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AI/lerican

is understood

(sign
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window)
Kl/JjJers

a

London

shop

s/lr toast

Fried egg ava

ell/jJS

(menu in a Le Havre cafe
window)
The language
of popular
reactions
to linguistic
borrowing
is itself
worthy of study. Its tone is largely pejorative;
its style metaphorical
and dramatic;
and this is nowhere more violently in evidence than in
the case of the inl1uence of English - particularly
American English
- upon the languages of Europe. Newspaper
reports,
television programmes,
even learned papers refer to the phenomenon
'in terms of
'invasion',
'sixth column'
and 'infiltration',
the English vocabulary
'ousting'
and 'strangling'
the native word-stock.
A recent attack on
foreign
influences
on Spanish
in the paper /lBe de Madrid by
Salvador de Madariaga
is headed El castellallo ell fJe/igro de muerte
('Spanish
in danger of death '). A British paper complains
about the
American
'barbarization
of the Queen's English', adding (ironically)
that we should
'preserve
the tongue
that Shakespeare
spoke'.
Parlez-vous franglais?
is the title of a polemic against the influence
of English
on French,
in which
the author
inveighs
against
'anglomanie',
'anglofolie'
and 'americanolatrie'.'
As I-LL. Mencken shows very clearly in the opening chapters of his
classic The American
Languagc,2
Americanisms
have been reviled
almost as long as America. What is less well-known
is the extent of
the struggle by American authors to get free from their own feelings
or inferiority
about their distinctive
English. Only after the emphasis
placed upon it by sllch writers as Noah \Vebster did one find an
attitude
of pride which led to the development
of the expression
Mencken
used as the title of his book, and which was so fiercely
supported
by Finley
Peter
Dunnc's
Chicago-Irish
barman,
!'Ill'
Dooley: 'When we Americans
arc through with the English langlla~e,
it will look as if it had been run over by a musical comedy I'
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Yet despite its history,
the impaet of American
English on the
languages of Europe (as opposed
to on British English) is a largely
twen tieth century phenomenon.
In 1921, the an thropologist-linguis
t
Edward Sapir, in his influential
book Language, was of the opinion
that the influence
of English upon other languages was negligible.
Nowadays
it is perhaps the most obvious feature of the European
linguistic scene. But it is di fficul t to generalise. The influence of one
language upon another is no constant
thing, and reflects very much
the mutual influence of societies upon each other, and in particular
their political
policies.
As Mencken
says (p.31), 'This war upon
Americanisms
naturally
has its pitched battles and its rest periods
between. These rest periods tend to coincide with the times when it
is politic,
on grounds
remote
from the philological,
to treat the
Yankee barbarian
with a certain amount
of politeness'.
Linguistic
purists tend to forget this elementary
point of language principle,
that language does not exist in a vacuum, but reflects a particular
social context
and set of cultural
values, and that attitudes
to
language normall y reduce to atti tudes towards
the social realities
underlying
them. It willundoub
tedly be the case, then, that many of
the attitudes
we encounter
towards
American
English in Europe,
while voiced as attitudes
towards the language, will be the surface
ref1ection
of deeper (and sometimes
unconsciously
held) attitudes
towards
the American
way of life as a whole. A South American
teacher once wrote that in his country optimists teach their students
British English, pessimists American English. But this is a statement
about politics, not applied linguistics.
To establish the facts about American English, however, is by no
means easy. To begin with, one has to pierce a web of stereotyped
views which obscure the situation.
To many purists, anything
that
they consider
'wrong'
with their language
may be ascribed
to
American
influence.
There is, for instance,
a traditional
view that
sentences
in English ought not to be ended with prepositions,
and
that to do so is to fall a victim to Americanisation.
But whether a
sentence should end with a preposition
or not is a question of style,
not American
in rluence: it was in fact raised as a problem by John
Dryden and his contemporaries,
who were trying to relate norms of
English grammar to those found in Latin - and this was less than a
generation
after the Pilgrim Fathers landed! It is nothing to do with
specifically American English at all, and the topic has in its time been
as controversial
in the United States as it has in England.
More important
than this is the methodological
difficulty
of
distinguishing
American
from other kinds o[ English, especially
British. How can onc be sure that a word borrowed by French, let us
say, was borrowed
from America directly, and not borrowed
from
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England (which earlier might have burrowed
