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Abstract

Based on the Scopus database of courtroom discourse research literature from 1966 to 2022, this
study conducted a scientometric visual analysis and revealed that Chaemsaithong is the author with
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the most publications; Eades has become the most influential scholar; the United States, the United
Kingdom, and China are the top 3 productive countries, but only the United States has a strong bet-
weenness centrality. The diversity of publishing institutions fully reflects the multidisciplinary of
courtroom discourse research. Language and power, interactive roles, courtroom interpreting, his-
torical courtroom discourse, intertextuality, and (im)politeness are hot topics in courtroom discourse
research. Language and power studies focus on how power is enacted through language and how fac-
tors such as professional background, language ability, race, and gender contribute to power differ-
ences. Interactive roles highlight the diverse roles of judges, questioning techniques and persua-
sive strategies of lawyers’ discourse, the limited power and disadvantage of defendants, and the cre-
dibility of witnesses. Courtroom interpretation research covers topics such as the role of the inter-
preter, factors influencing interpretation, and the impact of interpretation on the courtroom. His-
torical courtroom discourse includes the characteristics of 17th-century courtroom discourse and
the evolution of early courtroom discourse. Intertextuality in courtroom interaction focuses on
cross-textual resource borrowings such as scientific citations and written document citations, hybr-
id and embedding characteristics, reported speech, and interdiscursivity analysis. (Im)politeness
in the courtroom includes common politeness strategies such as humor and impoliteness strategies
such as interruption, hedge, taboo language, and offense.
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1. 5|8

TEREARIE 5 A 00— DN E ) LU, RETTE R AR E M A, 1R E AR, R A
AZbr H I HRE S 5% £z 2, & ENIE A E B O H AR A E R, DU AR SR T
AMTREAT B BN[ 1] VRRE R IEHIR 5 i B RIVE (TESE[2], WP Br = J7 b AT KR L Sgi,  “xhl
e A AR R AL B PR BV BE 1 T8 O — A TR SRR [3]. 12k 50 Z4E, IR LT
FIREFE S BBRRBRIR , SR EA, 90 RO OG ARSI , SRR (4] TR (510 [l P SN2 B 15 15 BF Te it
T T BONER IR AL ZE,  F A S 2 (6] 10 Bl N ANERETE IR PR T Fe it AT 13k vF. 2R, CfF
PAURZRR: — B S0t [ AR R T T FEHEAT SR8, T [l AR RE T TEAIT FU T BE AR FE b ok Bt A
REE A7) RSB XU 4R SN AT IR R =N A R CiteSpace 8¢ 3CHRTHEHT L LA .
PR, A b BEXT [E AMERETE R T FUREAT R G R A R T itk, ASCZ ] CiteSpace SCHRTHE AT #LAL
SN, BWIF R UE AMERE IR SR AR R SRS S, DUBIARTEE E SNERE TR IR R S
JIR ik I A AR SRAIT FE R AR

2. BIRERZE
2.1. BIERBESHERER

Scopus J& & BR i K SCHRE 5 RHE B 51 8P, R BHASTHRE HIRIE. 25 8 25| 38 ik
TR ATE, AHEFC LA Scopus B PE AR FERUR AR, 4R E N 1966 4 10 2% 2022 4 12 H.
56, LLERETE i (courtroom discourse). 72 JE 2> T (courtroom conversation). 7%JE 1 & (courtroom language)
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5% K2 H. Bl (courtroom interaction) AAn @, i B E OCHE R AT E R R, ARG, /0 al R HE RS (trial
discourse). & J| £ if(trial conversation) & ¥iE  (trial language) ML E (court), FFNPHIRIEREE R, Hpf
TR AT S B PR . B, RIS M R E S, N L AIBR — 8 AAH OGS0, SR T
1966~2022 4FHH (R 688 FaivZ: e 1 1 9 11 SC kAN 29,880 i 275 SCiik
2.2, WP

CiteSpace /& — A FHF= M BT, BN AT ZEAT AT AAL AT, DR b Bt — S R Bl 3 U R S 9
SCHERFEAT R E T E T, Ble B — 2R E A ) OGBS B AR O A, FEREEN SR R ) 98 & DA
Bh2EEE ) 7 JE ML R L, AT AL R s R — SR R T ST B B R A ATVR AR SR T A R
B RR(8], #E) Vi T & R .

