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MAPPING THE GENERATIVE GRAMMAR LITERATURE 
THROUGH BIBLIOMETRIC ANALYSIS 1 

 

Ahat TEZCAN2 & İbrahim DOYUMĞAÇ3 
 
Abstract 

Generative grammar, developed by Chomsky in the mid-twentieth century, is a linguistic 
approach based on the assumption that humans possess an innate language faculty. 
Although generative grammar has influenced linguistics and several related disciplines, 
the bibliometric characteristics of publications explicitly referring to this term have not 
been comprehensively mapped. This study aimed to identify the publication trends, 
disciplinary and source distribution, institutional structure, and citation characteristics of 
studies containing the term “generative grammar.” For this purpose, articles indexed in 
the Social Sciences Citation Index (SSCI), Science Citation Index Expanded (SCI-
Expanded), Emerging Sources Citation Index (ESCI), and Arts & Humanities Citation 
Index (A&HCI) within the Web of Science Core Collection were examined. The search 
was completed on June 30, 2026, and the application of the eligibility criteria yielded a 
final dataset of 503 articles for bibliometric analysis. The articles were published in 16 
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different languages, with English being the predominant publication language. Within the 
retrieved dataset, the annual number of publications generally increased over the 
publication period, although fluctuations were observed across years.  Publications 
referring to generative grammar were distributed across linguistics and related fields, 
including philosophy, psychology, neuroscience, computer science, computational 
linguistics, and artificial intelligence. Prominent journals in the source network included 
The Linguistic Review, Lingua, Language, and Linguistic Inquiry.  Institutions based in 
the United States were prominent in the dataset; however, institutional rankings varied 
according to publication output, citation impact, and network connectivity. The study 
provides a bibliometric overview of the development and interdisciplinary distribution of 
publications explicitly referring to generative grammar. Because the findings are limited 
to records retrieved using the term “generative grammar,” the identified trends should be 
interpreted in light of the scope of the search strategy and the terminology that has evolved 
within the field over time. 

Keywords: Generative Grammar, Bibliometric Analysis, Research Trends, Science 
Mapping. 

Üretici Dilbilgisi Literatürünün Bibliyometrik Analiz Yoluyla 
Haritalandırılması 

Öz  

Chomsky tarafından yirminci yüzyılın ortalarında geliştirilen üretici dilbilgisi, insanların 
doğuştan gelen bir dil yetisine sahip olduğu kabulüne dayanan dilbilimsel bir yaklaşımdır. 
Üretici dilbilgisi, dilbilim ve ilişkili birçok disiplini etkilemiş olmasına rağmen bu terime 
açıkça yer veren yayınların bibliyometrik özellikleri kapsamlı biçimde 
haritalandırılmamıştır. Bu araştırmada, “üretici dilbilgisi” terimini içeren çalışmaların 
yayın eğilimlerinin, disiplinlere ve kaynaklara göre dağılımının, kurumsal yapısının ve 
atıf özelliklerinin belirlenmesi amaçlanmıştır. Bu amaçla Web of Science Core Collection 
kapsamında Social Sciences Citation Index (SSCI), Science Citation Index Expanded 
(SCI-Expanded), Emerging Sources Citation Index (ESCI) ve Arts & Humanities Citation 
Index (A&HCI) tarafından indekslenen makaleler incelenmiştir. 30 Haziran 2026 
tarihinde tamamlanan tarama ve uygunluk ölçütlerinin uygulanması sonucunda 503 
makaleden oluşan nihai veri seti bibliyometrik analize dâhil edilmiştir. Makalelerin 16 
farklı dilde yayımlandığı, en yaygın yayın dilinin ise İngilizce olduğu belirlenmiştir. Elde 
edilen veri setinde yıllık yayın sayısının yayın dönemi boyunca genel olarak arttığı, ancak 
yıllar arasında dalgalanmalar görüldüğü belirlenmiştir. Üretici dilbilgisi terimine yer 
veren yayınların başta dilbilim olmak üzere felsefe, psikoloji, sinirbilim, bilgisayar bilimi, 
hesaplamalı dilbilim ve yapay zekâ gibi ilişkili alanlara dağıldığı görülmüştür. Kaynak 
ağında öne çıkan dergiler arasında The Linguistic Review, Lingua, Language ve 
Linguistic Inquiry yer almıştır. Amerika Birleşik Devletleri merkezli kurumların veri 
setinde öne çıktığı, ancak kurumsal sıralamaların yayın sayısı, atıf etkisi ve ağ bağlantısı 
ölçütlerine göre farklılaştığı belirlenmiştir. Araştırma, üretici dilbilgisi terimine açıkça 
yer veren yayınların gelişimine ve disiplinler arası dağılımına ilişkin bibliyometrik bir 
görünüm sunmaktadır. Bulgular “üretici dilbilgisi” terimi kullanılarak erişilen kayıtlarla 
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sınırlandırıldığından, belirlenen eğilimler tarama stratejisinin kapsamı ve alanda zaman 
içinde değişen terminoloji dikkate alınarak yorumlanmalıdır. 

