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(University of Arizona)

Oh, Subin. 2025. The Metaphor of Joumey in the Inaugural Addresses of South
Korean Presidents and Its Historical Implications. Sign Languages and Linguistics
Convergence Research, 2(1), 1-16. This study examines the conceptual metaphor
“Politics is a journey” in the inaugural addresses of South Korean presidents
from Kim Young-sam (1993) to Lee Jae-myung (2025). Using a cognitive
linguistics framework, the study analyzes how this metaphor is utilized to
shape political discourse within the specific context of presidential inaugurations,
which are symbolic and performative texts that outline national visions and
policy directions. The metaphor of “politics as a journey” is explored through its
key elements— ‘traveler’ (the political subjects: the president, the nation, and
the people), ‘destination’ (political goals), ‘path’ (policies and strategies), ‘obstacles’
(issues and crises), and ‘movement’ (progress and reform). Findings reveal that
while the metaphor remains consistent, it is dynamically recontextualized to reflect
the unique political and social challenges of each era. This study demonstrates
how metaphors effectively frame complex political agendas and national goals,

offering both persuasive and strategic tools in political communication.

Key Words: Conceptual Metaphor, Political Discourse, Cognitive Linguistics,
Presidential Inaugurations, Political Communication
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(target domain)S Hr} TAIAQ T FY(source domainyS 3l 7Ndstol= A
o] 279] dHoln, olnff F Jid F Aolefl= AAAR] AV A (mapping)
7b ARttt od] =4 ARoltheke ANEA 2felA, =8 Fejrks
Aol Ao, Y =2l FHoks W= Aol S FHok= Al
7Y g3 E: o]gx 274 FPES oldfidtths A2 F 9 19 di8E ©]
SRttt Stk 2.
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Ak A 2t Aol 7 o
o Qojz oleste, gzt W} WA gk 32o] AAE AN of
las 2ue shiz TP Auye] gee 72
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5. =9 & 4=

HoAZE 719411993y E oA (2025)7H4]2] tiEE FHUARE EA5),
I oo et Hx= ofgolrp o] 7 W BF e vESIGh B
A ANE Higog B Ao o] 2871 ti5s FUAleRe Ee et A
2oj|A el 71eat I HAA, AR QJolE =oJgith E9] (1) FHUARY]
dex BT o 2f 7o) A5, (2) o] 27 A=) A5 avket A
2 M, 3) BA @3} Ao F= AAES SHAHCE tEL:

L

4, oS AYAY F2A S4o] HAL clgolck 289t 11sh
YN B 42T Bt ok AW W A 912 B
o8 Hmshe WA, It AAC] mlef v 3 7)2E GEHoE A

A diEolt o]l oA HAL BAZoR nEXg
YA Qo] M a7k BhERL 4 Tl BaE Fue sz
2ol o, A2e A& WA Aojz AL Taslo} Fek. ol AL of2y
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2 Ak dET SRS ofe $U oge
o Zudel & Fat o, W B B mgelel @ SRR A7
sk a0, FAA SARE ool - A AERe 25 HI, 3%
oA St 20| HAplo] mrt AgioR A,

o £ o] A= FIKE TA| Al A AP Ui AR S ek
2, 2V SPIG IAEAR, o), B9 - 25, deld 4 5
ool WHoR MEAL Aok E BASKoRA, 35 o
SRl e Ao} Fe )5S At B8] Aok AR A7 IMF saﬂ
S5 bl AUl @ FE Ahz TESAY, LRd R A7) SRel T
2 “2e AWPIN ZULR DARE S VIS SN 4 gk v
ol FAlel] BER M Wolhe o|nlAE FAle] Hojgict

A, S ol il A A S FAssle, Sl
<] TPelA o e 4, o B A9, o 2 wdge] BAEhE 5]
2 Holgitt, 2 oiSalo] g AFFAG, AKAD), AAAF}
(o]geh, S ATra), Ueithe Uk @A), FAele] ARk

A%, AT WFBHRCTP) 5ol FE A Be F 5YL fresis

ﬂllﬂ.l
hlkr
E flt

AR, HEHT TN 4B FA P2 Ao, e
Srojon Selucks bl 1S we AmARA0l ofnlds B4
St ol WSt ol thEY WolelA Ak 5RO AT 2 gop
HolAnl, 28 B W TP Aotk S AYAI The mHHow
75k,

T} o] 2% Aol BA RAeN ke WA TN 4 girk A4
2 RARS AUAA el AARE A9 TAA AR wtelt Aae A

485 @ §Iglo] Qlrke Zelth “BE 948 §A Lopul AHoheg

v

A2 3
2% 4 Qb S4o] MEE4E, gud BAY 224 B4t o 1
AolH Y 255 S0l F89] Seld 92 4 Ak olg B0l B
W, 228 TSP, oIS FAAY Tl e 59 35 a0
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8

joh2rs weoke Aol ik B4 gEde] A4S Aol F

FUA SR ART U, A 3 32 I 57 9 B

2 AT PR S 25 oS A9, 289 2 ogd %
87 @eiye] o5 WIIFH SAZ WP 247} 9k

oY offl Lf7k FW FUS AAAL A AR FARE A
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oz AgE JFS AHT 4 9k o hF, A, BA FelE Fho] 2
]

g ofus) sgatn ARl et A4 2412 B4 o 2ol gl 2
Z

el o} < itk B, £ G W Al 2} e o
A

} Xd?%?ﬁg quz;_q_

# Q7E deE AR F2 240 StEA, 1 BEE @
A7) Ee At Akl Fast AREE At thied Hehs ke ok
| A ez, =7t vgda Aeae] s A5she d gl Ea
ofct. WA HUAIM BA= Aol 2f7t WG] ARSEE WEhs
o] melgto 2, A2] SAafsto] Batel 25 34 &oflA Bk dZs)
4 Mg AR FoldiH digelA ASshs e E

jzl r_EL Im
lo
T
i)
>

O

Sl

F4 Ao 2 A7 24290 o] He SgE Tl 3
FHRE PARNA Hotel o] 247t S 97 B ofEA AEEAL

£ oqot 2l TAAE HLSHEA FHske s §8F Zol o
o} th2 S7153} Hugo s, A ojdleltk 287t B4 Aeje] ¢
o - 2554 et Whga A, ohjal Gk ol W} 2 e
AE 85 BRAA A7 9ot WIS sk T ot gl 1
G AEdom B L A ool £7} 0 HEY AR
A2 BRHoR aHE US54 TS Sdek WA 7 45
ohe 1S BoloRA] 37 gt el Fad AEE AR
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2GS (2008). 4] Hell et 2f B9 24 Y ol =8 SHR
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Sign Languages and Linguistics Convergence Research
Vol. 2. No. 1 (2025) pp.017~039

Zololde] 25 AT BT BA
APAASE P2

o] 4 3
(F=AECHeD)

Lee, Seonhye. 2025. Research Trends in Grammaticalization in Sign Languages:
A Bibliometric Approach. Sign Languages and Linguistics Convergence Research,
2(1), 17-39. This study employs a bibliometric approach to systematically analyze
the research trends and thematic developments in grammaticalization studies of
sign languages over the past 40 years. As a visual-gestural language, sign
language possesses unique features such as spatiality, iconicity, and non-manual
elements, which may lead to grammaticalization patterns distinct from those in
spoken languages. However, existing research on grammaticalization in sign
languages remains limited in both quantity and scope. To address this gap, the
study collected and analyzed 1,316 publications from 1984 to 2024, retrieved
from the Web of Science and Scopus databases. The analysis focused on annual
publication trends, frequently occurring keywords, thematic structures, and the
evolution of research topics over time. The findings indicate a gradual increase
in scholarly interest since the 2000s, with a notable expansion into interdisciplinary
areas such as cognitive science, computational linguistics, and cultural anthropology.

ELENT3

Keywords such as “sign language,” “grammaticalization,” and “language change”
emerged as central themes, reflecting the core focus of the field. By mapping
the structural relationships between key topics, this study offers an integrative
overview of the current state of grammaticalization research in sign languages
and provides a solid empirical foundation for future research planning and

theoretical exploration.

Key Words: Grammaticalization, Bibliometric Analysis, Sign Languages, Thematic
Mapping, Keyword Co-occurrence, Language Change



18 Zololiel st A7 §3 B4 AYHALE B2
1. M&

dol= ARl S50 wet Fgle] Halshs AlAelH, ol2fgt Hale <
ofe] ol F@ A} TAglo] RE Slojo] HBEHOE Uehte S50l
53] 2o FEA Uil A&2Q ARelA] JoAgat Ao} HZ(language
contacty ¢1o] HZE ZXsl= 39 Q9loln o|2jgt gl HXAoz 3}
M7 F3H0 AYEE RS ARG, olele dof Wsh BAL A nol
T+ HEAQ 7} B2 FHeK grammaticalization)©|Tt.

