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Abstract

Research has shown tentative support for a “bomlomerd effect” of English-based
loanwords in Japanese@a(raigo) on written production in English by Japanese
learners. This study interrogates a longitudinatrer corpus of argumentative and
narrative writing by Japanese learners (NNS) andoaesponding NS corpus.
Vocabulary profile analyses revealed: 1) NNS wgtshowed greater deployment of
loanword cognate items than NS writing in both gsenr2) The deployment of
loanword cognate items in NNS writing in both gended not change over time. 3)
NS writing showed greater deployment of loanwordraie items in narrative writing
than argumentative writing, but NNS genres showedifference. Keyword analysis
and concordances of selected loanword cognate it@wsaled widespread and
consistent patterns of ungrammaticality resemblirlg usage. Findings suggest
Japanese writers heavily rely on loanword cognaWhile loanword cognates
arguably contribute to fluency, findings suggestieptal for overreliance and
negative transfer.
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1. Introduction

It has been argued thgairaigo, or lexical items of foreign origin used in Japsae
provide a valuable resource for Japanese L2 lemrakEnglish (e.g. Brown and
Williams 1985), enabling them to more readily asgcegquire, and use the L2 words
from which gairaigo are derived, and resulting irekatively higher frequency usage
of loanword cognate items in written texts or “lwaved word effect” (Daulton 2007).
Before we investigate these propositions throughitiberrogation of a longitudinal
learner corpus and a native-speaker corpus, wéybloeeate gairaigo within its wider
linguistic context, consider its usage, and reuisvpotential as a learning tool.

According to Irwin (2011), gairaigo represent omattire of the diachronic
lexical stratification of Japanese. The first twioata are represented by the core
vocabulary of native Japanese and the fourth-cgratddition, Sino-Japanese, which
is now wholly assimilated into the language. Gagoabecame extant from the late
16" century with the establishment of internationatir, and increasingly so after the
opening of Japan in the mid*1@entury as a consequence of renewed trade lirks an
the importance given to Western philosophy, scieand technology — factors which
continue to influence the choice of borrowings (eday 2008). The final stratum is
comprised of hybrids which are pairings of the ab(a/g. gairaigo + native).

As foreign loanwords, gairaigo are lexemes thatehbgen “integrated with
lesser or greater fidelity into the phonologicatl rammatical systems of the matrix
language” (Haugen and Mithun 2003, 243), whose inganare, or have been,
intelligible to the general speech community (Lawed 996; Irwin 2011), and which
fulfill a limited set of lexical constraints comgal to the full constraints on native and
fully established Sino-Japanese loanwordsdtid Mester 1999).

The incorporation of gairaigo into Japanese isizedl by a number of
processes: orthographical, phonological, morphokdgsemantic, and syntactic (Kay
1995; Daulton 1999; Daulton 2008; Horikawa 2012thwwHonna (1995) identifying
seven types of modification: semantic narrowing ahdt, Japanese phrasings of
English, tail abbreviation, acronyms, abbreviati@iscompounds, Japanese words
combined with English loans, and word play (cited @shima 2002). Typically,
assimilation orthographically (with the exceptioh iaitialisms) is achieved by
transliteration into katakana (Japanese syllabiaraitiers that function in a way
similar to italics in English), and phonologicalby the fragmenting of consonant
clusters and syllabalization consistent with Japan&lorphologically, loanwords of
more than two syllables are often abbreviated (ezga for supermarket) and
compound nouns reduced to single items (@asokonfor personal computer).
Semantic change can vary from a slight change ancel to a completely different
meaning (e.gbagenfor a sale). Syntactic changes include the combiwnif a lexeme
with sury, to do, to form a verb, as in the case&ofaibu suru(to drive).

Studies show the “inexorable rise in the proportmingairaigo vocabulary
across most media since the first survey provitlokgn data was carried out in 1906”
(Irwin 2011, 20). Gairaigo used in the Asahi Shimboewspaper, for example,
increased fourfold from 1952 to over 10% in 19938lk{{tna 2004). A corpus analysis
of contemporary magazines by the National Institiste Japanese Language and
Linguistics (NINJAL 2005) identified roughly 15,00fdreign loanwords in use.
These made up a quarter of all types in the corposipared with roughly a third
native Japanese, a third Sino-Japanese, and 6%dyiore recently, Horikawa
(2012) cites a 2010 katakana dictionary that inetudver 48,000 loanwords. It has
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been estimated that loanwords comprise betweennsP4 @26 of the Japanese lexicon
(Stanlaw 2004; Daulton 2011), that 95% functiomasns, and 85% are of English
origin (NINJAL 2005).

The extent of gairaigo usage in different writtemd apoken genres appears to
vary considerably. Shibu and Sanada (1980) founchiga accounted for 10% of
types and 3% of tokens in the speech of workerscalidge students. More recently,
Ito (2003) found that 8% of types and 10% of tokengapanese pop lyrics were
gairaigo. In contrast, much higher proportions dafirgigo were found in TV
commercials by Takashi (1990) and in magazines INJAL (1994, 2005). In terms
of subject areas, an NHK survey in 1995 (cited @am®da 2005) found that gairaigo
were most frequently used in advertisements, psliind economics, entertainment
and leisure, and sports.