3. ERESH
3.1. RXIERDHT

FIH Citespace XV RETHE HEAT VR A 1E BG40 #r B K (LX) & A B8 23 A RAOHLAA 2 S 43 H (i
Kl 1~3 Fio), AT DU Tt 22 47 RV e 13 1 AU ) R SO S VAR 100«

1) WRICIEERE, K EEEBH K (HanYang University) ] Krisda Chaemsaithong #(3% & 3 & &
%, 1K 30 %, A2 ME— I R SCRBAER Ak, K SCEE T 5 5 II/E# A Sandra Hale (11 %)~ Sigurd D’Hondt
(6 5%)~ Jieun Lee (6 5%)+ Yoonjeong Kim (5 /%)~ Christian Licoppe (5 #%)~ Justin B. Richland (5 #%)- Barbara
Kryk-Kastovsky (5 f#)o MEEGAEIEORE, ZAUR/EE GIERD, Per Linell 5 ZEEG1FE.
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Figure 1. Visualization of the co-author network
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Figure 2. Visualization of the co-country (region) network
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Figure 3. Visualization of the co-institute network
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2) WRCHZF X)) KRG, SKEASCEMES —, 3190 5, AR SCRN 28.5%, HUCOYIL[HE (82
)y HE(EREEBENGTE) (56 F) MRMI(S3 F)MERE33 F). FEREGEAGED], KESHA
HEREMERZ, 140 HUOy P EMSEE, 2005 A E K G 8 Ui 6 k. SLE B FRF
PE, KA A AR PR FI[9]; S A SCE R E A O E AR, BRI (12 R A SCREA R,
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HEAEAER &SP TOIEE: BEECER S, HEhadtoithE.

3) WERISCHURRE , R OCHE T 1K 2 AU SR B AL 550 B 2 22 (Department of Psychology 18 )+
YL R (Department of English 17 #8). i & %% & (Department of Linguistics 13 ). JEiEiE F L% A
(Department of English Language and Literature 11 %) #L23%% & (Department of Sociology 9 fi) £%Bt
(Department of Law 8 Fi) VA (Faculty of Law 6 F), LTI UL, ZANAEZERSE B T EEE SIS
i, LB FERRANR N, LY e ANE SRR RS R 2 . K, OB R, e
FRAE S ERET S MV ARZ N EME, HIGEES UERSME 5 ORI, T 2017 =
2019 “FEMA I 1 51 0BG 4.

3.2. EWSIICER ST

fE CiteSpace ', P (B2 1830 FIN 5 K — B R I8 SO S1IE,  WIARIX PR 18 S0k it 5
FKEA[9]o BT B 2 B ST T U R TR A RS H R & 1 I R = I 20 S

51 3CHR

Table 1. Highly co-cited literature and authors (top 20)

% 1. W31 S EIES (op 20)

