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ABSTRACT 
 
We investigate the identification and analysis of linguistic (lexico-grammatical) features that are characteristically used 
by articles of a specific year of publication. Linguistic features differ from shallow features because they represent 
authors’ lexico-grammatical writing styles and do not consider well-known bag-of-words model. Current literature 
focusses on shallow features rather than on linguistic features and existing methods for identifying linguistic features 
use well-known knowledge-structure based approaches. In contrast to this, we advance these existing methods by 
applying semantic clustering instead of using knowledge-structure based approaches. For evaluation purpose, a 
linguistic feature-based prediction model is built to enable an automated assignment of articles to their years of 
publication. In a case study, the proposed methodology is applied to articles of the Springer book series 
'Communications in Computer and Information Science' published from 2009 to 2013. The Case study results show the 
feasibility of the proposed approach as compared to frequently used baseline. 
 
Keywords: Scientific articles, Linguistic features, Latent semantic indexing, Text Mining. 
 

1.0. INTRODUCTION 

We investigate the occurrence of linguistic (lexico-grammatical) features in articles to show that they can be used for 
assigning articles to their years of publication. The Literature shows related approaches that can be used to assign 
articles to a pre-defined class. A domain- specific vocabulary (key words) is often used for this classification task. 
Different domains can be well distinguished by the distribution of specific key words as shown by existing bag-of-words 
approaches [1]–[5]. Further, trend analysis and bibliometric research also show that key word distributions can be used 
to identify a time period [6]. They trace topic changes over time within a domain. Thus, these approaches can estimate 
an article’s publication year based on the used topics.  
 
The approaches as mentioned above are based on shallow (bag-of-words) features. They are in contrast to linguistic 
features such as specific word class distributions that indicate authors’ lexico-grammatical writing styles. Literature also 
shows the possibilities of using linguistic features for classification. [7] investigate the impact of linguistic features on 
different scientific disciplines and on different points in time. A further approach uses linguistic features for spam 
detection [8]. Both approaches are based on systemic functional linguistics, in which a knowledge-structure based 
classifier (e.g. support vector machine) is used. 
 
We provide a new approach that identifies articles’ linguistic features and that investigates their usage at different points 
in time. In contrast to previous work, clustering is used instead of classification. Text classification assigns a text to the 
given pre-defined classes. Classes are normally defined in a way that they cover all known linguistic features that are 
expected to occur within the given texts. Text clustering automatically identifies new classes from a given text. Thus, the 
proposed approach is able to identify new, unknown linguistic features from text. 
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A second contrast to previous work is that semantic clustering is applied instead of using well-known knowledge-
structure based approaches. Knowledge-structure based approaches focus on aspects of words. They identify two text 
patterns as similar if the terms of the patterns are similar. Semantic clustering enables the identification of a similarity 
among two text patterns, even if they do not share a common term. Thus, semantic approaches identify terms that co-
occur together with the terms of the two text patterns. The relationship between these co-occurring groups of terms is 
used to estimate the similarity of a text pattern. If two (e.g., equally written) terms can be distinguished based on their 
part-of-speech, then semantic approaches identify terms that frequently co-occur with the first term and the second term 
separately. This allows the identification of linguistic features.  
 
A disadvantage of clustering approaches is that the classes are built automatically and not manually. Thus, some classes 
represent linguistic features; however, other classes might represent shallow features. To calculate the impact of 
linguistic features on the prediction of articles’ publication years, shallow features should be strictly separated from the 
linguistic features. Otherwise, shallow features’ impacts can influence linguistic features’ impacts. This fact is 
considered in the proposed methodology by introducing and applying a new feature-based summarizing procedure. For 
each feature, the impacted terms with the same word class are aggregated. A distribution of word classes is calculated to 
represent the features. Features with similar word class distributions are summarized. While the new procedure 
considers only word classes instead of single words, the class reduction keeps linguistic features and discards shallow 
features.  
 
The well-known latent semantic indexing (LSI) method is applied together with singular value decomposition (SVD) for 
semantic clustering. SVD dimensions (named features) are created based on training data. Features that represent 
linguistic features - in contrast to shallow features - are selected. Test data are projected into the latent semantic feature 
space as created during training. Based on the impact of articles on the linguistic features, predictive modeling is used 
for evaluation purposes. 
 
