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Abstract

Ever since the birth of the first computer-read corpus in the 1950s, corpora
have been widely used in areas like language research, language teaching, and
dictionary and textbook compiling. Given the fact that they pose the potential
of reflecting the overall and actual use of learner language and understanding
the real difficulties of a certain group of learners, learner corpora, a special
form of corpora arose great interest from researchers. With the Citespace
program, this paper makes a bibliometric analysis of research articles from
the WOS core collection published in the last 10 years (2012-2021). This pa-
per also presents visualizations of the overall research schema, research find-
ings, and prospects.
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1. Introduction

Language, as a uniquely human ability, is an eternal topic for researchers. The
very essential base for any language research could be nothing but language data,
and there are three main ways to collect this kind of data: 1) intuition and in-
trospection of researchers for the coming-up of examples of language use; 2)
samples taken and surveys conducted for the extraction of language data; 3)
questionnaires or inquiries induced for getting insights into language use. As an
authentic and massive source of actual language use, a corpus is a databank of
written and/or spoken language material processed and stored using computers
to provide the most explicit and reliable sources ever for language study. A cor-
pus can be hopefully and convincingly used to describe a language or to verify

hypotheses about it. Since the 1980s, corpora have flourished in linguistic re-
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search and are widely used in the study of languages and language teaching. In
the same vein, questions like what the language of a learner is really like, in what
way it varies from one to another, and how it evolves and develops over time, the
answers to these questions can be definitely found in a learner corpus. A learner
corpus is composed of various written and/or spoken languages by learners, and
is pervasive in language teaching and research. Over the years, research on
learner corpus has been evolving and upgrading in terms of focus, methodology
and perspective.

This is a thriving subject of interest. As more learner corpora are built, cor-
pus-based learner language research is on the rise, with foreign language teach-
ing and second language acquisition as its main research areas (Diaz-Negrillo &
Thompson, 2013). Researchers apply learner corpora to aspects of foreign lan-
guage teaching, including textbook writing, learner dictionary compilation,
teaching strategy application, and language testing (Capel, 2010; Gilquin, 2007).
Learner corpora are widely used in the study of second language acquisition, and
researchers believe that learner language used by a certain group of learners is an
important source for the study of second language acquisition (Ellis & Barkhui-
zen, 2005). Learner corpora are also widely used for comparative studies of
learner language with a native corpus (Granger, 2012) or studies on the charac-
teristics of actual language use. In addition, learner corpora are also used for
natural language processing or as writing aids, such as automatic recognition
and modification of English writing errors (Leacock et al., 2014; Lu, 2011). There
still remain numerous big questions to be answered comprehensively and ur-
gently, such as (1) in what way is research in this field developing over time? (2)
what are the most fundamental research papers and who are the most influential
researchers pushing research in this field forward? (3) what does the future hold
for study in this promising area?

Over the years, there has been abundant literature on learner corpus research,
especially handbook-type of guides or introductions on the design, typology,
methodology, analysis, annotation, and tools to use (Pravec, 2002; Tono, 2003;
Granger, 2012; Granger et al., 2015). Research work of this type provides de-
tailed and accessible instruction on the actual realization and use of learner cor-
pora. Granger (2004) made a thorough review on the research of learner corpora
in the years, and took a retrospective look at the research accomplished and con-
sidered the prospects for future research in both second language acquisition
studies and foreign language teaching. The applications soon become the focus
of academic attention, especially in second language acquisition and foreign
language teaching (Granger et al., 2002; McEnery et al., 2019). Research work of
these provides a comprehensive overview of CLC research and its developments
and introduces corpus-based approaches to learner language, and learn-
er-corpora applications to teaching. Learner corpus research has been evolving
and developing over the past decades, but there is little thorough critical review
conducted to summarize and analyze the latest achievements and prevailing

trends.
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With Citespace, this study is focused on research papers on English learner cor-
pora in WOS core collection over the past 10 years (2012-2021) as the data source
for a bibliometric analysis to synthesize research in the past decade, summarize hu-
man knowledge accumulated during the period, and clarify future research direc-
tions in the field of learner corpora study. Based on the type of data collected and
types of analysis available with Citespace (v.5.7. R1), this paper focuses on statistics
on publications for the statistical dynamics in research papers published, collabora-
tion network for visualization of collaboration among researchers, institutions and
countries, the clustering and evolution of keywords in research papers, and

co-citation network for the most fundamental research papers.

