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ABSTRACT: While academic vocabulary has been receiving much attention in 
the literature of applied linguistics, there is little information about what kind of 
academic vocabulary is appropriate for what kind of group of students, at what 
stage, in what type of teaching/learning environment. This paper aims to approach 
the nature of academic vocabulary from a pedagogical perspective; more 
specifically, from an EAP curriculum-design perspective. In doing so, we arrange 
academic vocabulary-related terms to clear some confusion over the terminology 
(e.g., semi-technical vocabulary and sub-technical vocabulary both referring to the 
same type of vocabulary). Taking academic vocabulary to mean EAP vocabulary, 
new categories are proposed such as EGAP vocabulary (for liberal arts and general 
education), and ESAP vocabulary (for specific disciplines), EGAP-A vocabulary 
(for arts subjects), and EGAP-S vocabulary (for science subjects). The validity of 
this methodology is examined by means of Kyoto University’s 10.6 million-word 
Academic Research Article Corpus that was developed for pedagogical purposes. 
The results of the study provide some evidence to justify the possibility of 
grouping EAP vocabulary for different groups of students and classroom settings.  
 

Keywords: academic vocabulary, corpus, database, EAP, EGAP 
 
Over the last few decades, the issue of academic vocabulary has received 
increasing attention in the literature of L2 learning and teaching. As Hyland 
and Tse (2007) argue, the study of academic vocabulary has a long history 
specifically in the research area of English for Academic Purposes (EAP) 
or English for Specific Purposes (ESP). However, it seems that this history 
has revealed some problems, specifically from a pedagogical perspective.  

For example, there is some confusion about the definition and 
terminology of academic vocabulary. If we take the most commonly-held 
definition of academic vocabulary; namely, a core of high frequency words 
across academic disciplines (e.g., Coxhead, 2000), it would imply that a 
group of subject-specific words in a given academic discipline can hardly 
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be labeled as academic vocabulary. Can this be justified? To be more 
specific, should the so-called technical vocabulary, which differs by subject 
area, be considered less academic or not academic?  

From the perspective of EAP curriculum and syllabus design, it would 
be important to distinguish between general academic vocabulary (or the 
core of high frequency words) and the discipline-specific academic 
vocabulary, and to link these two types. This becomes crucial in designing 
an EAP curriculum at a typical Japanese (national) university, for example, 
such as Kyoto University, where the former is taught to first-year 
undergraduate students and the latter to postgraduate students and/or where 
the former is taught to a group of students from various departments and 
the latter to a group of students from a single department.  

In addition, a review of the literature on terminology related to 
academic vocabulary shows that the methods used for selecting corpora for 
academic vocabulary are likely to have been depending on researchers’ 
own arbitrary decisions; that is, there is no set of criteria for the collection 
and selection of the academic words commonly shared by the researchers. 
In other words, it seems that researchers tend to collect words from a 
database (e.g., academic journals) sometimes for the convenience of 
collection without considering the reason for choosing particular journals. 
A critical point to be made is that a pedagogical perspective has been left 
behind. 

In this paper we will first discuss the meaning of various academic 
vocabulary terms, and then categorize these terms from the perspective of 
EAP curriculum development. This will be followed by an examination of 
the validity of such categorization with data from a 10.6 million-word 
corpus developed from academic journal articles in various disciplines. 

 
Confusion over Academic Vocabulary  
The term academic vocabulary is often used in the literature of applied 
linguistics to refer to a common core vocabulary across disciplines. For 
example, it was used by Martin (1976, p. 92) to refer to “high-frequency 
context independent words occurring across disciplines”. Implicitly 
assuming this definition, Coxhead (2000) attempted to identify academic 
vocabulary that is frequently and widely used across disciplines by 
analyzing an academic corpus of 3.5 million words. These studies leave us 
with a question: Can only the common core vocabulary qualify as academic 
vocabulary? 

