertainment personality frequently uses a certain loanword in the media, then the
popularity of that word among the population increases. An example of this phenomenon
would be the use of koncencyc ‘consensus’ by Mikhail Gorbachev or the use of
npedepenuus ‘preference’ by Vladimir Putin. Another factor that can increase the
popularity of a loanword is its phonetic similarity to an existing native word. The
meanings of the native word and loanword can be completely unrelated, but the fact that
the new loanword sounds familiar is enough to increase its popularity. One such example
would be the increased popularity of the loanword knuknyTs ‘to click’, because it sounds
the same as xknukHYTh ‘to call out’. The historical and political connotations of words
also play an important role in the modern Russian language. Some words and phrases
that were frequent and popular during the Soviet times have gained negative connotations
after the regime change in 1991. One obvious example would be ToBapum ‘comrade’,
but even other less political Soviet-era words are sometimes replaced by native or
loanword counterparts. Whether this takes place because of undesirable overtones or
preferable semantics, is difficult establish. In fact, all of the factors described in this
paragraph would be difficult to quantify and objectively consider when evaluating the
popularity of a loanword and its chance of survival in the target language. That is why
they are not included among the semantic, objective and quantifiable factors that are

considered in this thesis.



Terms

Semantic concretization

Semantic concretization takes place when a formerly unfamiliar word is acquired
in a meaning that is significantly narrower than its actual meaning. For example,
KoHpepeHims was acquired in the narrow meaning of ‘a place for speeches’ from the
actual meaning of ‘conference’. Similarily, cnekrakne was acquired in the narrow
meaning of ‘a comedy’ from the actual meaning of ‘performance, spectacle’ (Comrie

1996:196).

Semantic narrowing
Semantic narrowing is a concept similar to semantic concretization, except that

the change or narrowing of meaning takes place on a lesser scale and is not as significant.

Emotional connotation

This term will be used when referring to the positive or negative properties of
nouns and adjectives. For example, the word killer would possess negative emotional
connotation, savior would possess positive emotional connotation, and the word printer

would possess no emotional connotation.



Overlap in meaning
This term describes the degree to which two words are synonyms. For example:
dad and father would have a large overlap in meaning, but dad and parent would have a

smaller overlap in meaning.

Niche meaning

I will use this term to describe the phenomenon where a certain word acquires an
exclusive meaning which is not generally associated with the word’s synonyms. For
example, boss and chief are synonyms that can be used to describe someone in a
leadership role, but only chief has the niche meaning describing the leader of a group of

Native Americans.

Collocation
This term refers to a relationship between two words located near each other in
text. For the purposes of this thesis, I will use this term to refer to a situation when an

adjective precedes a noun that it modifies.

Collocation distribution
Collocation distribution refers to the frequencies with which the most popular

adjectives are collocated with a noun.



Semantic context
This term will be used when referring to the meaning of adjectives that are

collocated with a noun.

Lexical competition
Lexical competition takes place when speakers of a language can chose between
two words (sometimes a loanword and its native counterpart) to describe the same thing.

Then the two words are in lexical competition with each another.

Lexical slot
Lexical slot encompasses all of the meanings of a word. For example the words

boss and chief share the lexical slot of “person in a leadership position”.



BACKGROUND

Overview

To understand how English loanwords enter the Russian language it is necessary
to know both the theory behind language contact as well as its long history in Russia.
Language contact is the interaction of speakers of two languages, through both direct and
indirect contact. Depending on the nature and intensity of this contact, a language change
can occur, as one language adopts words or features of another. Even the least intense
forms of language contact can result in lexical borrowings or loanwords, the focus of this
thesis. During the interaction of target language speakers with source language speakers,
or with media that uses the source language, new words can be introduced into the target
language. When a word enters a target language it can do so in several ways. The two
ways relevant to this thesis are lexical addition and lexical replacement. Lexical addition
takes place when a loanword enters a language where it has no native counterpart with
the same meaning. This situation is common when a foreign item or concept is
introduced to a target culture along with the foreign word that describes it. Lexical
replacement takes place when a native counterpart with the same meaning as the
loanword already exists in the target language. In this case, lexical competition takes
place as the target language speakers decide whether to use the foreign loanword or its

native counterpart.



Language contact, language change and lexical borrowings have occurred all over
the world and Russia is no exception. The sources of lexical borrowings did not remain
constant, as French, German, and English were each at one time the most the popular
source of borrowings. But even once English became most popular, the intensity of
borrowings from it varied, as Russia suffered through two World Wars and a Cold War
and underwent two revolutions of ideology. These events helped to shape the attitudes of
Russian speakers towards borrowings from English. It was during the times of change,
like the 1917 revolution or the collapse of communism in 1991, that using new foreign
words to describe new foreign concepts was seen as common sense and acceptable. But
after the end of WWII or during the height of the Cold War when the attitudes towards
the West and the United States were particularly negative, so were the attitudes towards
foreign loanwords. During these times it was commonplace for the government to
institute linguistic policies that aimed to remove foreign borrowings from Russian or
replace them with native counterparts. While these efforts were not always successful,
they negatively affected the loanwords’ chances of survival in the language by limiting
their exposure to the public.

Often as a result of lexical competition, one word emerges as the most popular,
and the other either fades away as an archaism or remains used in a narrow or restricted
meaning. By analyzing the frequency with which loanwords and counterparts are used in
different contexts, we can determine their exact meanings and whether or not they are
different. This will later help us to determine the nature and the result of their lexical
competition.  Previous works have defined language contact (Thomason 2001),

chronicled the use of English loanwords in Russia (Comrie 1996), used grammatical form



frequencies to compare the meanings of Russian synonyms (Solovyev, Janda
forthcoming), and analyzed the linguistic nature of adjectives (Featherstone 1994). I will
draw upon all of these works to prepare the background information and method for my

analysis of English loanword use in modern Russian language.

Language Contact

Language contact occurs when the speakers of two languages interact. It has
always occurred throughout history and it would be difficult to find a language whose
speakers have avoided contact with other languages for a significant period of time.
Face-to-face interaction between speakers is not always necessary for language contact to
occur. English is the modern lingua franca, and it often impacts languages without
physical contact between speakers ever taking place. Much like “learned contact”
between Latin and other languages of the Middle Ages, English impacts other modern
languages through its use in science, business, education and diplomacy. When flying to
international destinations, reading an article about a new scientific discovery or simply
searching the Internet to preview the latest blockbuster film, there is a very good chance
of being exposed to English without necessarily seeing a native speaker (Thomason
2001:10).

Those engaging in “learned contact” do not always consider it to be a conflict of
languages or cultures. This was the case with the elite upper class in 19th-century Russia
who freely chose to speak French. The chances of serious language erosion, language
shift or language death during “learned contact” are very small. In most cases, only the

borrowing of words or simple structures takes place. But even when the existence of the



target language is not threatened, there can be negative attitudes towards the use of the
source language and words borrowed from it. In such cases governments often adopt
regulatory language policies that limit the use of foreign borrowings in the standard and
literary language. Such is the case in France, where the French Language Academy
approves new words, decides which structures are parts of the standard grammar, and
attempts to keep French free of English borrowings, usually by replacing them with
native counterparts (Thomason 2001:35,41).

The extent of borrowing depends, among other things, on the intensity of
language contact. Usually words are borrowed first, then structure and grammar. Even
people who are not fluent in a foreign language can borrow a word from it, especially if
the loanword is simpler than its native counterpart word or phrase, or if it is more
appropriate to use because of stylistic reasons. Fluency in the source language becomes
more relevant when borrowing structural elements. Non-basic vocabulary, such as terms
related to business, technology and culture are often the easiest to borrow and integrate
into the target language. Next are stress placement and word order. Inflectional
morphology is less likely to be borrowed, because it would have to be worked into an

existing self-contained and highly organized system (Thomason 2001:64-69).

Thomason represents the intensity of language contact using the following scale:
1. Casual contact (borrowers need not be fluent in the source language and/or few
bilinguals among borrowing-language speakers)
2. Slightly more intense contact (borrowers must be reasonably fluent bilinguals, but

they are probably a minority among target-language speakers)
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3. More intense contact (more bilinguals, attitudes and other social factors favoring
borrowing)
4. Intense contact (very extensive bilingualism among target-language speakers,

social factors strongly favoring borrowing)

We can see that intensity of language contact can vary, but for the purposes of English-
Russian language contact as addressed in this thesis, we will need to consider only the
two least intense variants (Thomason 2001:70):
I. Casual contact
e borrowers need not be fluent in the source language
e there are few bilinguals among target-language speakers
¢ only non-basic vocabulary is borrowed
e lexicon borrowed usually includes content words, most often nouns, but also
verbs, adjectives, and adverbs
¢ 1o structure is borrowed
2. Slightly more intense contact
e borrowers must be reasonably fluent bilinguals, probably a minority among
borrowing-language speakers,
e lexicon borrowed includes function words (e.g. conjunctions and adverbial
particles like then) as well as content words and other non-basic vocabulary
e minor structural borrowing, with no introduction of features that would alter
the types of structures found in the target language

e phonological features such as new phonemes, but for loanwords only

11



e syntactic features such as new functions or functional restrictions for
previously existing syntactic structures, or increased usage of previously

existing syntactic structures, or increased usage of previously rare word orders

Even at higher levels of language contact, some words or language elements
remain unlikely to be borrowed. Words and concepts that are already present in a
language are less likely to be replaced by foreign borrowings because there is no need for
them. The word telephone, for example, is much more likely to be borrowed than walk,
or mother. That is, non-basic vocabulary is the first to be borrowed and basic vocabulary
comes later, if at all. Words for cultural items that are not present in the target culture are
also easy to borrow. For example when the Russians explored along the coast of northern
California, they introduced to the Native American speakers of Pomo the following items
and the words representing them: cat, spoon, sack, wheat, mustard, milk, coffee, tea,
dishes, apple, socks, letter, and book. Because these concepts and words were not
present in the Pomo culture, it was easy to borrow them (Thomason 2001:72-73).

A significant amount of borrowing over time can eventually lead to change in the
target language. In addition to changes in lexicon, the target language can also undergo
changes in pronunciation rules or word order. It is difficult to predict exactly how
language change will take place, because speakers’ attitudes are powerful forces that can
produce unexpected results. The social factors that control these attitudes are difficult to
determine, and there is little in the way of constraints that rule out or predict language

change and lexical borrowings (Thomason 2001:72-78).
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This thesis will deal only with a subset of language change: lexical additions and
replacements. It will examine the introduction of borrowed words for borrowed
concepts, as well as the replacement of native words by new loanwords. This thesis will
also examine how the new word and the old word compete for the same meaning and
analyze the influences that lead to one word being preferred over another. There are
many mechanisms for contact-induced change, but only the following is most relevant to
this thesis: deliberate change. Deliberate decision can be used by speakers to change any
aspect of a language, but the most common change is the adoption of loanwords

(Thomason 2001:134-149).