2. Statistics on Publications

2.1. Annual Publications

Figure 1 shows statistics of the annual publication in WOS core collection in the
past decade, that is 2012-2021. In this collection, a total of 187 academic research
articles were obtained by a topic search with “English learners corpus OR English
learner corpora” as the searching cluster. The range of the year to be searched was
limited to the ten years from 2012 to 2021 and the dataset was set as the WOS core
collection. The type of literature was restricted to research articles only and re-
search topics were confined to linguistics and educational research. To ensure all
the search results are definitely related to the subject matter of this research, clus-
ters like “learner of Russian/French/Spanish/Korean/Chinese and oral/spoken/
translation corpus/corpora” are excluded.

As shown in the figure, a general overall upward trend can be noticed, which
indicates increasing attention to learner corpus research. During this period, the
number of yearly publications is expanding from about 13 in 2012 to 39 in 2021,
a sharp threefold growth. Unsurprisingly, the rising attention on learner corpus
research coincides with an increasing number of the building of new learner
corpora, as a learner corpus may provide new insights and novel data sources for

learner language research.
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Figure 1. Annual Publications 2012-2021.
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2.2. Publications by Highly-Prolific Authors

Figure 2 shows the highly-prolific authors for learner corpus research in the
WOS core collection, who has published 2 - 4 articles in the past decade, of
which the three authors with the most articles published are Sylviane Granger,
Kristopher Kyle, and Akira Murakami. And authors with three research articles
published are D Joseph Cunningham, Ben Naismith, Minchang Sung, Cassi L
Liardet, Fanny Meunier, Kevin W H Tai, and Magali Paquot. Sylviane Granger is
one of the leading researchers and founding figures of English learner corpus
study, whose research concerns the theoretical basis, methodological innovation,
and practical application of learner corpus in language acquisition, research, and
teaching. During the decade, her work included two encyclopedic introductory
handbooks: Learner English on Computer in 2014 and The Cambridge Hand-
book of Learner Corpus Research in 2015. Her numerous research articles cov-
ered a wide variety of research topics, including learner corpus design and anal-
ysis, learner language features, and distinctions between expert language and
learner language. Her latest work was focused on learner corpus for cross lin-
guistic studies, translation studies and data-driven learning, which points to the
future direction of learner corpus study. Kristopher Kyle mainly focuses his
study on automatic learner language evaluation and assessment including lexical
diversity/richness/sophistication, syntactic sophistication, cohesion, sentiment,
automatic scoring and feedback. He also gave special attention to longitudinal
learner corpus, disciplinary differences in learner academic language, and com-
parisons of spoken and written language, which point out the possible research
directions for learner corpus. Akira Murakami primarily conducted research on
L1 influence and individual variation on the acquisition of English, sophisticated
statistical modeling for L2 development, task type on complexity and accuracy of

learner English, and developmental trajectories of L2 writing strategy.

2.3. Publications by Highly-Prolific Institutions

Figure 3 shows the highly-prolific institutions in the WOS core collection,
among which there are Catholic University Louvain, Georgia State University,
Guangdong University of Foreign Studies, University California Santa Barbara,
University Kansas, Seoul National University, University Cambridge, George-
town University, most of these research institutes have corpus research centers
or institutes with dedicated research teams. At Catholic University Louvain,
there is the Research Institute for Language and Communication (ILC). The
work of the Linguistics Research Cluster (PLIN) is divided into five areas, in-
cluding automatic language processing and modern language acquisition, learn-
ing and teaching. Among the publications of the institute, there is one called
Corpora and Language in Use, which aims at publishing research monographs
and conference proceedings in the area of corpus linguistics and language in use.
At Georgia State University, there is the Language Research Center with “Bio-
behavioral Foundations & Development of Cognitive Competence” as one of the

many research topics for which language and learning are among the many re-
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search subjects. At Guangdong University of Foreign Studies, there is the Center
for Linguistics and Applied Linguistics, and learner language and language ac-
quisition are among the research topics of the center.
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Figure 2. Number of Publications by Highly-prolific Authors.
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Figure 3. Number of publications by highly-prolific institutions.
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3. Collaboration Network

3.1. Author Collaboration

Figure 4 shows the network of author collaboration in the WOS core collection.
As shown in the figure, there is a certain simple cooperative relationship be-
tween authors (Density = 0.0056, Weighted Mean Silhouette S = 0.3739), but this
collaboration is mainly based on geographical and academic relations. The rea-
son is that humanities and social science research are mostly carried out in
small-scale research teams, while geographical availability or academic relations
are more likely to form small-scale research teams, and international collabora-
tion is rare.