It is apparent that the academic vocabulary in Martin’s (1976) and 
Coxhead’s (2000) sense has been labeled in other ways. Cowan (1974, p. 
391), for example, used the term sub-technical vocabulary in referring to 
“context independent words which occur with high frequency across 
disciplines”. Martin (1976, p. 92) recognizes that “academic and sub-
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technical vocabulary appear to be equivalent terms”. Farrell (1990, p. 14) 
used semi-technical vocabulary to refer to “words with high frequency 
across scientific disciplines”. Higgins (1966, p. 57) used the term frame 
words in referring to “words which, although not technical terms, are 
frequently used in technical writings”. Given the various labels, how can 
these terms be distinguished from each other? 

Similarly, discipline-specific vocabulary has also been termed in a 
variety of ways. Bečka (1972), for example, used the following three words 
interchangeably: terminological words, terms, and terminology. Martin 
(1976) preferred the term technical vocabulary, which was adopted by 
Chung and Nation (2003, 2004) and Coxhead and Nation (2001). Other 
labels for discipline-specific vocabulary include specialist vocabulary 
(Kennedy & Bolitho, 1984), scientific/technical terms (Yang 1986), 
specialized lexis (Baker, 1988), and technical words (Farrell 1990). Does 
this mean that discipline-specific vocabulary is not academic or less 
academic than so-called academic vocabulary? 

Another problem is that in identifying academic vocabulary, there is no 
set of criteria as to what materials should be used for an academic corpus. 
For example, academic corpora were compiled based on university 
textbooks, lectures, and examinations (Campion & Elley, 1971), or 
textbooks from various fields recommended at a particular university 
(Ghadessy, 1979; Lynn, 1973; Praninskas, 1972). By borrowing the data 
from these four studies, Xue and Nation (1984) compiled the University 
Word List (a list of 808 words that are common in academic texts), which 
was widely used by teachers and researchers.  

These studies seem to fall short of fully discussing what is represented 
by their corpora. As Coxhead (2000, p. 214) points out, the previous studies 
may have “lacked consistent selection principles”. In an attempt to 
overcome the shortcomings of the previous studies, Coxhead (2000, p. 216) 
compiled the Academic Word List (a list of 570 words that are widely used 
across disciplines) by collecting academic texts that “involved 28 subject 
areas organized into 7 general areas within each of four disciplines: arts, 
commerce, law, and science”. However, it is uncertain as to why these 
particular 28 subject areas, seven general areas, and four disciplines were 
chosen; moreover, the degree to which these academic texts are 
representative of the four disciplines and the 28 subject areas is also open to 
critique.  

The confusion over academic vocabulary terminology and materials for 
academic corpora invite the need for further discussion. In the present 
paper, we take a pragmatic approach to the terminology from the 
perspective of EAP curriculum design and discuss the development of an 
academic research article corpus to support our argument for the new 
terminology.  
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An EAP Curriculum-Design Perspective 
In the present paper, we take a broad view of curriculum “to include all the 
relevant decision making processes of all the participants” (Johnson, 1989, 
p. 1). In a curriculum design, setting objectives is critical. In this regard, 
Richards and Rodgers (1986, p. 157) comment that “without clear 
statements of objectives, questions of content, teaching and learning 
activities and experiences, materials, and evaluation cannot be 
systematically addressed.” 

Given the importance of objectives in a curriculum design, we classify 
objectives of university English education from the perspective of an ESP 
curriculum (see Figure 1), based on the argument that EAP should be 
taught in Japanese universities (Tajino & Suiko, 2005). The diagram 
illustrated in Figure 1 was based on the framework from the ESP literature 
in the UK, such as Blue (1988), Dudley-Evans and St John (1998), and 
Jordan (1997). As shown in the diagram, EAP can be divided into EGAP 
(English for General Academic Purposes) and ESAP (English for Specific 
Academic Purposes). The notion of EGAP presupposes that there are 
general skills and forms of language that are shared across disciplines (see 
Dudley-Evans & St John, 1998). 

 
Note. The dotted lines indicate linkage. 

