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English language globalization theory, being a relatively new branch of linguistics, has
yielded a number of approaches or paradigms, each with its own models and extensive
terminologies. One of the approaches, the so-called “global English” or “world English”
approach, is more concerned with standards in the form of “English as an International
Language” (EIL) or “World Standard (Printed/Spoken) English” (WSP/SE). The second
approach, the so-called “World Englishes” approach, stresses the idea of pluricentricity and
diversity of English in its regional varieties, represented in Braj Kachru’s model of three
concentric circles: Englishes of the Inner Circle (ENL/English as a Native Language), Englishes
of the Outer Circle (ESL/English as a Second Language), and Englishes of the Expanding Circle
(EFL/English as a Foreign Language). A concise comparison of the two paradigms is given in
[Jenkins 2007: 19] (with reference to R. Phillipson):

Global English paradigm World Englishes paradigm
Assimilationist Celebrates and supports diversity
Monolingual orientation Multi-lingual, multi-dialectal

‘International” English assumes US/UK norms  ‘International”: a cross-national linguistic
common core

Anglo-American linguistic norms Local linguistic norms, regional and national
Exonormative English Endonormative Englishes

Target norm the ‘native speaker’ Target norm the good ESL user

Teachers can be monolingual Bilingual and bicultural teachers

Each paradigm today is considered to have its own strengths and its own shortcomings;
each has its own proponents and its own opponents. The opponents of the former approach
accuse it of imposing Inner Circle norms, ignoring the notion of “national identity” as expressed
by English and perpetuating the “imperialistic” idea of homogeneity. The latter approach is
criticized for overemphasizing the local, ignoring the demands of “intelligibility” and the
potential triggering of “nationalistic” responses. Extremely interesting are numerous attempts to
move beyond the debate over globalization versus localization, homogeneity versus
heterogeneity, “global English” versus “World Englishes”. The “global Englishes” approach,
suggested by Alastair Pennycook, is based on the idea of “transculturaion”, emphasizing the fact
that all varieties of English are becoming increasingly multicultural; the “English as a Lingua
Franca (ELF)” approach, promoted mainly by Jennifer Jenkins, shifts the discussion from
regional subdivisions of English into establishing a “common core” of language units used by a
“competent ELF speaker” in international ELF communication; Claire Kramsch develops the
notion of the “third place” opened up by cultural exchange in the dialogue of two cultures, this
“third culture” being neither one or the other, but something else besides, a culture in its own
right; the “glocalization” idea, suggested by Anne Pakir, presents the “unity-in-contrast”
approach, according to which today’s English manifests both global and local features; etc. (see
the discussion in more detail in [[Ipommua 2007, Crystal 2000, 2005, Jenkins 2006, 2007,
Kachru & Nelson 2005, Kramsch 2007, McArthur 2003, Pennycook 2007]).

Some aspects of the globalization of English are relatively less covered and theorized about
than others. Most of the research outlined above concerns two spheres: the structural-linguistic
features of world English/Englishes and their socio-linguistic features. The global, international
and local, nativized varieties of English as well as the so-called “Englishized” vernacular
languages are described from the point of view of various phonological, lexical, grammatical and
other structural deviations/ innovations and from the point of view of what functions these
varieties perform and what attitudes they elicit in the socio-political contexts of various



ENL/ESL/EFL communities. Stated, but largely ignored is the fact that most of the linguistic
transformations and innovations emerging in the process of the interaction of local languages
with global English are sifted through the culture filter. The problems of culture-through-
language contact are often reduced to mere lists of borrowed “exoticisms”, such as Russian
samovar or perestroika, and culture-specific communicative strategies. A more in-depth
liguacultural analysis of contact varieties of English would not only contribute to a more
accurate picture of the English language globalization, but can also relieve some of the
attitudinal tensions which accompany it.

For example, the influences of global English on local languages in non-native-English
communities have always been welcome, on the one hand, as a symbol of modernity and
opportunity, and at the same time resented as potential threat and “pollution”. Russia has had its
share of such “attitudinal schizophrenia” (to use the words of B. Kachru and C. Nelson [Kachru
& Nelson 2005: 15]) connected with the process of its Englishizing [Kapacuk 2004: 223-224;
JleontoBuu 2007: 164-165; IManaxueuko 2004: 41-43; Tep-Munacosa 2000: 105-106; Rivlina
2005 (b)]. One of the major concerns in “non-native-English” countries, including Russia, is that
English inundates national languages with concepts imposing “Western” values of individualism,
pragmatism, aggressiveness, consumerism, etc. This approach is based again on the
“globalization-as-imperialism” reasoning and on seeing languages and cultures as given entities;
it fails to deal with language and culture contact as a dynamic interactional process of
refashioning and reinterpreting of local linguacultural identities. The same concerns and
generalizations can be traced in the professional linguistic rhetoric of globalization. Alastair
Pennycook writes: “Both the World Englishes and linguistic imperialism frameworks are
predicated on distinctive national linguistic identities. If we are to take globalization seriously,
we have to think beyond these frameworks of national or local identity as fixed” [Pennycook
2007: 94]. He stresses the idea that globalization of English does not necessarily or even
frequently imply Westernization, or Americanization, engendering homogenization and
passivity, but is rather “a part of reorganization of the local” [ibid.: 7], highlighting the
differences and releasing cultural semiotic activity. It is probably not too risky to assert that
today’s global English functions in a way as the “global Other”, in opposition with which local
communities in non-inner-circle countries redefine their own linguacultural identity.