Judging from centrality, the first in line is Fanny Meunier, whose centrality
value is 5; the second place is taken by Kristopher Kyle, Akira Murakami, and
Isabel Verdaguer with a centrality value of 4; next come Nina Vyatkina, Sylviane
Granger, Hyunwoo Kim, Peter Crosthwaite, Fredrik Markowitz and Hubert
Naets with a centrality value of 3. The above authors are in an important posi-
tion in the cooperative network and play a major role in the collaboration. In the
case of Fanny Meunier, her collaborators includes Gaétanelle Gilquin, Sylviane
Granger, Magali Paquot, Kristel Van Goethem, Isa Hendrikx, of whom the first
four are all faculty of UC Louvain or members of research institute there. The
last one Isa Hendrikx is a PHD student of UC Louvain. They worked together as
research collaborators because they were working together in the same institu-
tion. Approachability and availability are the determining factors shaping colla-

boration in learner corpus research.

3.2. Institution Collaboration

Figure 5 shows the institution collaboration network in the WOS core collec-
tion. Judging from centrality, the first is Catholic University Louvain with a cen-
trality value of 5; next come Georgia State University, University Lancaster, Na-
tional Research University, Radboud University Nijmegen with a centrality value
of 3; followed by University of California Santa Barbara, with a centrality value
of 2. These institutions are prominent in the network of collaboration. The net-
work here is not really well-formed (Density = 0.0052, weighted mean Silhouette
S = 0.3739), only sparse collaboration networking can be noticed. And geo-
graphical approachability is the main driving force for institutional collabora-

tion.

3.3. International Collaboration

Figure 6 shows the international collaboration network of the English learner
corpus research papers in the WOS core collection. The largest node in the fig-
ure is the USA, whose contribution value is 41; the second is Spain, 25, next
comes England, 18. The fourth is PRC, 14; and the fifth is South Korea and Bel-
gium, 13; followed by Germany, 9; Taiwan (China), 8; Czech Republic and Italy,
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6. In terms of centrality, from high to low: Spain (centrality = 10), USA (central-
ity = 9), Germany (centrality = 9), Netherlands (centrality = 6), England (cen-
trality = 5), PRC (centrality = 5), Belgium (centrality = 5), Sweden (centrality =
5), Norway (centrality = 5), Malaysia (centrality = 5). The above countries (re-
gions) play an important role in relevant international collaboration; they are the
driving forces pushing ahead learner corpus research and collaboration. The
sparse network lines indicate that further efforts are needed to promote interna-

tional collaboration in this research field.

CiteS . v. 5.8.R3 {32-bit JONATHON REINHARDT
J;nuapr?fcfzszZZ 8: 2‘53 08 :=)M csT JSAIAH WONHO YOO
AIEVEN BUYSSE
CSSCI: C:\Users\ww\Desktop\f: =] # ifi EbéA0MD® saLen CASSI L LIARDET GAETANELLE GILQUIN
Timespan: 2012-2021 (Slice Length=1) NG CHENENNETH FORDYCE (PATRICIAELHAZAZWALSH  GWYNDOLEN J ORTNER
Selection Criteria: g-index (k= 730 LIN=5, LBYrReas:Qerer GIOVANI SANTOS
Network: N=195, E=105 (Dens X ~YVES BESTGEN xu ELIZAVETA SMIRNOVA (DUNG CAO
Largest CC: 6 (3% oRTEL HIARIAISABEL POZZO SYLVIANE GRANGER RIC FRIGINAL GUL DURMUSOGLU KOSE
lodes Labeled: 14 [
Pruning: None verunnucurens (O Y L (ALISSAJ HARTIG AATHERINE AGKERLEY PETER ROBERT CROSTHWAITE
Modularity Q=0.! 9731 MAGALI PAQUOT R nces Lu ATRIZ RUBIO MARTINEZ (CARLOS BENAVIDES
Weighted, %QG G380 | marue micheL TEFANIE DOSEHEIDELMAYER
Harmonic Mean =0.5402 LJANA MITKOVSKA IA soonvounc seoc RERISTINA CASTILLO RODRIGUEZ
KIRA MURAKAMI \ cusm cHol ONI LOPEZ PEREZ ROSA MA JIMENEZ CATALAN
ENI BUZAROVSKA MICHAEL MCCARTHY
ILMARI IVASKA JOM RANKIN BORMALEXOROULOW olL o v RAPANKIOA “uaamc ons [l EHEU::»« mmmms BENALITAOUIS | SANDRA GOETZ
INA KORHONEN
MYUNGJEONG HA o eRECORISIENES i PETER CROSTHWMTE\AMPARO GARCIACARBONELL m::::sc (rjv.:z:nnocsspan
(BILAL GENG !
ST SUTaNEN Rauzz  gorawons D JOSEPH CUNNINGHAM TALIA JUDITH LASO MAR JOSE MARIA DIAZLAGE
sivuncio voS o HAGEN HIRSCHMANN  (AARON VENTURANE " SSEENC Ik anc wenmymacoonao TR
(STEVEN L THORNE NINA VYATKINA (—%ﬂifczgﬂzum R GHRISTIANE DALTONPUFFER
*JEUJONG s0NG JOSE MIGUEL CAROTSIERRA | & a\NE BARTLEY