BRisf ofg] gmo] vhETel AMga ST et Sold WA £ )
2SS B B4 Qo) Hish 4 Welel, ol dlo] 72| Az
Slel 71WsHA| Ted=lo] th(Hopper & Traugott, 1993). 7]&9] W3l Af=
F2 QRGOS EUU LA FUL olfold S BT i

{ Zkmof Hlwgdofsrs] WHE Z|Rlsto] gt 2Hst FEs] ol

HHH, ole] ZAfollie AlZ-4-5 (visual-gestural) FH FAloleh= 11H%t
EA B (spatiality), T=AM(iconicity), 12]11 H]$Z](non-manual) 8A4-E0]
Qo] 7z Hite] HEHog zZRgotole Eolal, FojoAe ZRste] gt
A= ofHs] HHEAo|H, o] AARP} HE3T AA ook Zwitserlood, 2012;
Pfau et al,, 2018). o= Foi7} 7|25 Haje} A 7]dto] Hlw ] Zu AgH
olgh= ol Z|QIRith 1= Qlsf| 4rofo] ZHe} Fol| digt skwA] ofsf 4
Al A o] MEED Q= Aolth

of2]t Aol | <dofe} Rt AlFA A bibliometrics)©|2k= B
Heo] FETL Qlrh AFAASRE E4 S woke] A A I8 HIk,
TR A7 2 71, 719E HESA & AFHos B4k AZsRktos
A, AT AP 24 BT HAH ARE AXNA TN 2 5 =R
d5chAria & Cuccurullo, 2017). 3] a7 ZZo] AgHAQl HoflL= A
AZekE i wore] @A) AHE HAsk 3 a4 Rk AAskE dl 9l
of fa% =7t E 4 itk

ol & A= ARFAAISHY WS S8oto] fojofie] FHEt A 5
F= AAR R FASHA; gtk TR, o] RSt Tt 7)E o] A -
A I 555 mofolal, dolA WHEAC R Sk A 719

——-DE

AE EEAORHN, o] Hsh A9 o4 Ade Fstat T&E}.
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E
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2 ApAe] |k G& EATRORH, Sro] FHist el ARk ek Hlo|
£ Zojct. Egh, dael] <ff 2 ARl 719=Q1 AE 71915 (Author’s Keywords;
ofs} AK)NSF FEe yHtez TEH 7|HEQ 7|9E E8]2(Keywords Plus;
olst KPRol =&Y AE Hlw BAoRH, $o] BHSE Aol FA
Hoz ozl Mdxt o2 2HE mleke Aotk olF S8 thee]
% 7W] @7 ARE A%sart,

AR, A 400737t o] BHs} AT 27 A} Fa AT 74 Z9
ol ofE Msjet T S HoFErl

=

)

B A7 glo] AN AT 28] dhe A 3
Fol 2o @k of WL Fo Lol Buat A7 @A nleE S
2 2ok, T Holo] 8 M o9t d Flofstut g

12 Q7o) T3e et ek W, 2oL Q70 oled WEe Av
B, SN 972 GIF AR S A7 PUES HAIF T 4o
olo] g A7 et o] A Aok SHIE BE W GF AP
g gou| Eng whrelstg g,
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Sk, Meiller® o]2fdt el dlol 2] W S]] wel Wyt

ofz] Aate] S UL P
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o kR
r_%‘wg
ol

1) 27 7191E (Author’s Keywords, AK): =% AZH0] A Algshe 719ER, 9+
o] B4 24 8 M9 v

2) 71¥E 82 (Keywords Plus, KP): WoSet 22 XA Ho[gHo]AoA pFo=z
e 8o, =RolA 98E J1ERY ARS viEes TEEY, o §e
kS AlEe
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Hopper®} Traugott(1993)2 =H2tE “oig] =o] Hxt 294 755 55t
WA FEjet onlofA] Biglels BAIA Moz Aolslgi). olg2 2
tEAel EAog 222 7 phonological reduction), 2J0] E4(semantic bleaching),
Fefjo] S decategorialization), ©J<= 114 (fixation) 5= AAISHATE olE
S0, 2 Y o2t WHEA AR-S AXH Aol(clitioH FAKaffix)=
Sol= g2 TRk M AQl AR Ay

Givon(2000)7} Heine & Kuteva(2007) 3t FHISIE of3] #FQl WAL FAL
FEAF Fo] T T BAL Z5AL HAAL 5o Hdlels IHoR A
Sttt olgfet Wske ojfavt E4 |et eEelM £ JsS I55H
= ®2h S (context expansion)?} 7152 Aol (functional reanalysis)e] A3t
= oA g

Kuteva et al(2019)> ZH3IE “o|¥d @47} Qo] UFe] SAA w3}
(diachronic change)S 53 &9 HA|(grammatical marker)Z HgHEE= FAP O
2 A o] Aoe EHIE ot FH HEpt ofd, om|e} FAH
71'59] AFzet o m ofdfshs Y= W

T3t Pau®} Steinbach(2004y= 23} TS «2kG o]7} ARt 715A @
A8 WA, o] ofA] ojEAQl B H(dependent grammatical form)= H
Sfol= AR SAA wgrom AYsiqltt. didd, AR SAPE tiEA E
© FARR 758k, veprt ofzfgt 71Eel7E A, “daspect), Fa LA
Y HA FHIE 1FEE e T MPAY HEE Tk

ojFd k= ©eo] o919 7lE el IXA] ¢k, Qo & A
o] wsle} 712 wels Wy qlow, TA| <dojeknt fR3EA AtelA A
ol FAI= Auizsh Stk

Jeig a7k 2R A iR AgRlolE FHoE Zsso] $F
Om, AZ-4-F2|(visuo-manual) FAE 7O E Sl eofof Higt et o
= ez mjxgk AHolr}. frol= FXH(spatiality), T/ d(iconicity),
H|=Z](non-manual) 249} 2 =53 Aoy BEAE Ayl glom, ot
& 13 oM E Adelel e ARE JAL 7edo] AUtk Pay,
Steinbach, & Woll, 2012). 18o%E &5l 40 FH3lof| tgt o]22] A8
< z7] DAl MEY gleH, olo] digt Al - FAA A= oA F
5] SAEA] skt

Sandler006y= 401 A7} Agelo} Qo] wla) AthHoz A

A
=

o

o
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< g ol gkowm o2 Ql5f| frol9] FYAQl 3t Folut FPEA

S5 dre 4 Qe W ot yRsAJo] ot okl 2| Akt whebA oo
gt BHst A= Qdojo]2o] HEA(universalityy S A30
Fd(typological diversity)& Sgol= t HAHAS 7|98 & 4 ok

i

i)

2.2, AZEMR|SHE 2M(bibliometric analysis)

AR AIstol2h= 8ol Pritchard(1969)0l Ofell A2 AREELOH, Ao
YT oA FEe Frlkle dl ARREE BRE 7IHE guRith &9,
1950~60TH Eugene Garfield®] 5} Q14 MQl(Science Citation Index) 7HEl-2
oA YEIE ol A+ S SHohe A TA= 715
o} o]F 196549 Derek de Solla Pricer= -8 HEST #4S 53l g YE
A3} 214 wRo] FxA 7|25 AlFotH @AY A EHE FHIA
CHAI-Jamimi et al., 2022; Koskinen et al., 2008). AlFAA|d BAo st &2
As AAHCE Frslr] et A=A Wos, k9] o|F sy At 5
FS EMok= o] 59 =42 A2] ZolgtHChen et al., 2018; Donthu et al
2021; Ellegaard & Wallin, 2015; Li & Lei, 2020). Z7]ofl&= ©est 918 34
of 2HS g o, A= et ke HolHE BAY & e ot A®
o eSS 2ol Juet AA= st

oY AFAAEY B4 = 9 okex] A grh dY " 24, A
A Az AL 93 A2 A T ot & ot 530 &8Et
(Laengle et al., 2020; Ragazou et al., 2022; Passas et al., 2022). o] &4 7|5
2 s HolEE 7[gte R A4 FA1Y] ZBlet 4] 7|oE gakHoR X
goi, E4 wopld T8t SHE, A2 Ade Adsta A+ A9 Azt
A S oloficls ol 7]ttty A oR, AFAA|ed #A42 sk
o] fxA EA e xdHo= olofd o Sle et kA= A
=

i
I
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2 FdE ol ehte st Aol ¥t 97 5%
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T BA& AAF R -] sl 7] B dAloA= Web of Science
o3} WoS)e} Scopus®] + F& ¢1-§ Hlo[HH|o|AE Tl = HASINT
[e]

