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Abstract

This paper uses a co-citation analysis to examine the research on L2 vocabulary acquisition that was published in
1985. This year seems to mark a kind of transition in the field. Unlike the earlier years analysed in this series of
papers, 1985 shows signs of a coherent L2 vocabulary research front developing. The number of papers that qualify
for inclusion is much greater than in previous years, and the analysis suggests that recognisable research themes
are beginning to be clearly articulated.
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1. Introduction

This paper is the fifth in a series of studies which attempt to plot the way research in L2
vocabulary acquisition has progressed over the last fifty years. Earlier papers have analysed the
research outputs published in 1982, 1983, 1984 and 2006. (Meara 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016). This
paper follows on directly from my analyses of the 1983 and 1984 data, published in LingBaW,
and it uses the same bibliometric techniques that were used in the earlier papers — principally
the co-citation methodology developed by Small (1973) and White and Griffith (1981). This
methodology is summarised in Appendix 1 for readers who are not familiar with the approach.
The long term aim of this series of papers is to provide a historical account of the way a small
number of themes have come to dominate L2 vocabulary research, and to document how the
thinking of a small group of researchers has become an orthodoxy in modern research.

My analyses of the 1982-1984 data drew attention to the fact that it was very difficult to
identify anything like a coherent L2 vocabulary research program at this time. The strongest
feature in the 1984 map was a very dense and coherent cluster of influences all dealing with
psycholinguistic aspects of bilingual speakers, but this cluster of influences is very self-
referential, and was not generally cited alongside the research published by linguists. Work of
this latter type was actually quite scarce. Although considerably more relevant research was
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published in the period 1982-1984 than had been published in previous years, the total volume
of research remained remarkably small. Indeed, 1984 had seen something of a reduction in
research outputs compared to 1982 and 1983, and the broad picture consisted principally of
small-scale one-off studies.

At first sight, 1985 seems to mark the beginning of a change in the field. 1985 sees a very
large increase in the number of relevant research outputs, and for the first time the bibliometric
data suggests that L2 vocabulary research is beginning to establish itself as a respectable research
topic with signs of clearly delineated research priorities. 1985 also sees the emergence of
research clusters that address research themes that would be recognisable to modern
researchers.

The VARGA database (Meara n.d. Accessed June 2017) identifies a total of 111 relevant
research outputs during 1985 - almost three times the desultory total of the 1984 output. There
are some important qualitative differences between the 1985 data set and the data analysed in
our earlier reports. Particularly noticeable is that the 1985 data set contains a number of papers
published in French and German whereas papers of this sort were conspicuously absent from
the earlier analyses. More importantly, the 1985 research includes a number of works of a type
that were very infrequent in the earlier data sets. In 1985 we find one issue of a journal dedicated
to vocabulary (Les langues modernes), one edited collection of papers (Ilson), three books
(Corson, Lyne and Schouten van Parreren), and some research-motivated teaching material
(Daams-Moussault, Rudzka et al.). We also find four PhD theses (Kelly, Laufer, Locus and
Mansouri awarded respectively by the Universities of Louvain-la-Neuve, Edinburgh, Leuven
and Sheffield). All this activity supports the view that there is a groundswell of change in this
year’s literature — a new beginning perhaps?

2. The data sources

Table 1 lists the 92 eligible sources which were used in the bibliometric analysis that follows in
Section 3. Eligible sources are research papers published in journals or as book chapters - theses,
bibliographies, and monographs are conventionally excluded from bibliometric analyses
because they cite research in a way that is different from what appears in shorter, more focussed
research papers. Theses and monographs tend to contain very large bibliographies that range
very widely over several research areas. The size of these bibliographies makes them
unmanageable in conventional bibliometric studies. Similarly, bibliographies also tend to be
much larger than conventional research papers, and they often prioritise size and
comprehensive coverage over other considerations, again making them unmanageable.
Conventional practice in bibliometric research is to exclude sources of this kind, and to focus
on more traditional research papers which cite a fairly restrained set of bibliographical sources.
This convention has been followed in the present paper. The theses and the bibliographical
work have been excluded. Also excluded were two papers that I was unable to obtain copies of.
The remaining 92 journal articles and book chapters together make up a comprehensive record
of the research that was published in 1985. However, this should not be taken as implying that
all 92 sources are homogeneous. Many of these publications are little more than think-pieces
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which report their author’s opinions rather than meticulously collected data. Additionally the
papers also differ markedly in their citation practices. For example, about 10% of all the eligible
papers do not cite any evidence for the claims that they put forward, while at the other extreme,
Paradis’ comprehensive review paper cites a total of 108 different authors.

Table 1, below, lists the 92 eligible papers that were used in the analysis. Summaries of these
papers can be accessed on the VARGA database (http://www.lognostics.co.uk/varga/).

The excluded papers are listed in Appendix 2.

Table 1: The sources used in the analysis

af Trampe, P, S Backman and G Kjellmer
The importance of knowing (about) words: some notes on foreign language vocabulary learning. In: Papers on
language and literature: presented to Alvart Ellegard and Erik Frykman.Goteborg: ACTA Univ.
Gothoburgensis, 1985.

Albaneése, J-F
Language lateralization in English-French bilinguals. Brain and Language, 24(1985), 284-296.

Alexander, R
Phraseological and pragmatic deficits in advanced learners of English: problems of vocabulary learning. Die
Neueren Sprachen, 84, 6(1985), 613-621.

Alfes, L
Wortbildungen - linguistiche Muster ohne Wert. Englisch 20(1985), 88-93.