KWANGHYUN PARK

_FELIX GoLcHER EMILIA CASTANO

JULIETA FERNANDEZ (NATALIA JUDITH LASO LICE DELL aRLErr (AGNIESZKA LENKOSZYMAR

(ADELIA CARSTENS 217 YULDASHEV soorr acrossiey @R TEABEL VERDAGUER

NCH 'STEF : AL
mmnns BRIJNA NEDIKT SZMRECSANYI
Qalxu DILIN LIU STOPHER KYLE VEYOUNG. HANNA MESCH
JHYECHUN  MARK BRENCHLEY PAMIEN LT Esslo MIASCHI (SIMON SMITH THARINAERRET CELIANE LORENZ

ZENKER KIiMm
1A JAWORSKA
T — JENNIFER THENTSGRARTON | DANIELLE 5 MCNAM. . — EADAM KILGARRIFF ARENA HULKOVA
d JAMES GARNER STHER SMIDT A OSKOZ
t NSSLIN
gm——— wne TR (SABIN AL EU mcuu_ JEIAMES THOMAS ‘dA GIMENOSANZ
(CEDRIC KRUMMES AL YAYLALI (AWDER RAZA AZIZ ELIE BULON KquH I " S—— MARCOS Garcia YO ARHIRE
MEHRDAD VASHEGH!
ISTYNA STEPANKOVA e . =1 YARNAKOUDAKIS
JGERALDINE MARK (ANNELIE ADE}
RIAN GRANADOS [LUCIANA FORTI STEFANIE WULFF il c““‘-'*:ESMRGEMNMYEH JONGEONG LEE
RANCISCO LORENZ ANNEOKEEFFE STEFAN TH GRIES BKFVIN W H TAI
JARMILAFICTUMOVA NAlSMlT RNES GUDMESTAD GIOHN BLA GHANGHIA HSU
NIO LORENZOESPEJO DA EDMON Y LEE REYNOLDS AHAL KHABBAZBASH EINE ANDERSEN  ©
LAN JUFFS (ELVAN EDA ISIK (ELISSA ALLAW
JOHN A HAWKINS
AM OBRUSNIK GIARIA BELEN DIEZBEDMAR AITAO kB‘LEI ‘ANWEN Ko @ (LUNA FILIPOVIC
MTE ROMER dRINA PANTELEEVA CHRISTOPH A HAFNER

RISTOBAL LOZANO

Lo
ANDRZEJ SZEIB \ (MNICOLE wm gjnﬂ_:\smﬁHWGER ZAPATA

Figure 4. Author collaboration network.

CiteS| , v. 5.8.R3 (32-bit
Ja'nua'}icf 2,V2022 4:0(3:23 IP’M csT Stackholm Unlv fahad Bin Sultan Unlv
CSSCI: C:\Users\wwl\Desktop\*7 > # 1 5 Fr\Wos Kemerovo State Univ MAniv Granada Univ Warwick .
Timespan: 2012-2021 (Slice Length=1) dniv Limerick
Selection Criteria: g-index (k=25), LRF=3.0, LIN=5, LBY=8, e=2.0 Borgen Sveucilista Zagrebu  univ Catolica Norte