It must be noted that in order to avoid the controversies of making assertions about Russian
or Anglo-American cultures and “national characters”, or repeating repeatedly criticized cultural
stereotypes, the description of English-Russian interaction should follow the principle of
linguistic evidence and its rigorous semantic analysis for the postulated cross-cultural
hypotheses, the principle which is the basis of cross-cultural linguistics as developed in the
Russian academic tradition (what in Russian linguistics is called «IMHrBOKYIbTYpOIOTHS» -
“linguaculturology” [Kapacuk 2004, Kynuuuu 2002, Macnosa 2001, Xponenko 2006, etc.]). The
linguistic evidence in this fully explicit linguistic approach takes the form of certain language-
specific “key” words, recurrent colloquial phrases, phraseological units, conversational routines,
and other culture-revealing lingual units and forms which together build what in Russian
linguistic writings is referred to as “linguaculture” or the “lingual picture of the world”, terms
which are regrettably absent in the international globalization of English research®.

The traditional object of study in contact linguistics, borrowings or loan-words, trivial as
they seem, make an ideal object of cross-cultural analysis if we move from mere cataloguing of
loans to studying how they are appropriated in local linguacultural contexts. English-Russian
interaction often results in drastic reconceptualization of many borrowed lexical units. As A. D.
Shmelev puts it, “borrowings, when placed in the Russian language environment, often adapt to
it and start correlating with the framework of ideas which are non-existent in the source
language, but are imposed by the Russian worldview” [3anu3nsk et al. 2005: 438]. Even those

1 It should be noted, though, that Jennifer Jenkins used the terms “linguaculture” and “linguacultural context” in her
latest book [Jenkins 2007: 2, 4], but she did not expatiate on them.
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borrowed concepts which are sometimes labeled with a purist slant as “alien”, “empty”, and even
“parasitical” by Russian linguists [Kapacux 2004: 212-213], perform an extremely important
function in accentuating, developing, specifying, and nuancing meanings, which are significant
for the Russian linguaculture, but do not exist or are not as important in English.

This point can be illustrated with the lingual unit which seems to be one of the most
emblematic examples of today’s English-Russian linguacultural interaction: it is one of the
recent English borrowings in Russian - the word rnuap (‘piar’). The way this borrowing has been
adapted by Russian makes it in many ways different from its English prototype both
linguistically and culturally. In English, PR/public relations means “ the work of forming in the
minds of the general public a favourable opinion of an organization” or “good relations between
an organization and the public” (according to Longman’s Dictionary of English Language and
Culture). In Russian, this lexical unit was borrowed in the four following forms: it is used as an
English insertion, e.g.: eonpocbi kommynukayuonnoeo menedxcmenma u PR — issues of
communication management and PR; PR-ueneoacep — PR manager; as a calque translation —
ce3u ¢ obwecmsennocmoio  (public  relations), e.q.. cneyuarucm no cesazam ¢
obwecmesennocmoio — public relations specialist; as a transcribed word-combination - na6aux
punetiunsz, €.9.. acenmemeo pexnamsl u nadaux pureiwns — advertisement and public relations
agency; and as a transcribed abbreviation - nuap (‘piar’), €.9.: nuap u pexnrama — PR and
advertisements. All these forms are used in the same professional-oriented meanings as in
English. However, the last variant, nuap (‘piar’), has undergone deeper adaptation in Russian.
First of all, it has developed a wide range of derivatives, e.g.. nuapwux (‘piarschik’, PR
specialist), nuapums(cs), nponuapums(cs), pacnuapums, etc. (‘piarit’(sia), propiarit’(sia),
raspiarit’(sia)’, etc., verbs of perfective and imperfective aspects, denoting roughly speaking “to
PR (oneself)” or “to promote (oneself)”), pacnuapennwviii (‘raspiarennyi’, an adjective denoting
roughly speaking “PR-ed” or “widely advertised”), nuap-xoo (‘piar-khod’, “PR move”), and
others. Semantically, in many contexts, the word nuap (‘piar’) has been disengaged from the
expression public relations: it is no longer perceived as an abbreviation, it has left the sphere of
professional discourse, it is widely used in everyday communication (it is so highly frequent that
it is often commented on as a so-called “buzz-word”, “vogue-word”, or “catch-word”), and it has
acquired connotative meanings which make it different from English PR/public relations. In
English, PR or public relations as well as other cognate words and expressions, have either
neutral or positive evaluative connotations, cf.: to do good public relations for one’s town; to
maintain good public relations; to publicize new policy; he is a good self-publicist; etc.
Derogatory meanings in this lexical field are expressed by several relatively infrequently used set
expressions, such as public relations exercise — an action that is done only to gain favour with
the public and not because of any real feeling or interest: The parades come down to one thing: a
public relations exercise for the Bush Administration (Longman’s Dictionary of English
Language and Culture); or, publicity hound — (unrecorded in most dictionaries) used either
derogatorily or humorously, about a person who strives to see his or her name in print. It is
exactly this shade of meaning — of negatively assessed, aggressive efforts made to impose a
positive, though not obligatory true, image of someone, especially, of oneself — that dominates
the semantics of Russian nuap (‘piar’). The Russian word nuap (‘piar’) has the derisive
connotation of the English word hype — attempts to get a lot of public attention for things or
people by saying often and loudly that they are very good, or better than they really are. In spite
of the numerous derivatives of nuap (‘piar’) mentioned above, they are seldom used in Russian
translations in the contexts where positive attitudes are rendered by English PR/public relations
or related lexical units, cf.: to do good public relations for one’s town — nponaecanouposams ceoii
2opod/ to popularize one’s town; to maintain good public relations — nododepocusamo
penymayuiol 10 maintain a good reputation; to publicize new policy — unpopmuposame
obwecmeennocms 0 HoGou noaumuueckou unuyuamuseel to inform the public about new policy;
he is a good self-publicist — oun ymeem cebs npasurvno nooams! he knows how to present



