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Introduction 

Language has never existed in isolation. English, perhaps more than any other 

major world language, has built its lexicon through relentless borrowing — absorbing 

vocabulary from Latin, French, Old Norse, Arabic, Japanese, Nahuatl, and scores of 

other tongues across centuries of contact, conquest, and commerce. Yet the mere fact of 

borrowing a word is only the beginning of a longer story. What happens after a foreign 

word enters the English lexicon — how it is shaped, reshaped, and eventually made to 

feel native — is the process linguists call nativization, and it is no less important than 

borrowing itself. 

Nativization refers to the multi-level accommodation of borrowed lexical 

material to the phonological, morphological, and semantic conventions of the receiving 

language. A fully nativized loanword is one that English speakers use without any 

conscious sense of foreignness: they conjugate it, inflect it, attach prefixes and suffixes 

to it, and stress it according to English prosodic rules. A partially nativized word may 

retain traces of its origin in its pronunciation, its plural form, or its restricted semantic 

range. Understanding what drives words along this spectrum from foreign to fully 

integrated is a central question in contact linguistics. 

One factor that has received relatively limited systematic attention is the role of 

domain — that is, the specific field of human activity in which a loanword first takes 

root and through which it circulates. Scientific discourse, technological communication, 

and everyday domestic life each constitute distinct sociolinguistic environments, and 

these environments exert different pressures on the words that pass through them. A 

term introduced through academic publications travels differently than one that arrives 

on a restaurant menu or a smartphone screen. 

The present article argues that domain context is a primary variable in 

determining the pace and depth of loanword nativization in contemporary English. 

Drawing on theoretical frameworks developed by Haugen, Bloomfield, Haspelmath, 
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Thomason, and others, and illustrated through a range of concrete lexical examples, the 

analysis traces how scientific, technological, and everyday-life domains each create 

specific phonological, morphological, and semantic pressures — and how those 

pressures produce characteristically different integration trajectories. 

Main Body 

1. Theoretical Grounding: Nativization and the Borrowed Word 

The systematic study of linguistic borrowing owes much to Einar Haugen, whose 

foundational analysis established a distinction between loanwords — borrowings in 

which both form and meaning are imported — and loanshifts, in which only meaning 

travels. Nativization, in Haugen's framework, is the gradual accommodation of 

imported forms to native phonological and grammatical patterns [Haugen E., 1950, p. 

212]. Earlier, Leonard Bloomfield had observed that borrowed words inevitably 

undergo modification as speakers assimilate unfamiliar sounds and structures to familiar 

ones, a process he described as a form of analogical leveling [Bloomfield L., 1933, p. 

444]. 

These foundational accounts have been refined and complicated by subsequent 

scholarship. Haspelmath and Tadmor's cross-linguistic survey of loanword behavior 

found that borrowing frequency and integration depth are not uniform across lexical 

categories. Technical and specialized terms, they noted, often resist full phonological 

nativization for extended periods because they are maintained in written form — in 

journals, manuals, and textbooks — before they penetrate spoken usage [Haspelmath 

M., Tadmor U., 2009, p. 56]. This finding has direct implications for domain-based 

analysis: words that circulate first in written scientific registers will follow a different 

adaptive path than words introduced through face-to-face oral interaction. 

Thomason and Kaufman's work on language contact situates borrowing within 

broader patterns of social and cultural exchange, emphasizing that the depth of 

integration tends to correlate with the intensity and intimacy of contact between 

communities [Thomason S.G., Kaufman T., 1988, p. 74]. This perspective supports the 

intuition that words introduced through domestic and social contexts — through food, 

music, and daily habit — nativize more deeply than words encountered primarily in 

formal or institutional settings. Brenda Hoffer similarly observed that diffusion across 

domains, from specialized to general use, tends to accelerate phonological 

simplification and morphological regularization [Hoffer B.L., 2002, p. 10]. 

George Yule offers a useful framing when he describes a language as a system 

under constant social pressure, shaped at every moment by the communities that use it 

[Yule G., 2020, p. 201]. Domain, in this view, is not a neutral backdrop but an active 

social environment that determines how often a word is used, by whom, in what 

registers, and under what phonological and morphological conditions. Understanding 

nativization, therefore, requires attention to these social and contextual variables, not 

merely to the phonological distance between source and target language systems. 

