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ABSTRACT

Background: As a national database for indexing scientific journals, SINTA has considerable
significance for the Indonesian academic community as it measures the performance of national
journals and increases the visibility of Indonesian journals and researchers internationally.
Although studies have been conducted to examine the role of academic vocabulary in scholarly
publications, very little has investigated how academic vocabulary has been used in SINTA-
indexed applied linguistics journals (SIALJ) research articles and whether there are differences
in academic vocabulary coverage across SINTA rankings.

Purpose: This study examines the academic vocabulary measure of whether significant
differences in academic vocabulary coverage are present in SIAL) research articles across
rankings. This examination will offer insights into the linguistic expectations set by the editorial
boards of the journals across rankings.

Method: Out of 8585 journals indexed by SINTA, we found 72 related to applied linguistics. We
chose four journals with the highest impact factor in each ranking to ensure representativeness.
We included approximately 250000 running words from each journal in each ranking and
obtained 6073379 tokens in total. We used AntWordProfiler to analyse the lexical distribution
with GSL and AWL as the base lists.

Results: We found that the academic vocabulary coverage in SIALJ research articles accounts
for 11.01%, similar to other studies that also found that academic words typically cover at least
10% of academic texts. We also identified that the higher the journal rank, the more coverage
of the academic vocabulary. However, our quantitative measurement identified no significant
differences in academic vocabulary coverage in SIALJ research articles.

Conclusion: The absence of significant distribution disparities across rankings suggests a
shared practice of strategies language use in SIALJ, irrespective of their rankings and challenges
common assumptions about strategic language use discrepancies among journal clusters.
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INTRODUCTION

cation status, the expertise of its authors,
and the quality of their work by analys-

The proliferation of open-access journals
in recent years from various professional
organizations, universities, independent
institutions, and even bogus scientific
entities has emerged extensive criticism
about the publication quality. Bibliomet-
ric indices have emerged as a promising
tool for identifying ethical violations in
publishing practices (Gureyev & Mazov,
2022). These indices evaluate the publi-

ing citation frequency in the same field
(Roldan-Valadez et al., 2019). While pro-
ducing impactful research through sci-
entific writing requires laborious work, it
is widely acknowledged that only 10% of
published work has a chance of being cit-
ed (Weinstein & Morgan, 2007). This issue
is exacerbated by the language barrier,
where publications written not in English
often receive significantly fewer citations
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(Arenas-Castro et al., 2024). Bibliometric indices allow re-
searchers to determine the most appropriate journals for
their work and monitor publication trends through self-as-
sessment. Thus, contributing to reputable and high-quality
journals can enhance the chances of their work being read
and referenced (Castillo-Vergara et al., 2018; Donthu et al.,
2020; Rey-Marti et al., 2016).

Several factors contribute to the assessment of a scientif-
ic journal's quality, including the rigor of the peer-review
process, the reputation of the editorial board and review-
ers, and the journal's impact factor. Equally important is the
quality of language used to convey ideas, as effective com-
munication can significantly influence the academic com-
munity. The use of academic vocabulary in scientific writing
enhances the accuracy of communication and improves the
comprehension of research findings (Awagu, 2021; Choo et
al., 2017; Hyland, 2002). However, authors often prioritize
linguistic simplicity over accuracy and precision (Aldawsari,
2017; Biber & Gray, 2016), which can compromise the con-
tent's accuracy (Breeze, 2008; Robbins, 2016). Therefore,
writers need to strike a balance between simplicity and ac-
curacy by carefully selecting appropriate vocabulary (Demir,
2019).

Countless studies have explored the significance of academ-
ic vocabulary in scientific writing, revealing that a good com-
mand of discipline-specific vocabulary indicates effective
communication (Brun-Mercer & Zimmerman, 2015; Choo
et al., 2017; Coxhead, 2012). As many scholars suggest, this
practice promotes long-term academic performance (Cso-
may & Prades, 2018; Masrai et al., 2021). Furthermore, ac-
ademic vocabulary has been found to be positively associ-
ated with journal quality (EI-Omar, 2014), research impact
(Pournia, 2019), and authors’ credibility in the discourse
practices of their scientific community (Matinparsa et al.,
2022; Xodabande et al., 2022). Careful word choice establish-
es the author’s expertise and credibility in the field, which is
critical for building readers’ trust and validating the argu-
ment presented (Hyland, 2013).

While previous literature has acknowledged the importance
of academic vocabulary in scientific writing, there has been
limited research on how academic vocabulary is used in
journal articles, particularly in the context of the SINTA-in-
dexed applied linguistics journal (SIAL)). This noticeable
research gap presents us with an opportunity to examine
how academic vocabulary is being used in these journals
and whether there are significant differences in academic
vocabulary coverage across rankings. Based on this back-
ground, the study addresses the following research ques-
tions: (1) What is the academic vocabulary coverage in SIALJ
research articles? (2) How does the distribution of academic
vocabulary in SIALJ research articles vary across rankings?