Alfes, L
Wortschatzarbeit diachronisch begleitet und erginzt. Neusprachlice Mitteilungen 38(1985), 88-93.

Alfes, L
“Falsche” und “halbehrliche Freunde”. Zum Problem der Wortschatzdidaktik. Englisch 20,4(1985), 140-145.

Arnaud, P, H Béjoint and P Thoiron
A quoi sert le programme lexical? Langues Modernes, 79,3(1985), 72-85.

Arnaud, P, H Béjoint and P Thoiron
La Lexique. Langues Modernes 79, 5(1985), 128-130.

Arrouays, A
Le droit a loubli. [The right to forget.] Langues Modernes 79, 3/4(1985), 86-88.

Atkins, B
Monolingual and bilingual learners’ dictionaries: A comparison. In: R Ilson (Ed.) Dictionaries, lexicography
and language learning. ELT Documents 120. Oxford: Pergamon Press. 1985. 15-24.

Balcke, D
Gedichtnistraining bei der Arbeit am Wortschatz. Fremdsprachenunterricht 29(1985), 251.

Beheydt, L
Het semantiseren van woordbetekenis. [Learning word meanings.] In: Verslag van het negende Colloquium
Nederlandicum. Nijmegen: 1985.

Bongaerts, T
Taalvaardigheidsniveau en het gebruik van compensatie- strategieen in tweede-taalproductie; een bespreking
van enkele voorstudies. [Use of compensatory strategies at different levels of language proficiency.] Gramma
9(1985), 1-25.

Broeder, P, ] Coenen, G Extra, R van Hout and R Zerrouk
Spatial reference in L2 Dutch of Turkish and Moroccan adult learners: the initial stages. In: G Extra and T
Vallen (Eds.). 1985.

