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Introduction

There have been numerous studies of linguistic borrowing that
focus on why a community of speakers incorporates some linguistic
element into its language from another language. This is known as the
phenomenon of “linguistic transference.” Research findings provide strong
evidence that such transferences are most common in the realm of
vocabulary in that the borrowing language may incorporate some cultural
item or idea and the name along with it from some external source.' More
specifically, this particular linguistic phenomenon is recognized as “lexical
borrowing.” Different from previous researches, from cross-linguistic and
cross-cultural perspectives, this paper describes and explains lexical
borrowing in terms of linguistic transformation as an outcome of language
contact. “Linguistic transformation” is defined as transformation (more
commonly called “adaptation”) of one linguistic form in one language to
another linguistic form in another language. “Language contact” is defined
as the phenomenon where two languages come into contact at various
cross-cultural and cross-linguistic levels.

Based on the selected representative data of lexical borrowing as
observed in contemporary Japanese and Chinese, this paper presents a case
study of the language contact phenomenon. In doing so, the borrowed
lexical items are categorized into several areas of language contact, and
linguistic transformation is described in terms of phonological adaptation,
morphological adaptation, semantic transfer, semantic creation, and
semantic substitution. The study raises and answers three specific
questions: What is meant by lexical borrowing through today’s language
contact? What are the most common linguistic constraints (i.e.,
grammaticalization) on borrowed lexical items? What are the most
important theoretical implications for understanding the nature, form and

! René Appel and Pieter Muysken, Language Contact and Bilingualism
(New York: Edward Arnold, 1989); and Suzanne Romaine, Bilingualism
(Oxford: Blackwell, 1995).
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function of lexical borrowing? Starting from some established theories of
linguistic borrowing, this paper presents a model of lexical borrowing
through language contact and its linguistic consequences.

Linguistic Borrowing as an Outcome of Language Contact

Linguistic borrowing is generally defined as transference of
linguistic elements from one language into another, and it has been
recognized as a universal linguistic phenomenon. Whenever a speech
community incorporates some linguistic element into its contemporary
language, linguistic borrowing occurs. Such a phenomenon has been long
studied by scholars in various fields of linguistics, such as sociolinguistics,
anthropological linguistics, contact linguistics and historical linguistics.? As
most frequently observed in all studies of linguistic borrowing, linguistic
transferences are most common in the realm of vocabulary, and this type of
borrowing is specifically referred to as “lexical borrowing.” A number of
linguists have proposed various hypotheses about the kinds of items which
may be borrowed in situations of language contact.® It has generally been
argued that lexical material is the most easily borrowed.

As the term “lexical borrowing” suggests,* the borrowing language
may incorporate some items from some external source, that is, from some

2 Einar Haugen, “The Stigmata of Bilingualism,” in Anwar S. Dil, ed., The
Ecology of Language: Essays by Einar Haugen (Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 1972), 307-344; Uriel Weinreich, Languages in Contact
(The Hague: Mouton, 1968); Uriel Weinreich, Shana Poplack, David
Sankoff and Christopher Miller, “The Social Correlates and Linguistic
Processes of Lexical Borrowing and Assimilation,” Linguistics 26 (1988):
47-104; and Carol Myers-Scotton, Contact Linguistics: Bilingual
Encounters and Grammatical Outcomes (New York: Oxford University
Press, 2002).

® Einar Haugen, “The Analysis of Linguistic Borrowing,” Language 26
(1950): 210-231; Pieter Muysken, “Linguistic Dimensions of Language
Contact: The State of the Art in Interlinguistics,” Révue Québecoise de
Linguistique 14 (1984): 49-77; and Edith A. Moravscik, “Language
Contact,” in Joseph Greenberg, ed., Universals of Human Language, vol. 1.
Method and Theory (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1978), 93-123.