Anahtar Kelimeler: Üretici Dilbilgisi, Bibliyometrik Analiz, Araştırma Eğilimleri, 
Bilimsel Haritalama. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Generative grammar (GG) is a linguistic theory pioneered by the American 
scholar Chomsky and his followers. In other words, generative grammar is “a 
system of specific and clearly defined rules that structurally explain sentences” 
(Chomsky, 1965, p. 8). GG is a cognitive theory based on universal principles 
with specific functions (Mayo, 2012). Over time, the theoretical scope of GG has 
expanded, encompassing a wider range of concepts and topics (Chomsky, 1957, 
1965).  It should be noted that studies on GG were based on content analysis and 
systematic reviews; however, there are no bibliometric studies on these methods. 
According to Lei and Liu (2019), field experts should know popular journals and 
publications, prominent authors, and most cited publications. These data are 
essential for learning about the trends in research. Thus, the present study aimed 
to map previous studies (1976-2026) that mentioned the term GG with 
bibliometric analysis. Additionally, the study is different from the above-
mentioned reviews by focusing on all studies that mentioned the keyword GG. 
Recently, bibliometric studies in language, linguistics, and related subfields have 
addressed a range of issues using various research methodologies (Lei & Liao, 
2017; Lei & Liu, 2019; Lin & Lei, 2020). It is widely acknowledged as significant 
to identify research trends in linguistics with current analysis techniques, such as 
bibliometrics (Lei & Liao, 2017; Lei & Liu, 2019). Recent studies have 
highlighted several noteworthy topics that should be investigated with 
bibliometric analysis (Al Hakim, 2022; CheshmehSohrabi & Mashhadi, 2023). 
Also, bibliometric analysis has been employed in studies on artificial intelligence 
in education (Chen et al., 2018; Liu et al., 2024), sentiment analysis (Chen & Xie, 
2020), event detection in social media (Chen et al., 2019), educational 
technologies (Zawacki-Richter & Latchem, 2018), linguistics (Mohsen, 2016), 
and applied linguistics (Lei & Liu, 2019; Lin & Lei, 2020). Thus, it was 
determined that experts should determine the research trends on GG using the 
bibliometric method. This study on GG was conducted for three reasons. First, 
generative grammar has been considered as an important approach in language 
studies since 1957. Second, although there are theoretical, experimental, and case 
studies on generative grammar, it has not been investigated with the bibliometric 
method. Third, researchers require detailed data on research trends in generative 
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grammar, a field that has been investigated in various disciplines. The findings 
of the present study are significant for generative grammar experts and experts in 
other disciplines, such as linguistics, sociology, education, cognitive science, 
psychology, and computer science.   

Since the first quarter of the twentieth century, GG studies have generated an 
extensive body of knowledge as evidenced by theoretical investigations (Andor, 
2019; Bagha, 2009; Doyumğaç & Tezcan, 2018; Hale, 1988; Kertész, 2010a, 
2010b). Despite the growing body of knowledge on GG, no multidimensional 
bibliometric studies identified the co-citations and bibliographic links across 
studies, journals, and authors.  Due to the increase in the number of studies on 
GG, there is a need to bibliometrically analyze the contributing countries, 
prominent authors, most cited studies, prominent categories, and concepts within 
this field. The following research questions were determined in the scope of the 
current study, where generative grammar studies were mapped with bibliometric 
analysis. 

1. What are the years and languages of the publications that include the keyword 
GG? 

2. What is the Web of Science (WoS) categories of the articles that included the 
keyword GG? 

3. What is the keyword network of the articles that included the keyword GG?  

4. What is the network of the most cited articles and authors that included the 
keyword GG, and which articles and authors were cited the most?  

5. Which journals, institutions, and countries were the most prominent in terms 
of publications, citations, and network links? 

 

METHOD  

In the present study, the studies that included the term GG and were published in 
journals indexed in SSCI, SCI-Expanded, ESCI and AHCI were analyzed with 
the bibliometric method. Bibliometric analysis includes the analysis of 
publication years, languages, authors, journals, institutions, countries, and key 
findings (Pradana et al., 2023). In general, bibliometric analysis includes 
citations, author collaborations, and thematic analysis of scientific publications 
(Donthu et al., 2021). Bibliometric analysis enhances comprehension of 
developments in a discipline, changes in topics, and the significance of 
publications, providing significant insight for field experts (Gimenez et al., 2018). 
The current study employed bibliometric analysis to investigate the structure, 
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dynamics, and determinants of research networks on GG (1975-2026) based on 
bibliographic data collected from the WoS database. This study employs 
bibliometric analysis to identify year, language, keywords, citations, the leading 
journals, countries, and institutions related to GG research. 

Procedure 

The study data included the articles published in journals indexed in the WoS 
database. WoS is the leading scientific citation search platform and produces a 
dataset that includes data from several scientific disciplines (Lin et al., 2019).  A 
keyword search was conducted on the WoS database with the keyword GG 
between 1975-01-01 and 2026-06-30. Data collection included five steps: 
determination of the data collection source, keywords, data filtering, formatting 
the data, and data revision. Generative grammar” was determined as the search 
keyword, and the records were filtered based on document type and Web of 
Science indexes. The data file was downloaded in MS Excel format. The data 
collection process is presented in Figure 1. The initial search produced 795 
publications. Of these, 292 records were excluded because they did not meet the 
document type (Article) or Web of Science index (SSCI, A&HCI, ESCI, and SCI-
Expanded) criteria. Thus, 503 articles were included in the final analysis. 
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Figure 1. Research process 

The articles that mentioned the keyword GG at least once in the abstract were 
included in the analysis. Generally, two main approaches are employed to prepare 
the dataset for bibliometric studies (Zupic & Čater, 2015). The first approach 
entails researching for keywords or phrases, and identifying the relevant studies 
with a detailed review. The second approach entails the selection of one or more 
journals and the analysis of the studies published in these journals. The first 
approach has been adopted in studies focusing on a specific topic. Due to the 
scope and focus of the current study, the first approach was adopted, 
encompassing studies across diverse fields, including language, linguistics, 
philosophy, computer sciences, artificial intelligence, and cognitive sciences. 
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Then, the publication year, language, category, keywords, citations, country, and 
institution, as well as the most prominent authors and most cited articles, were 
determined (n=503). The final search and data collection was conducted on June 
30, 2026. To facilitate the analysis, the findings were filtered based on the 
following criteria: 'Article' publication types and ‘SSCI, A&HCI, ESCI and SCI-
EXPANDED’ Web of Science (WoS) indexes. This process yielded a data set 
that included 503 articles.  In the preliminary analysis, it was determined that 
there were irrelevant studies. Thus, studies that did not substantively address 
generative grammar despite being retrieved by the initial search were removed 
from the data set, and it was determined that GG was mentioned in all remaining 
studies. 

