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Abstract

In order to follow up the international research frontier in time, so as to enrich and improve the
rehabilitation intervention system of hearing-impaired children in China, this study selected the
international authoritative academic journal Clinical Linguistics & Phonetics, and selected 59 core
literatures focusing on language acquisition and rehabilitation intervention of hearing-impaired
children, in order to explore the main focus points of related research on hearing-impaired children
in 20 years after in-depth visualization of a total of 1194 literatures in the journal. According to the
changes of research fields, the research on language acquisition and rehabilitation intervention of
hearing-impaired children is divided into three stages: stage 1 (2002~2008), which mainly focuses
on phonetics; In the second stage (2009~2015), phonetic research still dominates, but non-phonetic
research begins to gradually increase, showing the initial expansion of language rehabilitation
research for hearing-impaired children; In the third stage (2016~2022), the number and influence
of non-phonetics-related research significantly surpassed that of phonetics research, marking that
language rehabilitation research for hearing-impaired children has entered a diversified develop-
ment stage.
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1. 518

Wy JgRed, SORRWT g5k SEE T AR o BRI ARG 2 i) 5t e, W JibEhste Nt T % Fh 5
DA 5 BSOS AN [A) A2 BE B 7K APERT JIBhS, W AS 21 sl ANiS o) Bl RS 78 K 510 A, DABIGRZ ) H 4 A 0 AL
551, TER, REESSUE)LEMBERAESD] T 55484, AW a 2808 R0 i R
bk, W2, RS b RSB, R EA A (WHO) M A FE HORL 4 41 (UNESCO) 24 [ Fril
BRI RN E SRR E NHET . TR, SEPNAHIE S REAFHNGEHMBITER S,
T2 W B ) L 28 0 7 e R R AN Wl Bk 1) — 3R o (R I % ) L3O AR T B KPR D e, S 7 it iR
HBEE BROE ARGV, IE SN S S S A R R A B

(Clinical Linguistics & Phonetics) @il i+ 1987 4=, £ Taylor & Francis Group HifR, ##szmE-17A
1.2, ZHRGITILCE, TIET KEIRKES S50k, A0S TIRRES IR E. B1E 2002 4, FH41E
F 2£%% David Crystal 4T RZME T %11 1987~2002 4 (BIFIRT 15 ) 1T SCHR[2] . A SCNNKAE Bhigr
My al AL T B, LA (Clinical Linguistics & Phonetics) Jyis, #£ Crystal i T1F f9FERE EdE—25 04y
B LEEE SR FBUR, DUOATREWTER ) LE A 5 REE AR RIS SIE IR, T 78 SR 5 35 B E T B )L
HRE TR R

2. ESMRRIES TR Z4EE CiteSpace H#EIREX
K& WOS $idi e, K62 58% Jy SO = Clinical Linguistics & Phonetics), ¥k &It d] Jy 2024 4E 5 H
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20 H, BEEREA 2002~2024 45, HIERIEXKKWCE SRS BE SRS 8GR,
AN 1194 55 CHkEE N CiteSpace 6.2.R4 2| AT #AL K3

2.1. HRIERZXES

XA, TRRE I SRR A I RO B AR O RIE A A, B I TSR R U RPN
FEXS 3L 86 e LAWT it A it T X R AR 2 AR SCRRBEAT BRI AT, 168 W s ) L B PR F 78 SR o7 2 40,
7159 F, A7 ETIA 68.6%, X — LU gl B AR EIL T I S 6 W B ) LB VR R ALVR YT . R IE N LA G
A 1) _E IR EER D) SRS it Fuste o, W 1o

50
40
30
20
10 21%321211065428 )3l z3leal 22l zo) 1) 53l 63 4ol 74 s as
0 Ml B L ol Ak anlaalalaalnn % I T M P T LT

23456 78 910111213141516171819202122
BRENE 294234406362 7355657754 656258515562 62596265
FHIGAXE 52 2 16484443623 1564754

BHICAXE 31 1052553234221 332454
A NE wHLGAXE wHLCAXE

Figure 1. Changes in annual publication volume

1 FEAXETHE

2.2. HATIX IR SRR

DA A2 A2 O0F SCHR ) e BEAE S, 3l B L, R CE FA O R, MR R R E
BRI 0T WOS B4 FE (1) 1194 J7 STHERIEAT BRI AT JL I 70 B R SRS 40 AT, mT DA I 2 I 2 ) 4
T FR i .

