KOHCTPYKIMENH “‘c’est’, HapeUUsIMU-YCUIUTENAMU “‘justement”, “précisément”,
yIOTPEOISIOMMMUCS ¢ KOHHEKTOPOM “parce que”, a NONOTHUTEILHOCTh, MEHBIIIAS
3HAYMMOCTh aprymMeHTa BbIpaxkaetcs HapeuussMu “d’ailleurs”, “du reste”, “‘au
demeurant”.

Cnenyer otMeTHUTbh, 4yTO HayuHble TpyAbl K.-K. Aukom6pa u O. J{rokpo u uc-
cienoBaHusl yuyeHbIX JKeHEeBCKOW JIMHIBUCTUYECKOM IIKOJBIL, C OJHOW CTOPOHBI, MO-
3BOJIMJIM PACIIMPUTH BO3MOKHOCTH JIMHTBUCTUYECKOTO aHAjIW3a ApryMEHTAallNH, C
IPYroil CTOPOHBI, CTUMYJIMPOBAIM UHTEPEC JTUHIBUCTOB HE TOJBKO K M3YUYEHHIO ap-
I'YMEHTAaTUBHBIX MapKepoB, HO M K aHaiM3y (DYHKIIMOHUpPOBaHUs OoJiee HIMPOKOIro

KJIaCcCa A3BIKOBBIX CPCACTB — JUCKYPCUBHBIX MAPKCPOB.
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YeK 3peHHusl Ha OTAENbHBIE SIBICHUS B c(epe OBJIAJACHUS JIEKCUKOW MHOCTPAHHOTO f3bIKa MpocCie-
KHUBAIOTCS 0OLIME TEHCHIINH B PEIIEHUH BO3HUKAIOLIUX MTPOOIEM.

Knwoueevie cnoea: 3aMMCTBOBaHHAs JIEKCHKA, TpaHC(OpPMALMOHHAs TI'paMMAaTHKa,
MOpQoIorus, cI0BOOOpa30BaHUeE, IMHIBOKYIbTYPHBINA aCHEKT, JIMHI'BOKYIbTYPHASI CUTYaIlHs

Recently appeared foreign studies allow one to have an idea of the current state of affairs in
the field of borrowing. With all the diversity of points of view on certain phenomena in the field of
mastering foreign language vocabulary, some general tendencies in solving emerging problems can
be traced.

Keywords: borrowed vocabulary, transformational grammar, morphology, word formation,
linguocultural aspect, linguocultural situation

To characterize the modern processes of studying borrowings by foreign linguis-
tics, it is necessary to have an understanding of the linguocultural situation in which
they arise. In other words, to determine the locus of the areas of linguistic knowledge
under consideration in the general language system, it is necessary to understand their
relationship with other components of this system, in particular with grammar and vo-
cabulary — the basic components of any language. In this regard, it is necessary to have
at least a minimum of knowledge about how the concepts of grammar and vocabulary
are interpreted in foreign studies, how they process and adapt borrowings. It is also im-
portant here that both the tasks and objects of study in the field of linguocultural inte-
raction and mutual influence of languages receive a different assessment depending on
the occurrence of borrowings in the same word-formation nest or, conversely, they be-
long to different nests, are a kind of inter-nest. It is also important to understand here
that in foreign linguistics, on the one hand, the mutual gravitation of grammar to the
vocabulary of the language is noted, and on the other, the influence of this gravitation
on the organization of the composition of the borrowed vocabulary.