it rmm America)? In the
absence
of cJetailed etymological
study
of many of the words
involved, it is usually difficult to be sure whether one is talking about
British or American
influence; and indeed most of the publications
on the subject rail to make any such distinction,
but talk generally
about 'anglicisms'
or 'English loan-words',
without any further claims
about provenance
(as in l3lancquaert,
] 9G4). The same point applies
to the influence
or anyone
language upon another, of course (for
example,
how many of the loans in ] talian have come direct from
England, and not via France? cl'. Rando, 19G9), but it is particularly
crucial for the study of English, where currently
large Ilumbers of
words are involved, and the assumption
about Americanisation
is so
loudly and fiercely voiced (as in Etiemble,
19G4).
The difficulty
of drawing any consistent
distinction
can be easily
illustrated
by listing the words labelled thus in the dictionaries.
For
example,
Giraud
et al (1971)
distinguish
'americanisms'
from
'anglicisms'
in their French dictionary.
(They also ci te a category of
'anglo-americanisl11s',
but give only one example, fJoster!) Apart from
this, their lists are:
amencanlsms:
acculturation,
action painting, american way oflT/e, blac!, capitalism,
body stoching,
boom,
brainstorming,
building
dz'se(ue, col-blanc,
drive-in,
drugstore,
drugstoriser,
m1lsical, play-boy,
popart,
pop
music, reconversion,
soul, YZ}JjJic, zoom
anglicisms:
attache-case,
badge, be-in, best-seller, birth control, boom (sense 2),
brain power,
check-up,
club-hollse,
cool, doping,
dressing-room,
engineering,
establishment,
feed-bac!"
flower powcr, flash, gadget,
gap, happening,
hardware,
has been, house-01gml,
impulse goods,
incentives,
jamesbonderie,
jet, layout,
leadership,
Living Theatre,
management,
marlwting,
mass media, merchandising,
ncw-looh,
new
thing, non-stop, pachage (deal, etc.), panel, patchworh,
performance,
planning,
play-bach,
remake,
rewriting,
show,
shin-head,
smog,
software,
spot, standing,
stress, take off, thriller, timing, togetherness, underground,
VIP, workshop
It is impossible to see from these lists what criteria have been used to
place, say, musical in OIle category
and flower power in the other;
and perhaps as a result of this problem, most dictionaries,
while they
often have a label available ror marking AmeriC<\J1isms as such, hardly
ever use it (as in Harrap's
1970 jo'u:/Ich-Lul.!,fish ]Jicl!onary 0/ Slang
and Colloquialisms).
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Having made these cautionary
points
about
the definition
of
Americanism,
it is possible to siclestep the etymological
question to a
certain extent
by adopting
a working definition
which contains
a
psycholinguistic
principle.
By an Americanism,
I understand
a
linguistic usage whose Americar'. origins arc capable of demonstration
(by the usual etymological
techniques)
and arc still generally
recognised
z'n the popular
mind.
Thus there is nothing
psychologically American
any longer for most Dritish people about such
words
as brz'efcase or bingo (listed by Mencken
as American),
whereas
there is genera.ll y an active association
for such words as
vacatz'on and apartment.
On this basis, it is possible
to classify
Americanisms
into five broad categories.
1. Usages where the American term is unused in Dritain (it mayor
may not be understood),
though
the phenomenon
referred
to is
shared by both, e.g. sz'dewalh, dz'aper.
2. Usages where the term is familiar, but its sense differs in Britain
(again, it mayor may not be understood),
though the phenomenon
is
shared by both, e.g. bl1/z'on, bloch, biscuz"t, gas (= petrol), trunh (of a
car).
3. Usages where the term or sense refers to an American 'institution'
(in the broadest
sense, including
geographical,
political,
botanical,
ete. phenomena)
and could be used in Dritain,
but only when
referring to that institution,
e.g. baseball, senator, alumnus, dollar.
4. Usages where term, sense and phenomenon
are shared, but the
occurrence
is more normal in the United States than in Britain e.g.
hi, can (of fruit), Frellch Fries, low gear.
5. Usages where there arc still definite overtones of American origin,
but there is no obvious difference
in frequency
of use between
Britain and the United States, e.g. cohe (= coca-cola), o.K
Items will of course shi ft from onc category
to another
as time
passes,
and only categories
1-3 provide
really clear cases of
Americanisms.
But even if we restrict ourselves to these usages, there
remain a number of unanswered
questions to complicate
further our
discussion of this topic. In particular,
it is by no means obvious how
many there are, or whether
American-llritish
linguistic
differences
are increasing
or diminishing.
tvlost of the published
lists of
differences
arc small, and tend to concentrate
on certain central
topics, e.g. terms belonging to education,
cars, foodstuffs.
In a radio
discussion made jointly for the BBC and the Voice of America a few
years ago, Albert Marckwardt
and Randolph
Quirk took the view