Broeder, P, ] Coenen, G Extra, R van Hout and R Zerrouk
Ontwikkelingen in het Nederlandstalig lexicon bij anderstalige volwassen: een macro- en microperspectief. In:
J Creten, G Geerts and K Jaspaert (Eds.), Werk-in-uitvoering. Momentopname van de sociolinguistiek in Belgie
en Nederland. Leuven: ACCO, 39-57. 1985.
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Brown, TL and M Haynes
Literacy Background and Reading development in a second language. New Directions for Child Development
27(1985), 19-34.
Brumfit, CJ
Graded material and the use of the lexicon. In: CJ Brumfit Language and Literature Teaching: From Practice
to Principle. Pergamon, Oxford. 1985. 96-99.
Bullard, N
Word-based perception: a handicap in second language acquisition? English Language Teaching Journal 39,
1(1985), 28-32.
Biisacker, K
Die 26. Methode zum Worterlernen. Wortschatzarbeit mit Hilfe von Charades. Praxis des neusprachlichen
Unterrichts 4(1985), 349-353.
Cain, A
De la néecessité d’apprivoiser le programme lexical officiel. Les langues modernes LXXIX,3/4(1985), 90-93.
Cherchi, L
Aux deux bouts de la chaine: proprietes transitoires de I'acquisition et de I'activation du lexique de I'apprenant
en anglais. [Transitional characteristics in the way learners of English learn and use words.] Les langues
modernes LXXIX,3/4(1985), 39-46.
Chuget, H
Approches du lexique dans la comprehension des textes en second cycle. Les langues modernes
LXXIX,3/4(1985), 98-105
Coady, ], P Carrell and ISP Nation
The teaching of vocabulary in ESL from the perspective of schema theory. Milwaukee, WI: Midwest TESOL. 1985.
Cornell, A
Realistic goals in teaching and learning phrasal verbs. IRAL XXI1,4(1985), 269-280.
Cotte, P
Les ouvrages de vocabulaire anglais. Les langues modernes LXXIX,3/4(1985), 113-122.
Crow, JT and JR Quigley
A semantic field approach to passive vocabulary acquisition for reading comprehension. TESOL Quarterly 19,
3(1985), 497-513.
Daams, A
De woordenschat van vier methoden frans vergeleken. Levende Talen 404(1985), 499-503.
Dagut, M and B Laufer
Avoidance of phrasal verbs: a case for contrastive analysis. Studies in Second Language Acquisition 7(1985), 73-
79.
Dalrymple-Alford, EC
Language switching during bilingual reading. British Journal of Psychology 76(1985), 111-122.
Davoust, A
A la recherche des mots perdus: pour une politique du réseau dans I'enseignement du lexique. Les langues
modernes LXXIX,3/4(1985), 47-52.
Doege, M
Lexicalischer Transfer im naturlichen L2-Erwerb des Englische bei deutsche Kinderen. Kiel: unveroffentlichte
Examsarbeit. 1985.
Duchet, J-L and M Paillard
Les blocages de comprehension aurale: phonetique, lexique ou grammaire? Les langues modernes
LXXIX,3/4(1985), 53-56.
Elo, A
On errors made by Finnish-speaking and Swedish speaking university students in oral production in French.
In: H Ringbom (ed.) Foreign Language Learning and Bilingualism. Abo: Abo Akademi. 1985. 73-88.
Erdmenger, M
Word acquisition and vocabulary structure in third year EFL learners. IRAL 23,2(1985), 159-164.
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Fahnrich, B
Wortschatzarbeit und freie Textproduktion nach einem visuellen Stimulus. Ein Unterrichtsbeispiel fur die
Sekundarstufe. II. Praxis des neusprachlichen Unterrichts 4(1985), 339-344.
Feigs, W
Textlinguistik im Fremdsprachenunterricht. Textverstehen und Wortschatzerlernung. Linguistische Berichte
95, 1985, 46-63.
Francois, |
Que faire des composés nominaux de I'allemand a la fin du ler cycle? Les langues modernes LXXIX,3/4(1985),
30-38.
Fumadelles, M
Quelques ouvrages de vocabulaire espagnol. Les langues modernes LXXIX, 3/4(1985), 59-60.
Gardner, RC RN Lalonde and R Moorcroft
The role of attitudes and motivation in second language learning: correlational and experimental
considerations. Language Learning 35,2(1985), 207-227.
Goodman, GS, HM Raith, R Guttentag and S Rao
Automatic processing of word meaning: intralingual and interlingual interference. Child Development
56(1985), 103-118.
Gui, S
Investigation and analysis of English vocabulary of English majors in China. Modern Foreign Languages
1(1985), 1-6.
Haastrup, K
Lexical inferencing: a study of procedures in reception. Scandinavian Working Papers in Bilingualism 5(1985),
63-86.
Halverson, R]
Culture and vocabulary acquisition proposal. Foreign Language Annals 18,4(1985), 327-332.
Hartmann, RRK
Surveying the needs and skills of the dictionary user. Beitrige zur Phonetik und Linguistik 48(1985), 289-297.
Heath, D and T Herbst
Wer weiss schon was im Worterbuch steht? Plidoyer fur mehr Worterbucharbeit in Englishunterricht. Die
Neueren Sprachen 84,6(1985), 580-595.
Hill, CP
Alternatives to dictionaries. R Ilson (Ed.) Dictionaries, lexicography and language learning. ELT Documents
120. Oxford: Pergamon Press. 1985. 115-121.
Hoeks, J
Transfer of homonymy and polysemy with special reference to Dutch and English. Toegepaste Taalwetenschap
in Artikelen 23,3(1985), 45-54.
Iaquinta, G
Le lexique italien par les jeux: une utilisation didactique de la Settimana Enigmistica. Les langues modernes
LXXIX,3/4(1985), 94-97.
James, P
Word trees. Modern English Teacher 12,4(1985), 31-34.
Kennedy, C
Vocabulary teaching in an ESP reading course. ESPMENA BulletinKhartoum, 20(1985), 19-25.
Kirkpatrick, B
A lexicographical dilemma: monolingual dictionaries for the native speaker and the learner. In: R Ilson (Ed.)
Dictionaries, lexicography and language learning. ELT Documents 120. Oxford: Pergamon Press. 1985. 7-13.
Koster, C
Het raden van woorden. [Guessing the meaning of words.] Toegepaste Taalwetenschap in Artikelen 23,3(1985),
135-138.
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Lamy, M-N
Innovative practices in French monolingual learners’ dicvtionaries as compared with their English
counterparts. In: R Ilson (Ed.) Dictionaries, lexicography and language learning. ELT Documents 120. Oxford:
Pergamon Press. 1985. 25-34.
Laufer, B and DD Sim
Measuring and explaining the threshold needed for English for Academic Purposes texts. Foreign Language
Annals 18(1985), 405-413.
Laufer, B and DD Sim
Taking the easy way out: nonuse and misuse of contextual cues in EFL reading comprehension. English
Teaching Forum 23,2(1985), 7-10.
Lindstromberg, S
Schemata for ordering the teaching and learning of vocabulary. English Language Teaching Journal 39,4(1985),
235-243.
Liu, NA and ISP Nation
Factors affecting guessing vocabulary in context. RELC Journal 16,1(1985), 33-42.
Masterson, J, M Coltheart and PM Meara
Surface dyslexia in a language without irregularly spelled words. In: KE Patterson, JC Marshall and M
Coltheart (eds.) Surface dyslexia: Neuropsychological and cognitive studies of phonological reading. Hove:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 1985. 215-224.
Meara, PM
Lexical skills and CALL. In: C Brumfit, M Phillips and P Skehan (Eds.) Computers in English Language
Teaching. Oxford: Pergamon Press. 1985. 83-89.
Meara, PM, M Coltheart and ] Masterson
Hidden reading problems in ESL learners. TESL-Canada Journal 3,1(1985), 69-79.
Nagy, L
Picture power: a technique for reviewing vocabulary. English Teaching Forum 23,1(1985) 38-39.
Nas, G
Geheugenstructuren en woordlernen. Toegepaste Taalwetenschap in Artikelen 23,1(1985), 55-67.
Nemni, M
Les maux des mots. [The problem with words.] Canadian Modern Language Review 41,6(1985), 1020-1040.
Nienhuis, LJA
Woordverwerving in de bovenbouw. Levende Talen 404(1985).
Ostyn, P and P Godin
RALEX: an alternative approach to language teaching. Modern Language Journal 69,4(1985), 346-355.
Padilha Pinto, A
Estratégias para a aquisicao do vocabulario em una lingua estrangeira. [Strategies for acquiring vocabulary in
a foreign language.] ESPecialist 12(1985), 33-46.
Paillard, M and D Thomiéres
Introduction. Les langues modernes LXXIX, 3/4(1985),7-22.
Palmberg, R
How much English vocabulary do Swedish-speaking primary schools know before starting to learn English at
school? In: H Ringbom (Ed.) Foreign Language Learning and Bilingualism.Abo: Abo Akademi. 1985.
Palmberg, R
Making sense of foreign vocabulary - evidence from a fairy tale. Scandinavian Working Papers in Bilingualism
4(1985), 68-84.
Paradis, M
On the representation of two languages in the brain. Language Sciences 7,1(1985), 1-39.
Pons-Ridler, S and F McKim
Etude du vocabulaire par la dérivation. [Learning vocabulary using derivational morphology.] French Review
58(1985), 633-649.
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Puren, C
Remarques sur le probleme lexical dans la méthode officielle d’espagnol. Les langues modernes LXXIX,
3/4(1985), 57-59.