Figure 1. Objectives of University English Education (Tajino, 2004; Tajino & 
Suiko, 2005) 

 

To discuss the issue we use Kyoto University as an example. Kyoto 
University is a leading multi-disciplinary research university in Japan 
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where first- and second-year students receive liberal arts and general 
education regardless of their majors. One of the aims of general education 
is to encourage students to acquire a wide range of intellectual 
sophistication: arts majors are encouraged to take science courses, while 
science majors are encouraged to take arts courses. English education also 
needs to serve as general education; that is, English is taught to students 
from a variety of disciplines, and common English courses are important 
for students’ academic success across disciplines (see Kyoto University 
Institute for the Promotion of Excellence in Higher Education, 2008).  

As represented by the dotted line in Figure 1, it is important to note that 
EGAP and ESAP are expected to link to each other in the curriculum. 
Figure 2 illustrates another way to conceptualize the relationship between 
EGAP and ESAP. On the diagram, the area in the center that every 
discipline shares in common refers to EGAP, from which ESAP stands at 
the furthest position.  EGAP and ESAP form a continuum as represented by 
the dotted lines.  

 
Note  i=Medical, j=Law, k=Economics 

Figure 2. The Relationship between EGAP and ESAP (Tajino, 2004) 
 

On the continuum between EGAP and ESAP, it is possible to have 
other categories such as EGAP-A (EGAP for arts (majors)) and EGAP-S 
(EGAP for science(s) (majors)). Closer groups of EGAP to ESAP may also 
be assumed such as EGAP-HM (EGAP for humanities majors1), EGAP-SS 
(EGAP for social sciences (majors)), EGAP-MS (EGAP for medical 
sciences (majors)), and EGAP-PS (EGAP for physical sciences (majors2)). 
Figure 3 illustrates an example of the points on the continuum of an EAP 
                                                 
1 In this paper, the humanities include classics, history, languages, literature, 
performing arts, philosophy, religion, and visual arts. 
2 The EGAP-PS may correspond to EST (English for Science and Technology) (see 
Lackstorm, Selinker, and Trimble, 1973; Trimble, 1985). 
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curriculum at a multi-disciplinary research university such as Kyoto 
University.  

 

 
Notes 1. Phil=Philosophy, Econ=Economics, Edu=Education, Med=Medicine, 

Pharm=Pharmacy, Sci=Science, Eng=Engineering. 
2. Lit=Literature is used in this paper, but the official name of the 

faculty is the Department of Letters  
 
 

Figure 3. Points in the Continuum of an EAP Curriculum at a Multi-
disciplinary Research University 

 
Given the curriculum schematized in Figure 3, it is possible to 

categorize EAP vocabulary in the following way: 
1. EGAP vocabulary for any university student regardless of their 

discipline, which can be taught in liberal arts and general education 
English courses 

2. ESAP vocabulary for university-level study in particular subject areas, 
which can be taught in discipline-specific English courses  

3. EGAP-A vocabulary for university students in the fields of liberal arts 
and social sciences 

4. EGAP-S vocabulary for university students in the fields of sciences. 
5. EGAP-HM vocabulary for humanities majors 
6. EGAP-SS vocabulary for social sciences majors 
7. EGAP-MS vocabulary for medical sciences majors 
8. EGAP-PS vocabulary for physical sciences majors 
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Given this classification (of EAP vocabulary), the terms often used in 

the literature, such as frame words (Higgins, 1966), sub-technical 
vocabulary (Cowan, 1974), academic vocabulary (Martin, 1976; Coxhead 
1998, 2000), and semi-technical vocabulary (Farrell, 1990) may fall into 
the category of EGAP vocabulary. Furthermore, the terms terminological 
words, terms, and terminology (Bečka, 1972), technical vocabulary (Chung 
& Nation, 2003, 2004; Coxhead & Nation, 2001; Martin, 1976), specialist 
vocabulary (Kennedy & Bolitho, 1984), specialized lexis (Baker, 1988), 
scientific/technical terms (Yang, 1986), and technical words (Farrell, 1990) 
may be categorized as ESAP vocabulary. If we take Dresher’s (1934, p. 
201) view, words in an academic context can be divided into three groups: 
“the words common to all subjects; the words common to several subjects, 
as science and mathematics; then the more technical words common to 
mathematics alone”. The first group may be considered EGAP vocabulary, 
the second, EGAP-PS vocabulary, and the third, ESAP vocabulary. In this 
way, the notion of vocabulary in an academic context can be arranged 
neatly and some of the confusion may be cleared. 

