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STYLISTIC DIFFERENTIATION OF NOUNS IN THE ENGLISH LANGUAGE

The aim of this study is to investigate whether tracing a word back to its historical roots offers
a workable, unbiased benchmark for sorting English nouns into stylistic tiers within today's lexicon.
Rather than treating etymology as a mere curiosity, the paper asks if pedigree can reliably signal
whether a term belongs to high registers or colloquial strata.
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The study is based on the analysis of data from Webster's New Dictionary, the Small English
Dictionary, and the Great English-Russian Dictionary — sources whose authority remains largely
unquestioned. Where lexicographers clash over labels, the focus narrows to words whose origins
remain murky or contested: “ajure”, “curmudgeon”, and “shoud” serve as telling cases. Such items
expose just how slippery stylistic tagging becomes when history itself is unclear, underscoring why
dispassionate benchmarks matter.

The findings reveal that lineage and stylistic level intertwine far more tightly than casual
observation might suggest. Among elevated nouns, loanwords dominate at roughly 90.4%, leaving a
slender 9.6% share for native stock. One notices a clear pattern: borrowed material gravitates
toward formal, educated, and literary contexts, whereas home-grown vocabulary feels at home in
relaxed, day-to-day exchange.

In addition to etymological analysis, the study employs frequency counts, structural intricacy,
and habitual word pairings as cross-checks. On closer inspection, these extra layers of evidence
suggest that etymology, once coupled with distributional and morphological clues, holds up as a
defensible, objective yardstick for register-based sorting.

In conclusion, the research demonstrates that weaving historical origin into dictionary practice
and linguistic scrutiny yields a tighter, more orderly framework for telling formal vocabulary apart
from casual usage. This, in turn, sharpens our grasp of how the deep past of the language continues
to shape its present-day stylistic landscape.

Key words: etymology, loanwords, vocabulary, functional styles, corpus, quantitative methods

MAIN PROVISIONS

Language is inherently stratified, and its stylistic variability reflects the sheer range of
communicative situations people navigate every day. The particular words, structures, and tones a
speaker or writer selects are never arbitrary: they respond to purpose, to the social setting, and to the
relationship between those involved. In the analytical tradition shaped by 1.V. Arnold, the notion of
a functional style provides a core framework for making sense of this variability, and that lens
underpins much of the discussion that follows.

At the broadest level, two communicative modes pull in opposite directions. On one side sits
the formal, bookish register - measured, precise, syntactically elaborate, and heavily reliant on
standardized or borrowed vocabulary. On the other side lies casual, conversational speech, where
spontaneity and simplicity prevail, and where regional or social influences leave an immediate
imprint on grammar, pronunciation, and word choice. The contrast between these poles is not merely
a matter of vocabulary lists; it extends across all linguistic levels and shapes the very feel of an
utterance.

Between them lies a vast, stylistically neutral core. These are the lexical items that carry no
inherent situational baggage: they work equally well in a scholarly article, a business memo, or an
everyday chat. Their importance becomes fully visible only when they are placed next to their marked
counterparts. Stylistically coloured units are defined through a binary opposition with neutral
equivalents - units that share the same denotative content but diverge in connotation, register, or
emotional charge. In practice, this means that the expressive weight of a formal or colloquial word is
always felt relative to a neutral baseline, and it is this relational mechanism that keeps the system
flexible.

When one turns to the classification of functional styles, a unified taxonomy is conspicuously
absent. Approaches put forward by O.S. Akhmanova, I.R. Galperin, and Arnold herself diverge in
terminology and in the number of recognized types, yet a closer look reveals a stable point of
intersection. Despite their differences, all these accounts identify a cluster of styles unmistakably tied
to bookish, non-colloquial usage - the registers of science, official discourse, and public institutional
communication. That persistent grouping suggests that, however much labels may vary, the rift
between formal and informal speech remains one of the most reliable organising principles available
to stylistic analysis.
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Fifthly, stylistic differentiation of vocabulary can be identified through measurable linguistic
features, including word length, morphological complexity, frequency of use, and syntactic patterns.
These features allow for a more objective analysis of stylistic variation.

Finally, the central hypothesis of the study is that etymological origin can serve as an objective
criterion for stylistic differentiation. Borrowed words tend to function in formal and literary contexts,
while native vocabulary is more commonly associated with neutral and informal usage. The
integration of etymological analysis with quantitative linguistic methods provides a reliable basis for
the systematic classification of vocabulary in contemporary English.

INTRODUCTION

The problem of stylistic variation in vocabulary has attracted considerable attention in modern
English linguistics as well as in international linguistic studies. The increasing interest in this issue is
obycnosien the growing importance of effective communication in a globalized world, where
language functions not only as a means of information exchange but also as a tool for expressing
social, cultural, and pragmatic meanings. In the classroom, grasping the stylistic shades of vocabulary
is anything but a theoretical luxury. When learners miss the subtle boundary between a colloquialism
and a literary term, their speech tends to swing awkwardly between stiff formality and inappropriate
casualness. In practice, this surfaces as communicative breakdowns, listener confusion, or outright
pragmatic blunders - all of which inevitably burden both spoken and written exchange.

Native speakers do not, of course, operate within a monolithic language code. Instead, they
continually navigate across a spectrum of functional styles - registers, as they are frequently labelled.
The specific linguistic outfit a speaker selects is rarely a matter of personal taste; far more often, it is
dictated by the communicative moment itself: who is present, what goal is pursued, and under what
social constraints the interaction unfolds. One notices that hitting the expected register markedly
sharpens the clarity of the message, placing addresser and addressee within the same stylistic field
and thereby removing ambiguity in how lexical choices are read.

At the heart of stylistic inquiry lies the notion of functional style. I. V. Arnold characterises it
as a socially sanctioned and relatively stable array of linguistic resources, shaped by the aims and
circumstances of communication. Reading this definition closely, one sees an inherent bond between
manner and purpose: stylistic variation is not a random scatter of forms, but a phenomenon thoroughly
motivated by social and pragmatic pressures. From this angle, a robust theoretical footing emerges
for examining how vocabulary sorts itself into stylistic tiers.