~

2 Aol WosE dlofEHlo]Az ARt olff= WoS7t AlAZ R <l
e taA9 g HERE AlFshe A=A w2 ke AE ofEHo]2o]

1 SN EHH= Q18 MQlo R H7IE]= Science Citation Index Expanded
(SCI-E), Arts & Humanities Citation Index (A&HCI), Science Citation Index
(SCI), Social Sciences Citation Index (SSCI)$} 72 ¥+ djo[g{Hjo]A7} EJH
mo] qlomg AFAxH Aol def AREE7] tfEo|thLi et al, 2023;
Talan, T., & Demirbilek, M., 2023). T3}, Scopust= Web of Science Tt 4=0]
g}, ddofge}, Ape]dlofel, QIx|wfet T tietAlA shex]of digh MQlo] tl-& FH]
QlohH, AN deet 23 137} AlFAR]E 240 Al HetHlolHE Al
Stk Axdo] gl

olo] wet 2 AfelAs g0 FHE T e M2 JHE aHo
=2 $5sp7] flel AM ZEE Topic(FA) FEo= AAsISlth 1 IeA,
(el AXE FA FA S (topic strings; TS)& E-8oto] AME hst.om,
‘ropehs HY Qo o ool A AREEE T BolEs FUkE X
Shofo] AMo] Helel TS o]t sfqlth

(1) TS =(“grammaticali*” OR “grammatici*” OR “language change” OR
“morphosyntactic change” OR “functional shift” OR “grammatical function”) AND
(“sign language®” OR “signed language*” OR “visual-gestural” OR “manual
modality” OR “gesture-based language”)

o, B 1S 9J5] PRISMA(Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews
and Meta-Analyses) Hxjol| wiet 2tg 45 9 A4 A4S Ffsiqrt. o]t
22 e B AME-AE-AA-Ee] o gAE AR 94 dEER
A SARIAE WoSet Scopus®] F F8 1§ Hlo[EH|o]AE FS
(O} &2 74 AR 23S A AlgAAsH 42 fIsl ol
g ZAE=E AAE Auleld A AdE AA o (18 110 22 EHE
714 HlolH A(Data Setye ¥ A17gsTt.

2MA5] A EAFH, HA WoSQ| Topic M WS &-gslo] (1)1} 22
Al EAFY(topic strings: TS)ol ZRISIe} Fof T 0 7|52 x5
ARt A}, F 82We] E¥lo] FEEGIT ey A, ZARE, Ao

ol
£
ofn o N
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Records identified through
Identification Web of Science (n = 82)
Scopus (n = 2633)

l

Records after refinement
Screening Web of Science (n = 72)
Scopus (n = 1329)

l

Duplicates removed, Scopus selected
Eligibility final eligible records (n = 1316)

l

Studies included in
Included bibliometric analysis
{n = 1316)

[A™ 1] PRISMA Atz $32pd

| Pistnenan) A3 A F $ V] SR I 4
A& flolAl o] AERtomE Bl wsie] oo wef, Koy mgzo|yn
gt £ SHE 9o Scopus-J Advanced Document Search 7% -85

At

R

1984E‘°1W 2024@77}1@ bﬂ %H TR =2t SeleroR ol
ME? B3 24§32 AdAt o] ZRAGAE ARIsL o Fojz
AaTh AAsHA, O1E HiEgro 2 1329H0] A7] AE7} ZgH =7 47t
Aoz Aty

olgA 4" A== bibliometric file(bib)Z A5l AFAzlst E4&
9t 71z AYS dmotylh o|gA FHe 1,329H0 ¥ A=E R W7
E35] AR 24 3P Bibliometrix a}oluaaé grgst ohygz
A%=Hol Biblioshinye] GEEsle] HEHoZ Sash 1316He] B4 /})}%
glole] Aoz HAsigltt. o] AL AT BAE S8t 71% dlojglg FHs}
= 4% 9AR, F99] ZEAQI 7&59} A& 7H55H st



24 pojolie] st A7 S8 B AYAAIY H2
3.2. Biblioshiny 24 7|81 &

2 GFlME ot Ao AR 71He E85te] A4 AAE
AT ARl digt g okt Stk F8 JHoRE AGAASH At
(performance) H-4J0] QO™ Donthu et al.(2021)9] A3t AAALI| whst
ok olF 7Hole &4 S 74, Q8 FFE 24, 5% 79T 24 (Zupic
& Cater, 2015) 5°] FEgFech ]E%J T_Jﬁioﬂ/\i‘; 4 (centrality) %J%=(Freeman,
1978), Bibliometrix R W7|X|S Haat YEST B, Zejieel Azis)
(visualization) 7|9, o]z 7]|5to] }ﬂ(ennchment) 71H So] ArgEct

o] & & Aokl o] B S AT T AEY) HOH “Annual
Science Production”¥} “Thematic Evolution” A|Z}S} Zt2E ApA|5] H4 }01 e
o] BHist gl Azt sh& Aot AZIE Fa AT FA| g FFS AT
Bzt i

T3 FHA ddofsloflA] sHAFE0] FHA 7] S(Jhang et al., 2020; Scott
& Tribble, 200605 5ol 7|1¥E F3S molol= WA FASH, 2 AtolA
+ A7 719E(AK)S} 7]9E ERAKP)Y Rl HSkE TRkt Al tRE &
goto] vl 2ARoRHN T8 FA|key themes)e] F FF= FHSIACL
J383 B YEYT BEMES 98 “Most Frequent Words”, “Co-occurrence
Network”®} “Thematic Map”2] =& KP=Z Aot I AES &8s}
Fo] A7 JFopllA Yeh= et ¥l A4e] FA We Askr AlZtet
Cipi= A

4. S+t 2Rt =9| Aret

o
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an
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o
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Q
=
o
>
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-
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o
2

= A7 Qe g2 SfiF 2ok oA Aot A EEo] g
o, Al AdrAel B ke Thethe AlRR gt 2 a7l 24
gt =0 1 Aee 19847 E 202437127, ot [ 2] ololA &
Helel wste] ALEE Scopus HlO[EHOIAE |REOR Srojofxe] ZHis)

off ¥t d7te] I EF IR ARl Aol
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B4 A2 198435 E 2024 @7k2]9] F 1,316H0] #3loln], A &1F
T+ g FAY ohEA T AH=et oA U =9 gt AxE UEil=
2 272 o 4 g E‘r WA, 1980t F9kIA 1990 FE7RA=

S 7F 0~51H ol HEH, FoolAe] Bk ShEAoR ofF
AZQ FAEP} O]—rOV] 2] & 7] Al sttt o] Al7]9] AFE2
R Agjdo] F4120] RS} o]2(Heine & Kuteva, 2007; Hopper & Traugott,
1993)9] 71x5 A=t A=l Agiem, Fol= ofHds] Aoy AA) =A
9] QA xA} FEoIA] Aottt

rR oxl rg
L ol
M)

e
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1990 2000 2010 2020

(2% 2] 40f 2Hsle] A2 £2 34 Y e M3}

Tt 20009THE HER S0l et dAofskd Pae] FrkokEA By
oF fE A7k R IrkE Ade Btk 53] 20108 o= ¢
of o] QA - FAH o] BsA T, ABTHE B4 =4, vlsA)
84 5o QR o] ARo) o] A2 FEShs A SV Al7lelnt
(Pfau, Steinbach, & Woll, 2012; Sandler, W., 2006).

ol¢} L TEL JFmAlA L HEs] SHelE]H, 2016EEE 2021714
wid 70 o] WA HFH Sl A7t St A7IE e
. oleet A widels 2ot Aol REEA &Y, ol Sl diet
AR H2e] =<9(Aria & Cuccurullo, 2017), 121 tfelA|2] A4 3t
7ol A9 AR SiMg o ol
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Aoz o I Sof BHist Aol 24, AR, A IS BA
oz RBejFu| o] Fopt 7] HHA A HBH AAS 2% 5 4

doz Hewe IS AFHLR dFohe 2717 7

4.1.2. S+ FAH<Q| et ¢

Fo] Bt d7o] FA| 550] ARt At et ojEA| Halsih=A]
1&5E7] Qlel, & A 1984WRH 20247129 A 717 ] e
7|2 FEsto] KP 7|8t FA4] 23} B4 (thematic evolution)2 A5 o]
ol 4 AR FAHoR tRoRl JdEe] 34 A7]olA o HH
AE - HoEGEAE AHoR FAT 4 9lom, fof WSt At
7to] S50 wl ofmet Weko g HPHs| $R=AE A dlojeof slHle}
1 4= Qi
E5| AT FA9) TS Heh A5Y A Bk S5l 712 4| Zst
A& Y 7hel 717eR AdAsto] Zsst APATE(Lee & Jhang, 2024; Liu
& Jhang, 2024y Fxste] Y] 749 A71E AAstoH, ofet A7) R
o] ¥l T E7HE0] Rl A Eibdo] s FolE wheist Zlock
offd vl A719] A = 9 7 AT tiE A A Mol
(18 3]0 Al o2 A5,

il

A

A
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A
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1984-1999 2000-2009 2010-2018 2019-2025

adut adolescent american sign language [ american sign language |
[ amercan sin angisge )
m— T
auditon
B S—
— computationa inguist es brain mappin
human o 2
> human experiment [ cross-cultural comparison | Computational linguistics
language
ST ooy
language acquisition
human —
EE—— R
(- oaming apsems ) [ T el
middle.
S human experiment linguistics
ey [E——)
fanguage acquisition ~ signianguage
‘social behavior .
[ — speech ~ moses Students