English Loanwords in Russian

The intensity of language contact between Russian and English and the rate of
borrowings has varied over time, with English only relatively recently becoming the
preferred source language for foreign borrowings. The first significant contact between
Russians and English speakers occurred in the middle of the 16™ century, when King
Edward VI sent an envoy to Czar Ivan IV the Terrible to open new markets for British
merchandise.

Thereafter, British and Russian merchants began incorporating the first English
loanwords into Russian: words that usually were not already present, such as mister,
alderman, and earl. Although a few Russians visited Britain, more British subjects
visited Russia, usually after being invited by the government. British professionals,

doctors, pharmacists, artisans and officers began working in Russia and in exchange, a
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small number of Russians were sent abroad to be trained as translators and interpreters
(Proshina 2005:439).

In 1649 relations deteriorated and British merchants were deported or restricted to
the north, as Russia feared subordination by Britain. But Peter the Great later
reinvigorated the relations between the two countries. After he visited Britain from 1697-
8, he appointed British engineers, mathematicians and ship builders to Russian offices
and departments. He also promoted the field of translation, believing that a translator
should learn a craft or science and a scientist or craftsman should learn a language.
During Peter’s rule loanwords were considered necessary, and the attitude towards them
was quite positive, since it was natural to name foreign concepts using foreign terms.
During Peter’s reign approximately 150 English words were added to the Russian
lexicon, for the most part terms related to navigation, titles, religion and some words
pertaining to daily life and culture (Proshina 2005:440).

During the second half of the eighteenth century the number of English words
added to the Russian language increased, as Russian government and high-ranking
nobility became more Anglophilic. Catherine the Great favored English culture and
promoted translation of its literature into Russian by establishing a translator’s society.
But the majority of books, particularly fiction, were first translated from English to
French or German and only then into Russian. In the 1770s, visiting actors performed
English language plays in the English theater, and translations of English literature,
especially Shakespeare, were abundant. Many technical inventions of that time
facilitated even more English borrowings. The first official Russian-American contact

occurred in the late 18" century, when the president of the Russian Academy of Science
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met with Benjamin Franklin in Washington. John Quincy Adams became the first US
ambassador to Russia and became a close friend of Emperor Alexander. In the early 19™
century American merchants and manufacturers began establishing themselves in St.
Petersburg (Proshina 2005:440-441).

In the 19" century, English language, literature and culture were second in
popularity to French, but that slowly began to change. Originally, French was the
language of the educated classes and the nobility, and many writers, like Pushkin and
Tolstoy, were bilingual. But by the end of the 19" century, education became available
to other classes and the proportion of French speakers decreased as did the familiarity
with French borrowings. At that time English borrowings were still only a small
percentage of the total foreign borrowings into Russian. The first Russian dictionary of
foreign words from 1803 listed 120 words of English origin, mostly related to money,
measures, dishes, drinks, card games, titles, parties, clothing and dress names. By 1866,
another dictionary listed 300 words of English origin, comprising 15% of all loan words.
During the 1860s and 70s English-Russian contact weakened as language purism became
popular and the attitudes of the pre-revolutionary society towards foreign borrowings
became more hostile (Comrie 1996:188) and (Proshina 2005:441-442).

Technological developments at the beginning of the 20" century led to increased
borrowings from German and English. English became fashionable, and many new
words entered the Russian language: xonauuts ‘take a photo’, punem ‘film’, mxa3 ‘jazz’,
6oiikor ‘boycott’, and Tennuc ‘tennis’. German was popular because of its use among
Marxists, and remained popular until World War I. But the movement to replace foreign

words with Russian counterparts was still present, and succeeded even in technological
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fields like aviation: aBuaTop became (>) néruuk ‘pilot’, asporian > camonér ‘airplane’.
During WWI the rate of borrowing from German dropped, and while some Russian
replacements were successful: canaropuym > 3apaBHuUIAa ‘sanatorium’, Qenpamep >
nekapckuit momomHuk ‘medical assistant’, and IlerepOypr > Iletporpan ‘Petersburg’,
many others were not: Oyrepbpon > xne6 ¢ mancom ‘sandwich’ and mnar3kapt >
cnaibHOEe MecTo ‘place in a sleeping car’ (Comrie 1996:189-191).

After the 1917 revolution, those who rose to positions of prestige and power were
able to assert the acceptability of many features of their own speech and reject features of
the old norms. What was colloquial became stylistically neutral, and what was non-
standard became colloquially standard. This resulted in the belief in some emigrant
circles that the Revolution distorted the Russian language. After 1917, the old regime
disappeared along with its words. So-called uctopusmsr ‘historisms’ became less
frequently used, until they disappeared: Jyma ‘council’, rybGeprarop ‘governor’,
ex3ekyrop ‘seneschal’, dpeitnuaa ‘maid of honor’, mommmeiickuii ‘policeman’,
ryBEepHaHTKa ‘governess’, arTecrarT ‘certificate’, anBokar ‘attorney’, mocon ‘ambassador*.
Some words, like mocoun, were later re-instated. Others were revived only in reference to
officials from other countries. Most recently, some words, like nyma and anBokar, were
revived after the fall of communism in 1991 (Comrie 1996:10,201-202,216).

Not long after the revolution, English became the largest single identifiable source
of loanwords, followed by the less prestigious German and French. As English became
more popular, foreign words were no longer mostly end-stressed like French words
(metpo ‘subway’, Gropo ‘office’, kuHo ‘cinema’), but they usually preserved the stress

from the original language. Some words even had different stress location and
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pronunciation at different times.  For example the pronunciation of William
Shakespeare’s first name in Russian changed from Bunbam to Bumbsam to Yunbsam
(Comrie 1996:226).

Borrowing slowed down during the turbulent first decade of Soviet power, since
previously borrowed words were still being assimilated into the language and other words
were borrowed internally, usually from the political discourse into everyday use. A 1923
survey showed that Red Army men, who were mainly peasants, were unfamiliar with
many foreign words like cuctema ‘system’, ympTUMaTym ‘ultimatum’, peryispHO
‘regularly’, uannmaruBa ‘initiative’, and memopanaym ‘memorandum’. To familiarize
the population with foreign words, it was suggested that they should be used along with
Russian counterparts. It was believed that the language of the press should be closer to
the colloquial language, as shown by newspaper excerpts from Pravda, 29 May 1924:
Ora momudpukanms, 3TO W3MEHeHHWe TakTukw... ‘This modification, this change of

b

tactics...” and Izvestiya Ne 295, 1924: Ctumyn (noOyxneHue) K 6ops0Oe... ‘Stimulus
(inducement) to struggle...” Between the late 1920s and the early 1930s the situation
improved, and rural people were using loanwords that “formerly would have sounded
very unusual in the mouth of a peasant”. Loan words were no longer limited to the urban
areas, but were spread by agitation, propaganda, and the Red Army (Comrie
1996:193,197).

During the 1930s, rapid industrialization caused further increase in borrowed
words of British and American origin, as did the anti-Nazi alliance during World War II.

During this time, the attitude towards the German language was understandably negative

and German words were often used in negative contexts, like 6munkpur ‘blitzkrieg’ and
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nonumaii ‘member of local population in occupied areas who is serving the German
police’. This anti-German sentiment also led to the elimination of German military terms
that dealt with ranks. Even well-established borrowings like conmat ‘soldier’ and matpoc
‘sailor’, were temporarily replaced by kpacnoapmeern ‘red army man’ and xkpacHodorery
‘red navy man’. The word odunep ‘officer’, was replaced by xpacusiit komaugup ‘red
commander’, cepxaHT ‘sergeant’ was replaced by komanmup otraeneHus ‘section
commander’, and so on. But many of these changes did not last long. By the 1940s,
many borrowings were re-introduced, along with English-based rankings wmapiman
‘marshal’, monkoBHuK ‘colonel’, renepanm ‘general’, and even reHepamuccUmMyc
‘generalissimo’, reserved specifically for Stalin (Proshina 2005:442) and (Comrie
1996:222).

The reluctance to borrow foreign words remained strong after the war, during the
so-called Struggle against Cosmopolitanism. Once again there were efforts to restrain
borrowing and purify the language by rejecting existing loan words:

@panmysckue O0ynku ‘French rolls” became (>) ropoackue Oynku ‘town rolls’,
AmMepukaHcKui opex ‘American nuts’ > 10kHbIM opex ‘southern nuts’, OpayHmBeirckas
konbaca ‘Braunschweig wurst’” > MockoBckas kombaca ‘Moscow wurst’, IyKaTbl
‘candied fruit’ > kueBckas cmech ‘Kiev assortment’. Only some of these replacements,
like MmockoBckast konbaca ‘Moscow wurst’, were successful. The Cold War resulted in
increasing hostility towards the US and a more negative attitude toward English
borrowings, as even popular non-fiction used Americanisms in a mostly negative light.
Many terms related to sports and technology were replaced: Taiim > nosnosuna urps! ‘half

time’ and ronmkumep > Bparapp ‘goalkeeper’. But some new borrowings did appear:
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aeprus ‘allergy’, Goiinep ‘boiler’ and oduc ‘office’ (Proshina 2005:442) and (Comrie
1996:209-210).

After Stalin’s death, relations with the outside world were relaxed as tourism and
cultural and scientific contact became possible. Russians increased their exposure to
foreign words and way of life, and the rate of borrowing again peaked in the 1960s.
Some new words included: akBamanr ‘aqualung’, moptsl ‘shorts’, 6apmen ‘barman’,
nu3aitaep ‘designer’ and kommbioTep ‘computer’. During this time there was a shift from
transliteration of borrowed words to more practical transcription. Adaptation of foreign
words into new nativized formations took place: anonummmk (‘writer of anonymous
letters’, from anoHuMHEIH ‘anonymous’ and the Russian suffix —muk, denoting a person),
6e3xomripomuccHocth  (‘quality of being uncompromising’, from Kommpomucc
‘compromise’ and komrnpoMuccHbIi ‘compromising’, the prefix 6e3- meaning ‘without’
and the suffix —octb, used for abstract nouns). During this time, lexical purism was no
longer a significant issue in Soviet language planning. During the Thaw of the 1960s,
new words were borrowed through mass media, pop culture, science and literary
translation. By the middle of the 20™ century, the lexicon contained 2000 English words
(Comrie 1996:210-211) and (Proshina 2005:442).