Data Analysis 

This study applies bibliometric analysis to analyze research trends in an 
organized manner. Bibliometric analysis refers to the process of analyzing 
citations, authors' collaboration, and research trends from different angles in order 
to identify core research trends and emerging issues within a particular field. The 
approach allows performing comprehensive and detailed analysis as it provides 
information about the connection between topics and trends (Zupic & Čater, 
2015). When it comes to bibliometric analysis of scientific papers, a number of 
factors can be taken into account such as years of publication, languages of 
publication, authors, journals, institutions, and countries of origin (Pradana et al., 
2023). The bibliometric analysis was carried out using VOSviewer software that 
is widely used in the literature for bibliometric mapping and visualization (Van 
Eck et al., 2008). 

There are two major functions of bibliometric studies: performance analysis and 
science mapping. Performance analysis involves evaluation of papers and 
citations in terms of journal, country, institution, and author. Science mapping is 
performed by means of visualization that represents relationship between the 
bibliometric data (Tang et al., 2018). In this study, a bibliometric analysis was 
performed through VOSviewer on studies that contained GG as a keyword. 
Mapping of the dataset was done using VOSviewer (version 1.6.21). VOSviewer 
makes it possible to represent huge bibliometric networks graphically owing to 
its powerful graphical representation and is currently considered to be the most 
advanced software for analyzing networks on any operating system. The software 
makes it easy to view and interpret bibliometric maps (Van Eck & Waltman, 
2010). In the process of the analysis, strengths of both methods were fully taken 
advantage of in order to conduct visual analysis. In order to increase the reliability 
and validity of the study, a number of steps were taken. Descriptive statistics were 
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used to describe the distribution of publications according to their type, 
publication years, and languages. In the analysis of keywords, the frequency, co-
occurrence, and temporal trends of GG were explored in order to understand the 
trends in the field. Network analysis was applied to show the co-occurrence 
network of GG, as well as co-citation and bibliographic networks. In the analysis 
of citations, the total number of citations and the top ten citations were 
established. Finally, cluster analysis separated keywords related to GG into 
thematic clusters to reveal the main subfields. 

 

FINDINGS 

The findings associated with the first research question are presented in Figures 
2 and 3. The distribution of the articles according to publication year is presented 
in Figure 2.  

Figure 2. The publication graph of articles according to years 

The analysis revealed that the articles retrieved with the keyword 'generative 
grammar' were published between January 1, 1975, and June 30, 2026. The first 
articles published in 1976 were ‘Inheritors and Transformational Generative 
Grammar’ by Lee (1976) and 'Jackendoff on Interpretive Semantics-Review of 
Semantic Interpretation in GG by Jackendoff, R.' by Hust and Brame. The 
analysis indicated that most articles (n=28) were published in 2016. Between 
1975 and 2016, the number of publications increased. However, between 2016 
and 2023, the same figure declined. The distribution of the language of 
publication is presented in Figure 3 (n=503). 
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Figure 3. The graph of articles published according to languages 

The analysis revealed that the publication languages included English (n=375), 
Spanish (n=33), Portuguese (n=24), Russian (n=16), French (n=13), Italian 
(n=13), German (n=9), Chinese (n=5), Croatian (n=3), Polish (n=2), Turkish 
(n=3), Unspecified (2), Afrikaans, Lithuanian, Arabic, Dutch and Korean(n=1). 
English was the most commonly used language, whereas only three articles were 
written in Turkish. Overall, the publications appeared in 16 different languages. 
The findings related to the second research question are detailed in Table 1. A 
search of the WoS database using the keyword “GG” resulted in 79 distinct 
categories, with the top 10 categories presented in the table 1. 

Table 1  
Web of science (WoS) categories in the screening 

As seen in Table 1, the majority of the articles in the WoS database were 
associated with 'Language Linguistics' (n=266), followed by Linguistics (n=189), 
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No Web of Science (WoS) Categories Article Numbers 
1 Language & Linguistics  266 
2 Linguistics  189 
3 Philosophy  30 
4 Psychology Experimental  23 
5 Literature 21 
6 Computer Science, Artificial Intelligence 21 
7 Humanities, Multidisciplinary  20 
8 Computer Science, Theory & Methods  14 
9 Education & Educational Research  14 
10 Social Sciences, Interdisciplinary 13 
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Philosophy (n=30), Experimental Psychology (n=23), Literature (n=21), 
Computer Sciences and Artificial Intelligence (n=21), Multidisciplinary 
Humanities (n=20), Computer Science Theory and Methods (n=14), Education 
& Educational Research (n=14), and Interdisciplinary Social Sciences (n=13). 
Since an article may be assigned to more than one WoS category, the category 
frequencies represent category assignments rather than mutually exclusive article 
counts; therefore, their total may exceed the number of articles in the dataset 
(n=503). In this study, 1,467 keywords were determined in the 503 articles 
identified in the WoS database with the keyword 'generative grammar' by the 
VOSviewer software. For the keyword co-occurrence analysis, the minimum 
number of occurrences of a keyword was set to 5. Of the 1,467 keywords, 35 met 
this threshold.  

It is indicated in the results of the keyword co-occurrence analysis that GG 
(n=114) was the most frequent keyword and was associated with 93 total link 
strength. The keyword "syntax" (n=31) ranked second. The keyword 'universal 
grammar' (n=13) ranked third, followed by 'Chomsky' (n=13) and 'language 
acquisition' (n=11). The 'generative grammar', 'syntax', 'universal grammar', 
'Chomsky' and 'language acquisition' keyword network is presented in Figure 4. 

 
Figure 4. The network map for the keywords 

As shown in Figure 4, there were 35 keywords, 7 clusters, 128 links, and 213 total 
link strength. The keyword GG, marked in light green, exhibited 32 links in 
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cluster 4 with 93 total link strength and 114 frequencies. The pink 'syntax' 
keyword exhibited 18 links in cluster 5 with 36 total link strength and 31 
frequencies. The lines in the network map demonstrate the links between the 
keywords. The thickness of the line indicates the strength of the link. Figures 5 
present the findings associated with the fourth research question. 

The dataset (503 articles) collected with the search on the WoS database with the 
keyword 'generative grammar' was imported into the VOSviewer software. For 
the document citation analysis, the minimum number of citations of a document 
was set to 50. Of the 503 documents, 36 met this threshold. Of these 36 
documents, 8 were included in the connected network presented in Figure 5. 