LITERATURE REVIEW

Open Access Journals and Bibliometric Indices

Numerous bibliometric indices are now accessible online,
with both free and paid access options. Some prominent
publication databases that employ accessible metrics in-
clude Scopus, Web of Science (WoS), PubMed, DOA), and
SINTA (Science and Technology Index). These journal in-
dexing portals provide comprehensive databases that offer
bibliographic information, publication frequency, and im-
pact factor of the journals. Although scholars have doubted
the effectiveness of these measurements in determining
the quality of publications, they admit that scholars often
dream of having their works published in reputable and in-
dexed journals as they tend to have a larger readership, as
demonstrated by their bibliometric measurement (Garner
et al., 2018; Kandi, 2016; Koushik, 2017). Beyond that, these
portals play a significant role in helping researchers identi-
fy and evaluate academic literature. The significance of the
portals is even more highlighted by their use in bibliometric
analysis, which assesses how impactful the researchers and
their works are in scientific development (Xiao et al., 2022).

In the context of Indonesia, SINTA is considered the primary
national journal indexing portal that evaluates the quality of
academic journals using various metrics, such as citations
and h-index. In addition to assessing the quality of nation-
al journal’s performance, SINTA also serves to increase
the visibility of Indonesian journals and researchers in the
global arena (Firmansyah & Faisal, 2019; Nandiyanto et al.,
2020; Purnomo et al., 2020) as it provides academic brand-
ing to both researchers and institutions; thus, it increases
their reputation and recognition in the global academic
world (Ibrahim & Fadhli, 2021; Muslimin & Basthomi, 2022;
Rahardja et al., 2019). Studies have reported that SINTA
holds equal significance with more globally acknowledged
indexing portals, like Scopus or WoS, as evidentially shown
by SINTA-indexed journals’ adherence to the high standard
of excellence (Tamela, 2020; Wijaya & Bram, 2022; Yadira et
al., 2022). Therefore, we can conclude that as a platform for
disseminating knowledge and encouraging scholarly contri-
butions, SINTA serves as a catalyst for promoting the rec-
ognition of Indonesian academia in the international arena.

Academic Vocabulary in Scientific Writing

Several factors determine the quality of a scientific journal,
including the rigor of its peer-review process, the reputation
of its editorial board members, the publication frequency,
and the impact factor. The peer-review process is crucial to
ensuring that the published articles have met high-quality
standards (Wicherts, 2016). The reputation and expertise of
the journal’s editorial board are also important to ensuring
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that the article content remains up-to-date and relevant
to the journal’s scope (Black et al., 1998). The publication
frequency indicates the journal’'s quality by publishing in-
novative and novel research. Finally, the impact factor indi-
cates that the published articles have a large readership, as
evidenced by their citations (Koushik, 2017). However, it is
important to not merely see the impact factor of a journal
as the only measure of its quality. Assessing the quality of
a publication should also consider how the article has con-
formed with the common practice, especially with the use
of discipline-specific vocabulary known as academic vocab-

ulary.

Accurate and appropriate use of academic vocabulary is a
key instrument to facilitate researchers’ accurate commu-
nication of their findings and ideas to their academic col-
leagues (Choo et al., 2017; EI-Omar, 2014). Moreover, the
skilful use of academic vocabulary establishes the writer’s
credibility in their field and increases the accessibility of
their works (Awagu, 2021). The use of academic vocabulary
ensures that research results are easily understandable and
comparable to those of other researchers in the same field.
Moreover, Asaad (2024) argues that mastering academic
vocabulary, including complex and low-frequency words, is
essential for producing high-quality academic writing and
is strongly linked to proficient writing skills. Therefore, mas-
tery of academic vocabulary is essential for achieving effec-
tive scientific writing and successful research and knowl-
edge dissemination.

Academic writing is renowned for its use of discipline-specific
language or academic vocabulary, which is essential in con-
veying complex ideas and theories. Despite its significance,
the use of academic vocabulary in scholarly publications is
often undervalued. Some perceive it as too complicated for
common readers, leading to a tendency for authors to prior-
itize linguistic simplicity over precision (Aldawsari, 2017; Bib-
er & Gray, 2016). However, such practice can compromise
content accuracy and lead to a loss of credibility in scien-
tific communication (Breeze, 2008; EI-Omar, 2014; Robbins,
2016). Thus, striking a balance between technical accuracy
and linguistic clarity is principal in academic writing, and
writers must carefully measure their use of academic vocab-
ulary to ensure accuracy while maintaining comprehensibil-
ity (Arianto & Basthomi, 2021; Demir, 2019; Hyland, 2009).
While it may be tempting to simplify language to reach a
wider audience, it is essential to maintain the specificity and
precision required for scientific communication by carefully
selecting the most appropriate and accurate academic vo-
cabulary to convey their ideas effectively (Hinkel, 2003).