himself; etc. And vice versa, English translations of Russian nuap and its derivatives require
lexical substitution by units with negative connotations; cf.: Kpemnesckue nuapwuxu — the
Kremlin spin-doctors, ... on akmusno «nuapumy ceéou npoexmul na TB-6 - ... he is going out of
his way to promote/ plug his own projects on TV-6, etc. [[Tanaxxuerko 2004: 90].

Derogatory connotations of this Russian concept are especially evident in a phrase, in
which nuap (‘piar’) is used in an evaluative-predicative function: 9mo (npocmo, uucmeii,
omkposennwitl) nuap. — This is (just, sheer, undisguised, etc.) piar. This phrase has become a
cliché which is usually employed to dismiss various rumours and scandals involving celebrities,
who aim to use all possible pretexts and all available means, even ugly ones, to attract the
attention of the public. This meaning is further stressed in recurrent, conventional collocations,
such as sorcuswiit nuap (deceitful piar), epssueni nuap (dirty piar), uepnwiti nuap (black piar,
denoting “smear campaign”), etc. Most of the derivatives of nuap (‘piar’) are used in contexts
which reveal their derogatory or dismissive connotations. Cf.:

Ymo smo, ouepednol nuap-xoo uiu oeticmeumenvho onacue Hamepenusn? (Ioepamney.ru, June
2007) - Is it yet another “piar move” (‘piar-khod’) or really good intentions?

Bce neooymesanu — npaeoa unu cnoea nuapsamcsa? (about the divorce of pop-singers Phillip
Kirkorov and Alla Pugacheva; NTV channel, Maximum, February 2008). - Everyone was at a
loss whether it was true or whether they “piar themselves” (‘piariatsia’) again.

. Modcem Xeamum nuapumvcsi nod umenem Ilymuna — nod HuM ysce cmapuiue moeapuuyu
nocieonue mecsiybl maxK OmnuapuiIuch, ymo euje 0020 byoem aykamocs (about a political youth
organization Nashy, Komsomol skaia Pravda, December 2007). - ... probably it is about time to
stop “‘piarring yourselves’(‘piarit’sia’) under the name of Putin; your older comrades have
“piarred themselves” (‘otpiarilis’’) under his name for several months so much that it is going
to re-echo for a long time.

. Hawu auoepuvl He OO0JIHCHbI «AUAPUMbCS N0 MAUOAHAM», A COOpamuvcs OpYI’CHO emecme U
nozosopume... (Businessinform, November 2007). - ... our leaders should not “‘piar themselves
(‘piarit’sia’) on the squares”, but should get together as friends and have a talk...

Hemonooas u e cauuukom npusiekamenbHas JHCeHWUHA OKA3aNach 20paz00 NpusilekamebHee
camonadesiHnol u pacnuapennou kpacomku (Komsomol 'skaia Pravda, September 2005). - An
aging and unattractive woman has turned out to be more attractive than a complacent and
“piarred”’ (‘raspiarennoi’) beauty.

