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Abstract

In the Russian language of the XVIIth and XVIlIth centuries, the significant part of foreign words were
German lexical borrowings. According to the degree of development of the language loanwords recipient
traditionally distinguish two main groups of words - assimilated and unassimilated. One of the main bits of
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foreign words, allocated according to the degree of assimilation, are actually borrowing assimilated words
about the skill that scientists have no disagreements. The only problem in this sense is to hold the line between
borrowing and internationalism. Internationalism represented, first of all, in the terminological lexicon. By the
terms-internationalism: a) socio-political lexicon: congress, constitution, minister, meeting, party, politics,
revolution, republic, resolution, senate, etc.; b) scientific terminology: biology, geography, geodesy, geology,
zoology, history, linguistics, mathematics, physics, etc.; c) the technical name: unit, antenna, apparatus,
harvester, monoplane, tank, tractor; d) art criticism lexicon: aria, ballet, drama, genre, novella, opera, poetry,
tenor, etc.

When classifying loanwords must be considered the formal features (assimilation of words in the
borrowing language) and functionality (use of words in the borrowing language). According to the degree of
adaptation of lexical units in the system of the Russian language-recipient, both full and partial assimilation of
the German-language vocabulary is possible. Partially assimilated vocabulary can be divided into the
following groups: 1) German vocabulary assimilated at the graphic and grammatical levels; 2) German-
language vocabulary assimilated at the grammatical level; 3) German-language vocabulary assimilated at the
word-formation level; 4) German-language blotches with preceding and following Russian equivalents.

The research is based on actual data obtained by different linguists, and on the results of the author’s
own observations.

Keywords: lexical borrowing, assimilated words, unassimilated words, language-source, language-
recipient, internationalisms, terminological vocabulary.

1. Introduction.

Foreign language vocabulary is the object of research in lexicology, sociolinguistics,
psycholinguistics, cultural linguistics, communicative linguistics, translation studies. In modern
linguistics loanwords are considered one of the most important sources of replenishment of the
lexical composition of any language. In this regard, in linguistics, various classifications of foreign
language vocabulary are developed and used, in particular, according to the sources of borrowing
(etymology of the loanword). Thus, some German linguists (R. Ginderling and others) came to the
conclusion that the lexicon of the German language includes words from fourteen languages.
According to R. Ginderling, the contacts of German are the most extensive (after Russian) of the
European languages. In the Russian language, borrowings from a fairly significant number of
foreign languages are recorded (Kpoicun, ®omum, [lanckuii, etc.).

Analyzing the phenomenon of borrowing as a problem of lexicography, G. A. Khaburgaev
emphasized that the establishment of a foreign language etymology of aword does not
automatically include it in the category of borrowings of a given language, therefore it is necessary
to search for correct lexicographic designations for lexical borrowings that entered the Russian
language at different periods of its history and that do not stand out in any way “from the general
circle of words of the corresponding lexical-semantic groups” (XaOypraes, 1989). The
methodology of etymological studies of borrowed vocabulary allows solving many issues,
including the establishment of lexical borrowing and systematization of foreign language
vocabulary.

According to the degree of mastering the borrowed vocabulary by the recipient
language, two main groups of words are traditionally distinguished — assimilated and non-
assimilated. R. F. Brandt in the “Act of speech” (1882), and after him E. F. Karsky in
the work “About using of foreign words in the Russian language” (Kapckuii, 1916, p. 46)
highlighted two categories foreign words: 1) words already mastered by the language and
2) words, re-accepted.

I. I. Ogienko identified three kinds of words: 1) words borrowed from ancient times
and fully mastered in the Russian language so that foreign origin is no longer felt; they are
freely used and have derivatives (for example, the words oyxea, 6ymeiika, euwins, xkaoka,
JI0Waos, MOJIOKo, Nauma, nywka, canoe, cmexio etc.), in German terminology they are called
Lehnworter (borrowings); 2) foreign words, but used in Russian language quite often, as a result of
which they acquired “citizenship rights” and even penetrated into the spoken language (doxmop,
anmeka, conoam, wKona, cmyoenm, 2umHazus u T. 11.); 3) foreign words that are not often used in
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Russian language — these are called barbarisms; such words are easily replaced by the
corresponding Russian and are used only among intellectuals, they are not known to the folk
language (koncmamuposame, kyremusuposamo, undycmpusi, 2acmpudeckuil ¥ T. 11.); these words,
like the words of the previous kind, are called Fremdworter (foreign words) (Oruenxo, 1915,
p. 10-11). In this connection, the statement of D. S. Lotte about 1. I. Ogienko’s classification is
interesting, stressing that the author also takes into account the “degree of spread” of borrowings,
including “morphological” and “phonetic form”, when classifying them in this way. According to
Lotte, “To a person who does not know foreign languages or even to a person who does, but does
not give much thought to the origin of a word, it will seem “own” or “foreign” not because of the
age or novelty of its borrowing” (JIorre, 1982, p. 10).

