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Annotation. The article examines the theoretical as well as functional and communicative
aspects of borrowed words in the Russian language. The main approaches to the interpretation
of the borrowing process, presented in the works of Russian linguists, are summarized, and its
dependence on socio-cultural factors is emphasized. The relevance of the study is determined
by the need to analyze the functioning of foreign lexical units based on authentic speech of
native speakers. The research material consists of transcripts of more than 100 video interviews
selected through continuous sampling. The analysis has revealed the main functions of
borrowings, including the nomination of new and obsolete concepts, linguistic economy,
specification, euphemization, and the expression of irony. It has been established that the use
of borrowed words is determined by a combination of social factors and the specific features
of speakers’ verbal behavior. The study concludes that borrowings are functionally motivated
and play a significant communicative role in contemporary Russian speech.
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It is well known that there 1s no developed language in the world that does not contain a layer
of foreign borrowings. The very essence of the borrowing process is interpreted differently by
researchers: some linguists understand borrowing as the “transfer” of lexical units from one
language to another (L.Krysin, A.Mayorov, etc.); others view it as words resulting from the
process of assimilation of foreign lexical items (including their graphic, phonetic, and
morphological adaptation) (O.Akhmanova, E.Marinova, etc.); still others consider it a
consequence of economic, political, and cultural contacts between peoples (D.Rosenthal).
Today, more than ever, there is a clear need for a detailed and in-depth analysis of this
phenomenon based on extensive empirical speech data.

By analyzing the “trajectory” of individual borrowed units, valuable insights can be gained into
the overall pace of language development. The Russian language, like other languages open to
interaction, is currently experiencing an uHTeHcuBHBIH influx of borrowings. Within a
relatively short period, foreign elements can enter its active vocabulary, undergoing processes
of linguistic assimilation.

However, for linguists, not only the penetration of foreign words and their assimilation into the
recipient language is of interest, but also the specific features of their functioning in actual
speech. The nature of the verbal units used by a speaker can reveal such characteristics as age,
gender, and social affiliation, among others.

There are numerous factors that influence an individual’s use of particular borrowed words.
Among them, one can identify such social factors as age, socio-communicative context,
religious affiliation, gender, and others. In this regard, the functional and communicative load
of borrowed lexical units in the speech of elderly speakers appears especially indicative and
worthy of analysis.
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Over the past two decades, sociolinguistics has seen increased attention to the linguistic
features of older speakers. This trend can be explained by the overall aging of the population
in developed countries. According to statistical data, in 1980 the proportion of the population
in the United Kingdom that had reached retirement age was 11.3%, and by 2030, according to
demographic forecasts, older adults will account for one fifth of the total population [3, p. 81].
This situation places on the agenda the study of aging-related issues for gerontologists and
questions of speech behavior for sociolinguists. In line with these considerations, the present
article attempts to investigate the specific features of elderly people’s speech using borrowed
words in the Russian language, with a particular focus on identifying the main functions
performed by such units.

The issue of borrowing elements, words, and entire phrases from one language into another
remains one of the most debated topics in linguistics. Tracing the process of borrowing
provides valuable insights into the development of a language as a whole. This problem has
long attracted and continues to attract the attention of linguists.

As noted by I.Geranina, the problem of language interaction and the mutual penetration of
linguistic elements was first addressed in the works of the prominent linguist of Polish origin,
[.Baudouin de Courtenay (1875) [1, pp. 101-102]. The essence of the borrowing process is
interpreted differently by scholars. Some linguists define borrowing as the “transfer” of lexical
units from one language to another (L.Krysin, A.Mayorov, etc.), while others view it as words
that emerge as a result of the assimilation of foreign lexical items (including their graphic,
phonetic, and morphological adaptation) (O.Akhmanova, E.V. Marinova, etc.). D.Rosenthal
offers a broader interpretation, defining borrowings as “words entering the Russian language
from other languages as a result of economic, political, and cultural contacts between the
Russian people and other nations... They may also arise as a consequence of snobbery or
fashion” [2, p. 69]. It should be emphasized that borrowings are not a redundant linguistic
phenomenon; their existence is functionally motivated, including in the everyday speech of
Russian speakers.