In relation to English language acquisition, despihe distance between
Japanese and English, English-based loanword cegnady give Japanese learners a
‘head start’ similar to that which speakers of Fagan languages enjoy when learning
other European languages (Odlin 1989). Howeveremi@l benefits of a large
common lexicon must be tempered with the recognitivat there are problems
relating to partial semantic identity and differena grammatical restrictions of the
lexemes in question (Odlin 1989, 79). These comaidms aside, it has been
suggested that the considerable number of loanwordthe Japanese lexicon,
especially those derived from English, provide &uahle resource for Japanese L2
learners of English (Brown and Williams 1985; BroWwf95; Kay 1995; Daulton
1999, 2007, 2008a, 2009, 2011). Numerous studipposti this contention (Van
Benthuysen 2004). Knowledge and awareness of gairaan facilitate lexical
acquisition (Yoshida 1978), the comprehension ofitm lexis (Brown and Williams
1985; Kimura 1989), aural recognition and pronuti@ie(Hashimoto 1992), and the
recognition and recall of vocabulary (Daulton 1998)oreover, from a review of
studies, Nation (2003) concludes that, in gendfa, conscious use of loanword
cognate items can be an effective strategy forlwaleay expansion.

The use of gairaigo as a learning tool may, howeveve potential
disadvantages. Learners may not be aware of tlgudae of origin and thus use an
item inappropriately, Kay (1995) citing the exampfehe loanwordarubaito used in
English to refer to part-time work when, in fads origin is the Germaarbeit
(work). The degree of phonological, semantic, agdtactic transformation that
loanwords undergo in their integration into Japanesn have a negative effect on
learners’ ability to use spoken English (Olah 20@fpnunciation is distorted (Yano
2001), and learners are largely unaware of the mgani loanwords in their language
of origin (Yamazaki 1997, 1998) and the semantianges they have undergone
(Tanaka and Tanaka 1995). As noted previouslyfrésggiency of usage in different
contexts can vary considerably, and high frequesicyypes does not necessarily
correspond to high token counts. The NINJAL sur¢2305) indicated that gairaigo
comprised 25% of types but only 12% of tokens. kiosia (2012), using a corpus of
almost 19 million words, found only 338 types dewel of significance set at 30 or
more per million. What these figures suggest i #pecific borrowings and usage
may be influenced by their functionality in Japanesid not necessarily correlate
with patterns of employment in the original langeiagith consequent influences on
learners’ lexicons and word choices. Nouns are mniikely than verbs to be
crosslinguistically transferred (Marian and Kaustiaya 2008), gairaigo adjectivals
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are more likely to be used to modify gairaigo no(@@snlaw 1997; Bordilovskaya
2012), and distinctive (and potentially confusipgjterns of L1 usage emerge such as
with the addition of the Japanese vetou (to do) as in the case kétto-suruderived
from to cut+ suru(Mogi 2012).

Before the ensuing discussion on the role of load&/an L2 production, clear
distinctions must be made among the terms we em@ayraigo, as stated earlier,
are loanwords, generally of English origin, usedapanese. For exampsapa is a
gairaigo term indicatin@ supermarkebr supermarketsA loanword cognateefers
to a loanword in Japanese which is a possible,heoretical, source of lexical
crosslinguistic transfer. For instansgpa may or may not expedite the acquisition of
supermarkeby Japanese L2 learners of Englishlo&nword cognate itenon the
other hand, is an empirical term used to clasgify w&ord in English text (produced
either by a NS or NNS) that has a correspondingvi@ad equivalent in Japanese.
Supermarkets, thus, a loanword cognate item, with the cqoesling loanword
equivalentsizpa in Japanese. It must be emphasized that loanwagdate item is
used to classify lexical items produced in texthetit attributing any intention or
cognitive process on the part of the writer in tdase of NNS writing, and for NS
writing simply serves to determine expected fregqiesof these lexical items. The
distinction between loanword cognate and loanwaghateitem is important as the
authors are not addressing or making assumptionsutalthe processes of
crosslinguistic transfer, but are seeking to idgréxis in L2 production that may be
derived from the L1 lexicon. Furthermore, whilerg&go is a point of reference, the
analytical focus of this research is the measurat#eence of loanword cognate items
in text and the statistical relationship of sucprasence to the lexicon of loanword
cognates.