Here are some further examples from various Internet chats and forums:

Cuumatro Jlunoceii Jloxan ouepeOHOU XOpouio pacnuapenHou nyCmviUKOU-00HOOHEBKOU HOO
nazeanuem “made in Holliwood”... - | consider Lindsey Lohan to be just another ‘“‘well-
piarred’(‘raspiarennoi’) good-for-nothing “made in Holliwood ”...; IMoayzawumnux bannax -
obvikHOBeHHas pacnuapennas nocpedcmeennocms. — Halfback Ballack is an example of mere

“piarred” (‘raspiarennaia’) mediocrity; ... Ckopee 6ceco, memwvl cozoaiomcsi 6ecnopsioouHo,
Kacowlll neimaemcst cebs nponuapums. A Ha gopyme Haoo obwamuvcs, a He nuapumscs. — It

looks as if the topics for discussion are created slovenly, with each person trying “fo piar
themselves ”(‘propiarit’’). But you should communicate in the forum and not ‘“piar
vourself”(‘piarit’sia’)...; 3adaua ncuxonoea — nponuapums U HAIAMb HAPOOY, 3AUWUUAS
obankpomusuiyrocs énacms... — 1he goal of the psychologist is to “piar” (‘propiarit’’) and to lie
to the people...

Besides high frequency, high derivational and collocational activity, the salience of the piar
concept for the Russian linguaculture is indicated by such important linguistic evidence as an
emergence of a new phraseological unit (in addition to black piar for smear campaign mentioned
above), a new negatively connoted idiom (derams) nuap na xocmsx (na kposu, na ciezax, Ha
cmepmu, €tC.) — to make piar on someone’s bones (blood, tears, death, etc.), on the analogy of



the Russian expressions mawnyst na kocmsix, Of eecenve Ha kposu — dances on the bones, merry-
making on blood, etc. Cf.:

ﬂeﬂamb nuap Ha KocmAix, Kposu u nome CcOOCIMBEHHbIX moeapumeﬁ, KaK 6bl mbl K HUM He
omuocuics, - enycro (Argumenty i Facty, February 2006). - To make piar on the bones, blood
and sweat of your comrades, no matter what you think about them, is mean.

Tlocne «Kypcm» u becrana nossunuce noaumuKu, He CmeCHAIuuUec oenamo nuap Ha
orcepmeax u ux poocmeennuxax (Komsomol 'skaia Pravda, September 2005) — After the “Kursk”
submarine and Beslan catastrophes there are a lot of politicians who feel no shame about
making piar on victims and their families.

Huap ma kocmsax... 2x, kax memko ckazaHo... Ilouemy, koedoa wna Kpacunou niowaou
ycmpausaemcsi ouepeoHoll KOHYepm, HUKMO U3 «2YMAHUCMO8» He 2080pum O MAaHyax Ha
kocmsax? Mano au kocmeil noo Kpemiesckou oOpycuamkou... Ho smo ne mewaem nuxomy...
T'ocnooun donnap wienwem Ha YWIKO, Ymo Henuioxo Ovl nodzapabomams - u Hem KOCmel, Hem
ucmopuu, a auwb Konyepmuas niowaoxka «Kpacnas naowaowy... (from the article entitled
«[Iunap Ha xoctsax» - “Piar on the bones”, Sovetskaia Rossiia, October 2005). — Piar on the
bones... Well, the expression is so right to the point... Why is it so that when another concert is
organized on Red Square none of the “humanists” says anything about dancing on the bones?
There are lots of bones under the Kremlin cobblestones... But it does not bother anyone... Mister
Dollar will whisper lightly that it would be nice to earn some money and there are no bones, no
history, there is just a huge concert site called “Red Square”...

S.G. Ter-Minasova, V.N. Teliia and many other linguists maintain that culture is especially
graphically represented linguistically in the idiomatic stock of the language - in set phrases,
idioms, proverbs and other fixed lexical units, which reflect and register through their imagery
the most characteristic features of the worldview of the speakers, the accumulated wisdom and
cultural experience of the people [Tep-Munacosa 2000: 147; Tenus 1999: 9; Macnoga, 2001:
82-88]. The fact that the word nuap, ‘piar’ in the Russian language developed a related idiomatic
unit, which does not exist in the source English language, and that this idiom is used recurrently,
shows once again that the concept of nuap, ‘piar’ is linguistically specific and unique for the
Russian linguaculture.

The way the Russian nuap, ‘piar’ is entrenched in Russian linguaculture can be further
illustrated by numerous examples of its use in Russian word play in various puns, allusions,
deliberately maimed quotations, proverbs and clichés, in jokes, etc. For example, the fact that
nuap, ‘piar’ is partially homophonous with the Russian word nup, ‘pir’ — a feast has triggered a
facetious transformation of the title of the famous drama written by A. S. Pushkin ITup 6o epems
yymor (A Feast in the Time of Plague) — nuap 6o epems uymwr, piar in the time of plague. In
Russian culture, this drama is a part of the so-called intertextual cultural common stock, a unit of
obligatory or textbook reference selection known by all speakers. The expression nup 6o epems
yymot, a feast in the time of plague is used as a set phrase to denote unbridled, unthinking revelry
in hard times. The expression ‘piar in the time of plague demonstrates an unequivocally negative
attitude of Russian speakers to this phenomenon. A detective novel by N. Leonov and A.
Makeev about unscrupulous spin-doctors (“‘piarschiki’) is titled ITHAP 6o épems uymot - PIAR in
the Time of Plague; “piar in the time of plague” is used as a provocative slogan by one of the
advertisement agencies (Hetipoowbenv — Neirod 'ub’el’); this pun has become a cliché which
migrates from article to article in different newspaper and magazine publications about
advertisement and public relations issues, most of them dealing with the ills and the downside of
this business sphere in today’s Russia. (More about English-Russian language play in [Rivlina
2007].)