Yet the sheer volume of scholarship accumulated so far has not produced a unified, universally
embraced taxonomy of functional styles. The conventional split into spoken and written modes
essentially mirrors the channel of transmission rather than the functional and pragmatic substance of
what is being conveyed. In a number of instances, one observes that such a framework overlooks the
layered complexity of actual communicative settings, where register boundaries prove far more
porous than any binary model would suggest.

Language is inherently stratified, and its stylistic variability reflects the sheer range of
communicative situations people navigate every day. The particular words, structures, and tones a
speaker or writer selects are never arbitrary: they respond to purpose, to the social setting, and to the
relationship between those involved. In the analytical tradition shaped by 1.VV. Arnold, the notion of
a functional style provides a core framework for making sense of this variability, and that lens
underpins much of the discussion that follows.

At the broadest level, two communicative modes pull in opposite directions. On one side sits
the formal, bookish register - measured, precise, syntactically elaborate, and heavily reliant on
standardized or borrowed vocabulary. On the other side lies casual, conversational speech, where
spontaneity and simplicity prevail, and where regional or social influences leave an immediate
imprint on grammar, pronunciation, and word choice. The contrast between these poles is not merely
a matter of vocabulary lists; it extends across all linguistic levels and shapes the very feel of an
utterance.
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Between them lies a vast, stylistically neutral core. These are the lexical items that carry no
inherent situational baggage: they work equally well in a scholarly article, a business memo, or an
everyday chat. Their importance becomes fully visible only when they are placed next to their marked
counterparts. Stylistically coloured units are defined through a binary opposition with neutral
equivalents - units that share the same denotative content but diverge in connotation, register, or
emotional charge. In practice, this means that the expressive weight of a formal or colloquial word is
always felt relative to a neutral baseline, and it is this relational mechanism that keeps the system
flexible.

When one turns to the classification of functional styles, a unified taxonomy is conspicuously
absent. Approaches put forward by O.S. Akhmanova, I.R. Galperin, and Arnold herself diverge in
terminology and in the number of recognized types, yet a closer look reveals a stable point of
intersection. Despite their differences, all these accounts identify a cluster of styles unmistakably tied
to bookish, non-colloquial usage - the registers of science, official discourse, and public institutional
communication. That persistent grouping suggests that, however much labels may vary, the rift
between formal and informal speech remains one of the most reliable organising principles available
to stylistic analysis.

A curious convergence emerges once one steps back from the quarrels over nomenclature.
Whether scholars speak of registers, functional styles, or simply tonal layers, they almost invariably
single out the same lexical territory as the hallmark of serious discourse: that band of wordstock
which shuns the casual and the familiar. In several cases, one observes that these high-register items
stretch across more syllables, wear more elaborate morphological clothing, and betray — upon closer
inspection - a foreign genetic lineage. The contrast with everyday, neutral vocabulary could hardly
be sharper: the latter tends to arrive in compact, structurally modest packages, overwhelmingly drawn
from the original Anglo-Saxon bedrock.

It is precisely here that the historical pedigree of a word begins to look like more than an
antiquarian footnote. Loaned morphemes, however thoroughly domesticated, frequently cling to a
certain ceremonial gravitas - one finds them gravitating toward academic treatises, official
proclamations, or carefully wrought fiction. Indigenous items, meanwhile, nestle comfortably into
the give-and-take of ordinary conversation, private messages, and unscripted storytelling. On this
basis, one might cautiously suggest that the ancestral source of a lexical unit could serve as a
reasonably dispassionate criterion for telling the formal from the informal, the dignified from the
workaday.

The investigation that follows probes whether this hunch holds water. Specifically, it examines
whether a noun’s etymological passport - its country of linguistic origin - provides a stable, objective
fulcrum for stylistic taxonomy. Marrying conceptual groundwork with quantitative scrutiny of the
present-day English wordstock, the author seeks to push the discipline toward a more tightly knit,
empirically grounded method for stratifying vocabulary by communicative altitude. Should the link
between foreign derivation and high register prove robust across large data samples, lexicographers
would gain a welcome tool for reducing the guesswork that still clouds many stylistic labels.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

Research Design:

The research design of this study has been based on the qualitative and quantitative mixed-
methods approach to conduct the research for the stylistic classification of English nouns in terms of
their etymology. The research design of this study can be explained in two phases, namely, (1) Lexical
Analysis and (2) Quantitative Analysis.

In the Lexical Analysis phase, this research has analyzed 150 English nouns from different
dictionaries such as Webster's New Dictionary, Small English Dictionary, and Great English-Russian
Dictionary. In this research, the origin of English nouns, the etymology of English nouns, whether
the English nouns are native words, Latin words, Greek words, French words, or other foreign words,
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and the stylistic classification of English nouns, as mentioned in the dictionary, have been considered
to analyze the inconsistency in the stylistic classification of English nouns.

The selection of 150 nouns for this research was conducted with respect to certain criteria which
allowed conducting research properly and adequately. Firstly, nouns were selected so that there would
be a wide variety of their etymologies such as the native words in the English language as well as
Latin, Greek, French, Scandinavian and any other foreign loanwords. Thus, it will allow conducting
more profound research concerning the correlation between etymology and stylistic level. Secondly,
the nouns selected have been taken on the basis of their frequency rate in modern English corpus.
Thirdly, all items were extracted from authoritative lexicographic sources such as Webster’s New
Dictionary, Small English Dictionary, and the Great English-Russian Dictionary, which provided
established classifications and minimized subjectivity in stylistic labeling.

Also, special emphasis was made to consider those words whose stylistically inconsistent
classification had been marked out in the linguistic material which served for the purpose of our
investigation, such as "ajure,” "curmudgeon,” and "shoud" among others. These nouns differed in
terms of both grammatical structure and meaning, hence, either represented by simple, compound, or
derived words. Also, an even number of such words at each level of stylistic language hierarchy,
which includes the upper level (high style - formal, literary, academic), neutral style, and colloquial
styles, was taken into account, due to their varying frequencies in stylistic contexts based on
lexicographic and corpus-based data. It might be stated that, despite obvious limitations of any
selection of linguistic material in regard to the English lexicon, it was enough for our analysis
purposes.

In the Quantitative Analysis phase, this study has prepared a corpus of modern English text,
including news writing, literary writing, and academic writing, to the extent of 1 million words. In
this study, statistical analysis techniques like frequency distribution and chi-square test have been
used to study the relationship between the etymology of English nouns and their stylistic
classification.