Daulton (2007, 2009, 2010) argues that the mosufet and well-established
loanword cognate items are relatively stable actwse and in usage, providing a
valuable linguistic and cultural resource, and titutsng “a useful built-in lexicon for
Japanese learners of English” (2007, 15). Englestical items and their gairaigo
equivalents provide interlingual cognate pairs +dsovhich are similar in form if not
entirely in meaning (Daulton 2008b). The orthogiaeptiransformation and
rephonolization of gairaigo is compensated for by “katakana filter’, a
psycholinguistic device that decodes such modiboat and enables learners to
identify and exploit cross-linguistic similaritig®aulton 2003, 2008b). In support,
Brown (1995) found that L2 learners showed a pegfee for using loanwords in a
cloze exercise, Daulton (1998) showed that learceutd produce loanword cognate
items more readily in response to prompts than di2loanwords, and Uchida (2001)
demonstrated that junior high school subjects waée to identify the L1-L2
correspondences for about half the unknown L2 wprdsented. That some learners
are ambivalent about the resource gairaigo off@aulton (2011) attributes to
inadequate information and the negative attitude®me language instructors.

Daulton (1999, 2003, 2007) further argues thatlthit-in gairaigo lexicon is
not simply a resource but assists learners in ifilgatton and use of inflected forms
and derivatives of specific loanword cognate iteam&l actively encourages L2
learners to preferentially employ these items ieirthwritten output. Loanword
cognates facilitate production, resulting in thdatigely greater frequency of
loanword cognate items in written texts — a phenmmnethat Daulton (2007) terms
“the borrowed word effect”. In his 2007 study, prio analyzing learners’ writings,
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an expectation of gairaigo usage was establishedeXxamining the number of
correspondences between his database of commadygasraigo and high frequency
words in the British National Corpus (as reportgd\ation 2004). In the first 1000
most frequent words in the BNC list, 803 types wévand to correspond to
loanwords in Japanese, 548 families correspondéahtovords, and 54.8% of word
families corresponded to loanwords. Calculationgewmade for the first 1000,
second 1000, and third 1000 words, with an exped@dine in the number of
correspondences, but indicating that of the fi@®words, 1808 words and 1356
families corresponded to loanwords. When analyzimg learners’ texts, Daulton
found a disproportionately higher frequency of ward cognate items than would be
expected from the number of loanwords correspontintne BNC’s most frequent
3000 words. This might be due to the comfort inngsfamiliar and generalized
vocabulary, lexis that Hasselgren (1994) terms iti@x teddy bears”. Daulton’s
inference from the results is that, for Japaneséehihers, gairaigo are the easiest to
use, and that loanword cognates not only encoucageall production but also
facilitate overall acquisition.

This review indicates that the integration of loanels into Japanese is only
accomplished by their significant modification, nifaghtion that some researchers
(e.g. Otake 2008) have argued limit their usefidneslanguage acquisition and
production. However, it is also noted that gairaigoan important element in the
lexicon of present-day Japanese, with a considerabimber of loanword types
utilized in fields as diverse as advertising, podif economics, entertainment and
leisure. Given their ubiquity, gairaigo may poteftyi have a valuable role in L2
acquisition. Daulton (e.g. 2007) consistently agytieat gairaigo offer a means by
which learners can access, acquire, and use lodneagnate items, the L2 words
from which they are derived. A corpus analysisrefjtiencies of gairaigo usage in L2
written texts may indicate the veracity of Daul®mlaims — and the importance of
loanwords for Japanese learners of English. Basetiajty on Daulton’s (2007)
methodology, we further the investigation by usegslightly larger longitudinal
learner corpus as well as a NS corpus to identifiyns and answer the following
research questions (NNS, or non-native speakedicating Japanese learners of
English):

1. Does NNS writing show higher frequencies of loamlvazognate item
deployment than NS writing?

2. Given the claims that loanword cognates providalaable initial resource for
NNS, does the frequency of loanword cognates it@ms$earner writing
decrease over time as writers’ English vocabulaspurces develop?

3. Given the variations in usage of gairaigo in digf@rmodes, fields and genres,
do patterns of loanword cognate item deploymeriedidetween narrative and
argumentative genre writing within NNS writing aN& writing respectively?

4. Given the changes that loanwords undergo in timeggration into Japanese
and their employment within the language, does NMiBng exhibit patterns
of loanword cognate item usage that deviate fromagng?

Learner Corpus Research: LCR2013 Conference Proceedings 2015, BelLLS Vol. 6, BeLLS.uib.no

9



Struc and Wood

2. Data and Methodology

2.1 Corpus data collection

In order to answer the research questions outlitheslyesearch investigates the usage
of loanword cognate items in a longitudinal learoerpus comprised of the English
writing of 170 Japanese university student learreér&nglish (NNS) and another
corpus comprised of the writing of 29 native spesk@&S) of English (American
university students aged 18-22 on short-term stalspoad programs at Japanese
Universities) in both narrative and argumentatiemrgs. This provides two corpora
for comparison: 1) The NS corpus comprised of twbcerpora (argumentative and
narrative), and 2) the NNS corpus comprised of fuycorpora (argumentative and
narrative writing at 2 time points).

