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Abstract 

This study had two main goals: first, to analyze a corpus of 1200 law research articles and 

identify the most commonly used words, and second, to compare this list to Coxhead's 

Academic Word List. Theresearcherused a corpus of 4,114,328 words and set a frequency 

cutoff of 120 occurrences. After analyzing the corpus and excluding function words, 

bibliographies, tables, headers, and footnotes, a list of 3730 academic words for the field of 

law was created. The resulting word list was then subjected to expert review and validation by 

a panel of law professionals to ensure that the words on the list are relevant, useful, and 

appropriate for academic context. 2541 words were deemed unsuitable and consequently 

retained from the final word list. On the other hand, 1189 words successfully passed the 

validation process and were approved for inclusion in the finalized academic word list.372 

word families were identified .Of these, 121 word families(32.52%) overlapped with 

Coxhead’s Academic Word List(AWL), while the remaining 251 wordfamilies( 67.48%) were 

unique to the Law Academic Word List, highlighting the specialized terminology related to 

law field. This study has important implications for course designers, ESP experts, authors, 

and students studying law at both the undergraduate and postgraduate levels. 
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Introduction 

A discourse community, as Swales (1990, p. 9) defines, is a “socio-rhetorical network 

that exists” to attain particular shared goals, and to reach these goals, members of the 

discourse community require familiarity with the particular inter-communication mechanisms 

or genres which are characteristic of that community. Central to the notion of discourse 

community is genre, which is “a class of communicative events, the members of which share 

some set of communicative purposes” (Swales, 1990, p. 58). Moreover, genres can be 

described as activities of a discourse community which, according to Swales, are 

“determinant of linguistic choices (1990, p. 42); therefore, investigating the conventionalized 

modes of expression of a particular genre can be very revealing. These modes of expression 

could be spoken or written (among other modes such as electronic or multimodal). Written 

modes of expression, in particular, academic writing is of paramount significance in academic 

communities since it is a requirement for participation in higher education (Bruce, 2008, p. 

1), and a medium “through which scholars attempt to negotiate with and persuade other 

scholars of the legitimacy of their arguments” to be recognized as accepted knowledge within 

their disciplines (Hewings, 2001, p. 10). Furthermore, of all genres “within academic writing, 

it is the research article that has attracted the most attention” as the primary medium for 

presenting claims of new knowledge (Hewings, 2001, p. 12-13). Moreover, “academic 

discourse refers to the various ways of thinking and using language that are present in the 

academy” (Hyland, 2009a, p. 1). The study of academic discourse is a young but swiftly 

rising field. Academic discourse is gaining more prominence as more students in higher 

education need to communicate within their academic communities, as scholars’ careers are 

tied to their success in publishing, and as social institutions, media, and advertising are 

influenced by the language of science more than ever (Hyland, 2009a, p. viii). This empirical 

language of science based on logic and argument is the basis of scientific progress and the 

construction of knowledge.As a useful relationship, corpus-based linguistics, which is a 

“methodological innovation” to study aspects and features of language based on huge textual 

corpora (Lee, 2008), and academic discourse analysis can be good partners. The accessibility 

of banks of naturally occurring texts on computers has made it possible to analyze language 

structure and use it in unprecedented ways to gain new insights (Jalilifar, 2014, p. 271). 

Furthermore, corpus-based linguistics can enhance the scientific progress and career 

development of both students and academics around the world. In order to do so, corpora need 

to be designed around academic genres from the ground up (Lee 2008). Arguably, the most 

influential genre within academic discourse and subsequently English for Academic Purposes 

(EAP) is the research article (RA) (Hyland, 2009a, pp. 67-68), and corpus-based linguistics 

can offer researchers tools to analyze academic texts [such as research articles as a single 

genre] for concordances, keywords, and wordlists (Jalilifar, 2014, p. 279).To corpus linguists, 

the notion of frequency is central, as corpora are concerned with what frequently occurs 

(Hyland, 2006, p. 58). In other words, the underlying assumption is that if a linguistic feature 

is observed to occur frequently and typically in the past, then it is probable to be significant in 

the future as well (p. 59). One use of frequency counts in EAP is the production of academic 

vocabulary lists such as Coxhead’s (2000) Academic Word List (AWL), since, in line with Li 
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and Pemberton (as cited in Hyland, 2006), students are believed to find academic vocabulary 

very challenging to learn. 