FIH CiteSpace 6.2.R4 ¥, 15 B FEE R AT /T ALAL 204, B [A]ES S time slicing v 2002 421 H 1 H
—2022 £ 12 7 31 H, WRFIXACE Y 14, 398057208 Pathfinder, KE#CE )y 25, b4, Fr A HiA
RS HINUEFF CiteSpace AT IBEIAELE, # LR BT R AR AEAL A, T SRAS B AR AR E
PERT AT LA 2 2R

1) #Iatr

TERFAT B SL I ATy, BRI B U2 S B AR AR, BRI % AR A FT U ) DT
FEFIFEM /g o LAOCEE ] 2 15 R AT P ARAL S 20, BiEFe 4 SRR 526 AN . 2198 skiEE4k, M
48 B 0.0159, DLIA 2.

TEARBEFEH, BN GO 507 B AR SC I QBRI AT 1 I FIIE 28, KFR T 0 “language” XA
L S R — PG R Y (38 FH R, IR I S SRR [R]— PG 2R Y (AN (R DGR & JF v . 4R IR S 1Y
Bl SR, (ERERGIE RO g LT LA RIS “specific language impairment” (&1t Hi 3 89
X), “cochlearimplant” (&35 £330 43 k), “speech sound disorders” (38 ¥X), “phonological disorders”
(35 ) LA K “aphasia” (29 k), W7 1.

FEHE— B AT FO0 R AERS S Ay, 3% 2 JRoR 1 5 AR08 BUE UIAH 5C 1) SRRl 78 SCHR Hh 1 H A
GireE R MR DUEITALZ2 2], SCBIE “children” FLHH BN 228 ¥k, X GEA IR SE A AR T T )L
HI FEFRNTFN OV FE 0 3 iy T HARAE I B . X2, “adults” SSEERI BN 65 IR, HHET
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Table 1. The types and frequency of the top 5 obstacles with frequency of occurrence
=1 BIBRRHEE 5 FIRER R R B ISR

R 4] LR
1 5 5 M 1E 5 &5 (specific language impairment) 89
2 W 7 BERS (1 cochlear implant 7] %) 43
3 % 3% %65 (speech sound disorders) 38
4 F#)1% 45 (phonological disorders) 35
5 JRAENE (aphasia) 29

JLIE, AT B A KT TC R A TR, (B3R B AR B B W Bt ) L AE WF 7 v o — 2 R BB
“adolescents” BT BUIICA 21 WK, SR T AR R (A IO BT 7C i AL T AR D RS, (HIXER Sy
HE R IRAB 7R T 0T T3 % T PRIV B AN AP e T B LR R R oK

Table 2. Keywords and frequency of the top 3 age groups with frequency of occurrence

=2 MIUIRALEET 3 MR R X RBIAR HIRE

Fg P! HELAIX
1 Children (JL#) 228
2 Adults (5% \) 65
3 Adolescents (75 /b 4) 21

Figure 2. Keyword co-occurrence visualization map
2. KBERHEI AT ERS

2) TR

TEARWEFCH, WFFN RAESEERSL B B (At 1, R LLR SV TR 4T 2%, &
BRI SRR, LA 3. TSR EI R Q N 04274, S {H AL 0.7559, WESE T T RIS IS4,
2 Ha RAs e v g

IS AR 3 BT R IR A SRR s e R I 3 RIS SR, W gk, TERRASSRA b,
FAITE VRN E MR 1E S FE S (specific language impairment). ¥ ) A5 (phonological disorders). By /7%
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(H1 cochlear implant 7] %), i %38 5 4EIE (speech motor delay). 1% (stuttering), JFerf, Wr /JREhS (KR 58 0
HARIAER N THISHEA SR MIRER B HIR, BFFT7E B, 2 EE5GHE A 22530 T (acoustic analysis) Fl 2 i
g3 Hr(conversation analysis). ¢, g2 IR FTAE S 3 BERAEAE ) LEAEAR (children), X —KILR ML T
AU ) L3E 915 5 R R S I B