(a3 3] 0f 2=t A FA2 st S

7} 78 ApE) AHER A 171 1934ERE 199971709] A7 )
gAY 9 712 o] 88 £ A0l o A7) Sof Busi dig
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A77F oF AP 27] 9AIE, human, language, education, speech, adult 52
7IHET SAE AT OiFRe] A7 QI dofo] HuAdwt S
gk Q1A 7Hks HMske d HEEslen, Eo] A SR5AKadulye} $17F
(humany& SHO=E 2t ¢dof Ao} Qo G50 digh 4le] dojehd o]
FEATE o] A1) 719Ex thE AZIY] FAER fomet ¢4 19E
FshH 7 x 9] EdIE AlEeith

T ooz o] Mgyt A 7|8 o SR F 200085E 200937+
219] A 27]0]e}. o] Al7]oll= american sign language, adolescent, leaming systems,
human experiment 52| 7|9E7F MEA S0k, Feol9] dofehd 3B ohy
2t 55 3 ool fitt A o] 2SIt models, language acquisition,
middle aged, social behavior 5% 578orH, ¥ W ARRA QQlvto] A4
= BAGH: teA fo] YrRdth o] A7|9] EAL fol7t @R AAA <
o7} ofet Ad 7hssh o] @R tfRojz]7] AlRRITHE Aol Qlrt.

Al 371 201097E 2018714 = o224 gt oA 7+ g9 At &
AskE Al7IERL & 4= 9t o] Al719] $4] 719ER2E computational linguistics,
cross-cultural comparison, evolution, audition, american sign language 5©| ¥t
=, o wstet zlslel| gt FAIA TA, Srojet HZ A2 1ke] AT, A
AHdofels B3 24 74 5 thilE 89 A EAstE T 59
evolution?} cross-cultural comparison®] 32 =0 FH3}t A7} o] HwA
% FEEA TN tRofAL JlEe Ko Axet & & qlrh

nHAEfe R, 201997 E 20241371219 Al 471E Ve 71 #43 EoH
S T Wol= A7lofth 7R T Al7]91 2019 ©]%ofl= brain mapping,
cultural anthropology, students, sign language, linguistics 52| 7|¥=7F AME7
T Qi) o] grof A7 A7 dojehd Yo SPEH X 7]Eh <l
of Az] wAUZ tigt E4o] 241 SI3-S AL FAlOl cultural
anthropology®] &% o] ZHe} 571 o] AL ofve} ARlEstd o
gofA o] Qo] 715t Zsle7tA] A7 HeE sl Qe Mol 5
qiolt}, ERE students®t 22 7]HEE 0] A &, E9] 9
A B4 A 2Het A7 AEA @8 e 55 RHERith

2 A7 a4 FA] AsE FAL g ZRSH a9 2rlole bk o
St Qlz|ddofste] WA Esielo, o] g
et FeRlFel T oeft o shEte] §%= &

28 HofZL ol fo] BHsk: FAV} BT
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A, Aofo] 24, It A, ARRlERt ste] ol2e =
2e FAdES AR ASShe Aroln, 5 oY woke] A7 AAlet

=
A 28l Ta WS AT 4 el AAZI,

L IZyo o slol=
2L 2ge 24 Pos

42. 7|9 S4 Hlu 24

421, 71/ gl 2 T2 g7 FA| Bl 24

=

ALAL B Mo ool F|9es cﬂ/qag_@q ZpA0] A FAE
Hedos EAslety, v Fopete] A 7MedE St 58S A
o} olgfgt HellA] 719Ex Begt HE AlFS ol "q%LZH QA B3 A4
23S Bl Sa83 2182 Z-83ti(Jeon, 2024). 2 ST O]Eio} e
Hhedstod, o] ZHet Pl =R2old Yehdes 7195 AR B3 AR 719
Z(Author Keywords; AK)SF 719E Z3{A(Keywords Plus; KP)f'n Ur—.—°1 H] 1
I,

BA il AKE AR 719E = F 291071, KP= 1,725712 3Hely]
et o] 5 29 01” SR 7195 247 AK 61870, KP 66071321, 102]
o £8F 719EE AK 537K, KP 118702 etk SHEAE, dirdes
o] FHeRt ~r7<ﬂE iﬂ”}L Aoz gzl Kp AA HAle] Hl§f, o] A
oMe AFAZE AH AR AKS] A9 HIE 719E Ut @5l B A2 A
g HGrh o= KP Ao 4| 1 otk dAydE o & R 4= 9l
25 AARItKLee & Jhang, 2024).

Ot AKE 5o AR 97 F49] A T4 MR, 7 e
O A=) AR Al AU, o] st Ao A A2E oL
2 welel] S T o) Aok Ho] avEct

gHH, AKSF KP RFo FEdo=m AR 719Es dfd AT EofellA
HY FAl(key themeS)E a5 ok B dFE o] 3% VI9EE FolA
7V W7t =2 1570 35S [(E 19 7‘430}04 Fo] THe}F AT A
4 %2 Aoz AW

[ 1]& & o AAs] E431 BH, ‘sign language’= AK(1483))9} KP(254
3 o BE 1Y ke F@ MRS A|Son], So] Bus @7
A HTYE AR & & Qirh 53] KPoAY] =2 Wik o]
AT} Slofsrg ol AT, A2fs, AAdolst 5 T S Holo) %
A dE=o] QS Holsrt WHA ‘gesture’, ‘iconicity’, ‘grammaticalization’

el

Ml
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52 AKOIAE 52 WSS Holx Kpolis Ao] LhehbA] Sigked), ol 4
of BHISP} 2 A7AESe] o8 Ao ThRAY] AR FAUS o]

I

dtk 2, ol F9EE BAE

Q7] A Pl olEshe Aol

7eie], oFIl o] AT AA|Y] 28 AYEE SAEAL 2gke e Y
ARt
[E 1] s0fojMe] sHTY FA| W= 7= vl A
=2 A2t 7|19E(AK) EC 719E S2AKP) EC
1 sign language 148 language 357
2 gesture 78 human 334
3 language evolution 57 humans 274
4 language 54 male 272
5 iconicity 47 female 271
6 grammaticalization 39 adult 260
7 american sign language 38 sign language 254
8 syntax 36 linguistics 219
9 language acquisition 35 article 214
10 phonology 34 language development 176
11 deaf 31 child 146
12 language emergence 27 learning 144
13 word order 27 cognition 124
14 sign languages 26 semantics 107
15 language change 25 human experiment 106

E3] ‘grammaticalization’ 7]

EE AKOIA 39819 2@ HI=E Ho &2

=90l AABIHAR, KPo A WehtA] egltt. ol o 2HePt A

B FFE7] AR 2] =R ASkRe HolFH, 7E 3l v g
ol At oz ARgEo] L3S VPRl B 4 Qirk ol=’t Ak ZHat
olgo] o] Ao EAZ 0w ALET] AR A WIS, FE ol
A . A=A o] sy WaAe /\]/\}6‘]-1:]-

‘gesture’?} “iconicity’+= 019] B EA¥ 1WA AvEm, ZHS}
olETt: UHSHA AZE. AAA Nk Eiﬂ HHEE D nASkE= P
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AX YA 75S A= = Holohs @42 o] SR tiEAQl A
glojeh. dE 501, 31 Ul 54 Bk 7H7le ALA7 B0 R AR
WA A2E QI AR AAAR 7)ERkEE S o)) A (semantic
bleaching) ¥ U5F2}(generalization)2h= AP A EHe} HAUSS & Hoj&Er
HH, ‘syntax’, ‘phonology’, ‘language acquisition’ 5] 7|PT+= 4012]
Z2 B4 Qof &5 Aol digh ¥l wWredehH, et Atolld Fas
N ERIE AlEeiTh 4o AR AEe %’—Z}’%ﬂ(spatiality) % et
andshape construction) 5 AZVA-FAIA QA4S IEdlolR=z, HE5H9 &
H3} o]29] HFE Fol= Hl 71 4 Ak
T3k KP A9 &5 5 ‘human’, ‘male’, ‘female’, ‘child’, ‘adult’ 5= A%
Qlofs} 75te] Ql1x] 9 “ﬁo\jc’ic’m Fo] QoA A5 S BolER,
HEPE Tt ddof W A WSt ofuet ARelA] - AESHA aRlEt A
Aok o @AUS XA ol gof R A4e HRAlA A
o] "pzloln, Q17] - A - Ale] dofoby g@a-Fo] FRtHor FAEojof