* René Appel and Pieter Muysken, Language Contact and Bilingualism;
and Suzanne Romaine, Bilingualism.
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other language, to meet its lexical-conceptual needs. However, lexical
borrowing may go beyond the actual needs of a language.® Weinreich
believed that the primary motivation for core borrowing was prestige.® If
one of the languages is of greater prestige than the other, then speakers tend
to use more loanwords to display social status.” According to some findings
and explanations, the number of loans that could be ascribed to lexical-
conceptual needs was negligible. The words that did seem to fill lexical-
conceptual gaps were concentrated into semantic fields where influence
from Anglophone culture was strong, such as sports and computers. The
assumption is that the extent and type of interference that will occur in any
particular instance of language contact cannot be predicted solely on
linguistic grounds. The social value attached to particular forms in the
dominant language can lead to interference.®

As a general and commonly accepted linguistic principle, when
lexical items are borrowed, they are generally made to conform to the
existing structural configurations of the borrowing or receiving language,
including phonological structure (e.g., adaptation to the sound patterns of
the borrowing language), morphological structure (e.g., adaptation to the
morphological patterns of the borrowing language), syntactic structure (e.g.,
adaptation to the syntactic patterns of the borrowing language), and
semantic structure (e.g., adaptation to the semantic patterns of the
borrowing language). ° In addition to sociolinguistic and sociocultural

® Einar Haugen, The Norwegian Language in America: A Study in Bilingual
Behavior (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1953).

® Uriel Weinreich, Languages in Contact (The Hague: Mouton, 1968).

" Carol Myers-Scotton and John Okeju, “Neighbors and Lexical
Borrowing,” Language 49 (1973): 871-889; and Raymond Mougeon and
Edouard Beniak, “The Extralinguistic Correlates of Core Lexical
Borrowing,” in John R. Rickford, ed., Proceedings of NWAV-XV (Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 1988).

® Leslie M. Beebe, “Sociolinguistic Variation and Style Shifting in Second
Language Acquisition,” Language Learning 30 (1980): 433-448; and
Raymond Mougeon, Edouard Beniak and Daniel Valois, Variation in the
Phonological Integration of Loanwords in a Bilingual Speech Community
(Toronto: Center for Franco-Ontario Studies, Ontario Institute of Education,
1985).

° Appel and Muysken, Language Contact and Bilingualism.



20 XUEXIN LIU

motivations for lexical borrowing, one of the most significant findings of
the previous studies is that lexical borrowing is one of the primary forces
behind changes in the lexicon of many languages.™

It may be true that the filling in of lexical-conceptual gaps is not
the only reason for lexical borrowing, but that there are various
sociolinguistic and sociocultural motivations for lexical borrowing. What
makes this study of lexical borrowing similar to, but also different from, the
previous ones is that it describes and explains the phenomenon in terms of
cross-linguistic variations in language-specific structural (i.e., grammatical)
constraints on borrowed items as well as in terms of language contact as
one of the major driving forces for lexical borrowing.

A Model of Lexical Borrowing through Language Contact

The traditional term “globalization” has also been used to describe
the phenomenon of the westernization of weaker countries by spreading
western values and dominance in politics, economics, science and
technology, culture and language.'* Different from the traditional notion of
globalization, which is the frequent contact of languages that causes the
weaker or endangered language to be threatened by the powerful or
dominant language,* the current study claims that languages in contact are
significantly affected by the worldwide rapid growth and exchange in
communication and computer technology. Modern technology opens the
doors for immediate spreading and exchange of new ideas or concepts
across boundaries between countries. It is language contact that promotes
lexical borrowing, leaving more room for choices and decisions but less
room for language dominance and endangerment. In other words, lexical
borrowing through language contact is a result of the introduction or, to
some extent, exchange of new ideas or concepts, rather than the relationship

9 Romaine, Bilingualism; and Myers-Scotton, Contact Linguistics:
Bilingual Encounters and Grammatical Outcomes.

1 Salikoko Mufwene, “Globalization and the Myth of Killer Languages:
What’s Really Going On?,” Presentation at The Second Annual
International Conference of the Graduiertenkolleg Postcolonial Studies
(November 4-6, 2003): http://www.vwl.uni-muenchen.de/postcolonialstud
ies/program/PoE.htm.

2 Jean A. Laponce, “Minority Languages and Globalization,” (2004):
http://www.cpsa-acsp.ca/papers-2004/Laponce.pdf.


http://www.vwl.uni-muenchen.de/postcolonialstud%0bies/program/PoE.htm
http://www.vwl.uni-muenchen.de/postcolonialstud%0bies/program/PoE.htm
http://www.cpsa-acsp.ca/papers-2004/Laponce.pdf
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between the weaker or endangered and the powerful or dominant languages.
Thus, lexical borrowing through language contact becomes beneficial and
lasting because such linguistic borrowing is strongly motivated by both
conceptual and cultural influence and acceptance.