With this categorization of EAP vocabulary, we would be able to 
discuss the issue from a pedagogical point of view: What kind of academic 
vocabulary is appropriate for what kind of group of students at what stage? 
For example, on a continuum from liberal arts and general education to 
discipline-specific English courses, vocabulary at Point 1 in Figure 3 
(EGAP vocabulary) may be taught to first-year university students, 
vocabulary at Point 2 (EGAP-A and EGAP-S vocabulary) to second-year 
university students, vocabulary at Point 3 (e.g., EGAP-HM vocabulary) to 
third-year university students, and vocabulary at Point 4 (ESAP 
vocabulary) to fourth-year or graduate students. 

It may be true that EGAP vocabulary involves words that yield little 
return for particular students in spite of their considerable learning effort, in 
the sense that some of the students are less likely to encounter particular 
words in their academic lives than other students. In other words, EGAP 
vocabulary may not always be cost-effective. However, in the situation 
where first- and second-year university students are expected to acquire a 
wide range of knowledge through liberal arts and general education 
regardless of their majors, there is no reason to put an emphasis on cost 
performance—it may not matter whether they will meet particular words in 
their future studies again.  

A critical point to be made here is that the students are encouraged to 
broaden their education for a variety of academic subject areas, not simply 
in their own academic fields. The EGAP vocabulary may help students 
enrich their own education. In such situations, it should be reasonable to 
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have EGAP vocabulary that may be different in the degree of importance 
according to subject area. 

The following section examines whether such general academic 
vocabulary exists by compiling and analyzing a multi-disciplinary 
academic research article corpus. 
 
Empirical Research 
Academic Research Article Corpus 
In order to examine whether it is reasonable to conceptualize EGAP 
vocabulary in a wider sense (vocabulary at Points 1 to 3), we developed 
academic research article corpora with help from all of the faculties of 
Kyoto University, which consisted of 10.6 million words according to the 
procedure outlined in Figure 4 (see Tajino & Kanamaru, 2010 for more 
details).   
 
 

 
 
Note. Lit=Literature, Edu=Education, Econ=Economics, I.H.S.=Integrated Human 
Studies, Sci=Science, Med=Medicine, Pharm=Pharmacy, Eng=Engineering, 
Agri=Agriculture. 

 

Figure 4. Developing the Academic Corpus 

 

In order for the academic corpus to be appropriate for a multi-
disciplinary research university, research journals were first selected by 
experts in academic fields who belonged to each of the ten faculties at 
Kyoto University. More specifically, we asked the professors of each of the 
faculties at Kyoto University to collectively list research journals that they 
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would recommend for their students. Subsequently, we randomly chose 
research articles that appeared in the list of recommended research journals 
and were published mainly in 2005 and 2006. The research articles chosen 
were either in electronic or paper form, because we put a greater emphasis 
on the quality of the corpus rather than availability. The number of research 
articles chosen was determined by taking into consideration the numbers of 
sub-disciplines and particular faculties. The research articles were 
converted into text data to remove bibliographies, tables, figures, numerical 
formulas, acknowledgements, and number words automatically. In this 
way, the Kyoto University Academic Research Article Corpus was 
compiled without any researchers’ arbitrary decisions on what to be 
included as academic texts and therefore fully representative of a research-
oriented university in Japan. The specific numbers of research articles and 
total words are shown in Table 1. 
 