d

Network: N=157, E=64 (Density=0.0052) iy Exeter Morweglan Unlv Scl & Technol NTNU
e e Univ Pablo de Olavide ~ Setzburs unv Macquarie Univ I ———
- - Aniv Aix M I " . - Aniv Mal; .
Pruning: None v Al Marelle g@oiv Bologna niv Florida  univradua ’ e
Modularity Q=0.9731 guniv Turku st Lishig Unt Glessan v Nottingham - vania uniy dNewcastle Univ
Weighted Mean Silhouette 5=0.3739 ambridgs Asssssment English P T, niv Calif Santa Barbara e o
Harmenic Mean(Q, $)=0.5402 Univ Int Catalunya (Abai Kazakh Natl Pedag Univ dnonu Univ diniv Antioguia
Univ & & B Univ La Rioja (Russian Acad Sci : J\owa State Uniw
Hagoya Univ Commerce & Business d Natl Res Univ  K0b@ URy univ prussel ‘N'ﬂ ey
(Natl Taipei Univ Technol
cHang Kong Pelytech Univ i Reading Univ Tekn’g‘l"iﬁ:a'x Perugia Univ Foreigners (Univ Gueensland
- Hunan Univ
. Ll Case Western Reserve Univ ilin Univ
Sangmyung Univ gunilRosario  dthodes Univ © MNorth West Univ d Univ H K
Aniv Fed Minas Gerais Kyungpook Natl Upj geeh ke Cmmm:z lintv Tubinger (IRICE CONICET Esmeralda & Ocampo Lk ALnke ot t Jladoutl )
v K £ Anglia niv Cambridge R Hatl Kaonsiung Normal Univ Georgetown Univ
niv Aansas i
Aniv Lancaster Univ Pittsburgh dat Taiwan Nomai univ Mniv Politecn Valencia
Wniv Freiburg e ( . {LexiR Ltd
iv Calif Davis niv Birmingham ArinityColl London it Louis Univ
umbaldt Unlv Katholieke Unly Leuven RS FNRS Engiisn Langage ITUtoring Lo | oty
tate Univ - H L]
Univ Alabama
‘ " e e Zatholic Univ Louvain
Univ Barcelona &Myenaii univ n State Univ dniv Int La Rioja jpriv Lelpzig eliing Language & Culture Univ r::nulmngunm Univ
POB 90175 Kachsiung Zuoying (Dept Airspace Control DECEA B H f
“tong Kang Bapist Ui s oo mrcea | Univ Georgia _Guangdong Univ Foreign Studies
€ Sulai ni Pol: h
CENERIS Pod Smukyrkou 10 (Gity Univ Hong Kong Michigan State Univ P iomar Univ Sci & Technol Univ CEU San Pablo AUniv Edinburgh
d
Jr— nR'P‘\*b' China Naval Agiih Jiaotong Liverpool Univ ucL Dalarna Univ Mniv Hawaii Manoa
Mati Res Univ Higher Sch Econ etorla Un ke esgﬁ“iu P Univ Bedfordshire
hia Univ « = =
Uiy Bl Valors Montolier 3 niv S Florida ¥ A, _ ) Ben Gurion Univ Negov eorgia State Univ
Univ Paul Valery Montpellier - cAmer Univ Middle East dniv Westminster dnadolu Unlv
susmongunvsaisteenna a@0Ul Natl Univ Radboud Univ Nimegen (FON Univ ) rizana SMbuyipr -
Natl Taipei Univ Business _enRs Mus Alparsian Univ . Yonsei Univ
Nanyang Technol Univ  Seckmyung Womens Univ & Sogang Univ
. ol — CLouvain o AT ) _
AJniv Louvain garufsbildendo Schule Wirtschaft Koblenz yeongin Natl Univ Educ
Univ A Coruna Hallym Univ

st Linguist Computaz A Zampolli ILC CNR Aniv Aizu

Univ Warsayl/niv Massachusetts Dartmouth Concerdia Univ
L

Figure 5. Institution collaboration Network.

DOI: 10.4236/0jml.2022.125044 594 Open Journal of Modern Linguistics


https://doi.org/10.4236/ojml.2022.125044

W. L. Wang et al.

CiteSpace, v. 5.8.R3 (32-bit)

January 11, 2022 10:05:20 AM CST

WoS: C:\Users\wwliDesktop\*¥ =] 3 if ¥l F:\Wos
Timespan: 2012-2021 (Slice Length=1)

Selection Criteria: g-index (k=25), LRF=3.0, L/IN=10,

Network: N=259, E=492 (Density=0.0147)
Largest CC: 183 (70%)

Nodes Labeled: 1.0%

Pruning: None

Modularity Q=0.9555

Weighted Mean Silhcuette S=1
Harmonic Mean(Q, 8)=0.9772

UEE Glum.

SYLVIANE GRANGER
.Catholic Univ Louvain

FVES BESTGEN

BELGIUM

Macquarie Univ

CASSI L LIARDET

LBY=5, e=1.0
Univ Bedfordshire
KEVIN W H TAI

AUSTRALIA.