 
Figure 5. The network map of the most cited articles 

The network map presented in Figure 5 included 8 documents, 3 clusters, and 13 
links. In terms of citation counts, the article ‘Idioms’ by Nunberg et al. (1994) 
was cited 583 times, 'Movement and Control' by Hornstein (1999) was cited 465 
times, and 'Bridging the Gap: Evidence from ERPs on the Processing of 
Unbounded Dependencies' by Kluender and Kutas (1993) was cited 339 times. 

As illustrated in Figure 6, 6 references received at least 200 citations. The analysis 
of the 18,793 cited references included in the bibliography of the 503 articles in 
the WoS database revealed that 78 references met the threshold of at least 10 
citations. The network map of these co-cited references is presented in Figure 6. 
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Figure 6. The network map of cocited references 

The network map in Figure 6 included 78 references, 5 clusters, 1969 links, and 
6171 total link strength. Chomsky's (1965) Aspects of the Theory of Syntax in 
the yellow cluster 4 in the network map included 77 links, 830 total link strength, 
and 144 co-citations in the bibliography of 503 articles. Chomsky's (1986) 
Knowledge of Language: Its Nature, Origin and Use was in cluster 1 with 77 
links, 797 total link strength, and 117 co-citations. Chomsky's (2002) Syntactic 
Structures was in the yellow cluster 4 with 77 links, 528 total link strength, and 
89 co-citations. In general, the publications with the highest co-citations were by 
Chomsky. 

The findings associated with the fifth research question are presented in Figures 
7, 8, 9 and 10. The dataset was analyzed with the VOSviewer software. 60 authors 
were identified with the filter that included the authors with at least one article 
and 50 citations. Sixty authors that matched these criteria are presented in Figure 
7. 
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Figure 7. Visualization of the co-authorship network using vosviewer 

Author citation network in generative grammar research he network map in 
Figure 7 included 60 authors, 40 clusters, 60 links, and a total link strength of 91. 
Of the 40 clusters, six included at least two authors, whereas the remaining 
clusters consisted of single authors. Cluster 1 included 8 authors, Cluster 2 
included 7 authors, Cluster 3 included 4 authors, Cluster 4 included 3 authors, 
and Clusters 5 and 6 each included 2 authors. Among the authors in the network, 
Noam Chomsky had 486 citations and a total link strength of 21, Robert C. 
Berwick had 285 citations and a total link strength of 14, Guillermo Lorenzo had 
63 citations and a total link strength of 12, Beracah Yankama had 156 citations 
and a total link strength of 9, Paul Pietroski had 156 citations and a total link 
strength of 9, and Charles Yang had 112 citations and a total link strength of 8. 
In the WoS database, 293 sources were identified. For the source citation analysis, 
the minimum number of documents of a source was set to 1 and the minimum 
number of citations of a source was set to 50. Of the 293 sources, 33 met these 
thresholds. The network map of the connected sources is presented in Figure 8. 
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Figure 8. The network map of the most cited journals 

The network map in Figure 8 included 16 journals (items), 7 clusters, 32 links, 
and 47 total link strength. There were four journals in cluster 1 (red), three 
journals in cluster 2 (green), two journals in cluster 3 (blue), two journals in 
cluster 4 (yellow), two journals in cluster 5 (purple), two journals in cluster 6 
(light blue), and one journal in cluster 7 (orange). The journal ‘Language’ was 
cited 896 times with 8 articles and a total link strength of 2. The journal ‘Lingua’ 
had 502 citations, 23 articles, and a total link strength of 12. The journal 
‘Linguistic Inquiry’ had 1 article, 465 citations, and a total link strength of 1. The 
analysis of 424 institutions revealed that 46 institutions met the threshold of at 
least one document and at least 50 citations. The VOSviewer analysis showed 
that 28 of these institutions were connected to other institutions. The network map 
of these 28 institutions is presented in Figure 9. 
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Figure 9. The network map of the most cited institutions 

As presented in Figure 9, of the 424 organizations identified in the dataset, 46 
met the threshold of at least one document and at least 50 citations. The network 
map included 28 institutions (items), 4 clusters, 74 links, and 107 total link 
strength. The first cluster (red) included 10 institutions, including MIT, the 
University of Arizona, the University of Cambridge, the University of Maryland, 
the University of Ottawa, Utrecht University, and the University of Washington. 
Cluster 2 (green) included nine institutions, including Michigan State University, 
New York University, Tufts University, the University of California Los 
Angeles, the University of Connecticut, the University of Edinburgh, and the 
University of Tübingen. Cluster 3 (blue) included five institutions, including 
Stanford University, the University of California San Diego, the University of 
Oviedo, the University of Patras, and the University of Santiago de Compostela. 
Cluster 4 (yellow) included four institutions, including Cornell University, Tel 
Aviv University, the University of Chicago, and the University of Pennsylvania. 

Among the institutions meeting the citation threshold, the University of Maryland 
had 5 documents and 731 citations, with a total link strength of 14. MIT had 9 
documents and 629 citations and exhibited the highest total link strength (26). 
The University of Cambridge had 3 documents, 263 citations, and a total link 
strength of 6, whereas the University of Arizona had 5 documents, 242 citations, 
and a total link strength of 13. These findings indicate that MIT and the University 
of Maryland occupied prominent positions in the institutional collaboration 
network in terms of both citation impact and network connectivity. The analysis 
of 66 countries revealed that 19 countries met the threshold of at least one 
document and at least 50 citations. The network map of these 19 countries is 
presented in Figure 10. 
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Figure 10. The network map of the most cited countries 

It can be observed in Figure 10, the network included 19 countries (items), 7 
clusters, 57 links, and 139 total link strength. Cluster 1 (red) included England, 
Norway, Scotland, and Taiwan. Cluster 2 (green) included Australia, Belgium, 
and Spain. Cluster 3 (blue) included Denmark, People's Republic of China, and 
the United Arab Emirates. Cluster 4 (yellow) included Israel, Italy, and South 
Korea. Cluster 5 (purple) included France and Germany, Cluster 6 (light blue) 
included Greece and the USA, and Cluster 7 (orange) included Canada and the 
Netherlands. 