Table 1. Numbers of Research Articles and Total Words from Each Faculty 

Disciplines No. of research 
articles 

No. of total 
words 

Literature 150 1,424,208 
Education 150 1,006,735 
Law 150 1,884,772 
Economics 150 1,180,444 
I. H. S. (arts) 120 1,160,210 
I. H. S. (sciences) 60 297,991 
Science 176 1,168,664 
Medicine 160 533,354 
Pharmacy 150 579,719 
Engineering 210 770,426 
Agriculture 175 640,942 
Total 1,651 10,647,465 

 
The academic corpus was analyzed with the computer software 

program, RANGE (Nation, 2002), which made it possible to count and sort 
the words in the academic corpus. The program can count the frequency of 
words in particular texts. It can also classify words into the general 2,000 
words that are listed in West’s (1953) General Service List (GSL) and non-
general words that are not listed in the GSL. In the present study, we 
assume, as previous studies do (e.g., Coxhead, 2000), that EAP vocabulary 
refers to non-general words that are not listed in the GSL. The EAP 
vocabulary was then lemmatized (inflected words were summarized into 
the basic form of a word, as shown at the beginning of a dictionary entry) 
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so that counting word frequency may be based on a lemma1. For example, 
the frequency of the lemma assume is equal to the total frequencies of its 
inflective forms of assume, assumes, assuming, and assumed.  
 
Results and Discussion 
EGAP Vocabulary (Point 1) 
In order to find evidence for the existence of EGAP vocabulary, we sought 
to identify vocabulary that is used in a wide range of disciplines. A 
frequency count revealed that 1,111 words (lemmas) appeared in every 
corpus from the ten faculties. In arranging the words in the order of word 
frequency, it is inappropriate to simply count total word frequencies in the 
overall corpus, because the number of total words was different among the 
corpora (see Table 1). In the present study, it is appropriate to deal with the 
proportion of the frequency of a particular word to the number of total 
words in a particular corpus. We thus calculated word frequencies per 
1,000 words in respective corpora in order to avoid the possibility that the 
difference in total words among the corpora might affect the results. The 
word frequencies from the eleven corpora were averaged to put the 1,111 
words in order.  

Table 2 presents the top 10 words in the order of the arithmetic mean of 
the word frequencies.  
 

Table 2. Word Frequencies in the Arithmetic-Mean Order (Top 10) 

W
ords 

A
M

 

L
it 

E
du 

L
aw

 

Econ 

I.H.S. 
arts 

I.H
.S. 

sci 

Sci 

M
ed 

Pharm
 

E
ng 

A
gri  

C
ell 

1.84 

0.04 
(727) 

0.01 
(1,994) 

0.03 
(1,197) 

0.06 
(613) 

0.09 
(300) 

1.23 
(4) 

0.88 
(13) 

7.40 
(1) 

8.71 
(1) 

0.28 
(185) 

1.52 
(3) 

D
ata 

1.09 

0.21 
(57) 

0.24 
(17) 

0.41 
(33) 

0.92 
(8) 

0.52 
(10) 

1.48 
(2) 

1.23 
(2) 

3.07 
(3) 

1.26 
(24) 

1.13 
(13) 

1.54 
(2) 

Process 

0.93 

0.58 
(2) 

0.39 
(3) 

0.77 
(6) 

1.20 
(3) 

0.64 
(5) 

0.58 
(33) 

0.74 
(16) 

0.72 
(36) 

2.29 
(5) 

1.63 
(3) 

0.72 
(12) 

                                                 
1 Previous studies (e.g., Coxhead, 2000) adopted a word family in counting a word. 
However, we adopted a lemma in counting a word because 1) EFL learners with a 
relatively small vocabulary size may have only limited knowledge on derivations 
(Mochizuki & Aizawa, 2000) and 2) the distributions of particular derivative forms 
may be different among the academic fields (Hyland & Tse, 2007). 
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W
ords 

A
M

 

L
it 

E
du 

L
aw

 