X 1E# SCERAA TR
19 2010 Eades, D. Sociolinguistics and the Legal Process
12 2003 Gibbons, J. Forensic Linguistics
10 2005 Heffer, C. The Language of Jury Trial: A Corpus-aided Analysis of Legal-lay Discourse
9 2009 Berk-Seligson, S. Coerced Confessions: The Discourse of Bilingual Police Interrogations
9 2003 Cotterill, J. Language and Power in Court: A Ijll?i;gﬁustlc Analysis of the O.J. Simpson
8 2009 Lee, J. Interpreting Inexplicit Language during Courtroom Examination
8 2008 Eades, D. Courtroom Talk and Neocolonial Control
7 2015 Rosulek, L. Dueling Discourses: The Construction of Reality in Closing Arguments
7 2010 C?gﬁiiﬁ;}i'& The Handbook of Forensic Linguistics
7 2007 Mertz, E. The Language of Law School: Learning to “Think Like a Lawyer”
7 2006 Eades, D. Lexical Struggle in Court: Aboriginal Australians versus the State
7 2007 Coulthard, M. & An Introduction to Forensic Linguistics: Language in Evidence
Johnson, A.
6 2005 Archer, D. Questions and Answers in the English Courtroom (1640~1760)
6 2006 Maryns, K. The Asylum Speaker: Language in the Belgian Asylum Procedure
6 1999 Berk-Seligson, S. The Impact of Court Interpreting on the Coerciveness of Leading Questions
6 2005 Blommaert, J. Discourse
5 2004 Cotterll, J. Collocation, Connotation, and Courtroom Semantics: Lawyers’ Control of

Witness Testimony through Lexical Negotiation
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Continued
5 2007 Rock, F. Communicating Rights: The Language of Arrest and Detention
5 2003 Eades, D. Participation of Second Language and Second Dialect Speakers in the Legal
System
5 2016 Conley, R. Confronting The Death Penalty: How Language Influences Jurors in Capital

Cases

TR A SR, A, B 2 AR ENE B R R TRV S R e e E A, Hod,
5| FH 3R i B RS BT 95 4% == K% Eades [10]18 £ W& 2 Sociolinguistics and the Legal Process, M
FEo 1B F AL RS F AR R R R RN R FEME R o Eades [11W WA 1E F # MM &
I 153 A KR Ji 25 i B A S 1), s 174 B UE 3 R0 00 B o 1 0 38 5 LA i e 387 B IR 32 SUx
3 NS G2 . 51T E R T E— BSOS SC[12], 57 S G0 J5 2 Ja B AR il Y SR B T 4T
A R SR FE A EPE A 0 . 2003 £, Eades [13]Z/E 218 CAER &, BXTE i85 (L2)
FNEE 05 5 (D2)1 FH 4 5818 5 Bl (¥ 45 0 AR ST MR - Gibbons [ 14740/ 4315 & A28 52 5 T 1)
WHIE, ¥R DERE . )L AN Lot SR A R e o ) b T AR HB AL (15 5 R N . Heffer [15]84 100 2 473 9%
B JH) S 55 o [ o PGB iRk, SR T VR R s N X HE M 5 BT A B 5 5 ¥ M T - Berk-Seligson
(161 B FU£E s 1) “ WIVERE FF 00w o 7, BB SRANGRSE N 2 [ 1 B8l % B — A B SR P i 215
TR M T EE TR . Cotterill [17]38@ 1 Simpson S5 H e B 1 2 75 R 5 an 4o i) 5% 77 (4]
PHRA R F R A . Cotterill [18]%F 90 FFAXR 5 [ 5 oF /M AR JU AN S g 5% 7 7 11 500 T3 718 K} B
FALTR IR AC RN BRI AG, DA RS 5 EFIIREE . BIH AR N 2 (8] & A2 R VC W i id #2 . Rosulek [19]
G3MT T AEAT % B AT AR 6T 0 TR S ) 5 S R ] rh s B A DT A E a DUER L A SRR R SR I R AN [R]
(IILSE . Coulthard A1 Johnson [20]/E1E H 40 AL & X EES IR SCAH R, X SARVEERE T =A% 0 W
FOUF 32 I A THI = A 28 o Mertz [21 138X J\ B AN [R)E 27 B 0 & [B] DR ) PR AL 18 5 00 7™ %88 40 B R Fi ik
AN IR AT RE XA I R IR BB R I R, DA ROE RS YA & 2 5 e g ma ik g O i ) F 14k
Coulthard 1 Johnson [22]% [T 48 T ks H (975 5 S5 VEBERE 7 15 5 FUE RIEYE 15 5 © Archer [23]
I T 1640~1760 4F (0] 9 [EVERE 1253 (A E B0 U AR 5 06 15 A G 28 R s 3k
AP0 7 SRR BEE & B . Maryns [24FFHEE —FXE OB 01 . TN ARSI SE bR U . A
FhZEE, BEIT T REFP R o I 1 1 A R A O i A B B 4 P RE S AE M . Blommaert [25]/2 — A
THE AT AR & 3, RN T HEVEEIE 7 HT (CDA, Critical Discourse Analysis) [ J7 ]« g F1 7714
Rock [26]% & 224 B Fir BL KA ) A U0 il /s VR B AN o 1] B b e R S s, e 2 RN 0 B o 0 FH A I 32 38 e
W, LR SRR R R 2, Wk, BREE) . B B, o1 BmEL. MY
By REERE., BrREXR. REEVCHERIEARYE. Conley [27)38 i 7548 5 i B 19 N Fb 27 HH B
YA 2 5 BETR) o A B B AR VTR, Faos 1 AETH) ) o AN T Bl (0 VA G S, O 3L S5 [ I AR R
WHATIZVERR AL T RIHT A RE . S 51 SCRRIOS RS BT SC, B 7 AT SCHY Eades [12] [13]+ Cotterill [18]+
Rosulek [19], 53i&H Berk-Seligson [28]10F 7B, VR 5| T In) AR o i) 79 AR A 4 88 R Il 55, A
Lee [29]% T XM KRN VEEE 808 DR 1SR 408, BFFE 7 PRERE e A B A8 A I AS B A 0005 5 2
FTSE AR R R TE AR, AT VR BE R e 7 AR VA R i