The research article (RA) is the most prominent genre in academic writing as it serves 

as the primary means of presenting new knowledge (Hewings, 2001, p. 12). Despite the 

availability of alternative electronic publishing platforms, the research article remains the 

preeminent genre of academia and the primary site for disciplinary knowledge-making 

(Hyland, 2009, p. 67). It is considered the "master narrative" of our time (Montgomery, 1996, 

p. 2). The significance of the research article can be attributed to the highly esteemed peer 

review process, which serves as a regulating system for transforming ideas into knowledge 

(Hyland, 2009, p. 68). Authors aim to have their arguments become part of the disciplinary 

consensus by contextualizing new findings within previously published literature, effectively 

displaying the current status of the existing consensus (Hewings, 2001, p. 12). Additionally, 

the research article holds prestige as a genre that creates a means for scientific fact-generation 

as more academics worldwide are required to publish in high-impact, peer-reviewed journals 

for career development and promotion (Hyland, 2009, p. 67), a point also acknowledged by 

other scholars (e.g., Hartley, 2008; Swales, 1990). 

Several studies have been conducted to create word lists that represent the most 

common academic lexical items due to the significance of academic vocabulary. Two 

approaches have been adopted for this purpose. The first approach is the common core 

approach, which aims to provide discipline-crossing academic word lists appropriate for 

learners in various fields (Campion & Elley, 1971; Coxhead, 2000;Ghadessy, 1979; Lynn, 

1973; Praninskas, 1972). The second approach is the early specialization approach, which 

intends to create discipline-specific academic word lists based on independent domains 

suitable for the learners of that particular field. Xu and Nation (1984) produced a University 

Word List (UWL) based on the lists developed by Campion and Elley (1971), Ghadessy 

(1979), Lynn (1973), and Praninskas (1972), which was extensively used for 15 years. 

However, in an attempt to construct a more robust and more representative academic word 

list, Coxhead (2000) introduced her Academic Word List (AWL) in a seminal article. The 

AWL (Coxhead, 2000) consists mainly of academic words and accounts for roughly 10.0% of 

all the running words in academic texts (Coxhead’s corpus) but merely 1.4% of all the running 

words in a fiction corpus of the same size. 

 

Literature Review 

Academic word lists 

The importance of academic vocabulary has led to numerous studies aimed at creating word 

lists representing the most common academic lexical items. Two approaches are employed: 

the common core approach, favored by early researchers, focuses on creating discipline-

crossing academic word lists suitable for learners in various fields; while the early 

specialization approach aims to develop discipline-specific academic word lists based on 

independent domains, tailored for learners in that specific field.The Academic Word List 

(AWL), developed by Coxhead (2000), comprises 570 word families, organized according to 

the Bauer and Nation scale (1993) up to level 6. The corpus used for its creation, containing 
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3.5 million tokens, was divided into four sections: arts, commerce, law, and science, each 

with approximately 875,000 tokens. Coxhead (2000) utilized 414 texts, balanced for length 

and drawn from various sources, including textbooks, articles, book chapters, and manuals. 

The goal was to produce a vocabulary list beneficial to any L2 English student in an English-

medium academic environment.The AWL was designed as a supplement to the General 

Service List (GSL), excluding any words from the GSL. Word inclusion was based on 

frequency, range, and uniformity: each word had to occur at least 100 times across the 

corpora (frequency), in at least 15 of the 28 subject areas (range), and over 10 times in each 

of the four sub-corpora (uniformity). Coxhead also ensured text balance in length and avoided 

author bias, representing 400 separate authors in her 414 texts. The AWL's purpose, 

according to Coxhead, was to assist EAP teachers in selecting vocabulary for their students to 

learn (Coxhead, 2011).The AWL has been widely used in ESP research, achieving an average 

coverage of approximately 10% across various studies (e.g., Cobb & Horst, 2004; Li & Qian, 

2010; Martinez, Beck & Panza, 2009). The AWL remains relevant to modern vocabulary 

studies and is frequently utilized in the creation of specialist word lists (e.g., Coxhead & Hirsh 