D. S. Lotte established the following criteria for classifying a word as “foreign” and
“own” (assimilated)”: 1) how extent the sound combinations of the word correspond to the
conventional sound combinations of the borrowing language; 2) how extent the
morphological form and individual formalities of the word correspond to those generally
accepted in the receiving language, harmonizing with the whole structure of the language;
3) whether there are derivatives of the word in question or it has not yet formed its nests
(JTorre, 1982, p. 10). He proposes the following classification of the types of borrowings:
1) original borrowings (among them original and transformed); 2) transformed originals;
3) those formed from borrowed or borrowed elements (representing tracing elements). The
criterion of “degree of assimilation” is the main criterion in assessing borrowings (Jlotte,
1982, p. 15).

2. Aim and Objectives.

The aim and objectives of the study are to consider German lexical borrowings in
Russian language, to reveal the essence of understanding borrowed vocabulary in linguistics
and the basic principles of its classification, as well as to describe the patterns of assimilation
of foreign language vocabulary in the recipient language.

3. Results.

In modern linguistics, the problem of identifying borrowed words has received
a different direction for its solution. So, S. V. Grinev believes that the question of determining
the signs of borrowing, posed by linguists of the late XIX™ and early XX" centuries
(R. F. Brandt, E. F. Karsky, I. I. Ogienko and others), lost its acuity and was transformed into
the question of “mastering” borrowings (that is, the process of their loss of these features) and
the use of these features to highlight words of foreign origin for certain stylistic purposes
(Cpunés, 1982, pp. 109-110). Such a statement, first of all, should be viewed from the position
that native speakers are not aware of these features as such. However, in semantics, in our
opinion, the “context specificity” is a fairly weighty sign of borrowing. The peculiarity of the
vocabulary of foreign origin lies in the fact that it functions in the system of the Russian
language, being itself a special subsystem different from the Russian language. In speech use,
it has a strong “trace” component or component of attachment, which makes it less free in
combinations and context (IToromapenko, 1976, p. 3).

One of the main categories of foreign words, distinguished by the degree of
assimilation, are borrowings, that is, assimilated words, about the qualifications of which
scientists have no disagreements.

The only problem in this sense is the line between borrowings and internationalisms.
Thus, R. A. Budagov takes internationalisms beyond the limits of borrowings (bymaros,
1953); S. Y. Sorokin and M. M. Makovsky believe that they are a mixture of two planes: the
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history of the borrowing language and the history of the migratory vocabulary (Copokun, 1965,
pp. 44, 135).

Internationalization is a phenomenon that is inherent in all languages of the world,
and the number of internationalisms in languages is constantly increasing. A special feature
of internationalisms was formulated by A. A. Beletsky: internationalisms are "lexical units
that function no less than in three languages, moreover, from non-closely related language
families” (bemeuxwii, 1976, pp.3-5). T.G.Ponomarenko expands this definition,
supplementing it with other characteristic features of internationalisms: these are words that
“are used in many non-closely related languages and at the same time retain the commonality
of semantics and phonetic-morphological construction, preferably in the field of concepts in
the field of culture, science, politics, art; as a rule, they have no analogues in the language of
distribution” (ITonomapenko, 1976, p. 72).

The processes of internationalization in Slavic literary languages were studied by
V. V. Akulenko, A. A. Beletsky, L. P. Krysin, O. K. Bezpoyasko, A. V. Charnetskaya, and
others. Thus, O. K. Bezpoyasko characterizes productive derivational types, identifies
derivational models of borrowed words, considers the issue of synonymy of international
affixes. Researchers believe that “with regard to the system of the entire language,
internationalisms are a single whole, in the middle of which there is a continuous process of
development, which manifests itself in an increase in the number of word-formation
morphemes, in a change in the nature of the unifying bases, in the expansion of the sphere of
use, in the emergence of new models” (be3mosicko, 1993, p. 11).

Internationalisms are presented, first of all, in terminological vocabulary. Internationalism
terms include: a) socio-political vocabulary: kowepecc, woncmumyyus, munucmp, mumune,
napmust, ROIUMUKQ, pesomoyust, pecnyonuka, pesomoyus, cenam €tc.; b) scientific terminology:
buonocus, eeocpagpus, 2eodesust, 2eonocus, 3007102Usl, UCMOPUS, TUHSBUCTIUKA, MAMEMAMUKA,
gusuxa and etc.; ¢) technical names: acpecam, anmenna, annapam, kombaiin, MoHonIaH, MAHK,
mpaxmop; d)art criticism vocabulary: apus, 6arem, opama, scanp, nosenna, onepa, nossus,
menop etc. F. O. Nikitina believes that we can talk about “the existence of an international
terminological area”, in which “there are general processes, and even certain word-formation
tendencies (common elements from classical languages, similar word-formation models)”
(Hukutunaa, 1999, p. 115). The researcher believes such linguistic phenomena are due to the
influence of the extralinguistic sphere.

Most internationalisms in the Russian language are of Greek or Latin origin. In the XVII"
and XIX™ centuries a number of international words entered the Russian language from Western
European languages (French, German, English). A significant part of internationalisms are
words, which appeared due to changes in social and political life, culture, education and
everyday life. Among the internationalisms of German origin, the following can be noted:
abpuc, eexcenb, 2ulb3a, Janowapm, reummomus, maxiep, opuyep, petic, wmam and others
(Memutre, 1994, p. 73).