Fe 4 9k

Q0PI AKSE KPO] Ml BAL ol BXISH A7} of2ia] BAHel
FA FARE Ae WA RUA, ofe] W 5191 FASIe] AAS ) of
4 454 N Yok G188 HelEnk ofPie A 99 4o 2
s} 477} Heh 7Esk o] 3t THA N BAS E 4
7} Qe AN, A7 o] ZA] A4t dold FNt FA4] 5
2152 Slasts WaEoR shEA Wil ojg)Aor & Wake Avlaky o

EG, [E 19 AuEY gdoz EAE B A9 A9IES Al 3
w Z191E7 HolA] grovk AWe] g whEe] ok Udsh Ra 24
7o w2l AKS} KPel BEOR Ushte AI=5e Ad] wston] 7]
B FA 2sHE AAste] Aeat 2L o [ 29 2ok

E

-

F.ll‘[]

ol
o

ﬁrmﬂlﬁ
1o g

M
m o

[£ 2] olofAe] HIE AT FIHES] FHE 22LE 2R

Cluster ZAE F2 35 719
1 olo] QIZ] & | cognition, cognitive development, child development, brain
g development, executive function, theory of mind, memory
) 0] Fx 9 |sign language, american sign language, syntax, grammar,
=4 phonology, gesture, classifier, handshape, modality
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Cluster 2 Z2 ZE 7|19=
3 olo] ¥is}t 9 | language change, language evolution, language emergence,
st grammatical gender, semantics, lexicon, function words
4 Ate)A 2178 9 | deaf, deaf education, bilingualism, multilingualism, social
il cognition, communication, variation
o7 vpHE W corpus, corpus l.inguistics, computational modelling, natural
5 7% language processing, machine learning, deep learning, neural
networks, visual perception

422 SAE2H HESLA(Cooccurrence Network) Hjm £Ad

SAEA UEHTE B3 WellA 719E 7] A5 IHAE AZslstozA
SHE 2ol fxet 24 J9S mefelE o f-8sith et YEYIE 7
gt A BANA FAY UYeites Mg 7|Rte g A2 Wysiy, skt
A PAES BAsla EA Hopo] 1LxA 1A QAE dell o] &go| Hrk

Fo] BHst A7) FA FRE Hrh HusH melshr] Qe o oA
£ AKS} KPoA] FF02 EATL g 7IYEE FAoR O o] 4 F
HAEE EEoI9) o] FYAHES Fof FHst At o] Q1A A, A
3)H Joxtg, Aol Wst T TRl off] Roks ZdsiH, 9 o]E Eof =
SHE|A] o= OsHAIE AAE AYL IS AR

ol Bgol 124 AL AHsIY FA I QA 125 2o} AAH
oz BAar] ffall, Kp 7|9te] FAIEE YEYI BAE AXsiant [1d"
4]+= BiblioshinyE -85t AAH HEYT A=} A7z, $8 7|9 7k
45 QA Y FERE ST ST Ao Al o= LRl Aol

2

language &
[ 2

o W
language deveop NIMEANS s

[23! 4] BiblioshinydllAM &8t KP2|] Co-occurrence Network



32 ololAle] ZHE AL 5T A ABAAEA H
4 A}, T A N9 T8 SRAEVE SRR A A WA 2
HAE(E7H) = human, language, linguistics, cognition 502 FAJEo] QLo
™, ol & 4«] A ERAEY Qo] ¢z 2 dg 9 Xﬂ3 ZE2H]
of ¥z} gl FRIsPe} FAA o= AgRith o] e et A7t O]
11010151 2 Algjdofetd Hdat st AZ= o] /J\%% Hoj&e.

T A Z2AE(@RPY)= sign language, gesture, hearing impairment, child,
preschool S olf 72 2 55 Y v J19sER FEH0] o,
oks ol 7 B W (AR SeiaE) 8 ARl B 8l sl Al 2
HAE) S| HFE Hhdeitt o] 2 o] et A7t o] AR oyt
Adof ARG FFAY] ARty vk WHSHA HEol RS AARRICH

A A SHAH(ZSM)=  communication, interpersonal - communication,
evolution 52| 7|HEE ZEelotH, dofo] ARRlA F7|eh SAIA Hste] digt
o] Brdsl Yolct. o] F2 dof I3t 9 ARR]H *Jiz*ﬂ’OTE}h T
Al ol et Aol do] A Rl ofFA| wAH=AIE HolFe A&
OH/HO]— 2 0]]:]—
£3] sign language®} language= EIAE 7[HE SE|AE P YET 74
Lol FAA IAE AxIehH, gof TS 7] WA FA) F02 7]
5ol 2S AL ESH language acquisition®} learning systems+ 7] =
?_’QE]E'%HE AE FARE Z3Al ARt 719ER e, 9% e
01 —1 ?—14— 7:]]/\]-0]010]-24 1—1.1_4 _9,]—11- 7}_/K4° LH—"JEO]'_V O]r,]—

ole} Zo] HIAE 7|4k A SeAHFY YEYA 7|5 A7 ZA4% Y
o Aibs o] e} g B A AHe AFHoR Hojgw,
T A AR AAET S 59 324 HiXE AFHCRE noftl= d

HU

=

= w40 M 2 44 AKS} KPehe 7 o] 23] H# AA o] T
A HaE e, ol 29t A7 A %L S o5HoE ofefd 4 Sl
=2 AFgde b At 56 719= %ﬂiiﬂ%h} AlEd HEH TS 4
olgt BA HiS Eg| LEE Al Ae HAFoR AXFh= HojA, o
24 B ol 2HsE AFeld of| FAlEe] Az gHsH dEHe]
AL, 27 FAS0] AA| G BF oA ofFA & 5@5401 A=AE
T Uitk o] A= ko= ofd AR FAPE o HHE 4 S 53}
7L, oF] dart BERE B bl Al A7E Agske °l € =&

=]
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4.2.3. FA YW(Thematic Map) &4

AFAAEE Aolds FA W 24 Sofl ol EHEE AqolA 34
= 39 719E ZHAHE F44 (centrality) Tt H(density) ] F & FlolA £
Fotal sfAgith ol 7oz, 4 W ot A+ FAIE 71 FA|(basic
themes), 54 FA|(motor themes), B FA|(niche themes), 12|11 A T=
25| FA|(emerging/declining themes)] U] 712 oz BFHct oSt
Fo 2 A9 AT UESZ W XL A, 22a nf A 7ksA
wetohs o §83 7)Eo] W, g0 FHEE ] oA st e
TS TEHoR mefsl= o Zlofeith 7 dAqtolAE KPE Ve E A4
H FA WS B9l Ul 7] FAES AEstgon, o] AlZEoR AR A

o]t}

g

ox N o Ao

o
I
o

male
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ﬁdul!
interpersonal communication
communication

models
evolution

animals

animal
human
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article
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classifier |
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facial expressions
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american sigiotapgtaigsal linguistics
visuslahtargesge processing systems
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[A% 5] KP2 :&3510] MHEl F3| W(Thematic Map)

WA, [ 519 5 Aol YA T4 FAES S8 2 BF =
S A dd gHof st o5 E0], male, female, adult, communication,
interpersonal communication, evolution, models 52| 7|¥E+= 0] FH3} A
7} @) qlo] o] 72H Wapto] ofjel, 917 A, Aslefs}, glo] ¥

o} o] S ol A UEE HojEH human, humans, article> $4
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FA) FAH 71 FAR TPle] Uehde B o 97, W 2ok &
4019 QA Fo) B2 ol WY 4 Gk WAl 2 Aol ofs

Wit 9% 4B BT B

KB
o =
SHAR] o woke st

L

719E= W& o= Uiy, gof £H3t 4
Tt A<l = AARI

HHH, language acquisition?} learning systemst= A WA 7|2 A2 B
ot sAl AT = AE T4 d9ute] AAC ARt e A
Ad 719ER siAE 4=tk o] F 719EE ol EHHE A HlelA
< FAEN = FAA0] =& Wi, o 719EEe] Atk Ui
2E9] = AiHos Yol L tha &% E4S Helrh
S| learning systems®] 3¢, g0 Q14 7l&, HAE oy T, AFAE
1 AIAE] 5ol AAE F3l computational linguisticsHt visual language
AE FA G99t o|FA - 7ieAor Hils FAst Sloh olgt
oA o 7IHEES AR FAE HREEI| ks, AT 2P| Wt
< Ao wet Mz S4 FAR oldd 7FsAdol =2 154 Sl 3L
ZI9ER 7 4= Qlot mebA ol FI9EE FA W Ule] it B
dol, sro] ZHet ko] I oAy g9t 7HsAdE Holae AR
24 oulE 7AW, 3FF A AAlIA 83t RS Aled & ks Aol