2. Scientific Discourse: Preservation, Delay, and Eventual Integration 

Scientific language represents one of the most complex and revealing arenas for 

examining loanword nativization. English science has drawn heavily on Greek and 

Latin since at least the Renaissance, but the modern period has introduced a steady 

stream of borrowings from other traditions: Japanese (tsunami, umami), Arabic 

(algorithm, algebra, azimuth), German (Zeitgeist in social science, gestalt in 
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psychology, angst in psychiatry), and more recently from a range of languages as 

science has become more globally distributed. 

What distinguishes scientific borrowing is a characteristically conservative 

morphological profile. Terms borrowed into medical or biological discourse frequently 

retain original inflectional paradigms for extended periods, long after nativization would 

have been expected on phonological grounds alone. "Bacterium" maintains its Latin 

plural "bacteria" in professional microbiological writing, even as the regularized form 

"bacteriums" occasionally surfaces in popular health journalism — a signal that 

nativization is in progress but has not yet completed [Thomason S.G., Kaufman T., 

1988, p. 78]. Similarly, "larva/larvae," "stratum/strata," and "phenomenon/phenomena" 

preserve their classical plurals in formal scientific use while competing with regularized 

forms in general discourse. 

The role of written transmission in delaying phonological nativization is clearly 

visible in the trajectory of words like "genome." Derived from the German "Genom" — 

itself a compound of "gen" and "chromosom" — the term entered English scientific 

writing in the 1920s but remained confined to specialist publications for decades. Its 

phonological form stabilized to match English stress patterns long before the word 

entered general discourse, which occurred following the Human Genome Project of the 

1990s and 2000s [Haspelmath M., Tadmor U., 2009, p. 62]. By the time most English 

speakers encountered it, its phonological nativization was effectively complete — not 

through gradual popular use but through the slower regularizing pressure of academic 

citation and pronunciation guides. 

A particularly revealing phenomenon in scientific domain borrowing is the 

morphological productivity of borrowed elements once they do nativize. Greek-derived 

"nano-" and Latin-derived "micro-" began as scientific prefixes with precise denotative 

meanings in physics and biology. Through extended scientific use they became so 

thoroughly integrated into English morphological competence that speakers now attach 

them freely to non-scientific bases: "nano-influencer" and "micro-dosing" are not 

scientific terms but culturally derived coinages that exploit native morphological 

creativity [Hoffer B.L., 2002, p. 14]. This unbounded productivity is the clearest sign 

that nativization has been fully achieved: the borrowed element has ceased to be foreign 

and has become a generative unit of the English lexicon. 

3. Technology and Digital Communication: Compressed Nativization 

If scientific discourse is characterized by conservative, slow-moving 

nativization, the technology sector presents a striking contrast. No domain in recent 

history has generated or absorbed vocabulary at the pace of digital technology, and none 

has demonstrated such a compressed nativization timeline. Words that once required 

decades to move from foreign to fully integrated now complete that journey in months 

— sometimes in weeks. 

The Japanese word "emoji" (絵文字, from "e" meaning picture and "moji" 

meaning character) provides an instructive case study. The term entered English usage 

around 2011–2012, when the Unicode Consortium standardized the emoji character set 

and Apple incorporated it into the iOS keyboard. Within roughly two years, the word 

had acquired a regular English plural ("emojis"), was being used as a verb in informal 

writing ("she emojied me back"), and had generated derivative compounds like 

"bitmoji" [Myers-Scotton C., 2006, p. 241]. This three-stage process — borrowing, 
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morphological integration, derivational productivity — typically unfolds over decades 

in other domains. In the technology sphere it unfolded within a single cultural moment. 

What makes technology-domain borrowing so rapid is the combination of high 

frequency, demographic breadth, and register flattening characteristic of digital 

communication. Social media platforms expose borrowed terms to hundreds of millions 

of users simultaneously, across all age groups and educational backgrounds, in contexts 

ranging from the casual to the semi-formal. The sheer repetition involved creates intense 

phonological and morphological pressure. A word that appears millions of times per 

day across Twitter, Instagram, and messaging applications is subject to normalizing 

forces that would take generations to operate in print culture [Yule G., 2020, p. 208]. 