Language Materials:

The primary language materials included:

- Lexicographical Sources:

- Webster’s New Dictionary

- The Small English Dictionary

- The Great English-Russian Dictionary

- Corpus Data:

- A custom-compiled corpus of contemporary English texts, including:

- 200 newspaper articles from major outlets

- 100 literary works from various genres

- 50 academic journal articles

- Software Tools:

- Linguistic analysis software (e.g., AntConc)

- Statistical analysis programs (e.g., SPSS)

Putting these materials together made it possible to trace word origins and observe how those
origins shape their stylistic role in real-world language use.

For carrying out in-depth research work in the domain of stylistic variations in English nouns,
it is the need of the hour to make a thorough analysis of the research methodology that can provide
an objective, replicable, and scientific research study. It is important to understand that in the last
three to four decades, the domain of stylistics has developed in such a way that corpus studies have
been included in stylistics, which have been able to quantify the linguistic features that define the
distinction of various stylistic registers and functional styles. This review will offer a comprehensive
review of the most important theories and research studies related to the selection of objective criteria
for stylistic analysis, specifically corpus methodology for the study of English nouns.

The underlying theories for the existence of stylistic variation can be traced back to the works
of I.V. Arnold and N.S. Trubetskoy, who focused their studies on the significance of stylistic
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connotations and the binary opposition between stylistically neutral and connotative words [1], [2].
The difference between "bookish” and "colloquial” styles, as well as the concept of "stylistic
connotations,” form the underlying theories for the identification of lexemes that have significant
stylistic features, as described by 1.V. Arnold [1].

The advent of corpus linguistics has introduced a paradigm shift in stylistic analysis, as it helps
researchers tap into a large representative corpus of language data that can be analyzed in a
quantitative manner. According to McEnery and Wilson [3], the methodological aspect of corpus
linguistics helps researchers objectively isolate stylistic characteristics in a quantitative manner. Biber
has proved that token frequency, type-token ratio, and dispersion analysis are critical in stylistic
register differentiation [4].

In the context of noun analysis, the use of corpus linguistics helps researchers study the
distributional patterns, morphological complexities, and semantic characteristics. For example, the
work of Leech, Rayson, and Wilson employed corpus data to identify lexical markers that
characterize formal versus informal registers, which can be extended to the study of nouns with
stylistic connotations [5].

The rationale for the formulation of objective criteria lies in the identification of quantifiable
linguistic characteristics that are associated with stylistic variation. Some of the criteria include:

Nouns that are associated with stylistic variation have higher frequencies in one style and lower
frequencies in another [4], [6].

Polysyllabic, borrowing, or complex nouns have connotations that are associated with stylistic
variation [1], [5].

Collocational features, such as nouns associated with certain adjectives, verbs, and other
modifiers, offer valuable information for stylistic variation.

Denotative and connotative meanings, including polysemy and specificity, are associated with
stylistic variation.

Studies by Rayson et al. have used similar criteria to create a list of style-sensitive nouns,
indicating the possibility of developing objective criteria [7].

In spite of all the advantages, some challenges need to be addressed. For example, the
subjectivity of interpretation in style calls for the establishment of criteria that can ensure objectivity.
For example, Stubbs points out that establishing criteria for setting the threshold of frequency
differences or collocational strength calls for statistical precision. Moreover, genre-specific variation
and context-dependent connotation pose problems in the generalisation of criteria. In this respect,
cross-linguistic and cross-register comparison can offer a solution [6].

The current state of research work emphasizes the importance of combining theoretical
observations with corpus-based quantitative methods to establish objective criteria for stylistic
analysis. The selection of variables such as frequency, lexical complexity, collocation, and semantic
subtlety offers a broad framework for stylistic distinction of marked nouns [8]. Future research should
focus on enhancing the criteria based on larger and more diverse corpora, and on designing computer-
based methods for stylistic classification.

Recent studies in contemporary linguistics increasingly emphasize the importance of
integrating etymological analysis with corpus-based and quantitative approaches in the study of
stylistic differentiation. A purely functional account of stylistic variation, however, only gets us so
far. There is a growing recognition that the choices writers and speakers make cannot be fully
disentangled from the biography of the words themselves — where they came from historically and
how they have settled into different communicative niches over time. When corpus linguists examine
large collections of texts, a systematic pattern comes into view: formal, academic prose leans heavily
on more complex, frequently borrowed items, whereas informal, everyday discourse gravitates
toward high-frequency, native lexical stock [9]. In practice, this means that the very texture of a text
— its density, its rhythm, its intellectual register — is partly a function of etymological pedigree.

Frequency alone, of course, is only one piece of the puzzle. Corpus-driven work has shown that
collocational behaviour and morphological complexity also act as reliable markers of stylistic
stratification [6]. A word that regularly appears in tight, predictable partnerships often signals a
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different register than one with a freer combinatory range; likewise, derived and compound forms
cluster unevenly across formal and informal settings. What emerges from these observations is a case
for anchoring stylistic classification in a dual set of criteria: external ones, such as a word’s historical
origin, and internal ones, drawn from its purely linguistic behaviour — distribution, combinability,
structure.

At the same time, the computational turn has quietly expanded the methodological toolkit.
Advances in natural language processing now make it feasible to detect stylistic signals automatically
across vast corpora, yielding models that are both more precise and vastly more scalable than manual
annotation ever allowed. This technical leap encourages a kind of analysis that was simply impractical
two decades ago, and it is pushing the field toward an increasingly interdisciplinary stance. Modern
scholarship, at its most productive, tends to blend lexicological depth with sociolinguistic awareness
and the empirical muscle of corpus methods — a combination that offers a much sharper, more
layered picture of how English lexis organises itself stylistically.

Recent corpus-based work suggests that stylistic variation in English resists reduction to any
single parameter [6]. One notices, in a number of cases, that this variation springs from the interaction
of communicative, social, and functional pressures rather than from isolated rules. Large-scale data
collections allow researchers to capture stylistic contrasts through measurable signals - frequency
shifts, habitual word pairings, and grammatical profiles - which in turn make the boundary between
registers somewhat easier to trace with precision. At the same time, contemporary scholarship points
to a tight link between stylistic layering and sociolinguistic conditions: genre conventions, discourse
formats, and situational backdrop all leave their mark on lexical preferences and tonal choices. Recent
analyses confirm that English vocabulary sorts itself into clearly distinct layers - formal, casual, and
specialized - that continually overlap and respond to shifting cultural needs. When these lines are
considered side by side, etymological data, once paired with empirical evidence and statistical testing,
may offer a solid, relatively neutral instrument for spotting stylistic regularities and grouping lexical
items by their communicative profile.