25 o] AR B FAlE gk =29 S0 W2 FYEER
T3E]o] 1OH, language learning®] THEAo|T) o] 4o F5I} 52t 7]
Hh Aol SR o= Sk JdeR, B4 59 Eoplile 6] =2
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m JE Y o
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A|m

i

js

o
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o F

o

)

ap e

3 QAR WA o] Bsl A7 YEYD Hela o as dgee
e Ao BAET Tt dF 8T ATAs AN Sof sy AL

d 50 8= ol 54 FAR FHE MR S50 EARCE

RO s S SPHe] A4S Te AME FAe SHAY 2k BE B2
FAER 5] oM, American Sign Language, computational linguistics,
visual language, facial expressions 5°] E3HHCh o2t FAl= A A+ ©
SolA A5 Eofg W FolAY, I FEEgIou T AElsk Qe ¥
doz siid 4 itk F, ol 7|¥Ex HorE ofF 27| ©AY AT
SEO= ofjd 4 qlom, tE o M g ot AT A
oz A3 Wio] FolE dYY 4% Ity £5] computational linguistics2t
natural language processing systemsi= 0] BH2} Ao tAE 7&s HE
st Aot TR, facial expressionst= 42012] H|5=Z](non-manual) 3.8
A A ddr]o] % Fast A AL 2 4 At
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oY, £ 9E (18 519 AZARA B deld AZsl] 1A
UM, 7t FARO] S0l EHS A7) o2 S U Y A4} o
AAsAE FAROR SFro R Hel WS ATt sk ol
£ Sof ¥4 aAEe] 7 FAI A SIKe T A4S detel, 4
73N 9 Tx §F NN N0E @ ) 1 A7 AAS AT 4
A= 48R 7|2 A2 AFSIA Fek

o

S AFAAsH HHHES &5 A

=
553} 74 722 Aol A

2016FE 20219714 = wid 708 o)de] w=wo] HREH A e 24
SKIAAL, ol arofo] Ao Aol digh Q14 St o] Hs) o]29] A
€ 7Fs/dell Higk ¥e] iz vtz siAH

T3l AKS} KPE H|W 43 A3 ‘sign language’, ‘language’, ‘cognition’,
‘syntax’, ‘grammaticalization’, ‘gesture’ G =012] FZ2A E/AJT} QIA[H 715
7R 7191ES0] 3840 R w2 HkR EdAsIYh olF 7I¥ho= FAH
SAEY HEHZY T4 § A= rol riet A7t «qdof o] &
2, ol F2 Y E, o] Wsh Bl ZRsk, ARl e w3 A,
‘A7 HE Y VleolRle ol Y 8 FAlRS SR FAH s
I 4= ALk ofHet 2 o] RS S Gt dofd el o
HTE Hol, e, Aleldofst, Altlofsl, FeolelFel 5 Tt 2ok
7180 AAEH Q= HFAQl SR AF floll At e o

i)

@ o e

rb o>
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Lee, Hyojin & Won, Mijin. 2025. A Study of Education in Korean ‘-i/ga’,
‘-eun/neun’ for Deaf Students: Based on Bilingual and Bicultural Approach.
Sign Languages and Linguistics Convergence Research, 2(1), 41-56. This study
aims to investigate the acquisition patterns of the Korean articles ‘i/ga’ and
‘eun/neun’ in relation to their semantic functions among Deaf students, Hearing
middle and high school students, and Chinese Korean learners. Additionally,
based on the results, suggestions are provided regarding effective pedagogical
strategies for instructing the articles ‘i/ga’ and ‘eun/neun’ to Deaf students. The
results indicate that the overall acquisition patterns of the examined groups
vary according to the specific semantic functions. Notably, the Deaf group and
the Hearing group exhibited significant differences across all semantic functions,
except for the subject function and the specifying function of the article ‘i/ga.’
Conversely, the Deaf group and the Chinese learners demonstrated no significant
differences in any semantic functions, except for the old information function
of the article ‘eun/neun.’ These results suggest that the language acquisition
profile of Deaf students is more akin to that of Chinese Korean learners than
to native Korean speakers. Consequently, Korean language education for Deaf
students should be designed and implemented from the perspective of Korean
language education.

Key Words: Korean Sign Language, Oral Speech, Second Language Acquisition,
Bilingual and Bicultural Approach, Deaf Students
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Loanword Processing in
Korean English Bilinguals

Lee, Sumi
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Lee, Sumi. 2025. Loanword Processing in Korean English Bilinguals. Sign Languages
and Linguistics Convergence Research, 2(1), 57-75. This study investigates the
visual word processing of English-derived loanwords in Korean-English bilinguals.
While loanwords constitute approximately 5.6% of Korean vocabulary, their
cognitive status in bilingual speakers remains underexplored. We examined whether
Korean-English bilinguals process loanwords as fully integrated Korean vocabulary
or as items requiring cross-linguistic mediation. In a lexical decision task,
participants responded to native Korean words, established English-derived
loanwords, direct Hangul transcriptions of English words not accepted as
loanwords (“foreign words”), and nonwords. Response times revealed that
loanwords were processed similarly to native Korean words (M=722.42ms vs.
M=717.17ms) with no significant difference. However, both categories were
processed significantly faster than foreign words (M=786.81ms) and nonwords
(M=858.76ms). These results suggest that established loanwords are processed as
integral components of the Korean lexical system rather than as foreign
elements requiring additional processing resources. The findings demonstrate
that the theoretical distinction between loanwords and foreign words is reflected
in cognitive processing and contribute to our understanding of lexical organization
in bilingual speakers.

Key Words: Loanwords, Bilingual Lexical Processing, Korean, Visual Word
Recognition, Lexical Decision, Psycholinguistics
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1. Introduction

Languages constantly evolve through contact with other languages, leading to
the adoption of loanwords. In Korean, loanwords are defined as expressions
derived from other languages that have been integrated into the Korean language
system with societal acceptance (National Institute of Korean Language, 1986).
These loanwords, which constitute approximately 5.6% of the Korean vocabulary,
with 57.5% originating from English as reported by the National Institute of
Korean Language (2025), have become an essential part of everyday communication
for Korean speakers.

While loanwords are theoretically considered part of the Korean language
system, the cognitive processing of these words in bilingual speakers remains
underexplored. Previous research has primarily focused on phonological aspects
of loanword adaptation. Peperkamp et al. (2008) examined how Japanese speakers
perceive word-final [n] in loanwords, proposing that non-native sounds undergo
perceptual assimilation to the phonetically nearest native sounds. Similarly,
Daland et al. (2019) investigated the “illusory vowel effect” in Korean speakers,
concluding that loanword phonological perception differs from typical L1 speech
perception processes.

Tamaoka and Miyaoka (2003) explored the cognitive processing of Japanese
loanwords in katakana, finding that lexical representation of the original English
word was only activated when participants had limited exposure to the katakana
form. While this research provided valuable insights into loanword processing, it
focused primarily on auditory speech perception rather than visual word
recognition. This distinction is crucial because visual and auditory processing
pathways may engage different cognitive mechanisms when accessing cross-
linguistic lexical representations. Furthermore, the majority of loanword research
has examined monolingual speakers who rely solely on the adapted form within
their native language system. This approach overlooks the unique processing
dynamics that may occur in bilingual speakers who possess active knowledge of
both the source language (English) and the target language containing the
loanwords. Korean-English bilinguals represent a particularly compelling population

for investigating these cross-linguistic influences, as they can simultaneously
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access both the original English lexical entry and its Korean adaptation during
visual word processing. Understanding how these dual representations interact
during real-time visual recognition can illuminate fundamental questions about
bilingual lexical organization and cross-linguistic activation patterns that remain
underexplored in current loanword processing research.

Investigating loanwords through the modality of visual perception is critically
important because it provides insights into how orthographic representations may
trigger different lexical access routes compared to auditory processing. While
phonological adaptation of loanwords has been well-documented, the visual
recognition of loanwords presents a distinct cognitive challenge, especially in
languages like Korean where foreign words undergo significant orthographic
transformation when represented in Hangul. Visual processing also allows for
more precise measurement of processing times without the confounding factors of
speech rate or phonological variations.