The proposed methodology is applied in a case study on articles from Springer book series (Communications in 
Computer and Information Science). Features are extracted from 2011 articles based on their discriminatory power to 
features from 2009, 2010, 2012, and 2013 articles. Shallow features are discarded and the linguistic features are used for 
prediction modeling. As a result, evaluation shows that the proposed methodology outperforms frequent baseline. Thus, 
it is feasible to use linguistic features for predicting articles’ publication year. 
 
Section 2 gives an introduction in LSI and in linguistic research for background purposes. The methodology is depicted 
in Section 3 and the different steps of the methodology are described in detail in the corresponding sub-sections. Section 
4 describes the case study. A detailed evaluation including example results is provided in Section 5. Section 6 concludes 
the paper. 
 

2.0. BACKGROUND 

2.1 Linguistic research 

 
A well-known approach for text analysis in linguistics is Bag-of-Words (BoW). It considers occurrence or non-
occurrence of a word in a context where occurrence is indicated by a word frequency, by a weight (tf-idf), by a Boolean 
value, or by a normalized frequency [9]. Despite the benefits of BoW, it suffers from the problem that text files consist 
of a huge amount of words. This leads to a huge dimension of the corresponding term vectors and applying a dimension 
reduction procedure is necessary to perform BoW [10].  
 
With improving the natural language processing (NLP), linguistic methods and theories amalgamated with the text 
mining context. Extracting the role of the words in the sentences is the first thing that scientists note and implement. Liu 
(2006) introduces Part-of-Speech (PoS) tagging as “a linguistic category that is defined by its syntactic or morphological 
behavior”. Because PoS tagging is the simplest and earliest form of grammatical annotation, with countless applications 
in NLP, many different techniques for PoS tagging are proposed. For instance, Cutting et al. (1992) and Kupiec (1992) 
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employ a Markov model. Ratnaparkhi (1996) applies the maximum entropy technique and achieved 96.6% accuracy. In 
most of the cases, training for PoS tagging is done by using The Wall Street Journal Pen Treebank corpus. 
 
In addition to the PoS tagging, the role of the words in the sentence and the relation of these words is also vital and can 
give additional information about the sentence structure. Parsing refers to producing the parse tree from the sentence. 
Parsing is one the fundamental parts of NLP and, similar to PoS tagging, it has many applications in syntactic analysis, 
information extraction, classification, etc. 
 
While shallow features are defined as word distributions based on the BoW approach, linguistic features are defined as 
the occurrence of a word class distribution [7]. Utilization of shallow features, linguistic features, or a mixture of both 
are reported. Moohebat et al. (2013) apply shallow features for the classification of ISI-indexed papers from Non-ISI-
indexed papers by three different algorithms [14]. [7] test three types of features: shallow features, linguistic features, 
and a combination of both of them. The objective is to classify different scientific disciplines correctly. They employ 
systemic functional linguistics (SFL), PoS n-gram, and information density. Shallow features are the 500 most 
distinctive words calculated by information gain. These features are implemented on two sets of papers from two 
different decades (1970 to 1980 and 2000 to 2009). In both cases, SVM is utilized for classification. The result shows 
that in the years 1970 to 1980, shallow features work better. However, for the years 2000 to 2009, a combination of 
linguistic and shallow features is more promising. They argued that this difference comes from the fact that during that 
time, disciplines were not distinct from a linguistic view [7]. 
 
Bergsma et al. (2012) conduct a study in the area of scientific writing. Their objectives are predicting the gender of the 
author, guessing whether he or she is a native speaker, and finally guessing if the paper is presented in a workshop or 
proceeding. They use shallow and linguistic features. Furthermore, they also use three different syntactic feature styles 
for comparing: Context Free Grammar (CFG), Tree-Submission Grammar (TSG), and Charniak-Johnson (C&J) re-
ranking. Results show that shallow and linguistic features outperform the other three syntactic models [15].  
 
Mixing linguistic and shallow features is promising according to Afroz (2012). She succeeds in detecting deceptive 
writing style with a 97% F-score. She combines linguistic and shallow features with lying detection and authorship 
features together [16].  
 

2.2 Latent Semantic Indexing 

 
Latent semantic indexing (LSI) is a method for indexing and retrieval. It uses singular value decomposition (SVD) as a 
mathematical technique from algebra to discover latent, underlying patterns within a collection of unstructured texts 
[17], [18]. The patterns consist of several terms that are semantically related. The relationships are identified by 
considering associations between terms that occur in similar contexts as calculated by term co-occurrences [19], [20].  
 