The rise of corpus-based approaches has transformed the study of stylistic variation, providing
linguists with systematic tools to examine patterns of language use across diverse contexts. According
to Douglas Biber, register variation can be systematically described through multidimensional
analysis, which identifies patterns of co-occurring linguistic features across different types of texts.
This approach demonstrates that lexical and grammatical features are not randomly distributed but
are functionally motivated by communicative purposes and discourse contexts. Further research
confirms that stylistic differentiation is closely related to register-specific distributions of vocabulary,
where formal written texts tend to employ more complex, abstract, and often borrowed lexical items,
while spoken discourse favors simpler and more frequent native forms [9]. Moreover, corpus-based
studies show that frequency and collocational patterns provide reliable indicators of stylistic marking,
allowing researchers to identify subtle differences between functional styles. What these converging
lines of evidence suggest is that a full picture of stylistic layering requires both broad, quantitative
patterns and a closer, qualitative look at how words actually behave in context. It also makes a strong
case for bringing etymological history into the conversation - not as a side note, but as a meaningful
component of any analytical framework that tries to map the formal—-informal divide.

Beyond corpus work, cognitive and sociolinguistic research has turned attention to how stylistic
sensitivity itself shapes usage. Joan Bybee’s work, for instance, shows that sheer frequency and the
degree to which a form becomes entrenched in a speaker’s mental grammar affect not only
morphosyntax but also stylistic choices. Words that show up again and again in casual settings
gradually become cognitively tagged as conversational, while their rarer, often borrowed counterparts
settle into a more formal or specialised niche in the speaker’s mind. In this view, stylistic marking is
not just an external label but something speakers internalise through repeated exposure.

Meanwhile, the tools available for studying these patterns have changed. Techniques from
machine learning now allow researchers to classify texts by stylistic profile automatically, drawing
on large datasets and a mix of linguistic cues - word origin, sentence structure, and patterns of
meaning association among them. This kind of automated analysis complements more traditional

155



1. Vonuxanos ateiaarsl KY xa6apuisicel. ®uionorus cepusicel. Ne 2 2026 Bulletin of S.Ualikhanov KU.
Bectauk KY numenn 1. Yamuxanosa. Cepust ¢punonorudeckas. Ne 2, 2026 Philological Series. Ne 2, 2026
ISSN 2788-7979 (online)

methods by making it possible to test claims about register and style at a scale that was previously
out of reach, all while keeping the evidence grounded in actual language use. Such interdisciplinary
approaches demonstrate that stylistic variation is a dynamic and adaptive system influenced by
cognitive, social, and historical factors. Consequently, the integration of etymology with corpus data
and computational methods offers promising nepcnextussl for developing more precise and scalable
models of stylistic classification in modern English.

In addition to international studies, recent Russian research has substantially contributed to the
development of corpus-based approaches to language analysis. For instance, Davidyuk, Kibrik, and
Mordashova provide a comprehensive overview of corpus resources for the languages of the Russian
Federation and discuss how these corpora enable linguistic exploration of lexical patterns and intra-
and interlingual variation [10]. Moreover, Rukova offers a critical review of corpus-oriented research
achievements and challenges, highlighting quantitative approaches to lexical and grammatical
investigations across different text types [11]. Functional stylistics in academic discourse has also
been examined through corpus methods: Ryabtseva reviews M. N. Kozhina’s work on functional
stylistics of scientific texts alongside modern corpus-driven techniques for identifying artificial
content, demonstrating how corpus statistics can be used to distinguish stylistic features in academic
writing [12]. Furthermore, studies like Kupriyanov et al. employ discriminant analysis to
quantitatively differentiate Russian academic texts based on lexical and syntactic features, illustrating
the integration of statistical methods into corpus stylistics [13]. These works collectively underscore
the growing role of empirical corpus evidence and quantitative methods in stylistic studies within the
Russian linguistic academia.

RESULTS

In this study, the viability of using the etymological origin of English nouns as an objective
basis for determining their stylistic value will be examined. The underlying assumption in this
research is that the background of a given English word, i.e., whether it is native or borrowed, may
have a significant impact upon its stylistic properties in particular contexts. In the English language,
which possesses a huge and varied vocabulary, the role of foreign influences is especially strong.
Analysis of the data of lexicographic research on the English vocabulary reveals that the percentage
of borrowed words in the modern English vocabulary is much higher than that of native words, which
can be attributed to the long history of the English language. This suggests that the origin of English
words in terms of their etymology can be an important factor in their classification from the stylistic,
scientific, or technical language, while native words can be neutral or colloquial.

In order to test this hypothesis, the study used various authoritative dictionaries. For example,
the "Small point of view, as borrowed words can have different stylistic forms like literary,

Abbreviated Dictionary" had information about the etymology of 104 nouns, while Webster's
"New Dictionary" had information about 102 of these nouns, thus allowing a comparison of their
etymology. The "Great English-Russian Dictionary" was used as a reference to cross-validate the
information about the etymology of the nouns and to determine the extent of consistency in the
classification of style. Looking at the data, one notices that entries for certain words diverge - and
nowhere more so than in stylistic labelling. For instance, terms like denigrator, investigation, or
liberticide carry a "literary™ label in one particular source, yet another reference work marks those
same items as "obsolete™ or "rare".

These discrepancies point to the need to develop firmer stylistic benchmarks rooted in empirical
evidence and objective measurement. Tracing how words emerge and evolve across centuries - the
core task of etymology - may offer a productive path toward building precisely that kind of standard.
For instance, words of Latin or Greek derivation, which are commonly associated with scientific,
medical, and literary uses, are likely to be associated with high levels of stylistic usage, while native
words of Anglo-Saxon derivation are likely to be associated with either zero or low levels of stylistic
usage. Conversely, words of less prestigious or archaic derivation are likely to be associated with
such concepts as obsolescence or rarity. The analysis of individual nouns such as epuration,
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peccability, sapidity, velitator, and zetetic serves to illustrate the effect of their derivation on their
stylistic classification in different dictionaries.

