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Appendix 2. Nation’s (2016, p.131-132) framework of evaluating word lists
	Focus
	Questions

	Purpose
 
	Was the target population for the word list clearly describes?

	
	Was the purpose of the list clearly described?

	Unit of couniting
 
 
	Was the unit of counting suited to the purpose?

	
	Was the unit of counting clearly defined, including issues such as UK vs US spelling, alternative spelling, part of speech, abbreviation, and number?

	
	Was the unit of counting explicitly well-justified?

	Main word lists
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	Was there an explicit description of what would be counted as words and what should not be included?

	
	Were homoforms dealt with?

	
	Were proper names dealt with, including proper name homoforms?

	
	Were content bearing proper names distinguished?

	
	Were hyphenated word dealt with?

	
	Were transparent compounds deals with in a way consisten with hyphenated words?

	
	Were acronyms dealt with, including acronym homoforms?

	
	Were the proper name lits and other lists revised on the basis of initial output?

	Other lists
 
	were marginal words dealt with?

	
	where any other supplementary lists used?

	Corpus
 
 
 
 
	Was the content of the corpus suited to the purpose of the list

	
	Was the corpus large enough to get reliable results?

	
	Was the corpus divided into sub-corpora so range and dispersion could be measured?

	
	Were the sub-corpora large enough, of equal size, and coherent?

	
	Was the corpus checked for errors?

	Making the lists
 
 
 
	Were the criteria for including and ordering in the list (frequency, range, dispersion or some composite measure) clearly described and justified?

	
	Were the criteria for making sub-lists clearly described and justified?

	
	Were any subjective criteria used? Were they described and justified?

	
	Were the list checked against competing list not just for coverage but also for overlapping and non-overlapping words?

	Self-criticism
	Are the weaknesses of the lists clearly acknowledged


	Availability
	Are the list readily available in electronic form for evaluation?


Appendix 3. Word lists used in lexical profiling studies published in 2013-2023
	Studies
	Specific kind
	Word lists

	Rolls & Rodgers (2018)
	Science fiction fantasy texts
	the EAP Science List (Coxhead & Hirsh, 2007)

	Coxhead, Rahmat, & Yang (2020)
	EFL textbooks in Indonesia and China
	AWL (Coxhead, 2000), AVL (Gardner & Davies, 2014), ACL (Ackerman & Chen, 2013), AFL (Simpson-Vlach & Ellis, 2010)

	Dang (2020)
	Medical television programs
	Medical Spoken Word List (Dang, 2020)

	McQuillan (2020)
	Novels 
	AWL (Coxhead, 2000)

	Dang & Long (2023)
	Online news
	AWL (Coxhead, 2000), AVL (Gardner & Davies, 2014), ASWL (Dang et al., 2017), AFL (Simpson-Vlach & Ellis, 2010), PHRASE list (Martínez & Schmitt, 2012)

	Webb & Macalister (2013)
	Graded readers, text written for L1 children, text written for L1 older readers
	BNC 14,000

	Dang & Webb (2014)
	Academic lectures & seminars
	BNC 14,000

	Kaneko (2014)
	TOELF iBT reading texts
	BNC 14,000

	Kaneko (2015)
	TOELF iBT listening texts
	BNC 14,000

	Webb & Paribakht (2015)
	Reading & listening texts in standardized language tests
	BNC 14,000

	Nurmukhamedov (2017)
	TED Talk
	BNC 14,000

	Nation (2014)
	Novels
	BNC/COCA 25,000

	Hsu (2014)
	Engineering textbooks
	BNC/COCA 25,000

	McQuillan (2016)
	Novels
	BNC/COCA 25,000

	Tegge (2017)
	Teacher-selected songs & chart songs
	BNC/COCA 25,000

	Coxhead (2017)
	Teacher talk in EAL, Math, and Science courses at international secondary schools
	BNC/COCA 25,000

	Coxhead et al. (2017)
	University labs and tutorials
	BNC/COCA 25,000

	Coxhead & Boutorwick (2018)
	EAL, Math, and Science materials in an international school
	BNC/COCA 25,000

	Coxhead & Demecheleer (2018)
	Learning materials (spoken & written) in vocational college
	BNC/COCA 25,000

	Hsu (2019)
	Online news
	BNC/COCA 25,000

	Nguyen (2020)
	Reading texts in high school EFL textbooks in Vietnam
	BNC/COCA 25,000