that the sum total or these difl'crences
was in fact quite small, and
was moreover
dilninishing.3
Cerl<linly, there is a strong tendency
for
the American usage to become widely known in Engbnd,
for obvious
reasons to do with the general influence of the popular media; but it
should also be pointed
out that certain
areas of Anglo-American
difference
have never really been studied, so that currently
available
lists are certainly
underestimates.
In particular,
there have been few
studies of the more colloquial
styles of speech, including the idioms
and sociolinguistically
restricted
expressions
(as in 'There you go',
said by a waitress to a customer
at the beginning
of a meal); and
when onc considers
the rapid development
of new urban dialects,
American
Negro English, and so on, it seems clear that any claim
about the present state of Americanisms
is premature.
Onc recent
study accumulated
some 5,000 llritish-American
lexical differences
with little diHiculty.
The last methodological
clarification
concerns
the notion
of
'usages',
in the above classification.
So far, the examples
have all
been of vocabu](U·y. Dut if we look at American
English as a whole,
and ask in what respects it might influence another language, then
clearly other aspects of language structure
need to be considered,
not
simply vocabulary.
As an initial step, four main kinds of linguistic
influence
can
be
distinguished:
pronullCiation,
orthography,
grammar,
and vocabulary.
The last is by far the most common
process, but the others ought not to be ignored. American influence
might thus be demonstrated
in European
languages if the forms used
showed a clearly American
usage under any of these headings. For
example,
if a language
borrovved a phrase in which the veru gOt/ell
appeared, an American source would be immediately
apparent,
as the
British equivalent
is got. In this way, wc could argue for the use of
specifically
American
pronunciations,
or spellings
(as in center
instead
of centre).
There arc clear examples
in vocabulary.
In
Spanish, the term for 'goverlllnent',
traditionally
GubieT/tu, is often
replaced
uy Administracz'on,
which is evidently American in origin.
Likewise,
in Norwegian,
tJ"Uch, gassjJnla{, .Iellll/or, convertible,
and
derby (hat) have all ueen cited. Pedlllo gO.l1lturns up for 'accelerator'
in ~erbo-Croatian.
Drugsture
is widely known.
And many of the
items listcd uelow display American
origin in the clear senses of
categories 1-3 above.
Dut not all of them. Whell olle looks dispassionately
at the
question
of American
English influellce
in Europe,
be~uing this
methodological
discussion
in mind, it does seem possible to make
some headway
in the task of distinguishing
Americanisms
from
English loans in general. lIo\\'evcr,
when popular attitudes
to these
loans are taken into account,
the distinction
becomes ululTed, and
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indeed is regularly
ignored in the foreign press. Most of Europe
identifies English as American English, and the criticisms reflect this
assumption.
It therefore
seems important
to take the stereotype
into
account in presenting any analysis of the situation, and as a result the
classification
below contains
examples
of English loan-words
from
both American
and llritish sources, the point being that, whatever
the etymological
reality,
it is quite
possible
to find any of
them - even pub - being referred
to as an Americanism
from time
to time.
It is not difficult
to classify English loan-words
in Europe:
the
categories
will obviously
reflect
the areas of greatest
cultural
influence. One may dispute the actual headings used, and sometimes
it is difficult
to decide into which category an item should go; but
some such classification
is essential, as the various categories attract
different
degrees
of comment.
Sporting
terms, for example,
are
generally
assimilated
with little comment,
whereas
some of the
consumer
terms
below
have attracted
fierce
opposition.
The
examples
wi thin each category
have all been taken from a real
context of use in one of the main languages of Europe; but most of
the items are common
to all. The spellings given are as in English:
they do not re l1ect the orthographic
changes which often apply when
a language
makes a loan-word
cqnform
to its spelling-rules,
e.g.
buxing
becoming
buksing
in Norwegian,
goal becoming
gowl in
Spanish, whishy become gilisqui in Maltese.
1. Sport, including general terms for even ts, resul ts, standards,
etc.,
as well as items belonging to particular
events: come bach, semi-final,
wal/wver; forward,
offside; deuce, volley; hnoc/wut,
clinch; photofinish, jockey; bobsleigh, baseball; go-hart, goalie.
2. Tourism, transport,
geography,
etc.: picnic, sightseeing, hitchhike,
stewardess,
travellers
cheques;
stop, motel,
taxi, runway,
crashlanding, agency, antzfreeze, jeep, scooter, clutch, defroster, fullspeed,
joy-riding; navy, tanher; canyon, coyote.
3. Politics,
commerce,
industry,
etc.: senator,
briefing, goodwill,
new deal, pressure gTOUp; big business, marketing,
boom, top secret,
loclwut, sit-down-strihe;
sterling, dollar, cent.
4. Culture, entertainment,
and the mass media in general: musical,
jam session,
blues, boogie
woogie,
top twenty,
juhe-box,
hi-fi;
cowboy,
happy ending, Ifestcm,
vista-vision;
Miss Sweden
(etc.),
pimp, strz/Jtease, brain(s)tnlst,
polish, show; group, yeah-yeah-yeah.
5. People and behaviour:
fair play, snob, smart, ladyli/ce, sexy, sex
appeal, crazy, cool; gangster, mob, hold-up; baby, nigger, grand old