The borrowing piar features in a series of jokes, which also contribute to disclosing the
attitude of the Russian public to this concept. For example:



Omey npuxooum oomou. «Bom mebe, cbiHOK, MOpodsceHoey. — «Ilana, mvi 5mo na camom oene
unu smo nuap?» (example borrowed from [Kapacuk 2004: 217]) — The father comes home and
says: “Here’s some ice-cream for you, son.” — “Daddy, do you really mean it or is it piar?”

Cnpocuna kaxk-mo kpvica xomsaxa: «llouemy mebs nmoou nwdsm, ooma Oepicam, 6KYCHO
KOpMAM, 4 MeHs - HeHasuosam, mpagam u bosamca?y» Xomaxk nooyman u omeedaem: «llpocmo y
Mmens nuap ayuute.» - Once a rat asked a hamster: “Why do people love you, keep you as a pet,
give you good food, and why do they hate me, poison me and run scared of me?” The hamster
thought for a while and answered: “I have better piar.”

Jokes (to be more exact, the popular genre of short humorous stories called in Russian
«aHeknoTel» - “anecdotes”) are often analyzed in cross-cultural studies, because, “being a
subtype of criticism, humour is based on a certain system of values” [Kapacuk, 2004: 190].
Cross-cultural studies involve primarily jokes which reflect so-called “national character”
features and various ethnic stereotypes [Tep-Munacosa 2000: 138-142, Kapacuk 2004: 190-210,
Kymuana 2002: 72-105, Holliday et al. 2006: 202-204]. As the jokes with the word nuap, ‘piar’
show, texts of this genre can be also used as a source of information about speakers’ attitudes to
culturally marked linguistic units, specifically, about borrowed concepts and the ways in which
they are appropriated by the recipient linguaculture. The fact that nuap, ‘piar’ has entered the
sphere of demotic “laughter culture”, of truly popular cultural activity, demonstrates the
awareness of the wider public about the concept of nuap, ‘piar’, the actuality of the general
negative attitude to it and an attempt by the Russian linguacultural community to protect itself
and to distance itself from this phenomenon through laughter.

Another type of vital linguistic evidence, which needs to be considered in cross-cultural
analysis of borrowings, is so-called “popular linguistics” or “folk linguistics”, also known in
Russian language publications as “naive linguistics”. It includes “meta-linguistic comments”
dealing with folk beliefs or speculations about language (see more about “popular linguistics”
and its relevance to cross-cultural studies in [Rivlina 2005 (a)]). Since the influx of English
borrowings is a visible trend in everyday Russian discourse, they provoke numerous comments
on the part of common Russian language speakers. Here is an example of a half-joking meta-
linguistic observation about the borrowing nuap, ‘piar’, which shows that Russian speakers see it
as fully appropriated by and formally and semantically transformed in Russian:

«... s cuumaro, y Poccus nompscaiowas ucmopus, HO 3aNAOHbIL MUp ayduie RUAPUMCA.
«lTuapumoy, kcmamu, c1060 pycckoe. Mo K020a-mo OHO NPOU3OULTIO 0N AHSIULCKO20 «NAOIUK
punetiwnzy. Ho ceuuac ono pycckoe. Modxcno — nonuapumv,  MONXCHO — OMAUAPUND.
Yyecmeyeme?..» (interview with Mikhail Zadornov, Russian comic writer and comedian,
Komsomol ‘'skaia Pravda, April 15, 2008) — “... | think that Russia’s history is breathtaking, but
the West is better “piarred” (‘piaritsia’). Incidentally, “to piar” (‘piarit’’) is a Russian word. It
used to be related to English “public relations”. But now it is Russian. We can “piar for a
while” (‘popiarit’’), we can “piar away” (‘otpiarit’’). Do you feel it? ...