2007; Konstantakis, 2007, 2010; Wang et al., 2008).The New Academic Vocabulary List 

(AVL)Gardner and Davies (2013) developed a new Academic Vocabulary List (AVL) based 

on a 120-million-word academic subcorpus of the 425-million-word Corpus of Contemporary 

American English (COCA). They used lemmas, rather than word families, for initial counting 

and analysis, later forming word families to address specific academic needs.Gardner and 

Davies (2013) noted the growing prominence of the Academic Word List (AWL) in 

education (e.g., Hiebert and Lubliner 2008; Baumann and Graves 2010; Nagy and Townsend 

2012), while acknowledging concerns about the widening achievement gap. They identified 

two limitations of the AWL: the use of word families to determine word frequencies and its 

relationship to the General Service List (GSL).In their research (2013), Gardner and Davies 

employed four criteria to define core academic vocabulary: ratio (word frequency must be at 

least 50% higher in the academic corpus than in the non-academic portion of COCA), range 

(present in at least seven of the nine academic disciplines), dispersion (at least 0.80), and 

discipline measure (word frequency cannot exceed three times the expected frequency per 

million words in any of the nine disciplines). The corpus encompasses nine disciplines: 

education, humanities, history, social science, philosophy, law and political science, science 

and technology, medicine and health, and business and finance, with 85 million of the 120 

million words originating from academic journals.Gardner and Davies (2013) concluded that 

the AVL covers 14% of academic materials in both COCA and the British National Corpus 

(BNC).Discipline-crossing academic word lists 

Specialized Academic Word Lists  

Recent research in academic vocabulary has emphasized the need for discipline-specific lists 

of essential vocabulary (Hyland & Tse, 2007). This has led to the creation of lists that either 

slightly modify the Academic Word List (AWL) (e.g., for medicine: Chen & Ge, 2007; for 

agriculture: Martinez et al., 2009; for applied linguistics: Vongpumivitch, et.al, 2009) or 

develop entirely new discipline-specific lists (e.g., for medicine: Wang, Liang, & Ge, 2008). 

However, some researchers have questioned the representativeness of these lists, citing 

https://et.al/
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limited corpus size and disciplinary distribution (e.g., four separate studies).Several studies 

have investigated the coverage of the AWL in specific fields, given its status as the most 

commonly used academic words in academic texts. For example, Vongpumivitch, Huang & 

Chang (2009) analyzed a 1.5 million word corpus of 200 research articles in applied 

linguistics and found that 11.17% of the words were from the AWL. They also identified 475 

AWL word forms and 128 non-AWL word forms that appeared frequently in the corpus, 

suggesting the potential benefits of field-specific academic word lists for better understanding 

published academic texts.  Chen and Ge (2007) examined the frequency and distribution of 

Coxhead's AWL word families in medical research articles. They found that the AWL 

accounted for approximately 10.07% of the running words, a reasonable proportion. However, 

only 51.2% of the AWL words appeared with any frequency in medical research articles, 

while low-frequency words in these articles were frequently found in the AWL. Their corpus 

consisted of 50 medical research articles with 190,425 running words. Martinez et al. (2009) 

investigated the advantages and limitations of Coxhead's (2000) AWL in agriculture research 

articles. They highlighted the list's value in constructing scientific experience, its coverage in 

academic texts (around 10%), and its contribution to non-native English speakers' 

understanding. However, they also noted that the AWL words were not evenly distributed 

across specialized academic texts. Additionally, they pointed out that the meaning and use of 

AWL words can vary across disciplines, emphasizing the need for field-specific and 

discipline-based academic word lists that incorporate all frequent academic lexis items 

necessary for expressing the specific research area's rhetoric.Hyland and Tse (2007) 

conducted a study to analyze the distribution and frequency of AWL words in a 3.3 million 

word corpus of research articles, textbook chapters, academic book reviews, and scientific 

letters. Their goal was to determine whether Coxhead's AWL vocabulary had the same value 

across different disciplines and fields. Their corpus-based evidence demonstrated that AWL 

items vary significantly across disciplines and fields. The same word can exhibit differences 

in frequency, range, preferred meanings and forms, and collocation patterns (Hyland and Tse, 