The classification of unassimilated (partially assimilated) words, on the contrary,
is ambiguous, which is caused by the specifics of the direction of study of foreign language
vocabulary. German linguist E. Haugen (Xayren, 1972) proposes to divide “imported lexemes”
(based on the material of the English and Norwegian languages) into three types: 1) borrowed
words proper; 2) borrowing-hybrids; 3) loan translation. According to E. Haugen’s typology,
words of foreign origin are divided into: 1) words without morphemic substitution (loan-words);
2) words with partial morphemic substitution, or hybrids, semi-borrowings (loan-blends);
3) words with full morphemic substitution (semantic loans) (Xaren, 1972, p.352). The
borrowings themselves fully reproduce the foreign language model, while the tracing copies only
reproduce the meanings (Xayren, 1972, pp. 344-382). E. Haugen’s classification of foreign
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language vocabulary is based on the structural differentiation of borrowed words and proceeds
not from what is transferred, but from what is not transferred, but replaced.

In Russian linguistics, the division of borrowings “according to the level of morphemic
substitutions” is accepted by such researchers as M. F.Brofman (bpodgwman, 1961),
K. L. Egorova (Eroposa, 1971), A.S. Zorko (3opko, 1972), E. E. Birzhakova (bup:xakosa),
A. Voinova (Boiitosa), L. L. Kutina (Kytuna, 1972). So, S. A. Zorko distinguishes borrowings
with phonemic substitution and borrowings with morphological-phonetic adaptation (3opsko,
1972). In general, this approach leads to the classification of borrowings according to the degree
of their assimilation in the recipient language.

According to another classification (V. N. Toporov, G. F. Odintsov, D. E. Rosenthal,
M. A. Telenkova, etc.) barbarism and exoticism stand out among unassimilated words. The
term “barbarism” is defined as a word or phrase of a foreign language, built on the model of
another language, contrary to the norms of this language, violating the purity of speech
(Pozenarans, 1976, p. 139); a foreign word or expression not fully mastered by the language
and perceived as foreign (Zorko, 1972, p.117). The main criterion for distinguishing
barbarisms is their writing using the letters of the alphabet of the source language
(Bomommua, 1997). However, there is an opinion that the transfer of barbarisms in the text in
Russian letters does not change their character (3aropoxackas, 1987). A more objective sign
of these units is that barbarisms mean not only foreign realities, — they have correspondences
in Russian and can be translated into Russian (baxwna, 1972).

“Exotisms” are borrowed words with obvious belonging to any nationality, country, which
describe national characteristics. These include the names of institutions and organizations
(6ynoecmae, nanomae), monetary units (Ootiumapka, eepo, manep, kpona), names of foods, drinks,
positions, titles, etc. These are words that, although they are used in Russian, have something non-
Russian in their meaning, reminiscent of their foreign language origin (for example, ceiim, meoorcnuc,
nuana, 1aeaut, Xypai, CaHmum, Krope, ayl, KUK, gpay, 0xcok, 3ypHa, 2onax). Exoticisms are
usually used by authors when it is not about Russian reality, but about the life of some other people.
Exotisms are replaceable and irreplaceable. Interchangeable words include such words that can be
translated into Russian without much damage to the meaning: mucmep — cocnooun, ¢gpay —
2ocnodica, koncvepae — npuspamuuk etc. The use of such exoticisms is caused only by the need to
convey the local flavor. Exoticisms are “irreplaceable”, untranslatable, cannot be replaced by the
Russian equivalent, for example, the word cannot ¢gpanx translate as pyonw, rasaw replace with a
word xze6 or zenéwxa. Untranslatable exoticisms include the words:  capu, wsieonuxa, uoneypu,
MAMMam, 4aima, uend, 0ouap.

The interest of scientists in the differentiation of the concepts of “barbarism” and
“exoticism” takes place there and then, when barbarisms are considered as a stage in
the development of a foreign language word. So, N.S. Arapova gives the concept of
“graphic barbarism”, arguing that exoticisms tend to turn into well-known words, that is,
they are mastered that not all foreign-language lexemes have passed the “stage of
barbarism”. Exotism can be “recorded in the text as barbarism”, like any borrowing, and
depending on the time of development, it can exist in the Russian language for a long time as
barbarism (Apamnosa, 1989, p. 10).

G. A. Khaburgaev singles out “proper borrowings” and phenomena that seem to be
borrowed — “quasi-borrowings” (XaOypraesa, 1989, p. 7). According to this classification,
G. A. Khaburgaev argues, if barbarisms (as units of text, not a language) are separated from
borrowings proper, as well as exoticisms used in describing realities belonging to speakers of
other languages (due to which, at best, they can be characterized only as “passive
borrowing”), it turns out that the rest of the mass of words usually attributed by etymological
dictionaries to borrowed vocabulary, as a rule, are vocabulary units, which in morphological
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terms and in their word-formation activity, in terms of lexical compatibility and synonymic
connections in the functioning language system, and even in the linguistic consciousness of
the speakers of the modern Russian language, they do not stand out from the general circle of
words of the corresponding lexical-semantic groups. Based on this typology of borrowed
words, the current state of the language presupposes only the functioning of barbarisms as
“text units” and exoticisms (ethnographisms in the terminology of G. A. Khaburgaev) as the
only representatives of the borrowed vocabulary, since the rest of the vocabulary units do not
stand out in any way and do not differ from the general circle of words.

