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Preface

The interaction between borrowing and word formation is a topic that has fascinated 
us for a long time. Given the variety of situations in which different linguistic and 
cultural factors determine this interaction, it is hardly possible for two people to give a 
proper overview of the topic. It is therefore with great pleasure that we present in this 
volume twelve contributions by different scholars, each with their own specialisation. 
These contributions are framed by an introduction setting out some general issues and 
a conclusion formulating some generalisations. Of course, we cannot pretend that this 
amounts to an exhaustive treatment, but the collection of case studies of European 
languages gives some new insights and highlights some previously not widely known 
contexts of interaction. In this way, we hope to make a useful contribution to the 
research on our topic.

A collection such as this is of course only possible with the active contribution of the 
authors of the various chapters. We would like to thank them for writing their chapter 
and for their prompt responses to our comments and suggestions. We would also like 
to thank two Lauras. Laura Williamson of Edinburgh University Press encouraged 
us to edit this volume and gave us advice and deadlines that helped us to produce it 
within a reasonable time. Laura Rebosio was a very meticulous and accurate editorial 
assistant, who contributed significantly to the present form of the volume.

Pius ten Hacken and Renáta Panocová
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Word Formation, Borrowing and  
their Interaction

Pius ten Hacken and Renáta Panocová

The interaction between word formation and borrowing is not a topic that has been 
studied widely. A likely reason for this is that word formation and borrowing have 
been studied from different theoretical perspectives. Whereas word formation is 
usually considered a domain of morphology, borrowing is a phenomenon that has been 
studied in lexicography, where it has connections with etymology, language policy and 
contact linguistics. Therefore, we will first present these two perspectives in sections 1 
and 2, before considering the possible types of interaction in section 3. This provides a 
background for the case studies collected in this volume. A common aspect of all case 
studies is the work with data. Section 4 addresses some general issues that arise in the 
collection and interpretation of data. Finally, section 5 introduces the chapters against 
this background.

1. The morphological perspective

Morphology is the part of the theory of language which is concerned with the internal 
structure and the formation of words. How exactly the study of words is conceived 
of depends on the theory adopted. Morphology is usually divided into three main 
domains: inflection, derivation, and compounding. It is distinguished from syntax, 
which is concerned with the combination of words into sentences. Which of these 
divisions is theoretically relevant is a question that is answered differently in different 
theories. A good example of these decisions is the choice between two primary divi-
sions of the morphological domain, as illustrated in Figure 1.1.

In model A of Figure 1.1, word formation does not appear as a theoretical domain. 
This is the model adopted, for instance, by Selkirk (1982). In word-based approaches, 
e.g. Aronoff (1976) and Anderson (1992), model B is adopted. Here the idea is that 
word formation is a rule component in the lexicon and that lexemes are the input to 
word formation rules. However, Aronoff (1976) only discusses derivation, and for 
Anderson (1992) compounding is somewhat of an embarrassment in the sense that the 
resulting words have an internal structure. 
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In the Slavic linguistic tradition based on the structuralist and functionalist theo-
retical framework of the Prague School of Linguistics, word formation is basically 
understood as a part of lexicology tightly linked with the morphological and lexical 
levels of language (Dokulil 1994: 127). Although this connection is straightforward, 
word formation is understood as having a specific position, distinct from syntax. From 
this perspective, Dokulil’s approach is more compatible with model B in Figure 1.1. 

In the generative tradition, and more generally in American structuralism, the focus 
of attention in morphology has always been the question of how the form of a word can 
be accounted for. Hockett (1954) proposed the division into Item and Arrangement 
(IA) and Item and Process (IP). The difference is reflected most obviously in the 
status of affixes. In IA, affixes are bound morphemes, so that affixation is the combina-
tion of morphemes. In IP, an affix is the phonological side effect of the application of 
a morphological rule to a base. Properties which in IA are assigned to the affix are in 
IP attributed to the corresponding process. For compounding, IA does not have to 
make any special provisions. In IP, we can assume, for instance, that compounds are 
the result of a process with more than one input element. Conversely, IP has a more 
straightforward solution to cases where a process changes the input in different ways 
than by adding an affix, e.g. song from sing. Here IA must attribute the vowel change 
in some way to a morpheme. In principle, IA and IP are both compatible with either 
model in Figure 1.1.

