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Recent research has shown that reporting coefficients of inter-rater reliability (IRR) is notably 

uncommon in Learner Corpus Research (LCR) (Larsson et al., 2020). This is especially the case in error 

annotation studies where, despite a long-standing tradition of annotating learner corpora for errors 

(Dagneaux et al., 1998), the extent to which annotators agree when identifying, correcting, and 

categorising errors has received remarkably little systematic attention (Di Nuovo et al., 2023, being a 

notable exception). This is particularly problematic given that each stage of the annotation process is 

inherently shaped by subjective judgment. Overlooking this methodological step has serious 

implications as it may hide annotation inconsistencies and, by extension, call into question the validity 

of conclusions about the degree of L2 accuracy drawn from error-tagged learner corpora.  

This presentation addresses this methodological gap in three steps. First, it provides a survey of the 

literature on error annotation in LCR to examine whether and how IRR has been assessed to date. 

Second, it reports on an IRR pilot study based on learner corpus data, illustrating how IRR can be 

realistically implemented under the human and financial constraints inherent in LCR. Third, it proposes 

an IRR protocol designed to enhance methodological transparency and replicability in error annotation 

studies carried out within the framework of LCR.  

The literature review (Step 1) shows that most studies do not report IRR coefficients. Among the 

studies that do explicitly address IRR, approaches vary widely, with respect to the error level tested 

(error detection vs. categorization), the number and profiles of annotators, and the IRR measures used. 

To inform the development of a realistic IRR methodology, we conducted a pilot study (Step 2) on a 

sample of the International Corpus of Learner English (ICLE) (Granger et al., 2020), using the Louvain 

Error Tagging System (Granger et al., 2022). Focusing exclusively on agreement in error categorisation, 

both authors independently annotated errors across two iterations (N = 409 errors in iteration 1 and N = 

798 errors in iteration 2), yielding overall kappa scores of 0.83 and 0.88, respectively. Although these 

scores conventionally indicate ‘almost perfect’ (Landis & Koch, 1977) agreement, closer inspection 

revealed variation in agreement across individual subcategories. These discrepancies were analysed in 

detail, potential causes of disagreement were identified, and follow-up remedial adjustments were 

suggested. Building on the insights gained from the pilot study and existing recommendations in the 

literature (Bayerl & Paul, 2011), we propose an IRR protocol (Step 3) that sets out a systematic 

framework of criteria and procedures for the transparent and replicable implementation and reporting of 

IRR practices in the error annotation of learner corpora. These include, among others, clearly 

distinguishing the error level under investigation, providing detailed information on annotator profiles, 

selecting appropriate IRR measures, and systematically documenting annotation decisions and 

subsequent adjustments. 
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