..1'JllTiCIlII Fllg/lsh
mall, cowbuy,
hash, snow.

boy scollt, Fee/IlJlcc,

repurter,

stalld-in;

111

Fllrupe

63

dopiJlg, drugs,

6. Consu mer society:
jllmper,
mah e-up, ny/o 11, derby; barhccper,
bartender,
bootlegger,
smohiJlg, grillruom, 1mb, slIachbar, long drinh,
coca cola, coke, juice, cucktail,
sweet
(wine), bacon, hamburger,
hingsize, hetchup,
hic/wry,
aSJ}irin; air conditioner,
penthouse,
WC;
pic/mp,
tape, LP; camera, film, poher, scrabble; shupping
center,
supermarket,
self-service, drive-in; h/cenex, Christmas card; {Jestseller,
lay-out,
science
fictiol1,
thriller,
ruyalties;
bullduzer,
excavator,
pZ/Jeline.
7. Miscellaneous:

allright,

01\., up-to-date,

wcehend,

flfty-jifty.

The influence
of English upon grammar is more difficul t to trace.
It is as a rule uncommon
to see loans of any syntactic
complexity
being introduced
into a language, unless they are quotations
taken as
wholes, or stereotyped
expressions
(such as illl rights reserved). The
most complex
'syntactic
expressions
illustrated
above have been
compound
noun
phrases,
for example
sho/JjJing
centre,
show
for
business,
angry young
man, /Jin-uIJ girl «tU used in Dutch,
instance),
or the examples listed at the beginning of this paper from
French,
to which might be added eye-liller avcc eye-shadow.
An
interesting
grammatical
feature
is to see whether
a loan-word's
inflections
accompany
it into the foreign language.
According
to
Zandvoort
(1967), English verbs in Dutch usually adapt to the Dutch
verb inflections
(e.g. fixen, relaxen), whereas nouns often keep their
English plurals, as in drinh :drinhs (for Du tch dranh, pI. dranken).
German sometimes
takes over the English -s (as in callgirl:callgirls),
sometimes
imposes its own pluralization
rules (as when nouns in -er
stay unchanged
in the plural,
e.g. Teenager,
pI. Teenager),
and
sometimes
allow both
(Carstensen,
1965, cites both Shilzfts and
Shilzfte, for example). There also seem to be different preferences
for
loan-words
of different
classes from language
to language - for
example,
French
seems to borrow
more -ing forms than other
languages (smohing, camping, parhing). Italian goes in a great deal for
blends using its own system of affixes, e.g. weehendista,
IJongista
(from 'ping-pong'),
newyorlwse,
and the rell1arkalJle cocaculonizzare,
based on 'colonize'
(see Klajn, 1972: p.98).
Occasionally,
too, it is possible
to see more general syntactic
pressures
operating
on the basic grammatical
rules of the language,
and affecting
word order, ellipsis, and other processes.
In Spanish,
for instance,
translations
of book-titles
from English often show the
influence
of English syntax:
for example,
the slamlard
form of ';\
study of ... ' would be Estudio subre ... ; bu t one will often see the
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indefinite
article used, thus: Vn estLldlo soure ... Zandvourt
(1967)
cites a number of instances affecting Dutch. In Dutch, une can use
adjectives as nouns more freely than in English, for example,
'the
sick man' would normally be de ziehe; but constructions
of the type
de zie/~c man are also found, when prompted
by some specific
equivalent
in English (as in the phrase 'the sick man of Europe').
Again, the standard
equivalent
for 'Waiting for Godot' would be In
afwachting
van Carlot; but it has emerged as Wachtcn op Codot.
Formulae
are also affected;
in Spanish a standard
invitation
might
say El senor X y senora; but one often nowadays sees El senor y la
senora X, under the influence of English word order. The process of
anglicization
of word order, inflection,
ete. seems to have been taken
to ex trel11es in Yiddish, a Jewish language originating
in Germany,
and originally displaying many of the features of that language, but