The USA had the highest number of documents and citations, with 94 documents 
and 4,553 citations, and also exhibited the highest total link strength (83). 
England followed in citation count with 515 citations from 30 documents and a 
total link strength of 21. Germany had 21 documents and 338 citations, with a 
total link strength of 29, while Spain had 30 documents and 262 citations, with a 
total link strength of 22. The Netherlands had 17 documents, 272 citations, and a 
total link strength of 11. Canada had 16 documents and 188 citations, with a total 
link strength of 22. These findings indicate that the USA was the most prominent 
country in the network in terms of articles output, citation count, and total link 
strength. 
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

The present study aimed to determine trends in studies that included the keyword 
GG in the WoS database. Thus, the publication type, year, language, category, 
prominent keywords, and keyword networks were determined. Furthermore, the 
most cited articles and citation networks, the journals, universities, and countries 
that published the articles including the keyword GG were identified. The 
analysis revealed that the number of publications on GG generally increased 
between 1975 and 2016, reaching its highest level in 2016, followed by a 
declining trend between 2016 and 2023. It was also concluded that most studies 
were published in English. The studies were distributed across a wide range of 
WoS categories, although they were predominantly concentrated in Language & 
Linguistics and Linguistics. At the country level, the United States ranked first in 
terms of the number of publications, citations, and total link strength. 

Most studies that included the keyword GG were in English (Aldridge, 2008; 
Campbell et al., 2012; Chomsky et al., 2019; Cipriani, 2019; Dékány, 2019; 
Dunbar, 2019; Golumbia, 2004; Hoji, 2003; Kertész & Rákosi, 2012; Laborda-
Gil, 2017; Lay & Guan, 2004; MacSwan, 2005; Mallory, 2023; Marantz, 2005; 
Nefdt, 2021; Nevin, 2009; Newmeyer, 1982; Newmeyer, 2020; Sauerland & 
Alexiadou, 2020; Schiffer, 2015). These studies theoretically discussed GG, 
superficial structure, in-depth structure, transformations, and the history of 
generative grammar. There were also various studies in French (Franco et al., 
2023; Guéron, 2020; Mallory, 2023), German (Haider et al., 1987), Spanish 
(Genovesi, 2017; Laborda-Gil, 2017), Portuguese (Carvalho & Cerqueira, 2018; 
Pinto, 2018), Croatian (Krsnik, 2022; Šaravanja, 2011) and Afrikaans 
(Weideman, 2017).  

Certain studies directly addressed GG, while others only mentioned GG. Both 
types of studies published in different languages discussed GG theoretically and 
argued that   various theories were based on GG. Studies that directly addressed 
GG were mainly on the history of GG (Andor, 2019; Kertész, 2010a, 2010b), GG 
methodology, interdisciplinary approach to GG (Antović, 2007; Corbalán, 2018, 
2021; Johnson, 2014; Kertész, 2019; Nefdt, 2021; Newmeyer, 2020; Terzian & 
Corbalán, 2021), GG psychology and neuroscience (Leivada, 2021; Marantz, 
2005; Marino & Gervain, 2019; Pater, 2019), and the correlation between GG 
and semantics (Napoletano, 2017). Studies that directly addressed GG focused on 
the cognitive aspect of GG. GG has been discussed in philosophy, psychology, 
computer science, artificial intelligence, multidisciplinary computer science 
theory, methodology, and education. 
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The findings of the study suggested that several studies with the keyword GG 
were on language and linguistics (Aldridge, 2008; Dunbar, 2019; Newmeyer, 
2020), philosophy (Schiffer, 2015; Zmyślony, 2012), psychology (Pinker et al., 
1993), neuroscience (Berwick & Chomsky, 2017; Jackendoff, 2007; Kluender & 
Kutas, 1993), computer science (Campbell et al. , 2012; Kim & Yang, 2005), 
computational linguistics (Goldsmith, 2001), artificial intelligence (Djalali, 2017; 
Kelemen, 1996; Serrano et al., 2015; Tugwell, 2006), mathematics (Azamov & 
Bekimov, 2016; Rohrmeier, 2011), music (Storino et al., 2007; Yust, 2015), 
second language acquisition (Hicks & Domínguez, 2020; Jaensch, 2011), 
communication and linguistics (Dékány, 2019; Golumbia, 2004), political 
science (Joenniemi, 2012), engineering, and machinery (Yukish et al., 2020). 

The keyword co-occurrence analysis identified GG (n = 114) as the most frequent 
keyword, followed by syntax (n = 31), universal grammar (n = 13), Chomsky (n 
= 13), and language acquisition (n = 11). Other related concepts in the network 
included language, linguistics, minimalism, biolinguistics, generative linguistics, 
language evolution, language faculty, transformational grammar, 
transformational-generative grammar, and psycholinguistics. Thus, significant 
concepts associated with GG (Newmeyer, 2020) included generative 
transformational grammar (Arigoni, 1982; Lee, 1976; Nevin, 2009; Newmeyer, 
1982), generative linguistics (Dékány, 2019; Doyumğaç, 2022, 2025; Marantz, 
2005; Nefdt, 2021; Newmeyer, 2020), GG and pragmatics (Carston, 2000), 
cognitive neuroscience and GG (Dunbar, 2019; Marantz, 2005), GG and meaning 
(Cipriani, 2019; Sauerland & Alexiadou, 2020; Schiffer, 2015), GG and language 
faculty (Chomsky et al., 2019), structural realism and generative linguistics 
(Nefdt, 2021), GG and syntax (Laczkó, 2009; Rohrmeier, 2011; Tomalin, 2003b), 
and the minimalist program (Hornstein, 2018). These studies demonstrate that 
GG has been addressed from semantic, formal, pragmatic, and cognitive 
perspectives and has been associated with concepts such as meaning, syntax, 
cognition, and the minimalist program. Chomsky expanded his approach to 
language using certain additions to his minimalist program. On the other hand, 
certain studies also focused on the failure of generative grammar (Gross, 1979) 
and its falsifiability and reproducibility (Hoji, 2003). Garcia (2013) reviewed 
multidisciplinary evidence that cast doubt on the neurological plausibility of 
generative grammar and emphasized that it was not the most fruitful linguistic 
theory for the development of neurolinguistics. It should be noted that GG was 
also investigated based on the language of music (Holtzman, 1980), and the 
meaning-first approach (Sauerland & Alexiadou, 2020). Certain studies that 
investigated GG and language acquisition reported that the main objective of 
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language was communications based on grammatical structures acquired at birth 
(Dékány, 2019; Römer et al., 2022). 