One of the major claims of this paper about the nature and function
of lexical borrowing is that certain areas that are directly affected by
language contact may import relatively new ideas or concepts from other
languages, and such imported ideas or concepts are linguistically realized in
the lexical items borrowed from the source language. Lexical borrowing
through language contact bridges the lexical-conceptual gaps between the
source language and the receiving language. This paper proposes that it is
the specific language contact areas that impel lexical borrowing. Thus,
borrowed lexical items are categorized into several areas of language
contact: technology, world market, education, and culture.

One of the other major claims presented in this paper is that
borrowed lexical items acquired through language contact must go through
various linguistic transformations, and such transformations are language-
specific. According to the representative instances of lexical borrowing
investigated in this paper, five particular linguistic transformations as
observed in those instances are identified: phonological adaptation,
morphological adaptation, semantic transfer, semantic creation, and
substitution.

According to the idea above about the relationship between
language contact and lexical borrowing and outcomes of borrowed items
through linguistic transformations, a model of lexical borrowing developed
through language contact. Figure 1 illustrates this model.

“Language contact” is on the top of the figure, symbolizing its
driving force for lexical borrowing, and refers to cross-cultural and cross-
linguistic influence in four specific areas: technology, world market,
education, and culture. “Borrowed lexical items” include words and phrases
that contain lexical content in each of these four specific areas of language
contact. This paper claims that lexical borrowing occurs mainly for lexical-
conceptual reasons. Such borrowed lexical items may go through five
linguistic  transformations:  phonological adaptation, morphological
adaptation, semantic transfer, semantic creation, or substitution, depending
on language-specific linguistic mechanisms of the receiving language.
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“Phonological adaptation” means that the receiving language
employs the original pronunciation of the word or phrase from the source
language with some necessary adaptation to meet the phonological structure
of the receiving language, called “target pronunciation.” The source
meaning (i.e., original meaning) of the borrowed items remains unchanged.
“Morphological adaptation” means that the receiving language adapts the
borrowed items to its special morphological structure, called “target
morphological structure.” “Semantic transfer” means that the receiving
language only borrows the meaning of the word/phrase from the source
language without borrowing its source pronunciation. This is done by
meaningful translation. “Semantic creation” means that the receiving
language only employs the pronunciation of the word or phrase of the
source language, usually with some phonological adaptation, and adds some
meaning to it. Thus, such an added lexical meaning is actually created
rather than borrowed from the source language. “Substitution” means that if
the borrowed item is used for a concept which already exists in the culture
of the receiving language, rather than “addition” if it is a new concept.
Thus, the borrowed item co-exists with the equivalent item of the receiving
language.

Lexical Borrowing and Linguistic Transformations

As mentioned earlier, this study recognizes language contact as
one of the major driving forces for lexical borrowing. The representative
instances of lexical borrowing are categorized into the four areas directly
affected by global influence. Table 1 includes such instances of relatively
recently borrowed lexical items from English to Japanese.™

Table 1. Lexical Borrowing: English — Japanese

Areas of Source Language Receiving Phonetic Spelling
Language (English) L-anguage (Romanization)
Contact (Japanese)
Technology | 1. Webpage Ty Uebbupéji
A=
2. Computer = = Konpyitaldenshikeisanki
— X —|&

¥ Mizue Sasaki, Yoku tsukau kakakanago 5 [Academic Japanese
Expressions Handbook Series 5] (Tokyo: Aruku, 2001).
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3. Laptop VA AN Rapputoppu
v 7
4., Email A —)LIE Meru/denshi+meru
S A—)L
5. Digital FUHR L Dejitaru kamera
camera B AT
6. Internet A H— Intanetto
F v b
7. Network F v hU Nettowaku
—7
8. Flash 77 v Furasshu memort
memory 2 AEY
9. Save -7 Sebu+suru/hozan+suru
D IRAES
A
10. Update T T Appudeto-+suru/
— + 3] | koshintsuru
B 5
World 11. Internet A H— Intanetto+shijo
Market market E RN
)
12. Online PN~ Onrain shoppingu
shopping VR
=
13. Credit card TLTy Kurejittokado
F—F
14. Mortgage FEo— Jitaku+ron
Mg
15. Loan °— Ron
16. Conveni(ence | = = Konbini
store) (v b= (konbiniensusutoa)