The crucial role of academic vocabulary in scientific dis-
course has prompted Coxhead to develop the Academic
Word List (AWL) to standardize academic terminology (Cox-
head, 2000). The study demonstrated that 570-word families

comprised 10% of all academic text words. In the context of
EAP, teachers can enhance the proficiency of learners in sci-
entific communication by prioritizing this list. However, the
AWL has limitations as it mainly covers written academic lan-
guage and may not incorporate all relevant spoken academ-
ic vocabulary or apply to specific fields. In response to this
issue, various registers and domains have been scrutinized
for lexical distribution, including medical science (Chen &
Ge, 2007), agriculture (Martinez et al., 2009; Mufioz, 2015),
chemistry (Valipouri & Nassaiji, 2013; Xodabande et al., 2023),
education (Mozaffari & Moini, 2014), nursing (Yang, 2015),
environmental science (Liu & Han, 2015), psychology (Safari,
2018; Xodabande & Xodabande, 2020), veterinary medicine
(Ozer & Akbas, 2024), and applied linguistics (Khani & Tazik,
2013; Matinparsa et al., 2022; Shabani & Tazik, 2014; Vong-
pumivitch et al., 2009; Xodabande et al., 2022).

METHOD

Corpora

Our study involved the corpus compilation of research
articles in applied linguistics, which was drawn from a
systematic selection of SINTA-indexed journals ranked
between 1 (the highest) and 6 (the lowest). In 2022, out of
the 8585 journals indexed by SINTA, we identified 72 that
covered applied linguistics, or a combination of applied
linguistics, linguistics, and literature written in English.
Within this subset, we found four journals ranked first, 22
ranked second, 26 ranked third, eight ranked fourth, five
ranked fifth, and seven ranked sixth. To ensure the rep-
resentativeness of the corpus, we downloaded research
articles related to applied linguistics from four journals
with high-impact factors to represent each rank. We then
converted the articles into plain text for data analysis and
removed extraneous text such as journal names, run-
ning heads, author names and affiliations, page numbers,
DOls, tables, and references. To achieve balance with-
in the corpus, we selected and included approximately
250000 running words from their current issues. The
number of articles included in each journal varies due to
the differing lengths of articles across journals. Neverthe-
less, we continued to download articles and add them to
the corpus until each sub-corpus contained approximate-
ly 250000 running words. The final corpus comprised
6073379 running words (tokens) and provided a compre-
hensive and diverse sample of academic texts in applied
linguistics. Table 1 presents the selected journals that
were included in the corpus.

Software and Base Lists for Analysis

This research utilized AntWordProfiler to analyse the use
of academic vocabulary in SIAL) research articles. Ant-
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Table 1
Top Four SIALJ Across Rankings

SINTA JOURNAL TITLE NO. OF ARTICLES TOKENS
1 Indonesian Journal of Applied Linguistics 94 256380
International Journal of Language Education 64 255853
TEFLIN Journal 47 256094
Studies in English Language and Education 49 252180
2 English Review: Journal of English Education 60 253610
Journal on English as a Foreign Language 49 251594
Lingua Cultura 72 255224
Register Journal 56 252694
3 ETERNAL (English, Teaching, Learning, and Research Journal) 61 252599
Premise: Journal of English Education and Applied Linguistics 61 253822
Metathesis: Journal of English Language, Literature, and Teaching 64 253445
JELTL (Journal of English Language Teaching and Linguistics 52 250485
4 Getsempena English Education Journal 66 250782
IDEAS: Journal on ELT and Learning, Ling. and Lit. 71 251289
Exposure Journal 74 252194
The English-Education: Journal of English Teaching and Research 78 252374
5 Anglo-Saxon 90 254884
Wiralodra English Journal 67 255941
Linguistik Terapan 115 253633
e-Journal of Linguistics 88 252160
6 ELT in Focus 44 250679
Journal of English Language Education 90 253111
Journal Pendidikan Bahasa Inggris Indonesia 59 251913
Jurnal Serunai Bahasa Inggris 68 250439
Total 1639 6073379

WordProfiler is a tool designed to profile vocabulary level
and text complexity and compare the loaded corpora with
a list of reference corpora. The tool includes three base
word lists by default: 1000 and 2000 GSL (West, 1953) and
the Academic Word List (Coxhead, 2000). Nevertheless, it
is possible to evaluate texts against additional vocabulary
lists, which can be manually added to the program. In this
study, we decided to incorporate supplementary lists into
our profiling approach because the General Service List
(GSL) and the Academic Word List (AWL) only include words
that function as headwords. Research in lexical frequency
profiling frequently reveals that non-AWL/non-GSL words
can make up more than 13% of the corpus (refer to stud-
ies by Chanasattru & Tangkiengsirisin, 2017; Matinparsa et

al., 2022; Xodabande et al., 2022; Xodabande & Xodabande,
2020). However, the specific list to which these off-list words
belong remains unclear. Therefore, we find it necessary to
utilize an additional list, specifically, BNC-COCA lists 31-34,
which we adopted from Nation (2012). This additional list
enables us to more thoroughly investigate the percentage
of words in English texts that are not included in standard
lists. The lists encompass proper names, marginal words,
transparent compounds, and acronyms.