The most cited articles included those by Nunberg et al. (1994), Hornstein (1999), 
Kluender and Kutas (1993), Goldsmith (2001), Jackendoff (2007), Bresnan and 
Mchombo (1995), Rohrmeier (2011), Sprouse et al. (2013), Berwick et al. (2011). 
Among the most highly cited documents in the connected citation network, 
Nunberg et al. (1994), Hornstein (1999), and Kluender and Kutas (1993) received 
583, 465, and 339 citations, respectively. Several of the most highly cited studies 
did not focus directly on GG but addressed linguistic, cognitive, or theoretical 
issues related to it. Nunberg et al. (1994) argued that the semantic properties of 
idioms and metaphors help explain certain interesting asymmetries in the 
syntactic and thematic roles of idiomatic noun phrases. Hornstein (1999) 
suggested that imperative control structures are derived through movement, 
although this was presented in a study where Generative Grammar (GG) was only 
briefly mentioned. In another frequently cited study, Kluender and Kutas (1993) 
examined the possibility of substituting a constituent at the beginning of a 
sentence or an entire utterance fundamental and universal feature of human 
languages basing their analysis on GG. (Kluender & Kutas, 1993).  Goldsmith 
(2001) compared the minimum description length (MDL) analysis findings and 
model unsupervised learning of the morphological segmentation in European 
languages with GG and reported that GG was associated with meaning. The 
significance of GG was indirectly discussed in certain studies (Bresnan & 
Mchombo, 1995); it was demonstrated that Bantu noun class marks significantly 
supported the principle of lexical unity, and Western tonal music was associated 
with GG (Rohrmeier, 2011).  In a study conducted by Berwick et al. (2011), it 
was argued that one of the key objectives of GG was the discovery of the invariant 
properties of human languages, readdressing stimulus poverty. Other studies 
addressed issues, such as the correlation between Parallel Architecture Grammar 
and GG (Jackendoff, 2007), an organization theory approach called 
“autogenesis,” and the correlations between deep structure (generative grammar), 
item structure, and observed structure (Drazin & Sandelands, 1992). Similarly, 
other studies approached GG from different perspectives and emphasized its 
significance (Aldridge, 2008; Chomsky et al., 2019; Holtzman, 1980; MacSwan, 
2005; Marantz, 2005; Wang et al., 2020). However, certain studies criticized GG 
(Gross, 1979; Hoji, 2003), while others promoted it. 

The analysis revealed that the publications on GG were mostly associated with 
language and linguistics, and universities in the United States contributing the 
highest volume of research on GG (Aldridge, 2008; Bresnan & Mchombo, 1995; 
Chomsky et al., 2019; Goldberg, 2002; Hornstein, 1999; Kluender & Kutas, 
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1993; Nunberg et al., 1994; Schiffer, 2015; Schütze, 2011; Sprouse et al., 2013; 
Yust, 2015). Also, England (Hicks & Domínguez, 2020; Jaensch, 2011; 
Rohrmeier, 2011), Germany (Featherston, 2005, 2007), the Netherlands (Bennis 
& Hoekstra, 1985; Maier, 2015), Spain (Longa & Lorenzo, 2018; Martins & 
Boeckx, 2016), Greece (Evdoridou, 2008; Vlachos, 2014), China (Wang et al., 
2020), Scotland (Nefdt, 2021), and the Czech Republic (Romportl et al., 2004) 
are among the leading contributors to research on GG. As expected, this was 
similar to the findings of the prominent colleges on GG research.  

Among the institutions in the connected network, MIT exhibited the highest total 
link strength (26), while the University of Maryland received the highest number 
of citations (n = 731). Other institutions represented in the network included the 
University of Arizona, the University of Cambridge, Michigan State University, 
New York University, Tufts University, the University of California Los 
Angeles, Stanford University, and the University of California San Diego. The 
source citation analysis identified a network of 16 journals, with Language, 
Lingua, and Linguistic Inquiry among the most highly cited sources. 

The studies published in the following journals included the keyword GG: 
Language (Dunbar, 2019; Newmeyer, 2020; Nunberg et al., 1994), Lingua 
(Anttila & Fong, 2004; Baker, 2012; Bouchard, 2001; Burton-Roberts, 2011; 
Featherston, 2005; Hirose, 1997; Hoji, 2003; Łukaszewicz, 2006; Petzell & 
Hellberg, 2014; Piñeros, 2003; Rice, 2006; Seraku, 2013; Sprouse et al., 2013; 
Tomalin, 2003a, 2003b), Linguistic Review (Bennis & Hoekstra, 1985; 
Culicover, 2005; Dobashi, 2010; Ferreira, 2005; Lieberman, 2005; Marantz, 
2005; Nordström, 2014; Putnam et al., 2018), Linguistic Inquiry (Hornstein, 
1999), Journal of Cognitive Neuroscience (Kluender & Kutas, 1993), 
Computational Linguistics (Goldsmith, 2001), Natural Language & Linguistic 
Theory (Bresnan & Mchombo, 1995; Kennedy & Merchant, 2000), Cognitive 
Science (Berwick et al., 2011; Jackendoff, 2007; Kolodny et al., 2015; 
Smolensky, 1999), Brain Research (Jackendoff, 2007), and Journal of Linguistics 
(Burton-Roberts & Poole, 2006; Ginzburg & Kolliakou, 2009; Sprouse & 
Almeida, 2012). 