T AR
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~7)
17. Hotdog MNEV NN Hottodoggu
> 7
18. Coca-Cola I a— Koka kora
7
19. Pepsi-Cola R a Pepushi kora
—7
20. Supermarket | Z2—/3— Supamaketto
~—=7
~
Education | 21. TOEFL r—7 Tohuru
22. Internship A H— Intanshippu
VYA
23. Fulbright TINT T Furuburaito
Ak
24. Panel IXRIVTF Paneru deisukasshon
discussion S$ AT
va v
25. Symposium VIR Shinpojiumu
7 A
26. Fellowship 7z ra— Ferashippu
vy 7
27. Online course | 4> 5 A Onrain kosu
ya—XA
28. Seminar tI)S— Semina
29. Test T Z ~E | Tesuto/shiken
30. Course a—Z[FR | Kosu/katei
2
Culture 31. Rap A VA Rappu
32. Hip Hop [N Hippuhoppu
v 7
33. Tip F o7 Chippu
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34. Privacy 75 AN Puraibashi
:‘/\._.

35. Onlinegame | > 54 Onrain gemu
NN

36. Popular A =2F Popyuralninki
—IANK

37. Single- /Y Shingurumaza

mother <P

38. Image A A= | Imgji/insho
FIES

39. Kiss X 24 %/ | Kisu+suru/seppun-+suru
SRR

40. Housekeeper | /N7 23 Hausukipa/kaseifu
— =%
Bl

As illustrated in Figure 1, five linguistic transformations may
result in transforming borrowed items into the receiving languages,
depending on the language-specific structural (grammatical) constraints on
borrowed items. Language-specific structural constraints means that
different receiving languages make borrowed items to fit into their existing
linguistic structures, including phonological structure, morphological
structure, and semantic structure through necessary linguistic
transformations. In other words, different receiving languages may adopt
different linguistic transformations to make borrowed items become part of
their lexicons. Such cross-linguistic variations in transforming borrowed
items into the linguistic structure of receiving languages are clearly
reflected in the instances of lexical borrowing from English to Japanese and
those from English to Chinese.

Before we examine the instances of lexical borrowing presented in
Table 1, it becomes necessary to mention briefly about the Japanese writing
system and phonological structure. Around the 9th century, the Japanese
developed their own writing system based on syllables: hiragana (O~ 5 2373,
A44),\ and katakana (%7 & #1F, Ji{ii44). Hiragana and katakana each
consist of 46 signs, which originally were kanji but were simplified over the
centuries. Even though one can theoretically write the whole language in
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hiragana, it is usually used only for grammatical endings of verbs, nouns,
and adjectives, as well as for particles, and several other original Japanese
words which are not written in kanji. The katakana syllabary was derived
from abbreviated Chinese characters used by Buddhist monks to indicate
the correct pronunciations of Chinese texts in the 9th century. At first there
were many different symbols to represent one syllable of spoken Japanese,
but over the years the system was streamlined. By the 14th century, there
was a more or less one-to-one correspondence between spoken and written
syllables. The word katakana means “part (of kanji)” syllabic script. The
“part” refers to the fact that katakana characters represent parts of kanji.
Since the 20th century, katakana has been used mainly to write non-Chinese
loan words, onomatopoeic words, foreign names, in telegrams and for
emphasis. Before the 20th century all foreign loanwords were written with
kanji. In addition to hiragana and katakana, kanji (£5) are the Chinese
characters that are used in the modern Japanese logographic writing system
along with hiragana, katakana, Arabic numerals, and the occasional use of
the Latin alphabet.

The Japanese sound structure is made of moras instead of syllables
(as the katakana and hiragana phonetic writing systems explicitly do). The
Japanese mora may consist of either a vowel or one of the two moraic
consonants, /N/ and /Q/. A vowel may be preceded by an optional (hon-
moraic) consonant, with or without a palatal glide /j/.

Mora Example Japanese Moras per
Type Word

\ hil i & ‘stomach’ 1-mora word
cVv Itel te & ‘hand’ 1-mora word
Civ | /kja/ kya & <> (‘surprised’ or 1-mora word

‘scared scream’)

N IN/'in /jo.N/ or /jo.n/ yon Y ‘four’ 2-mora word
Q 1Q/ in /mi.Q.tu/ or /mi.t.tu/ | mittsu = ‘three’ 3-mora word

(Note: V = Vowel, CV = Consonant + Vowel, CjV = palatal glide + Vowel, N =
moraic consonant, Q = moraic consonant. The period represents a division between
moras, rather than the more common usage of a division between syllables.)