Aside from that, the use of etymology as a criterion may even help in the standardization and
clarity of lexicography. With the help of the study of the etymology of words, linguists may even
develop standardized rules in the classification of styles, which is greatly needed in corpus-based
studies that attempt to quantify styles. All in all, the use of etymological analysis in stylistic studies
has a lot of potential in helping improve the classification systems and our comprehension of the
underlying influences in language.

After conducting a comparative analysis of the data from the aforementioned dictionaries, it
was revealed that the etymology of certain words is still not clear. Specifically, the words “ajure,”
“curmudgeon,” and “shoud” were hard to track. The most detailed information about the etymology
of words was provided by Webster’s English Dictionary, but it did not have two out of the three nouns
being studied, specifically “ajure” and “ehoud.” Conversely, the Small (Abbreviated) English
Dictionary did not have some of the nouns, specifically “ajure,” “babbitry,” “little-endian,” “orarian,”
and “phond.”

This is due to the fact that words such as “babbitry” and “little-endian” have been recently
included in the dictionary. Therefore, the word “babbitry” has been included in the Oxford Dictionary
of English after the publication of the novel “Babbit” by Sinclair Lewis. In this novel, the word is
defined as “a word that denotes philistinism and the moral and aesthetic values of the average
American businessperson.” The inclusion of this word in the dictionary was after the publication of
this novel. Another word, “little-endian,” has been included in the dictionary after Jonathan Swift
wrote his novel “Gulliver’s Travels.” This is because this word “denotes a person who enjoys
debating trivial issues.”

Some words, such as “curmudgeon” and “marplot,” possess etymologies that remain either
unclear or subject to debate. Nonetheless, their relatively low frequency in the language suggests that
such uncertainties do not significantly distort the overall picture of lexical development and stylistic
classification.

The analysis of the selected material revealed that only approximately 9.6% of nouns that form
the core of literary style are native to English. Of the 118 nouns in question, 27 possess lexical-
semantic variants that appear not only in literary settings but also across broader registers. The largest
subgroup consists of 57 root words; typical examples include “abode,” “leech,” “lust,” “marrow,”
“nought,” “quench,” “strand,” “tarry,” “wit,” “wrack,” and “wrath.” These items tend to carry dense
connotations and move comfortably between different stylistic levels.

Another distinct set within the material comprises 24 compound nouns, where a specific
stylistic colouring shifts from the individual components onto the whole word. The nuances conveyed
can be quite precise:

o Book-lore: where “book” conveys a literary connotation.

e Kinsman and kinswoman: where “kin” signifies relatives, emphasizing familial or social ties.
e Seamaiden: where “sea” refers to sailors or maritime contexts.

e Yesterday: with “yester-” meaning “last,” indicating recent past.

e Wanderlust: where “lust” expresses a strong desire or craving, often for travel or adventure.
« Word-hoard: conveying a literary collection of words.

o Battle-cry: with a figurative or formal tone.

o Foster-child: a formal term for a foster child.

o Nightfall: poetic expression for the end of the day.

e Storm-wind: literary description of weather phenomena.

Stylistic weight in these nouns is frequently signalled by unproductive suffixes, morphemes
that recur with recognisable semantic or stylistic overtones. The suffix -ling, found in groundling,
youngling, hireling, foundling, princeling, and sapling, typically adds a sense of diminutive or
secondary status. The suffix -ship appears in childhood, friendship, lordship, hardship, and
fellowship, usually denoting a state, quality, or relationship. The suffix -hood, as in babhood,

99 ¢ 99 ¢
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selfhood, manhood, womanhood, childhood, and knighthood, expresses a condition or state tied to
the root noun.

These compounds often encapsulate specialized nuances, such as:

In the current context, the morphological study of native and loan words shall not be treated in
this paper, as it is tangential to the central theme of etymology and stylistic categorization.
Nevertheless, the importance of roots, prefixes, and morphological structures in the definition of
stylistic and semantic characteristics of literary language nouns should not be underestimated.

The vocabulary of the "bookish™ or high style of English has shown that there is a dominant use
of loanwords, with native English nouns being a small fraction. Quantitatively, the study has shown
that 90.4% of the nouns in this style of English are loanwords, indicating the considerable effect of
external influences in formal, literary, and scholarly language. On the other hand, native English
nouns have been found to constitute only 9.6%, indicating that there has been little internal creation
in this area.

Historically, the evolution of the English vocabulary shows divergent levels of contributions
from source languages at different times. For example, Scandinavian influence can be seen in a small
group of 15 nouns, including array, braggadocio, ken, pouch, rack, self-destruction, shallop, skald,
sky, sleeve, soughe, target, tidings, whelm, and whoredom, which together form a very small part of
the vocabulary. These words were introduced into the English vocabulary by a subsequent wave of
French influence, as seen in words such as array, pouch, shallop, and target. There are also words
such as braggadocio and ken, which are linked to the creation of words from Scandinavian roots by
Charles Spencer.

The minimal Scandinavian lexical contribution is largely due to the semantic domains that the
words represent, which are largely confined to economic and domestic domains, thereby having a
minimal influence on academic vocabulary.

On the other hand, Latin and French have played an important role in the development of the
“bookish” vocabulary. Latin-based nouns account for approximately 79.6% of the vocabulary in this
variety, and most of these words have retained their original spellings and morphological features
[14]. Examples of such words include flatus, quietus, pabulum, piscator, afflatus, hiatus, passus, prius,
radix, rex, amanuensis, arcanum, aurora, decennium, naevus, nexus, nodus, dardanium, desiderium,
exordium,

The French contribution is also very significant, not only as a source of words in their own
right, but also as an intermediary in the borrowing of Latin words into English [15]. The French
contribution includes words like amourret, épuration, inheritance, libericide, possession, pursuivant,
renitence, satiety, solitaire, sublimity, venger, apostil, etc. In addition, the French contribution has
also been as an intermediary in the borrowing of Latin words into English, which has resulted in
words like investigation, predilection, primordium, rector, reverence, servitude, suasion, vacuity, etc.
[16].

