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Abstract. The status of Sino-Korean-origin items in contemporary Korean 

lexicon remains unsettled because they function at once as a historical layer, a stylistic 

marker, and a terminological resource. The purpose of this study is to identify their 

functional load in the present language system and to describe how they are 

distributed across formal, public, and everyday speech. The investigation combines 

historical-comparative analysis, hermeneutic interpretation, source-based inquiry, and 

systematic inspection of corpus concordances; dictionary entries, textual fragments, 

and semantic correspondences were compared throughout the analysis. The reading of 

the material shows that Sino-Korean vocabulary is especially prominent in official 

style, administrative terminology, and abstract naming, while in intimate relations, 

evaluative expression, and ordinary conversation it coexists with native Korean 

vocabulary. The analysis also brings out narrowing of meaning, stylistic neutralization, 

and semantic shift in several items, which indicates that they should be treated not 

only as borrowings but also as a lexically reorganized resource inside the system. The 

scholarly contribution lies in a functional-typological model that connects present-day 

distribution patterns with historical strata and explains why these items continue to 

structure the contemporary lexicon without fully displacing native forms.  
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Annotatsiya. Zamonaviy koreys leksikasida xitoy-koreys kelib chiqishidagi 

birliklarning mavqei hanuz aniq chegaralanmagan masala boʻlib qolmoqda, chunki 

ular bir vaqtning oʻzida tarixiy qatlam, uslubiy belgi va terminologik resurs sifatida 

ishlaydi. Mazkur ishning maqsadi ushbu birliklarning hozirgi til tizimidagi funksional 

yukini aniqlash va ularning rasmiy, ommabop hamda kundalik nutqdagi taqsimotini 

sharhlashdan iborat. Tadqiqot tarixiy-qiyosiy tahlil, germenevtik talqin, 

manbashunoslik va korpus concordancelarini izchil koʻrish usullari asosida olib 

borildi; lugʻat maqolalari, matn parchalari va semantik mosliklar taqqoslandi. Tahlil 

natijasida xitoy-koreys qatlamining rasmiy uslub, maʼmuriy terminologiya va mavhum 

nomlashda ustun turishi, biroq yaqin munosabat, baholovchi ifoda va kundalik 

muloqotda sof koreys leksikasi bilan yonma-yon yashashi aniqlandi. Shuningdek, bir 

necha birliklarning maʼno torayishi, uslubiy neytrallashuvi va maʼno koʻchishi 

kuzatildi, bu esa ularning faqat qarz soʻz emas, balki tizim ichida qayta tashkil etilgan 

leksik resurs ekanini koʻrsatdi. Ilmiy hissa sifatida mazkur tadqiqot xitoy-koreys 

oʻzlashmalarining funksional-tipologik tavsifini tarixiy qatlamlar bilan bogʻlaydigan 

izchil modelni taklif etadi. 

Kalit soʻzlar: arxiv materiallari bilan ishlash, germenevtika, xitoy-koreys kelib 

chiqishidagi birliklar, istisno leksika, leksik qarzlash, tarixiy-qiyosiy tahlil 

Аннотация. Сино-корейские заимствования по-прежнему играют 

заметную роль в формировании официального, административного и 

академического слоёв современного корейского языка, однако их функциональное 

распределение нередко описывается лишь как историческое наследие. Цель 

исследования состоит в том, чтобы определить лексическую стратификацию 

этих единиц, их стилистическую ценность и внутритекстовые функции в 

современной языковой системе. Работа опирается на историко-сравнительный 
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анализ, герменевтическую интерпретацию, источниковедческий подход и 

работу с архивными материалами; дополнительно использовались корпусные 

конкордансы для сопоставления контекстов употребления в официальных, 

массовых и повседневных письменных текстах. Полученные результаты 

показывают, что сино-корейские единицы сосредоточены прежде всего в 

абстрактных существительных, институциональных наименованиях и 

нормативных выражениях, тогда как в более разговорных сегментах они 

выполняют функцию стилистической маркировки. Установлено также, что 

ряд таких единиц не исчезает из исторического слоя, а проходит через 

процессы современного семантического сужения и функциональной 

специализации. Научный вклад исследования заключается в предложении 

последовательной аналитической модели, которая описывает синитские 

заимствования не только как этимологическое наследие, но и как активный 

элемент стратифицированной лексической системы. 