The writing samples were obtained in strictly coléd conditions. Two
writing prompts were presented to the writers, vatte eliciting a narrative writing
sample and the other an argumentative writing santfr the Japanese learners, the
prompts were presented in Japanese to avoid irdduenh lexical items within the
prompts, and for the native speakers, in Englisioli®wys:

Prompt 1 Narrative:*Imagine two friends went shopping together lastelu One
friend returned home happy, the other friend reddrhome sad. Write a story about
what happened. You have 20 minutes.”

Prompt 2 Argumentative'Studying English (a foreign language) abroadaBgewrite
reasons for and against studying English (a foreagguage) in another country. You
have 20 minutes.”

Writing was carried out with pen and paper. During 40 minutes allowed for
writing, speaking was not permitted, nor was the asreference materials such as
dictionaries. The same procedure was followed endbllection of samples at both
points in time. For the Japanese learners, thengrgamples were collected at two
points in time, one year apart at the onset ofr thest and second year of English
writing instruction in university. The handwrittesamples were then digitally
transcribed to text files, checked to be fair cepiand the files organized in a
database in preparation for electronic text analyShe researchers then proofread
transcribed files and corrected spelling mistakeisere the attempted lexical item
was obvious, in order to preserve and render ifiabke (by wordlists) as many of the
lexical items deployed by NNS as possible. Thenat@unts for the resulting corpora
are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Token counts for NNS and NS corpora

Narrative Writing (tokens)

NNS (Time 1) NNS (Time 2) NS
12,796 15,105 13,824
Argumentative Writing (tokens)

NNS (Time 1) NNS (Time 2) NS
13,570 16,230 13,143
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2.2 Corpus preparation

As the body of loanwords in Japanese has been stmwe primarily comprised of
nouns, verbs, and adjectives (NINJAL 2005), andowahg Daulton’s (2007)

methodology, function words were removed leavinty @ontent words for analysis.
Table 2 shows the token counts for the corpora #&ftection words and non-BNC
words were removed.

Table 2. Token counts for NNS and NS corpora withmction words

Narrative Writing (tokens)

NNS (Time 1) NNS (Time 2) NS
6,018 7,049 6,589
Argumentative Writing (tokens)

NNS (Time 1) NNS (Time 2) NS
6,793 8,274 6,749

2.3 ldentification of loanword cognate items

In order to determine which words could be treaisdoanword cognate items, we
adopt Daulton’s approach of using the BNC 14,00Gtnfiequent word family lists
(Nation 2004) and modified versions of Daulton'®@2) subsets of these wordlists
comprised only of corresponding loanwords. In totalo groups of four wordlists
were created: (1) Three wordlists based on the Bdi@aining the first, second, and
third most frequent word families wordlists respesy, and a fourth wordlist
combining the 4,000-14,000 most frequent word fesil (2) The corresponding
loanword-only subsets of the four BNC lists desadibin (1) above The raw
frequencies of loanword cognate items and othedsvarere calculated by submitting
the individual subcorpora to vocabulary profile lggs using AntWord (Anthony
2013) and the previously described wordlists. Tdllswed calculation of ratios of
loanword cognate items to non-loanword items inhea€ the subcorpora for
comparison.

Comparison of the loanword cognate item and nonvmad item ratios
between the subcorpora was carried out using tlgelikelihood G2 ratio statistic
using a contingency table (cf. Rayson and Gars®pcontaining raw frequencies
of loanword cognate items and non-loanword cogitatas in two corpora or sub-
corpora (see Table 3), allowing determination gbexted values and differences in
deployment of loanword cognate items between: 1SNid NS argumentative /
narrative writing, and 2) two time points of NNSitvrg in either genre. See also
Table 5 for specific comparisons.

Table 3. Contingency table for calculation of lakelihood

Lexical items Corpus 1 Corpus 2 Total
Frequency of loanword cognate items a b atb
Frequency of non-loanword cognate itemg c-a d-b -&-bd
Total c d c+d

In addition, a keyword analysis of NNS writing weeried out using AntConc
(Anthony 2013) and the NS corpus as reference carnwahin the respective genres.
This analysis reveals an unusually high frequeneglayment of specific lexical
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items and highlights those that may warrant cl@semination in considering the
nature of and implications of transfer from L1 t&.L

3. Results

3.1 Proportions of loanword cognate items

Each of the subcorpora was submitted to vocabylesfiling using the BNC 14,000

most frequent word family lists and correspondindpsets comprised of loanword
cognates. Off-list items (i.e., proper nouns anadsoutside the BNC 14,000 most
frequent word families) were excluded. Table 4 shotve raw frequencies of
loanword cognate items and non-loanword items aodnalized frequencies of

loanword cognate items expressed as percentages.