Data Processing

After importing all sub-corpora into AntWordProfiler, the
software provides an overview of vocabulary coverage,
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range, and frequency in the GSL/non-AWL and AWL. First-
ly, a comprehensive analysis was performed by incorporat-
ing corpora from research articles in all SIALJ to determine
the overall coverage of GSL/non-AWL and AWL vocabulary.
Subsequently, a comparative analysis was undertaken to in-
vestigate vocabulary coverage in each SIALJ, based on their
respective rankings, to identify any discrepancies in GSL/
non-AWL and AWL vocabulary coverage. Finally, we present
the top 50 AWL vocabularies in SIALJ research articles and
the top 25 AWL vocabularies in SIALJ in each ranking.

In order to further examine whether the distribution of ac-
ademic vocabulary in SIALJ research articles varies across
rankings, we conducted a one-way analysis of variance
(ANOVA) because it is suitable for the specific characteristics
of our dataset and research objective. Examining the differ-
ence in AWL distribution also compares the AWL distribu-
tion by comparing the means of AWL token percentage, AWL
type, and AWL headword count, making ANOVA well-suited
to handle proportions, counts, and measurements spanning
a wide range of values. The ANOVA was conducted to test
the null hypothesis (H,), which states, “There is no signifi-
cant difference in the distribution of academic vocabulary in
SIALJ research articles across rankings.” If the p-value was
less than the chosen significance level of 0.05, we rejected
the null hypothesis, indicating a significant difference in the
distribution of academic vocabulary in SIALJ research arti-
cles across rankings.

RESULTS

Coverage of Lexical Items in SIAL) Research
Articles

Table 2 shows the coverage of lexical items in SIALJ re-
search articles. The table demonstrates the distribution of
the 1st GSL/non-AWL in the corpus, covering approximate-

Table 2
Lexical Profile of the SIAL| Research Articles

ly 4401027 tokens, which is around 72.46% of the total cor-
pus. Combined with the 2nd GSL/non-AWL, it covers around
4703228 tokens or 77.44% of the total corpus. The Academic
Word List (AWL) covers 11.01% of the total corpus, corre-
sponding to 668500 tokens. In this case, the cumulative cov-
erage of GSL/non-AWL and AWL accounts for 88.45% of the
total corpus. Notably, 11.55% of the corpus (701651 tokens)
is classified as non-AWL/non-GSL. Within this percentage,
1.89% of the words are proper names, predominantly those
of authors cited in the articles. Additionally, 0.51% are mar-
ginal words, which mainly include alphabets used in bullet
lists and exclamations (e.g., hmm, uh, and wah) from inter-
view data presented in the articles. Moreover, 0.64% of the
words are transparent compound nouns, such as feedback,
classroom, and teamwork, while 0.49% comprise acronymes,
including efl, esl, and ielts. The remaining 8.02% of the words
are not found in GSL, AWL, and supplementary lists and are
primarily non-English words from interviews and other dis-
cipline-specific vocabulary such as semantic, syntactic, and
guttural. Of the 570-word families in Coxhead’s AWL, 569-
word families (99.82%) were found, with the word so-called
not being found in the corpus. The absence of the word in
the corpus maybe because it is categorized at level 10 in
Coxhead’s AWL, but it may also be because it is not a con-
tent word that expresses specific concepts; instead, it is a
phrase to modify or comment on other words or concepts.

Further analysis of the above findings reveals that the ten
(10) most frequently used words from the AWL account for
a total of 136791 tokens, which is approximately 2.25% of the
entire corpus. These words include research (35090 tokens),
data (20786 tokens), text (15979 tokens), analyse (15171 to-
kens), process (14768 tokens), strategy (11514 tokens), partic-
ipate (11401 tokens), communicate (10742 tokens), and meth-
od (9340 tokens). The list of the top 50 academic vocabulary
words in SIALJ research articles is presented in Table 3.