The inclusion of bilingual participants offers a unique window into the
complex architecture of the bilingual lexicon. For Korean-English bilinguals,
loanwords occupy a theoretically ambiguous position—they are integrated into the
Korean lexical system but retain etymological connections to English. This raises
fundamental questions about lexical organization: Do bilinguals process loanwords
through a single Korean lexical route, or do they simultaneously access both
Korean and English lexical representations? Does the processing of loanwords
require mediation through an interlanguage system that bridges the two languages?
Previous research suggests that bilinguals may experience “dual activation” of
both languages even when operating in a monolingual context (Kroll & Bialystok,
2013), but how this applies specifically to loanwords remains unclear.

Loanwords may differ from regular native words in several important ways.
First, they often contain phonological structures that, while adapted to Korean
phonotactics, still maintain some “foreign” characteristics. For example, English
loanwords frequently introduce consonant clusters that are uncommon in native
Korean words, such as /st/ in “2E}FY” (style) or /sp/ in “~ILZ” (sports), which
require epenthetic vowels but preserve the cluster relationship. Additionally,
loanwords often contain syllable structures that violate typical Korean patterns—

while Korean strongly favors CV (consonant-vowel) syllables, loanwords like “7
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FFE]” (computer) introduce CVC patterns with coda consonants like /m/ and /t/
that are less frequent in native vocabulary. Furthermore, many English loanwords
preserve vowel sequences that are rare in Korean, such as the /eu-i/ sequence in
“I3A” (news) or /a-i/ in “E}0]0]” (tire), creating phonological patterns that signal
their foreign origin even after adaptation. These retained foreign characteristics
may create distinct processing signatures that differentiate loanwords from native
Korean words during visual recognition. Second, for bilinguals, loanwords may
activate cross-linguistic associations with their source language forms. Third,
loanwords like “HP4U” (/panana/, “banana”) frequently enter the lexicon to
represent novel concepts without native Korean equivalents, potentially leading to
different semantic network formations. These distinctive properties may result in
processing mechanisms that differ from those used for native vocabulary, even
when the loanwords have been fully incorporated into everyday Korean usage.

This research aims to address these gaps by investigating how Korean-
English bilinguals process English-derived loanwords in Korean orthography
(Hangul) compared to native Korean words and direct Hangul transcriptions of
English words not accepted as loanwords in Korean. The central question is: Are
loanwords truly processed as Korean words by Korean-English bilinguals, or do
they constitute a special lexical category that requires access to English language
representations or an intermediate interlanguage system? By measuring response
times across different conditions, this study will provide insights into the
cognitive status of loanwords for bilingual speakers who have proficiency in both
the borrowing and source languages.

This study hypothesizes that English-derived loanwords will elicit longer
response times than native Korean words during visual word recognition, despite
their apparent integration into the Korean lexical system. Such processing delays
would suggest that loanwords engage distinct cognitive mechanisms, potentially
involving automatic activation of their original English lexical representations or
requiring mediation through cross-linguistic mapping processes that are
unnecessary for native word recognition. The results will have implications for
our understanding of bilingual lexical processing, the status of loanwords in the
mental lexicon of bilingual speakers, and theoretical models of cross-linguistic

lexical organization.
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2. Methods

2.1. Participants

Native Korean speakers (n=17) recruited at Sogang University in Seoul,
South Korea, participated in this study. All participants demonstrated high
English proficiency, achieving level 2 or above on the Korean College Scholastic
Ability Test (CSAT) English section, which corresponds to the top 11% of
test-takers in their cohort year.

For the purposes of this study, we adopt a functional definition of bilingualism
that encompasses individuals with high proficiency in a second language acquired
through formal education, rather than the traditional definition requiring native-
like competence in two languages from early childhood (Grosjean, 2010). This
approach aligns with contemporary bilingual research recognizing that functional
bilingual processing can occur in individuals with strong L2 proficiency, even
when one language is clearly dominant (Kroll & Bialystok, 2013). Given that
our participants possess sufficient English knowledge to access both the Korean
loanword forms and their English etymological sources during word processing,
we refer to them as Korean-English bilinguals within this functional framework.

2.2. Materials

20 words each for the four conditions matched in syllable length and relative
frequency in the Korean corpus: (a) direct Hangul transcriptions of English
words that are not accepted as loanwords in Korean namely “Foreign words”,
(b) frequently used English derived loanwords, (c) Korean native words and (d)
phonotactically legal pseudowords in Hangul. Here I choose the term “nonword’

to describe condition (d). The experiment was implemented via FindingFive.

(@)  Example of foreign word: continue (kan.thi.nju ZIE}FF)

(b)  Example of loanword: banana (pa.na.na H]“/]"/]')

(¢)  Example of Korean native word: raincloud (makku.cim H-5)
(d)  Example of nonword: ‘muto’ (ma.tho ™E)



62 Loanword Processing in Korean English Bilinguals

The javascript code used for this study is specialized for the FindingFive

platform, and is available upon request.

2.3. Experiment procedure

In Hangul, subjects are shown a single word from one of the four conditions.
Subjects are asked to respond to two prompts in the following order:

“Press F for real word and J for non word.”

Practice 1
(real vs non)

Trial 1
(real vs non)

“Press F if word is familiar and J if not.”

Practice 2
(seen vs non)

Trial 2
(seen vs non)

[Figure 1] Order of experimental procedures

Note. The participants went through practice sessions for 2 prompts before
the actual trials. The first set (practice 1, actual trial 1) was prompting to
respond if the word was real and the second set (practice 2, actual trial 2)
was prompting to respond if the word was familiar.

3. Results

Analysis of participant responses confirmed the hypothesis that processing
differs across word categories, particularly between foreign words and established

Korean vocabulary.
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3.1. Familiarity judgement

To validate stimulus categorization, participants rated their familiarity with
each word. As shown in Table 1, participants demonstrated high familiarity with
foreign words, native Korean words, and loanwords (approximately 99% for each
category), while recognizing only 9.71% of nonwords. During practice sessions,
participants correctly identified 100% of the foreign, Korean, and loanword stimuli,

confirming the validity of our stimulus categorization.

[Table 1] A summary of participants’ responses to question asking
for familiarity

Foreign Korean Loan Non
Practice 34/34 100% 34/34 100% 34/34 100% 6/34 17.65%
Actual 338/340 99.11% | 339/340 99.71% | 336/340 98.82% | 33/340 9.71%

Note. The numbers represent the instances participants responded the word
is familiar. For example, 34/34 means that participants replied 34 words
were similar out of 34 stimuli in that condition. The percentage is the
calculated ratio of how many words were viewed as familiar.

[Table 2] A summary of participants’ response times to question
asking for familiarity

Foreign Korean Loan Non
69321 (297.12) 6774 (291.42) 696.87 (295.74) 773.69 (271.27)

Note. The numbers represent the average response times participants
responded the word is familiar in milliseconds (ms). The number in the
parentheses is the standard deviation. Outliers were trimmed for 3 SDs from
the top and the bottom.

3.2. Lexical decision task

The primary research question was addressed through a Lexical Decision
Task (LDT) across all four word categories. Table 3 summarizes participant accuracy

in identifying real words. During the experimental session, participants achieved
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100% accuracy for foreign words, Korean words, and loanwords. For nonwords,
participants incorrectly classified only 13 out of 340 stimuli (3.82%) as real words,
demonstrating strong discrimination ability.

[Table 3] A summary of participants’ responses to question asking
for whether presented stimulus is a real word

Foreign Korean Loan Non
Practice 32/34 94.12% 34/34 100% 34/34 100% 2/34 5.88%
Actual 340/340 100% | 340/340 100% | 340/340 100% | 13/340 3.82%

Note. The numbers represent the instances participants responded the word is
real. For example, 34/34 means that participants replied 34 words were real
out of 34 stimuli in that condition. The percentage is the calculated ratio of
how many words were viewed as real.

Response time (RT) data, presented in Table 4, revealed a clear processing
hierarchy. Native Korean words were processed most quickly (M = 717.17 ms,
SD = 264.63), followed closely by loanwords (M = 722.42 ms, SD = 250.98).
Foreign words required longer processing times (M = 786.81 ms, SD = 297.25),
while nonwords demanded the longest processing time (M = 858.76 ms, SD =
302.63). This pattern largely confirms our initial hypothesis regarding the cognitive
status of different word categories.

[Table 4] A summary of participants’ response times to question
asking for whether presented stimulus is a real word

Foreign Korean Loan Non

786.81 (297.25) 717.17 (264.63) 722.42 (250.98) 858.76 (302.63)

Note. The numbers represent the average response times participants
responded the word is real in milliseconds (ms). The number in the
parentheses is the standard deviation. Outliers were trimmed for 3 SDs from
the top and the bottom.
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3.3. Statistical analysis

To ensure robust analysis, outliers were systematically removed from the
dataset. Response times exceeding 7000 milliseconds were eliminated, as were
values beyond 3 standard deviations from the mean. This outlier removal process
resulted in 156 datapoints being excluded, leaving 1204 datapoints for final analysis.