Table 4. Frequencies and proportion of loanwordwaig items across subcorpora

Corpor _Loanword cognate _Non-loanword BNC Proportio_n loanword
items (tokens) items (tokens) cognate items (%)
NNS Nar. 1 2999 3019 50
NNS Nar. 2 3394 3655 48
NS Nar. 2586 4003 39
NNS Arg. 1 3496 3297 51
NNS Arg. 2 4292 3982 52
NS Arg. 2206 4273 34

The ratio of loanword cognate items and non-loawoognate BNC items
were compared between the NNS corpora for both paets and NS corpora in each
genre using the Log-likelihood G2 ratio (see Tabldor results). The narrative
writing of Japanese writers at both Time Point 0%) and Time Point 2 (48%)
exhibited significantly greater deployment of loawd cognate items than NS writing
(39%). Similarly, the argumentative writing of Japae writers at both Time 1 (51%)
and Time 2 (52%) exhibited significantly greatepldgment of loanwords than NS
writing (34%). There appears to be a clear andigierg preference for loanwords
cognate items among Japanese writers when compétielSs.

Table 5. Results of log-likelihood G2 comparisofoahword cognate items between corpora

Corpora / Sub-corpora in Comparison

Nature of comparison (% Loanword Cognate Items)

Log-likelihood G2

NNS NAR 1 (50) NS NAR (39) 79.47 =
NS and NS NNS NAR 2 (48) NS NAR (39) 61.79
NNS ARG 1 (51) NS ARG (34) 236.53
NNS ARG 2 (52) NS ARG (34) 268.43
.. NNS NAR 1 (50) NNS NAR 2 (48) 1.88
NNS Longitudinal NNS ARG 1 (51) NNS ARG 2 (52) 0.12
o o NNS NAR 1 (50) NNS ARG 1 (50) 1.68
omparison etween %
Gomea (NS, NS) NNS NAR 2 (48) NNS ARG 2 (52) 10.55
NSNAR (39) NS ARG (34) 24.11 =

*=p<0.01 **= p < 0.001 ** = p < 0.0001
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Longitudinal comparison in both narrative and arguamative writing showed
slight decrease and increase respectively over, tiroeever, the difference was not
significant. After a period of one year, the prdpmral deployment of loanword
cognate items appears to have remained constant.

In the comparison between genres, NS writing showghificantly more
loanword cognate items in narrative writing (39%9mpared with argumentative
(35%).

NNS writing showed no difference between narraéind argumentative writing
at Time Point 1 (50% and 51% respectively) and allssignificant difference Time
Point 2 (48% and 52% respectively), but the dicectf the difference was opposite
to that observed in NS writing.

Overall, the findings confirm the intuitive expemba that NNSs would
consistently deploy loanword cognate items morgueatly than NSs. NS data shows
that loanword cognate items may be more likely gpear in narrative texts, while
NNS writing shows no differences in the deploymehtloanword cognate items
between the genres.

3.2 Keywords in NNS writing

In the list of keywords generated for the narratNidS writing samples, of the 20
highest-ranked words (by Keyness calculated byliladhood ratio), 11 out of 20 at

Time Point 1, and 10 out of 20 at Time Point 2 wie@nword cognate items (see
Table 6). In both cases, the three highest-rankadwords werduy, shoppingand

happy

Table 6. Ranking of keywords by keyness in NNSitiagrwriting

NNS Narrative Time Point 1 NNS Narrative Time Rdn
Rank Freq. Keyness (LL) Item Freq. Keyness (LL) Item
1 186 205.201 very 304 232.205 went
2 239 193.620 went 230 163.947 buy (c)
3 201 159.659 buy (c) 163 150.860 very
4 132 129.269 bought 231 126.405 shopping (c)
5 200 121.246 shopping(c) 143 123.421 bought
6 110 120.958 happy (c) 122 119.492 happy (c)
7 83 98.861 sad 111 97.884 shop (c)
8 87 86.161 bag (c) 90 95.277 sad
9 71 77.491 shoes (c) 94 95.047 shoes (c)
10 89 68.983 girl (c) 105 74.203 girl (c)
11 68 58.476 shop (c) 81 67.067 bag (c)
12 79 50.054 want 99 55.138 clothes
13 66 47.505 found 77 50.295 found
14 109 40.885 wanted 90 46.542 last (c)
15 36 39.419 ice(c) 84 45.161 want
16 27 39.341 favorite 34 36.729 cd
17 72 38.559 last (c) 34 36.729 favorite
18 27 32.030 cream (c) 43 34.603 shirt ()
19 64 30.663 clothes 79 34.598 week
20 74 30.348 home (c) 86 32.068 home (c)

Notes: items in bold followed byc)’ indicate a loanword cognate item
All Keywords in the table are significant (p<.0001)
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The selection of these items in particular is latttable to the prompt, which
elicited writing in the thematic areas of shoppitrgvel, language and culture and
will be discussed later. The deployment of loanwoadnate items may also be
explained by the preference for NNS writers to dbscthe shopping process as a
central part of the story, whereas NS writing famisnore on description and the
thought processes of the protagonists of theiratiags, where the associated lexis
may not feature among loanword cognate items. TBewniting exhibited these
specific loanword cognate items far less frequently

The selection of lexical items by the NNSs favaranword cognate items as
well as other very high frequency (BNC) words. hder to determine the nature of
the cross-linguistic transfer, the words were asalyzed in context (i.e., using
concordance or n-grams) where grammatical and d&neasage can be clearly
identified. Returning to the original text files a@fanscribed learner writing (to
preserve the function words for analysis of granicaéty), examination of the
loanword cognate item ‘shopping’ revealed the gtrigo/went to shopping’. This
ungrammatical insertion of the preposition ‘to’ miag traced back to the usage of
shoppingun Japanese. There were 60 and 70 instancessadtting observed in NNS
writing at Time Points 1 and 2 respectively. A Gleogearch revealed 5.8 million hits
for the constructioshoppingu ni ikylit. shopping to go) in Japanese.