14 “Mora and Syllable Structure,” Wikipedia, accessed January 30, 2010,
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Japanese_phonology#Mora_and_syllable_

structure.
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In the writing system, each kana corresponds to a mora. The
moraic /Q/ (i.e., the first half of a geminate cluster) is indicated by a small
“tsu” symbol called a sokuon (subscript - in hiragana or = in katakana).
Long vowels are usually indicated in katakana by a long dash following the
first vowel, as in sabisu $— &R (service). In Japanese, all moras are
pronounced with equal length and loudness. Japanese is therefore said to be
a mora-timed language.

It becomes obvious that the fundamental Japanese sound structure
is CV with the possibilities of V only, N as the word final moraic consonant
or Q as the word internal moraic consonant. Otherwise, the Japanese sound
structure (e.g., phonological structure) requires every sequence of sounds to
endinV.

Table 1 shows that all the lexical items borrowed from English are
adapted to the target (i.e., Japanese) phonological structure and written in
katakana, except few instances with the possibility: katakana and kanji (to
be discussed later). The adaptation to the target phonological structure is
clearly indicated in all the instances of the borrowed lexical items. Once a
lexical item is borrowed from English into Japanese, an extra V is added to
the word final position, for example: 1) Webpage: uebbupeji (vowels /u/
and /i/ are added), 2) Computer: konpyuta (vowel /a/ is added), 6) Internet:
intanetto (vowel /o/ is added), 13) Credit card: kurejittokado (vowel /ol is
added to each word), and 22) Internship: intansshippu (vowel /u/ is added).
This word final vowel addition is observed in every borrowed item. Thus,
phonological adaptation, as one of the basic linguistic principles governing
lexical borrowing, is fully observed in the Japanese data. It should be noted
that in the instances of the words “Internet” (intanetto) and “internship”
(intansshippu), no vowel addition becomes necessary since, in Japanese, N
is regarded as a mora (i.e., a syllable). It should also be noted that the
original lexical meaning of each of the borrowed items remains unchanged
after the phonological adaptation.

It is interesting that sometimes a borrowed item may be written in
katakana and kanji. For example, in 4) Email: &7 X — /L, 11. Internet
market: f > % —x v b1, and 14) Mortgage: {£5 = — >, one part of
the word or phrase is written in katakana and the other part is written in
kanji. It is observed that if a certain part of the meaning of the word or
phrase already exists in the receiving language, this part is written in kanji.
This provides evidence that only “borrowed” items or meanings are written
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or recorded in katakana. Such a linguistic phenomenon can be analyzed as a
type of so-called code-mixing.*

In addition to phonological adaptation, some instances in Table 1
show that morphological adaptation comes into play. Morphologically
speaking, in modern Japanese there is a special “kango-suru” (-4 %, “to
do”) structure to produce a compound verb, that is, a noun of the Chinese
origin (kango) plus “suru” to form a compound verb.'® For example, in
shuzaihomon-suru (interview), benkya-suru (study), gokaku-suru (pass),
kakunin-suru (check), fukusha-suru (copy), kaisetsu-suru (comment), and
chosen-suru (challenge), a noun is in combination with “suru” to form a
compound verb. Accordingly, a borrowed noun which contains the verbal
meaning of its equivalent verb must be adapted to this special
morphological structure called the “katakanago-suru” structure, that is, a
borrowed noun written in katakana is combined with “suru” to form this
particular compound verbal structure. This morphological adaptation is
shown in 9) Save: & — 7 5 /fr{79 %, 10) Update: 7 v 77— h§ 5/
®Hr9 5, and 39) Kiss: % 275 /#W)3 %. In Japanese there are many
other borrowed items that are morphologically adapted to this structural
pattern.’’” For example, in adobaisu-suru (advise), intabyii-suru (interview),
kyanseru-suru (cancel), pasu-suru (pass), chekku-suru (check), kopi-suru
(copy), komento-suru (comment), and charenji-suru (challenge), such
borrowed nouns are all combined with “suru” to form so-called compound
verbs.