The use of LSI in our work is motivated by three LSI characteristics. First, LSI is able to work with different types of 
term definitions. A term can be defined as a single word, as a word in stemmed form, or as a word of different part-of-
speech. This enables the calculation of term distributions (shallow features) as well as word class distributions (linguistic 
features) based on semantic relationships. Second, the clustering aspect of LSI is also interesting. It identifies new, 
unknown term or word class distributions that are latent in the articles. This enables the identification of new linguistic 
features from articles. Last, LSI calculates the documents’ impact on the identified features. This enables tracing of 
linguistic features over time, assuming that the articles can be assigned to their year of publication.  
 
Related approaches that can be used as a substitute for LSI clustering are PLSI - ‘probabilistic latent semantic indexing’ 
[21], NMF - ‘non-negative matrix factorization’ [22], [23], and LDA - ‘latent Dirichlet allocation’[24], [25]. They are of 
higher conceptual complexity than LSI. Thus, LSI is used in this paper because it is more comprehensible to the reader.  
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3.0. METHODOLOGY 

 
Fig. 1 shows the proposed methodology. The different steps are explained in the subsections below. A collection of 
articles is used where all articles are assigned to their corresponding years of publication.  
 

 
Fig. 1: The processing of the proposed methodology in different steps 

 
Articles from a specific year of publication are indicated by a target variable. This enables us to build a binary 
classification model that automatically assigns new articles for the specific year of publication or alternatively, that 
assigns new articles to previous / succeeding years. All articles are pre-processed (see Sect. 3.1). Articles are split into 
training and test set. The training set is used to build the model and to determine its parameters, and the test set is used 
for evaluation. LSI is applied on the data (see Sect. 3.2) to build an LSI feature space. Articles from the test set are 
projected into the LSI feature space as created during training (see Sect. 2.2). 
This LSI feature space consists of both: linguistic features and shallow features. The aim of this work is to identify 
linguistic features, to track them over time, and to show their impact on a binary classification model used to assign 
articles to their years of publication. Thus, linguistic features have to be distinguished from shallow features in a first 
step. This is done by summarizing features from the feature space concerning the used word classes. By definition, each 
linguistic feature consists of a unique word class distribution (see Sect. 2.1), where their word class distributions could 
not be summarized. In contrast to linguistic features, shallow features are characterized by the occurrence of different 
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key words and not by the occurrence of a different word class distribution. It might be that two different shallow features 
have a similar word class distribution, although they do not share a common meaning. Thus, shallow features are 
summarized by joining similar word class distribution (see Sect. 3.3). This identifies the linguistic feature standing 
behind several different shallow features and - together with the linguistic features that are directly identified by LSI - 
the relevant linguistic features can be identified. In a second step, prediction modeling is applied on the summarized LSI 
feature space (see Sect. 3.4) to build the binary classification model and to trace the linguistic features. The criteria used 
for evaluation are discussed in Sect. 3.5.  
 

3.1 Data collection and pre-processing 

 
For data collection, some assumptions have to be considered. Articles should be arranged according to the year of 
publication. To ensure statistical relevance, a minimum number of articles per year should be provided (e.g. n > 1000). 
Articles should stem from a specific domain and they should represent the domain by covering domain-specific aspects. 
 
Article collections that are in accordance with the assumptions described above normally differ from the document 
collections available, e.g. on the internet. This is because the number of articles has been often too low, articles stem 
from different domains, articles stem from a domain that is not of interest for analyzing, or an assignment of each article 
for its year of publication is missing. Thus, existing document collections normally cannot be used for this task. Further, 
manual creation of such an article collection is too time-consuming because of the large number of articles required per 
year.  
 
Data collection can be performed by retrieving articles from specific databases. Normally, the resulting documents are 
provided in a specific data format (e.g., pdf, Microsoft Word Document). For further processing, they have to be 
converted to plain text format. Additionally, each resulting document might contain several articles. Extracting the 
articles manually is too time-consuming. Thus, an automated procedure has to be created specifically for the data which 
enables automated extraction of articles from the resulting documents.  
 
The retrieved plain text articles are pre-processed. Xml, html-tags and scripting code are deleted as well as specific 
characters. To identify single terms, tokenization with term unit as the word is applied. Based on a dictionary, 
typographical errors are corrected. PoS tagging is used to assign each term to its word class.  
 