Now that the salience of nuap, ‘piar’ and its obvious transformation in the Russian
language have been established, it can be hypothesized that the direction of its semantic shift has
been determined by what A. D. Shmelev (as quoted above) calls “correlation with the framework
of ideas which are non-existent in the source language, but are imposed by the Russian
worldview”. In linguacultural studies, the Russian worldview is characterized by a tendency to
distinguish between the two spheres of life - the spiritual, the “internal”, the sublime, on the one
hand, and the everyday, the earthly, the “external”, the “material”, on the other hand. These two
spheres are seen in Russian culture not only as diametrically opposed, but also as morally
charged. M. Yu. Lotman and B. A. Uspenskij define this specific feature of Russian culture as
“fundamental polarity”; they write that basic cultural values (ideological, political, religious) in
the Russian worldview “are arranged in a bipolar value field divided by a sharp line and without



any neutral axiological zone” (as quoted in [Wierzbicka 2002: 416-417]). This aspect is defined
as one of the “key ideas” or “key themes” of the Russian “lingual picture of the world” and is
covered in detail in [3anu3nsk et al. 2005: 175-202]. It is linguistically revealed, besides other
linguistic evidence, by the fact that many lexical units correlating with the “inner”, the spiritual
are evaluated positively in Russian, while units associated with the “material”, the everyday are
evaluated negatively. The latter include a whole range of untranslatable Russian words, such as
noutiocms (‘poshlost’’), mewancmeso (‘meschanstvo’), ovim (‘byt’), oovieamenu (‘obyvat’el’i’),
etc. which have no equivalents in other languages. Poshlost’ is explained as the word
encompassing triviality, banality, sexual promiscuity, and a lack of spirituality. Vladimir
Nabokov romanized it as “poshlust” (a pun: “posh + lust”) and explained it as “smug
philistinism”, and “not only the obviously trashy but mainly the falsely important, the falsely
beautiful, the falsely clever, the falsely attractive”. Poshlost’ is seen as the core attribute of
mewancmeo (‘meschanstvo’) which 1is roughly translated as “philistinism” or “petty
bourgeoisie”, but unlike its approximate English equivalents is widely understood and used on
everyday discourse in Russian. beum (‘byt’) is roughly translated as “everyday life”, but is seen
in Russian culture as opposed to the “high” spheres of art, science, religion, spirituality, etc.
Poshlost’, meschanstvo, byt and other related concepts are seen as the root of many evils in
literary works by such writers as A. Chekhov, M. Tsvetaieva, V. Maiakovskij, M. Bulgakov and
others [ibid.]. Axiological opposition of the spiritual/ the mundane is also connected with what in
linguacultural studies is defined as “non-agentivity” in the Russian cultural outlook: it is a
tendency to resignation and submissiveness, lack of emphasis on the individual as an “achiever”,
especially in the material, “external” sense. Western ethical ideology which places a great
emphasis on individual success and on competition is assessed negatively in negatively connoted
Russian words, such as, for example, chestol ubiie - ambitions [Wierzbicka 1992: 198-199, 395-
441; Jleontosuu 2007: 185-187, 189-190].

Thus, attempts to get a lot of public attention for individual achievements are
unequivocally placed in the Russian worldview into the negative axiological zone of the
“earthly”, the “external”, or the “non-spiritual”. The deep antipathy towards any striving for
public recognition was artfully delivered in a brilliant, widely quoted poem of Nobel-laureate
Boris Pasternak beims 3snamenumoim nekpacuso... - It is not seemly to be famous... (the first line
of this poem is also a unit of intertextual Russian cultural stock, known by all Russian speakers):

Boimb 3namenumuim Hekpacuso. It is not seemly to be famous:

He smo noovimaem 66bvico. Celebrity does not exalt

Llenv meopuecmsa — camoomoaua, Creation calls for self-surrender,

A He wiymuxa, e ycnex. Not loud noise and cheap success.

Tlo3zopno, nuueeo He 3naua, Life must be lived without false face,

Bvimb npumueti na ycmax y cex. Lived so that in the final count

Ho naoo sicumo 6e3 camossancmaa, We draw unto ourselves love from space...

Tax srcums, umobvl, 8 KOHYe KOHYOS,

IIpusneus k cebe 1106066 (Translation by Lydia Pasternak Slater)
npocmpancmea,

Yenviwams 6yoywezo 308...

At the present stage of Russian society, nuap, ‘piar’ epitomizes this negatively assessed
idea of “celebrity”, “false face”, “loud noise and cheap success” and its pejorativization is
culture-bound and culture-revealing.

Another important feature of the Russian linguaculture is its emphasis on emotions and
sincerity in relations between people. Anna Wierzbicka compares the Russian concept of
iskrennost’ (roughly speaking, “sincerity”) with its English counterpart and comes to the