When the focus is on how a word form or lexeme is formed and how it is structured, 
borrowing is not interesting. Even if the borrowing is a complex word in the original 
language, it does not have structure in the language in which it is adopted. An example 
is the English word kindergarten. OED (2000 [2016]: kindergarten)1 dates it to 1851. In 
German, kindergarten is a compound with the components Kind (‘child’) and Garten 
(‘garden’). Depending on the morphological theory, -er- is a separate element (in the 
German terminology, a Fugenelement) or a part of the first component (as argued by 
ten Hacken 1994). In English, however, kindergarten is not a complex word, because 
the components are not elements of the English lexicon. From the perspective of mor-
phological structure, English kindergarten is of the same type as school, i.e. it belongs to 
the part of the lexicon on which morphology has nothing to say.

The lack of a place for borrowing can be confirmed by a look at some current main-
stream theories of morphology. Distributed Morphology, as proposed by Halle and 
Marantz (1993), aims to extend the domain of syntactic rules to the internal structure 
of words. Unless there are two or more morphemes, no rules can be applied to them. 
Also, in Lieber’s (2004) lexical semantic approach to morphology, we first need more 
than one basic element in order to open the possibility of co-indexation. Booij’s (2010) 

Figure 1.1  Two divisions of the domain of morphology
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Construction Morphology uses Jackendoff’s (2002) approach to conceptual structure 
which analyses the meaning also of morphologically simple words. However, there is 
no rule that can be used for borrowing, so that it cannot be covered by a construction.

In sum, in a morphological perspective, word formation is covered by rules. On the 
basis of rules, there is little to say about borrowing. Therefore, a purely morphologi-
cal perspective does not encourage the study of the interaction of word formation and 
borrowing.

2. The lexicographic perspective

An area where borrowing is a central issue is in lexicography. In fact, Durkin’s (2016) 
handbook of lexicography has no separate chapter devoted to borrowings, but the 
index includes references to borrowing in twelve (of thirty-seven) chapters. The fact 
that borrowing is not treated as a separate topic may be due to the focus on English 
in many chapters. Diamond’s (2016) chapter on criteria for the inclusion of entries, 
for instance, has a general title but in the first sentence restricts the scope to OED 
(2000–2019). In the lexicography of most other languages, one of the most prominent 
questions about the inclusion of entries in a dictionary is the proper treatment of 
Anglicisms. For Italian, Zoppetti (2017) is an example of a passionate plea against the 
use of Anglicisms and their inclusion in dictionaries.

The issue of whether to include a word as an entry or not is of course also relevant 
in the case of word formation. Here the question is, under which conditions a newly 
formed word should be entered in the dictionary. Diamond (2016: 544) discusses 
the case of advisorial. Criteria for inclusion may vary from one dictionary to another, 
especially in their relative weight. However, evidence of use of the word in a corpus is 
generally an important positive factor. By contrast, the predictability of meaning and 
form may be a negative factor. Atkins and Rundell (2008: 237) give homelessness as a 
good candidate for a run-on entry, i.e. a related word given without any definition at 
the end of a regular entry, in this case homeless. They mention word formation, in par-
ticular in its role as a guide to understanding the meaning, as an important factor in 
deciding whether a run-on entry should be used.

Another area, apart from the decision about the inclusion in dictionaries, where 
the phenomenon of borrowing plays a role is etymology. In etymology, the historical 
development of words is documented. Ten Hacken (2018) proposes an interpretation 
of etymological information as an account of the motivation speakers have for the use 
of a particular form to refer to a particular meaning. As such, motivation stands in 
opposition to the arbitraire du signe as stipulated by Saussure (1916). Durkin’s (2009) 
overview of etymology devotes two entire chapters to borrowing (about one sixth of 
the page length). Etymology is inherently diachronic in its outlook. As such, it uses a 
different perspective to morphology, where the synchronic state of a rule system is the 
focus of attention. It is important to note this, because word formation also is one of 
the mechanisms that is involved in etymology. The third mechanism Durkin (2009) 
mentions is the change of forms and meanings of existing words.

The fact that borrowing and word formation are both among the mechanisms 
of etymology may suggest that at least in this field one can expect studies of their 
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interaction. To some extent, this expectation is borne out. OED (2000 [1902]: library, 
n.1) gives the etymology of library as a borrowing from French, with a more general 
Romance background, where it is in turn the result of word formation. Conversely, 
OED (2000 [1902]: librettist) gives the etymology of librettist as a word formation based 
on libretto, which is in turn a borrowing from Italian. A crucial difference between the 
way word formation is invoked in etymology and in morphology, however, is the role 
of rules. Whereas in morphology word formation is treated as rule based, etymology is 
only interested in individual outputs of such rules. This means that only very limited 
aspects of interaction can be addressed.