In contrast to standard pre-processing procedures from the literature, stop word filtering and Zipf’s law are not applied 
and stemming is applied in a different way. Stop words are terms that occur frequently within each article of the article 
collection. Their word classes are a part of the corresponding linguistic feature and thus, stop words have to be retained. 
Stemming groups terms with the same stem. It might be that stemming groups terms of different word classes. This 
would change the corresponding linguistic feature. To prevent this, stemming is applied to each word class separately. 
According to the Zipf distribution [26], a term that only occurs once or twice in an article collection is discarded. This is 
because of its low content value. For analyzing word classes, the content value of a term is not relevant, but the word 
classes of these low- frequency terms determine the corresponding linguistic feature. Thus, these terms also have to be 
retained.   
 
For each article, a term vector in the vector space model is built. The vectors’ components are distinguished terms from 
the articles by considering the corresponding word classes, e.g. the term "laser" as word class "noun" occurs as a vector 
component, and the term "laser" as word class "verb" also occurs as a separate vector component. This enables us to 
analyze the word class distribution. Vectors’ components are represented by weighted term frequencies. This is because 
a term vector consists of terms from articles of different lengths (with a different number of terms). Raw frequencies are 
directly impacted by articles’ lengths while weighted term frequencies is used as a length normalization factor to 
decrease this impact. 
 
A well-known weighting scheme is used [27]. The weight wi,j for term i and for article j is calculated by  
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The number of articles is n, the number of articles that contain term i is dfi, and the number of distinguished terms is m. 
The product of term frequency tfi,j and inverse article frequency log(n/dfi) is divided by a length normalization factor 
[28]. 
 
The term vectors created above are split into training set and test set. The training set is used to build and train the 
prediction model. The test set is used for evaluation purposes. 
 

3.2 Latent semantic indexing 

 
The term vectors from the training set are composed to build a term-by-article matrix A. Based on the assumptions in 
Sect. 3.1, a large number of articles is required and thus n, the number of articles, is large. Although the articles stem 
from the same domain, they cover different aspects within the domain and they are written by different authors using 
different words. Thus, m as the number of distinguished terms of the articles is also large. This leads to a large rank r of 
the term-by-article matrix A (r ≤ min(m, n)) and it makes the use of A for further evaluations unmanageable. A well-
known solution for this problem is to reduce the rank by applying LSI. It identifies k semantic textual patterns (features) 
that occur latent in several articles and that are of high discriminatory power between each other. While k normally is 
much smaller than r, evaluating the results of LSI is manageable [29]. The k features are composed to build a new 
matrix Ak with rank k as an approximation of A. The formal description of this process is to split matrix A into three 
matrices by use of singular value decomposition as a first step. 
 
 A = U Σ Vt (2) 
      
Σ is used to reduce the rank of A because on its diagonal components the singular values of A are ordered by size (λ1 ≥ 
λ2 ≥ … ≥ λr). After calculating a value of k<r, matrix Σk can be built that contains the first k singular values of A while 
the other singular values are discarded. U and V are also reduced to Uk and Vk by discarding all columns of U and V 
from k+1 on. The new matrix Ak as the approximation of A with lower rank k is built in a second step. 
 
 A ≈ Ak = Uk Σk Vk

t (3) 
     
While Σk is not relevant for further processing, the LSI feature space is defined by Uk and Vk. Uk components can be 
interpreted as the impact of a term on one of the k features. Vk components can be interpreted as the impact of an article 
on one of the k features. A new article can be projected into this LSI feature space. The term vector v'd of the new article 
has to be transformed to a new vector vd that is in accordance to the structure of matrix Vk [30]. Thus, the k components 
of vd can be interpreted as the impact of the new article on the corresponding feature. Deerwester et al. (1990) propose 
the formulation for that transformation:  
 
 vd = v´d Uk Σk

-1   (4) 

3.3 Linguistic feature identification 

As a result of Sect. 3.2, linguistic features are identified as well as shallow features. Features are summarized concerning 
the used word classes to identify further linguistic features standing behind shallow features and to discard the shallow 
features. To summarize the features, a word class distribution is calculated for each feature. The columns of matrix Uk 
represent the impact of a term for each of the k features. These terms are selected to represent a feature where its impact 
is above a specific threshold. The word classes of the selected terms are used to calculate the word class distribution 
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among the selected terms. This enables the calculation of the word class distribution for each of the k features. These k 
word class distributions are compared against each other to identify similar distributions. Comparison is done by 
applying a standard similarity measure and by determining a specific threshold to define similarity. Two or more 
features with similar word class distributions are joined. This is done by using the average impact value of these features 
as a component in matrix Uk.  
 