Richards, JC
Lexical knowledge and the teaching of vocabulary. In: JC Richards The context of language teaching. Oxford:
Oxford University Press. 1985.

Ringbom, H
The influence of Swedish on the English of Finnish learners. In: H Ringbom (Ed.) Foreign language learning
and bilingualism. Abo: Abo Akademi. 1985.

Ringbom, H
Transfer in relation to some other variables in 12 learning. In: H Ringbom (Ed.) Foreign language learning and
bilingualism. Abo: Abo Akademi. 1985.

Ringbom, H
Word frequencies in Finnish and Finland-Swedish learners. In: H Ringbom (ed.) Foreign Language Learning
and Bilingualism. Abo. Abo Akademi. 1985.

Rohrer, |
Lernpsychologische Aspekte der Wortschatzarbeit. [Psychological Aspects of Vocabulary exercises]. Die
Neueren Sprachen 84, 6(1985), 595-612.

Rossner, R
The learner as lexicographer: using dictionaries in second language learning. In: R Ilson (Ed.) Dictionaries,
lexicography and language learning. ELT Documents 120. Oxford: Pergamon Press. 1985. 95-102.

Rovea, ]
Le vocabulaire allemand a I'écrit du baccalauréat. Les langues modernes LXXIX,3/4(1985), 63-70.

Salager, F
Specialist medical English lexis: classificatory framework and rhetorical function - a statistical approach. EMP
Newsletter 2,2(1985), 5-17.

Scherfer, P
Lexikalisches Lernen im Fremdsprachenunterricht. In: C Schwartz and D Wunderlich (eds.) Handbuch der
Lexikologie. Athendum 1985. 412-440.

Schleifer, A
Reaching out: a strategy for advanced vocabulary acquisition. English Teaching Forum, 23(1985), 11-15.

Schleyer, W
Zur Lexik im Fremdsprachenerwerb: Die Frage der Wortschatzauswahl. Materialien Deutsch als Fremdsprache
24,1985, 60-73

Schlyter, S and A Viberg
French and Swedish as targets in second language lexical acquisition. Scandinavian Working Papers in
Bilingualism, 4(1985),110-135.

Schroder, K
Wortschatzunterricht, Wortschatzerwerb und Umgang mit Worterbuchern. Die Neueren Sprachen 84(1985),
652-669.

Schumans, J, C van Os and B Weltens
Vocabulairekennis in de vreemde taal na beéindiging van het onderwijs. Toegepaste Taalwetenschap in
Artikelen 23,1(1985), 81-89.

Seidenberg, MS
The time course of phonological code activation in two writing systems. Cognition19(1985), 1-30.

Schiister, DH
The effect of background music on learning words. Journal of the Society of Accelerative Learning and Teaching
10,1(1985), 21-42.
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Tournier,
Plaidoyer pour un enseignement de la lexicologie. [A plea for the teaching of lexicology.] Les langues modernes
LXXIX(1985), 23-29.
Underhill, A
Working with the monolingual learners’ dictionary. In: R Ilson (ed.) Dictionaries, Lexicography and Language
Learning. Oxford: Pergamon Press. 1985: 103-114.
van Kooten, G
Het tweetalig vertaalwoordenboek; Plaats, gebruik en implicaties voor het maken ervan. Toegepaste
Taalwetenschap in Artikelen 21,1(1985), 105-110.
Vernon, J-P
Bibliographie sommaire: les lexiques francais-allemand. Les langues modernes LXXIX,3/4(1985), 37-38.
Vihman, M
Language differentiation by the bilingual infant. Journal of Child Language 12(1985), 297-324.
Whitcut, J
Usage notes in dictionaries: the needs of the learner and the native speaker. In: R Ilson (Ed.) Dictionaries,
lexicography and language learning. ELT Documents 120. Oxford: Pergamon Press. 1985. 75-80.
Williams, R
Teaching vocabulary recognition strategies in ESP reading. ESP Journal 4(1985), 121-131.
Woodward, T
From vocabulary review to classroom dictionary. Modern English Teacher 12,4(1985), 29.
Yamamoto, H
College students’ retention of vocabulary learned during the thre years of senior high school. Seinan Women's
Junior College Bulletin 32(1985), 67-92.

A preliminary analysis of this data identifies a total of 114 unique authors who contribute
to the data set — about two and a half times the number of authors identified in 1984. As in
previous years, the figures show that the field continues to be dominated by one-off studies: 98
of the 114 authors — 86% of the total — contributed to only a single paper in the dataset. Four
authors contributed to three outputs (Alfes, Laufer, Meara and Ringbom), while twelve
additional authors contributed to two outputs. These figures represent a major advance on
1984, where two papers was the highest number of outputs that any of the authors contributed
to. The majority of authors who contributed to more than one output (Alfes, Ringbom, Broeder,
Béjoint, Coenen, Coltheart, Extra, Masterson, Paillard, Palmberg, and Thoiron) did not publish
any relevant work in 1984, and are therefore new contributors to the data set. Furthermore, of
the four authors who contributed more than one paper to the 1984 collection, only Arnaud also
appears as author of more than one paper in 1985. Bahrick, Bensoussan and Magiste, who all
made multiple contributions in 1984, do not appear at all in the 1985 author list. Clearly, there
is a lot of churn here, another indication that the field as a whole is far from stable.