3.3. HESIHEHRRDH
R RENS Fa R SBER] L [AI K SC K, 72— ERE S b RE 4B 7= T T Uk A 8- b R RO T FRORITA Je
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51 TSR SE A 1 43 B 1 vl 3 i B AR B (Q) M R J P R BR AL (S) T, — iAo Q> 0.3 H S >
0.5 BUNGEL, S>0.7 MAES NEMR. SRR, REMPILE 724 MR, 2275 %3%EZk, Q=0.9204,
S=0.9751, IXELAEARULIRBHMREAT - T IRUFS R AHER PR T S0, AT Gt 51 SCikAR i, ¢
SR RO BN AL T SRR, ATE S RIE G AT A AT, PR LK 2,

Table 2. Co-cited literature clusters (top 6)
= 2. HESISTHEER X (top 6)

PSR REI2E
0 Language Power
1 Interactional Roles
2 Court Interpreting
3 Historical Courtroom Discourse
4 Intertextuality
5 (Im)politeness

1) &5 5SROI R B R AT R B R[], JBIE F s H S s . K
I, BF SROIIEER — BAEERE S T — R SRR . = s SOk A 2 AR T —
Jals, LA Eades [10]1 Rock [26], BN TRk 5 2 E Al EFI2ER), 54 Cotterill [17]38#
I A ) AR AR N T # P BONE S AU IR A1 3A BT, 8 S W () 2 BRI (P M LR
Rosulek [ 19158 8= T I ] 76 45 S M v imys . A, FANEER AR B ILSE . X Uik /1 B
bro VEEEHIE T IS H AR T BT i ) S e, — AN E R PR R R i g o RV AR
LA N L Z M) ES), @ E ST A4S s 5| SCER ) Heffer [15], X 41 Moeketsi [30]
TRy A2 E P T LSl R A R R R R R T N LR R R, AR T A A A FIIE AR R,
B, XAT 7B AL WA RIEEN T R e REE s HAhE SRR T
Bl FIE N AT i J B 52 B T — 58 SRTE, B 51 SCHRkH Berk-Seligson [16]%0 4 Fia 40 9R 1) 36 Bl 47 £ 5
I N A 7 R AT TS TR AT, RIEREE NS ) R R R R . S8k, Ng 3119 T&F
PRV BE P AR ST RS IE AN LEAS SO ) I R P RHE 5 R I A R A TSR, eI E S 5 R A
HAI) T AN RE R 38R Ellison [32]K 3, $ in) 35 23 K HIRF IR WS SR BT 5 RE 708 FR & ) LEE A0
A5 IS NRIAE B . 8BS S50 E BRI F0IERE A DG T KRR P A/ 55 R B A4 A DG 1925 2 o
A, bt 5] SCER S Bades [11] [12106008 BB iR 25 = B aE HI 1) 70 A . LG40 Prasad [331K30, fEH
IV K SN B ZRPEIT, K52 5 S MR 1A Hh (R 3 RIS 1B T B8 51 R B S BRI O L, 7 AR R 2 TR A
ANEFIARFEMGER . BT P/ RE, 1R RE i 22 S A0 0 B 5 3505 15 B ) AN P 85t it — A B AT
FOUE R, For R R R SR AT VAR AN SR BE R ) SR A 4, Lt s B 51 SR Cotterill [18] 90 AFEARK
3 [ 988 U A AR SR 5% BE 8 3 o FI RO BIF 7T, SCEE AN Matoesian [34 %6 54T 22 (14 6 1 S 461 () 20 M #8 7 7 Eiisd
T REAZ SO ) SV RIS, FRRAGE T Lotk R T B e AR S i - 146 Conley F1 O’ Barr