From the 1970s to the mid-1980s the rate of borrowings decreased because the
language was still saturated with borrowings from the 1960s and because after the end of
Khrushchev’s Thaw, the perception of loanwords once again became more negative.
During this time, the excessive use of foreign words could have been adopted as a sign of
dissent, much like in student slang. Some loanwords from this period include:

uMnuuMeHT ‘impeachment’, ncrebnumment ‘establishment’ and koHceHncyc ‘consensus’.
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Interest in English as a source of borrowings continued, as earlier borrowings gained new
meanings: 6ank ‘financial bank’ > ‘database’. New words and calques of words as well
as word combinations entered the language: mo3roBast araka ‘brain storm’ and ¢aktopsr
pucka ‘risk factors’. Another source of foreign words was the translation of acronyms:
HJIO (umeomosnannbiii neratommii  00bekT) - ‘UFO’ and CIIMJ] (curzpom
npuobpereHHoro UMMyHHOTO aedunuta) - ‘AIDS’. The nativized use of foreign affixes
like —npom, —Teka, —BU30p, —TpoH, —MOOMIIL, and —abenb increased. New words formed
with these suffixes were no longer confined to specialized vocabulary: BemomoOuIBb
‘pedal car’ and coGakompom ‘dog track’. Some new stump compounds were even
created: yauBepcam and yHuBepmar ‘supermarket’. Most recently, the suffix -unr ‘-ing’
has been undergoing integration with Russian stems: moroBop cemunra ‘selling
agreement’, much in the same way as the suffix —u3m ‘-ism’ integrated into the language
earlier: ankoronusMm ‘alcoholism’ (Comrie 1996:213-215, 312).

Seven decades of Soviet establishment promoted a standard language within a
static and conservative system (standard grammar, censorship, and a standardized
educational reading list). Despite the fact that the standard language was excessively
based on a bureaucratic style and lagged behind the developments in the spoken
language, an underlying desire to speak the educated or literary standard prevailed.
Russian and foreign words were used concurrently, but could easily vary in
appropriateness across different registers and styles. Non-standard speech was always
present in Russian, usually the result of geographical dialects and the use of the
vernacular or prostorechie. Well-educated speakers used standard language in all

situations, but could switch between registers and use the non-standard forms to show
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solidarity with certain social groups, for example. The speakers of prostorechie, however
were limited to using one register. Upward social mobility in the Soviet Union created
speakers of Russian who were trying to transition from the stigmatized and less
prestigious non-standard or regional varieties to the standard language. During both the
beginning and the decline of the Soviet Union, the higher artistic and bureaucratic styles
were influenced by the lower colloquial ones, with the help of rapid developments in
journalism and mass media. The need to reach ordinary people led to the inclusion of
colloquialisms in the standard language. In the past, the divergence from the standard
language could have been seen as a mark of social status (such as pronouncing loanwords
as they are pronounced in the source language), but the universalization and
standardization of education introduced and solidified a standard language among the
masses (Comrie 1996:6, 10-11, 25-27).

At the end of Cold War only one superpower remained, English was the
international language, and American culture, entertainment and corporations were
proliferating all over the world. The development of the Internet united people, brought
them into contact with English, and induced them to borrow more English words. In
present-day Russia, there are two tendencies in the evolution of the lexicon. As a
reaction to the fall of Communism, the language is being purged of words associated with
the Soviet period and ideology. A campaign took place to restore pre-revolutionary place
names and replace ideologically marked words such as ToBapum ‘comrade’ > rocnonux
‘mister’, otmen ‘section’ > npemapramenT ‘department’ and poxmna ‘motherland’ >
oreuectBo ‘fatherland’. Calques from English can frequently be heard on TV: GynsTe c

Hamu ‘stay with us’. The number of borrowings may seem threatening, since Russian is
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being flooded with English loanwords, like: wuHBecTunus ‘investment’ and
IKCKIIIO3UBHBIN  ‘exclusive’, even when there are Russian counterparts:
KalmuTaaoBlOKeHUs and MCKITIOYUTENBHEIN, respectively. But this is only a temporary
trend and the current fascination with English might recede just as the use of French
loanwords did after the 1917 Revolution and the use of German after World War II did
(Proshina 2005:442) and (Comrie 1996:313-314).

Russia, unlike France for example, has no significant government resistance to the
adoption of foreign loanwords into the language. Russian youth slang is particularly
receptive, with 20% of slang words being of English origin. Equally receptive is the
language of technology, business and mass media. Some of the words recently borrowed
for business include: broker, dealer, distributor, and manager. This is mainly because
their Soviet-era counterparts like nupekrop ‘director’, nauanpauk ‘chief, director’ now
have negative ideological connotations. Other recent words are from the field of
technology and sports: display, file, interface, skateboard, freestyle and overtime. Even
some borrowings from other languages are being replaced by English counterparts:
aHUMaIMs > aHUMEHIIH ‘animation’, MakuspKk > Melkam ‘make-up’, Oyrepbpom >
ceamBuu ‘sandwich’ and mmarep > xut ‘hit’. Despite the popularity of English
loanwords, some Russian linguistic conservatives are once again voicing their negative

attitudes towards foreign loanwords (Proshina 2005:443).

Similar Works

My thesis states that English loanwords do not always have the same meaning as

the Russian counterparts they are trying to replace. [ examined works that study
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language contact and lexical replacement (Thomason 2001). I have also examined works
and articles which specifically chronicle the usage of English loanwords in the Russian
language (Comrie 1996), (Krongauz 2006), (Markova), (Nicholls 2004), (Romanov
2000) and (Shabad 2001). Although I have not come across any works which address all
of these issues combined, I have found at least two works that use the analysis of word
frequencies within large amounts of textual information in order to study language
(Solovyev and Janda forthcoming) and (Featherstone 1994).

One of these studies (Solovyev and Janda forthcoming) focuses on determining
the degree of semantic similarity of synonyms based on the similarity of their syntactic
properties. Although this study does not involve loanwords, it attempts to solve the same
problem that I am facing, that is how to determine whether or not apparent synonyms are
different and why. Solovyev does this by examining the lexical behavior of all the
synonyms, focusing on the frequency with which each synonym appears with a certain
preposition in a certain case. This is done by collecting data from the Russian National
Corpus and subjecting it to statistical analysis. The degree of similarity in lexical
behavior of various synonyms is used to determine the degree of similarity of synonyms.
This approach is objective, does not rely on intuition and the results are easily
quantifiable, given the electronic format and ease of searching the language corpus.

Though this approach uses word frequency analysis to show grammatical
similarities of synonyms, it does not do the same for their semantic similarity. For my
approach, I will analyze English loanwords and Russian counterparts, and focus on
comparison of their semantic contexts. To accomplish this, I will not only focus on the

quantitative characteristics of the words’ lexical properties, but also examine the
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qualitative characteristic of the words’ semantic context. See Table 4 and Error!
Reference source not found. in the appendix for the results of a re-creation of
Solovyev’s study of synonyms using my method. The results were achieved by
analyzing the frequency distribution of adjectives most frequently collocated with each of
the words in the synonym cluster for ‘sadness’: rpycTh, medanb, TOCKa, YHBIHHE,
Mmenanxonus, xannapa. By looking at the data, we see that the adjective frequently
collocated with all of the synonyms is rimyookuit ‘deep’. On the contrary, the adjective
cmeptHbIi ‘deadly, mortal’ is only collocated with the synonym tocka. Interestingly, this
adjective also has higher collocation frequency with Tocka than with any other adjective.
These kinds of interesting details only become noticeable as a result of a qualitative word
frequency analysis.

Adjectives that collocate with the loanwords can be divided into relational and
qualitative. Qualitative adjectives designate a trait or a quality characteristic of the noun
modified, i.e.: white house, bad driver. Relational adjectives designate a relationship
which characterizes the noun modified as being of, from or connected with something or
someone, i.e.: wooden house, French writer. In Russian, qualitative adjectives have short
forms and comparatives: Genee ‘whiter’. Same forms are not present for relational
adjectives, and even if created (mepeBsnHee ‘more wooden’), they can be used only
metaphorically. That is, something either is ‘wooden’ or it isn’t. We can describe
something as ‘more wooden’ only if we are making a metaphoric reference to stiff,
inflexible or ungraceful behavior, for example (Townsend 1975:209).

Qualitative adjectives can also build adverbs and abstract nouns: Oenm3Ha

‘whiteness’. Under some circumstances, relational adjectives may acquire qualitative
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meaning: cepaeuHas Oonie3nb ‘heart disease’ is relational, and cepaednblii YenmoBek
‘warmhearted person’ is qualitative. Few adjectives are purely relational or qualitative.
A relational adjective may acquire a secondary meaning primarily from context and then
function like a qualitative adjective. A relational adjective may acquire a secondary
meaning that is figurative or metaphoric, and thus a primarily relational adjective may
transform into parts of speech that are particular only to qualitative adjectives, as seen
above. The correlation between qualitative and relational adjectives can be represented by
a continuum. The distinction between qualitative and relational adjectives becomes
important during the analysis section of this thesis, as it is often the qualitative adjectives
that are more descriptive and better define the meaning of a noun (Townsend 1975:209)

and (Featherstone 1994:7, 66, 80).