2007, p.238). While the AWL covered a similar proportion of their total corpus as proposed 

by Coxhead, the coverage was not consistent across all disciplines. Although the combined 

General Service List (GSL) and AWL covered approximately 85% of the overall corpus, there 

were differences in coverage when the distribution was analyzed by sub-fields. Researchers 

have recognized that the AWL, while valuable, does not contain words of equal importance 

for all students, and some words may be irrelevant to specific disciplines. This has led to a 

call for more focused, discipline-specific word lists (e.g., Li & Qian, 2010). Li and Qian 

(2010) analyzed a 3.3 million-word corpus of financial texts, finding that the AWL covered 

10.46% of the words. They also noted the significant presence of high-frequency AWL items, 

with a cumulative coverage of 22.03%.  This emphasis on discipline-specific lists has been 

echoed by other researchers. Lam (2001), for instance, studied academic words used in 

computer science, finding that the same words can have different meanings in academic 

contexts compared to general texts. For example, students might understand "field" in an 

agricultural sense but not as a "data field" in a database program. Lam proposed creating 

glossaries of academic vocabulary with frequency information based on specialized corpora. 
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Mudraya (2006) developed a 1,200-word family list for engineering students, representing 

vocabulary likely encountered in engineering textbooks. Mudraya's study highlighted the 

importance of sub-technical vocabulary and academic English in ESP classrooms.Wang, 

Liang, and Ge (2008) created a Medical Academic Word List of 623 word families, 

accounting for 12.24% of the tokens in their corpus of 1,093,011 running words from medical 

research articles. They also advocated for discipline-specific word lists.Ward (2009) 

developed a word list for engineering students based on a 271,000-token corpus, arguing that 

it would be more useful for students across disciplines due to its coverage, frequency, and 

manageable size. Ward identified 299 frequent items, including non-technical words that 

"represent a relatively easy target for learners whose high school education has not equipped 

them for the linguistic challenges they face in reading English language textbooks" (p. 180). 

Recent studies have shed light on the specific vocabulary demands of different 

academic fields. Valipouri and Nassaji (2013) investigated academic words used in 

chemistry, analyzing a corpus of 4 million words from 1,185 chemistry research articles 

(RAs) across four main subject areas. They found that the Academic Word List (AWL) 

covered 9.60% of their corpus. Similarly, Yang (2015) explored frequently used nursing 

vocabulary, creating a word list of 676 word families from 252 nursing RAs, representing 

approximately 13.64% of the corpus.This extensive research has significantly advanced our 

understanding of vocabulary distribution across various academic domains. It has become 

clear that the lexical challenge in academic writing is even greater than previously thought. 

This improved understanding is largely due to corpus-based vocabulary research.Pioneering 

work by West (1953) and more recent efforts by Coxhead (2000) have significantly 

contributed to focusing research on academic vocabulary. However, research by Hyland and 

Tse (2007) and subsequent studies on disciplinary vocabulary (e.g., Martinez et al., 2009; 

Wang, Liang, & Ge, 2008) have highlighted the need for even more focused research. This 

research suggests significant cross-disciplinary variation in lexical use and distribution. 

Furthermore, we know that different disciplines employ varying levels of lexical diversity, 

with some disciplines using more words than others (Biber, 2006). This disciplinary variation 

raises questions about our understanding of lexical distinctions in academic writing and 

should temper the strength of conclusions drawn from academic corpora. 

 

Results 

This chapter presents the findings of a corpus-based study that aimed to create an English 

Law Academic Word List (LAWL) by analyzing vocabulary used in law research papers. The 

chapter is organized into three sections: 

1. The results obtained from Antwordprofiler. 

2. The law field most frequent words and their frequencies 

3. The results of validation process.                        

 

Details of the corpus 

The Law Research Article Corpus (LRAC) information is shown in table 1. 
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Table 1 The information of Law Research Article Corpus (LRAC) 

Corpus Size 4,114,328 running words 

Extract Text Full academic papers with the removal of 

diagrams, graphs, 

charts, bibliographies, text headers, footnotes, 

author's 

name and affiliate, generic names, family names 

and other parts of the texts which cannot be 

processed by 

concordance program 

Number of Texts 1200 papers 

Medium Written materials in word format 

Subject Law 

Language Papers written in English (Monolingual Corpus) 

Publication date During the period January 2015-2023 in order to 

avoid 

outdated words in the corpus 

 

This table provides comprehensive details about the nature, scope, and content of the corpus 

used for the creation of an academic word list within the context of law, including the size, 

content, format, subject, language, and publication timeframe. 