now incorporating
a great deal of American expression
(especially in
those dialects used in the U ni ted States). Feinsilver (1970) sees this
as an inevitable linguistic process, and in fact predicts the change of
Judaeo-German
to Judaeo-English
- and when one considers some of
her examples, it seems that that day is not far off (e.g. Vy you dunt
talcet a nap? Di baby sleepet already.).
In spelling and pronunciation,
it is usually diUicult to see the
results of English influence, as the borrowed
forms rapidly assimilate
to the native language patterns. Consonants
and vowels get altered to
their neares t values in the native language (e.g. club sounds more like
'clop' in Dutch), and new rhythms and intonations
take over, so that
words are often split up differently
from English (Zandvoort
cites
folic-lore
becoming fol-Idore
in Dutch). The written
form is more
resistant
to change, but as we have already seen, many words come
to be used in the orthographic
patterns
of the new language. This is
only to be expected.
European
languages are on the whole more
'phonetic'
than English - that is, they have a more regular soundspelling correspondence:
words like sightseeing
would provide major
reading
difficul ties, and they 0 ften undergo
regularisation
and
simplification
as a result. There are nonetheless
types of word which
tend not to change - proper names, for instance (e.g. Lenin is often
seen in Spanish, though the normal rules require Llenin). As a result,
it is often easier to see Anglo-American
influence
on a European
language than to hear it.
Now that we have looked at the main processes involved in the
exercise of English influence
abroad, we may return to the central
cultural
questions.
What accounts
for the explosion
of English
loan-words in modern Europe? And how can one explain the ferocity
of the objections
illustrated
at the beginning of this chapter?
Let it
be said once and for all that there would be no loan-words
at issue at
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be no superimposed
plot, with language.
Controlled
attempts
to
neologise, to change linguistic habits in the llLlSS, have always failed,
clS the history uf the European Academies uf language has shown. So
who wants AmeriC<Jllisllls?
What is their function?
Nu complete
analysis has ever been made, but as une reads the relevant studies, it
is clear that they have no single, simple purpose.
The obvious reason rur their existence,
or course, is to point to the
universal
interest
or cerLlin
features
or the American
way of
life - sport,
music, ane! so on - which
produce
a set of values
considered
to be modern,
rashionable,
and desirable
among the
younger,
trend-setting
generations
of European
society.
To that
extent, the criticisms made are as much directed at these values, and
the phenomena
themselves
(pop music and the accompanying
behaviour)
by people for whom these values do not appeal, as at the
English
language itscl f. Dependi ng un your poi n t 0 I' vie\\' , therefore,
loans can be either a good or a bad thing. If you are pro-American,
or
pro-British,
then they will be seen to have a positive role to play in
facilitating
contact,
mutual understanding,
and so forth. If you are
antipathetic,
or anxiuus to preserve a strong sense of cui tural identity
for each of the European
groups, then English loans will tend to be
opposed.
This reasoning accounts
for much of the emphasis, perhaps, but it
is too much of a simplification
to explain everything.
Within the
general
divisiun
of up inion referred
to, there are more subtle
linguistic
forces at work shaping popular attitudes
to English loans.
For one thing, not all loan-words
are considered
equally good or bad.
Most people accept the inevitability
of English words being introduced whenever
