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This dissertation breaks new ground in learner corpus research because it deals with junior high school
student English. Following the progress of a group of Japanese children over a three-year period, it
describes in detail the second language acquisition process. To accomplish this, the dissertation makes use
of a new tag set that supplements the CLAWS 7 tag set. It is also unique in that it makes extensive use of
error analysis, thus showing stage by stage the learning process. Even if it does not always fully succeed in
what it attempts to accomplish, this dissertation is highly original in terms of concept and opens a path for
other researchers to follow and explore,

HMRobert Sigley

Miura has constructed a longitudinal learner corpus representing written English output from 120
students at a Japanese junior high school in three consecutive years. This will certainly be a valuable
resource for future research into development of English vocabulary and grammar among Japanese
learners of English. The present research uses the output of an automatic part-of-speech tagger (CLAWS?),
and conducts a broad-spectrum survey of vocabulary and grammar in each year.

In terms of methodology, the results are limited by the accuracy of the automatic tagger output, and by
the use of restricted-length word sequences (n-grams) to retrieve constructions. Nevertheless, the findings,
firstly, serve to identify some important areas where the tagger output needs to be augmented to deal with
the language produced by Japanese learners of English (essentially, performing error analysis); and



secondly, confirm that these students do in fact show considerable development of their English system
over their course of study. Finally, the results suggest some promising directions for future use of corpora

to analyze development of vocabulary and grammar among Japanese learners of English, and as a way of
consciousness-raising in the classroom.
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