The word "avatar" offers a longer perspective on the same dynamic. Derived 

from Sanskrit "avatāra" (meaning the earthly descent of a deity), it entered English 

through Hindu religious scholarship in the nineteenth century, then migrated through 

science fiction into computing in the 1980s, and finally became a mainstream social 

media term in the 2000s. Each domain shift produced semantic narrowing and 

phonological stabilization. In its current dominant English usage — a digital image 

representing a user — it retains almost nothing of its Sanskrit semantic content, and its 

phonological form reflects English stress patterns entirely [Haspelmath M., Tadmor U., 

2009, p. 113]. The technology domain, in this case, did not initiate the word's English 

journey, but it completed its nativization. 

Perhaps the most vivid evidence of accelerated nativization in the technology 

domain is the verbing of proper nouns and brand names. "To google" (from the company 

name Google) entered spoken English almost simultaneously with the company's rise 

to prominence in the early 2000s, and it now conjugates regularly: googled, googling, 

google. Similarly, "to spam," derived from the brand name SPAM through hacker 

culture, and "to tweet," from the Twitter platform, have acquired complete regular 

verbal paradigms with no retention of any foreign morphological feature [Hoffer B.L., 

2002, p. 19]. The speed with which borrowed items become morphologically productive 

verbs in technology discourse has no close parallel in any other domain. 

4. Everyday Life: The Depth of Domestic Nativization 

While scientific and technological domains shape loanword integration at 

specialized and institutionally mediated levels, it is everyday life — particularly food, 

fashion, and social custom — that produces the deepest and most complete nativization. 

The principle at work here might be called the domestic depth effect: words that enter 

the home, the kitchen, and the social gathering are exposed to the widest possible range 

of speakers, registers, and communicative contexts, and this breadth of exposure 

accelerates the full integration of borrowed material into native phonological and 

morphological patterns. 

Culinary vocabulary provides the most extensive evidence. English has absorbed 

food terminology from French (restaurant, menu, cuisine, entrée, sauté), Italian (pizza, 

pasta, espresso, latte, risotto), Spanish (taco, burrito, jalapeño, guacamole), Japanese 

(sushi, ramen, tofu, mochi), and many other traditions. The degree of phonological 

nativization in these culinary borrowings is often striking. "Jalapeño" loses its tilde in 

casual English writing and is frequently pronounced without the palatal nasal consonant, 

with speakers substituting the familiar English /n/ sound [Bloomfield L., 1933, p. 447]. 

"Espresso" is commonly pronounced "expresso" in American English, reflecting a 



 

 

305 

 

reanalysis through the familiar English prefix "ex-" — a morphological interference that 

signals active, if unconscious, nativization in progress. 

The social depth of culinary borrowing is inseparable from its phonological 

consequences. A food word used at home, in school cafeterias, in supermarkets, on 

restaurant menus, and on cooking television programs encounters all social classes, all 

age groups, and all levels of linguistic education. This multi-register, multi-

demographic exposure strips away foreign phonological features more efficiently than 

any amount of specialist usage. "Pasta" is universally pronounced with English vowels 

by both American and British speakers, entirely independently of the Italian original; 

"pizza" has fully nativized vowels and is inflected with a regular English plural in casual 

speech [Yule G., 2020, p. 205]. 

Fashion and lifestyle domains reveal similar patterns with interesting variation. 

"Yoga," derived from Sanskrit "yuj" (meaning to yoke or unite), has been 

phonologically and morphologically fully integrated into English: it takes a regular 

English plural, generates compounds (yoga mat, yoga pants, yoga studio), and is 

pronounced with English vowel quality remote from its Sanskrit origin. "Karaoke," 

from Japanese カラオケ, shows an intermediate stage: some English speakers maintain 

the four-syllable Japanese pronunciation, while others reduce it to three syllables and 

shift stress according to English prosodic rules, reflecting nativization still in progress 

[Myers-Scotton C., 2006, p. 199]. 

Cultural concept words constitute a particularly interesting subcategory of 

everyday borrowing. Terms such as "schadenfreude" (German: pleasure derived from 

another's misfortune), "hygge" (Danish: a quality of cozy contentment), and "wabi-sabi" 

(Japanese: the aesthetic beauty of imperfection) have entered educated English 

discourse and appear regularly in mainstream journalism, lifestyle writing, and social 

media without requiring definition for many readers. These words occupy an intriguing 

middle position: they are sometimes italicized in formal writing as a mark of their 

foreignness, yet they function fully as English nouns, are understood across a wide 

demographic range, and generate English-language derivatives and compounds. Their 

partial retention of foreignness is itself a sociolinguistic choice — a deliberate marker 

of cultural awareness — rather than a sign that nativization has been blocked. 