The word list shown in Table 3 contains a variety of words
that present the key themes and research area in applied

List Token Token% Cum Token% Type Headword Count
15T GSL 4401027 72.46 72.60 3763 998
2 GSL 302201 4.98 77.44 2819 957
AWL 668500 11.01 88.45 2671 569
BNC-COCA31 114811 1.89 90.34 2378 2266
BNC-COCA32 30938 0.51 90.85 64 32
BNC-COCA33 38972 0.64 91.49 346 270
BNC-COCA34 29724 0.49 91.98 226 222
Not in the list 487206 8.02 100.00 18190 18190
Total 6073379 100.0 30457 23504

JLE | Vol. 10 | No.3 | 2024

99



Suhandoko, Dian Riesti Ningrum, Andini Dwi Wardani, Ach. Nobair, Putroue Keumala Intan

| Research Papers

Table 3
Top 50 Most frequent AWL Items in SIALJ Research Articles

Rank Words Frequency Sub-lists Rank Words Frequency Sub-lists
1 research 34090 1 26 lecture 4631 6
2 data 19786 1 27 technique 4535 3
3 text 14979 2 28 achieve 4504 2
4 analyse 14171 1 29 technology 4473 3
5 process 13768 1 30 structure 4428 1
6 strategy 10514 2 31 factor 4419 1
7 participate 10401 2 32 category 4352 2
8 communicate 9742 4 33 positive 4303 2
9 method 8340 1 34 design 4254 2
10 culture 7483 2 35 function 4233 1
11 respond 7347 1 36 aspect 4179 2
12 conduct 6487 2 37 task 4070 3
13 motive 6412 6 38 role 3953 1
14 context 6038 1 39 theory 3908 1
15 assess 5993 1 40 error 3777 4
16 create 5905 1 41 instruct 3756 6
17 conclude 5816 2 42 approach 3679 1
18 media 5639 7 43 previous 3613 2
19 implement 5379 4 44 involve 3611 1
20 significant 5358 1 45 topic 3599 7
21 interact 5145 3 46 vary 3585 1
22 perceive 4918 2 47 item 3565 2
23 focus 4861 2 48 attitude 3548 4
24 indicate 4829 1 49 consist 3346 1
25 academy 4756 5 50 evaluate 3320 4

linguistics, including language learning and teaching (i.e.,
approach, design, instruct, method, strategy, technique), cul-
tural influences (i.e., attitude, context, culture, motive), and
the impact of technology (i.e., interact, media, technology).

Distribution of Academic Vocabulary in SIAL)
Research Articles across Rankings

Table 4 shows distribution patterns of AWL and GSL/non-
AWL in SIALJ across rankings. The study observed that the
higher the SINTA ranking, the greater the percentage of
the AWL distribution, and conversely, the higher the SINTA
ranking, the lower the GSL/non-AWL percentage. The AWL
percentage tends to increase with higher SINTA ranking,
ranging from 12.04% for SINTA 1 to 10.56% for SINTA 6. In
contrast, the GSL/non-AWL coverage increases with low-
er SINTA rankings, from 74.33% for SINTA 1 to 79.89% for

SINTA 6, indicating that the better the quality of a journal in
SINTA, the more academic vocabulary is used. Further anal-
ysis revealed that SIALJ journals with a SINTA 1 ranking con-
tain the highest number of AWL word types, totalling 2300
types, and the highest number of word families, which is 567
words. This number gradually decreases to 1934 types and
556-word families for SINTA 6.

Further analysis also found three-word families that do not
occur in SIALJ research articles with a SINTA 1 (i.e., so-called,
nuclear, offset), five in SINTA 2 (i.e., bulk, invoke, offset, so-
called, subsidy), eight in SINTA 3 (i.e., cease, export, federal,
forthcoming, invoke, offset, revenue, so-called), ten in SINTA
4 (i.e., adjacent, amend, commence, currency, erode, export,
federal, forthcoming, nuclear, so-called), ten in SINTA 5 (i.e.,
albeit, currency, erode, federal, fee, levy, offset, regime, so-
called, subsidy), and 16 in SINTA 6 (i.e., adjacent, aggregate,
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Table 4
Distribution of Academic Vocabulary in SIAL| Research Articles Across Rankings

Word lists SINTA 1 SINTA 2 SINTA 3 SINTA 4 SINTA 5 SINTA 6
AWL token 122829 117523 116964 104696 104302 102186
AWL token % 12.04 11.60 11.58 10.40 10.26 10.16
AWL type 2300 2275 2126 2050 2136 1934
AWL headword 567 565 562 560 560 556
Table 5
Top 25 Most Frequent AWL Items in SIAL| Research Articles Across Rankings