conclusion that iskrennost’ is culturally specific, because it indicates “a spontaneous outpouring
of the heart”, “opening, or revealing one’s soul (‘dusha’)” to another person. Numerous
examples from various literary sources and everyday discourse disclose “the Russian need for
intimate, ‘emotional’, ‘soul-to-soul’ communication with other people” [Wierzbicka 1992: 62].
Iskrennost’ is closely connected with neposredstvennost’ (“childlike sincerity’””) which can be
considered in Western traditions of thought as immature and irresponsible [Wierzbicka 2002:
417]. The same set of values makes the Russian obscheniie different from its closest English
equivalent “communication”: obscheniie is not just “an exchange of messages”; the level of
sincerity makes it closer to the word “communion”. Anna Wierzbicka stresses that “the English
words communication, message, and mean (which do not have exact equivalents in Russian) all
focus on what people “want to say” rather than on what they think or feel” [ibid.: 426]. English
“sincerity” is about being “outspoken” (another word with no Russian equivalent), which implies
being sincere about one’s opinions, while the Russian iskrennost’ is all about feelings and
emotions [JleonroBuu 2007: 193-194]. Iskrennost’ implies close, intimate, long-lasting
relationships between people. There are frequent attacks by Russian writers and common
Russian speakers on “artificial”, “external” Western friendliness and politeness, and Russian
satirical depictions of Western European “superficial civility”, “portrayed as untrue and
insincere, or accused of affectation” [Wierzbicka 2002: 427]. The importance of dusha (“soul”),
iskrennost’, obscheniie is also reflected in the concept of pravda (“truth”): it is “not an abstract
and impersonal truth but “pravda”- “pravda” that flourishes in human talk, in sincere “obScenie”
among people, in communing with other people through speech - not with an “open mind” (that
is, a mind open to ideas, the phrase which has no equivalent in Russian) but with an “open
dusha” - that is, a “soul” (or self) open to other people” (the phrase which has no equivalent in
English) [ibid: 428].

Iuap, ‘piar’ in Russian is influenced by and involved in this “framework of ideas”. As the
examples above show, piar is conceptualized as opposed to ‘pravda’, “truth” (see above: Bce
Hedoymesanu — npasda unu chosa nuapsmces? - Everyone was at a loss whether it was true or
whether they “piar themselves” (‘piariatsia’) again; 3adaua ncuxonoea — nponuapums u
naneams Hapooy ... — The goal of the psychologist is to “piar” (‘propiarit’’) and to lie to the
people...), as opposed to ‘iskrennost”, ‘“sincerity” (Ymo smo, ouepeonou nuap-xod unu
Oeticmeumenvho bnazue namepenus? - 1S it yet another “piar move” (‘piar-khod’) or really good
intentions?; «Ilana, mel 2mo Ha camom Oene wunu smo nuap?» - “Daddy, do you really mean it or
is it piar?”), as opposed to ‘obscheniie’, “communion/ communication” (... Ha gopyme Hado
obwamuca, a He nuapumuvca. — ... you should communicate at the forum and not “piar
vourself”(‘piarit’sia’)...; ... Hawu Jaudepvl He OOJIHCHbL «NUAPUMBCL NO MAUOAHAMY», d
cobpamuvcs OpYJHCHO éMecme U No2080pume... - ... our leaders should not “piar themselves
(‘piarit’sia’) on the squares”, but should get together as friends and have a talk...). V. |. Karasik
writes that the idea of a professionally organized intentional formation of a positive public image
for a company or a person contradicts the accepted stereotypes of social behavior in Russian
culture, with its high value of sincerity and emotional ties between people and its negative
attitude to formalities and to open demonstrations of friendliness to strangers; the concept of piar
is seen as replacing sincere emotional ties between people with an artificially friendly
communicative climate, alien to the traditional dominant Russian values [Kapacuk 2004: 217].

The continuity of “axiological dualism” and “moral extremism” in the Russian culture, of
its emotional, “dusha” orientation is further supported by the fact that, in the last decade, quite a
number of lexical units, most of them borrowed by Russian from English, have undergone deep
linguacultural reconceptualization similar to that of piar: this list of new negatively coloured
“vogue-words” includes eramyp, ‘glamur’ (“glamour”), xpeamus, ‘kreativ’ (‘“creativity”),
nagoc, ‘pafos’ (“pathos”), plus some other words and their numerous derivatives, which, on the
one hand, encapsulate for the Russian speakers the idea of Russia joining the global English-
speaking community, and, on the other hand, echo specifically Russian linguacultural resistance




“to the falsely important, the falsely beautiful, the falsely clever, the falsely attractive”, the “non-
spiritual”. (Each of the Russian concepts enumerated deserves a separate linguacultural study;
see, for example, [Pusiuna 2007] about the Russian concept of examyp, ‘glamur’). It looks as if,
more often than not, borrowings help refashion and sustain national-cultural identities rather than
disrupt them.