These studies were indirectly or directly associated with GG theory. Marantz 
(2005) argued that linguistic theory was at the center of the holistic cognitive 
neuroscience of language. Kolodny et al. (2015) reported that progress was 
possible with a natural language learning model with biological and 
computational aspects. Addressing the GG, neural networks and application 
mapping problem, Dunbar (2019) proposed that to model grammatical learning 
with neural networks, a method should be developed to understand how 
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knowledge would be interpreted as grammar. The bibliometric analysis showed 
an overall increase in GG-related publications between 1975 and 2016, followed 
by a declining trend between 2016 and 2023. 

The present study found that English was the dominant publication language 
among studies containing the keyword GG. The analysis demonstrated that GG-
related research extended across multiple disciplinary areas, although Language 
& Linguistics and Linguistics were the dominant WoS categories. Other 
prominent categories included Philosophy, Experimental Psychology, Literature, 
Computer Science-Artificial Intelligence, Multidisciplinary Humanities, 
Computer Science-Theory & Methods, Education & Educational Research, and 
Interdisciplinary Social Sciences. In these studies, the keyword GG was 
associated with syntax, universal grammar, Chomsky, language acquisition, 
language, linguistics, minimalism, biolinguistics, generative linguistics, language 
evolution, language faculty, transformational grammar, transformational-
generative grammar, and psycholinguistics. The most frequently cited journals in 
GG research included Linguistic Review, Lingua, Language, Linguistic Inquiry, 
Cognitive Science, Brain Research, Frontiers in Psychology, Linguistics, Journal 
of Linguistics, Cognition, Language Sciences, Theoretical Linguistics, Catalan 
Journal of Linguistics, Language and Linguistics Compass, Neuroscience and 
Biobehavioral Reviews, and Science. 

The country-level citation network comprised 19 countries: the United States, 
England, Germany, Spain, the Netherlands, Canada, France, the People’s 
Republic of China, South Korea, Taiwan, Australia, Norway, Israel, Greece, 
Belgium, Denmark, the United Arab Emirates, Scotland, and Italy. The United 
States occupied the most prominent position in the country-level network, with 
94 documents, 4,553 citations, and the highest total link strength (83), followed 
by several European countries with substantial publication and citation activity, 
including England, Germany, Spain, and the Netherlands. Furthermore, it was 
concluded that GG was indirectly or directly studied at Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology, University of Maryland, University of Arizona, University of 
Cambridge, University of Ottawa, Utrecht University, University of Washington, 
Michigan State University, New York University, Tufts University, University of 
California Los Angeles, University of California Los Angeles, University of 
Connecticut, University of Edinburgh, University of Tübingen, Stanford 
University, University of California San Diego, University of Oviedo, University 
of Patras, University of Santiago de Compostela, Cornell University, Tel Aviv 
University, University of Chicago, and University of Pennsylvania. 

 



Mapping the Generative Grammar Literature Through Bibliometric Analysis 

 
[3909] 

Limitations and Recommendations for Further Research 

The most significant limitation was that the study data were collected only from 
the WoS database. While WOS is representative of the literature, it does not 
include all linguistic work. Further research could be conducted on databases, 
such as Scopus, Google Scholar, and ERIC. Furthermore, the current study 
focused on studies including the term GG. Further research could investigate the 
trends in generative linguistics, deep structure, surface structure, universal 
grammar, acquisition, and pragmatics. Bibliometric analysis findings could vary 
based on certain factors, such as the search engine, keywords, listing of author 
names in the article, and using “and” or “or” in the keyword. Also, the position 
of the keywords in the study, year of publication, language, and category, among 
others, could affect bibliometric data. VOSviewer software could be considered 
another limitation of the method employed to investigate repeated items. There 
could be errors in college and author names and keywords. On the other hand, the 
strengths of the bibliometric analysis include data visualization, prominent 
keywords, countries, universities and journals, and historical variations. The 
present study is valuable for fostering future academic collaboration, especially 
for scholars aiming to gain in-depth insight into GG, as it offers an overview of 
key aspects such as publication language, timeline, geographic and institutional 
distribution, prominent keywords, and influential authors. 
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GENİŞLETİLMİŞ ÖZET 

Amaç: Bu araştırmanın temel amacı, Üretici Dilbilgisi (ÜD) alanındaki bilimsel 
literatürü bibliyometrik yöntemler aracılığıyla sistematik olarak haritalandırmak 
ve analiz etmektir. Noam Chomsky tarafından 1950’li yıllarda ortaya 
konulmasından bu yana ÜD, yalnızca dilbilim alanını şekillendirmekle 
kalmamış; bilişsel bilim, psikoloji, felsefe ve yapay zekâ gibi disiplinleri de 
önemli ölçüde etkilemiştir. Alanda önemli bir konuma sahip olmasına rağmen, 
ÜD’nin bilimsel gelişimini nicel olarak ortaya koyan ve görselleştiren 
bibliyometrik çalışmaların sınırlı olduğu görülmektedir. Bu araştırma, ÜD 
literatüründeki makale eğilimlerini, öne çıkan yazarları, tematik yapıları ve 
kurumsal ağları inceleyerek bu boşluğun giderilmesine katkı sağlamayı 
amaçlamaktadır. 

Yöntem: Bu araştırmada bibliyometrik analiz tekniği kullanılmıştır. 
Araştırmanın veri seti, “generative grammar” anahtar kelimesi kullanılarak Web 
of Science (WoS) veri tabanından elde edilmiş; SSCI, SCI-Expanded, AHCI ve 
ESCI indeksleri, makale ve tarih filtrelemeleri tarama kapsamına alınmıştır. 
Sonuç olarak analize 503 makale dâhil edilmiştir. Yayın yılı, yayın dili, yazar, 
kurum, atıf ve anahtar kelimeler gibi temel değişkenler analiz edilmiştir. 
Bibliyometrik haritaların oluşturulmasında VOSviewer yazılımından 
yararlanılmış; anahtar kelime eş-oluşumları, atıf yapıları ve ilgili bibliyometrik 
ağ haritaları incelenmiştir. 