Econ 

I.H.S. 
arts 

I.H
.S. 

sci 

Sci 

M
ed 

Pharm
 

E
ng 

A
gri  

A
nalysis 

0.83 

0.41 
(9) 

0.26 
(11) 

0.57 
(12) 

0.66 
(18) 

0.50 
(11) 

0.86 
(15) 

0.64 
(26) 

1.94 
(4) 

0.72 
(73) 

1.17 
(11) 

1.35 
(4) 

Indicate 

0.68 

0.20 
(59) 

0.11 
(83) 

0.24 
(85) 

0.37 
(71) 

0.33 
(38) 

0.62 
(30) 

0.96 
(10) 

1.30 
(11) 

1.75 
(11) 

0.67 
(36) 

0.94 
(6) 

R
esearc

h 

0.68 

0.26 
(36) 

0.60 
(1) 

0.37 
(42) 

1.26 
(2) 

1.08 
(1) 

0.13 
(338) 

0.06 
(599) 

0.75 
(33) 

0.15 
(490) 

2.54 
(1) 

0.30 
(79) 

Policy 

0.66 

0.16 
(81) 

0.39 
(4) 

1.43 
(2) 

0.51 
(29) 

0.58 
(8) 

0.21 
(170) 

0.01 
(8,976) 

0.35 
(158) 

2.30 
(4) 

0.75 
(30) 

0.56 
(23) 

Function 

0.66 

0.24 
(44) 

0.16 
(42) 

0.19 
(127) 

0.73 
(12) 

0.31 
(43) 

1.59 
(1) 

1.17 
(4) 

0.95 
(22) 

0.81 
(56) 

0.34 
(128) 

0.76 
(11) 

T
heory 

0.63 

0.57 
(3) 

0.17 
(40) 

0.52 
(17) 

0.90 
(9) 

0.42 
(17) 

0.40 
(61) 

0.35 
(62) 

0.03 
(1,827) 

2.03 
(7) 

1.39 
(6) 

0.14 
(262) 

Individual 

0.63 

0.33 
(18) 

0.18 
(34) 

0.53 
(15) 

1.48 
(1) 

0.49 
(12) 

0.39 
(66) 

0.14 
(257) 

1.24 
(13) 

0.49 
(115) 

1.21 
(9) 

0.45 
(37) 

Note. AM=arithmetic mean. 

The figures in the table refer to the frequency of per 1,000 words in 
respective corpora and the parenthesized figures refer to the ranking of the 
frequency in the corpus to which the word belonged.  For example, in the 
Literature corpus the word cell appears .04 times per 1,000 words in the 
Literature corpus and ranks 727th according to word frequency. The average 
(arithmetic mean) of the word frequency per 1,000 words of cell was 1.84, 
which was the largest among the EAP words. However, as Hyland and Tse 
(2007) argue, the distribution is completely different for corpora of arts or 
sciences: cell is most frequently used in disciplines of sciences, especially 
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medicine and pharmacy and this boosts the overall average of word 
frequencies. Such uneven distributions can be observed for the words 
policy and theory. This suggests that another way to select EGAP 
vocabulary should be explored. 

In an attempt to solve this problem, the harmonic (instead of 
arithmetic) mean was calculated so that more evenly distributed words 
might be assigned a larger value. Table 3 presents the top 10 words in the 
order of the harmonic means of the word frequency per 1,000 words in 
respective corpora.  
 
In-Between Vocabulary (Points 2 and 3) 
In an attempt to seek for evidence for the existence of the in-between 
vocabulary, we examined (1) whether there is vocabulary that exclusively 
appears in particular disciplines, and (2) whether frequently used words 
show similarities within particular disciplines.  

We first examined whether there are words that are exclusively used in 
the arts corpora (literature, education, law, economics, and integrated 
human studies (Arts)) and similarly, in the sciences corpora (science, 
medicine, pharmacy, engineering, agriculture, and integrated human studies 
(Sciences)). A frequency count revealed that 292 words were used in all the 
arts corpora and never used in the sciences corpora. Conversely, we found 
64 words to be used in all the sciences corpora and never used in the arts 
corpora. Table 4 provides examples of these words. 
 