L. M. Bash continues the ideas of G. A. Khaburgaev on dividing foreign language
vocabulary into “proper borrowing” and “quasi-borrowing”, but considers them differently
(bam, 1989, pp. 27-28).

The subgroup of barbarism is the purest example of borrowing, in which the degree of
adaptation is zero. More precisely, these are not even borrowings yet, but alien inclusions in
oral and written speech, characterizing, as a rule, the language of the educated part of society
(there is a fairly complete set of barbarisms in the Dictionary of Foreign Expressions and
Words, compiled by A. M. Babkin and V. V. Shendtsov (baoxun, 1970)). Examples of
barbarism are the philosophical term alter ego, the commonly used addieu, téte-a-téte, etc.

The transliteration subgroup is the next stage of borrowing, the first degree of
adaptation, mastering the word in comparison with barbarisms, however, the connection with
the source language is still very strong here. Transliteration as a lexical phenomenon is
understood as the translation of a word from one graphics system to another, the transfer of
someone graphics by means of their graphics; strictly speaking, a letter-by-letter translation.
Examples of transliteration include lexical forms such as xanpuuuuo, where the spelling is
“n” after “a” takes place only because the letter “n” was in the Italian prototype of this word,
and in the Italian language “u” carries the load of a purely graphic index (it does not sound in
any way in Italian) on the corresponding pronunciation of the previous with [4], therefore,
the borrowed, mastered word will appear in the form xanpuuuo. See also [oxcuosannu —
Jrcosarnnu, eudanveo — udanveo, Meaneoe — Atiseneo etc.

The subgroup of borrowing proper, or borrowing in the narrow sense of the word, is
when the term “borrowing” does not mean a whole complex of lexical phenomena, but a
well-defined set of vocabulary that can really be considered borrowed into Russian from
other languages. In other words, this type of borrowing is understood as words that came into
the Russian language from other languages (not native), transmitted by means of their
(native) graphic system (not barbarism), which did not undergo on the basis of the recipient
language no significant re-registrations, transformations.

The subgroup of internationalisms is an intermediate position between borrowing and
quasi-borrowing. These are words presented in different, and not closely related, languages —
many of these words go back to ancient languages. They have varieties: “cosmopolitan
words” and “international words”. Cosmopolitan words are based on Greek or Latin, or both,
since classical languages still retain the role and significance of international (at least all-
European) storehouses, from which material is drawn for creating vocabulary of this kind.
Examples of such internationalisms are words like yusurusayus, xyremypa, gpurocogpus etc.
International words are borrowed by most of the world's languages. Among such
internationalisms can be called, for example, Russian crnopm, French sport, German sport <
English sport; English sputnik, German Sputnik < Russian cnymnux etc. The group of quasi-
borrowings, according to L. M. Bash, includes three subgroups: 1) actually re-registration —
borrowed words that have undergone “processing” in the recipient language (“borrowings in
the narrow sense of the word”); any morphemic rethinking of a borrowed word, which leads
to its formal deformation in comparison with the source language: wurcmumym (lat.
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institutum), nrexyus (lat. lectio), napmus (french. partie), zemanvuoii (lat. letalis) etc.;
2) Mixed words are also re-formulations, but unlike the previous group, it is obviously
impossible to say whether these words are actually re-formations of a borrowed word or
whether they are formed on Russian soil from a borrowed word according to certain models
operating in the language (it is difficult to determine whether an adjective maoswcopnuii is
proper Russian education (using the suffix -u-) from a borrowed French noun wmaorcop,
actively used in Russian, or is it a re-registration on Russian soil (adaptation) of the French
adjective  majeur); mumnopmell, Oumacmuueckull,  apoOUMPAdCHLLL,  OPABUPOBAMD,
apeymenmuposams, dxcecmuxyauposams €tc.); 3) hybrid words are actually Russian words,
created on the basis of borrowed words, but already on Russian soil (Bash, 1989).
N. M. Shansky wrote: “Under the primordially Russian word is meant any word that has
arisen in the Russian language (...), regardless of what etymological parts (primordially
Russian or borrowed) it consists of” (Illauckuii, 1972, p. 71, 1993). Thus, wocceiinwiii
(formed on Russian soil with the suffix -u- from borrowed mocce), ¢opcums (from
borrowed dopc) etc.

While recognizing that the named type of vocabulary has all the rights to be
considered Russian proper, one should nevertheless consider it as a kind of quasi-borrowing,
since the foreign root underlying these, albeit Russian, words does not allow them to be fully
identified with the primordially Russian derivatives formed on Russian soil, but from
Russian roots. So, the word woccennvui nevertheless, it should be terminologically (as a
lexical phenomenon) distinguished, for example, from the word odopoorcuwiil, hopcumes —
from eoobpaxcams and the like. Thus, the subgroup of borrowed words (actually
borrowings) can be attributed to foreign language vocabulary in traditional terminology, and
quasi-borrowed vocabulary corresponds to assimilated vocabulary, the “foreign language” of
which is revealed through etymological analysis (Bash, 1989, pp. 27-31).