PETER CROSTHWAITE

PETER ROBERT CROSTHWAITE
Univ Hang Keng
Jilin Univ

NAHAL KHAHEAZBASHI

TAIWAN.

Coventry Univ

[ENGLAND.
GZECH REPUBLIC.

PEOPLES R CHINA.

Guangdong Univ Foreign Studies

DELIANG MAN
BEN NAISMITH
Georgetown Univ
Univ Pittsburgh ~ MALAYSIA.

D JOSEPH CUNNINGHAM A— N
ALAN JUFFS Univ Galif Santa Barbara

AKIRA MURAKAMI

Univ Cambridge Univ Teknol MARA

Univ Kansas

GERMANY . .NINA WATKIN;IJ SA

STEFAN TH GRIES

Univ Hawall Manca

KRISTOPHER KYLE
Penn State Univ

Geqr@i‘a State Univ
Yonsei Univ SOUTH KOREA.

UTE ROMER
HYUNWOO KM

Univ Int Catalunya

SPA' &IDONI LOPEZ PEREZ

CRISTOBAL LOZANO

MINGHANG SUNG

CRISTINA CASTILLO RODRIGUEZ KWANGHYUN PARK
Univ Pable de Olavide
FRANCISCO LORENZO

ADRIAN GRANADOS Nanyang Technol Univ

Figure 6. International collaboration network.

4. Keywords
4.1. Keyword Clustering

From Figure 7, It can be seen that keywords of learner corpus research papers in
the WOS core collection generate 8 clusters, namely: association measure, atti-
tude, developmental complexity, cognitive linguistics, historical literacy, con-
struction learning, vocabulary explanations, and corpus use, which shows that in
the past decade, the study of learner corpus has mainly focused on cognition,
emotion, constructivism, learner language development, and the application of
learner corpus. Cluster #0 indicates the very first focus of learner corpus re-
search, that is learner language studied from the perspective of phraseology, in-
cluding keywords like collocation, and statistical coefficients such as association
strength. Cluster #1 shows the second prevailing focus of learner corpus re-
search: the development of learner language and measurements of learner lan-
guage to predict writing quality, including keywords like accuracy, fluency,
complexity, and sophistication. Cluster #2 demonstrates the third biggest inter-
est of learner corpus research: influencing factors that shape the features of
learner language, including the learning environment, learning materials like

textbooks used, and the learning process like instructions given and feedback.

4.2. Keyword Timeline

Figure 8 shows a timeline map of keyword clustering, as shown in the figure,
Cluster #0, association measure, that is, the strength of association of colloca-

tions, which was initially used to study the relationship of elements in a lexical
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bundle or a cluster of words in writing and later moved to such linguistic aspects
in spoken corpora. Since 2016, it has been applied to the study of individual dif-
ferences in interlanguage and has recently been used for the analysis of identity
and emotion, etc. Cluster #1: developmental complexity, is one of the important
indicators of language description, and is first used in syntax, the vocabulary
used, and discourse. Initial attempts focused on individual linguistic elements,
but later research moves the interest to the complexity of phrases, noun phrases
especially. Cluster #2, attitude, is first used for discourse analysis in classroom

writing, then move to online communicative discourses, and then to English for
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academic purposes. Cluster #3, cognitive linguistics, is used first for modal verbs,
followed by grammar and morphology. Cluster #4, historical literacy, indicates
that researchers have a special interest in summarizing the literature on learner
language research. Cluster #5, construction learning, firstly concentrated on verb
constructs, then there is the study of metastructure constructs. Cluster #6, voca-
bulary explanations have the initial research focus on discourse analysis; then
there is classroom conversation analysis and teacher feedback research. Cluster
#7, corpus use, initially focused on the use of online corpus resources, followed

by the study of the writing process, then digital-driven learning (DDL).