Although more authors are producing multiple papers in 1985, the actual figures are
surprisingly low. The number of authors contributing N works to a research corpus generally
follows a simple power law that is summarised by Lotka’s Law (Lotka, 1926). Given the number
of authors contributing just one paper in the data set, the law suggests that we might have
expected five or six authors to be contributing to four or more outputs, but this is not the case
for our data. Although the number of authors generating multiple outputs has increased a little
in 1985, this increase has not kept up with the overall increase in the number of outputs. The
tield as a whole seems to remain short on Big Hitters with a substantial number of outputs.
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3. Analysis

The citations from this data set were analysed using the same methodology that we used in the
earlier papers - the co-citation method described in Appendix 1. This analysis identified a total
of 1215 sources who were cited in the data set — again about twice as many as the sources
identified for 1984. As usual, most of these sources are cited in only a single paper, but a number
of sources are cited much more frequently than this. The most cited sources are Richards (10
citations) and Cohen (9 citations), followed by Meara (8 citations) and Krashen (7 citations).
Six sources were cited six times (Corder, Faerch, Mackey, Nation, Ringbom and West) and
seven sources were cited five times (Kolers, Lambert, Levenston, Macnamara, Oller, Palmberg
and Rivers). The complete distribution is shown below in Table 2:

Table 2: The distribution of citations in the 1984 data set

‘ frequency 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1

‘ cases 1 1 1 1 6 7 22 49 164 963

The large increase in the size of the data set means that we have no problem in identifying which
citations should be included in the analysis for 1985. Conventional practice in co-citation
analysis is that we identify the 100 most cited authors in our data-set. This figure is a
conventional compromise. With the 1985 data, it would be theoretically possible to analyse the
co-citation patterns of all 1215 sources who are cited in the data set, but the resulting maps
would be too complex for us to interpret in any meaningful way. Similarly, we could work with
a smaller number of sources, say the 50 most cited authors, but this risks oversimplifying the
analysis. Given the distribution in Table 2, the best choice seems to be to work with the 88
sources who are cited in three or more 1985 papers. This threshold is slightly lower than we
would like - included authors are cited in only about 4% of the total output — but it is a
considerable improvement on what was possible in 1984 where it was necessary for us to include
authors cited only twice in order to make up the numbers. Again, this is a sign that the field is
maturing, though it clearly still has a long way to go.

The basic citation data was recomputed to identify all the co-citations between these 88
sources, and 1032 co-citation links were identified. These co-citations were mapped using the
Gephi software package (Bastian, Heymann & Jacomy, 2009), and our preliminary analysis is
shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Co-citation analysis of the 88 sources who are cited at least three times in the 1985 data set.
Nodes are sized according to their betweenness centrality

In clear contrast with the maps for 1982, 83 and 84, a very straightforward narrative emerges
from this analysis. Gephi has found five clusters in this data set, four strongly connected clusters
and a small detached one consisting of two members.

Davoust and Bouscaren, the two members of Cluster I, detached at the top of the map,
produced a number of books covering English vocabulary for L1_French speakers at the end of
the 1970s. This work is cited by a number of contributions in the special issue of Les langues
modernes.

The other small cluster, Cluster II, in the SouthEast corner of the map comprises two
sources concerned with semantics and vocabulary acquisition (Ostyn, Harvey) and two sources
who deal with dictionaries (Quirk and McArthur). This cluster seems to be the succcessor to a
cluster in the 1984 map that dealt with componential analysis and prototype theory.

Cluster 111, in the NorthEast corner of the map, will be familiar from our earlier analyses.
It is made up largely of social and developmental psychologists, and seems to capture some of
the theoretical background work that the other two large clusters call on. In previous analyses,
we have noted the importance of the Montreal group (here represented by Macnamara and
Lambert), and a neurolinguistics strand (Albert, Obler and Paradis). We also find a child
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language development strand in this group (Eve Clark, Herbert Clark, Brown and Lenneberg)
and a dyslexia group (Coltheart and Baron). The remaining members of this cluster are
predominantly influential and frequently cited linguists. This cluster is clearly the successor to
the psycholinguistic cluster that figured so strongly in the 1984 map, but it is much reduced in
size, and is much less self-referential than was the case in the earlier analysis. At the same time,
this cluster has many links to cluster IV and cluster V described below, and seems to be fairly
well integrated into the L2 vocabulary research effort.

The two remaining clusters are a new phenomenon - a coherent and substantial set of
sources which are all concerned specifically with L2 vocabulary acquisition. What seems to
differentiate these two clusters is that cluster IV, in the NorthWest of the map, is principally
concerned with English as a second language, while cluster V at the Southern edge of the map
is concerned with other languages, notably French as a second language.

Cluster IV consists mainly of Dutch and Scandinavian sources, though the two central
figures in this cluster are based in Israel: Andrew Cohen and Eddy Levenston, as also is Batia
Laufer. Again, as in 1984, we need to note the influence of The Interlanguage Studies Bulletin:
Utrecht in this cluster. Levenston, Melka-Teichroew, Bialystok and Ringbom had all published
influential vocabulary research in this journal (Ringbom 1978; Levenston 1979; Melka
Teichroew 1982; Bialystok 1980) in the preceding couple of years. However, this work is not
narrowly concerned with English Language Teaching: much of the work cited is interested in
broader theoretical issues in vocabulary teaching, for example Melka Teichroew’s work on
Receptive and Productive vocabulary, Cohen’s work on association and mnemonic methods of
learning vocabulary, and particularly Corder and Selinker’s theoretical work on Interlanguage.