Therefore, in the compilation of dictionaries, word formation and borrowing play 
an important role in the decision of which entries to include in a dictionary and in 
etymology. In both areas, the role of word formation is reduced to its application to 
individual cases. The interaction of the rules of word formation with borrowing is not 
an issue of major interest in lexicography.

3. Types of interaction

Having established that neither the morphological nor the lexicographic perspective 
provide an ideal background for studying the interaction of word formation and bor-
rowing, it is now worth considering what types of interaction we can expect to find. 
In the case of word formation, we have both a rule system and individual applications. 
We can focus on the suffixation rule for -less or on individual words such as treeless. For 
borrowing, there is no rule system. We only have individual applications and factors 
that influence them. There is no rule correlating with the borrowing of, for instance, 
pizza, but at most circumstances that favour its borrowing. The interaction of borrow-
ing and word formation can in principle take two forms. In one, they are in competi-
tion to provide the name for a concept. In the other, they influence each other’s result 
in a way that could be called collaboration.

Both word formation and borrowing take place in a context where new concepts are 
named. In this context, concept is used to designate the meaning of a content word and 
new means ‘not previously stored’. As argued in ten Hacken and Panocová (2011), the 
selection of a concept and the choice of a name are actions that can only be performed 
by individual speakers, but they are perceived as the activity of the speech community 
these speakers belong to. The role of the speech community is above all that different 
speakers realise how other speakers name concepts. This exchange leads to a pressure 
to unify the names. If ‘everyone else’ is perceived as using X, the pressure also to adopt 
X is strong. However, if different expressions are in use, one can align with one of the 
groups within the community.

When a new concept needs to be named, there are typically three options. One is to 
use an existing word, extending its meaning. This is the least prominent option in the 
sense that no new word is coined. An example is the use of captain for an officer on a 
plane. The second option is word formation. In word formation a new word is created, 
but its rule-based nature makes it possible to interpret the result. In fact, in a case such 
as treeless, it is arguably easier to retrieve the meaning of the word than for sense exten-
sions such as captain in an aviation context. Both of these naming strategies are available 
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in a purely monolingual environment. Borrowing, as in the case of pizza, requires a 
degree of access to another language. The speaker who comes up with the borrowing 
must know at least this particular word in the other language. In practice, both the 
number of speakers and the knowledge of the language of origin tend to be larger than 
this. Borrowing is linked to cultural contact and intercultural communication.

In principle, these three mechanisms are in competition. The requirement of lan-
guage contact may seem a constraint on the use of borrowing, but there are at least 
three aspects that put it at an advantage. First, contexts of language contact are par-
ticularly rich in new concepts. Moreover, a culture in which new concepts arise is 
likely to have a certain prestige. Finally, the borrowed name is immediately available. 
A name arising from sense extension or word formation has to be thought up and then 
compete with the borrowed name that already exists.

Turning now to collaboration, it is first of all necessary to qualify some of the 
associations of this term. Words and linguistic processes do not act. As elaborated 
in ten Hacken and Panocová (2011), it is only speakers who can do that. Moreover, 
the process of naming new concepts and building up linguistic knowledge is largely 
if not entirely unconscious. Even if coming up with a new name may sometimes be 
a conscious action, the considerations underlying the new name are at most partially 
explicit. When we speak of collaboration between word formation and borrowing, what 
we mean is that both play a role in the ultimate result. This result can take the form of 
a new word formation rule or a new word.

Borrowing is always a matter of individual words. Moreover, as mentioned in the 
discussion of kindergarten in section 1, if the borrowed word is the result of a word for-
mation rule in the original language, the word formation origin is lost in the receiving 
language. English kindergarten is a simplex word, although its correlate in German is a 
compound. Word formation rules are not borrowed. The only way they can arise in the 
receiving language is by re-analysis. Mühleisen (2010) describes an example of such 
a phenomenon in English, the suffix -ee. In a first phase, French words ending in -ee 
were borrowed. In a second phase, the correlation between the form and meaning of 
these related borrowings was noticed. The ending -ee was linked to a meaning which 
could be applied to the meaning of the base to which -ee was attached. In the third 
phase, this correlation was turned into a word formation rule. At this stage, the use 
of -ee was no longer dependent on the existence of a French word. In this way, word 
formation rules can emerge under the influence of another language, but this emer-
gence is not the same as borrowing.