Bulgular: Araştırma bulguları, üretici dilbilgisiyle ilgili 503 makalenin 1975-
2026 yılları arasında yayımlandığını göstermiştir. En fazla makale 2016 yılında 
yayımlanmıştır (n=28). En yaygın yayın dilinin İngilizce (n=375) olduğu 
belirlenmiştir. Makaleler 79 farklı Web of Science kategorisinde sınıflandırılmış; 
bunlar arasında Language Linguistics (n=266) ve Linguistics (n=189) en yaygın 
kategoriler olmuştur. 

Anahtar kelime analizinde bir anahtar kelimenin minimum görülme sayısı 5 
olarak belirlenmiş ve 1.467 anahtar kelimeden 35’nin bu eşik değeri karşıladığı 
görülmüştür. “Generative grammar” en sık kullanılan anahtar kelime (n=114) 
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olurken bunu “syntax” (n=31), “universal grammar” (n=13), “Chomsky” (n=13) 
ve “language acquisition” (n=11) izlemiştir. Anahtar kelime ağı 35 anahtar 
kelime, 7 küme, 128 bağlantı ve 213 toplam bağlantı gücünden oluşmuştur. 

Makalelerin atıf analizi sonucunda 503 makalenin 36’sının en az 50 atıf alma 
eşiğini karşıladığı belirlenmiştir. Birbiri ile atıf bağlantısına sahip 8 makale, 3 
küme ve 13 toplam bağlantı gücüne sahip olduğu görülmüştür. Atıf sayıları 
açısından Nunberg ve diğerlerinin (1994) çalışması 583, Hornstein’ın (1999) 
çalışması 465, Kluender ve Kutas’ın (1993) çalışması ise 339 atıf almıştır. Eş-atıf 
analizi sonucunda, 503 makalenin kaynakçalarında yer alan 18.793 atıf yapılan 
kaynaktan 78’inin en az 10 atıf alma eşiğini karşıladığı belirlenmiştir. Yazar atıf 
analizinde 690 yazardan 60’ının en az bir makale ve 50 atıf ölçütlerini karşıladığı 
görülmüştür. Yazar atıf ağı 60 yazar, 40 küme, 60 bağlantı ve 91 toplam bağlantı 
gücünden oluşmuştur. Kaynak atıf analizinde 293 kaynaktan 33’ü belirlenen eşik 
değerlerini karşılamış, bunlardan 16’sı ağ içerisinde bağlantılı olarak yer almıştır. 
Kurum analizinde 424 kurumdan 46’sı atıf eşiğini karşılamış ve 28 kurum ağ 
içerisinde bağlantılı olarak belirlenmiştir. Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
(MIT) 26 toplam bağlantı gücü ile en yüksek değere sahipken, raporlanan 
kurumlar arasında University of Maryland 731 atıf ile en yüksek atıf sayısına 
ulaşmıştır. Son olarak, 66 ülkeden 19’u belirlenen eşik değerini (en az 1 makale 
ve 50 atıf) karşılamıştır. ABD; makale sayısı (n=94), atıf sayısı (n=4.553) ve 
toplam bağlantı gücü (83) bakımından en yüksek değerlere sahip ülke olmuştur. 

Sonuç ve Tartışma: Araştırma sonuçları, incelenen yayın dönemi boyunca 
üretici dilbilgisiyle ilgili yayınların sayısında yıllara göre dalgalanmalar 
görülmekle birlikte genel bir artış eğiliminin bulunduğunu göstermiştir. 
İngilizcenin temel yayın dili olarak öne çıktığı belirlenmiştir. Araştırma 
konularının ağırlıklı olarak sözdizimi, evrensel dilbilgisi, dil edinimi, 
minimalizm, biyodilbilim, üretici dilbilim, dil evrimi ve dil yetisi etrafında 
şekillendiği görülmüştür. Yüksek atıf alan çalışmalar arasında Nunberg ve 
diğerleri (1994), Hornstein (1999), Kluender ve Kutas (1993), Goldsmith (2001), 
Jackendoff (2007), Bresnan ve Mchombo (1995), Rohrmeier (2011), Sprouse ve 
diğerleri (2013) ile Berwick ve diğerlerinin (2011) çalışmaları yer almıştır. 

Coğrafi ve kurumsal açıdan değerlendirildiğinde ABD, ülke ağında makale 
sayısı, atıf sayısı ve toplam bağlantı gücü bakımından en yüksek değerlere sahip 
olmuştur. Massachusetts Institute of Technology, University of Maryland, 
University of Arizona, University of Cambridge, University of California Los 
Angeles, Stanford University ve University of California San Diego kurumsal 
ağda yer alan kurumlar arasındadır. Yazar atıf ağı 60 yazar, 40 küme, 60 bağlantı 
ve 91 toplam bağlantı gücünden oluşmuştur. Kaynak ağı 16 kaynak, 7 küme, 32 
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bağlantı ve 47 toplam bağlantı gücünden; kurumsal ağ ise 28 kurum, 4 küme, 74 
bağlantı ve 107 toplam bağlantı gücünden oluşmuştur. Ülke ağı 19 ülke, 7 küme, 
57 bağlantı ve 139 toplam bağlantı gücünü içermiştir. Bulgular ayrıca üretici 
dilbilgisine ilişkin yayınların farklı disiplinlere ve araştırma bağlamlarına 
yayıldığını ortaya koymuştur. Bu çalışma, üretici dilbilgisi araştırmalarının genel 
görünümünü bibliyometrik ağ haritaları aracılığıyla haritalandırmaktadır. 
Gelecek araştırmalarda daha geniş kapsamlı veri tabanlarından yararlanılması, 
farklı anahtar kelime kümelerinin incelenmesi ve farklı dilbilim yaklaşımlarının 
(örneğin Yapı Dilbilgisi ve Üretici Dilbilgisi) karşılaştırmalı bibliyometrik 
analizlerinin gerçekleştirilmesi önerilebilir. 
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