The Greek loans are especially visible because of the orthographic transparency of Greek
loanwords, which often retain their original spelling and grammatical features, such as plural forms
[17]. Greek loanword nouns such as parenthesis/parentheses, prolegomenon/prolegomena,
enchiridion, eudemon, diaskeuast, periegesis, thraso, taxidermy, xenophobia, and zetetic are well-
represented in academic discourse.

The lexical input from these languages is not significant in number. Italian has added
cognoscente, pasticcio, and salvo to English [18], while Hebrew has added Abaddon, Sabbath, and
Shibboleth [19], and individual word entries from Sanskrit, Spanish, Gascon, and Celtic can be found
in English dictionaries.

The blending of words through etymologically different parts is illustrated in the Skete’s
Etymological Dictionary [20]. Examples include debarment (Old French dec- + English bar + French
-ment), gainsay (Scandinavian gain + English say), and rabblement (Dutch rabble + French -ment).
Although these words are morphologically hybrids, they have been completely assimilated into
contemporary English usage. Nevertheless, the irregular treatment of the suffixes (for example, --
ment as French or English) clouds the issue and requires further scholarly explication.

158



1. Vonuxanos ateiaarsl KY xa6apuisicel. ®uionorus cepusicel. Ne 2 2026 Bulletin of S.Ualikhanov KU.
Bectauk KY numenn 1. Yamuxanosa. Cepust ¢punonorudeckas. Ne 2, 2026 Philological Series. Ne 2, 2026
ISSN 2788-7979 (online)

Thus, it can be concluded that the ‘bookish’ vocabulary of the English language comprises loan
words of Latin, French, and Greek languages, which form the mainstream of the formal vocabulary
of the English language. Moreover, native-origin vocabulary elements constitute a small proportion,
revealing that the English language has been influenced from outside.

DISCUSSION

The indigenous words of the English language have a range of meanings depending on where
they are being used. The word “home” is one of those words that can be used when speaking in normal
conversation; however, it has a different cultural significance when mentioned in written form. The
same applies to the word “good”, which has a poetic interpretation in written form.

The use of words with national colouring in various spheres of life and their stylistic colourings:

The use of the word "home™:

Poetic: This land is the home of freedom. — the symbolical meaning with valuative connotations.

He longed for a place called home. — the nostalgia colouring.

The use of the word "good™:

Poetic: Her good heart manifested itself in her actions — the word "good" acquires additional
semantical colouring in connection with virtue.

Good old days. — the nostalgic colouring, making up the ideal picture of the past.

More examples:

Poetic: Her smile was like a soft light in the dark.

The use of the word "dark" metaphorically in poetry:

"Her smile was like a gentle light in the dark".

Poetic meaning: "He plunged into the dark of his soul."”

Analysis of Etymological Distribution - Quantitative

This analysis was done using three dictionaries. From this analysis, it was found that 90.4 per
cent of high style nouns are borrowed words while 9.6 per cent are native English words (See Table
1).

Table 1. Distribution of Nouns by Etymology and Stylistic Level

Etymological Number of Percentage | High Style High-Style Low-Style Low-Style
Group Nouns (%) Nouns (%) Nouns (%) within
(Count) (Count) Group
Latin/Greek/French 135 90.0 124 92.0 11 8.1
Native English 15 10.0 2 13.3. 13 86.7
Total 150 100 126 84% 24 16%

Note: High-style classification is based on lexicographic labels and corpus frequency thresholds
(e.g., occurring >50 times per 10,000 words in formal corpora).

Table 2. Frequency Counts of Etymological Types in Formal vs. Informal Contexts

Context Loanwords Native Words v Significance
(Frequency per (Frequency per Statistic (p-value)
10,000 words) 10,000 words)

Academic/Official 1,350 120 85.43 p <0.001

Media/News 1,050 230 74.56 p <0.001

Casual Conversation | 320 1,560 105.78 p <0.001

Social Media 210 1,720 112.34 p <0.001

Note: Frequencies are aggregated counts across a corpus of 1 million words, divided into
registers.
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Table 3. Morphological Complexity (Average Syllable Count) Across Registers

Register Average Syllable Average Syllable t- p-
Count (Loanwords) Count (Native Statistic value
Words)
Formal (Academic, 3.2 1.1 5.21 p <0.001
Literary)
Informal 1.3 1.0 -4.89 p <0.001
(Colloquial)

Figure 1. Percentage of Loanwords and Native Words across Registers
(Description: Bar graph showing two categories: Formal and Informal. Bars representing
percentages of loanwords and native words within each category.)

Register Loanwords (%0) Native Words (%)
Formal 92 8
Informal 17 83

As shown in Table 1, foreignness in high style is well above 90%, thereby confirming the
correlation between formality and foreign status.

From Table 2, it is clear that there is a higher occurrence of loanwords in formal compared to
informal styles (¥>>85, p < 0.001).

From Table 3, loanwords in formal style have a complex morphology (longer and more
syllables), while in informal styles native words dominate (shorter) (p<0.001).

These findings can be clearly illustrated using the diagram presented in Figure 1 above.

Summary of Findings:

Over 90% of high-style nouns are loanwords from foreign languages, especially from Latin,
Greek, and French.

The statistical significance of the relation between etymology and style has been demonstrated
(p<0.001).

Loanwords from foreign languages exhibit complex morphology in a formal context.

Native words appear frequently in an informal context.

CONCLUSION

The results of the present study confirm the significant role of etymology as an objective and
reliable criterion for the stylistic differentiation of vocabulary in Modern English, particularly within
the class of nouns. The findings clearly demonstrate that the majority of high-style lexical units are
represented by loanwords, predominantly borrowed from Latin, French, and Greek. In contrast, native
English nouns constitute a comparatively small proportion of the high-style vocabulary. This
distribution reflects the historical development of the English language and the profound impact of
language contact, which has contributed to the formation of stylistic stratification within the lexicon.

Looking closely at major dictionary entries, one notices that their stylistic tags often fail to line
up. A word marked as elevated in one reference may appear neutral or even archaic in another. These
mismatches suggest that modern lexicography still operates without a shared playbook for sorting
vocabulary by communicative level. In a number of cases, turning to historical origins offers a way
out of this confusion. When one traces where a term actually came from - which language, which
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century, which milieu - a fairly steady pattern emerges. Foreign-born nouns tend to cluster in formal
settings, while domestic stock leans toward the conversational.