 

Law academic word list coverage 

In this section, we will showcase the results of our data analysis and compare them to a well-

established benchmark list. The distribution of AWL and non-AWL words in our corpus 

(LAWL) is presented in Table 4.2, both in terms of word families and word tokens. The 

AWL was created by Averil Coxhead, a linguist and researcher from New Zealand, to identify 

words commonly used in academic texts but not in everyday language. It is widely used in 

EAP programs and educational materials to help students expand their academic vocabulary 

and improve their proficiency in comprehending and producing academic content.After 

analyzing the data using "Antwordprofiler," the software generated the results in 

approximately 10 minutes, which are displayed in an accompanying image. 
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Figure 1. Software’s generated results 

 

The software also generates a detailed table that presents comprehensive information on 

coverage details, ensuring accuracy and facilitating a more in-depth understanding of the data. 

This table serves as a valuable resource for users to analyze and interpret the information 

effectively, enhancing their ability to make informed decisions. 

The visual representation shown below is the result of using the "Coverage Stats" feature. It's 

crucial to recognize that there is a cutoff at 120, indicating that a significant number of 

headwords would usually be excluded based on this criterion. This detail emphasizes the 

significance of taking the established cutoff into account when interpreting the data, as it has a 

significant impact on whether headwords are included or excluded in the analysis. 

 
 Figure 2. Word list coverage details 

 

Table 2 Analysis of Word Tokens in the Law Field Corpus 

Category Number of Tokens Percentage of Total 

Tokens 

Total Word Tokens 4114328 100 

Overlap Word 

Tokens (Coxhead’s 

AWL) 

598096 14.54 

Unique Word Tokens 

(Law Field) 

3516232 85.46 
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Table 4.2 provides an overview of the word token distribution in the Law Field 

Corpus, totaling 4,114,328 tokens. Of these, 14.54% (598,096 tokens) overlap with 

Coxhead’s Academic Word List (AWL), representing general academic vocabulary 

commonly used across disciplines. The remaining 85.46% (3,516,232 tokens) are unique to 

the law field, reflecting the specialized nature of legal language. This highlights the 

significance of both academic and technical vocabulary in legal texts, suggesting that 

proficiency in law requires mastery of both general academic terms and field-specific 

terminology. These findings support Paul Nation's model of vocabulary classification and 

emphasize the need for targeted vocabulary instruction in legal education. 

Table 3 Analysis of Word Types in the Law Field Corpus 

Percentage of Total 

Types 

Number of Types Category 

100 98845 Total Word Types 

2.81 2778 Overlap Word 

Types(Coxhead’s 

AWL) 

97.19 96067 Unique Word Types 

(Law Field) 

 

Table 3 examines the distribution of word types in the Law Field Corpus, which includes a 

total of 98,845 unique word types . Just 2.81% (2,778 types) are part of Coxhead’s Academic 

Word List (AWL), representing general academic vocabulary. Conversely, 97.19% (96,067 

types) are distinct to the law domain, illustrating the dominance of specialized terminology in 

legal texts. This analysis reveals the crucial role of technical vocabulary in the law field and 

suggests that proficiency requires familiarity with both academic and field-specific terms. 

Table 4 Distribution and Validation of Word Types and Tokens in the Corpus 

Description Value Percentage Reference 

Total word 

types in the 

corpus 

98845 100 Entire corpus 

Word types 

occurring 

>120 times 

3730 3.77 Of total word 

types 

Word types 

excluded 

during 

validation 

process 

2541 68.12 Of words 

occurring >120 

times 

Word types 

retained after 

validation 

process 

1189 31.88 Of words 

occurring >120 

times 

Word families 

identified 

372 - From retained 

word types 
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Total word 

tokens of 

validated 

word types 

975517 - From retained 

word types 

 

 Table 4 provides an overview of the distribution and validation process of word types and 

tokens within the corpus. The total number of word types in the corpus is 98,845, with 3,730 

word types occurring more than 120 times, representing 3.77% of all word types. During the 

validation process, 2,541 word types (or 68.12% of those occurring >120 times) were 

excluded, leaving 1,185 word types retained, which account for 31.88% of the high-frequency 

words. From these retained word types, 372 word families were identified. The total number 

of word tokens associated with the validated word types is 975517. This analysis 

demonstrates the rigorous validation process applied to ensure the relevance and significance 

of the selected word types, highlighting their importance in understanding the core vocabulary 

of the corpus. These findings support the reliability of the data and its applicability to further 

linguistic analysis. 