In order to identify, analyze, and describe the functional features of borrowed units in everyday
Russian speech, more than 100 video interviews from YouTube were selected using the method
of continuous sampling. The analysis made it possible to determine that, in everyday
communication, borrowings are primarily used to denote new objects and phenomena, refer to
obsolete concepts, achieve linguistic economy, provide specification, enable personal self-
expression, and serve euphemistic purposes, among other functions.

Nomination of new objects, phenomena, and concepts. According to L.Krysin, the principal
reason for lexical borrowing is the need to name a new object or phenomenon within the
everyday reality of a language community [4, pp. 89-90]. Thus, a new word enters the language
together with the object it denotes. Examples of such borrowings identified in the speech of
informants include gumnioM, HHTEpHET, KOMIIBIOTEP, CAHKITNA, dJIeKTpocTaHIusa. Examples of
the use of these units are as follows: Eciu svinumaenm uz kapmarna ouniom MI'V unu I'apsapoa,
Mo 2MO He 2apanmupyem, 4mo Mbvl UMeeM blCOKUll uHmeiekmyanvhuli nomenyuan [11];
Cnasa 602y, y Hee uHmepHem, oHa Modcem pabomams, Mol ¢ Hell odwaemcs [11]; On Owvin
Orecmawum Mamemamukom, 3anumancsa u komnviomepamu [11]; Ilouvemy na nac manoscunu
canxkyuu? [11]; Heoasno anekmpocmanyus 63opeanacs, éce ccopeno, m.x. owino cyxoe [11].
Indeed, one of the primary reasons for lexical borrowing is the need to name a new object or
phenomenon. Even if a concept is designated by a newly formed native word created through
the language’s own derivational resources, this does not guarantee that it will successfully
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compete with a foreign equivalent. In this regard, it is worth recalling the unstable native
formations xoznozemuya and mupokonuya, once proposed by Vladimir Dahl as substitutes for
the foreign word ammocghepa.

Nomination of obsolete concepts. Borrowings in the speech of Russian speakers may also be
used to denote objects and phenomena that have disappeared. In particular, a number of such
units were identified in the speech of elderly informants, including eybepnus, xyrax, xynon,
manygakmypa, among others.

During the analysis, a case was identified in which an informant used the outdated lexeme
2ybeprus instead of the word obnacte: Mou dedywxu ovinu uz Oprosckoul eybepuuu u 0ba
noeubnu na eotine, nponanu 6e3z secmu [11]. Apparently, the informant retained the place of
origin of their ancestors in the form it was used in the speech of those ancestors themselves:
OpmoBckas rydepaus. In any case, the use of the unit rybeprus is Bmonue justified, since at
the time referred to in the statement (the period of the ancestors’ birth), what is now known as
the Oryol region was indeed called a rybepHusi.

The next borrowed unit that has fallen out of use due to the disappearance of the concept it
denotes is kyzak. As is well known, one of the meanings of this word (a hand with clenched
fingers) belongs to common vocabulary. Its second meaning — a class of wealthy peasants — is
obsolete. In the speech of the informants, this borrowing was identified in both meanings:
1Ipoodyxkmul ceou 6winu, kapmowiku — no kyraky [11]. In this example, the meaning “a hand with
clenched fingers” is intended, which remains in active use in the Russian language to this day:
... C HAMU JCUT KYIAK, KOMOPO2O PACKYIAYUIU 80 6pems Koanekmueusayuu [11].

In the last sentence, the word is used in its obsolete meaning. During the collectivization of
agriculture initiated in the USSR in 1928, the Politburo of the Communist Party issued a decree
providing for the liquidation of the kulaks as a class. This indicates that the second meaning of
the unit was not only well known to representatives of the older generation but also widely
used, as evidenced by the derivative lexeme packynauuBanue, formed from the word under
consideration.