Table 3. Keyword co-occurrence network clustering table

3. XREImMLIME R AR

RKYT R FAR RIFRE
#0 specific language impairment (4 & P& 5 f269) 84 0.699
#1 acoustic analysis (75 2% 43 #7) 82 0.751
#2 phonological disorders (i [E45) 69 0.69
#3 cochlear implant (A L E-i) 59 0.777
#4 conversation analysis (2 1% 73 #T) 54 0.758
#5 Children (JL#) 51 0.79
#6 speech motor delay (&%) 14 15 & 4EiR) 45 0.828
#7 stuttering (I-11Z) 37 0.831
#8 language assessment (& = W-fit) 26 0.817
#9 tongue (& k) 10 0.957

Figure 3. Keyword clustering map
3. XRFRRAEE

3. BIMEZ+HFIGKIES RS R

SRR DR W R )L B 5T S HERE A A BOPERRAE, TN B3R 4N David Crystal AT A 53507
1%, 1EXF 2002 4% 2022 40X AR R SCHEREE . BT N =AM B 55— B (2002~2008 ), R
W Br(2009~2015 1), =R B(2016~2022 4F).
3.1. ITRE)LEEBS AR SHIE

& CiteSpace #4565 Wi i ) LZEAIF FOAE N I PRI 55 S AU 1) SCHRBE AT 4 T8I T 9% P P 5000
BT, RS M7 M A FE FE 7R T B ) LRE Y 78 7512 S R N AR XA B, (H 52 R T CiteSpace Frde (it i = )2 1
FEEE AT, e DURSHEIC SR HAE i 2 4R S B BERI W RO TR . SRB 3 T o DA S AR ) 7
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SR R AR . T, it D PR TR LFE T 7 7 SR R BB BePERFAE . WF ST 55K 4h David Crystal
PRI 50 2677 1%, K 59 Fei W i) LB SCSTHRIZRIE T AT 702, DR HEBRIE IR HA i R v (1 Py 8
B B

3.2. #AF CiteSpace RHEEGitERTHT

FEXS 2002 54 2022 G — AR SCHR B, AT R OSCREIBE ST DL ST R (T AL 23T
F] DTS 287 B U FUR Wy SRR AR AT ) L 28 B A R S50

1) WrBERHAHT TR RS0

XF 2002 42 2022 A AR SCHEREET RGBS B A, W RE A ERIBT TR, ey
BRI IE B — EURIBAS , RIUNRFEHA RS AW ISR X878 1A AR T T Wi 8 i 2L 1 5
AKAERBTFC AR IRESENE . SR, RS TR R A E B b N NI B KB — 38, (B e TEIE =
BERGAE 2R G SGUE FEANRT FU 2 4R 2 Rl — %% .

2) JLERMRHT KRR

A oF AN ) £ iy o ST B (R SRR B A B B AN G T 0 AT, A EATERT SRR R A e R T
BEMZEFE. BARTE, JLEN B b i 7R HL A B T8 5 A SR SRS A T B L E AT TIE N RIE AR
NRVF IR R, AR BURIBIE 70 R AL SCHR™ i 1 o5 9 32 A . 75X W R 7 Q00 R 2R SR K
Wgeit e, WEFTN R I B ) L 28 A D Wi e e A% 1) S 22 RS 4y, AR SCHRIT U0 G rb (1 5 Ll vk
68.6%, X —HHEsRA JIHIIER] 1 2E AR SR W B ) L2 X — R R AR AR e RV

3.3. ZHFETERE)LEIE S TR AR D SRUBFHMERR
WHFEN G12K 4 David Crystal BRI 75, 5 59 F Wi ) L3 AH 5 SCHRIZ AT 78 SUEAT 7028, X7 v