In translation practice, the terms "xenolexeme" and "xenism" are often used.
Xenolexeme is any non-native Russian word, the term is opposed to the word xenism in the
meaning of “borrowed from another language, but not assimilated word or expression that
exists in any language” (3axapenko, Komaposa, Heuaesa, 2006, p. 336). In the linguistic and
cultural literature, the study of xenolexemes as a means of cultural influence and “import" of
designated concepts or realities presupposes a terminological definition and classification of
borrowed vocabulary in this aspect as well. Thus, S. Vlakhov and S. Florin characterize the
translation of realities as “conditional borrowing”, since realia “can turn into a borrowed
word, losing to some extent the status of reality” (Bnaxos, ®mopun, 1986, p. 35). In the
meaning of realities in the literature, the names “non-equivalent vocabulary”, “exotic
vocabulary”, “barbarisms”, “localisms”, “ethnographisms”, “ethnolexemes”, “spaces”,
“(random) gaps”, “words with a zero equivalent”, “ethnocultural”, “ethnocultural studies”,
“cultural-connotative”, “regional studies” vocabulary. Defining the general scheme of
transmission of realities in translation, S.Vlakhov and S. Florin name the following
principles: 1) transcription, transliteration; 2) translation. The first principle refers to the
transmission of realities by “foreign language inclusions”, the second — to the transmission of
neologisms, “replacement of realities”, “approximate” and “contextual” translation. At the
same time, when transmitting or translating realities as “neologisms”, the author (works)
forms a “tracing paper”, ‘“half-calico”, “mastering” and uses a ‘“semantic neologism”
(Bnaxos, ®@nopun, 1986, p. 170).

The issues of the entry (reproduction) of foreign language units as a factor in
the development of the Russian language are to some extent covered by N. N. Bykhovets,
A. N. Garkavets, I. T. Derkanbaeva, who note that the ways of transmission and reproduction
of foreign language units differ in the case of translation. According to the general scheme,
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there are two main ways: 1) untranslated reproduction; 2) translated reproduction. In the case
of untranslated reproduction, “unadapted “written” or “oral quotation”, “graphic image”,
“adapted oral quotation” or “sound image”, the translation product can be judged as a foreign
language inclusions. The following are graphically quoted: a) the proper names of people;
b) proper geographical names and microtoponyms; c)the names of institutions, firms,
enterprises, newspapers; d) sports complexes, names of models of missiles, aircraft, ships,
industrial technologies; €) socio-political programs, events, competitions, etc.; f) titles of
works; g) abbreviations; h) appellative ethnocultural vocabulary and terms specific to the
author’s definition, phraseological units, as well as the most typical modal words, phrases,
emotional expressions, interjections (beixoser, I"apkager, [lepkanoaesa, 1989, p. 180).

A. A. Bragina, according to the degree of adaptation of foreign language vocabulary
and the active use of native speakers, distinguishes three groups of borrowings: 1) stable
lexical borrowings, obeying the language system, carrying anominative, conceptual-
differentiating function; 2) borrowings that have already submitted to the language system,
but stylistically still limited (mainly in written language); their function fluctuates between
the function of the nominative and the function of the “label” — characteristics; 3) borrowings
are temporary, fragile, not yet sufficiently assimilated by language (they are accompanied by
an interpretation-description) (bparuna, 1973, p. 159). The first group is included in the
active vocabulary, the second group is on the verge between active and passive vocabulary,
and the third group refers to a passive vocabulary or a vocabulary of a certain era.

Scientists often use the term “foreign language inclusion” in relation to borrowing,
but its definition is not clear. The terms “barbarism”, “exoticism” or “not transliterated”, or
“untranslated” word / expression are used at the same time.

The issue of delimiting and ordering these terms has been repeatedly discussed in
modern linguistics, in particular in the works of A. M. Babkin (1970, 1981-1987) and
V. V. Shandetsov (1981-1987), Y. T. Listrova (1985), V. P. Berkova (1973).

The main characteristic features of foreign language inclusions are
the correspondence of the verbal design (in non-Russian, rarely in Russian, graphics) to the
world of material objects of the native speakers of the recipient language, that is in
the receiving language there are synonymous words, duplicating the “foreign” expression,
these are not only material objects, but, in the main, common human concepts and
expressions, universal for all languages.

The term “foreign language inclusion” was introduced by L. A. Leontyev (JIeoHTbeB,
1966, p. 56). This unit covered all cases of the manifestation of the borrowed word in the
Russian language. According to the researcher, these are 16 combinations at the lexical,
morphemic, phonemic levels and the level of sound types, in the modern classification — loan
translation. L. A. Leontyev understands by a foreign language inclusions a direct insertion of
a foreign word in the graphics of the source language, and a Russian word in a foreign
graphics or in a foreign language sound design, and a piece of a foreign text. The filling of
the term “foreign language inclusions” in its author’s understanding is not widespread.
Foreign language inclusions in accordance with this classification are passive to the system,
for example, of the Russian language and therefore are not neologisms. In the system of the
borrowing language, in the future, the borrowed word can acquire the function of
characteristic-evaluation (comparison). Then the borrowed neologism becomes a motivated
sign: it reveals its inner form or receives a certain understanding, sometimes not coinciding
with the source language (Jleoutses, 1966, p. 160).