Cluster V is also directly concerned with teaching foreign languages, but at first glance, this
cluster seems to be mainly concerned with the teaching of languages other than English,
particularly French. On reflection, however, I think that the main concern of this cluster is in
fact the role of frequency counts in vocabulary teaching, rather than the teaching of French in
particular. The 1985 special issue of Les langues modernes contained several articles addressing
this question, and there was clearly some strongly expressed dissension about the importance
(or not) of frequency counts among French linguists and language teachers at the time.
Inevitably, most of these papers refer to the earlier seminal work of Gougenheim, Michéa,
Rivenc and Sauvageot who authored a particularly important set of studies on basic French
vocabulary Le frangais fondamental (Gougenheim et al., 1964). This work was heavily criticised
by Galisson, while Savard and Richards (1970) also published a critical account of this work and
its usefulness for language learners. Richards, who had also worked independently in the
vocbulary area (Richards, 1974; 1976), actually emerges as the dominant influence in this
cluster, but I think this is at least partly the result of an edited volume of readings dealing
specifically with vocabulary teaching (Richards, 1980), and a particularly influential paper
dealing with what it means to know a word (Richards, 1976; 1985).

Figure 2 shows the same data as Figure 1, but in this figure I have deleted all the weakest
co-citation links (the links that appear only once in the mapping) in order to make the
connections between the clusters easier to follow. This simplified map strongly emphasises the
emergence of the Scandinavian influences on the research and the importance of Andrew
Cohen as the lynchpin of this group. The simplified map emphasises too the strong links within
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the Montreal group, and the central role of word frequency in Cluster V. The map also
highlights the anomalous status of Macnamara, Meara and Blum: nominally these three sources
form part of cluster V, but in fact their strongest links are to other clusters, suggesting that they
may be playing an important role as mediators between the clusters.
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Figure 2: A simplified version of Figure 1, with the weakest links removed

Clearly, 1985 has seen some significant shifts in the research, with a number of new themes
emerging that were not present in the 1984 data. However, we also have a great deal of
continuity at the same time. Figure 3 shows the 1984-85 “survivors” - sources who are cited
both in the 1984 data set and the 1985 data set. These survivors number 32. This total figure is
higher than the equivalent figure for 1984, despite the fact that the 1985 map contains fewer
nodes than the 1984 map. In percentage terms, about 36% of the sources survive from 1984 to
1985. I take this as an indication that the field is becoming less volatile, and more stable.
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Figure 3: The survivors from 1984-1985

Gephi finds that these 32 survivors fall into two clusters — a small psycholinguistic cluster
dominated by Macnamara, and a larger L2 vocabulary cluster dominated by Cohen, Richards
and Nation. This is the first time that a coherent and easily identifiable L2 vocabulary group has
appeared so clearly in the data, and it strongly suggests that a proper framework for thinking
about L2 vocabulary acquisition is beginning to emerge. The psycholinguistics cluster is about
the same size and has roughly the same composition as the psycholinguistic survivors from
1983-1984, though both the major influences from 1984 (Lambert and Kolers) seem to be less
important in this data. Their place has been taken by another member of the Montreal group,
John Macnamara, who is more of an educational psychologist than a psycholinguist. I take this
to mean that this cluster is a stable group of influences as far as the L2 vocabulary research is
concerned, but that the way this group is influencing the work of L2 vocabulary researchers may
be shifting slightly. It is noticeable that the new L2 vocabulary group has a few stronger co-
citations with the psycholinguistics group, mainly mediated through Herbert Clark, and the
very tenuous links that characterised the 1984 data now appear to be greater in number and
more varied.

Alongside this firming up of the core part of the map, 1985 also saw a significant number
of new sources who had not appeared in the 1984 map. A separate analysis of these new entrants
is shown in Figure 4. This figure is basically the same map as Figure 2, but with sources that
appear in both the 1984 and the 1985 map removed. Gephi has re-analysed the clusters that
appear in this smaller map, and as a result a new cluster of influences has been identified,
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splitting cluster IV in two. This new cluster comprises Schreuder, Levelt, Sciarone, Bongaerts,
and Hatch. With the exception of Hatch, this is clearly a Dutch group whose members are more
often cited alongside the psycholinguists than is the case for the other members of cluster IV.

Overall, we have 56 new entrants to the 1985 map, which means that nearly two thirds of
these sources are new-comers. This figure is slightly lower than the equivalent figure in the 1984
data. In the 1984 map, 86 nodes were newcomers who had not appeared in the 1983 map -
some 78% of the total. For 1985, the new entrants represent 64% of the total sources. This is still
a high level of churn, but it suggests that the overall picture might be stabilising. It is difficult to
get a clear picture of the dynamics of L2 vocabulary from a detailed analysis of a single year’s
data, and the comparisons with the 1984 data are difficult to interpret because the 1984 data has
a looser criterion for inclusion (two citations rather than three.) This problem will become less
important in future reports as the number of papers available for analysis gets larger - in each
of the years 1986, 1987, 1989 and 1990 the number of papers published exceeds 100. Meanwhile
the trend identified here does look significantly different from the main trend that we identified
in 1984. In that year, the majority of new influences were single researchers who did not form
strong clusters. In 1985 what we have is the sudden emergence of whole new clusters of
influence. This feels to me like a major change in the way the field is operating.