Summary

The background material consulted for this thesis included linguistic works on
language contact, historical accounts of English loanwords in Russian, and previous
studies that focused on similar language topics and used similar research methods.
According to linguistic theory, loanwords can enter the target language as a result of even
the mildest of language contacts. For this to occur, it is only necessary that the speakers
of the target language be exposed to people, media or culture associated with the source
language. Loanwords can enter a language even through non-personal, removed or
learned contact, as was the case throughout Russia’s history. French, German and most
recently English, were all popular sources of lexical borrowings into Russian. English

became the most popular source after World War I, and has remained so until today.
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During this time the intensity of contact between Russian and English did not remain
constant, as world events, ideological revolutions and changes in Russia’s leadership
affected the exposure of Russian speakers to English. Over the course of a century a
large number of English loanwords have entered the language in many different areas of
use. As is often the case, they were related to new concepts that were also being
introduced into Russian society during that time. The most frequent lexical additions
occurred in reference to new concepts in business, industry, politics, art, fashion,
entertainment and technology. Not all of the loanwords that entered the Russian
language remained in use. Many loanwords already had Russian counterparts, or they
later developed them, often as a result of a government campaign to “purify” the Russian
language. Some loanwords were able to complete the lexical replacement of their native
counterparts, but others did not, and remained in use only with a fraction of their original
meaning or disappeared from the language completely. To study English loanwords in
the Russian language, it is important to understand the theory behind language contact, as
well as its history in Russia. To understand why lexical borrowings take place, it is
important to be able to compare the loanword with its native counterpart. One approach
is to collect word frequency data of the synonyms and compare their lexical properties in
order to determine the level of their similarity. While this is a useful approach, I believe
that focusing on analysis of the synonyms’ semantic properties can result in much more
interesting data. By understanding and comparing the meanings of loanwords and their
synonyms, we can better understand when and why each of them is used. To determine
the meaning of a word, we can examine the context that it appears in. The easiest way to

accomplish this for nouns is to determine which adjectives they are most frequently
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collocated with. Qualitative adjectives are usually more descriptive than their relational
counterparts and better characterize the noun that they collocate with, often giving the
noun positive or negative connotations. The application of language contact theory
provides for a better understanding of English lexical borrowings in Russian, and
frequency analysis of collocated adjectives provide a better understanding of loanword
meanings. The loanwords meanings can be compared with the meanings of their native
counterparts, and based on this comparison we can analyze the loanword-counterpart
relationship, better understand the nature of the lexical competition, and make educated

predictions about its outcome.
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METHODOLOGY

Overview

The main focus of this thesis is to study the use of English loanwords in the
Russian language. The method chosen to accomplish this task is content analysis,
because it is best suited for searching through large amounts of textual data and analyzing
word frequencies. This method becomes more efficient and fruitful when used with an
electronic source of data, such as the Russian National Corpus. This corpus contains
large amounts of electronic Russian texts that are searchable for single words, word
combinations and parts of speech. This chapter outlines the data collection and analysis

process and presents a pilot study that tests it.

Method

To accomplish the goals of this thesis it is be necessary to examine English
loanwords in the Russian language and determine how they differ from their native
counterparts. It is also necessary to track loanword use to determine how loanwords are
adopted into the language and how they compete with their native counterparts. The data
obtained should allow for predictions about which English loanwords will be more easily
adopted into the Russian language. The methodology best suited to these tasks is content

analysis (also called textual analysis) (Content Analysis 2007), with Russian National



Corpus or Ruscorpora (Natsional'nyj Korpus Russkogo Iazyka) as the main source of
data.

Content analysis or textual analysis is the standard methodology in the social
sciences for the study of communication and language. It is used to determine the
frequency of specific words within a text or set of texts. From the word frequencies,
meanings and relationships, researchers can make conclusions about the text, the writer,
the audience and even the culture of which this text was a part. Combined with the use of
computers, content analysis allows for speedy analysis of large amounts of text. While
methods in quantitative content analysis result in quantitative statistical data, qualitative
content analysis focuses more on intentionality and its implications. For effective content
analysis it is important for the textual information to be coded within a consistent
framework.

The uses of content analysis fall into three basic categories:

o make inferences about the antecedents of a communication
o describe and make inferences about the characteristics of a communication

o make inferences about the effects of a communication

I will use content analysis to describe characteristics of a communication as
contained in the Russian National Corpus. I will examine the loanwords within the
corpus and make inferences about trends in loanword use and loanword nativization in

the Russian language.
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Resources

The main source of data used in this thesis is the Russian National Corpus or
Ruscorpora. A language corpus is a collection of texts that represent a language at a
specific time or times. Ruscorpora contains texts of many genres, styles, and territorial
and social variants, dating from the early 19" century to early 21* century. The genres
represented include literary works, journalistic and educational writing, correspondence,
memoirs and diaries. Ruscorpora also includes texts of various literary styles and many
spoken, colloquial and regional dialects. There are several advantages to using a
language corpus as opposed to other sources of language content, such as spoken
language or Internet content. The corpus material has been produced by native speakers,
it has been checked for errors and does not contain any duplicates.

The Russian National Corpus was created by linguists specifically for the purpose
of language research. It is modeled after the British National Corpus (British National
Corpus 2007) and the Czech National Corpus (Czech National Corpus 2007).
Ruscorpora gives a good representation of the Russian language because it contains a
balanced selection of a variety of types of written and spoken texts: literary, artistic,
journalistic, educational, scientific, business, spoken and dialectical. These styles are all
contained in the corpus in approximate proportion to their prevalence in the language in a
specific period. Ruscorpora texts contain around 200 million words, enough to give an
accurate sample of the language.

Each text contained in the corpus has been grammatically marked, processed and
categorized for morphology. Some texts even have prosodic stress markings. The

availability of this information makes Ruscorpora very useful for the study of language
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and separates it from other available collections of texts, whose main goal is the
representation of the texts’ content. The compilers of the corpus did consider each text’s
entertainment, artistic or educational properties, but these were not the important reasons
for incorporating a text into the corpus. The main goal was to facilitate the study of the
language, lexicon and language change as it takes place over one or two centuries.

Computer technology allows for the high speed and efficiency of large-volume
searchers and statistical analysis of electronic texts within Ruscorpora. Although
Ruscorpora is most often used by researchers and linguists, even non-professionals can
use it to retrieve statistical data about a particular time period, author, grammatical
construction or lexical item. The corpus is also useful for educational purposes, because
it allows students to find examples of functional, everyday uses of any word
(Natsional'nyj Korpus Russkogo lazyka).

In order to reduce the complexity of analysis, I focused on loanword nouns from
English that entered the Russian language within approximately the last 50 years. To
maximize the data available for analysis, I chose loanwords that occur most frequently in
the Russian National Corpus. Some of these loanwords have been used in the Russian
language with increasing frequency for longer periods of time (OusHecmen
‘businessman’, amOurus ‘ambition’), and others have become very popular very recently
(menemxep ‘manager’, peiTuHr ‘rating’). I also chose words that represent people and
concepts that are not neutral, where there is a chance the word is used either in a positive
or negative connotation. This motivated the selection of words like kumnep ‘killer’ and
avoidance of words like npunTep ‘printer’. In my analysis I hope to show that English

loanwords and Russian counterparts often differ in meaning, and that sometimes we can
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make assumptions about their connotations and chances of survival based on the analysis

of their contexts.

Protocol

e use Russian dictionaries to find recent English loanword nouns
e determine the Russian counterpart or counterparts
e use the Russian National Corpus to determine the context of the loanwords:
o find adjectives that most frequently appear with the loanwords
o find adjectives that most frequently appear with the Russian counterparts
e determine the frequency of each adjective with each loanword and each Russian
counterpart
e determine the Relational / Qualitative properties of the adjectives
e organize the adjectives according to their meaning
e create graphs to visually compare the loanword/counterpart adjective frequencies
e analyze the semantic context of the loanword and the counterpart(s)
e determine the overlap in meaning of the loanword and the counterpart(s)
e determine whether or not semantic narrowing has taken place
e based on the nature of the overlap in meaning and the presence or absence of
semantic narrowing, determine whether or not the English loanword has an

advantage in lexical competition with its Russian counterpart(s)
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Pilot study

Before attempting a full scale data collection and analysis, I conducted a pilot
study to test my methodology. As a part of my pilot study, I found the word xkunep
‘hired professional killer’ in several dictionaries. Then I found the Russian counterpart:
yowmiiiia ‘killer’. I then searched the Russian National Corpus and found that the most
common adjectives associated with kwinep were HaemHblii ‘hired’ (4.72%),
npenmnonaraembiit ‘supposed’ (3.15%) and nmpodeccuonanbhblii ‘professional’ (8.66%). 1
then searched for the frequency of occurrence of each of these adjectives with the
Russian counterpart word yowuiinia: Haemusiii ‘hired’ (17%), npeanonaraemslii ‘supposed’
(1.86%) and npodeccuonanphusbiii ‘professional’ (3.57%). During the data collection I
found two additional adjectives that also frequently modify the Russian counterpart word
youiina ‘killer’: cepuiinbiii ‘serial’ (4.86%) and xmamHOoKpoBHBIM ‘cold-blooded’
(1.57%). I then searched one more time for the occurrences of these two adjectives with
the English loanword xumnep: cepuiinbii ‘serial’ (0%) and xmagHokpoBHBINH ‘cold-

blooded’ (0.79%). The result of the data collection is summarized in Table 1 and 2.

Kunnep TOTALS
All 340
Adj. 127

COUNT %
[Npennonaraembin 4 3.15%
HaeMHbIN 6 4.72%
[NpodeccnoHanbHbIN 11 8.66%
XnagHOKPOBHbIN 1 0.79%
CepuiiHbin 0 0.00%

Table 1 — Sample Loanword
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Y6uiua TOTALS

All 3000
Adj. 700

COUNT %
[Mpegnonaraemsbli 13 1.86%
HaeMHbIN 119  17.00%
[NpodeccnoHanbHbIN 25 3.57%
XnagHOKPOBHbI 11 1.57%
CepuiHbIi 34 4.86%

Table 2 — Sample Counterpart

I repeated this process for two more loanwords Ousznecmen ‘businessman’ and
6occ ‘boss’ and their Russian counterparts mnpennpuHumarenb and HayaabHUK,
respectively.

I then analyzed the data, and came to the conclusion that the loanword kumnep,
for example, is never found with the adjective cepuitnbiii ‘serial’. This shows that the
loanword and the counterpart are not exactly the same words, because they have different
profiles of use, and because their meanings do not completely overlap. In this case, the
original loanword meaning ‘killer’ appears to have undergone semantic narrowing to the
meaning ‘hired killer’ or ‘assassin’. Because the loanword and the counterpart meanings
are different (albeit not significantly), they are not competing for the same lexical slot in
the Russian language. Therefore, as the English loanword enters the Russian language, it
does so more as a lexical addition, rather than the lexical replacement of the Russian
counterpart. And because lexical addition is more likely to succeed than lexical
replacement, the loanword xumnep has an advantage in lexical competition with the

Russian counterpart and is more likely to remain in the language (Thomason 2001:88).
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Summary

The pilot study confirmed that the selected method, resources and protocol could
successfully accomplish the goals of this thesis. Content analysis is well suited to study
English loanwords in the Russian language. It is a proven social science method of
studying communication content, and has been successfully used in the past to study
similar topics, such as Russian synonyms and Russian and Czech relational and
qualitative adjectives (Solovyev and Janda, forthcoming). The data collected using this
method in the pilot study revealed the semantic contexts of the loanwords and their
counterparts and allowed for easy comparison and analysis of any differences in
meaning. One limitation encountered is related to advanced searches for combinations of
multiple words within Ruscorpora. To achieve consistent results during analysis, it is
preferable to search for the occurrences of single words. Searches for pairs of words or
phrases are more complicated, because the system often returns false positives when
trying to match all the forms of the words contained in the phrase. For this reason it is
preferable to find loanword counterparts that are single words, even if two words or a
phrase would sometimes be more descriptive. This is why, for example, I chose the word
camoirrobme ‘ambition, self-esteem’ as the counterpart for amOumms, and not the more
descriptive oboctpenHoe camomobue ‘keen ambition’. The decision to use single word
counterparts for loanwords keeps the searches of Ruscorpora consistent and manageable,

especially with the added complexity of collocated adjectives.
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The method chosen will facilitate the achievement of the goals of this thesis: to
determine if the loanwords differ from their counterparts, and if they have an advantage

in the lexical competition for the chance to remain in the Russian language.
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DATA ANALYSIS

Overview

This chapter presents the data collected and uses graphs to highlight the properties
that will be important for the analysis. Each English loanword and its Russian
counterpart(s) is analyzed within the context of the adjectives that they most frequently
collocate with. The data collected from the Russian National Corpus shows which
adjectives appear with each noun, and how many times each adjective-noun combination
occurs. The frequencies of the most prevalent adjective-noun combinations, or semantic
contexts, are shown for each English loanword and its Russian counterpart. This data is
collected in a table and displayed in a graph, so that the semantic contexts of loanwords
and counterparts are easy to compare.