V. P. Berkov sees the main difference between exoticism and foreign language
inclusions in functionality: the former denote a phenomenon that is foreign to a given
linguistic community, while the latter, on the contrary, are characteristic of it, although
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materially and etymologically both lexical layers are phenomena of the same order.
The difference between foreign language inclusions from foreign words is, first of all, that
the latter are practically assimilated by the language. The border between foreign words with
a nominative meaning and foreign words is not always clear, and transitional cases are
possible, since such inclusions, assimilating, often pass into the category of foreign words
(bepkos, 1973, p. 34).

A. M. Babkin argues that foreign expressions, regardless of whether they are felt by
the native speakers of the language in which they are used, exactly as foreign languages, and
regardless of the justification and desirability of their use, are facts of the language using
them (babkun, 1994, p. 3). According to D. Schutte, words that are not morphologically
included in the system of the Russian language should be called “quotation words” (IltotTe,
1997, p. 145).

Y. T. Listrova believes that "foreign language inclusions™ are used by bilinguals in
communication for certain stylistic purposes and with their inherent irregularity.
Y. T. Listrova proposes to delimit occasional words of foreign origin and phraseological
units that have gone beyond bilinguals and have become “signs” of monolingual speech used
in print media from “foreign language inclusions” proper. All words and expressions of
foreign origin, despite the graphic aspect of their reproduction, are not “foreign language
inclusions”, but function as ordinary borrowings in the Russian language. Exotisms are also
not foreign language inclusions, since they are “a fact of the language that adopted them”
(JTuctposa, 1985, pp. 58-59).

According to Haugen’s typology, as noted earlier, one of the ways of assimilation of
borrowed vocabulary is tracing, which can be complete or partial. Tracing as a way of
replenishing the Russian dictionary occupies a marginal position, nevertheless there are a lot
of loan translation units in the Russian language and they deserve special analysis. The issue
of tracing was handled by N. S. Arapova (2009), T. F. Efremova (1974), V. N. Komissarov
(2001) and others.

As it is known, a loan translation is called a special type of borrowing of foreign
words, expressions, phrases. A loan translation appears when there is a need to convey
a concept that has appeared in a foreign language environment, and direct borrowing for any
reason is impossible. In this case, the derivation or semantic structure of a foreign word is
borrowed.

By word-forming loan translation is meant a lexical neoplasm (new both in terms of
meaning and in terms of sound / lettering), which was not previously noted in the recipient
language, reproducing both the morphological structure of the traced prototype and the
morphemic semantics that make up its morphemic semantics, and this word is created from
native (and not borrowed) morphemes, so loan translation of this type usually does not feel
like a borrowed word. In other words, this is a word obtained by an “after morphemic”
translation of a foreign word into a borrowing language. So, the Russian geological term
traces it. Aufschichtung: German prefix auf- translated by the Russian prefix na-; German
root -schicht- transmitted to Russians -nzacm-; German suffix -ung transmitted by the
Russian suffix -anuj-(3). Or other examples: German Goldsucher tracing Russian gold digger
(German. Gold — Russian zozomo; German such(en) — russian uck(a-mwv); German -er —
russian -menw); Russian word swiensioems formed according to the German model aussehen
(prefix s = German aus-; verb stem ezz0ems» = German sehen); the words hydrogen and
oxygen are tracing papers, respectively, Greek hudor — “Boga” + genos — “pox” u OXyS —
“kucnpiii” + genos — “pox”’; English sky-scraper in Russian has tracing paper me6ockpeb.
The following borrowings came to the Russian language: 6uoepagus (Greek bios —
“ku3Hp” + grapho — “mumy” — xusHeommcaHue), npasonucanue (Greek orthos —
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“npaBwibHBIN" + grapho — “numry”) etc. Many linguistic terms are tracings of Latin terms in
Russian: umenumenvuwiil, napeuue, napuyamenvnoui. Derivative tracing copies in Russian
are also: docmonpuMeuameﬂbezﬁ, HCU3HEONnUcanue, HOCopoe, Jjemonucey, OIHCUueOnucsb
(Greek); anaszomep, H06006pa306aHu€, C6epxyenosex, npedcmaexzer—tue, nouyocmpos,
yenoseunocms  (German);  6aacococmosimue, nepeeopom, npeopaccyoox  (French);
nonysawumnuk, Hebockpéo, nomynposoonux (English) etc. Such tracings are also called
lexico-derivational (Po3enrans, 1976, 2010).

In addition to word-formative ones, semantic tracing papers are distinguished.
Consequently, semantic loan translation is original words that received new meanings under
the influence of the corresponding words of another language. The borrowed structure is
materially expressed by the primordial means of the recipient language. In the semantic
tracing paper, moments of borrowing and original word creation are organically merged, and
the emphasis in the study of this layer of vocabulary is usually placed on the element of
borrowing, therefore loan translation is considered as “ckpesiToe 3ammcTBOBaHuE”. SO,
Russian xapmuna, denoting “npoussenenue xuBonucu”, “3penuie”, under the influence of
the English language began to be used also in the meaning “kunoduiem™ — this is a tracing
of an English ambiguous word picture, having meaning in the source language “xaprtuHa,
PUCYHOK”, “nopTpeT”’, “KUHODUIbM, CheMOYHBIN Kaap”.