There are interesting parallels between the semantic development of the borrowing nuap,
piar and some of earlier borrowings into Russian. Until not so long ago, the borrowings
azpeccusnulil, ‘aggressivnyi’ (“aggressive”) and amobuyuosnwiii, ‘ambitsioznyi’ (“ambitious’)
used to be textbook examples of culture-related “translator’s false friends” in English-Russian
translation/interpreting studies. In English, the words ambitious and aggressive can be used in a
neutral, derogatory, or appreciative sense: ambitious denotes “having a strong desire for success,
power, wealth, etc.” or “showing a desire to do something that demands great effort, skill, etc.”;
aggressive denotes either “belligerent” or “not afraid of opposition, determined and forceful,
assertive”. In Russian until the last several years, ‘ambitsioznyi’ and ‘aggressivnyi’ have been
used to denote the same concepts, but only with strong derogatory connotations, which were
seen as determined by the Russian cultural values of submissiveness, “non-agentivity”, personal
modesty, etc. (see the discussion of chestol 'ubiie — ambitions above), further aggravated by the
Soviet ideology of ‘wravnilovka’, “levelling” [FO3edosuu 2000: 10-11, 111]. English-Russian
translation manuals recommended substituting lexical units of this semantic field, e.g.: an
ambitious project — ouens nepcnexmusnwiit npoexml a project which has great potential, he is
very ambitious — on cmpemumces coenamo 6necmsawyio kapwvepyl he strives to carve out a career,
he is not aggressive enough — emy ne 0ocmaem xeamxul he has a weak grip [Buccon 2005: 168;
[Mamaxxgenko 2004: 142-143]. But in today’s Russian, these two concepts are increasingly often
used with neutral or positive overtones, influenced by the extensive interaction with English,
especially in business-related contexts, e.g.: aggressive marketing strategy — aepeccuenas
cmpamezus copima [[lanaxdaenxo 2004: 142], as well as various other spheres, cf.:

A 6ydy aepeccueno noodeporcusams 1100020 KAHOUOAMA 6 NPe3UdeHmbl C YEeHMPUCCKOU
npocpammott (the mayor of Moscow Yu. Luzhkov, April 2004). — I will aggressively support any
presidential candidate with a centrist program.

YV necnu xopowas aepeccusi... Pumm 6 necue dcecmruil, oHa acpeccushda, HO acpeccusHa no-
xopowemy ¢ myzvikaivhol mouku 3penus... (Russian singer O. Gazmanov, September 2006) -
This song has good aggression... The rhythm of the song is rough, the song is aggressive, but
aggressive in a positive musical sense...;

Hocmuorcenue nudepcmea 6 snepeemuxe — 3mo ambuyuosnas 3adaqa (president V. Putin, April
2007). — To become leaders in the sphere of power engineering is an ambitious goal.

.. HaAM, N00SIM aM6ugu03HblM (8 Xopouitem cmbvlcie 3nmoco I’ZOH}Zmu}Z), aceaarnum ocmasumos
c601l cned 8 npogeccuu, 8 busHece U 8 HCU3HU, OAHbL 8 PYKU BCe KAPMbl, YMoObl CMABUNb HOBblE
cmenvie sadaqu u ux evinoansams (Samara Segodnia, April 2005). — ... we, ambitious people (in a
good sense of this notion), who want to make a difference in our profession, in business and in
our life, have all the opportunities to set new challenging goals and to reach them.

The examples show that the semantic shift of aepeccusnoiii, ‘aggressivnyi’ and
ambuyuosnwvii, ‘ambitsioznyi’ is directly opposite that of piar: they have been ameliorized, while
piar has been pejorativized in the process of on-going English-Russian interaction. However, the
results of their transformation are strikingly similar: in today’s Russian, the semantic structures
of all these borrowings include two basic lexico-semantic variants - one of them culture-neutral,
international, common with the English language proper, and another one culture-specific and
unique to Russian.

That brings us back to the major issue in the topic of the English language globalization:
the issue of globalization opposed to localization, homogeneity opposed to heterogeneity,



international English opposed to national identity. The global spread of English calls for more
complex presentations of global/local cultural dialectic which reflect all the complexities of the
English language appropriation in local environments. It should no longer be seen as an either/or
situation. From the cross-cultural perspective, to suggest that the national identity of the people
in “periphery English” countries is defined or is drastically modified by global English or any
other global product they appropriate “is at best simplistic and at worst racist” [Holliday et al.
2006: 73]. On the other hand, the overemphasis of cultural and national “uniqueness” which is to
a certain degree implicit in pluricentricity models can be fraught with self-congratulatory
national mythology. The globalization produces new forms of localization and of global
identification [Pennycook 2007: 7]; special linguistic means emerge to reflect and to construct
multicultural identities in an increasingly multicultural global society. In some cases, as was
shown above, the intelligibility-identity controversy is solved by a new type of polysemy in
English borrowings, whose semantic structures embrace both the international, culturally neutral
and the local, culturally loaded variants. Thus, formally identical words in local “non-inner-
circle” linguacultural contexts become semantically broader than their English prototypes. With
a view to new tendencies in English language globalization theory, such lexical transformations
generated by culturally-induced reconceptualizations of borrowings can be tentatively defined as
the “glocalization” of lexis. Speakers of English in all international communication contexts
should be informed about these developments and should be taught special ELF accommodation
techniques, which should include awareness of the mutually complementary international and
nationally-specific variants of the same concepts, as well as the ability to use the appropriate
ones in ELF communication.
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