Table 4. Words that Appear Only in Arts or Sciences (An Example) 
Arts only Sciences only 
oppress ligand 
theology polymerization 

bureaucracy cavity 
exile capillary 

religiosity dipolar 
palace oscillatory 

humanist poly 
ideological resin 

tenet syringe 
divine helical 

   
We further examined the data to see if there are words that are used 

exclusively in a humanities corpus (Literature), social sciences corpora 
(Education, Law, and Economics), medical sciences corpora (Medicine, 
Pharmacy, and Agriculture), and physical sciences corpora (Science and 
Engineering). A frequency count revealed that more than 1,000 words 
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appeared only in the humanities corpus, 61 words only in the social 
sciences corpus, 213 words only in the medical sciences corpus, and 242 
words only in the physical sciences corpus. Table 5 presents examples of 
these words. 

 
Table 5. Words that Exclusively Appear in Particular Fields (An Example) 
Humanities 

only 
Social sciences 

only 
Medical sciences 

only 
Physical sciences 

only 
sutra diligence apical dispersive 

exoteric radicalization rehydrate torus 
physicalism redistributive backcross bilinear 

ascetic jurisdictional gastric eigenfunction 
patricide inhumane duodenum interferometer 
fricative constitutionally inoculum diffusive 
holism emancipator mucin prolate 

expletive unionist secretory detune 
interspersion layoff derepression adjoint 

preverbal oligarchy lyse granite 

 
As shown in Tables 4 and 5, the existence of words that are exclusively 

used in particular fields could serve as evidence for in-between vocabulary 
such as EGAP-A vocabulary and EGAP-SS vocabulary.  The existence of 
the in-between vocabulary could also be supported by showing that 
frequently-used words in each discipline form a distinctive pattern; more 
specifically, the top 1,000 frequent words1 in each corpus were compared to 
each other.  

 
Table 6. Overlap of Top 1,000 Frequent Words between the Corpora 
 Lit Edu Law Econ Sci Med Pharm Eng 

Edu 559               
Law 542 552             
Econ 510 553 561           
Sci 334 337 314 376         
Med 367 409 379 424 439       
Pharm 282 284 255 289 427 479     
Eng 376 383 339 412 496 364 408   
Agri 366 393 390 476 489 554 455 400 

 
Table 6 above shows the number of words that overlapped among the 
 

                                                 
1 Similar results were obtained in the case of top 200, 400, 600, and 800 

frequent words. 
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top 1,000 words in the respective corpora.1 For example, 559 words 
overlapped between the top 1,000 frequent words in the Literature corpus 
and those in the Education corpus. The results indicate that the number of 
overlapping words is different according to corpora pair (561 words at the 
maximum and 282 words at the minimum). 

Multidimensional scaling was performed in order to visualize the 
differences. The results are shown in Figure 4, in which the number of 
overlapping words is represented as the closeness between pairs of corpora. 
For example, in Figure 4, the Medicine corpus is closer to the Agriculture 
corpus than to the Engineering corpus, which means the Medicine corpus 
has more words in common with the Agriculture corpus (554 words) than 
with the Engineering corpus (364 words). 

Figure 5 suggests that Hyland and Tse (2007) are right in arguing that 
the distributions of high-frequency words are different across fields. 
Moreover, our data suggest that the distributions do not seem to be 
randomly different; instead, they are likely to comprise particular groups. It 
is apparent that there are four major groups according to Dimensions 1 and 
2: Groups A (Medicine, Agriculture, and Pharmacy), B (Economics, Law, 
and Education), C (Science and Engineering), and D (Literature). 
According to an EAP curriculum-design perspective, these groups could be 
categorized as follows: Group A = EGAP-MS, Group B = EGAP-SS, 
Group C = EGAP-PS, and Group D = EGAP-HM. 
 