a new term or sense is formed and there arc no
native equivalents.
There is no point in trying to coin an Angloin English, and likewise, when one is
Saxon translation
of sjJUtmh
faced with a mass of technical or scientific neolugisms,
or of words
expressing
notions
wholly restricted
to America or Britain, objections normally
do not arise. The opposition
comes when English
words are used unnecessarily,
in the vinv of the European speaker, or
where his native language
is forced out of its normal svntax and
idiom. By 'unnecessarily'
here, one means cases where the native
language already 'has a word for it', or where one could easily have
been constructed
out of native elements.
Lorenzo
(1966: 66), for
example,
objects to words that 'supplant
perfectly
healthy Spanish
words' - for example, replacing falnlca by plal/ta (for 'factory').
or
en realidade
by actllalmellle
(fur 'actually'):
this for him is 't.he
object
of proper
condemnation'.
Likewise,
/'.an(h"oort
(J967)
instances
the replacement
uf l11arctah by mistletue
in Dutch. It is
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cases like these vvhich attract. the majority of criticisms,
and lead to
the violent vocabulary
of the opening paragraph of this chapter.4
]Jut there are other reasons accounting
for the various strengths of
criticism which one can observe ~lfound Europe. Regardless of one's
overall atti tude towards
the Uni ted States, in ternal factors in a
country
have a definite
role to play in determining
whether
a
country
will treat the question
with relative equanimity
or with
ferocity.
Doubtless
it is a question
of personalities
as much as
anything else. One influential
writer (such as Etiemble in France) or
group (such as the Society for Pure English in England earlier this
century)
can promote
a national feeling. Without Manucl Cri ado de
VaI's weekly programme
on Spanish television devoted to language
problems,
in which the influence
of English is regularly criticised,
there would be much less noticeable
controversy
in Spain on this
television
to be such a
topic. Lorenzo
(19 GG) in fact considers
significant
influence
on Spanish attitudes
in this respect that he
devotes a separate appendix
to it. But in addition to this, one might
say wit.h some certainty
that countries
in which a guardian of the
purity of the language, in the form of an Academy,
is strong, are
obviously
going
to be more
articulate
in their opposition
to
loan-words
(part.icularly
0 f the 'unnecessary'
kind) than countries
where no such institutions
exist. Again, countries
where there is a
low level of teaching abou t the native language are likely to find a
low sensitivity
among people towards
the kind of language being
used and the kind they would like to see.
Then there are more insidious
reasons. For example,
a correspondent
from Spain once argued as follows: 'the press has been used
for many years now to hide rather
than to inform,
for political
reasons, and the style of many articles on current affairs is almost
incomprehensible
even for educated people. The less educated public
is therefore
likely to regard irregularities
in grammatical
construction
(or foreign loan-words)
as something
in the same class as the larger
number 0 f things that they do no t fully unders tand'. On a di fferen t
tack, Norman Eliason thinks that:
'th~ low status accorded
American
English is due in part to the
prejudice
against it more or less actively fostered in the schools.
Much of this prejudice is a direct consequence
of using as the basis
of instruction
Received
Standard,
that is, the kind of English
which is the birthright
of a limited
and diminishing
class of
Englishmen
exemplified
by Sir Anthony Eden or which is acquired
in public schools like Eton.'s
And