5. Cross-Domain Patterns: Media, Frequency, and Semantic Drift 

Examining all three domains together, several general nativization mechanisms 

come into focus that operate across domains while being modulated by domain-specific 

conditions. The first is phonological accommodation: borrowed words undergo stress 

shifts to align with English prosodic patterns, foreign phonemes are replaced by the 

nearest native approximations, and consonant clusters that violate English phonotactic 

constraints are simplified or broken up. This mechanism operates in all domains but is 

fastest in everyday life and slowest in scientific discourse. 

The second is morphological regularization: borrowed nouns acquire regular 

English plural endings, borrowed verbs take regular past tense and participle forms, and 

derivational morphology begins generating new forms from the borrowed base. Again, 

this process is most rapid and productive in the technology domain, where functional 

pressure for verbing and compounding is highest, and most conservative in scientific 

discourse, where original morphological forms are maintained for prestige and 

precision. 
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The third mechanism — semantic shift — is perhaps the most domain-sensitive 

of all. Words rarely enter a new language carrying their full original meaning intact. 

They arrive with a contracted, expanded, or refocused semantic range shaped by the 

domain of first contact. "Algorithm," derived from the name of the ninth-century Arab 

mathematician al-Khwarizmi, entered English through mathematics, narrowed to refer 

to any computational procedure in computer science, and has since broadened again in 

popular discourse to refer metaphorically to any opaque or automated decision-making 

system [Hoffer B.L., 2002, p. 18]. The word's semantic range is now considerably wider 

in everyday English than it ever was in its source domain, a pattern typical of words that 

migrate from specialist to general use. 

The role of mass media, and particularly digital media, in accelerating all three 

mechanisms deserves special emphasis. Traditional mass media — television, radio, 

print journalism — has long functioned as a leveler of regional pronunciation variation 

and a vehicle for the rapid spread of new vocabulary. Digital social media has intensified 

these functions to an unprecedented degree. A word that trends on a major platform may 

acquire English morphological inflections, shift from noun to verb, generate derivative 

forms, and develop stable new semantic ranges within a single news cycle [Myers-

Scotton C., 2006, p. 204]. The technology domain is unique in that it simultaneously 

produces the words that circulate through digital media and provides the medium 

through which their nativization is accelerated. 

Conclusion 

The nativization of loanwords in English is not a uniform or mechanically 

predictable process. It is shaped, to a significant degree, by the domain of first 

circulation. Scientific discourse tends to conserve original morphological forms over 

extended periods, because written transmission stabilizes phonological form before oral 

use can simplify it, and because specialist communities maintain prestige forms for 

precision and international legibility. Technology domains compress the nativization 

timeline dramatically, because digital communication combines unprecedented 

frequency of use with broad demographic reach and a flattening of register distinctions 

that subjects borrowed words to intense adaptive pressure from the very moment of their 

introduction. Everyday life — particularly food, fashion, and social custom — produces 

the deepest and most complete integration, because domestic and social usage exposes 

borrowed words to the full phonological and morphological competence of the entire 

speaker community. 

These domain-specific patterns carry implications for both theoretical linguistics 

and practical language pedagogy. For theorists, the findings suggest that models of 

nativization need to incorporate domain as a primary variable alongside phonological 

distance, borrowing frequency, and contact intensity. The channel through which a word 

enters a language — oral or written, formal or informal, specialist or general — does as 

much to shape its integration trajectory as any purely linguistic property of the word 

itself. 

For language teachers, awareness of domain-driven nativization can enrich 

vocabulary instruction by helping learners understand not just what borrowed words 

mean but how they entered English and why they sound and behave the way they do. 

Recognizing that "algorithm" is an Arabic name, that "emoji" is a Japanese compound, 

and that "yoga" is a Sanskrit verb root connects synchronic vocabulary knowledge to 

the diachronic processes that shape every living language. 
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As English continues to function as the primary global lingua franca and as 

digital communication accelerates lexical exchange across all domains, the pace of 

borrowing and nativization is likely to intensify still further. What once required 

generations now requires years; what required years may now require months. The study 

of domain-driven nativization thus stands at a productive intersection of historical 

linguistics, sociolinguistics, and digital communication studies — and it remains an 

urgent, evolving field of inquiry precisely because the phenomenon it investigates 

shows no sign of slowing down. 
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