Another type of collaboration between word formation and borrowing occurs when 
the selection and application of word formation rules are influenced by the existence 
of a word in another language. Some relevant examples from computing in German 
are given in (1).

(1)	 a.	 Rechner		  (‘computer’)		  DE
	 b.	 abstürzen		 (‘crash’)			   DE

In (1a), the German word is an agent noun derived from the verb rechnen (‘calculate, 
work out’). The internal structure is based on the structure of the English word, 
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although compute is more adequately translated as ‘berechnen’. In (1b), we find a case 
where the image is taken over from one language to another. English crash was used 
for aeroplanes or the stock exchange before it came into use for computers. German 
abstürzen is the verb used in these contexts as an equivalent. Thus, in (1a) a word for-
mation rule and in (1b) a sense extension in German are parallel to an earlier English 
example. The case in (1a) is usually called a calque. The phenomenon in (1b) is very 
similar, but it does not involve a word formation rule.

4. Collection and interpretation of data

The observation of borrowing and word formation is more complex than one might 
think. Data do not come labelled as one or the other. One problem is that data are 
generally static, whereas the phenomena constitute a change. Both borrowing and 
word formation are the interpretation of the relation between two situations, one the 
system before and the other the system after the inclusion of a new word. A second 
problem concerns the nature of the system. As ten Hacken (2007: 274–281) explains, 
named languages such as English, Dutch or Slovak are not empirical entities. They are 
abstractions based on the competence and/or performance of individual speakers. In 
order to see the consequences of this, let us consider the English pair in (2).

(2)	 a.	 organise			   EN
	 b.	 organisation		  EN

It seems obvious that (2b) is the result of word formation, in this case derivation with 
the suffix -ation. For (2a), the analysis is less obvious. Although -ise is a suffix in neu-
tralise and itemise, the base in (2a) would be organ. As the meaning of organ (whether 
in the musical or in the biological sense) does not play a role in (2a), there is no reason 
to assume that it is the result of -ise suffixation. Instead, we can turn to the French 
translations in (3).

(3)	 a.	 organiser			   FR
	 b.	 organisation		  FR

For the pair in (3), it is also plausible that (3b) is derived from (3a) by suffixa-
tion. Given the well-known historical influence of French on English, it seems quite 
straightforward to analyse (2a) as the result of borrowing based on French (3a). The 
question is, now, whether (2b) is not rather a borrowing from French (3b) than a word 
formation based on (2a). If (2b) is a borrowing, we should not discard the possibility 
that (2a) is a back formation, i.e. that the verb is formed on the basis of the noun that 
looks like a derivative. This means that for the pair in (2), we have at least three pos-
sible analyses, as listed in (4).

(4)	 a.	 organise borrowed from FR, organisation by suffixation
	 b.	 organise borrowed from FR, organisation borrowed from FR
	 c.	 organisation borrowed from FR, organise by back formation
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One way to decide about such options is to maximise the scope of one’s theory. This is 
not uncommon in morphology, where in a case such as (4), only (4a) is considered at 
all. In some cases, even setting up bound stems is preferred to any recourse to borrow-
ing (cf. ten Hacken 2015: 198). Here, this would result in analysing organise as derived 
from a reading of organ that does not appear in any other context. 

If we want to base a decision on data, we can use corpora, intuitions and dictionar-
ies. In corpora, we find words in context, but without any analysis. Even the interpre-
tation of the expression is not in the corpus but stems from the reader’s knowledge 
of language. One piece of information we get from corpora is the date of attestation. 
This is particularly relevant in historical corpora. Also, the context of use may give 
useful information. New words which have not been fully accepted yet are often intro-
duced in explanatory contexts or accompanied with hedges. At the same time, records 
are necessarily incomplete, because not all uses of words are such that they can be 
retrieved for inclusion in a corpus.

The use of intuition as a source of data is controversial. While it can be argued 
that intuitions provide crucial information for grammatical phenomena, the struc-
ture of one’s linguistic knowledge is not directly available for conscious inspection. 
Therefore, using intuitions about the three options in (4) is problematic.