4.3. Keyword Time Zone

Figure 9 shows the time zone map of the keywords of the research papers on
English learner corpus in the WOS core collection, which indicates the evolution
of keywords of the research papers by year. In 2012, researchers focused their
studies on features of language use mainly such as accuracy, complexity, fluency,
etc., and paid special attention to the microstructure of learner languages such as
strings, phrases, and collocations. In 2013, the research was especially focused on
grammatical structure, discourse, etc.; in 2014, the study moved to the use of
natural language processing tools, pragmatic development, and individual dif-
ferences. In 2015, research was primarily conducted from the perspective of
complex system theory. The same theoretical focus continued in 2016, with the
focus moving to gender differences. Studies in 2017 were focused on longitudin-
al data and incorporated curriculum, disciplines, etc. The 2018 studies mainly
focused on formulaic language, teacher feedback, and English for academic
purposes. Studies in 2019 mainly concerned the influence of mother tongue, in-
tercultural communication, order of acquisition, etc. In 2020, the research fo-
cused on qualifiers, meta-constructs, and noun collocations; The 2021 study
covered morphology, the stance of a speaker, longitudinal corpus, etc. Therefore,
it is expected that the future research directions in this field will be complex sys-
tems theoretical perspectives, longitudianl corpus, cognitive and psychological

perspectives, and cultural approaches to learner language.

5. Co-Citations

5.1. Co-Citation Network of Literature

Figure 10 shows the co-citations of the English learner corpus research papers in
the WOS core collection. The top-first mostly quoted work is The Cambridge
Handbook of Lerner Corpus Research edited by Sylviane Granger et al. (2015),
14 citations in total, which provides a rather comprehensive analysis of the past,
the present state, and the future trends of the subject matter. In second place
were works by Karin Aijmer (2009) and Bestgen Yves & Granger (2014), with a
total citation of 9. Next comes the work by Scott Jarvis (2013), with a total cita-
tion of 8. Then there are the works by Sylviane Granger (2014), Yu-Hua Chen &
Baker (2010), and Batia Laufer & Waldman (2011), with a total citation of 7, fol-
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lowed by the works by Florence Myles (2015), Sylviane Granger et al. (2009), and
Annelie Adel & Erman (2012), with a total citation of 6. The literature above
forms the intellectual basis for nearly a decade of learner corpus research.
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In terms of centrality, the top research work is done by Sylviane Granger
(2015), the centrality value is 42. Then there’s the one by Bestgen Yves & Gran-
ger (2014) and Annelie Adel & Erman (2012), with a centrality value of 30. The
third one is by Douglas Biber (2011), 23 and the ones by Yu-Hua Chen & Baker
(2010), Sylviane Granger (2014) and Belz & Vyatkina (2008), 22, Florence Myles
(2015), 20, Anne O’Keeffe et al. (2007) and Philip Durrant et al. (2021), 19.
These works play a significant part in forming the network, serving as the
bridges for studies.

Figure 11 shows the bursts of highly quoted works on English learner corpus
research. As can be seen that the largest burst is the work by Karin Aijmer
(2009) from 2012 to 2015, with a burst value of 3.50; followed by that by Sylviane
Granger et al. (2009) from 2012 to 2014, 3.27; the third is the research by
Yu-Hua Chen and Baker (2010) from 2014 to 2017, 2.82; and the fourth is the
one by Sylviane Granger (2015) from 2017-2021, 2.68. The results further indi-
cate that the research focus in the period starting from 2012 to 2014 is turning to
the application of learner corpus in language teaching and acquisition, and the
building up of international learner corpus. And for the period starting from
2014 to 2017, the major subject of research moved to English for academic pur-
poses. From 2017 onwards to 2021, researchers began to rethink the widely
practiced methodology in learner corpus research: contrastive interlanguage
analysis, and propose to involve contrastive study among learners of different
cultural backgrounds and proficiency levels rather than sole attention to the

contrast of learner language use and that of native speakers.

5.2. Co-Citation Network of Authors

Figure 12 shows the co-citation network of authors for learner corpus research
in the WOS core collection. The author with the highest total citation is Sylviane
Granger, with a total citation of 96, followed by Douglas Biber (83), Gaétanelle
Gilquin (47), and Ken Hyland (41), Stefan Th. Gries (35), Rod Ellis (34), Nick C
Ellis (31), John Sinclair (31), Susan Hunston (30), Nadja Nesselhauf (26). These
authors have made fundamental contributions to the study of corpus for English
learners for nearly a decade.

In terms of centrality, Douglas Biber and Nick C Ellis are at the top of the list,
with a centrality value of 63; followed by Sylviane Granger ( 51), Rod Ellis and
Magali Paquot (50), Susan Hunston (49), Gaétanelle Gilquin (47), Fanny
Meunier (46), Batia Laufer (45) and Philip Durrant (44). These figures were

playing a significant role in the network.

5.3. Co-Citation Network of Journals

Figure 13 shows the co-citation network of journals for English learner corpus re-
search in the WOS core collection. The first place is taken by Applied Linguists,
with a total citation of 108. Then there’s Culture Learning (106), TESOL Quarterly
(79), International Journal of Corpus Linguistics and Thesis (73), Modern Lan-
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guage Journal (61), Journal of Second Language Writing (60), System (58), Studies
in Second Language Acquisition (56) and English for Academic Purposes (51).
These are the most influential journal for English learner corpus research.