.. 8pemMs OblL10 Cl0dCHOe. KYnoHvl, manonsl... [11]. This meaning of the word xymos is not
characteristic of the present-day language, as it refers to the period of wartime and post-war
years. The informant uses it specifically when describing events of that time. Here, it denotes
a voucher entitling the holder to obtain essential goods.

As for the word manyghaxmypa, it should be noted that the concept it denotes (enterprises based
on manual labor) largely disappeared in the 19" century, with the exception of certain textile
factories where production still relied primarily on human labor. In the given context, the
informant refers to a Moscow textile factory founded in the late 18" century: Jaru nam
nymesky Ha Tpexeopnyto manygaxmypy Mockewt [11].

Linguistic economy. One of the important reasons for the use of borrowed units by Russian
speakers is the tendency toward “linguistic economy,” whereby a foreign word is introduced
into speech to replace lengthy word combinations (primarily of native origin) with a single
lexical item. For example, in the sentence «Hawa ceadvba bvina nepsas 6 epynne, HOIMOMY
OOHOKYPCHUKU cOOpanucey u ¢ oOykemamu yesemos Hac ecmpemuauy [11], the word o6yxem is
used instead of the phrase a bunch of flowers for a gift.

Kmo ckazan, umo eéemepanvi —amo scanoowr u oxu?! [11]. Here, the unit semepan replaces the
construction a participant in World War I1.
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To replace the construction kocmrom, consisting of a combination of a jacket and trousers, the
informant uses the word xombuneson: Hu niamvuuiex, Hu KOMOUHE30HO8 y HAC He ObLIO.
Ilomnio, umo y mens 6wi10 naremuuwixo [11].

In the following example, the informant uses the borrowed word ¢pacm-gyo, referring to fast-
prepared food products. At the same time, the construction containing this unit is used
figuratively: Huvine nabniooaemcs odwee nadenue YpoGHsi KyibmMypvl HA NldHeme: 6ce
coenacHul Ha ghacm-gyo emecmo xopourezo wegh-nosapa [11].

The construction a person who takes photographs using a camera is rendered by the informant
as pomoepadh: [lomomy umo mou Opy3vs (51 NHOMOM O HUX RUULY 20e-MO0) ... O1a200aps 0OHOMY
u3 Hux s cman gpomoepagom [11]. 1t is important to note that most units denoting specialists
in a particular field typically consist of two-component nomenclatural constructions of the type
“specialist in the field of + name of a scientific discipline”. For example, a specialist in the
field of geology is replaced in the informant’s speech by the unit ceonoe: Cosemckue 2eonocu
Ham 6a3y no02omosunu, a Ha Ykpaune nHuuezo nem [11].

Thus, Russian speakers employ borrowed words to achieve linguistic economy, specifically by
replacing multi-word constructions with concise one-word designations of foreign origin.

The specifying (differentiating) function of borrowings. Foreign words in the speech of
informants also perform a differentiating, or more precisely, a specifying function. In
particular, one example revealed the use of the unit prok3zax instead of the word cymka. Unlike
cymka, the word proxsax carries the connotation of being “worn on the back.” Therefore, in this
case, the borrowed word cannot be replaced by the native cymka: A crooa [6 Kumomupckyro
obnacmu] npuexan ¢ proK3aKom Knue, scenoll u pebenxom [11].

The unit wxean, also identified in the informant’s speech, carries a similar specifying load:
Bom, nanpumep, nemyvt nuwiym o coovimusix Cmanunepada, ymo onu oOaUYeHbl HA 2ubensb
cmanbHuiM wkeanom aeoanou nycmeinu [11]. At first glance, this unit could be replaced by the
earlier borrowing ypaean. The word wxesan 1s borrowed from the English squall (“to produce a
sharp sound”), whereas ypacan originates from the Arawakan languages (one of the largest
language families of South America), where it denoted the name of a wind deity, Huracan, and
entered Russian via French. It can be assumed that yparan was borrowed earlier than wxean:
the most active influx of French borrowings into Russian occurred in the 16"—18" centuries [5,
p. 97], whereas the mass borrowing of English words began in the 19th century [6, p. 89].
However, the reason for the non-substitutability of these units lies not in the time of borrowing,
but in their semantics: wxean differs from ypaean in its short duration and its typical occurrence
in zones of atmospheric fronts and instability lines [7].