 

Table 5 Overlap and Uniqueness of Law Field Academic Word List (LAWL) with Coxhead’s 

Academic Word List(AWL) 

Metric Value Percentage Details 

Number of LAWL 

word families 

372 100 Entire Law field 

Academic Word List 

Number of LAWL 

overlapping word 

families with AWL 

121 32.52 Overlap with 

Coxhead’s AWL 

Number of word 

families unique to 

LAWL 

251 67.48 Unique to LAWL, not 

in AWL 

 

 Table 5 compares the Law Field Academic Word List (LAWL) with Coxhead’s Academic 

Word List (AWL). The LAWL comprises 372 word families, of which 121 (32.52%) are 

shared with the AWL, representing general academic vocabulary used in various disciplines. 

On the other hand, 251 word families (67.48%) are exclusive to the LAWL and do not appear 

in the AWL, emphasizing the highly specialized nature of legal terminology. This breakdown 

shows that while some legal vocabulary overlaps with general academic language, the 

majority is unique to the legal domain. 
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Table 6 The initial 50 words of the Law Academic Word List (LAWL) extracted from Law 

Research Article Corpus (LRAC) prior to the law experts’ validation 

Rank Words Frequency Rank Words Frequency 

1. law 28859 26. information 5421 

2. court 22620 27. amendment 4961 

3. note 14853 28. supreme 4899 

4. state 12855 29. process 4865 

5. legal 10985 30. article 4744 

6. states 10042 31. criminal 4725 

7. cases 9990 32. Rule 4681 

8. courts 9775 33. people 4463 

9. federal 8737 34. police 4426 

10. data 8205 35. judicial 4402 

11. case 7946 36. policy 4237 

12. public 7436 37. evidence 4352 

13. because 7537 38. civil 4109 

14. rights 7153 39. laws 4066 

15. review 6821 40. rules 4037 

16. justice 6758 41. judges 4011 

17. part 6454 42. decision 4086 

18. congress 6513 43. system 4204 

19. power 6271 44. based 3884 

20. act 6248 45. executive 3833 

21. constitutional 6187 46. political 3783 

22. government 5598 47. action 3661 

23. united 5707 48. social 3618 

24. right 5601 49. section 3544 

25. use 5474 50. authority 3537 

 

Table 6 presents the initial 50 words of the Law Academic Word List (LAWL), which were 

extracted from the Law Research Article Corpus (LRAC) before being reviewed and 

validated by law experts. This table showcases a preliminary list of words identified as 

potentially important in legal academic writing based on their frequency and relevance within 
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the corpus.These words represent a selection of terms that are commonly used in legal 

research articles and are likely to include both general academic vocabulary and domain-

specific legal terminology. However, since this list was compiled prior to expert validation, it 

may still contain words that are not entirely relevant or precise for legal scholarship, or it 

might lack some critical terms that experts would later add.In essence, Table 6 provides a raw, 

unrefined view of the language used in legal research, serving as a starting point for further 

refinement and validation by legal professionals to ensure the list accurately reflects the core 

vocabulary of the field. 

 

Table 7 Expert Validation Form of Law Field Terminology for Inclusion in LAWL 

Word Experts’ scores Average score Inclusion 

Law        

Court        

Note        

State        

Legal        

 

Table 7 summarizes the collective evaluation of words by experts, displaying the 

individual scores given by each expert, the average score calculated from those ratings, and 

the final decision on whether each word is included or excluded based on the results. Each 

word was assessed by law experts, who assigned scores based on its relevance and importance 

in the context of legal research and writing. The experts rated the words on a scale of 1 to 5, 

allowing for decimal numbers (e.g., 1.25, 2.50) to provide more precise evaluations, and only 

those with an average score of 3.75 or higher were deemed suitable for inclusion.In summary, 

this table serves as a record of the validation process, showcasing how each word was 

scrutinized and either accepted or rejected for inclusion in the final list. It highlights the 

systematic approach used to ensure the selected words are highly relevant and meaningful 

within the field of law. 