In the case of derivational tracing, a new word with the semantics of the traded word
is formed from the original Russian elements according to the model of a foreign language
word in the Russian language. With semantic tracing, the meaning of a foreign word is
borrowed by the word of the recipient language.

The loan translation can be complete or partial. In case of partial tracing, only part of
the word is literally translated; in this way lexical half-loan translation is formed. This type
of borrowing — lexical half-loan translation — is words in which word-for-word translated
foreign language and Russian word-formative elements are combined. For example, the word
eymannocms has a Latin root human-us, but a Russian suffix is added to it -ocms (cp.
eymanusm) Or in the compound word television are connected by the Greek tele- and Russian
suoenu-e stems.

In Russian, for tracing, sometimes not only original Russian words are used, but also
borrowings. However, this requires that borrowing be well mastered. So, in the middle of the
XVII™M century foreign language crystal tried to trace the word xpycmanw, etymologically
also foreign language, but mastered long ago (to such an extent that in the minds of many
speakers it is perceived as akin to the verb crunch and the adjective xpynxui). These tracing
paper existed for almost a century before finally giving way to borrowing a crystal. Word-
formation tracing paper cydosepgo has a borrowed word as its second component sepgo.
However, the word sepgs borrowed from the Dutch language at the turn of the XVII™ —
XVII™M centuries, and the loan translation cyoosepgs has a German word as its prototype.

Loan translation was especially active in the XVII"™ — XVIII™ centuries (first half of
the XX™ century). At the end of the XVII"™ — XVII™ centuries a whole series of words
appeared, modeled on foreign languages, mainly German. So, as a result of derivational-
semantic tracing, complex words such as ezaumooeiucmsue (Wechselwirkung),
scecmoponnuii (allseitig), scusneoesmenvruiit (lebenstétig), srcusznepadoocmuwini (lebensfroh),
3axkonomepnoii - (gesetzmassig), oobweussecmuuiti - (allgemeinbekannt), nepsoocnosa
(Urgrund), nomycmoponnuu (jenseitig), npasomepnwiii (rechtméssig), npomusonocmasums
(entgegenstellen), pasnosznaunvii  (gleichbedeutend), ceo600omwiciue (Freidenkertum),
yenecoobpasnwiil (Zweckmassig) etc.

In the XVIII™ century when choosing the components for a new Russian word,
tracing a foreign language sample, preference was given to the book, that is, Church
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Slavonic, version. This tendency is revealed when tracing Wasserverdraeugung — the
selected form of displacement (not water ejection). Such loan translation as bark (shell of the
globe), plaque (shade) and a number of others also entered the Russian language (Edpemos,
1974). In the middle of the 19" century the number of word-building loan-translation (in
comparison with semantic ones) is increasing. The main source of derivational tracing is
German. A huge amount of scientific and philosophical literature during this period was
translated from the German language. From the second half of the XIX™ century due to
technical progress, the number of technical terms is increasing. As in scientific terminology,
a certain percentage here belongs to tracing papers. During this period, as a rule, words that
have arisen in German, French and English are traced. The role of individual languages
increases and decreases. Loan translation and borrowings are similar in one thing: their
source is the language in which a new word first appeared in a particular area. In turn, the
Russian language, from which up to the middle of the XIX™ century European languages
borrowed only exoticism, became a source of borrowing and loan translation, as soon as
Russian scientists, technicians, inventors and public figures said a new word in the field of
science, technology and social structure. They are: ymka (eazemnas) — French canard,
ymonuénnwiti — French raffine, ueroseunocmes — German Hummanitat, osuorcenue — German
Bewegung, 6auzopykuii — german kurzsichtig etc. (3axapuenxo, 2006).

For borrowing a language contact is required, which implies at least a minimal
acquaintance with a foreign language. But if direct borrowing is available to a person who is
familiar with a foreign language superficially, without mastering this language, then tracing
paper can be created only by those who knows the foreign language well, feel well the
morphological structure of the word, semantic connections within the word-formation nest,
etc. If direct borrowing is done orally, the borrowed word may deviate significantly from the
prototype, let us see words like xpaxman, r1063ux, pyrem, cmamecka, Qyeanox, wnuneaiem
etc. In direct borrowing, the internal form of the word being borrowed is ignored; in tracing,
the emphasis is on it. Therefore, errors that occur during tracing arise due to incorrect
morphological division of a word or due to a misunderstanding of the image underlying the
nomination.

The creation of tracing paper is an act of conscious lexical creativity; the fixation of
tracing paper in the language or its loss occurs spontaneously. Derivational and semantic
tracing papers have a common goal — to convey by means of the recipient language the
images that form the basis of the nomination in the donor language. Tracing books are most
often of a book nature or are elements of various terminological systems. Tracing and direct
borrowing interact: tracing can replace direct borrowing, but there are also opposite cases
when borrowing is more viable in the presence of tracing paper.