Feature summarizing also has an impact on matrix Vk. Here, the maximal impact value of all features is used as a 
component in matrix Vk. An example is an article that has an impact on a first feature of 0.4 and an impact on a second 
feature of 0.5. In matrix Vk, the component values of the corresponding article row and the corresponding feature 
columns are 0.4 and 0.5. After joining both features, the two columns are joined as one column by keeping the larger 
value 0.5 and by discarding the smaller value. The reason for selecting the maximal impact value is to retain articles 
with high impact on one feature and with lower impact on the other similar features.  
 
Feature summarizing is important for the projection of test data into the LSI feature space. The created vectors vd are 
composed to a matrix Vk-test. Joining the components of Vk-test shows the impact of articles with a specific publication 
year on the summarized features. Thus, changes in the use of these linguistic features can be traced over time. 
 

3.4 Prediction modeling 

The logistic regression model of training set )},{( ii yxT  is shown below. N is the number of articles in the training 

set and },...,2,1{ Ni  . Further, 
kRx∈  represents a k-dimensional term vector in LSI feature space and it is 

calculated in accordance to term vector vd. Thus, it shows the impact of the article on each of the k features. Further, w 

is a parameter vector and w0 the intercept. },{ 10yi∈  represents a binary target label for each article. It indicates 

whether an article can be assigned to a specific publication year or not. 
 
 

))(exp(1

1
)|1(

0 wxw
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(5) 

3.5 Evaluation criteria 

 
To evaluate the prediction model, we use the cumulative lift, the sensitivity and specificity, and the area under the 
receiver operation characteristics curve. The lift measure indicates density increases of articles that are successfully 
assigned to a specific publication year in relation to the density of all articles belonging to the publication year. TP (true 
positive) is defined as the number of articles correctly assigned to a given publication year and FN (false negative) is 
defined as the number of articles that are not assigned to the publication year by the model but this assignment is 
incorrect. TN (true negative) is defined as the number of articles that are correctly not assigned to the publication year 
and FP (false positive) is defined as the number of articles that are assigned to the publication year by the model but this 
assignment is incorrect. The sensitivity (TP/(TP+FN)) is defined as the ratio of correctly assigned articles from the 
publication year to all articles from the publication year. The specificity (TN/(TN+FP)) is defined as the ratio of 
correctly assigned articles with different publication year to all articles with different publication year [32]–[34]. The 
two dimensional plot of the sensitivity versus (1-specificity) is named the receiver operation characteristics curve (ROC) 
[35], [36]. It is used to calculate the AUC (area under the ROC) as measure for comparing performance of binary 
classification models [37] . 
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4.0. CASE STUDY 

An empirical evaluation of the proposed approach is done in this case study. The aim is to provide a binary classifier for 
assigning a new article to a given publication year based on linguistic features of training articles and to show its 
success. 
 

4.1 Data collection and pre-processing 

To consider the requirements for data collection, scientific articles are used. They can be assigned to a specific discipline 
or sub-discipline and thus, to a specific domain. In contrast to news and social media articles, scientific articles are 
characterized to some degree by a homogeneous writing style and normally, it is expected that this style does not change 
over a small number of years. Thus, the identification of changes in linguistic feature usage per year may provide 
valuable insights for linguistic research.  
 
Scientific articles are often composed and published in books or journals. It is easy to gain access to a specific article in 
pdf format; however, it is hard to obtain a collection of a large number of articles. The publisher Springer provides 
institutional access to its book series, ‘Communications in Computer and Information Science’. Each book contains 
articles successfully provided at a conference in a specific year. The conferences are from the computer science 
discipline and they can be further assigned to the sub-discipline: ‘Database Management & Information Retrieval’. The 
conference year is used as the publication year for all articles in the corresponding book. Thus, all books in the series 
from conferences between 2009 and 2013 are collected. As a result, 357 Springer books are collected that are written in 
English language. 
 