SINTA 1 SINTA 2 SINTA 3 SINTA 4 SINTA 5 SINTA 6
research research research research research research
participate data data data data text
analyse analyse participate analyse text data
text strategy analyse process process process
data participate process text analyse analyse
assess process communicate strategy communicate strategy
strategy text text method strategy method
process culture respond communicate technique communicate
culture communicate strategy motive method conduct
respond context lecture respond function implement
context assess academy error conclude conclude
communicate method method participate culture technique
identify media motive conduct participate significant
significant respond culture conclude create grade
instruct conduct create media theory media
motive interact implement culture media create
method lecture conduct achieve context assess
academy perceive technology create respond achieve
interact technology perceive implement structure motive
task indicate interact assess conduct respond
indicate motive significant factor clause participate
factor focus media task source design
positive item context focus identify perceive
perceive function focus academy interact category
focus category indicate context attitude hypothesis

albeit, bulk, confine, currency, displace, erode, nuclear, offset,
so-called, subsidy, suspend, terminate). Table 5 presents the
top 25 AWL in SIALJ research articles for each ranking, with
words in bold type indicating that they were found in SIALJ
research articles in all rankings.

Table 5 shows that 10-word families are found within the top
25 AWL in SIALJ research articles across rankings, namely,
analyse, communicate, data, method, participate, process, re-
search, respond, strategy, and text. These words naturally oc-
cur in SIALJ research articles as they are related directly to
the research themes in applied linguistics, such as language
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acquisition and language teaching. Specifically, these words
can be found in the research method section. The consistent
and prevalent occurrence of the word research emphasizes
its central role as a key element in applied linguistics schol-
arly discourse. Additionally, words like data and participate
occur consistently in SIALJ research articles, indicating their
significance in applied linguistics. The word like participate
demonstrates engagement and involvement, highlighting
the significance of the active role of individuals in applied
linguistics studies. Also, the frequent occurrence of the word
data indicates the attempts to sustain its empirical methods
and acknowledgment of the role of data in advancing knowl-
edge within the field.

Furthermore, the consistent use of methodological terms
like analyse and text suggests that SIALJ scholars across
rankings continue to maintain rigorous analytical methods
and recognize the significance of textual elements in scru-
tinizing language-related phenomena. In addition, the re-
current use of words like communicate and strategy in SIALJ
across rankings reflects a sustained focus on effective com-
munication and methodical approaches in the field. Finally,
the prevalence of culture and context across SIALJ rankings
shows the scholars’ preferences in studying how languages
relate to culture, signifying the field’s dedication to in-depth
studies across various research levels.

Further analysis also reveals that the identified words occur
in the top 25-word list of SIALJ research articles belong to
Coxhead’s AWL sub-lists 1, 2, and 3, accounting for 3.33%
(202,828 tokens) of the total corpus or 33.34% of the aca-
demic word found in SIALJ research article. However, some
words occur in lower sub-lists in Coxhead'’s list. For instance,
several words occur in sub-list 4 (i.e., attitude, communicate,
error, implement), sub-list 5 (i.e., academy/academic, clause),

Table 6

sub-list 6 (i.e., communicate, instruct, lecture, motive/motivate),
sub-list 7 (i.e., grade, media). This observation suggests that
while there is substantial overlap between this AWL list and
Coxhead'’s, the ranking and prominence of certain words
differ, emphasizing the strategic lexical composition within
the applied linguistics research articles in the SIALJ dataset
compared to Coxhead’s AWL. The high frequency of certain
words within SIAL] research articles, despite their relative-
ly low occurrences in Coxhead’s AWL, suggests that these
words hold particular significance or relevance within the
context of applied linguistics.

In addition to the qualitative observation of how academic
vocabulary is used in SIALJ research articles across rankings,
we conducted a quantitative analysis to examine further
whether the differences observed in our qualitative obser-
vation are also evident in quantitative measurements. In
order to examine whether there is a significant difference
in the coverage of academic words in SIALJ research arti-
cles across rankings, we conducted an analysis of variance
(ANOVA) to test the significance of variations in academic
vocabulary coverage across SINTA rankings. AWL coverage
percentage, AWL types, and AWL headwords were chosen
for the analysis.

Table 6 shows the results of normality tests on the three
data sets using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk
tests, showing that the p-values for all datasets in all tests
are greater than 0.05. This value suggests that all datasets
have a sufficiently normal distribution, and, therefore, an
analysis of variance (ANOVA) can be conducted to measure
whether there is a statistically significant difference in ac-
ademic vocabulary coverage in SIALJ across rankings. The
result of the ANOVA calculation is presented in Table 7.