bous@ken_c
s:ha@'ter_j daru’_st s
saja\tha k swil-m -
f ham@lr p meladghlin_b carde
j arébe_e
carktoh_a . ' “'Q.ﬂ hrdud
phill@onl:?'" F 'F.;ﬂn_: i carr@i_jb
£ g bongﬁrtl_l:
m . r.qr
. ey cho _n
haasgp? clal@_m I“"ijm n'u. -9
pal rg_r aldt@n_it. ha@_e bl.‘l_J lenn*rg_e
|
e s:ia@e_a colth.rt_rn ha._m
houﬁld_:
mclka_t@hrouw_!‘ biervisch _m

ostyh_p
hen@g_g . : mu@ur
ric _]t han@y

wiklighg_k

qu@ r
{ﬁ] thorddike .8 hammal!lﬂ
laﬁ r @ ; Cl’ﬂ’ai“ k -
nida’ e n.h&n £
gougc%ﬂl-‘ rﬂ.lﬂt
Cwi _da

sauv = “ﬁ}d

r'wi.; -
stevick_e

Figure 4: The new sources in the 1985 data set
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Clearly, the best interpretation of this map is that two new streams of influence have
emerged in the 1985 data. The new “Scandinavian” cluster does indeed represent a genuine
innovation in the field, and size of the cluster as well as the strength of the co-citation links
within this cluster suggest that it is unlikely to be an insubstantial flash in the pan. On the other
hand, the cluster dominated by Richards is not really a new research area. Rather, the debate
that is identified by this cluster - the role of frequency counts in language teaching - is one
which is on-going in the literature. It surfaces from time to time, usually in response to changes
in the language teaching curriculum imposed by an Education Ministry. The earliest discussion
of the use of word frequency counts in curriculum design dates back at least as far as the 1920s
(e.g. Henmon, 1924; Buchanan, 1927). In that sense, this cluster of influences appears to be a
rehashing of old arguments, rather than a proper new development, although the sudden
appearance of Jack Richards as the most significant influence in this cluster does perhaps
suggest that something new is going on.

4, Discussion

So far, our discussion has been concerned with the obvious features of the co-citation maps in
Figures 1-4, but it is important not to lose sight of other aspects of the 1985 data which do not
appear explicitly in the maps.

Firstly, although the 1985 data set contains a number of papers in German, there is not
really a German presence in the maps. Unlike the French sources, which tend to cite a common
set of influences, the German outputs appear to be less focussed on a single topic, and more
promiscuous in who they cite. As a result, the sources they cite do not reach the threshold for
inclusion in the larger map. Additionally, although the German outputs do occasionally cite
English language research, writers in English rarely cite German language research. This means
that the German research, substantial though it appears to be, is largely invisible. This trend is
exacerbated by the very different citation practices that are to be found in the German literature
compared with the English language papers. For example, Alfes, who authored three papers in
the 1985 data set, cites a total of 43 sources in his three papers, but only two of these sources are
cited more than once (Kruppe and Thiems) in his own work. Of the other 41 sources cited in
Alfes, only three are also cited by other papers in the dataset (Ilson, Kastovsky and Stein), and
Alfes himself is cited by only one other author (Scherfer). In general, the German research
seems to be detached from the rest of the work in this data set (though Scherfer does have some
shared citations with the French research that we identified in Cluster V).

Much the same comment could be made about the French language publications in 1985.
More than half of these publications have no citations that contribute towards the map. The
outstanding author in this French group is Pierre Arnaud, who mainly cites English language
sources, and is only infrequently cited by his French language colleagues.

Second, it is worth noting that a number of significant influences in the 1984 map are not
cited often enough for them to appear in the 1985 map. The most notable loss is, of course, the
psychologists who appear in a densely connected cluster that completely dominates the 1984
map. Only a handful of these sources survive into 1985, principally the members of Montreal
group. This group remains influential, largely because of a shared interest in L1 vocabulary
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acquisition. Nevertheless, the co-citation links between this group and the new Scandinavian
vocabulary research cluster remain weak, and it seems likely that their influence will wane in
the future. Most of the active researchers in the Scandinavian group seem to look to Corder and
Selinker, and other linguists for their inspiration, rather than the models and theories developed
by psychologists. Neither memory research nor neurolinguistic research figure in the 1985 map.
The only new entrants in this group are Baron and Coltheart who are cited by authors working
on L2 word recognition. This may represent a genuinely new research interest, but only the
weakest co-citation links connect these two sources to the rest of the network, so that they
appear as a detached subgroup in Figure 3. This does not bode well for the long-term growth of
this sector of the field.

Thirdly, the 1984 cluster dealing with vocabulary attrition that we identified as a possible
growth area (Bahrick, Bahrick and Wittlinger) has also failed to develop into a substantial
research strand. Attrition does not figure as a major research interest in the 1985 map. Also
missing is an obvious dictionary use cluster which looked as though it might emerge in the 1984
data, and most of the theoretical sources that deal with semantics no longer figure in 1985 either
- Ryberg and Rosch who both looked to be central influences in 1984 were not cited by anyone
in the 1985 data set. Likewise, corpus linguistics plays no obvious role in the 1985 dataset. We
also identified an incipient L2 reading cluster in 1984, and that too has failed to materialise in
1985.

Finally, it is worth commenting on the position of Krashen in the 1985 data. Krashen was
a minor figure in the 1984 data, with a few weak links to a number of the clusters. By 1985,
Krashen has emerged as a very significant influence in L2 vocabulary acquisition research,
second only to Jack Richards in terms of the betweenness centrality measure. Oddly, Krashen
is only rarely cited alongside other L2 vocabulary researchers, and his strongest co-citation links
are to be found with the pyscholinguistics group. Much of Krashen’s later work (e.g Krashen
1989; Dupuy and Krashen 1992) would be explicitly concerned with L2 vocabulary acquisition,
but by 1985 this was not the case. Rather he appears to be cited in this data set for his two books
on second language acquisition, and his work on the Monitor Model (Krashen 1981 and 1982.
That is, Krashen appears here as a general L2 acquisition theorist, rather than as an L2
vocabulary acquisition researcher.