lastly,

one

might

illustrate

the widely-held

view

that

English

words give a 'snob value' to the 'upper middk-cL\ss'
foreigner's use of
his language, and criticism thus varies in proportioll
to the survival of
such a class in Europeall society. (This must he similar, one supposes,
to the larding of one's own speech with expressions
such as elan, joie
/lUll,
elc.) This is something
which has been
de vivre, sinc q/la
claimed
by Gooch (1971)
in relation
to Sp;U1ish; and also by a
J\Jurgellbllldcl
(28 October
Danish commentator
in the Norwegian
,19GO), who argued:
'the exaggerated
use of English words, where
Norwegian words arc just as good, seems snobbish ... and it leads to
ludicrous situations
where people are compelled
to use worcls which
they can neither pronounce
nor understand'.
But not everyone is critical. The market researchers,
for example,
have had a great deal to say about the merits of English loans. It was
reported in the Norwegian paper Allen/Juslcll
(25 October 19GO), for
example,
that a Finnish firm sent out some coffee for the home
market in tins with a Finnish tex t. Sales were poor. The firm then
had new labels made with a text in English on the same tins, and
sales rocketed.
Again, Zandvoort
(19G 7) reports on a case where the
leader of a youth
club in a Dutch town obtained
a considerable
increase in the active interest of the boys once he had given his club
an English name. This kind of association
of ideas is of course quite
universal - witness
in English
the use of French
for names of
restaurants,
night-duos,
and so on - out it is certainly
a major
process in the impact of English aoroad.
Who, then, can daim the credit, or (depending
on the point of
view) take the responsibility
for the English invasion? According
to
the Norwegian paper Dagbladet
(30 January
19GO), 'journalists
at the
news agencies bear the chief responsibility
for the ruination
of our
language',
and it cites
examples
of English
proper-names
for
geographical
areas being used instead of those already available in
Norwegian,
e.g. ]utla/ld
for ]yllal!d.
Certainly
the influence of the
major international
news agencies, such as AP] and Reuters, should
not be underestimated
here, as a large proportion
of the items in the
European
press comes via these agencies, and translation
standards
bend before deadlines.
But it is not as simple as this. Some papers,
such as Del" Sp£egcl, seem to go out of their way to use American
expressions;
for others, the opposite
is the case. To discover why
woulcl involve us in an excursus into the sociology of joufllalism.
But
there are in any case other factors, which do not involve the press at
all. For example, it has been argued that a !nain suurce of inl1uence is
the specialist (especially
the student)
abroad, who, having leaflled a
special ism with all its accompanying
vocabulary
:Ind slang, returns to
his native count ry t.o find no equivalents
for this Knowledge, and
introduces
the English terms as needed -- a tendency
to be discerned

(jl)

LJavzd

Crystal

as much in television production
as in biochemistry.
Or again, it is
said that there are more English loans used in countries that have had
a high and relatively regular rate of emigration
to the United States.
Some also claim that English has gained favour, especially since the
Second World War, in some countries
as a less pernicious alternative
to being swamped by German. Norman Eliason, in almost jingoistic
vein,6 considers
the direct influence
of Americans
in Europe - in
particular
the G.!. - to be particularly
significant.
Even from this brief survey, it should be clear that the influence of
American English on European
languages is a complex phenomenon,
and one which can hardly be studied separately
from a vast array of
cultural, national and political factors. But there arc no grounds here
for an Anglo-American
linguistic chauvinism.
With increased
commitment
by Britain to Europe, large-scale borrowings from the main
European
languages
are inevitable,
and have already
begun.7
Randolph
Quirk made the point succinctly,
in a 1970 conference
in
Luxembourg
sponsored
by the London Institute of Linguists: 'where
anxious purists in France have been deploring
Franglais in recent
years, we shall perhaps hear retired colonels in Britain complain
of
the 'Fringlish'
or 'Engleutsch'
which is drowning
the native wood
notes wild'. Fifty years ago, recalling Sapir, the influence of English
in Europe had hardly been noticed either.