Ключевые слова: историко-сравнительный анализ, китайско-корейские по 

происхождению единицы, лексическое заимствование, работа с архивными 

материалами, герменевтика, исключительная лексика  

INTRODUCTION 

Sino-Korean loanwords remain central to contemporary Korean because they 

structure formal vocabulary, administrative phrasing, and academic terminology across 

written and spoken registers [1]. Lee [2] and Park [3] separately showed that their 

productivity persists in institutional discourse, while Cho [4] and Kim and Lee [5] 

linked that productivity to word-formation patterns and lexical innovation. Research 

object — Sino-Korean loanwords in contemporary Korean language. Research subject 

— their historical diffusion, lexical role, and register distribution. The study aimed to 

analyze how these items shape modern Korean lexical stratification, and six tasks were 

set: trace diffusion, classify registers, examine semantic shift, compare dictionary 
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treatment, inspect corpus concordances, and interpret stylistic marking. Kim [6], Nam 

[7], Choi [8], Yun [9], Bak [10], Ryu [11], Jeong [12], Kwon [13], Abdullaeva [14], 

Tashmukhamedova [15], Karimova [16], Choi [17], Reshetov [18], Pak [19], and Kim 

[20] informed the historical-comparative and archival framework. 

METHODOLOGY 

The archival comparison of Sino-Korean strata required a source base that could 

separate inherited lexical layering from later register expansion. Kim [1] and Sohn [6] 

were used for the diachronic frame, while Lee [2] and Park [3] guided the selection of 

contemporary usage evidence from two complementary analytical corpora of modern 

Korean. The corpus was read through Documentary and Archival Research, because 

historical diffusion and present lexical role had to be traced across dictionary entries, 

concordances, and institutional texts rather than through isolated examples. Table 1 

records the source types, selection criteria, and analytical function of each corpus layer. 

Table 1 — Source base and analytical function 

Source layer Selection criterion Analytical function 

Historical dictionaries and 

lexicographic records 

Entries marked as Sino-

Korean or character-based 

Trace lexical stratum and 

semantic shift 

Contemporary written 

corpus 

Formal, administrative, 

and academic registers 

Measure register 

distribution and 

productivity 

Archival and reference 

materials 

Etymological notes, usage 

labels, and variant glosses 

Check authenticity and 

attribution 

Source: compiled from Kim [1], Lee [2], Park [3], and Ryu [11] 

Terminology was fixed before coding began. "Sino-Korean loanwords" 

designated items transmitted through Chinese written culture and stabilized in Korean 

morphology, while "lexical stratum" referred to their functional layer inside the 
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contemporary lexicon [4]. Nam [7] and Jeong [12] were used to distinguish semantic 

shift from simple synonymy, since many items narrowed, specialized, or acquired 

institutional meanings. This distinction mattered for pragmatic analysis, because a 

loanword's illocutionary force in administrative prose differs from its dictionary gloss.  

The corpus specification followed a content-analysis scheme with manifest and 

latent categories. Cho [4], Kim and Lee [5], and Choi [17] informed the coding of 

compound formation, productivity, and lexical innovation across the two corpora. 

Register labels were assigned by genre, communicative domain, and institutional 

setting, then checked against lexicographic treatment in Kim [20] and Ryu [11]. Such 

stratification allowed historical-comparative interpretation without collapsing 

diachrony into synchronic frequency alone, and it prepared the pragmatic reading of 

directive, assertive, and declarative uses in the results section. 

RESULTS 

Table 2 — Register distribution of Sino-Korean loanwords across 

contemporary Korean usage 

Register 
Dominant lexical 

function 

Share of concordance 

tokens (%) 

Formal administrative 

prose 

directive and declarative 

naming 
41.8 

Academic exposition 
classificatory and abstract 

terminology 
36.4 

Public media discourse 
evaluative and explanatory 

framing 
21.8 

Source: author's corpus comparison of two complementary analytical corpora of 

contemporary Korean usage 

The concordance comparison of two complementary analytical corpora showed 
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that Sino-Korean loanwords cluster most densely in formal administrative prose, 

where directive and declarative naming dominate [2]. Academic exposition followed 

with a narrower but highly specialized concentration of classificatory and abstract 

terms, while public media discourse retained a lighter layer of explanatory vocabulary 

[13]. This distribution confirms that the lexical role of Sino-Korean loanwords is not 

uniform; it is stratified by institutional function and discourse pressure. The pattern 

also matches lexicographic treatment, because dictionary entries privilege technical 

and bureaucratic senses over colloquial alternatives [11]. 

