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B3bgLbMOSMS 33330 bb3sabb3s (FMBEMmMMgnyM, mMomaMs-
g0y, dmmambobhogdbym, bYBsbhznM) sL3gIHL  ayaabbIMODL.
330JMMOmM, dbJg39 JLOOPIMEO FoLOMZa™MnbBNBYdgMN dI3(HaENnL
bhomabhymo dbsmg o dnbo gobdsdnMmmdgdgmo Boghmmagdo.

M. Haspelmath-oboss ©o U. Tadmor-ob dnbywzonm, bdnm d58mbgg-
3000, 63LgbbMOsMS sA3HaEnnb boMmobbo, bLb3s WoghmMgodnlb 3oMo-
myMYMo©, 339380Mg0s H6sLgbbmonlb bod3zgaglb (2009: 42). 880l
300033m0bB0bgd0m, §MMNBobgmb Jg3000Mg0 Jommymdn g3nsbwgmn
L3oMLYMNESD o MYbyMoEsb d7dmbyma  babgbbmogdn domn
bdhomabhymo sadhainab, 3gMmdmo, 3Mmm3znsmndsznob dobyo3zno.
990mbbybg0gm EMbMM gbsmo JoMmymmseb gMmomngMmmonb bobgmd-
@m0n3mods 9Mm3sb5mnbRESd oo gobbbgoggds. L3sMbymo obEHm-
MOYMo® Y39medg J@mm bobgMmdmozs 3mbhodhoMmgdsmn 9boo
JoMymmsb, bmem JoMmongambe s MyLbymb dbmemmo mmbey3dnbm3zsb0,
030930 dogmbdg nb(H9bboygMo gMmmogmMmmogdn 8303800900,

dzgmo o bodgsmm bL3sMLYMOESD dgdmbym bsbgbbmooms
8Lgo3LoE, obsmo L3MLYMNESE bLYBNsbms 3gMomEodry (1501-
1722 66.) 890mbyann BsbybbmMoOgon Jommymdn s8330MYOYMNS
bomobhymow bynHMomyMmo gmmdno 86 godmbymns bdoMgdnab.
Mol 999bg00 LYBNOBMS g3mgobo o dab Tgdamad 3gMmomEgddn
990mbym Bobgbbmogdb, domn bBobogn bdoMxonELbos godmbymo,
030nMy Boboma ¥yb69EnmMbaMmydL bhnmobhymMaw bygodMmomyma bobom,
bmmm 399hgLbmds 3MEM3303mMNdHdYMNY.

d39m0, bddgoMMm L LYRBNVB MO 39MNMEOTEY b b3sMbYMNESb
990mbyamn  Bobgbbmdgdn dgdmbBIgoymns 8. SbMmMBN3sd30Mmyb
BoMOmmagboama Logy3goab (1966; 1996), bmam g3nsbogmn BsbgL-
bmdg00 6. doMM0L B0gM oobamdgOYm™N 0. gMndodznmab ,,Jomogdym
m9gdLozmMB30* PsSLEHYMgOYMO Fsbomab dnbgznom (2011).

MLymMoEsb 890mbym bBobgbbmodoms dmdngdalb ByoMm, oMo
MyLYMNEsb d9dmbymn 93MmM390dAgONLy s NbHgMBbsgNMbsMndIYg-
00y, Mob6s8gMmM3g Jommyana B330MTgHY39mMads aym.

3MMM3300MNDJOP™M MYPLYM O 330306IMbIsMbYMBLALbMOd M
9h0dmbgdn dghbomo LHNMAbLHYMI® BgobhMomyMos. JoMmmymadn
9500 3MMM3305M0d300L BB MM goMmgdmgdsb dn30Abg3m: 1) 3
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6obgbbmosms BEnMY ,,0Ls3L" 2) Bom gamb3mMsb Bg30MAgHYy39mgdamn
3dom. Mmammz AsbL, o8 gdnom d70mbyma 3mem3znomndYdYMN
Bobgbbmodgdn FbmmmE goM339nma ,ed39madab” 898wna byndhmo-
@0dEg00 LHNWOLHYMI® o6 oL bdoMydnEL6.

bL3oMbyMNESb  bobgbbgdn  3mmm3znomndIgdn  833M0369096
0MJo0d83000b H96ob63NsL, MeE 9690M03500 50bLEJOS JoMmymbs ©o
b3omMLYM 9690L dmMab Ydgomm Bg30Mn 3MBBHaJHadnb 96y39h0o.