Each loanword-counterpart(s) group is analyzed, with attention paid to adjectives
that frequently collocate with the loanword but not the counterparts, or the converse.
Such adjectives are grouped and analyzed according to their meaning, their qualitative or
relational nature, and their emotional connotation. Then, depending on the presence or
absence of such adjectives, the degree of overlap in meaning between the loanword and
the counterpart is determined. For example, if both the loanword and the counterpart are
frequently found in the same semantic context (the same group of adjectives), then their
overlap in meaning is nearly complete (Figure 1a). On the contrary, if the loanword is

frequently found with adjectives that are not found with the counterparts (Figure 1b), or



the loanword is found only with a subset of the counterpart’s adjectives (Figure 1c), then

their overlap in meaning is not complete.

O — loanword O —counterpart A, B, C... D —adjectives

Figure 1 — Meaning overlap of Loanwords and Counterparts

If we further analyze any outlying adjectives (B, F,G and H in Figure 1b, and A
and D in Figure 1c) and we find that they all have related meanings (political for
example) then we can say that the loanword in question has acquired a niche meaning. If
this niche meaning is a part of the original loanword meaning, then this is evidence that
semantic concretization or semantic narrowing has taken place. This process is
completed for each loanword-counterpart(s) group, and based on the analysis of their
semantic context and the degree of overlap in meaning a prediction is made whether or
not the loanword has an increased chance of survival in the lexical competition with its
counterpart. Usually, if the loanword does not fully overlap in meaning with its

counterpart or has undergone semantic concretization, then its chances in lexical
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competition are much better, because it is not competing for the exactly same lexical slot

as its counterpart (Thomason 2001:88-89).

Data

There is no simple and objective way to determine synonyms in a language, even
when there are no loanwords involved. Looking in dictionaries for synonyms sometimes
leads to inconsistent results, as each dictionary can list a slightly different definition. I
have therefore used a collection of both printed and online dictionaries to select the best
Russian counterparts for the loanwords to use in my analysis (Ozhegov 2005), (Romanov
2000), (Semeneva 2003), (Val'ter 2004) and (Free Russian - English Dictionary and
English to Russian Online Translation). The English loanwords and their Russian
counterparts that were selected from the Russian National Corpus for the purpose of this
analysis are located in Table 3. Detailed statistical data for each or these words as can be

found in Table 5 of the Appendix.
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Loanword

Knnnep
killer

Bocc
boss; master

MeHepxep
manager

BunsHecmeH
businessman

BunsHec
business

KoHceHcyc
consensus

KoHd poHTauus
confrontation

AmMbuuunsa
ambition

Cnukep

speaker, chairman

PenTtuHr
rating

MpedepeHuuns
preference

Equivalent

Younuya
killer; murderer; assasin

HavyanbHuk
boss; chief;, commander; director

Oupektop
manager; director
YnpaBneHey
manager; senior manager; executive

MpeanpuHumaTtensb
businessman; entrepreneur

MpeanpMHUMaTENbCTBO
business; enterprise

Cornacue
consensus; consent; agreement

MpoTnBoCTOAHUE

confrontation; opposition; resistance
CtonkHOBeHUE

confrontation; conflict; encounter

Camonwbune

ambition; self-esteem
CTtpemneHune

ambition; aspiration

Mpencepartens
speaker; chairman
MpepctaButenb
speaker; spokesman; representative

OueHka
rating; estimate; evaluation

MpeagnouyTteHune
preference
Mpevmyuw ecTtso
preference; privilege; advantage

Table 3 — Selected Loanwords and Counterparts
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Assumptions

English loanwords are continuing to enter the Russian language at an increasing
rate. Sometimes Soviet-era words are replaced, even when the objects or concepts they
refer to remain essentially the same. In other cases new cultural concepts are introduced
into society along with new loanwords to describe them. Sometimes new English
loanwords that are introduced into the Russian language have to compete with already
existing Russian counterparts. If semantic concretization or semantic narrowing of the
original loanword meaning occurs, then there is a greater chance that the loanword will

be assimilated and be used concurrently with its counterpart, usually in a niche meaning.
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Analysis

Killer: (Kunnep, Youuiya)

@ Kwnnep
m Youiua

18.00% —
16.00%
14.00%
12.00%
10.00% —
8.00%
6.00% -
4.00%
2.00%
0.00%

Yowiaya

Funnep

Figure 2 — Killer

According to the data collected, the most frequent adjectives occurring with the
loanword kumtep include the relational adjectives maemnsiii ‘hired’, mpenmonaraemplii
‘alleged’ and mpodeccuonanpusbiii ‘professional’. The Russian counterpart of yowuiina is
also found with additional relational adjectives including cepwmitabiii ‘serial’ and
xnamHokpoBHEIN ‘cold-blooded’. Because the English loanword does not appear with the
adjective cepuiinblii, it has narrower uses than the Russian counterpart. It is apparent

from the data that the loanword xumnep is usually used when referring to hired,
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professional killers, such as hitmen and assassins. In contrast, other types of killers and
murderers, such as serial killers, are not described by the English loanword. The Russian
counterpart is used instead. It can therefore be assumed that the adopted meaning of
kusuiep is the result of semantic narrowing of the original meaning of English loanword.
The new meaning could be related to historically recent concepts from the world of
organized crime, such as murderers-for-hire and professional killers, for which there were
no established Russian counterparts. It is therefore possible that this English loanword
took on a meaning that would otherwise have to be communicated by a phrase. Because
of these circumstances, kumnep has an increased possibility of remaining within the

Russian language, albeit in its narrowed meaning.
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Boss: (bocc, Hauanvnux)
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The most relevant relational adjectives associated with the English loanword 6occ
are: maptuiiHbId ‘(political) party’ mpodcoro3nbrii ‘(trade) union’ and moaUTHYECKHIA
‘political’.  Of these adjectives the only one found with the Russian counterpart
HavanbHUK With significant frequency is maptuiineii . The qualitative adjective 6ombioit
‘large’ and relational adjective HOBBIIT ‘new’ are present with both the Russian loanword
and the English counterpart. By looking at adjectives that appear with the English
loanword and the Russian counterpart, we can conclude that these words have a
significant overlap in meaning, but nevertheless there are areas where the loanword is
much more likely to be used. Like xkummnep, the loanword 6occ has undergone semantic

concretization and is much more likely to be used when referring to a leader in the field

@ Bocc
B HauaneHuk

Figure 3 — Boss
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of politics or political parties and other representative institutions. In these same areas,
the Russian counterpart is used with significantly less frequency, perhaps as a result of an
intentional break with Soviet-era political vocabulary. This apparent ideological
advantage gives the English loanword a good chance to successfully compete and survive

in the Russian language.

Manager: (Meneoicep, upexmop, Ynpaseieney)
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Figure 4 — Manager
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The usage of menemxep ‘manager’ and its Russian counterparts is similar in
concept to the usage of 6occ above. Much like 6occ, menemxep is a post-Soviet loanword
that is attempting to replace its Soviet-era Russian counterpart aupextop ‘director,
manager’. After examining the adjectives associated with the loanword, we see that
reHepaibHbIi ‘general’ appears by far the most frequently. Given such high frequency,
we can conclude that renepanbubiii MeHemkep ‘general manager’ is a fixed expression
that represents the title of a position. This is further supported by the fact that the most
frequent adjective associated with mupekrop is also renepanbubiii. There is some
evidence that these words are perhaps not the best synonyms, for example the absence of
the relative adjective ucnonautenpHbI ‘executive’ with meHemkep. But then perhaps
WCTIOJHUTENbHBIA AupekTop is a fixed phrase that is not formed with menemxep.

Even in post-Soviet data the relational adjective coBetckuii ‘Soviet” appears with
both nupekrop and ynpasiener, but not with the loanword menemxep. This suggests that
even the present-day usage of mupektop could describe an executive or managerial
position in an organization that has not changed much from Soviet times. In contrast,
coBetrckuil is not used with menemxep, and so it is more likely that this word describes a
position that is progressive and does not reflect the Soviet past. Nevertheless, the overlap
in meanings is significant and there appears to be little semantic concretization, as there
are only minor differences in the collocation of adjectives between the loanword and its
counterparts. The only distinction of menemxep seems to be that it has no apparent

Soviet associations.
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Businessman: (busnecmen, Ilpeonpunumamens)
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Figure 5 — Businessman

The word 6u3necmen ‘businessman’, much like 6occ, was used even during the
Soviet times, though usually only with the negative ideological connotation of the
capitalist world. The Russian counterpart mpennpuHuMarens ‘entrepreneur’ entered
mainstream use around the time of perestroika and began fully competing with
ousHecmeH after the fall of the Soviet Union. The distribution of adjectives collocated
with mpennpunumarens is partially similar to that of Ousnecmen, with the most
significant exceptions being the qualitative adjective kpymubrii ‘large’ and relational

adjective yacTHbIN ‘private’.
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The adjective kpymHbii is much more common with Ou3zHecmen than with
npeanpuHuMarens, signaling that the loanword is more likely to describe large-scale or
successful entrepreneurs. The qualitative adjective mpeycneBatomnuii ‘successful’ follows
a similar trend supporting this inference. The adjective uacTnbIil ‘private’ is the adjective
most frequently collocated with npennpunumarens, but it never appears with OuzHecmeH.
One possible explanation for this is that the phrase yactnblif npennpunumarens is related
to a 9yacTHOe MpeaNpUHUMATENLCTBO ‘private enterprise’ which is an alternative to
roCy/IapCTBEHHOE NpPEANPHHUMATEILCTBO ‘government enterprise’. And Ou3HecMeH is
related to 6usnec ‘business’, which is by definition private or gactHslIii, because it has no

established government counterpart.