Normality Test Results for Academic Vocabulary in SIAL] Research Articles Across Rankings

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df p-value Statistic df p-value
AWL Token 0.369 6 0.299 0.841 6 0.234
AWL Types 0.276 6 0.300 0.948 6 0.726
AWL Headword 0.269 6 0.300 0.968 6 0.880
Table 7
ANOVA for Academic Vocabulary in SIAL] Research Articles Across Rankings
Source of variation Sum of squares df Mean Square F p-value F crit
SINTA ranks 33602.39 5 6720.478 1.101877 417176661 3.325835
Error 60991.17 10 6099.117
Total 14701625 17
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The table shows that the p-value associated with SINTA ranks
is 0.417176661, greater than the generally used significance
level of 0.05. Therefore, we fail to reject the null hypothesis,
suggesting no significant difference in academic vocabu-
lary distribution in SIALJ research articles across rankings. A
smaller F-statistic relative to the critical F-value (3.325835)
further supports the conclusion of non-significance. The
F-statistic of 1.101877 indicates that the observed variabili-
ty between SINTA rankings is insignificant. In summary, the
p-value and the F-statistic lead us to accept the null hypoth-
esis and conclude that there is no statistically significant dif-
ference in the distribution of academic vocabulary in SIALJ
research articles across rankings.

DISCUSSION

The importance of academic vocabulary in scholarly com-
munication has been firmly established in the literature. Ac-
ademic vocabulary is critical in ensuring that the research
findings are communicated accurately and effectively within
the academic community (Awagu, 2021; Choo et al., 2017).
The consistent use of academic vocabulary enhances the
clarity and coherence of academic discourse (Arianto &
Basthomi, 2021). Moreover, the ability to adeptly use aca-
demic vocabulary is significant for establishing credibility
and promoting inclusivity in scholarly communication (Mat-
inparsa et al., 2022).

In this study, we examined the coverage and distributions of
academic words in SINTA-indexed applied linguistics journal
(SIAL)) research articles. We aimed to determine the extent
to which academic vocabulary is utilized within these jour-
nals and to explore whether there are significant differences
in vocabulary usage across different SINTA rankings.

Our findings of an 11.01% coverage of Coxhead’s AWL in
SIALJ research articles align with the results of other stud-
ies suggesting that academic words typically cover at least
10% of academic texts (Hyland & Tse, 2004; Khani & Tazik,
2013; Vongpumivitch et al., 2009). Regarding applied lin-
guistics, our research shows a nearly identical AWL cover-
age to that found by Xodabande et al. (2022), who reported
an 11.46% coverage in reputable applied linguistics journals.
Further examination also found that among the top 50 AWL
words identified by Xodabande et al. (2022), 24 items were
also present in our study. The list of headwords includes
academy, acquire, analyse, approach, assess, communi-
cate, context, culture, data, factor, focus, instruct, interact,
item, motive, participate, process, research, role, strategy,
structure, task, text, and theory. Beyond this, our analysis of
the Academic and Applied Linguistics Word List (ALAWL) by
Xodabande et al. (2022) revealed 378 common headwords
with our study. This shared academic vocabulary indicates a
significant consistency within SIALJ research articles and the
broader field of applied linguistics.

Our observation of an 11.01% coverage of Coxhead’s AWL
in SIALJ research articles aligns with the notion of a disci-
pline-specific vocabulary, where specific terms become
integral to academic discourse dependent on “contextual
environments which reflect different disciplinary practic-
es and norms” (Hyland & Tse, 2004, p. 251), irrespective of
journal clusters or rankings. This terminological uniformity
is deemed crucial to enhance clarity in facilitating communi-
cation within the academic community (Hyland & Tse, 2004).
It pedagogically benefits English language teaching by help-
ing learners better understand published applied linguis-
tics academic texts they need to read (Khani & Tazik, 2013).
Moreover, a consistent academic vocabulary in several lists,
especially related to applied linguistics, establishes and
maintains disciplinary identity (Nation, 2001) and promotes
accessibility and inclusivity (Martinez et al., 2009).

The study also found that several vocabularies in SIALJ re-
search articles mostly occur in Coxhead’s AWL top three
sub-lists, covering approximately 3.33%. This finding cor-
roborates the observation of Vongpumivitch et al. (2009)
that the top word lists in applied linguistics research articles
accounted for 3.60%, suggesting that the top word list in
SIALJ research articles also exhibits high frequency in oth-
er applied linguistics word lists. This consistency not only
enhances the clarity and coherence of academic discourse
within SIALJ but also reflects the commitment of Indonesian
academia to linguistic convention, scholarly communication
standards, and the overall quality of research. Meticulous at-
tention to language use also implies a commitment of jour-
nal editorial boards to robust selection and editorial process,
establishing it as a reputable journal in the academic land-
scape.

However, we also notice that some vocabulary is found in
considerable numbers in SIALJ research articles despite hav-
ing low frequency in Coxhead’s AWL. Words such as attitude,
communicate, motive, and media are particular to applied
linguistics, particularly in the context of language teaching
and learning. This phenomenon corroborates the assertion
of scholars in diverse disciplines who challenge the conven-
tional notion of a one-size-fits-all academic word list and
emphasize the need for developing field-specific academ-
ic vocabulary (Khani & Tazik, 2013; Kwary & Artha, 2017,
Xodabande & Xodabande, 2020; Yotimart, 2021).