Tavbrs Iz 17<
shoppingu ni iku
shopping to-PURP go
‘go shopping’

The particleni in Japanese can be translatedbas English. It appears that this
construction has been transferred from the Japanesge to usage in English. A
further example of loanword cognate item usagesh@pillustrate another possible
case of transfer from Japanese. The English lexieal ‘sale’ is widely used in
Japanese as the gairagou, and in response to the narrative prompt, 20 mtsts of
the word ‘sale’ were found in the NNS texts. Amdhgse instances, 10 include the
construction ‘to be’ + ‘sale’, For example: “Thigmhrtment is sale from today.” or,
“the bag was sale.” The word ‘sale’ in both Englestd Japanese are semantically
similar, however, syntactically the behavior istqudifferent. In English, the first
construction would use the verb ‘has’ rather thael, that is “The department store
has a sale from today.” In the second instanceligfngsage conventions would call
for the insertion of the preposition ‘on’ befordesaealized in the construction: ‘The
bag was on sale.” In Japanese, these constru@rensalized in ways that resemble
those observed in the NNS English texts:

(1) 73—k I 4 H AR} t— TT
depato wa kyou kara ersl desu
department TOP today from sale is

‘The department store has a sale from today.’

The department was sale from tod@bserved NNS construction)
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2) N7 X t— ol
baggu wa &u datta
bag TOP sale is-PAST

‘The bag was on sale.’
The bag was saléobserved NNS construction)

Note that example (1) above shows that L1 usageha®e transferred in the use of

the verb ‘be’ instead of ‘have’, while in examp®,(the verb ‘be’ is appropriate, but
L1 usage conventions may have transferred resultimghe omission of the
preposition ‘on’ before ‘sale’.

Keyword analysis of NNS argumentative writing alegealed interesting usage
patterns. Table 7 shows the 20 highest-ranked kedsvin NNS argumentative
writing at both time points by keyness, and agaihigh proportion of these are
loanword cognate items (T1=13/20; T2=14/20), evesranso than was found in
narrative writing (see Table 5). These results saggveruse of the words listed, and
in particular, those that may be categorized asvioad cognate items.

Examination of these items reveals that many dege to specific rhetorical
functions in argumentative writing. The wottiink is perhaps overused to introduce
the writers’ opinion, and although it is not cldesl as a loanword cognate item, its
usage may be a more general characteristic of deasmiting (i.e., using a very
limited set of basic constructions to realize rhied objectives).

Table 7. Ranking of keywords by keyness in NNSwagtative writing

NNS Argumentative Time Point 1 NNS Argumentafiieme Point 2
Rank Freq. Keyness (LL) Item Freq. Keyness (LL) Item
1 447 500.739  English (c) 562 548.301 English (c)
2 191  191.382 good (c) 276 249.508 good (c)
3 159 156.281 think 167 137.235 think
4 117  122.590 bad (c) 149 136.746 bad (c)
5 153 110.247  speak (c) 147 129.557 point (c)
6 154  105.723 go (c) 112 119.967 points (c)
7 107 105.421 point (c) 186 117.097 speak (c)
8 317 93.390 abroad 386 100.375 abroad
9 233 76.952 study (c) 289 86.278 study (c)
10 82 74.931 want 155 82.854 go (c)
11 133 69.940 very 77 55.996 want
12 52 61.365 points (c) 123 43.707 very
13 143 50.979 culture(c) 124 42.746 Japanese (c)
14 28 37.615 demerit (c) 33 38.236 merit ()
15 71 37.228 Japan 43 36.745 skill (c)
16 27 36.272 merit (c) 77 32.043 Japan
17 52 34.177 food (c) 74 31.630 money (c)
18 24 32.242 went 25 28.967 demerit (c)
19 92 31.797 Japanese (c) 24 27.808 went
20 58 23.532 know 38 24.185 speaker (c)

Notes: items in bold followed byc)’ indicate a loanword cognate item
All Keywords in the table are significant (p<.0001)
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On the other hand, there are a number of lexieadstwhich are used to present
the advantages and disadvantages of study abrdiad ¢ar in the prompt. In the
NNS writing, advantages and disadvantages are dretyuexpressed with the phrases
“good point(s)” and “bad point(s)”, and less fregudut high in keyness are the
words merit anddemerit Note that the Japanese translation of the prouoges the
loanwordsmeritto and demerittg which may have influenced the selection of these
lexical items.