 

Table 8 The top 50 most common words extracted from Law Research Article Corpus (LRAC) after 

the Law experts’ validation 

Rank Words Frequency Rank Words Frequency 

1. law 28859 26. criminal 4725 

2. court 22620 27. rule 4681 

3. note 14853 28. police 4426 

4. state 12855 29. judicial 4402 

5. legal 10985 30. evidence 4352 

6. cases 10042 31. policy 4237 

7. federal 8737 32. system 4204 
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8. data 8205 33. decision 4086 

9. because 7537 34. based 3884 

10. public 7436 35. executive 3833 

11. rights 7153 36. social 3618 

12. review 6821 37. section 3544 

13. justice 6758 38. authority 3537 

14. congress 6513 39. analysis     3506 

15. part 6454 40. protection   3497 

16. power 6271 41. question 3346 

17. act 6248 42. statute  3308 

18. constitutional 6187 43. claims       3289 

19. united 5707 44. enforcement  3012 

20. government 5598 45. private 3003 

21. use 5474 46. including 3000 

22. information 5421 47. litigation 2924 

23. amendment 4961 48. legislative    2886 

24. supreme 4899 49. doctrine 2834 

25. process 4865 50. approach  2776 

Words that coincide with Coxhead’s Academic Word List are in bold font. Non-bolded words 

are specific to law field 

Table 8 displays the top 50 most frequently occurring words from the Law Research 

Article Corpus (LRAC), which has been reviewed and validated by legal experts. This list 

represents the core vocabulary that is commonly used in academic legal writing, reflecting the 

key terms and concepts that are central to the field of law.The inclusion of these words was 

determined after a thorough analysis of the corpus, followed by expert validation to ensure 

that only relevant and meaningful terms were selected. This table provides insight into the 

language and terminology that dominates legal research, helping researchers and practitioners 

understand the primary focus areas and themes within legal scholarshipIn essence, this table 

serves as a snapshot of the most significant words in legal literature, offering a foundation for 

further analysis or study in the field. 

 

Table 9 The initial 50 removed words of the Law Academic Word List (LAWL) extracted from Law 

Research Article Corpus (LRAC) after the law experts’ validation 

Rank Words Frequency Rank Words Frequency 

1. article 4744 26. practice 2760 
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2. people 4463 27. text 2746 

3. civil 4109 28. standard 2701 

4. clause 3310 29. control 2642 

5. trade 3456 30. fact 2634 

6. like 3447 31. education 2562 

7. history 3412 32. given 2551 

8. make 3410 33. provide 2548 

9. common 3404 34. context 2540 

10. work 3218 35. market 2520 

11. general 3094 36. role 2514 

12. way 3077 37. meaning 2513 

13. likely 3059 38. important 2467 

14. president 3047 39. support 2456 

15. including 3000 40. own 2450 

16. different 2988 41. individuals 2432 

17. class 2984 42. research 2420 

18. Risk 2971 43. local 2416 

19. Individual 2968 44. making 2405 

20. Costs 2959 45. interest 2402 

21. Theory 2899 46. test 2264 

22. Made 2894 47. level 2251 

23. international 2844 48. due 2227 

24. Doctrine 2834 49. need 2225 

25. Particular 2808 50. found 2222 

 

Table 9 presents the initial 50 words that were removed from the Law Academic 

Word List (LAWL) after being extracted from the Law Research Article Corpus (LRAC) and 

subjected to validation by legal experts. Despite their presence in the corpus, all the words 

listed here were excluded from the final word list because they received an average expert 

score of less than 3.75 out of 5 , failing to meet the threshold for relevance and importance in 

legal scholarship.This table highlights the rigorous selection process used to refine the 

LAWL, demonstrating how even frequently occurring words can be excluded if they do not 

meet the high standards set by legal experts. It emphasizes the importance of balancing word 
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frequency with contextual significance in creating a specialized vocabulary list for legal 

education and research. 