The presence of these specialized terms may be attribut-
ed to the unique contextual environments within which
applied linguistics operates, as well as the genre-specific
conventions that govern academic writing in this field. As
Hyland and Tse (2004) have noted, disciplinary vocabular-
ies adapt to “a locally appropriate theoretical and method-
ological framework” (p. 246). In this case, Hyland'’s (2004)
concept of genre pedagogy is highly relevant as it suggests
that academic writing is required to follow genre-specific
conventions that general word lists may not fully represent;
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therefore, the development of field-specific lexicons is nec-
essary (Khani & Tazik, 2013; Martinez et al., 2009; Valipouri
& Nassaji, 2013; Xodabande et al., 2022). Xodabande et al.
(2023) contend that a replication study, building on previ-
ous research about the development of wordlists for specific
disciplines, may effectively achieve this purpose.

Further quantitative analysis reveals an absence of signifi-
cant distribution disparities across various SINTA rankings,
challenging the findings of Arianto and Basthomi (2021),
who noted a heightened strategic language use among au-
thors in high-quality journals. Possible explanations could
be that journal editors prioritize novel contributions rather
than how authors strategically present their research with
accurate language. This may also suggest that all journals,
regardless of their ranking in a journal database, equal-
ly emphasize the importance of strategic language use in
applied linguistics research; thus, all authors are required
to adhere to the notion that disciplinary vocabularies adapt
to specialized needs, contributing to the identity and coher-
ence of the field (Biber & Gray, 2016; Hyland & Tse, 2004).

This study has implications for editorial and peer review
standards and EAP teaching. The study may inform editorial
boards and peer reviewers that acknowledging the consist-
ent application of strategic, discipline-specific language has
challenged the notions that journals with high reputations
necessarily need more refined language use. Instead, the
findings suggest that editorial boards have a more egalitar-
ian approach to linguistic expectations in their publications.
While maintaining a discipline-specific register in publica-
tions is significant, the editorial boards and peer reviewers
should also focus on effective communication rather than
subjecting authors to prestige-based linguistic norms. Fur-
thermore, our findings of the shared practice of academic
vocabulary use across SINTA rankings suggest that EAP ed-
ucators tailor their instruction by introducing academic vo-
cabulary to ensure students are adept at scholarly discourse
within their field.

While our study has shown the commitment of Indonesian
academia to linguistic conventions and the meticulous at-
tention of journal editorial boards in maintaining reputable
standards, we acknowledge that the study focused on SIALJ
research articles in which the findings may not fully capture
the entirety of academic vocabulary use within broader ap-
plied linguistics field. Also, the study’s reliance on a specif-
ic timeline for analysis may not capture potential shifts in
academic vocabulary over time, especially given the evolv-
ing nature of multidisciplinary research trends, particularly
considering the increasing use of Al in scientific publications.
Future research should also expand the scope by including
more journal samples and using larger corpora to compre-
hensively depict how academic vocabulary is used in SIAL

research articles. Moreover, a focused approach to exam-
ining the corpus of Indonesian authors could offer a more
accurate description of how Indonesian applied linguistics
researchers use academic vocabulary.

CONCLUSION

This study has examined the lexical landscape of SIALJ re-
search articles and provides insights into the distribution
and characteristics of academic vocabulary across different
rankings. We identified substantial coverage of Coxhead’s
AWL in SIAL) research articles, aligning with the broader
academic literature regarding the prevalence of academic
words in scholarly texts. The substantial overlap between
SIALJ and Coxhead’s AWL and other applied linguistics-relat-
ed word lists underscores the consistent and discipline-spe-
cific nature of academic discourse in SIALJ research articles
and applied linguistics in general. Furthermore, our exami-
nation of SINTA rankings found an intriguing pattern: high-
er-ranked journals exhibit greater AWL distribution, not sig-
nificantly, especially upon quantitative measurement. The
findings challenge the notion of a discrepancy in strategic
language use among journals of varying quality, suggesting
that strategic language use is a shared practice across SIALJ,
irrespective of their rankings. Additionally, the prevalence
of specific field-related terms with lower occurrences in Cox-
head’s AWL highlights unique linguistic needs and prefer-
ences within applied linguistics journals, notably influenced
by the current trends in research topics within the field
at the time of the study. The study contributes to the ev-
er-evolving understanding of academic vocabulary, empha-
sizing the significance of discipline-specific lexicon in schol-
arly communication. Future research should investigate the
evolving nature of academic vocabulary within applied lin-
guistics, particularly in light of the increasing prevalence of
Al-generated publications, which may significantly alter the
landscape of academic vocabulary. Additionally, expanding
the scope to include more journals and larger corpora could
provide a more comprehensive understanding of academic
vocabulary use across different contexts.
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