In addition to phonological adaptation and morphological
adaptation, another peculiar phenomenon is under observation: during the
process of lexical borrowing, although all borrowed items are written or
recorded in katakana, certain borrowed items are also written in kanji, that
is, katakana and kanji are both used for the same borrowed items. For

1> Romaine, Bilingualism; Longxing Wei, “The Bilingual Mental Lexicon
and Speech Production Process,” Brain and Language 81 (2002): 691-707;
and Myers-Scotton, Contact Linguistics.

18 Masayoshi Shibatani and Taro Kageyama, “Word Formation in a
Modular Theory of Grammar: Postsyntactic Compounds in Japanese,”
Language 63 (1988): 451-484.

7 Xuexin Liu, “A Lexicon-driven Approach to ‘Suru’ in Japanese Lexical
Structure,” Proceedings of the 20th Annual Conference of the Southeast
Association of Teachers of Japanese: 34-45.
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example, in 2) Computer: = > &° = — % — /& T-31 %, 9) Save: ¥ —7
T 5179 %, 10) Update: 7 v 77— b3 H/H 9 5, 29) Test: 7 A
/%%, 30) Course: = — A/[FFE, 36) Popular: 7" B = 7 —/ A%, 38)
Image: 4 A — Y /EI%, 39) Kiss: ¥ 29 5 /#EW+ 5, and 40)
Housekeeper: /~ 7 A F— X —[ZF i, both katakana and kanji are used
for the same borrowed item. This phenomenon can be understood as
substitution. “Substitution” occurs if the borrowed item is used for a
concept which already exists in the receiving language or culture, and
addition occurs if the borrowed item is a new idea or concept.'® As
commonly observed, while “addition” is driven by lexical-conceptual gaps,
substitution is driven by the co-existence of the “imported” foreign idea or
concept and the equivalent “native” one. The choice between the two is
more stylistic (e.g., formal vs. informal and traditional vs. modern) than
linguistic. The issues of stylistic variations in linguistic choices and subtle
semantic differences between borrowed items and their equivalent native
ones are beyond the current scope of discussion.

Table 2. Lexical Borrowing: English — Chinese

Areas of Source Language Receiving Phonetic Spelling
Language (English) Language (Pinyin)
Contact (Chinese)
Technology | 1. Webpage wE Wdngye
2. Computer ENS /&35 | Dianndo/dianzi
s Jisuanjt
3. Laptop Eoay N Bijibén diannao
4, Email T f: Youjian
5. Digital BACHE FRFH Shumda zhaoxiangjt
camera
6. Internet FEEE /KRG | Yingtewang
7. Network prep s Wangluo
8. Flash U i/ P U+péan/shanpdn
memory
9. Save e /(17 Clnpan/bdocln
10. Update T Gengxin

18 Appel and Muysken, Language Contact and Bilingualism.
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World 11. Internet RS T Wangluo shichang
Market market
12. Online HE R Wiangshang gouwl
shopping
13. Credit card BRSNS Xi youngkd
14. Mortgage B/ EME | Fangdai/fangza
daikudan
15. Loan K Daikudn
16. Conveni(ence | {EFI]JE Bianlidain
store)
17. Hotdog E Regou
18. Coca-Cola CIEGIE: Kekou kele
19. Pepsi-Cola S Baishi kele
20. Supermarket | /B | Chaoshi/chaoji
shichang
Education 21. TOEFL e1a Tuofu
22. Internship 'Y Shixi
23. Fulbright ‘EARFEEAEE | Fubulaite
4> jiangxuéjin
24. Study abroad | [F#4hEEEL Gudwai litxué
25. Symposium HEE Sper Zhangti yantaohui
26. Fellowship WCELE2 Huoban guanxi
27. Online course | #A#& IR Wangluo kéché
28. Seminar RN Yantaohui
29. Visiting ShRH £ Fangwen xuézhe
scholar
30. Sister school | #H#kELFS Jiémeéi xuéxiao
Culture 31. Rap i Jiewii
32. Hip Hop RS /EnA Shuochang/xtha
33. Tip INE Xigofei
34. Privacy V=L FLER Yinsi/simi
35. Online game | #A#& Sk Wangluo youxi
36. Popularity =) Rénqi
37. Single-parent | BE# Dangin
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38. Talk show e 055 Tuokouxin