AMEFEV AR B L. B BRI SE S %

HARKE, ESWEE ) LEA MR, 15 S U A 2 (R RR 2 3 AR 3, (B S IR &5 Lt
DU T PR3 TTE 58— R S0 LT 2010 48, A — RS R I AL 2 5 18148 XK S0 5 1B LS4 T
H—ROCE BT 2009 4, HoA 2018~2021 4F, iZAMI SOk R R 2L RO R A ik
Gb, ERSAEA—ANRENEIE S %03, HER¥ARCEEWE] 2008 4, (HEMHE T HARIL,
VB FH 2 (R A SR H A 2 s A i 5 2 AR T GE 0 B SR BRI, 10 — 8 Xk R & T 2022
o, K 4,

RXE

"HRIEER

11 2
3110524322222 2 11 322

niEEY sy B wEmy
wiERE EEFHETY  SEEFCREE
AR AEAY  eHSEEF

Figure 4. Statistical chart of annual publication volume in various language fields
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WA DL ERR AL, AR DO I B LB S IS RE TR R R =B BB
(2002~2008 %), BEBTBCLISR 17 FoCEk, DOEEE AT, JEEESIAANCE 1R, SRk
fiE. 25 —FrBt(2009~2015 ), LA 21 f& ik kAn, EALHE], W08 a6 2P 2 oA RHE,  JRIE
BT 2008 E 1 L, RS ARE S SO ABER BT BIY, (HEE R B E G MK T IR S
. B =P Bi(2016~2022 A7), UEFrBCILISCE 21 ROk, ARECT TP B, BRSO RS ER R
9%, AREE A B TR AR

4. BIMEZTFIRKRIBEEARHEZRES
Ko = BAREER B, B0 BB WA R W55 1k =07 AT g2
4.1. SE—RrE%(2002~2008)

BB B IR 17 R SCHR, OGS E A (16 W), RS TR (16R) .

1) BRI

MTE B 20 TR TR & W T AN DT T A

a) WHE I

B E AT A AR AT, HENFEESTIA, W& 4. W Jeannette M. van der Stelt (08) %54 2 373 #
T A BT DR B L(HL 2H) R Rt nT 8 L(NH ZH)7E 6 N H . 12 M H L 18 M H L 24 A H YIS
R TCE(fad, lul, fil) & HEA FO, RIT 1 A 2215 B LRGP A IR 7 & 2 AR A6 3]

Table 4. Distribution ratio of phoneme studies and syllable studies
=4 BUARMEBHARIME

B AL Rl

14 55(82.4%) 3 75(17.6%)

ZNEATALEE T BOF AT (13 5), WL# 5. 1 Vesna Mildner, Branka Sindija A1 Karolina Vrban
Zrinski (06) LA T.HriigE N JLEE (CI 2H) FiE Se iy #5480 JLZE (HA )BT &, 3Bl AN IR W 204k
P E ) LEAE T TTHE (i, el 1ad, fol, Iul) s b e 5 A7 7E i35 22 55 [4]; Damir Horga A1 Marko Liker
(06) AN T H Ui N JLE(CI 4H) {87 A e Bh Wy 4% () 3 B2 i 6% ) L35 (HA ZH) A B AL 0T ) JLEE (NH 2H) A 5t
SR, it =LE T, fal, lul)i) FL A F2 452 [5].

Table 5. Distribution ratio of static study to dynamic study
= 5. BSMREISHRIHHL

ERA AL AT
13 £5(76.5%) 4 7(23.5%)

B EAM AR R A A i Z, HEZMHOWETF, WA 6. Wl Marko Liker. Vesna Mildner #
Branka Sindija (07) [6]% ¥ CI 411/ & HivA YT HE, B FL7E 2002 4F 12 H(12/02). 2003 4E 4 H (04/03).
2003 4 12 H (12/03) =N e (i, fel, fal, lof, fuf) F1 A F2 SR I AR4k, FE5 NH 4475t
f&; Jf7E 34 N HJE, Vesna Mildner £l Marko Liker (08) [7], X CI ZH33E47 B VIIR -
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Table 6. Distribution ratio of sound quality phoneme research and non-sound
quality phoneme research
6. BEREUMREIEERENMARSMEL