Thus, the specifying function of a borrowed word is ensured by the additional semantic
component inherent in the unit. Such borrowings, however, occur relatively rarely in the speech
of informants.

The function of “personal self-expression.” N.Sidakova notes that some speakers tend to use
unjustified borrowings in their vocabulary, the meanings of which are known only to a limited
circle of people [8, p. 112], while L.Bukina emphasizes that the use of foreign words in speech
may serve as an indicator of a speaker’s erudition and high social status [9, p. 96]. Thus, the
skillful use of foreign lexical units can signal a speaker’s affiliation with the intelligence.
However, the demonstration of high status is more characteristic of the speech of younger
speakers than of representatives of the older generation.

In the speech of two informants (scholars in the fields of philology and medicine), instances of
barbarisms were identified, which could be interpreted as an attempt to emphasize the speaker’s
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education and erudition; however, we do not fully share this view: Omo [obwenue uepes
coyuanvhvle cemu, HAX005Cb 3a 0OHUM cmonom] addiction 6 camom npsamom cmoicae [11]; ...
€ Opy20il CMOPOHbL, BOM 3MO MEemento Mori — Mo MAaKasi WMyKd, 4moodbl OYeHU8ams KatcOblll
Oenv [11].

At the same time, the possibility of conveying the meaning of these barbarisms through native
lexical means (addiction — 3asucumocms; memento mori — nomuu o cmepmu) brings us closer
to the position of L.Bukina.

Thus, the function of “personal self-expression” is more typical of borrowings used by younger
speakers, since imitation of fashion, including linguistic fashion, is characteristic of youth. The
use of barbarisms by the informants, in turn, can be attributed to the individual speech
characteristics of the mentioned scholars, as no other borrowings of this type were identified
in the material.

The function of euphemization. As noted by N.Valgina, one of the reasons for using borrowed
words is the need for a euphemistic substitution of a native lexical unit [10]. In the speech of
the informants, we identified borrowings that serve to convey meanings more mildly than their
native equivalents. This can be observed in the use of the units dempeccus, uncyrom,
pernonmosz: Mol 6uduM, Kaxk Ha 21A3ax HAwU neHcuoHepsl odcusarom om oenpeccuu [11]. Here,
the borrowed unit denpeccus replaces the native word nodasiennocme.

Ilocne uncynoma mou nanvyvl He pabomarom eéom smu [11]. The word uncyrem is used in the
meaning of the death of brain cells.

Mbui nazeanu smo aenenue gpernonmosom [11]. Here, penonmos refers to programmed death.
As can be seen, the borrowings used for euphemistic purposes are predominantly represented
by terms from the field of medicine.

The function of irony. As is well known, certain words may carry an expressive and stylistic
load. In the speech of the informants, we identified borrowed words used for the purpose of
mild irony: Mwi cetiuac orcusem 6Onacooaps momy, umo cogemckue 2eono2u Ham 0azy
noo02omosunu, a Ha Yxpautne Huuezo Hem. Ymo OvL10 denams yKpaunckum oaueapxam? Onu
Hauanu Kax 6 Poccuu, max Hasvieaemyro MoOoepHuzayulo, PecmpyKmypuzayuro u
onmumuzayuio [11].

Thus, the units modeprnuzayus, pecmpykmypuzayus, and onmumuzayus convey the speaker’s
ironic attitude toward the events in Ukraine following the collapse of the USSR, which is also
reinforced by intonation.

In conclusion, the analysis of the functional and speech-related features of the use of borrowed
units in the informants’ speech has made it possible to establish that foreign words perform the
following functions:

—  nomination of new objects, phenomena, and concepts;

—  nomination of obsolete concepts;

- linguistic economy;

- specification;

—  personal self-expression;

- euphemization, among others.
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