4. Conclusions.

When classifying borrowed vocabulary, both formal features (assimilation of words in
the borrowing language) and functional (use of words in the borrowing language) should be
taken into account. Y. S. Sorokin singles out his indicators — this is the requirement for
“stability, uniformity and normalization of the form” (Copoxun, 1965, pp.62—63).
L. P. Krysin sees signs of complete assimilation of a word in the graphic and phonetic
transmission of foreign words by the appropriate means of the borrowing language and its
correlation with certain grammatical classes and categories (Kpsicun, 2000, p. 35). Although,
it should be noted, according to L. P. Krysin, V. M. Aristova, the classification of layers of
borrowed vocabulary according to the degree of its assimilation is not legitimate enough,
since it will be anachronistic in relation to the constantly developing lexical system of the
language (Apucrosa, 1978, p. 8).
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According to the degree of adaptation of lexical units in the system of the Russian
language-recipient, both full and partial assimilation of the German-language vocabulary is
possible. Partially assimilated vocabulary can be divided into the following groups:
1) German vocabulary assimilated at the graphic and grammatical levels; 2) German-
language vocabulary assimilated at the grammatical level; 3) German-language vocabulary
assimilated at the word-formation level; 4) German-language blotches with preceding and
following Russian equivalents.

The prospect of further research is seen in the study of the processes of assimilation of
foreign language vocabulary, which occurs at different language levels, with the involvement
of more factual material that belongs to different styles of speech. This makes it possible to
obtain more complete data on the processes of assimilation in a particular language in
various forms of its existence.
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Anomauisn

Y pociiicexiti mosi XVII — XVIII cmonimb 3nauny yacmuHy iHUOMOBHUX CI@ CKIANU HIMEYbKI IeKCUYHI
3ano3uyents. 3a cmynenem 3aC60€HHS 3aN03UYEHOT IeKCUKU MOBOIO-DeYURIEHMOM MPAOUYiliHO 8UOLIAIOMb 08i
OCHOBHI epynu clig - acuminbo8aui i Heacuminbogani. OOHUM 3 OCHOBHUX PO3PAOI8 THUOMOGHUX CIi8, WO
BUOINAIOMBCA 3G CMYNEeHeM ACUMINAYIL, € Gl1ACHe 3aN03UYeHHs, MOOMO ACUMITbOBAHI CN08A, 3 NPUBOOY
Keanighikayii AKux y euenux Hemae poszbisxcrocmeil. €OUHOW NPoOIEeMOI0 8 YbOMY CEHCI € NPOBEOEHHS MeXHCi
MidIC 3ano3udeHHsMU ma iHmepHayionanizmamu. Inmepnayionanizmu npedcmaeneni, 8 neputy yepey, 8
mepMinon02iuHitl aekcuyi. /[o mepminig-inmepHayionanizmie 6IOHOCIMbCA. @) CYCRINbHO-NOIMUYHA TeKCUKA:
KOHepec, KOHCMUmyyis, MIHicmp, MimuHe, napmis, NOaimuka, pesomoyisa, pecnyonika, pe3omoyis, ceHam i
noo.; 6) maykosa mepminoaocis: 6ionocis, ceocpagis, 2eode3is, 2eonocis, 30010215, ICMOpIs, NiHeGICMUKA,
mMamemamuka, Qizuka ma iH.; 8) MexHiuHi HAUMEHYBAHHs: azpe2am, aHmeHd, anapam, KoMOaiiH, MOHONIAH,
MAanK, MpaKxmop, 2) MUCMeymeo3Hasua NeKcuka: apis, banem, Opama, Hcamp, Hosend, onepa, noesis, meHop
moujo.

Tpu knacugixyeanni 3ano3utenoi 1eKcuku NOSUHHI 8PAX08YEAMUCS K POPMATbHI O3HAKU (ACUMITAYIS
CI8 Y MOBI, W0 iX 3ano3uyye), max i PYHKYIOHAAbHI (BIHCUBAHHA CIB Y MOSI, WO iX 3ano3uyye). 3a cmynenamu
aoanmayii 1eKCUdHUxX OOUHUYb Yy CUCMEMI POCIUCOKOMOBHO2O DEYUNIEHMA MONCIUBO AK NOGHe, MAK i
4ACMKO8e ACUMITIOBANHSI HIMEYbKOMOBHOT eKkcuku. 4acmKkoo acuminbo8ana neKcuxa mosice Oymu po3oiieHa
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Ha Hacmynui epynu: 1) HiMeybKa neKcuKkd, acUMITbO8AHA HA 2PaiuHOMYy MA CPAMAMUYHOMY DIGHSIX,
2) HiMeybKa JeKCUKA, ACUMITbOBAHA HA 2PAMAMUYHOMY DI6HI; 3) HIMEYbKOMOBHA NEKCUKA, ACUMITbOBAHA HA
COBOMBOPHOMY  DIBHI;  4) HIMEYbKOMOBHI ~ BKPANIEHHA 3 NONEPEOHIM |  HACMYNHUM  POCICOKUMU
eK8I8aIeHMamu.

Ilposedene Oocniodcenns 6azyemvcsi HA GAKMUYHUX OAHUX, OMPUMAHUX PISHUMU JAiHesicmamu, |
pe3yibmamax 61acHUx CHOCMepediceHb asmopa.

Knrouoei cnoea: nexcuuni 3ano3uieHuss, acUMilbO8AHI CN08A, HEACUMITbOBAHI ClO6A, MOBA-0HCEPENO,
MOBa-peYuUnicHm, iHMepHaAYioOHANIZMU, MEPMIHOJIOCIYHA NeKCUKA.
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