From centrality, the top one is the Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, with
a centrality of 72. And there are others following: Modern Language Journal

References Year Strength Begin Fnd 2012 - 2021
Afymer K, 2000, CORPORA LANGUAGE TEA, V0, P13, DOI DOI 10.1075/8CL.33.04GRA, DOI 2009 35 2012 2015 smpmemem
Granger S, 2009, INT CORPUS LEARNER E, V0, PO 2000 268 2012 2014 smpmmm
Chen YH, 2010, LANG LEARN TECHNOL, V14, P30 2010 282 2014 2017 f—
GRANGER §, 2015, INT J LEARNER CORPUS, V1, P7, DOI DOI 10.1075/I0LCR.1.1.01GRA, DOL 2015 327 2017 2021 [rep—
Figure 11. Bursts of highly-quoted literature.
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(61), The Canadian Modern Language Review (57), System (53), Studies in
Second Language Acquisition (52), English for Specific Purposes (51), Interna-
tional Review of Applied Linguistics (49), Learner English Composition, Corpus
Linguistics, and Linguistic Theory, Language Learning and Technology (48).

6. Conclusion

In the past ten years, the academic community has paid continuous attention to
the study of learner corpora of English writing, and the number of articles pub-
lished has steadily increased. Researchers, academic institutions, and countries
(regions) have formed a certain network of collaboration, but the network den-
sity is rather small (density < 0.006), and the cluster average contour value is
small (Silhouette < 0.5), which shows that we have a reason to strengthen inter-
national and domestic collaboration in the study of English learner Corpus.

The most influential researchers whose research forms the knowledge base for
the subject matter in the past decade include Sylviane Granger, Karin Aijmer,
Yves Bestgen, Scott Jarvis, Yu-Hua Chen, Batia Laufer, Florence Myles, and An-
nelie Adel. Sylviane Granger of the University of Louvain has made major con-
tributions to the construction of The International Corpus of English (ICE), im-
proved and expanded the research method of comparative interlanguage analysis
(CIA), edited and published the first collection of learner corpus applications
and research papers (Granger, 2014, 2015). Karin Aijmer edited and published a
collection of essays on corpus and foreign language teaching (Aijmer, 2009).
Yves Bestgen conducted an empirical study on learners’ ability to use phrases in
English writing (Bestgen & Granger, 2014). Scott Jarvis explores the issue of vo-
cabulary diversity in learner language (Jarvis, 2013). Yu-Hua Chen studied
strings of words in academic English writing (Chen & Baker, 2010). Batia Laufer
conducted a study of noun-verb collocations in learner corpus (Laufer & Wald-
man, 2011). Florence Myles explored and summarized the connection between
learner corpus and second language acquisition (Myles, 2015). Annelie Adel stu-
died commonly used phrases in academic English writing for learners and native
speakers, extending the vocabulary study of learner corpus from general English
to academic English (Adel & Erman, 2012).

In the past decade, the research on the learner corpus of English writing has
mainly focused on features of language use such as accuracy, complexity, and
fluency, the microstructure of learner language such as word classes, strings of
words, phrases, collocations, etc. and the macrostructure of learner language, in-
cluding grammatical usages, syntactical structures, and discourse characteristics,
and comprehensive aspects of learner language such as individual differences,
the influence of curriculum and discipline and feedback, and the influence of
mother tongue. The future research interests in this field are complex-system
theoretical perspective, longitudinal corpus, cognitive analysis, psychological
experiment, cultural studies, and other related research perspectives, and the

focus of research is turning to English for academic purposes, English for specif-

DOI: 10.4236/0jml.2022.125044

601 Open Journal of Modern Linguistics


https://doi.org/10.4236/ojml.2022.125044

W. L. Wang et al.

ic purposes, oral English and translational English.

The findings of this research provide insights for researchers in the field to fa-
cilitate their perception of the possible future research focus, and a shortcut for a
newcomer in learner corpus study to know the most influential researchers and
the most fundamental research works, which saves a lot of time and efforts for a
starter. The results of this paper, especially the part for the possible focus of fu-
ture research, have profound implications for learner corpus research of other
languages or translanguage comparisons. It brings about the need to deem the
research of any field as an evolving process, and highlight specific markings for

research during a certain period.
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