[35]0 B USSR R, 2o MR TR T RS AL T AN R AL, X EE G Makoni [36]PAVAEEH isihlonipho
sabafazi (fEHI M6, $&HXFE S AR —MYEEAL, G T E L BE S HER A2 A
Bogoch [371KH, Zothikm M Wi 2| s d b T 50, Xt N G I AR PA S iy e B i)
T VBT HAT AT (01 A AR T RSt o A 5 SR AR R
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2) HANMEZFE . AR, #d . IEASRZEEH AN EES 5%, £258 HNMEEINAR,
AR f R P2 AR AN TR ) LB 2R Y o VR S ST A SR R R TR 8 58, VR RE R IR AP IE SR 443 Fi 2y
OAEFR IR, EEMRE S AT AORGIERZ R, REE AR ES 2R, e
AR 2R, B IGEL AR FE R A1, Ge Ml Wang [38]K 8L, HEEFIGEZIE S, MR
PEC M. SR VERI B R E 0, DASEIR B ARV RE D 2RSSR H I Liu [39]% % T 25
B ER R ik p w5 B A%, RIS A R il i p s TR MR BEMITE. VRPN
BMESE 2 RRNEE, X LRHIEESRIVE TR W SE B R RE LA A B At R AR R AR
THESEESSSERMNACRES, WA, AR HE S, 2w 5800, 5K EES T8
SO B AR A AN S, 0 Hobbs [40]17%5%% 1 5N E A (1 DUF R 1] Skemg,  DAHGCR T ARk
SRAREIT AN s Komter [41 1 TIE B IR o FRIT 2 101/ B30 R 5% DL R b 38 5 RS a0 25 SR 1) 5l
EE MG FOE R TEEE XA A 4R S ARG TE, Henning [42]K M, VAT 45T HIE 5 HHS
T 25 R RS TR 7 2 VI BRI R SR ] R (A% 0y, RR A% 52 MR 5 B (A1 PP A UE 48 04 HE ks Lee
Hl Woo [43]1% 52 7 VLE BT HURA B F5 5 [0 SR8 2 Wil 55 a7 [ B 20T, 45 R BH,  RE o Ry
BRI E GRS AR TR AT A VR B SO T X7 # A 28 AR o TRV E Hh LA KR () R RN R 4544
ST E OCVE, A I I IE O A 2 1 N PR 1) B T DL Rk R R AR R O IR R, TR
TSR AR T, w5l SR Cotterill [181HN, AARIMAN ) T4 FH 3 A1 OO0/ B0 5 | P 108, R E N\ B i
FE R B R SR, S5 SR Rosulek [1914 T, FTAE SAEmE, MTVTER. A SRR Ao 45
T ACRMEEXT HL M RIA: T3 Hobbs [441K 3L, HIT/EF 3 MG RIRA PR B REH, M5k
o R SL R S IR BB B 1. B 1R R RE TR AR Ty, (EIERE A FTEE RO AR, R AT,
P T R, S A5 SO TR 2 B0 2 25 ) A2 B AN 4 1 17 Ak T AN R, 4 55 A S 7t 22 1 L SR HL R T
WEAK T R IsA e A BB, HERR S SR 3E 2 0, Frumkin 4[45] [46]1H# | Hdi#
B PR SRS R 200 T AR R, oAb O R AR BN G 2153
FLZMNAT. BEERHFREARRBRZEG M ZFEME b, L FIUE NSO R IR RAAE, A
(0 b R R B A 20 S e LR AT A AT 4R R L, R SUE N R IE 4R 2 BE RIS FE B S T
K¥E, Tiersma Fl Solan [47 M4 ORI FNEE W, WNERE L VFE 5 5 00 v v A 5] G kIR
SCAR P AT AR S5 o o VB T T IR L, (BRI AT R R GRS B o Krisda [48] KL, BX
TEAAF 7K B ORI F S I L AR, T 5 H S 5 @8 R R A AT &0y, AT
REUEAT