Until recently, one of the basic components of foreign transformational grammar
was the provision that in order to transform the syntactic structure into an utterance (in
the form of a dialogue or monologue), a number of transformations should have been
performed on the basic word-symbols until the implementation of a specific syntactic
scheme required stating instead of them of specific lexical units. It meant that linguistic
expressions with a general syntactic scheme are considered derivationally related and
these connections in the corresponding word-formation nests appear as a result of
transformation, which is directly responsible for the adaptation process of borrowings,
including in word-formation nests. This approach, therefore, questioned, in any case
made it unnecessary, the independent separation of borrowings into separate models of
morphological adaptation, because if, for example, a homogeneous construction
spreads simultaneously in equal parts both to the passive part of the lexical composi-
tion, and to which is a verbal name, then all of them in this case will appear as equiva-
lent variants of transformative connections, and in this situation the difference between

85



borrowings within the same level of the word-formation nest or borrowings of different
levels will be minimal. Thus, the transformational view of borrowing contradicted the
traditional grammatical approach, proposing a holistic description of the adaptation of
borrowing instead of the level, differentiated representation of the facts of the language
[1, p. 1-2]. Later it was revealed that a significant number of transformations of the
borrowed vocabulary, on the one hand, change its meaning, and on the other, it is far
from always possible. The problem of the methodological elaboration of such a trans-
formation arose, and this, in turn, called into question one of the foundations of trans-
formational grammar. It was necessary to find a solution that would reduce the impact
of the transformational approach. Ultimately, morphology and word formation, voca-
bulary came to the fore, because it is precisely this that gives the greatest opportunity
to analyze morphological and word formation changes. Nevertheless, in this case, the
borrowing dictionary as a whole was perceived as a "hodgepodge", a simple sum of
borrowed lexical units, albeit linguoculturologically valuable, but nevertheless acciden-
tally caught in another language, with their own semantic characteristics inherent only
in them. And yet, to present a separate dictionary entry for each borrowed unit would
generate inevitable duplication due to morphological connectivity, morphological, se-
mantic and linguocultural interpenetration of word forms.

One of the ways to resolve this issue was the recognition of the grammar of the
basis that allows borrowings to function in a new linguocultural environment in the
most natural way. Here it should only be borne in mind that if, in relation to borrow-
ings, it acts as an accumulator, with all their meanings, then one of the most urgent
tasks in describing a language is the problem of what information about the borrowed
lexical unit used will ensure its most adequate use in one or more a different linguocul-
tural situation of communication. True, here different grammars offered their answers.
So, case grammar put at the forefront the data on the semantic meanings of those no-
minal borrowings that could be combined with any one specific verb. In functional
grammar, the first place is given to the question of matching specific predicates with
specific names. In the last third of the last century, the so-called "grammars of bor-
rowed vocabulary" have come to the fore, in which there are no hard boundaries be-
tween grammatical rules and lexical borrowings. Moreover, the whole grammar, ac-
cording to some researchers, comes down to a complete description of borrowing lexi-
cal units, each of which has corresponding delimiting markers [2, p. 25]. Here, each
borrowed word is limited and endowed with such features that allow it to be not only
correctly formed in terms of structure, but also (which is very important) organically fit
into the syntactic structure, the functioning of the sentence. Such grammar is presented
as a kind of list of borrowed lexical increments, which, in turn, can be classified, for
example, by parts of speech. Thus, in foreign linguistic studies, reflected in various
kinds of grammars, the problem arose not only of a terminological description of the
characteristics of borrowed lexical units, but also of relations between them, including
at the level of synonymy, antonymy, polysemy, connotation, cultural backgrounds, etc.
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At the same time, grammatical rules here are usually reduced to lexical generalizations
reflecting the relationship between borrowed lexical units and between their specific
(including linguoculturological) characteristics. Consequently, word formation is
present here at the grammatical and lexical levels. Of course, this point of view is one
of the possible. So, morphology, according to the rules of which a borrowed word is
included in the process of functioning of a foreign language for it, has its own laws, ac-
tions, the real manifestation of which encounters a natural resistance of foreign voca-
bulary for it. In this linguocultural situation "morphological rules are by no means less
regular than syntactic or phonetic rules, because they are more influenced by the bor-
rowed part of the lexicon" [3, p. 12-13].