 

The Law experts’ opinions toward Law Academic Word List 

 However, after the researcher complied this LAWL, the validation form with this word list 

was sent to five law experts for validation. The experts were asked to go through the words on 

the list and decide whether or not each word should appear on the list. A word would be 

removed if its mean score was lower than 0.75. The experts employed a rating scale spanning 

from 1 to 5, encompassing the categories of Not valid, Slightly valid, Moderately valid, Very 

valid, and Highly valid. A numerical value would be assigned to each score (e.g. 1=1, 2=2, 

3=3, 4=4, 5=5). Then, for each word, we would add up the scores given by all five experts 

and divide by 5 to get the mean score. For example, if expert 1 gave a word a score of 4, 

expert 2 gave it a score of 5, expert 3 gave it a score of 3, expert 4 gave it a score of 4, and 

expert 5 gave it a score of 2, we would add up 4+5+3+4+2=18 and divide by 5 to get a mean 

score of 3.6. In this scoring system, the highest mean score is 5.The words with a mean score 

less than 0.75(3.75 of 5) will be removed.Experts can use decimal scores (e.g., 1.25, 2.50, 

3.75, 4.25) to provide precise and nuanced evaluations of each word's validity. This approach 

captures subtle distinctions in their judgments, avoiding the limitations of whole numbers. For 

example, a score of 3.75 indicates a word is closer to "very valid" (4) than "moderately valid" 

(3), while 2.50 places it midway between "slightly valid" (2) and "moderately valid" (3). 

Decimal scores enhance the validation process by making it more precise, fair, and reflective 

of the experts' true opinions, ultimately yielding a more accurate and reliable final word list. 

Discussion 

The study aimed to accomplish two primary objectives: firstly, to construct a Law Academic 

Word List (LAWL), and secondly, to investigate the degree of overlap between the words in 

the LAWL and those included in Coxhead's academic word list. The approach involved the 

compilation of the Law Research Article Corpus (LRAC), a collection of 1200 articles 

sourced from the top 10 law journals, containing a total of 4,114,328 running words. 

Subsequently, the Software AntWordProfiler was employed to carry out data analysis and 

determine word frequency, while excluding certain non-relevant elements such as graphs, 

charts, bibliographies, text headers, footnotes, author names, generic names, family names, 

and function words.  

The initial count of words in the Law Academic Word List, Stood at 3730 words.The 

validation process of the LAWL was conducted by five experts in the field of law, culminating 

in the development of the LAWL. 2541words were removed during the validation process. 

The removed words were those for which the validation criteria were not met or which were 

deemed unsuitable for inclusion in the final list. Number of 1189 words passed the validation 

process successfully. These words met the necessary criteria and were deemed valid for 

inclusion in the finalized academic word list. The study's findings revealed that Coxhead's 

Academic Word List only covered 32.52% of the terms present in the LAWL, signifying that a 

considerable 67.48% of the words in the LAWL were distinct to the field of law and were not 
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encompassed by Coxhead's list. This disparity implies the specialized nature of the vocabulary 

within the field of law, suggesting the existence of a substantial body of legal terminology that 

is not adequately represented in more generalized academic word lists. The development and 

validation of the LAWL hold particular significance for academic and professional contexts 

within the legal domain, aiding in the comprehension, communication, and study of legal 

discourse. The study's results underscore the necessity of domain-specific linguistic resources 

and the importance of recognizing the unique lexical demands of specialized fields such as 

law. Further research might be necessary to examine the implications of these findings for 

language learning, legal scholarship, and communication within the legal profession.These 

findings offered implications for language teachers and material designers to establish 

discipline-specific word lists. This will be beneficial to English language learners in order to 

acquire the words effectively and for their own field of study. Teachers and course designers 

should have reference word lists to decide which words in a certain register should be taught 

to students (Nation and Waring, 1997). Particularly, the Law Academic Word Lists aimed to 

be a ready-to-use word list for instructors and course designers of English for Academic 

Purposes (EAP) and English for Specific Purposes (ESP) in law. Overall, this endeavor is 

another application of using corpus linguistics and the empirical evidence that will enhance 

students’ learning. 
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