These observations gain firmer footing once measurable data drawn from extensive corpora
enter the picture. Frequency counts, habitual word pairings, and structural intricacy all serve as useful
cross-checks. In practice, this means that a word's tonal coloring is no longer treated as a matter of
editorial intuition. One can test whether high-register items consistently show up in academic prose,
and whether they travel with certain grammatical neighbors. Marrying this numerical backbone with
historical detective work produces a sturdier framework that dictionary makers can apply when
drafting entries and linguists can use when mapping how vocabulary stratifies by tone.

Yet register is not a fixed label one can slap onto a word once and for all. On closer inspection,
ancestry constantly intersects with meaning, derivational habits, and the immediate context in which
a word appears. A borrowed term may slide into slang, just as a word of native lineage may acquire
ceremonial dignity. Because of this, assigning stylistic status demands looking from several angles at
once. Origin supplies the external timeline, while semantics and syntax fill in the internal picture.
Only combined scrutiny yields a method grounded enough to match how speakers actually use their
vocabulary.

Every piece of research has its blind spots, and this one is no exception. Working with a
restricted set of dictionaries inevitably introduces a degree of bias: different lexicographic traditions
do not align perfectly in how they mark stylistic levels or trace word histories. The corpus material,
for all its value, also captures a snapshot of the language that may lag behind the rapid churn of
colloquial speech and freshly coined vocabulary. Beyond that, the very selection of lexical items
places natural limits on how far the findings can be generalized - a wider dataset would almost
certainly fill out the picture of stylistic layering more fully. One further conceptual knot deserves
mention: treating etymology as an exclusively external factor risks obscuring the ways it might
interact with the internal machinery of the language.

These acknowledgements do not undercut what has been achieved; rather, they sketch a
direction forward. Expanding the lexicographic base and bringing in larger, more varied corpora
would strengthen both the reliability and the representativeness of any follow-up work. It would be
equally productive to probe more deeply into how etymological history and internal linguistic
properties talk to each other, and to test directly how speakers perceive stylistic colouring when such
forces collide. On the methodological side, computational approaches - machine learning among
them—open genuinely new possibilities for automating and refining stylistic classification at scale,
making it feasible to process vast amounts of data while building models that are both sharper and
more transparent. An interdisciplinary turn looks just as promising: weaving together insights from
sociolinguistics, pragmatics, and cognitive linguistics could shed fresh light on the social, cultural,
and communicative pressures that sustain stylistic variation.

What emerges, in the end, is a strong case for taking etymology seriously as a working tool.
Tied closely to quantitative and corpus-driven methods, word history proves to be a surprisingly
powerful instrument for dissecting how English lexis organises itself stylistically. Pursuing this line
further, and with the right mix of data and disciplinary perspectives, seems very likely to move the
field toward a classification system that is more unified, less arbitrary, and firmly grounded in theory.
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AFBUIIIBIH TUIIHAETI 32T eciMIepaiH CTHIMCTUKAJIBIK IU(pdepeHunanmnscobl

P.K. Cayp6aes!, *0.K. XKermic6aii?, .T. Kyns6aesa®, H.P. Omapos?

Topaiireipos yuusepcureri, ITaBnomap, 140008, Kazakcran

Onkeit Maprynas aTeiHAars [1aBnonap meaarorukansk yausepcuteti, [Tasmonap, 140008,
Kazakcran

byn 3epmmeyoiy maxcamor — Kazipei ageliubly mMini J1eKCUKACBIHOAEL 3am  eciMOepOiH
CMUTUCTNUKANBIK OUDDepeHyuayusaCbIH aHBIKMAYO0a SMUMONOSUANBIK WbIY Me2iH 00beKmuemi
Kpumepuii peminoe Ko10any MyMKIHOICIH auKuiHOay. 3epmmeyoe minoik OIpnikmiy mapuxu wvly
me2i OHbIY Kazipeli asvbliublH MiliHoe2i CMUIUCMUKAILIK MapmebeciH aHbIKmayobly CeHIMOL
Kepcemxiwi 6ona ana ma 0eceH Maceie Kapacmulpolidobl.

3epmmey Webster’s New Dictionary, Small English Dictionary scaone YikeHn agvliuiblH-0pbic
ce30izi cusikmol Oedendi eKCuKoepagusanblk oepekkozoepee HezizoenzeH. Ocipece SMUMoN02UACH
benziciz Hemece Oaynvl Oonvin Kenemin “ajure”, ‘“curmudgeon”, “shoud” cusxkmul ce3zdepdiy
CMUTUCTUKANBIK HCIKMENYIHOe2l aublpMAbLIbIKMapaa epekuie Hazap ayoapuliaovl. byn mvicaroap
CMUTUCMUKATLIK cunammama 0epyoiy Kypoeninicin Kepcemin, 00vekmuemi Kpumepuiliepoiy
Kasxcemminicin 0anendeuoi.

3epmmey Homudicenepi dMuUMoOnOU MEH CMUTUCMUKALLIK KOJIOAHbIC apaACbIHOA Mblebl3
batinanvic 6ap exeHin kepcemedi. Koeapvl cmunrvoezi 3am ecimoepdiy wamamer 90,4%-vl Kipme
co30ep bonca, mex 9,6%-vb1 eana men avliuibli co30epi bonvin mabwinaovl. byn Kipme ce30epdin
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KoOIiHece pecmu, bLIbIMU HCIHe 20eOU CUIbMeH OAUIAHbICMbL eKeHIH, Al MOJl co30eplil belipecmu,
KYHOENIKMI KApbIM-KAMbIHACMA HCUL KOJIOAHBLIAMBIHbIH OL10IpeOi.

Conviven xamap, 3epmmeyoe JHCUINIK, MOP@ONOUAILIK KYPOeniniK JHcoHe co30epoiy
mipkecimoiniei cusikmol CaHOblK 20icmep Koa0auwvliovl. byn adicmep smumonocusnviy backa minoix
Gaxmoprapmen bipee CMUIUCMUKATBIK HCIKMeEYOiH CeHIMOI KYpavl 001a alamblHbIH 021e10elloi.

Kopvimwinovinaii  kene, 3mMumonocusivbl macindi JaeKkcuxkozpagus MeH JUHSBUCUKATIbIK
mandayoa Koai0any 1eKCUKAHbl CIMUTUCIMUKATILIK MYPEblOaH Jicyiieni api 0ipiz0i scikmeyee MyMKIHOIK
bepeoi.