Each book is provided in pdf format. In a manual process, Adobe PDF Writer is used to open all books and to convert 
them to plain text format. This discards image in the text, but the text itself and text in tables are retained. While each 
book contains many articles, a self-developed text mining application is used to extract the articles from books 
automatically. It identifies the beginning and end of an article and saves each article as a separate text file. Overall, 9510 
articles are extracted and used for further processing. 
 
 

Table 1: Overview on the data characteristics 

  Number of articles Relative percentage 
Training set:   
Articles from 2011 2,024 42.54 
Articles from 2009, 2010, 2012, 2013 2,734 57.46 
Total 4,758  
Test set:   
Articles from 2011 2,013 42.36 
Articles from 2009, 2010, 2012, 2013 2,739 57.64 
Total 4,752  

 
 
SAS 9.3 Textminer is used for pre-processing on each text file. The methods described earlier, especially part-of-speech 
tagging, is used to assign each term to its word class. As a result, a term vector is created for each text file. SAS 9.3 
Textminer also splits about 50% of the term vectors into training sets and about 50% into test sets. The data partition is 
based on a simple random method applied per conference, but not applied per single article. Thus, articles from the same 
conference are assigned to the same set (training or test set). This is because some conferences may have specific format 
requirements and the shallow features representing this requirement only can be found in articles from this conference 
and vice versa. These shallow features strongly influence classification performance. Assigning all articles from a 
conference in total to training set or to test set prevents the classification performance from being impacted by these 
shallow features. 
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The target value for prediction modeling is the publication year 2011. It is estimated weather an article is from 2011 or 
not. Thus, positive examples are articles from 2011 and negative examples are articles from 2009, 2010, 2012, and 2013. 
Data characteristics are shown in Table 1. As depicted, 42.36 % of test set articles are from 2011. This value is used as a 
frequent baseline for the evaluation. 

 

4.2 Linguistic feature identification 

 
SAS 9.3 Textminer is used for processing LSI on the training data. It enables to calculate an optimal value of k as a 
compromise between the number of features (k) and the overall discriminatory power of the features compared to each 
other. As a result, k is set to 70 by LSI. For a further reduction, feature summarization according to Sect. 3.3 is applied: 
A word class distribution is built for each feature. It consists of word classes and their occurrence probabilities from 
terms with high impact on the corresponding feature. Impacts i are taken over from the corresponding impact values of 
Uk (i ∈ [-1,..,1]). To determine high impact terms, a threshold (i>+0.6) is selected. Simple Euclidean distance between 
the features is used together with a further threshold (80% similarity) to identify related features. The reason of using 
Simple Euclidean distance was its natural simplicity. As a result, 40 linguistic features are identified.  
 

Table 2: Characteristics of selected linguistic features: occurrences of word classes in percentage 

Linguistic feature: 1 2 3 4 5 
Abbreviation 0.53 0.31 0.19 1.28 0.24 
Adjective 16.06 15.11 17.42 10.97 21.71 
Adverb 2.09 1.98 2.30 0.54 1.14 
Auxiliary 0.00 0.26 0.00 0.00 0.01 
Common Noun  58.68 55.17 55.72 45.19 54.50 
Conjunction 0.97 0.53 0.09 0.00 0.02 
Determiner  0.00 1.19 0.00 0.00 0.24 
Interjection 0.04 0.1 0.03 0.01 0.03 
Preposition 0.13 1.32 0.52 0.05 0.56 
Pronouns 0.00 0.22 0.05 0.68 0.53 
Proper Noun 17.10 15.82 18.87 37.88 15.73 
Verb 4.40 7.99 4.81 3.40 5.29 
 
 
 
Table 2 shows the characteristics of five selected linguistic features. At a first glance, the word class distributions of the 
features look similar. Common noun is most frequently used word class followed by proper noun and adjective. 
However, a detailed view clearly indicates differences in word class distribution between the features. These differences 
are used for prediction modeling. Table 3 gives an overview of terms standing behind the different word classes. It is 
important to know that the word class distribution is built based on terms with high impact on a corresponding linguistic 
feature. Stop words are words that occur frequently in all articles of a collection as indicated by a low term weight. Thus, 
they occur homogeneously in all linguistic features and they normally could not be used to characterize a specific 
linguistic feature. Therefore, LSI assigns a low impact value to these stop words. While the word class distribution is 
built based on high impact terms, stop words are not considered. Auxiliaries, conjunctions, determiners (e.g. article, 
demonstrative, possessive), interjections, preposition, and pronouns normally consist of these stop words. This is the 
reason why the percentage of these word classes is low in the word class distribution of all linguistic features.  
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Table 3: Examples for terms in the provided articles with high impact on at least one feature and their assignment to word classes 