3) VERE VAR T AN B A8 K SO B 24 () AR 145 5 10 77 B0 A NS B B AR A AL A S
BRI BEE MO TR R 3 DA SR B XV B A I R R R AL O T ) . 1R
TR BE P AR WS AT ARG, REET NSNS 5%, (ENEEREF PN, FEELET
TR AR, 2 A EMA 23] T2, Hewitt [49)R B, 111F G2 B2 /035 51 1M i 5%
FikhE, SOESERERRS T KA BT bAO 3 i R SR RS R AR 555 Barsky [SOIREL, BHHTEA
290 RWTIE 2 W R IE S SCALIEA B, (8 — e FR B b mT DLSRRR M R 7E 23 BE 08 52 B A A IE 5
Nartowska [51]80%% 2 13 51 75 5] 3% 530 1 BT i 1) SEBR M (2 VR e ERaa@ R A, 85 s &
Ko AW, PEEIERER A EEERIAL . P SRR o B RS, — 7T & TP i 1 R %
1k, Wi 51 SR Berk-Seligson [28 /78 1 11 53 il 55 51 524 i /511 5] /) 177 5% iy e o H), Hale [52]
[S31B, TEBTBEIEFE A 44 W B PR G T R 1008, A5 AR A4 1) o i B R e P R AR T s L 2 2k
IR, P et Zim A — BRI AR H], Hale [54)KBL, FEEREMRBGE NIRRT T,
S AN AR R KUAR AT AT RECAR S RO 2R, IR e 1l N7 2E 1V AREENA; Lee [55]8 1 X #hik
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BEEAEVEBE ORI RS b (B 3R 51 1 (R a HEAT A 7T, R BEE K s ERI B N B OB S
SUMAYE FEUEYE AR Du [S6]RIN, #E FIEIEF R L& O EAEIA G 2R R MIR, AT 200 21 4
BRI AN 2 TR ) B B0 & () e el [ 35 VR E R SR R B FE 5 TR ) 22 7 55, a9 51 STk Lee
[291Fi7x. F34k, Vargas-Urpi [S7]70 15, = L1135 EAEMYE R0 M85 01 G5 A 1 i
W) IR BT R E LN 3 BB AR R h e — B S el , RAMEEE R, Ankad it i
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