Business: (busnec, I[Ipeonpunumamenscmeo)
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Figure 6 — Business

48



The Ouznec / mpeanpuHuMarenbcTBO pair has similar characteristics to the
O6usHecMmeH / mpeanpuHuMarensd pair above. The qualitative adjectives such as manbrii
‘small’ and cpemnuit ‘medium’ are used with both mpennpuauMarenscTBO ‘enterprise’
and OusHec ‘business, enterprise’. There is almost no use of qualitative kpynnsrii ‘large’
with npennpuaumarenscTBo, presumably because all of the private enterprises during the
Soviet times were either of small or medium sizes.

One notable collocation is the use of the relational adjective uactuslii with both
npennpuHUMaTenscTBO and 6usHec. In the Ousnec / mpennpunumarens pair discussed
previously, this adjective was only was associated only with mpennpunuMatens.
Although vactHblit Ou3Hec ‘private business’ does occur, the overall frequency is still
quite low, suggesting that much like wacTHbIii Ou3HecmeH, the dacTHBIA ‘private’
property of 6usaec would usually be implied. More interesting is the prevalence of the
relational adjectives kpuMuHanpHbIN ‘criminal’, TeHeBo# ‘shady’, neranpnsrii ‘legal’ with
6usnec and their nearly complete absence with npenqnpunumarensctBo. From the data it
is apparent that Gu3nec is quite a popular loanword, whose meaning not only overlaps
with the ‘legal’ meanings of the Russian counterpart, but it is also used in ‘less than

legal’ contexts such as kpumuHaIbHBIN and TEHEBOA.
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Consensus: (Koncencyc, Coenacue)
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Figure 7 — Consensus

This loanword entered mainstream use in Russian language during perestroika,
when it was used by Mikhail Gorbachev. The Russian counterpart, whose meaning
overlaps a little with that of koHceHcyc, is cormacue ‘consent, consensus’. The English
loanword, although it has the same general meaning of ‘understanding, agreement’, is
used in official and bureaucratic styles, with relational adjectives that describe society
(oOmmeHanMoHaNBHBINA, OOIIECTBEHHBIN), national politics (HamwoHanmbHBIN) and
international relations (MmexxmyHaponnsbiii). The Russian counterpart word is generally
absent in this area of meanings, and has the more basic, everyday collocations with:
MoOYanuBbI  ‘silent’, TMCBMEHHBIM ‘written’, NpUHOMMUATBHBIN ‘principal’, and

no0poBosibHBIN ‘voluntary’. Because koHceHcyc has secured a niche in the meaning areas
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where the Russian counterparts are rarely used, it is safe to assume that it will continue to

compete successfully with these counterparts, and remain in mainstream use.

Confrontation: (Kongpponmayus, [Ilpomusocmosnue, Cmoixknogerue)

| D KoHgiponTayua

_|®MpoTweocToAHMe |

_ | O CTonKHOBEHWE

2.00% :.- : 2 ~ CTOnKHOBEHNE
1.00%- MpoTuEOCTOAHNE
: KondponTaums

et oy N
ot i & \3'?‘ o gﬂ"‘
45 R o @Qa ; 1;‘-*% ¥
DGQ 13".6\ i
& o8 Qqu
S

Figure 8 — Confrontation
This word group has a relationship similar to that of xoncencyc, except that the
overlap in meaning is much greater, as the Russian counterparts have collocation
distributions similar to the English loanword. The only obvious difference is the
presence of the qualitative adjective mpsimoii ‘direct” which appears to reinforce the
meaning of the loanword, and the absence of this adjective with the counterparts, which
suggests that it is already a part of their meaning. This is further supported by the fact

that the adjectives that describe stronger, more physical and direct confrontations
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(BoeHHsIit ‘military’, OTKphITBIE ‘Open’ and BoopyxkeHHbIH ‘armed’) appear more
frequently with the Russian counterparts. But this fact is not enough for the English
loanword to secure a clear niche in competition with the Russian counterparts, and the

loanword adoption into the language is less certain.

Ambition (Amouyus, Camoniooue, Cmpemnerue)
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Figure 9 — Ambition

The relationship between amOurust ‘ambition’ and its Russian counterparts is
similar to that of xoncencyc. That is, the contexts in which the two counterparts find
themselves do not exactly overlap with that of the loanword. Although the loanword and

its counterparts all occur with relational adjectives like nmuunsiii ‘personal, individual” and
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coOcTBeHHBIH ‘own’, amOums seems to be used most frequently in a political contexts
just like xoncencyc discussed earlier. The relational adjectives that collocate most
frequently with amOumms include: mnomutuyeckmii  ‘political’, mnpe3umeHTCKUIA
‘presidential’, mmmnepuiickuii ‘imperial’ and HanmonanbHbI ‘national’. The Russian
counterpart crpemiieHue ‘aspiration, ambition’ has some overlap with the use of
HaIMOHANbHBINM, but other, more personal relational adjectives occur with more
frequency: Myxckoii ‘masculine’ and aBtopckuit ‘author’.  The other Russian
counterpart, crpemienne, rarely occurs in political contexts, instead it is used more
frequently with the less neutral, qualitative Beicokuii ‘high, lofty’, and the relational
adjectives maeanbublit ‘ideal’ and myxoBublit ‘spiritual’.  Much like in the case of
KoHceHcyc, this English loanword does not closely overlap in meaning with the Russian
counterparts it is competing with, thus giving it an advantage and a good possibility of
being retained in the Russian language. This is because the meaning of amOurus appears
to have been semantically concretized into usage within political contexts and with
negative connotations like mmmnepwuiickuii ‘imperial’ (or at least with the absence of
positive connotations like Beicokuii, or myxoBHsIif). This negative connotation may be a
carryover from the Soviet past, as some dictionaries from this time gloss amOurnus as

ambition, but also include the overtones of pride or arrogance.
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Speaker: (Cnuxep, [Ipedcedamens, Ilpedcmasumens)
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Figure 10 — Speaker

The relationship between this loanword and its Russian counterparts is similar to
that of xondponrtamus and koncencyc, with similar overlap in meaning and niche
political usage. Crukep seems to be exclusively used with relational adjectives, usually
from the political sphere, and does not seem to possess either positive or negative
connotation. The loanword is frequently collocated with temporal relational adjectives
like HOBBI ‘new’, ObBIIMIA ‘former‘, HBIHENIHMI ‘current’, TPeABIAYIIUN ‘previous’.
The adjective OpBIHMit alone accounts for nearly 20% of the collocations, which leaves
less space for significant variance in the remainder of the collocation distribution. The
meaning of the counterpart npencenarens better overlaps the meaning of the loanword

than the counterpart npeacraBurens.
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By the much more varied contexts in which the two Russian counterparts appear,
we can conclude that semantic concretization occurred once again, and the original
meaning of the English loanword crnukep, has been reduced from ‘speaker, orator,
representative’ to a ‘political representative’, as shown by its use with adjectives like
poccuiickuii and gymckuit. This conclusion is further supported by the absence of
qualitative adjectives such as Onectsimuii ‘brilliant’, Benmukuit ‘great’ and modeTHbIH
‘respectable’ with this loan word and their presence with the two Russian counterparts.
The contexts in which crnmkep appears are a subset of the contexts of the Russian
counterparts, but the counterpart nmpencenarens has a good overlap in meaning with the
loanword. This intensifies the lexical competition and could lead to the loanword

remaining in the language only in a limited meaning or not at all.
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Rating: (Peumune, Oyenka)
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Figure 11 — Rating

The English loanword pelituar ‘rating’ is another example of semantic
concretization of a word with widespread everyday and specialized uses into a loanword
with a limited meaning, in this case a business and finance niche, not fully serviced by
the Russian counterpart. The adjectives that most frequent collocate with peittunr are the
relational mupoBo#t ‘world’, maBecTUIIMOHHBIN ‘investment’ and kpeauTHbINA ‘credit’ as
well as the qualitative Beicokuii ‘high’. The Russian counterpart word orenka ‘estimate,
evaluation’ has wider, more generic uses, most notably with the relational adjectives
excriepTHbIi ‘expert’ and monmutuueckmii ‘political’.  In addition it is also frequently

found with the qualitative adjective monoxwutenpHas ‘positive’. Much like 6occ and
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KOHCEHCyc, pedTuHr is another good example of semantic concretization of an English

loanword into a meaning that has little competition from the existing Russian counterpart.

Preference (Ilpeghepenyus, I[Ipeonoumenue, Ilpeumyuecmso)
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Figure 12 — Preference

The relationship between npedepennus ‘preference’ and its Russian counterpart
is similar to that of kondponTamus, in that the meaning overlap between the loanword
and its Russian counterparts is significant, and there is little in the way of a distinctive
niche in which the loanword has prevalence of use in comparison with its Russian
counterparts. Although in the overall collocation distribution the loanword has higher

frequencies for adjectives related to economic, governmental and political spheres, the
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meaning overlap is still significant, since relational adjectives like sxoHOMHUuYecKuit
‘economic’, moTpedburenbckuii ‘consumer’ and momutuueckuit ‘political’ also have
collocations with either Russian counterpart.

For example, the adjectives that most frequently collocate with npedepennus are
HSKOHOMHYECKUH, MOTUTUYECKH, HaOroBbIi ‘tax’ and rocymapcTBeHHBIN ‘government’,
but the loanword does not hold a monopoly in political and economic uses, as
nonuTHyeckuii also appears frequently with mnpeamourenue ‘preference’ and
sKOHOMHYECKU appears with mpeumymectBo ‘advantage, preference’. The only two
adjectives that appear almost exclusively with mnpedepenuus are the relational
HanoroBeil ‘tax’ and ToproBoii ‘market’, but these meanings hardly constitute a niche
context, because they are closely related to skonommueckuii. With such a wide overlap in
meaning and a lack of usage in a distinct context, mpedepenmus faces stronger
competition from its Russian counterparts and does not have the advantage of being a

lexical addition to the Russian language.