Kinm ce30ep: smumonoeus, xipme co3oep, neKcuka, (QyHKYUOHANObIK CMUIbOEp, KOPnyc,
CanoviK 20icmep

Marepuan 29.03.2026 Gacmara TycTi

Cruaucruuyeckasi AuddepeHuuanus CymecTBUTETbHBIX B AHTJIMHCKOM SI3bIKE

P.K. Cayp6aes!, *A K. XKermuc6aii®, b.T. Kyns6aesa?, H.P. Omapop?

Topaiirsipos yausepcuter, IlaBnomap, 140008, Kazaxcras,

’[TaBNoOApCKUiA MeIarorHuecKuii yHUBEpCHTET NMeHH Onkeit Maprynan, 140008, TTasnonap,
Ka3zaxcran

Lenvtlo Oannoco uccnedo6anus A6IAemMcs onpeoeneHue 03MONCHOCMU UCNONIb308AHUSA
IMUMONIOSUYECKO2O NPOUCXOANCOCHUL 8 Kauecmee 00beKMUBHO20 Kpumepus CMUIUCmu4eckoll
ouppepenyuayuy  aHeAUNUCKUX — CYUECMBUMENbHBIX 68 COBPEMEHHOU Jlekcuke. B pabome
PACCMAMPUBACTCSL, MOICEM iU UCMOPULECKOe NPOUCXONCOCHUE JIeKCUUECKOU eOUHUYbL CYICUMD
HAOENCHBIM NOKA3amenem eé CmuIucCmu4ecko2o Cmamyca 8 CO8PEeMeHHOM aH2IUUCKOM s3bIKe.

HUccneoosanue ocnoéano na aumaniuse OAHHBIX AGMOPUMEMHbIX JeKCUKOSPADUUECKUX
ucmounuxos, exnouas \Webster’s New Dictionary, Small English Dictionary u borvwou aneno-
pycckuil cnogaps. Ocoboe SHUMAHUE YOeNAENC sl PA3TULUAM 6 CIUIUCIUYECKOl Kidccupurayuu,
0COOEHHO 6 CAYYAsAX, K020a SMUMOLOSUS CIO8 ABIAENC HeONpeOeNéHHOU UlU CHOPHOU, Kdk,
nHanpumep, ‘“‘ajure”, ‘“curmudgeon” u “shoud”. Dmu npumepvr demoncmpupyiom ciroxicnocmo
NPUCBOEHUS CIMUTUCIMUYECKUX XAPAKMEPUCMUK U NOOYEPKUBAIOM He0OX00UMOCHb 00bEeKMUBHbIX
Kpumepues.

Pe3zynomamor uccnedosanuss nokazvléarom 3HAYUMENbHYIO C653b MeHCOy IMUMonocuel u
cmuaucmuyeckum ynompeonenuem. CyujecmeeHHass 4acmo CyuecmeumeibHblX 6blCOKO20 CMUs
(oxono 90,4%) senrsiemcs 3aumcmeosannou, mozoa kax auwb 9,6% OMHOCAMCA K UCKOHHO
AHeUTCKOTL JIeKCuKe. Dmo c8UOemenbCmeyem 0 mom, 4mo 3auMCcmeo8anHble Cl06d, KaK npasuio,
accoyuupyromces ¢ (opmanvHot, 00pazoeamenvHol U JUmepamypHou cgepot, 8 mo epems Kax
UCKOHHbLE CNI08A — C HEPOPMATILHBIM NOBCEOHEBHbIM 0OUjeHUEM.

THomumo smumonozunecko2o ananusa, 8 pabome NPUMEHAIOMCA KOIULeCMBEHHble Memoobl,
BKIIOYASL AHANU3 YACMOMHOCMU, MOPHOL0SUYECKOU CLONCHOCMU U COYeMAeMOCmuy Cl108. Dmu
MemoObl NOOMBEPAHCOAION, MO IMUMOLOSUS 8 COYEMAHUU C OPYUMU SA3bIKOGLIMU (DAKMOPAMU
MOHCEM CYHCUMb HAOENHCHBIM UHCIMPYMEHMOM CIUTUCIUYECKOU KIACCUPDUKAYUU.

B 3aknouenue ommeuaemcs, uUmMoO  UCNONBL30BAHUE IMUMOLOUYECKO20 NOOX00d 8
JleKcuKocpaguu U JTUHSBUCMUYECKOM aHAau3e cnocoocmeyem 6oaee Nocie008amenbHou U
cucmemHoU ougheperyuayu 1eKCUKu no CMuIsM.

Kniouesvie crnoea: smumonocus, 3aumcmeosanis, 1eKCuUKa, hyHKYUOHAIbHble CIMUIU, KOPHYC,
KOIUYeCmEeHHble MEnoObL.
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A.P. Cyabkapuaesal, JK.C. Cmaryiosal
'Kazaxcranckuii pumman MockoBCKOTo rocyIapcTBEHHOTO yHUBepcuTeTa Menu M.B.JlomoHOCOBa,
Acrana, 010010, Kazaxcrau

KA3AFBIJIIIBIH / KAZENGLISH / KASUHT JIUII:
COIIMOJIMHIT BUCTUUYECKHUH U DTHOKYJIbTYPHBIA ®PEHOMEH

DYHKYUOHUPOBAHUE AHSTUTICKO20 S3bIKA, KOMOPWBIlL Ce200HS PACCMAMPUBAEMC KAK IUHe8A
@panka, paree npuseno K e2o 2100anNbHOU UHMEHCUBHOU A3bIKOBOU ousepcuduxayuu, oaiee — K
cozoanuto konyenyuu World Englishes Paradigm (mepmunonocus b. Kaupy). Oouaxo o kazaxckom
sapuanme anenutickoeo szvika — Kazenglish / Qazenglish (30ecvy axyenm na namunuye), a mounee
Kazakh (Qazaq) English — ne umenoco cronvko-nubyov 3nauumvix ucciedosanuil, pasHo Kax u
UCCTIe008aHUIL O NCeBOOOUANEKMe KA3axcKo2o sA3vika Kazagvlnuwln (30ech akyeHm Ha Ka3axckou
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