EE L= R R T/ W AR5 i & LT

9 £5(60%) 6 15(30%)

b) ARiEE W T

I R 28 & 1 (cued speech) i FH24HfF 7T . Ignacio Moreno - Torres 1 Santiago Torres (08) [8]4>
Mt T 28215 (cued speech) i N T H-MwfE N )L E HFIHIE 5 K & M2

2) RS

a) SLREFH KL N 5~15 %

WA S R K Z H 515 B (15 /), 5 F A FARDE ), W 5,

0-5
[ 25%
5-15%
754

5-15%

Figure 5. Age distribution of study subjects in stage 1
E 5. ME—ARNRERSH

b) Wr /oAb B R Iy N T Hig
NREYT AMER ERZ NN T HIR(16 §), D88 B8 cikd, HA 4id H2AEDy Cl 4L
XFHRAAFAE(4 FR), WLIA 6.

il
24%
ALE
L
76%

ATEt% =Biifr=s

Figure 6. Distribution of hearing aid devices in the
study subjects in Stage 1
E 6. ME—MRNRMITRESH

3) BHRTE
a) WEEERET B
RIEE AR, WRIEEIAZ (T F), LHAEEV0RE), W7,
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A%

0% )
EE
100%

“ER

Figure 7. Distribution of corpus collection methods in stage 1

7. MBE—IERREFRS T

b) PR HT 2 SR F S
B RS0, FUISHE) EPG 4572008, BRI SRIE TR T AR 5 7 b R (14 §0): #eb
AR HTIEG 3), W 8,

bl 3
PARIDZ
18%

82%

KRR = R TE

Figure 8. Distribution of corpus analysis methods in stage 1

8. ME—IER S FRS

4.2. B _KrEi(2009~2015)

HLATE & RN E (15 48), (HIEEE it s s 76 #8)

1) BRI

B A0 TR R S 2 P T T

Q) IEH I

B X EHAZ W A L. 4 Limor Adi-Bensaid #1 Gila Tubul-Lavy (09) [9]43#7 T {1k
TN THM L ()5 B51E () o4 3517 Helen Mccaffrey Morrison (12)70 4 7 =4 Wr 142k JL &
TENRERIT A= B S /RS 6 N HFIEE 12 A HiEE IR & & [10] .

W AEETR P 215 5 S A FIE 5 THi S . Fadwa A. Khwaileh 1 Peter Flipsen Jr. (10) [11]40#F 7 AL
FL AN LB ) BAR A A) T 1 5 TS M (intelligibility), DL SEBREERS . BINAER IR L 5 5151
W) 1)< £ Steven B. Chin A1 Matthew J. Kuhns (14) [12]43#7 7 A T H-BGHEL N JLEE 1) 5 1575 M7 (intelligi-
bility) Al 5 15 25 # R AIE 2 [A] IR O 2R

b) AEiE & A

B REER—0 b A, REOCETFHIBEM TGP G HeaE 7). 1 Julie Anstey F1 Bill Wells
(13) [13MEH T HANE & S WA 7%, b 7 — BN T E AN ) L2 FA A 0 B3 P A AAE R TS T R IH
G FE 3 3 e ) RN B B R E BE 71; Merle Mahon (09) [14143 4 1 — 4 Wr ki) L# 5 HZ {2 8 —E M BB
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TC A AT B, B SRl PR AR 54T . 4 Bodka Munivrana A1 Vesna Mildner (13) [15]45 FH B J5i Wy
75 K AL (CAEP) IR T AN BN N T E- iR AN J LEE (10T i BT

TR REMN D, WFA S8R4T . 1 Gerard W. Bol 1 Kristina Kasparian (09) [16] b T 45 & 7k
5 PEAT )L (SLI ), JHIRZESAEJLIE (DS 1) Rl /g s ) L (HI 28) AR ™ A s A 7 AL I

2) BHRNR

Q) LWRFW KL N 5~15 %

WS R W KE N 5~15 £ (19 ), 5 X L AR ), W 9.