Summary

I chose loanwords that were most prevalent in the Russian National Corpus and
analyzed them in their context. 1 also looked for loanwords that had some type of
emotional or qualitative connotation. [ found that the Russian counterparts of these
loanwords came from various language styles, semantic areas and social spheres. From
the analysis of the loanwords’ contexts, it is clear that several of these words have
undergone semantic concretization of the original loanword meaning into a partial, or

niche meaning. By analyzing the adjectives that are collocated with the loanwords, I
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found that the majority of these niche meanings (with perhaps the exception of kunep)
are related to the areas of the economy, business or politics. In retrospect, this is not
surprising, since most of the changes in the former Soviet Union occurred in exactly
these areas, and it is only reasonable that changes in the language reflect this fact.

Relational adjectives most often defined the loanwords’ niche meanings. The
adjectives that were more frequently collocated with the loanword and less frequently
with the counterpart word were almost without exception relational adjectives.
Qualitative adjectives also played a role, but it was usually their absence rather than
presence that was important. Qualitative adjectives were more frequently collocated with
the native counterparts, and their absence with the loanwords contributed to the creation
of a niche meaning. This is because qualitative adjectives are usually less descriptive
than their relational counterparts, and their absence with the loanwords contributed to the
effect of semantic concretization, as the loanwords were instead collocated with more
descriptive relational adjectives.

The data also showed that some of the loanwords were more likely collocated
with adjectives that have negative connotation, such as kpuMuHanbHBINA OU3HEC ‘criminal
business’, TeHeBoil OuzHec ‘shady business’, and ummnepuiickas amOurms ‘imperial
ambition’, and less likely with positive adjectives like Bbicokmii ‘high’, mmeanbHbI
‘ideal’ and nmyxoBHsri ‘spiritual’. If we were to speculate, we could assume that this
negative connotation was a remnant of negative Soviet ideological attitudes towards
anything western, including loanwords. Or perhaps the higher frequency of collocation
with negative adjectives is simply a reflection of the new Russia, where it is becoming

more acceptable to discuss both the positive and the negative aspects of society.
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Unfortunately, the data collected in this thesis does not allow us to conclusively prove
that English loanwords automatically get a negative connotation. This is mainly because
there are also frequent examples to the contrary, including, xopommii menemkep and
npeycneBatonii  6usnecmen, where loanwords are more likely to collocate with
adjectives that have a clearly positive meaning.

One phenomenon that requires notice is the distinction between adjectives that are
redundant to the meaning of a noun such as wumpaid slave and adjectives that are
completely excluded, such as paid slave. Using my method and analysis, the adjective
count for both of these examples would be 0. Therefore subjective judgment has to be
used in order to determine that, for example, cepuiinbiii kusutep has an adjective count of
0 because the semantic concretization of the original meaning of killer to hired killer and
professional killer excludes serial killer. Subjective judgment is also necessary to explain
why, for example, the absence of wacTHbIli OM3HECMEH Or COBETCKMH MEHEIKep is a
matter of culture and history, and not semantics.

To make further conclusions about lexical competition and replacement between
English loanwords and Russian counterparts, it would be necessary to have more
chronologically organized data. Unfortunately the Russian National Corpus does not
provide enough statistically significant data to make conclusions about word frequency
use over time. Furthermore, the number and nature of documents that are available in the
Russian National Corpus are not consistent across time; therefore it is difficult to make
conclusions about the process of assimilation of English loanwords into the Russian

language based on their frequency alone.
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But we can still make assumptions about the chances a loanword has to
successfully enter and remain in the Russian language. Firstly, when a loanword and its
Russian counterpart do not completely overlap in meaning, its assimilation into the
Russian language is more like a lexical addition, rather than a lexical replacement. A
lexical addition is more likely to succeed than a lexical replacement. When lexical
competition and replacement takes place, chances are that either the loanword or the
counterpart will still remain in the language, albeit in a restricted meaning (Thomason
2001:88).

By analyzing the semantic contexts in which loanwords and their counterparts
appear, we can show the current state of lexical competition and the degree to which the
loanword and the counterpart compete for the same lexical slot. For example, words such
as npedepennus and konppontauus, which have little apparent semantic concretization
to a meaning that is not already represented by their Russian counterparts, have to
compete with these counterparts for the entire lexical slot. Loanwords such as xumiep,
6occ, xoHceHcyc and amOumms have undergone semantic concretization from their
original wider meanings, into narrower niche meanings which are not represented or are
underrepresented by their Russian counterparts. We can therefore assume that in
competition for their lexical slots, or sections thereof, these loanwords will have a better
chance of remaining in the Russian language, even if it is alongside their Russian
counterparts.

By analyzing the contexts of the new loanwords, it is theoretically possible to
discover the underrepresented contexts of their Russian counterparts and predict whether

or not the loanwords will be able to undergo semantic concretization into a niche
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meaning. For example, the loanword Gotidpenn ‘boyfriend’ is just entering the Russian
language, and faces competition from the Russian counterparts: mro6oBHUK ‘lover’,
MaJIbYMK ‘boy’, mapeHsb ‘boy, guy’, and mononoit yenosek ‘young man’. By analyzing
the contexts of the loanword and the counterparts, we may find that Russian lacks a word
or a phrase for young male partner of an older rich woman, or a so-called kept man. If
the loanword Goiipenn is beginning to move into this semantic space, we can try to
predict if it will undergo semantic concretization from its wider original meaning. We
can then use context analysis to try and determine whether or not this new loanword
occupies a lexical slot that is underrepresented by its Russian counterparts, and if this
niche use can help it survive the competition.

The analysis of data collected on English loanwords and their Russian
counterparts showed that often they are not synonyms. This was shown by the fact that
sometimes the loanwords and counterparts collocate with different adjectives. By
comparing their collocation distributions, it is possible to determine the degree of overlap
in their meanings and whether or not semantic narrowing of the loanword has taken
place. A greater semantic narrowing of the loanword meaning means a smaller meaning
overlap with its counterpart. If this is the case, then the nature of the loanword’s
assimilation into the Russian language is more similar to a lexical addition than to a
lexical replacement. Previous works tell us that loanwords which are entering a language
through lexical addition are much more likely to be assimilated and survive than
loanwords which enter the language through lexical replacement. My analysis revealed

frequent and significant differences in usage of the loanwords from their counterparts,
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proving that they are often not synonyms. This explains why the loanwords are often

adopted and used alongside of their apparent Russian counterparts.
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CONCLUSION

This thesis has adressed the following questions: Why are there so many English
loanwords in the modern Russian language? Why do Russian speakers choose to use the
English loanwords, when there are perfectly good native counterparts already present in
the Russian language? What affects the process of lexical borrowing and why do some
loanwords survive and others fade into obscurity?

For nearly a century the English language has been the most popular source of
lexical borrowings for Russian. Countless words describing everything imaginable have
been borrowed during this time. The intensity of borrowing varied over time, most
recently increasing after the fall of communism in 1991, when many new loanwords,
usually related to business, politics and popular culture entered the language. Some of
these terms were adopted as new words for new concepts, but many others already had at
least one Russian counterpart in widespread use.

There are several reasons why Russian speakers would choose to use a foreign
loanword instead of its native counterpart. It could be because of the novelty and positive
connotation of the new word, or because of the dated nature or negative connotation of
the old word. A more quantifiable reason for using a loanword would be its meaning, if
it is more suitable for the desired expression. By studying loanwords and their
counterparts in the context of their collocated adjectives, it is possible to reveal the entire

scope of their meaning. By analyzing the differences in these meaning, it often becomes



apparent that a loanword and its counterparts are not perfect synonyms. This is one
possible reason why Russian speakers sometimes find that a loanword, and not its native
counterpart, is more suitable to express a specific meaning.

The fact that a loanword and its counterpart often only partially share one
meaning is also evident in my analysis. This same fact is what helps a loanword to
remain in the Russian language. One frequent phenomenon observed during loanword
acquisition is that of semantic concretization, where a loanword possesses only a subset
of its original meanings. In such cases, the lexical competition between the loanword and
its counterpart can often be characterized more as a lexical addition rather than a lexical
replacement. The more specialized the meaning acquired by a loanword, the easier it is
for the Russian speaker population to adopt it, and the higher are the chances of it

surviving in the Russian language in the long term.
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APPENDIX

Table 4 — Solovyev’s Synonyms with Collocated Adjectives

Sadness rpycTb nevanb TOCKa
Occurrences (all) 2000 3000 7000
Occurrences (with adjectives) 800 800 1000

COUNT % COUNT % COUNT %
rny6okuii 'deep’ 37 4.63% 67 8.38% 50 5.00%
YepHblil 'black’ 0 0.00% 1 0.13% 14 1.40%
MpayHbIi 'dark’ 2 0.25% 0 0.00% 7 0.70%
ropbkuii 'bitter' 2 0.25% 15 1.88% 9 0.90%
nerkui 'light' 28 3.50% " 1.38% 4 0.40%
TMXun ‘quiet’ 45 5.63% 10 1.25% 5 0.50%
ckpbITbIM 'hidden' 0 0.00% 8 1.00% 1 0.10%
ceeTnbln 'light' 22 2.75% 15 1.88% 2 0.20%
cepgeyHbln 'warm-hearted' 5 0.63% 4 0.50% 13 1.30%
OyLieBHbIi 'spiritual’ 1 0.13% 5 0.63% 10 1.00%
UCKpeHHUN 'sincere’ 4 0.50% 10 1.25% 5 0.50%
obwwmin 'common’ 1 0.13% 6 0.75% 3 0.30%
pycckui 'russian’ 4 0.50% 5 0.63% 15 1.50%
oceHHun "autumn’ 6 0.75% 1 0.13% 3 0.30%
HeBbIHOCUMBbIV 'unbearable’ 3 0.38% 2 0.25% 31 3.10%
cMepTHI 'deadly’ 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 63 6.30%
cmepTenbHbIn 'fatal’ 1 0.13% 2 0.25% 51 5.10%
My4uTenbHbIN 'agonizing' 2 0.25% 0 0.00% 32 3.20%
Sadness YHbIHUE MenaHxonus XaHapa
Occurrences (all) 1000 350 239
Occurrences (with adjectives) 250 102 54