3MMM3300MNdgOYmn  g3300bagma  b3sMbymo  Babgbbmoyodo,
L9306 H03nM0 M33MbIVBMOLNM, 89H-653tMJOS® FoO3VMYOYMNY, 05806
MmmEs MybodIgdn 0bosMAYB7096 9H0dmMBOL 3603369MmMOSL. ©8330M
306Lb303900L mMo 80BgB sg3bL: 1) JoMmoyamon gbob L3sMLbYWMMS6
7M0009M00mo0b  bobgMdmongn, bmmmm Mybymmob ymoogmomoab
bobdmzmg abhmMmny; 2) L33MLYMbY s JoMmyamb FmMmab FmEbomo
3MbMaddmnb gobyzghob gmbdg — Mbym-Jomaymo gbmodMogzn yMon-
9Momogonb  boddnMmmzgy, MoE dobodnmMmogdb ghodmbabs o
BobgbbmdabL dogbndsym LYdsbhngdym bosbgmagab.

wmohgMmobhymo:

360MMB03o830m0, 3. (1966). 63M3393900 0MIBHM-JsMmmyamn 96mMdMN30
IM009MMOnEs6, I. mdomabo: ,,mdomabob nbozgMbodhgbhob
390m3398mmod”.

36MmMb0gaad30mn, 3. (1996). 65M3393900 nMIBM-JoMmmymo 96mdMn30
IM009MMO0©s6, Il. mO0maba: godmaEgdemds ,,00M300s"

00M0309, 6. (2011). JoMmoymdn gdmbymo L3sMLIMo Mggdbgs. MOaMOLO:
390m3390mmods ,oMmtabysn”

30b3gmadomn, 3., HoAmMa, 3. - Haspelmath, M., Tadmor, U. (2009). Loanwords in
the World’s Languages: A Comparative Handbook. Berlin: De Gruiter.

Adaptation of loanwords embraces diverse aspects (phonological,
orthographic, morphosyntactic and semantic). In our opinion, attention
should also be paid to the stylistic aspects of adaptation and its
preconditions.

According to M. Haspelmath and U. Tadmor, in frequent cases, along-
side with other factors, the degree of adaptation depends on the age of
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a loanword (2009:42). Taking this into account, we have compared the
loanwords borrowed by Georgian from late Persian and Russian with
regard to their stylistic adaptation, namely, colloquialization. The contacts
between Georgian the above-mentioned two languages are of different
duration. Historically, Persian is a language with which Georgian had most
longstanding contacts, whereas Georgian and Russian language contacts,
although very intense, lasted only for two centuries.

Like the borrowings from Old and Middle Persian, the loans that
penetrated into Georgian from New Persian until the Safavid period
(1501-1722) are either outdated or belong to the neutral style. As for the
borrowings of the Safavid epoch and later periods, some of them are no
longer used, and only a minor portion function as stylistically neutral units,
while their great majority is colloquialized.

The loans that penetrated into Georgian in the Old, Middle and New
Persian of the pre-Safavid period have been verified based on the material
provided by M. Andronikashvili (1966; 1996), whereas later loans have been
verified using the material taken from I. Grishashvili’s “Urban Dictionary”
analyzed by N. Bartaia (2011).

Apart from the European words and international vocabulary, other
Russian loans have been identified in contemporary Georgian oral speech.

The etymons of colloquialized Russian and late Persian loans are, in
the majority of cases, stylistically neutral. In our opinion, there are two
reasons for their colloquialization in Georgian: 1) the “young age” of the
loans; 2) their penetration into Georgian via oral speech. As it seems, the
colloquialized loans become outdated or stylistically neutral only after
certain “ageing”.

The Persian colloquialized loans reveal the tendency to become
archaic. This is natural, because direct oral contacts between Georgian and
Persian have long ceased.

Late Persian colloquialized loans have undergone semantic change to
a certain extent, but Russian loans have preserved the meanings of the
etymons. Such difference can be explained by the following reasons: 1) The
longstanding contacts between Georgian and Persian, and a brief history of
Georgian-Russian language contacts; 2) Close Russian-Georgian language
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contacts, leading to utmost semantic closeness between etymons and
loans, on the background of ceased live contacts between Georgian and
Persian.
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