0-5

10% g

5-15%
90%

5-15%

Figure 9. Age distribution of study subjects in stage 2
E 9. ME_HRNKFRTH

b) Wr7JAME B K 9 N T H %
MR MR B K2 NN T HIR(14 ), Bl &S iafEuscim L BLE &), Wl 10,

BhWr=8%
220 ’
ATEiR
78%

ALE$H =8hilrss

Figure 10. Distribution of hearing aid devices in the
study subjects in Stage 2
B 10. MR —MRNREITEES

3) AR L E
Q) VI | RERNA &), (EALLERIERN 4 F) N, WA 11,

Ax

22%
BER
78%

BR

Figure 11. Distribution of corpus collection methods in stage 2

B 11 METIERNRERES T
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b) HAWHTEMEE ETHT ), HRZEIREE4 ), WA 12,

A
Sk
18% s
82%

KEE = WRESTE

Figure 12. Distribution of corpus processing meth-
ods in stage 2

B 12. MR TIERNIEGES

4.3. E=RKrER(2016~2019)

BTG B AR B TP 4R 9 R AL (12 F), BB S S5 S 4543 )

1) EF W

MTE B 22 SRS B O ORE

a) IEHE I

BB IR BB S I 45 . 40 Bénédicte Grandon Z5(17) [17]%F b T 61E N TH IR JLE (CI 41)
NN 7 )L EE (NH 2H)3 28 & Ay €5 (fp/, 1t7, IK/, Ibl, 1d], Igl) Bk R aa i) 18] (VOT).

W MW R R, R AT R LB A% i & . 4 Jo Verhoeven A1 Steven Gillis (19) [18]43 47 T 1%
B HIRAIGASF W ARE R 20 N TH IR JLE(CI 21), BhWr 836 A LE (HA Z41) 8 Ay 77 ) L#E (NH
MBS ER

b) dETE & AT

VA TR IH BB S8Rl H AR, H I A SR 3 78 . 40 Riitta Ronkaine (17) [19]55 43 #r
TN LHBE L E 5 15 AE 59077 I 282818V FEREE : Emily Lund #1 C. Melanie Schuele (17) [20]
LA T 2D RSB — W 2R 2000 N B AR N ) L3 (C 4 RS2 B4 % VT IE F S 784 iy g ) L3 (NH 21 R 2%
STRISEIR o ABYESEI T A)VE SR E BT i Ozlem Cangdkee Yasar A1 Seyhun Topbas (17) [21]5#7 T +
HHE N THE N LEFEE K E .

2) BHRNR

Q) SR KL A 5~15%

W AR R AER K E N 5~15 £ (18 /), 5 X L AR (B ), W 13.

0-5

106 29 5-15
%
90%

5-15%

Figure 13. Age distribution of study subjects in stage 3
B 13. ME=MRMNKER TS

b) Wr A ERMER T, (AP AN T HIRZRNE
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NI IAMER B R Z NN T HER(15 ), Witk FEA TR/ SR R IE &), WK 14,

) Bilfr =%
BT ,‘ 10%
BA ATER

1% ATEHE T

Figure 14. Distribution of hearing compensation
devices in study subjects in stage 3

B 14. MER=MRMIRTHIMERE ST

3) BTk
a) M E B AERNE ), EAAERIER(13 )N E, WK 15,

B%

32% FE
3 68%
FR BE

Figure 15. Distribution of corpus collection meth-
ods in three stages

B 15. MERZIENREARSH

b) HRHI LR LT /), ERZHEVINERIEQL ), WA 16,

sk
Sk
19% Eare
81%

AL o LR (P s PPN

Figure 16. Distribution of three corpus processing
methods in stages

16. MR = BRI ES RS
5. 458

H 2002 £ 24, ZTIEE ST SIS 72, AOCRERARE ETHEY, B EEEnT
Z, SOITIET 15 A, LM A, UriE) LEIE S 2115 5 RE VAR M) LA TR
F R WU I 2 ST A BOR BT R, AR E 3T W R LE I 5O IGR, AT
RS B AL T SRl A R SRR . ARSRAGBIT TN Gk SR R T RO B AT, AR % )L
MBS RES R RAE RN . JATHE, BB LA BIRAMER AW 22D, Wi L E RENE 3RS 5
GFHIE SR IRSS . SKBUEITRE SRR 225,
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