COUNT % COUNT % COUNT %
rny6okuii 'deep’ 33 13.20% 1" 10.78% 1 1.85%
YepHblil 'black’ 1 0.40% 17 16.67% 2 3.70%
MpayHbIi 'dark’ 1" 4.40% 5 4.90% 1 1.85%
ropbkuit 'bitter' 1 0.40% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
nerkun 'light' 0 0.00% 3 2.94% 0 0.00%
Tnxmn ‘quiet’ 2 0.80% 1 0.98% 0 0.00%
ckpbITbIM 'hidden' 0 0.00% 1 0.98% 0 0.00%
cseTnbin 'light' 0 0.00% 1 0.98% 0 0.00%
cepaeyHbln 'warm-hearted' 1 0.40% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
OyLieBHbIi 'spiritual’ 2 0.80% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
UCKPEeHHWI 'sincere’ 1 0.40% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
o6t ‘common’ 10 4.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
pycckui 'russian’ 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 3.70%
oceHHun "autumn’ 1 0.40% 0 0.00% 2 3.70%
HeBbIHOCUMBbIV 'unbearable’ 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 1.85%
cMepTHbIV 'deadly’ 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
cmepTenbHbIn 'fatal’ 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
My4uTenbHbIN 'agonizing' 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%

66



MeNaHXonWA

o
=1
=i
T
i
52

nedyans

rpycTb

E rpycTb
B nevarns

O TOCKa

B MenaHxonus
E xaHapa

O YHEIHKE

Figure 13 = Graphical analysis of Solovyev's synonyms with collocated adjectives
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Table S — Loanword and Counterpart Data

OCCURENCES

Killer

Occurrences (all)
Occurrences (with adjectives)

Mpegnonaraemoini 'Alleged’
HaemHbin 'Hired'
MpodpeccroHanbHbIN 'Professional’
XnagHokpoBHbIN 'Cold-blooded'
CepuiiHbiv 'Serial'

Boss
Occurences (all)
Occurences (with adjectives)

MapTtuiiHein 'Party’
MpodpcotosHbin 'Union'
MonuTtnyeckun 'Political’
Bonblon 'Large’
BbiBwwi 'Former’
HoBbinn 'New'

Manager
Occurrences (all)
Occurrences (with adjectives)

[eHepanbHbIv 'General'
MpodpeccroHanbHbIN 'Professional’
HaemHbin 'Hired'
McnonHutenbHbin 'Executive’
OnbITHBIN 'Experienced'

Xopowwii 'Good'

CoBeTckuii 'Soviet'

Businessman
Occurrences (all)
Occurrences (with adjectives)

YcnewHbin 'Successful'
MpeycneBatowwuii 'Successful'
KpynHbi 'Large’

M3BecTHbIN 'Famous'

YacTHbin 'Private’

R/Q

(93P vl ViV

R/Q

0O 00O

LOANWORD
Kunnep
340
127
# %
4 3.15%
6 4.72%
1" 8.66%
1 0.79%
0 0.00%
Bocc
1000
255
# %
50 19.61%
16 6.27%
5 1.96%
21 8.24%
6 2.35%
13 5.10%
MeHepxep
3000
800
# %
84 10.50%
29 3.63%
30 3.75%
0 0.00%
10 1.25%
16 2.00%
0 0.00%
BusHecmeH
3000
1000
# %
14 1.40%
34 3.40%
115 11.50%
27 2.70%
0 0.00%
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EQUIV. #1
Yéunua
3000
700
# %
13 1.86%
119 17.00%
25 3.57%
1" 1.57%
34 4.86%
HavyanbHuk
12000
3000
# %
25 0.83%
0 0.00%
3 0.10%
212 7.07%
293 9.77%
230 7.67%
OunpekTop
15000
6000
# %
3000 50.00%
1 0.02%
3 0.05%
355 5.92%
4 0.07%
10 0.17%
10 0.17%
MpegnpuHumartens
5000
2000
# %
14 0.70%
3 0.15%
66 3.30%
27 1.35%
185 9.25%

EQUIV. #2
YnpaBneHey
291
94
# %
0 0.00%
8 8.51%
0 0.00%
0 0.00%
5 5.32%
4 4.26%
3 3.19%



Business
Occurences (all)
Occurences (with adjectives)

Manbi 'Small’

KpynHbiti 'Large’
CpepgHuii 'Middle'
YacTtHbein 'Private’
KpumuHaneHbin 'Criminal’
TeHeBow 'Shadow'

JleranbHbin 'Legal’

Consensus
Occurrences (all)
Occurrences (with adjectives)

MonHem 'Full’
Monyanueein 'Silent’

HauuoHanbHbIn 'National'

O6uweHaunoHanbHbIi "All-national'

O6uecTBeHHbIN 'Public’

MexayHapogHbin 'International’

MpuHUMnuaneHbIM 'Principled’
[o6posonbHeii 'Voluntary'
MucbmeHHbIn 'Written'

Confrontation
Occurrences (all)
Occurrences (with adjectives)

XKectkun 'Tough'

Mpsimbin 'Direct’

OTKpbITEIN 'Open’

BoeHHbIn 'Military'
BoopyxeHHbI 'Armed’
Monutnyeckuin 'Political’
Mpaeonoruyeckni 'Ideological’

Ambition
Occurrences (all)
Occurrences (with adjectives)

JInyHbi 'Personal’
Co6CTBEHHBIN 'Own'
AsTopckui 'Author's'
Myxckon 'Masculine'
MonuTtnyeckun 'Political’
Mpe3ngeHTckuin 'Presidential’
Mmnepwuiickuin 'Imperial’

HauuoHanbHbii 'National'

BusHec
15000
5000
R/Q # %
Q 1000  20.00%
Q 500 10.00%
Q 500 10.00%
R 126 2.52%
R/Q 26 0.52%
R 27 0.54%
R 27 0.54%
KoHceHcyc
280
89
R/Q # %
Q 7 7.87%
Q 0 0.00%
R 4 4.49%
R 4 4.49%
R 2 2.25%
R 3 3.37%
R 0 0.00%
R 0 0.00%
R 0 0.00%
KoHdpoHTauums
326
107
R/Q # %
Q 6 5.61%
Q 7 6.54%
Q 8 7.48%
R 6 5.61%
R 2 1.87%
R 4 3.74%
R 2 1.87%
AmOuuuna
1000
500
R/Q # %
R 55 11.00%
R 18 3.60%
R 2 0.40%
R 2 0.40%
R 79 15.80%
R 23 4.60%
R 25 5.00%
R 6 1.20%
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MpeanpuHMmaTenLcTBO

1000
532
# %
267 50.19%
1 0.19%
60 11.28%
56 10.53%
3 0.56%
0 0.00%
0 0.00%
Cornacue
5000
1000
# %
157 15.70%
68 6.80%
22 2.20%
0 0.00%
47 4.70%
0 0.00%
33 3.30%
40 4.00%
70 7.00%
MpoTuBocTOsiHME
1000
500
# %
17 3.40%
0 0.00%
13 2.60%
19 3.80%
23 4.60%
37 7.40%
18 3.60%
Camontobue
2000
600
# %
12 2.00%
14 2.33%
41 6.83%
27 4.50%
0 0.00%
0 0.00%
0 0.00%
27 4.50%

CTonkHoBeHue

2000
800

# %

8 1.00%

0 0.00%

13 1.63%

22 2.75%

60 7.50%

3 0.38%

0 0.00%

CtpemneHue

5000
2000

# %

13 0.65%

9 0.45%

0 0.00%

1 0.05%

6 0.30%

0 0.00%

0 0.00%

6 0.30%



HyxoBHbIl 'Spiritual’
O6wwmin 'Common'
Bobicokuii 'High'
NpeanbHbin 'Ideal’

Speaker
Occurrences (all)
Occurrences (with adjectives)

HoBbilh 'New'

BbiBwwi 'Former’
HbiHewHun 'Current’
Mpeapbigywmi 'Previous'
Poccuiickuin 'Russian’
Oymckuid '‘Duma’
MoyeTHbIN 'Respectable’
M36paHHbIl 'Elected’
Bnectawwn 'Brilliant'
Benukui 'Great'

Rating
Occurrences (all)
Occurrences (with adjectives)

Bbicokuin 'High'
MonoxwuteneHbi 'Positive’
Mwuposon 'World'
MNHBecTMUMOHHbIN 'Investment'
KpeaunTHbin 'Credit'
PevituHroson 'Rating'
OkcnepTHbIn 'Expert’
WnameuayanbHbin 'Individual'
MonuTtnyeckun 'Political’

Preference
Occurrences (all)
Occurrences (with adjectives)

HanoroBbin 'Tax'
OkoHoMu4eckuii 'Economic’
Toprosbin 'Market'
MoTtpebutenbckun '‘Consumer’

[ocypapcTtBeHHbIn 'Government'

Monutnyeckuin 'Political’
MapTuiiHbin 'Party’
OcHoBHow 'Basic'
HecomHeHHbIN 'Certain’
AHbI 'Obvious'
naeHbIR 'Main'

R 0 0.00%
R/Q 0 0.00%
Q 3 0.60%
R/Q 0 0.00%
Cnukep
800
75
R/Q # %
R 5 6.67%
R 15  20.00%
R 4 5.33%
R 1 1.33%
R 3 4.00%
R 2 2.67%
R 0 0.00%
R 1 1.33%
Q/R 0 0.00%
Q 0 0.00%
PenTuHr
3000
800
R/Q # %
Q 138 17.25%
Q 1 0.13%
R 31 3.88%
R 47 5.88%
R 32 4.00%
R 0 0.00%
R 1 0.13%
R 2 0.25%
R 4 0.50%
MpedepeHuuns
163
62
R/Q # %
R 7 11.29%
R 4 6.45%
R 3 4.84%
R 2 3.23%
R 6 9.68%
R 5 8.06%
R 0 0.00%
R 0 0.00%
Q 0 0.00%
Q 0 0.00%
Q 0 0.00%

70

0 0.00%
0 0.00%
1 0.17%
0 0.00%
Mpencepartens
8000
1000
#
79 7.90%
136 13.60%
46 4.60%
3 0.30%
1 0.10%
0 0.00%
37 3.70%
63 6.30%
0 0.00%
2 0.20%
OueHka
10000
3000
# %
330 11.00%
79 2.63%
0 0.00%
1 0.03%
0 0.00%
55 1.83%
288 9.60%
14 0.47%
29 0.97%
MpeanoyteHune
1000
400
# %
0 0.00%
0 0.00%
0 0.00%
1" 2.75%
1 0.25%
20 5.00%
6 1.50%
2 0.50%
0 0.00%
17 4.25%
0 0.00%

9 0.45%

41 2.05%

16 0.80%

16 0.80%

MpeacraBuTenb

12000
3000

# %

22 0.73%

16 0.53%

6 0.20%

0 0.00%

34 1.13%

1 0.03%

2 0.07%

9 0.30%

12 0.40%

7 0.23%

MpeumyliecTBO

4000
2000

# %

3 0.15%

28 1.40%

0 0.00%

2 0.10%

2 0.10%

4 0.20%

0 0.00%

97 4.85%

46 2.30%

62 3.10%

91 4.55%
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