Word class Terms 
Abbreviation uhf, vhf, isbn, app, admin, mgmt, et al., ft, kg, mol, vs, rd 
Adjective fuzzy, international, semantic, complex, similar, specific, average 
Adverb respectively, effectively, relatively, currently, even, specifically 

gradually, approximately 
Auxiliary ought to, used to, would, could, need, will, may, can, need to, dare to, should, 

might, cannot, must, shall, dare, does, needs to 
Common Noun  information, model, process, network, algorithm, node, process, time, 

application, results, analysis, value, problem, software, technology, set, 
performance, knowledge 

 Conjunction as well as, so that, whereas, even if, however, even though, either, in case, 
whenever, as long as, assuming that, as soon as, given that, considering that, 
provided that, as if 

Determiner  few, her, my, whatever, your 
Interjection thank you, yes, so long, so 
Preposition according to, during, among, due to, including, below, with respect to, instead of, 

upon, up to, in addition to, near, in accordance with 
Pronouns each, how much, whom, someone, everyone, anything, nothing, anyone, neither, 

no one, ourselves, everybody, myself, anybody 
Proper Noun wang, zhang, springer, chen, acm, mobile, university, table, xml, lncs, proc, 

figure, yang, beijing, huang, new york, web, case, system 
Verb Propose, represent, follow, take, obtain, proposed, find, apply, set, improve, 

develop, define, get, include, generate, see, require, provide, compare 
 
 
 
 

4.3 Prediction modeling 

 
A regression model is built that assigns training articles to their publication year (binary classification: 2011 or non-
2011) based on the identified 40 linguistic features. Test articles are projected into the LSI feature space. The identified 
40 linguistic features are selected while other features are discarded. Based on the selected features, the regression 
model predicts test articles to a publication year 2011 or to non-2011. An evaluation is done to show the predictive 
performance of the regression model and to compare them to the frequent baseline.  
 
Fig. 2 shows the cumulative lift curve of the test set. It is situated above the baseline. Within a specific percentile, the 
test set is able to assign more articles correctly to its year of publication than the baseline. The ROC curve of the test set 
is depicted in Fig. 3. It also lies above the frequent baseline. This performance improvement is significant (χ²=0.02, 
d.f.=1, p<0.001) because AUC of the test set (0.6990) is larger than the baseline (0.5000). Thus, the model is able to 
better distinguish articles from 2011 from articles that are not from 2011 than the baseline. 
. 
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Fig. 2: Cumulative lift of test set and baseline for the logistic regression model 

 

 
Fig. 3: Sensitivity / Specificity Diagram 

 
Overall, results show that using linguistic features for assigning articles to their publication year is feasible because case 
study results outperform frequent baseline.  
 
 

5.0 CONCLUSION  

 
A new approach is provided that identifies linguistic features from articles. In contrast to related work, it uses clustering 
instead of classification and it uses semantic approaches instead of knowledge-structure based approaches. While word 
class distributions standing behind linguistic features normally are not known beforehand, clustering enables to identify 
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new, unknown linguistic features from text. Semantic clustering does not identify word class distributions of texts using 
similar terms as it is normally done by knowledge-structure based approaches. It identifies word class distributions from 
text patterns that are semantically related e.g. text patterns with a common meaning. This is in contrast to the related 
work.  
 
The new approach is described theoretically and it is applied in a case study. Scientific articles are used to ensure 
homogeneous writing styles of the authors. Further, articles from the same domain are selected to ensure that 
characteristic key words from different domain do not occur within the articles. Case study results show the feasibility of 
the proposed approach by comparing it to the frequent baseline.  
 
Despite the success of linguistic feature in classification of the scientific articles in the case study, future research should 
focus on aspects of combining shallow and linguistic features. Moreover, the results of this research can be used to 
investigate the evolution of the language e.g. the academic language. A further avenue of research is to consider 
additional factors such as nationality of the authors, the gender of the authors, and the scientific domain of the articles 
for the case study.  
 
Future work also can improve evaluation by varying the determined impact threshold for selecting relevant terms. This 
probably changes the word class distribution for each feature. Further, future word also can vary the threshold for the 
simple Euclidean distance. This also has an influence on the linguistic features. 
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