The use of dictionaries is of a somewhat different type. As shown by ten Hacken 
(2009, 2012), dictionaries cannot be pure descriptions of the vocabulary of a language, 
although they are often invoked as authorities. A dictionary gives information about 
words. This information is usually based on corpora and has been compiled by lexi-
cographers. Therefore, the information in a dictionary can be taken as a lexicographic 
interpretation of the available data. For (2a), OED (2019 [2004]: organise, v.) states 
that it is ‘[o]f multiple origins’, a borrowing partly from French and partly from Latin. 
Also, for (2b), OED (2019 [2004]: organisation, n.) gives such an analysis. The suffix 
is only mentioned in the Latin part of the etymology. One aspect in which dictionar-
ies can be particularly helpful is in the recording of dates of first attestation. OED 
gives ‘?a1425’ for both words in (2). In both cases, the source of the first attestation is 
a translation of a French text. For French, Robert (1986) gives 1390 for the noun in 
(3b) and ‘V. 1380’ for the verb in (3a). Of course, dictionaries may represent different 
attitudes to the options in (4). Thus, Robert (1986) states that (3b) is derived from (3a) 
and (3a) from organe, without any reference to Latin correlates.

It is not obvious that we must choose one of the options in (4) to the exclusion 
of the others. Two or more may be accurate to different degrees. Such a situation 
can be interpreted in different ways. First, languages are abstractions from speakers. 
Individual speakers may have a different organisation of their mental lexicon without 
ever noticing these differences. For the use of the words in (2), we do not have to know 
their origin. On this basis, one might set up a classification of speakers according to 
the different options. However, these options need not be articulated. A speaker of 
English may start using organisation and store it in their mental lexicon for a combi-
nation of reasons. They may link it to the verb organise and a word formation rule, 
to the French word, or simply as a word they pick up from what others say. It is not 
possible to quantify the contribution of the different factors, because only the result 
can be observed.
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Therefore, the study of the interaction of borrowing and word formation raises a 
number of methodological and theoretical challenges. It is important, however, to note 
that these challenges also emerge for the study of borrowing and of word formation in 
isolation. The focus on their interaction is actually an avenue to potential new insights, 
as we hope this volume will show.

5. Overview of the volume

The chapters in this volume are case studies of the interaction of borrowing and word 
formation. They illustrate situations of language contact and the response to naming 
needs in the competition and collaboration of these two major naming strategies. They 
are organised in three parts.

Part I contains five chapters focusing on compounding. Chapter 2, by Brian D. 
Joseph, addresses the special position of compounding in language contact and lan-
guage change. Compounding is deceptively simple in its form but quite complex in its 
interpretation. In contact situations, this means that non-native speakers can use com-
pounds with relative ease and shift the burden of interpretation onto the hearers. For 
this reason, compounding plays a much more significant role in language change than 
one might expect on the basis of the interpretation difficulties it causes. Two examples 
are discussed, one the use of Greek compounds in scientific English, the other the use 
of English compounds in Russian. 

In the next chapter, Renáta Panocová and Pius ten Hacken discuss neoclassi-
cal compounds. In assessing the status of neoclassical compounding, they take into 
account the generative insight that language is ultimately based in the individual 
speaker’s competence and the European structuralist insight that new words are a 
response to naming needs. The central question in this chapter is whether a language 
has a system of neoclassical compounding. Comparing English and Russian, Panocová 
and ten Hacken argue that only for English is there evidence for a substantial set of 
speakers who have such as system. In Russian, neoclassical compounds are generally 
borrowings. 

Chapter 4, by Alina Villalva, is devoted to compounding in Portuguese. She 
explains that in Portuguese, compounding was originally not prominent in word for-
mation. However, as a Romance language, Portuguese has a large vocabulary inher-
ited from Latin. In the Renaissance, new Latinate words were added, some of them 
compounds. From the seventeenth century also neoclassical roots started appearing. 
Villalva argues that the influx of neoclassical compounds has not only resulted in a 
reinvigoration of compounding in the neoclassical domain, but also strengthened its 
place in native word formation, as can be shown by the appearance of new compounds 
that were not borrowed. 

Staying within the process of compounding, in Chapter 5 Bonifacas Stundžia 
explores the influence of German compounding patterns on Lithuanian word forma-
tion on the basis of an eighteenth-century manuscript bilingual German-Lithuanian 
dictionary. German compounds are quite often rendered by Lithuanian compounds 
in the dictionary, but only if they consist of two stems, which corresponds to the 
Lithuanian word formation system. He argues that two competing patterns can be 
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distinguished, one where the calque is only integrated into the inflectional system and 
one where it is also integrated in the word formation system. 