NS writing in contrast did exhibit usage of wordscls as “advantage” and
“disadvantage” to highlight the pros and cons ofigtabroad, but more often, other
more sophisticated rhetorical devices were usethiempurpose and in many cases do
not include specific use of lexical items meaniagvantage’ or ‘disadvantage’. The
following are examples from the NS corpus whichrdduce advantages or
disadvantages of study abroad:

(1) Unfortunately, there are also drawbacks to....

(2) Some reasons not to pursue this course of actien.ar
(3) On top of that, you get to...

(4) The reasons are obvious- ...

(5) Perhaps the most important consideration is whether

Finally, the cause of the observed overuse of titiegs'good/bad point’ widely
evident in NNS writing must be carefully considereddetermine whether it is a
feature specific to Japanese L2 English writing@mmon in English L2 writing by
learners of various L1 backgrounds.

4. Discussion

As we have seen, gairaigo represent an integrahezle of the Japanese lexicon,
fashioned over time to conform to the constrairitthe language but often retaining

sufficient similarities to their origins (cognatipfor it to be argued that they provide

an important resource for Japanese learners oidbngxpediting the acquisition and

use of the L2 words from which they are derivedul@a (2007) has demonstrated

that this results in a relatively higher frequenusage of loanword cognate items in
written texts or “borrowed word effect”. The aim tfis study was to extend the

investigation by using a larger longitudinal learmerpus, an updated database of
loanword cognates, as well as a NS corpus to iigentirms. We sought to answer

four research questions.

1. Does NNS writing show higher frequencies of loamlvazognate item
deployment than NS writing?

2. Given the claims that loanword cognates providalaable initial resource for
NNS, does the frequency of loanword cognates it@ms$earner writing
decrease over time as writers’ English vocabulaspurces develop?

3. Given the variations in usage of gairaigo in digf@rmodes, fields and genres,
do patterns of loanword cognate item deploymeriedidetween narrative and
argumentative genre writing within NNS writing aN& writing respectively?

4. Given the changes that loanwords undergo in timeggration into Japanese
and their employment within the language, does NMiBng exhibit patterns
of loanword cognate item usage that deviate fromaigng?
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Analysis of the corpus data reveals a marked andisient pattern of overuse
of loanword cognate items by Japanese learnersglidh in their English writing
over time in comparison to their native speakers€eEhis may be partially explained
by the fact that it is L2 learner writing; it is tie expected that NNS writers deploy
more high-frequency words (i.e. BNC first thousandst frequent word families),
where a significant proportion are borrowed as \We@as. The keyword analysis
does, however, show a very strong preference fdicpkar loanword cognate items
suggesting overreliance on these items by Japam#ses. Moreover, this trend does
not appear to change over time suggesting that thesiperiod of one year, these
learners have continued to draw on a limited resowf lexical exponents and
rhetorical strategies. The implication is that Jegs® learners of English are using
these loanword cognate items as lexical teddy bg#asselgren 1994) and this may
operate simultaneously or overlap with a borroweddieffect.

The comparison of loanword cognate items in nargand argumentative
writing both within and between NS and NNS textgesded a genre effect in NS
writing. That is, loanword cognate items were morevalent in NS narrative writing
than in NS argumentative writing. This was not obsd in NNS writing at Time
Point 1, and a reverse tendency was observed a Pomt 2 (i.e. loanword cognate
items were slightly more frequent in NNS argumewatvriting at Time Point 2).
One explanation may be that NNS writers are infbeeh more by their lexical
resources than by the specific demands of diffegentes.

As to whether NNS usage of loanword cognate iteewsaties from NS usage,
observations of the overuse of these items, anelscalsungrammaticality by NNSs,
provide support for this proposition. The usagenwrit and demeritis in no way
erroneous, for example, but these are readily abigiland appropriate cognates for
the expression of advantages and disadvantagesa®jrusage ofyjood pointor bad
point to discuss advantages and disadvantages is foattemd appropriate to an
extent. While writers are using these cognatesrasaurce, heavy reliance is evident
and does not appear to diminish with time. It soaimportant to consider that word
knowledge also entails understanding of the frequeand how it is used
conventionally in a language (Jarvis and PavlenR682. The overuse of certain
loanword cognate items may indicate a lack of wkndwledge in this sense. In
addition, cases of ungrammaticality provide evidefar the aforementioned lack of
word knowledge.