Pairwise t-tests were conducted between all condition pairs (Table 9).
Statistical significance was found for all comparisons except between Korean words
and loanwords. This non-significant difference between Korean words and loanwords
provides compelling evidence that loanwords are not only prescriptively categorized
as part of the Korean language system but also processed similarly to native

Korean words at the cognitive level by Korean-English bilinguals.

[Table 5] A summary of all possible pairwise t-test results for
different types of words

Foreign * Korean t(631.15)= 3.92, p<0.001***
Foreign * Loan t(631.65)=3.27, p=0.001**
Foreign * Non 1(646.69)=-2.85, p=0.005**
Korean * Loan 1(663.94)=-0.72, p=0.47
Korean * Non 1(633.75)=-7.20, p<0.001***

Loan * Non 1(633.79)=-6.52, p<0.001***

Note. Outliers were trimmed for 3 SDs from the top and the bottom.
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RT of Different Types of Words
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[Figure 2] Boxplot of RT distribution according to different types
of words

Note. Y-axis represents the response time in milliseconds (ms) and the

X-axis represents the type of word in the order of “foreign word” in red,

“Korean word” in green, “loanword” in blue, and “nonword” in purple. For

the data used for this boxplot, outliers were trimmed for 3 SDs from the

top and the bottom.

The response time distributions across all conditions are visualized in Figure
2, demonstrating the clear processing advantage for native Korean words and
loanwords compared to foreign words and nonwords. This pattern suggests that
loanwords, despite their foreign etymology, have been fully integrated into the

Korean mental lexicon of our bilingual participants.
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3.4. Different modes of responses

Despite the experimenter’s request to participate in this experiment with a
laptop and Google Chrome browser which is ideal for the FindingFive platform,
some participants used the smartphone in which the response times differed

presumably due to the device processing time differences.

71 8F
2 eolgLict X ctof7ord uck

(EE"F" g SHTHL) (EE" G Z3THR)

[Figure 3] An example of the screen displayed to the participants
via FindingFive, using a laptop device with Google Chrome browser

Figure 3 and Figure 4 show the differences between two modes of experiment
participation. Figure 3 is an example of the screen displayed to the participants
using a laptop device, and Figure 4 is an example of the screen displayed to
the participants using a smartphone device with the Google Chrome browser

mobile application.
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[Figure 4] An example of the screen displayed to the participants
via FindingFive, using a smartphone device with the Google Chrome

browser mobile application

Figure 5 shows the distribution of RTs according to different mode of

response for only accurate responses. Keypress is when a participant responded

with a keyboard which is the ideal experimental setting and click is when a

participant responded by touching their screens or using a mouse. A post-hoc
survey confirmed that 100% of the clicked responses were from touching their

screens using a smartphone device.
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RT for Different Modes
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[Figure 5] Boxplot of RT distribution according to different mode
of response for only accurate responses

Note. Y-axis represents the response time in milliseconds (ms) and the
X-axis represents the mode of response in the order of “Keypress
(keyboard)” in red, and “Click (touch screen or mouse)” in blue. For the
data used for this boxplot, outliers were trimmed for 3 SDs from the top
and the bottom.

In fact, an overall ANOVA analysis confirmed that there was an expected
significant effect for type F(3,1316)= 24.45, p<0.001*** but also for mode of
response F(1,1316)=115.89, p<001***, The interaction between type of word and
mode of response was statistically significant as well (F(3, 1316) = 13.51, p <
.001*#*), Figure 6 below shows the distribution of RTs for different modes of
responses (Keypress, Click) to 4 types of words (foreign, Korean, loan, non).
Overall, keypressed responses showed shorter response times compared to clicked
responses, but the trend for Korean and loanword being the lowest in RTs and

foreign words being higher was consistent across modalities.
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RT for Different Modes

2000

1500 . -

RT (ms)

|
K B By 5

T

500 ‘
. .
0 click keypress dlick keypress click keypress dlick kesypress
Foreign Korean Loan Non
Type of Word

[Figure 6] Boxplot of RT distribution according to different mode
of response for only accurate responses

Note. Y-axis represents the response time in milliseconds (ms) and the
X-axis represents the mode of response in the order “foreign word” in red,
“Korean word” in green, “loanword” in blue, and “nonword” in purple. The
darker colors are for “Click” and the lighter colors represent “Keypress”
response modes. For the data used for this boxplot, outliers were trimmed
for 3 SDs from the top and the bottom.

4. Conclusion

The findings of this study align with our initial hypothesis regarding the
processing of English-derived loanwords by Korean-English bilinguals. The results
demonstrate that Korean loanwords are processed differently from direct Hangul
transcriptions of English words (the foreign word condition), despite controlling
for familiarity across conditions. Most notably, the response time data reveal that
loanwords are processed similarly to native Korean words, with no statistically

significant difference between these two conditions.
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This pattern suggests that loanwords are not only prescriptively categorized
as part of the Korean language system (National Institute of Korean Language,
1986) but are also processed in ways that are processing-wise equivalent to
native Korean vocabulary. However, we acknowledge that our design specifically
targets the bilingual advantage in cross-linguistic lexical access that would be
absent in Korean monolinguals. While high-frequency loanwords like HFFL} may
indeed feel native-like to both populations, the critical difference lies in
bilinguals’ ability to automatically access the English etymological form “banana”
during Korean loanword processing, creating measurable processing costs even for
highly familiar items that would not occur in Korean monolinguals who lack
English lexical representations. This finding contributes to our understanding of
lexical integration in the bilingual mental lexicon, suggesting that once foreign-
derived words become established as loanwords, they achieve a processing status
comparable to native vocabulary.

The significant difference in processing between foreign words (direct
transcriptions) and loanwords is particularly informative. Both word types contain
similar phonological elements when written in Hangul, yet participants demonstrated
distinct processing patterns. The decision to present English words in Hangul
was made to isolate lexical processing from script-switching effects, as presenting
English words in Latin script would introduce orthographic processing differences
that could overshadow lexical access patterns, following established cross-linguistic
research showing that script effects and lexical effects can be dissociated (Hoshino
& Kroll, 2008). This aligns with Tamaoka and Miyaoka’s (2003) finding that
lexical representations of loanwords can be activated independently of their
source language origins once they become established in the borrowing language.

Unlike the findings of Daland et al. (2019) regarding phonological perception,
where loanword perception was found to differ from typical L1 speech perception,
our results suggest that at the level of visual word recognition, loanwords appear
to be fully integrated into the LI lexical processing mechanisms. The Hangul
script may serve as a language-specific cue that initially directs processing
toward Korean lexical representations, but phonological and semantic overlap
with English may subsequently activate English entries, creating competition or

facilitation effects depending on factors such as lexical frequency, semantic
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transparency, and degree of phonological adaptation.

This orthography-to-phonology-to-semantics processing cascade could explain
why loanwords show intermediate processing costs between native and foreign
words, as they benefit from orthographic familiarity while incurring cross-linguistic
activation costs. This difference between auditory and visual modalities of
loanword processing merits further investigation.

Several methodological limitations should be considered when interpreting
these results. While the number of stimuli per condition (N=20) falls within
acceptable parameters for a behavioral study, the nonword condition contained
fewer stimuli than would be ideal for balanced comparison. Additionally, as this
experiment was conducted online, response mode could not be strictly controlled,
potentially introducing variability in response times. High-frequency loanwords
may have achieved sufficient entrenchment in the Korean lexical system to
pattern similarly to native words, while low-frequency loanwords may retain
stronger activation of English representations. This frequency-dependent processing
would support models of gradual lexical integration where repeated exposure
reduces cross-linguistic activation costs, and future research should systematically
vary loanword frequency to test this integration hypothesis.

Future research should address these limitations by replicating the study in a
controlled laboratory setting with balanced stimulus sets across all conditions.
Furthermore, extending this research to older Korean speakers would provide
valuable insights into potential generational differences in loanword processing.
As suggested by Peperkamp et al. (2008), different age groups may exhibit
varying degrees of perceptual assimilation for non-native language -elements,
which could affect loanword processing. Future studies could include both
Hangul and Latin script conditions to separate orthographic and lexical effects,
and incorporate lower-frequency loanwords to examine how degree of lexical
entrenchment affects cross-linguistic processing patterns.

In conclusion, this study provides evidence that for Korean-English bilinguals,
established loanwords are processed as integral components of the Korean lexical
system rather than as foreign elements requiring additional processing resources
or cross-linguistic mediation. These findings contribute to our understanding of

lexical organization in bilingual speakers and how borrowed vocabulary becomes
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nativized not only in linguistic description but also in cognitive processing. The
distinct processing patterns observed for foreign words versus loanwords
underscore the psycholinguistic reality of the theoretical distinction between these
categories (Kroll & Bialystok, 2013), even when both are represented in the
orthography of the borrowing language.
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