39. Mistress —1 Erndi

40. Housekeeper | i/ FEE Jiazheng/
Jjiazhéngyuan

The above description and analysis of the English — Japanese
lexical items provide the evidence that borrowed items must go through
necessary linguistic transformations, such as phonological adaptation,
morphological adaptation, and substitution. However, as claimed in this
study, different receiving languages may need different linguistic
transformations in order for borrowed items to be embedded in its existing
linguistic structure. Although the current study only makes a comparison
between Japanese and Chinese in linguistic transformations, the assumption
that particular linguistic transformational rules governing lexical borrowing
are required for the linguistic structure of a particular receiving language. In
other words, some linguistic transformations must be applied to some
particular receiving languages but not necessarily to other receiving
languages. The description and analysis of the English — Chinese lexical
borrowing provides such evidence.*

Table 2 includes some typical instances of relatively recently
borrowed lexical items from English to Chinese. The instances immediately
indicate that though those borrowed items are mostly the same ones as
borrowed into Japanese, there is no phonological adaptation in order for
those items to be embedded in the Chinese language. Almost all the
borrowed items are in fact semantically translated into Chinese. This
phenomenon is called “semantic transfer,” that is, the receiving language
only employs the source meaning of the borrowed item through translation
without keeping its source pronunciation. Take a few for example, in 1)
Webpage: #d &, 13) Credit card: 15 i, 25) Symposium: ZEMF Fa,
and 39) Mistress: — %, only the meaning of the borrowed item is
semantically transferred into Chinese without its source pronunciation.®

9 Shangwu Cishu Yanjiu Zhongxin, Xinhua xinciyu cidian (Shanghai:
Shangwu yinshuguan, 2003).

O —#y is translated from “mistress,” meaning a woman who has a
continuing extramarital sexual relationship with a man, especially, a man
who provides her with financial support, such as food, dwelling place and
money. The reason why the Chinese language borrows the word “mistress”
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Another interesting example of meaningful translation is that in 23)
“Fulbright,” a proper name without its lexical content, is translated into “&
i fE4F with the addition of “#%£:4>” to make the word semantically
meaningful.

However, it is possible that the source pronunciations of certain
words or phrases may be kept if Chinese does not possess the relevant or
appropriate words or phrases in Chinese literal translation to reflect their
original meanings. For example, with few exceptions, “microphone” is
translated into “Z€7¢ A with its source pronunciation, and “talk show” is
translated into “ffit 175> with its source pronunciation.

Semantic transfer does not include the proper names (i.e., names of
individual persons and names of countries, cities, institutions, etc.). For
example, “Obama” is translated into “HLE5,” “New York” is translated
into “It#9,” and “Fulbright” is translated into “& #fi ¥84%,” all of which are
translated into Chinese with their source pronunciations.

Different from phonological adaptation as observed in English —
Japanese lexical borrowing, Chinese, as a receiving language, relies on
semantic transfer thorough meaningful translation. This special
phenomenon should be explained in terms of the nature of the Chinese
language. Most Chinese characters during the initial phase are logographic
signs, indicating both the sound and meaning of the morphemes they
represent. More specifically, Chinese is recognized as a “pictographic” and
“ideographic” language (“pictographic” characters bear a physical
resemblance to the objects they indicate, and “ideographic” characters
employ more diagrammatic method to represent more abstract concepts). In
such a language, both concrete and abstract meanings are represented by
particular characters. In other words, characters themselves contain their
lexical content. It is for this particular language-specific reason that

from English lies in the fact that in the “old” China (i.e., before the
communist liberation of the mainland China in 1949) a man was legally
allowed to have more than one wife (the second wife was called “__1/5,”
and the third wife was called “=1%73,” and so on), and the English word
“mistress” reflects a relatively new and spreading phenomenon that some
rich or powerful men have — %5 for a continuing extramarital sexual
relationship. This social phenomenon is called “&1 —.#/5,” meaning that such
a man is financially responsible for his mistress’ life.
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phonological adaptation does not apply to Chinese as a receiving language;
otherwise, the original foreign sounds through Chinese phonological
adaptation will make semantic transfer meaningless or even ridiculous.