 
Figure 5. Overlap of Top 1,000 Frequent Words (Multidimensional Scaling) 

                                                 
1 Since the Faculty of Integrated Human Studies includes various academic 

fields, the data from its corpus was excluded in the analysis. 
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Classification by Dimension 1 indicates that Groups A and C can be 
categorized as EGAP-S, and Groups B and D, as EGAP-A. A closer look at 
the distance between the disciplines shows that the disciplines in Groups B 
and D (EGAP-A) have more words in common with each other than those 
in Groups A and C (EGAP-S). This might suggest that more discipline-
specific words tend to be used in science fields, and there would be a 
greater need for a list of EGAP-MS, EGAP-PS, or ESAP vocabulary.1  

Taken together, the results from our academic corpus serve as evidence 
supporting EGAP vocabulary. The present corpus-based study was carried 
out focusing mainly on word frequency of single-word items because the 
frequency analysis is a first step toward the comprehension of the nature of 
academic vocabulary. Taking into consideration Hyland and Tse’s (2007) 
argument for the significance of word meaning and use, as well as word 
frequency, future research may expand our study by including the analysis 
of meaning and use.  

 
Implications for Teaching 
By compiling an appropriate academic corpus for a particular university, 
word lists that reflect the university’s curriculum could be developed. For 
example, at a multi-disciplinary research university, such word lists could 
be an EGAP word list, an EGAP-S word list, and an ESAP word list. 
Although the number of words included in a list has tended to depend on 
researchers’ arbitrary decisions (e.g., Coxhead, 2000), it can be 
pragmatically determined by the situation with which a particular university 
is faced. The situation may be different from university to university 
because it is influenced by the university’s pedagogical goals, the number 
of classes, students’ needs and proficiency level, and so forth. For example, 
an EGAP-S word list would be effective for students in an institute of 
technology or a technical college. Our main point is that various EAP word 
lists should be developed by pedagogically determining the selection 
criteria. 

The EAP word lists could become more helpful for academic writing 
by adding more pragmatic information. For example, information on 
collocation, genre (e.g., the abstract, introduction, and results sections), and 
use in contexts, as well as the derivations, meanings, and pragmatics would 
help students improve their writing proficiency. These types of information 
would make it possible to foster students’ academic wiring skills with 
vocabulary arranged appropriately according to a given curriculum. 
                                                 
1 Classification by Dimension 2 indicates that Groups A and C may be categorized 
as practical research, and Groups B and D, as theoretical research. A close look at 
the distance shows that the disciplines are separate from each other even within the 
same categorization for reasons that are not essential to the present discussion. 
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Conclusion 
Starting with the claim that there is some confusion over the terms related 
to academic vocabulary, we addressed the question: What type of academic 
vocabulary is appropriate for what kind of group of students, at what stage, 
and in what type of teaching/learning environment? To approach this 
question, we borrowed a research framework from the EAP literature so 
that we could label various types of academic vocabulary: EGAP 
vocabulary, EGAP-A vocabulary, EGAP-S vocabulary, and other more 
specific types of EGAP vocabulary (e.g., EGAP-MS) and ESAP 
vocabulary. The validity of this grouping methodology was confirmed with 
the Kyoto University Academic Research Article Corpus, which was 
especially developed to reflect a multi-disciplinary research university’s 
EAP curriculum. This suggests that this EAP vocabulary classification will 
be helpful for university-level vocabulary learning and teaching, such that 
EGAP-MS vocabulary may be introduced at an initial stage of teaching at a 
medical school, for example.  

We understand that we have paid more attention to the “form” aspect of 
vocabulary knowledge. Future studies should explore the ways in which the 
“meaning” and “use” aspects can be dealt with when these types of EAP 
vocabulary are taught. As noted above, there are various types of higher 
education institutions. We hope that suitable types of academic vocabulary 
or EAP vocabulary can be developed for different groups of students, 
different stages, and different teaching/learning situations. 
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