5. Conclusion

This paper has presented a bibliometric analysis of the L2 vocabulary research that appeared in
1985. The dramatic rise in the number of research outputs for this year suggests that there was
a renewed interest in L2 vocabulary research compared with previous years, and some
significant shifts in the research priorities. Some of the promising research identified in 1984
seems to have petered out, or at least failed to develop in the way we might have expected, and
a large number of the Significant Influences identified in 1984 no longer qualify as such in 1985.
The field as a whole continues to be dominated by one-off studies, rather than on-going
research programs.

Nevertheless, there is some evidence that a distinctive L2 vocabulary research program is
beginning to emerge. The number of “survivors” from 1984-1985 is larger than the equivalent
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figure in 1984, and the proportion of new entrants into the list of most significant influences is
a bit smaller in 1985 than it was in 1984. Both these trends may indicate that the L2 vocabulary
field is entering a new phase. The number of research clusters that we identified in 1985 is
smaller and more focussed than what we find in the 1984 map. This strongly suggests that the
field is beginning to stabilise. We noted the reduced importance of the psycholinguistic
influences in the 1985 map, and the emergence of a distinctive new cluster of Applied
Linguistics influences centred on Andrew Cohen and Eddie Levenston, backed up by a group
of Scandinavian researchers. All this suggests that an autonomous L2 vocabulary research thrust
is about to become active in 1986. We will explore this development in our next paper in this
series.
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Appendix 1

Co-citation analysis

The co-citation method was developed by Small in a number of papers published in the 1970s (e.g. Small, 1973).
This approach, which was actually built on earlier bibliometric work by Price (1965), has been extensively used to
analyse research in the natural sciences (e.g. White & Griffith, 1981) but does not seem to have been adopted as a
standard tool by researchers in the Humanities.

The raw data for a co-citation analysis consists of a list of all the authors cited in the set of papers to be
analysed. For each paper in the data set, we make a list of every author that the paper cites; for each paper, each
cited author counts only once, regardless of how many times they are cited in the paper; and for a cited paper with
multiple authors, each of the contributors is added to the author list.

This raw data is then used to construct a large matrix showing which authors are cited together in each of the
papers in the data set. The matrix can then be analysed using a program such as Gephi (Bastian, Heymann, &
Jacomy, 2009). Gephi performs a cluster analysis on the data, groups together authors who tend to be cited
alongside each other in a number of papers, and outputs a map which shows the composition of the clusters and
the relationship between them. The clusters are generally taken to represent “invisible colleges” in the data - i.e.
groups of researchers who share similar reference points and a common research focus.

Appendix 2

Items published in 1985 but excluded from the analysis reported in this paper.

Beheydt, L
The semantisation of vocabulary in foreign language learning. Paper presented to the 1st ISAPL Conference,
Barcelona, 1985.

Beheydt, L
Dossier ‘CONTEXT’. Een woordenschatverwervingsprogramma op huiscomputer. [CONTEXT: a vocabulary
learning program for a microcomputer]. Nederlands Taalunie.



Paul Meara | Linguistics Beyond And Within 3 (2017), 136-154 154

Binon, J and A-M Cornu
A semantic approach to collocations: a means to reduce the random character of the co-occurrence of lexical
items. ABLA Papers 9(1985), 37-61.

Corson, DJ
The lexical bar. Oxford: Pergamon Press. 1985.

Kelly, P
A dual approach to FL vocabulary learning: the conjoining of listening comprehension and mnemonic practices.
PhD thesis. UC Louvain-la-Neuve. 1985.

Laufer, B
Vocabulary acquisition in a second language: the hypothesis of ‘synforms’ (similar lexical forms). PhD Thesis,
University of Edinburgh 1985.

Locus, G
L'enseignement du vocabulaire a I'école secondaire neerlandophone: état de la question et alternatives. [ Teaching
vocabulary in the Dutch secondary school]. Dissertation, Katholieke Universiteit Leuven. Faculteit van de
Letteren en de Wijsbegeerte. 1985.

Lyne, AA
The vocabulary of French business correspondence: Word frequencies, collocations, and problems of lexicometric
method. Geneva: Slatkine-Champion. 1985.

Mansouri, ANH
Semantic field theory and the teaching of English vocabulary with special reference to Iraqi secondary schools.
PhD thesis, University of Sheffield. 1985.

Rudzka, B, ] Channell, Y Putseys and P Ostyn
More Words You Need. London: Macmillan. 1985.

Schouten-van Parreren, C
Woorden Leren in het vreemde-talenonderwijs. [Teaching Vocabulary in a foreign language.] Apeldoorn: Van
Walraven b.v. 1985.

Stati, S
L’analyse contrastive dans I'enseignement du vocbulaire. [Contrastive analysis in teaching vocabulary.] In: D
Londi and C Licari (Eds.) L'enseignement du frangais dans l'aire mediterranéenne européenne. Bologna:
CLUEB. 1985.

Takala, S
Estimating students’ vocabulary sizes in foreign language teaching. In: V Kohonen, H von Essen and C Klein-
Braley (Eds.) Practice and problems in language testing 8. Tampere: AFinLA. 1985.

Acknowledgements

Thanks to Julia Mitchell for her help in transcribing the citation data and preparing the data
files, and to Marlene Schwarz for providing some of the German language papers in this data
set.