In addition to this very special phenomenon of semantic transfer,
another interesting observation of English — Chinese lexical borrowing is
called “semantic creation.” Contrary to semantic transfer, which is a
translation of the lexical content of the borrowed item, semantic creation is
to “create” or “add” an arbitrary meaning to the borrowed item which does
not contain any specific semantic meaning or lexical content in its original
form. For example, in 18) Coca-Cola: #] I1 A %% (delicious/tasty and
enjoyable/pleasant), 19) Pepsi-Cola: i 5+ 7[%% (everything enjoyable), and
21) TOEFL: 4% (thanks to you), “Coca-Cola” and “Pepsi-Cola” are the
names of the products, and “TOEFL” is an abbreviation for “Test of
English as a Foreign Language.” The Chinese translation makes each of
them arbitrarily meaningful, as shown in the brackets. The purpose of
semantic creation is to make certain products attractive to potential
consumers. It should also be noted that such semantic creation exploits the
source pronunciation for the selection of meaningful Chinese characters
(see Figure 1).

Semantic creation also applies to the items borrowed from other
languages into Chinese. For example, from German to Chinese, in BMW:
55 (biomai), FE(bio) means “treasure” and 5 (mi) means “horse,” two
together meaning “treasure horse,” and in [Mercedes] Benz: Z&ii (bénchi),
7% (ben) means “running” and Bt (chi) means “quickly,” two together
meaning “running quickly.” Although these two German automobiles are
recognized as being world-top class, their names are simply those of the
automobile companies without any specific lexical content about the
products themselves. It is through such a particular linguistic transformation
(i.e., semantic creation) that such names become semantically meaningful
and attractive. Of course, it is possible that such borrowed items may retain
their source pronunciation without semantic creation depending on the
translator’s intention.

It also becomes clear that although “morphological adaptation”
applies to Japanese, it does not apply to Chinese. This is because all lexical
items borrowed from English can easily fit into the Chinese morphological
structure, and thus no such adaptation becomes necessary. A further
difference between Japanese and Chinese lies in the fact that while
“substitution” may occur in Japanese, it does not occur in Chinese. As
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explained earlier, Japanese has three components as the composition of the
language: hiragana, katakana and kanji, each playing its own specific role in
the Japanese linguistic realization. Fundamentally different from Japanese,
Chinese does not possess any other means to write or record borrowed
items. In other words, all borrowed items go through either semantic
transfer or semantic creation and are written in Chinese characters even
though Chinese may possess similar concepts of the borrowed items.

Conclusion

This case study of lexical borrowing regards today’s language
contact phenomenon as one of the most important factors in linguistic
transference. This is because new ideas or concepts in certain common
areas, such as technology, world market, education and culture, can easily
spread across boundaries between countries, especially in today’s
worldwide interaction and exchange. One of the major claims presented in
this paper is that lexical borrowing goes beyond the lexical-conceptual
needs on linguistic grounds and is an unavoidable outcome of languages in
contact on global grounds. The typical instances of lexical borrowing
observed and discussed in this study indicate that it is language contact in
various areas of contemporary human life that makes relatively new
concepts accepted by different countries. If today’s lexical borrowing is
understood in terms of language contact, it can be predicted that more and
more lexical borrowing will occur across boundaries of countries and thus
more and more concepts will be shared universally. Lexical borrowing in
terms of language dominance alone becomes insufficient in explaining such
a global linguistic phenomenon.

This case study also relates global lexical borrowing to linguistic
transformations. The other major claim is that borrowed lexical items must
go through various linguistic transformations, and such transformations are
language-specific linguistic rules for different receiving languages to embed
borrowed items in their existing linguistic structures. Although such
transformational rules are universal in the sense that they may apply to
various receiving languages, they may not necessarily apply to all receiving
languages. As illustrated in this paper, while phonological adaptation,
morphological adaptation and substitution apply to Japanese as the
receiving language, only semantic transfer and semantic creation apply to
Chinese as the receiving language. Although both Japanese and Chinese
borrowed the same lexical items from English, they adopt different
universally available linguistic transformations in making borrowed items
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part of their respective languages. Thus, while Japanese makes borrowed
items sound “foreign” through phonological adaptation, Chinese makes
borrowed items sound “native” through semantic transfer. In addition,
different receiving languages may exploit borrowed items to serve their
own special purposes. Thus, while Japanese borrows certain lexical items to
substitute its existing lexical items, Chinese borrows certain lexical items
and create their meanings to enrich its lexicon.

Based on the observations and explanations of lexical borrowing
through language contact and language-specific linguistic transformations
from different perspectives, this case study offers a new window into the
nature of lexical borrowing and linguistic solutions of borrowed items.
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