The present study provides support for Daulton@07) notion of a borrowed
word effect. However, it does not appear as prooedras in his findings due either
to methodological differences or differences in fhreficiency level and attitude
toward English among the learners. His study of #fiects of loanwords in
production analyzes the writing of learners in agieeering program, in contrast to
those in the present study, who are majoring inliEmgelated studies. Differences
between Daulton’s and our study — proficiency leeelucational context, exposure to
English, and learner goals — might all impact oa efSloanword cognate items. In the
present study, the period of one year was not émaygh for changes to be observed;
however, it is possible that a decline would bensséer longer periods and at higher
proficiency levels. In their review of landmark sstinguistic influence research
findings, Jarvis and Pavlenko (2008) note that Asptoficiency increases, some
transfer errors decline while others may emerger |land it is therefore not a simple
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linear process. It is not unlikely that as profiag increases and more connections
between gairaigo and English become salient, leamid deploy additional, perhaps
lower frequency, loanword cognate items which mataié semantic or syntactic
features in Japanese that influence usage in Bnagigersely.

Caution must be exercised when making comparisérisarner English and
native-speaker English. The more frequent use ddicelexical items by L2 learners
may reflect not only linguistic proficiency and oesces but also rhetorical choices
related to culture or training. Indeed, Hinkel (3D0in her comparison of second
language writers’ texts, observed a very strondepeace for the use of first person
personal pronouns in the English texts of Japameisers, which she attributes to L2
writing instruction aiming to develop fluency thighu personal narratives. She also
found that Japanese writers’ texts are charactebyea relatively high rate of use of
logical/semantic conjunctions. While these featunay be characterized as divergent
from NS writing as overuse, it is important to coles that they may be stylistic or
rhetorical choices that do not necessarily refteoficiency.

As discussed earlier, whether these loanword cegr&tould be considered as
a resource is an important issue. Daulton (201dr),ekample, is quite optimistic
about loanwords and cites a number of studies, matysed on receptive language
skills, which suggest loanword cognates faciliteteognition and recall of these
words in English. Daulton suggests that “[i]t ikelly that English loanwords in
Japanese are promoting production itself, as hawagly accessed vocabulary
facilitates communication overall” (2012, 74), aatthough there is certainly an
argument that cognates contribute to fluency, thsue of dependence and
overreliance also suggests issues and challengesnature of the cognate and its
usage in Japanese may result in L2 English usagehwl ungrammatical or
semantically inappropriate. This was observed m MNS corpus as a widespread
phenomenon in the stringp to shoppingwhich as described earlier, may likely be
attributed to the Japanese expressiooppingu ni ikigrammatically realized with the
insertion of the purposive partiae and translated in English as ‘go shopping’ or ‘go
to do shopping’. Although it does not interfere twihe intelligibility, it is a clear
example of the problem Odlin (1989) highlights irs ldiscussion of cognates in
language transfer noting that “[w]hile a pair ofyjoates may be semantically similar,
there are often grammatical restrictions in onguege, but not in another, and such
restrictions can occasion difficulty” (1989, 79)hél question of whether loanword
cognates are in fact a resource depends on wHe#reers can surmount the inherent
obstacles and deploy loanword cognate items atappte frequency in appropriate
registers with recognition of and adherence to sgimaonventions and grammatical
restrictions in L2.

4.1 Limitations of the study and future research

This study was based on a relatively small leacogpus, which entails the associated
problems with small corpus size. One important uieatof this corpus, the fixed
prompts for writing, allows for a specific companmsof lexical items brought to bear
on the task, but also has a limiting and seleatifect favoring lexis related to topical
areas (i.e., shopping, leisure, and travel). Ts#ridution of loanwords in Japanese
may fall more in these areas, increasing the prittyathat loanwords are selected.
Interrogation of more diverse Japanese learnerocarywould shed light on the effect
of prompt or topic area.
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Further concerns are whether the frequencies ofsitelentified as loanword
cognates are the product of secondary educatiqguéaye texts used in Japan or a
reflection of learner English in general. Japariesener corpora must be compared
with those of other L1 groups to distinguish thgrate items from learner language.

Since the time of this study, a follow-up studytwé similar design has been
carried out to compare frequency of loanword cogriggms in English texts of
writers from 16 L1 groups, including Japanese, giglme ICLE corpus (Struc and
Wood 2014). The findings show that in comparisothwil other groups, respectively
and as a whole, L1 Japanese writers deployed loaheagnate items at significantly
higher frequency. This suggests that rather thaerplyi being an artifact of learner
language, overuse of loanword cognate items isagacleristic unique to L1 Japanese
learners of English, at least among learners froen16 L1 groups comprising the
ICLE corpus.

Although Daulton’s (2007) borrowed word effect rédwas been replicated to a
degree, it is considerably less prominent than dhaerved in his study, which may
be attributed to methodological differences oratéhces between the populations of
writers contributing to the corpora in the respexinvestigations.

Finally, formulaic language research approachesradpportunities to more
clearly define the behavior of loanword cognatengan Japanese learner writing in
English and highlight cases of semantic deviatinod angrammaticality associated
with L1 usage. While concordances of NNS texts mhiagct researchers to repeated
patterns of ungrammaticality, strings revealed ugifogenerating n-grams of various
lengths could highlight the frequency of recurremtformulaic, patterns of language
associated with loanword cognate items. Furthermaterrogating relatively larger
corpora is necessary to identify formulaic languagdapanese L2 English writing
with greater confidence.
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