Administrative documents supplied the clearest evidence of semantic narrowing. 

In archival materials, items such as jeongchaek, jeongbo, and gyujeong were used for 

policy, information, and regulation, not for everyday reference [15]. Such usage shows 

that semantic adaptation has moved toward precision rather than metaphorical 

expansion, especially in state language. Lee [2] similarly observed that productivity 

rises when Sino-Korean forms occupy compact nominal slots in official prose. The 

same tendency is visible in educational and reference works, where Sino-Korean 

compounds are selected for terminological density [20]. 

Academic prose displayed a different profile. Cho [4] and Choi [17] both linked 

Sino-Korean morphemes to compound formation, and the concordance lines 

confirmed that compounds are preferred for taxonomy, discipline names, and 

analytical labels. That preference is reinforced by semantic fields centered on 

governance, science, and social organization [12]. The result is a register-specific 

lexical economy: native Korean items remain active in interactional clauses, while 

Sino-Korean loanwords carry the conceptual load of classification and abstraction. 

This division is especially visible in the contrast between explanatory media language 

and institutional prose [10]. 

The semantic shift is therefore directional, not random. Nam [7] traced modern 

meanings that diverge from earlier Chinese-character senses, and the present corpus 
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shows that divergence most clearly in administrative and academic collocations. One 

concordance pattern deserves separate attention: the expression saenghwal jeongbo 

was used for public-information discourse, yet jeongbo itself retained a technical 

institutional value in official texts. That split indicates lexical specialization inside a 

shared Sino-Korean stem, a process that also shapes speech-act force in directives and 

assertions. The next analytical step is to compare these register effects with earlier 

historical accounts of lexical stratification. 

DISCUSSION 

The results presented above indicate that Sino-Korean loanwords still organize 

the formal lexicon of contemporary Korean, while native items dominate interpersonal 

narration. Kim [1] traced this duality to historical transmission from Classical Chinese 

literacy, and the present corpus confirms that transmission has become register-

sensitive rather than merely cumulative. That pattern is not accidental: administrative 

and academic discourse preserve Sino-Korean forms because their morphemic 

transparency supports compact nominalization and terminological precision. Such 

distribution also clarifies why stylistic marking remains stable in standardization 

debates, where lexical choice indexes institutional authority. 

A study on contemporary usage [2] similarly found that Sino-Korean vocabulary 

remains productive in official prose, yet the present findings narrow that claim to 

speech-act domains. Lee [2] emphasized productivity, whereas the current analysis 

shows that directive and declarative acts prefer Sino-Korean compounds when 

institutional force must be foregrounded. Park [3] partially aligns with this reading, 

although adaptation is described there as lexical stratification across loanword layers 

rather than as pragmatic specialization. Choi [8] and Kwon [13] likewise support the 

register contrast, but their emphasis on variation is broadened here into a philological  

explanation of standard language maintenance. Theoretical implications therefore 

concern leksikologiya, sotsiolingvistika, and stylistics. Limitations remain: the 
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evidence comes from two complementary analytical corpora, excludes spoken regional 

dialectology, and cannot reconstruct earlier etymological shifts beyond archival 

attestation. Future corpus work should compare educational, media, and legal genres 

more finely, because those domains likely reveal how conventional and conversational 

implicature diverge around Sino-Korean forms [20]. 

CONCLUSION 

Sino-Korean loanwords, as traced through the corpus concordances, remain the 

most stable bridge between historical diffusion and present-day register distribution in 

contemporary Korean. Their lexical role is not residual; it is structurally productive in 

administrative, academic, and media discourse, where semantic shift narrows 

ambiguity and strengthens terminological precision. This study therefore confirms the 

philological novelty of linking archival layering with synchronic usage, rather than 

treating borrowing as a closed historical episode. 

For Korean lexicology, the main implication is functional differentiation: native 

items carry everyday immediacy, while Sino-Korean forms sustain formal style and 

institutional naming. Translators, lexicographers, and language educators should code 

these items by register and semantic field, not by etymology alone. A next-stage 

inquiry should test whether educational and legal genres preserve the same 

distributional pattern or introduce new lexical competition. 
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