Silvia Cacchiani focuses on compounding as a significant proportion of the borrow-
ings from English that have appeared in Italian in the past decades. In Italian, N+N 
compounds are rare, but to the extent that they exist they are left-headed. English 
N+N compounds are right-headed. As a consequence, there is a pressure to adapt bor-
rowed compounds from English. The adaptation may lead to left-headed compounds, 
clippings preserving only the English head or non-head, or a replacement by a more 
typical Italian construction. However, not all compounds are adapted. Some retain 
their English order of components. Cacchiani argues that despite the confusing array 
of alternatives, both left-headed and right-headed compounds have become more 
frequent in Italian. 

In Part II, we turn away from compounding in language contact to focus on affixa-
tion in language contact. In the first chapter of this part, Maria Bloch-Trojnar explores 
the Polish suffix -alny which produces deverbal adjectives whose meaning can be para-
phrased as ‘capable of being V-ed’. It corresponds to English -able/-ible. The base of 
the Polish suffix is an imperfective, transitive verb. Traditionally, the base is also said 
to be [–native], but whether this is synchronically still necessary is a matter of debate. 
Bloch-Trojnar argues that quite a number of more recent formations can rather be 
analysed as morphological calques based on English. This suggests a change in the 
conditions governing the use of the Polish word formation rule under the influence of 
another language. 

Chapter 8, by Camiel Hamans, discusses clippings from the perspective of the 
borderline between affixation and borrowing. Clipping is a traditional word formation 
process in Dutch, German and English. In Dutch and English, the stem is mono-
syllabic, but in German, disyllabic clippings ending in an unstressed vowel occur. 
German and English also have clippings followed by the hypocoristic suffix -i or -y. 
More recently, Dutch has developed clippings with the suffix -o. This suffix can also 
be attached to full forms. Hamans argues that this pattern has been borrowed from 
American English, where it originated from Italo-English immigrant vernacular. In 
German, competition from -i reduces its productivity. 

In the next chapter on affixation and borrowing, Magda Ševčíková considers the 
Czech suffixes -ismus and -ita corresponding to the English -ism and -ity and to the 
German -ismus and –ität. She studies them on the basis of a large corpus of contempo-
rary Czech. Words with the suffixes -ismus and -ita refer to qualities, and objects have 
a certain quality. Because the suffixes tend to attach to foreign bases only, the result 
can be analysed as a borrowing or a derivation. On the basis of corpus analysis, argu-
ments are collected for determining which of these two analyses is better in individual 
cases. 

The last chapter on affixation is by Angeliki Efthymiou. She explores the prefixes 
iper-, anti- and para- which derive ultimately from Ancient Greek prepositions but 
are used in Modern Greek as a result of a complex interplay between borrowing and 
word formation. The influence of calquing on the word formation processes involved 
and the way borrowing affects the meaning of the Modern Greek prefixes is investi-
gated on the basis of data from two major Modern Greek dictionaries. 
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The three chapters that make up Part III are studies of naming in minority languages. 
In Chapter 11, Livio Gaeta and Marco Angster concentrate on Titsch and Töitschu, 
two Alemannic dialects spoken in two Aosta Valley villages. All speakers are at least 
bilingual, and language contact with Italian and French standard languages as well as 
Piedmontese and Francoprovençal regional languages has been intensive. In addition, 
the dialects show influence from standard German and Swiss German. On the basis of 
a large collection of lexical material, the relative weight of each of these influences and 
of native patterns in word formation, calques and borrowing is evaluated. 

Angela Ralli and Vasiliki Makri investigate the borderline between word formation 
and borrowing in a sizeable population of Greek immigrants in the Canadian provinces 
of Québec and Ontario. In their variety of Greek, many English words are borrowed. 
The typological difference between Greek and English implies that in the integration 
of these words into Canadian Greek, a number of decisions have to be made to adapt 
them to the gender and declension system of the recipient language. On the basis of 
previous work and the collection of oral sources carried out in the framework of a 
dedicated research project, the factors determining these decisions are investigated. 

The last chapter on naming in minority languages is by Michał Rzepiela. In medi-
eval Poland, Latin was the language of the legal courts. In order to accommodate many 
concepts for which no Latin words were available, Polish words were borrowed into 
Latin. In the nominative singular, it is often difficult to determine whether a noun 
is Polish or Latin. Borrowing also led to the establishment of new word formation 
patterns in Latin. This is investigated on the basis of a dictionary and a corpus of 
Medieval Latin in Poland. 

The concluding chapter approaches the question of how borrowing and word for-
mation influence each other along different dimensions. Based on the case studies in 
Parts I, II and III, we propose some generalisations about the interaction of the two 
naming mechanisms.

Note

1.	 In references to the Oxford English Dictionary, the year in square brackets indicates 
the latest full revision of the entry.
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