The work in which one of the first to raise the question of regularity in relation
to the phenomena of word formation and morphology, in contrast to the phenomena
of syntax, was the study of F. Planco [4, p.16]. In it, the author carefully analyzes
those factors that affect the operation of a particular rule at the morphological level,
1.e. derivation rules at the level of borrowed words, ranging from derivatives to word
forms. He also pointed to the conventionality of the boundaries between rule and ex-
ception. So, if the action of the rule depends on a number of general linguoculturo-
logical factors (in particular, the number of syllables in the borrowed word, the pho-
nological features of the morphemes of the connotative, emotional part of the general
semantic meaning included in it) and their functioning can be represented in the form
of specific conditions, then in this case it will disappear the need to talk about devia-
tions from the rules. This point of view is more than interesting. In our opinion, it is
also relevant for the modern Russian language, in which, as is known, that neither the
rule is the exception, although, of course, here we are talking primarily not about bor-
rowed vocabulary. At the same time, if you adhere to objectivity, a certain specific
list of certain rules is largely determined by the characteristics of the specific native
language of the borrowed word. Hence an important detail follows - it is hardly poss-
ible today to derive some general rules that would apply to all borrowings. Based on
the foregoing, together with the concept of context-dependent transformations, one
can also use the concept of context-dependent rules for adaptation and transformation
of the borrowings themselves and, therefore, use in a certain scope of application of
the rules. True, in this case, the regularity in the syntax cannot be opposed to the irre-
gularity of word formation, and it will be rather difficult to distinguish between
grammar and vocabulary by this criterion. On the other hand, by the type and degree
of regularity, one can try to determine word formation and inflection. Ultimately, the
introduction of specific prohibitions on the operation of a particular rule helps to
identify the specifics of the passage of processes within the word-formation nest of
borrowed vocabulary.

The interaction of these two generally opposite concepts in the analysis of the
problems of the formation of derivatives from borrowed lexical units was one of the
most important elements of rethinking the lexical components of the language. Ulti-
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mately, the development of this direction, perhaps, will follow the path of constant
clarification of the structure of a foreign language word of lexical borrowing, which
today is no longer reduced to a simple list of borrowings presented in the language.
At the same time, a different understanding of morphology and word formation in re-
lation to borrowings inevitably leads to a discussion, for example, about which units a
foreign language lexical borrowed unit is formed from and whether it contains, in
particular, simple, derived or complex words. Questions about whether affix mor-
phemes are included in the basis of the borrowed vocabulary are also discussed. Cur-
rently, there are also discussions in foreign linguistics that prefixes and suffixes
should also be represented in dictionaries, as other independent foreign-language lex-
emes are represented in them. The answers to these and other similar questions are
important, because the definition of various morphological processes depends on the
analysis of which elements they carry out - morphemes or whole borrowed words,
real statements or syntactic constructions of varying complexity used in the corres-
ponding linguocultural situation.
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KoMIbloTepHbIN CIIEHI — 3TO JMHTBUCTUYECKOE SIBIEHHE, KOTOPOE CTal0 OOBEKTOM IS
M3Y4YEHUs] MHOTUX UCCJIEI0BATENEH, B CBA3H CO CBOUM OOIIMPHBIM YIOTPEOJIEHUEM HE TOJIBKO CIie-
LUAIMCTaMU NPOrPAMMHOI0 00€CIeYeHHs, HO U MHOTOYMCIEHHBIMU IOJIb30BATENSIMU KOMIIbIOTE-
poB. Crienuduyeckuil A3bIK KHOSPKOMMYHHMKAIIMU XapaKTEPU3YeTCs PsAJIOM OCOOCHHOCTEH, BblJie-
JIIEMBIX COTJIACHO Pa3jIM4HbIM KpUTepusM. TeM He MeHee Takas opma 0oOIeHUs] IOCPEACTBOM ce-
T VIHTEpHEeT MOCTOSIHHO MOIOJIHAETCS HOBBIMU JIEKCHYECKUMU €IMHULIAMU U SBIIAIOTCA 0 KOHLA
HESICHBIMHU U1l OOJIBIIMHCTBA M0JIb30BaTeeN T7100aNbHON CETH.
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