	Sun & Dang (2020)
	High school EFL textbooks in China
	BNC/COCA 25,000

	Yang & Coxhead (2020)
	High school EFL textbooks in China
	BNC/COCA 25,000

	Rodgers & Heidt (2020)
	Video games
	BNC/COCA 25,000

	Dang (2022a)
	Academic lectures 
	BNC/COCA 25,000

	Dang (2022b)
	Conference presentations
	BNC/COCA 25,000

	Arndt (2022b)
	Digital science resources for middle school students
	BNC/COCA 25,000

	Benson & Coxhead (2022)
	authentic  spoken interactions in a rugby setting & ruby TV commentary
	BNC/COCA 25,000

	Lu & Dang (2022)
	EAP learning materials in China
	BNC/COCA 25,000

	Bergström et al. (2022)
	Secondary school EFL textbooks in Sweden
	BNC/COCA 25,000

	Nguyen (2023)
	TED ED video
	BNC/COCA 25,000

	Candarli (2023)
	Youtube video
	BNC/COCA 25,000
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Appendix 4. Published word lists in recent studies on lexical profile of student writing and speaking (2013-2023)
	Word lists
	Purposes/Studies

	AWL (Coxhead, 2000)
	The use of academic vocabulary (as an index of lexical sophistication) (Mazgutova & Kormos, 2015)

	AWL (Coxhead, 2000) & GSL (West, 1953)
	The use of academic vocabulary and words that are not general service words (as indices of lexical sophistication) (Zheng, 2016)

	AVL (Gardner & Davies, 2014)
	The use of academic vocabulary (Csomay et al., 2018; Durrant, 2016; Olsson, 2021)

	[bookmark: _Hlk157029124]AWL (Coxhead, 2000), NAWL (Brown et al., n.d), GSL (West, 1953), & NGSL (Brown et al., 2013),
	The use of academic vocabulary and words that are not general service words (as indices of lexical sophistication) (Higginbotham & Reid, 2019)

	[bookmark: _Hlk157029177]the AFL (Simpson-Vlach & Ellis, 2010), the ASWL (Dang et al., 2017), AWL and AVL, GSL and BNC/COCA 5000 lists
	The use of academic vocabulary and words that are not general service words (Smith et al., 2020)

	AWL (Coxhead, 2000) & GSL (West, 1953)
	The use of academic vocabulary and words that are not general service words (as indices of lexical sophistication) (Zaytseva et al., 2021
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Appendix 5. Word lists used in vocabulary test developed in the last decade
	Word lists
	Test

	BNC/COCA 5000 (Nation, 2012, 2016)
	Updated Vocabulary Levels Test (Webb et al., 2017)

	BNC/COCA 5000 (Nation, 2012, 2016)
	Listening Vocabulary Levels Test (McLean et al., 2015)

	BNC/COCA 5000 (Nation, 2012, 2016)
	receptive/orthographic (RecOrth) vocabulary knowledge test, the productive/orthographic (ProOrth) vocabulary knowledge test and the productive/phonological (ProPhon) vocabulary knowledge test (Cheng and Matthew, 2016)

	BNC/COCA 25,000 (Nation, 2012, 2016)
	Vocabulary Size Test (Coxhead et al., 2015; Nation & Coxhead, 2021)

	BNC/COCA2000, 3000, 5000, and 10,000  (Nation, 2012, 2016)
	CATSS (Aviad-Levitzky & Laufer, 2019)

	BNC/COCA 3000 (Nation, 2012, 2016)
	Receptive Collocation Test (Nguyen & Webb, 2017)

	AVL (Gardner & Davies, 2014)
	New Academic Vocabulary Levels Test (Pecorari et al., 2019)

	AVL (Gardner & Davies, 2014)
	Depth test of academic vocabulary (Read & Dang, 2022)

	New GSL (Brown et al., 2014)
	New General Service List Test (Stoeckel & Bennett, 2015)

	ACL (Ackerman & Chen, 2013)
	Academic Collocation Tests (Nguyen et al., 2023)

	Phrasal verb list (Liu, 2011)
	Aural phrasal verb meaning recall test (Cheng et al., 2023)
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[bookmark: _Hlk172796189][bookmark: _Hlk164286562]Appendix 6. Overview of Burkett (2015), Banister (2016), and Thompson and Alzeer (2019)
	Categories
	Burkett (2015)
	Banister (2016)
	Thompson and Alzeer (2019)

	Methods
	Questionnaires + follow-up interviews
	Questionnaires + follow-up interviews
	Questionnaires + follow-up interviews

	Investigated lists
	AWL and a range of other lists
	AWL
	AWL and a range of other lists

	Participants 
	95 teachers, administrators, curriculum/assessment developers, coordinators, and researchers in 657 university intensive English programs. Most of these participants were working in institutions in the US (60%), Canada (10.53%), UK (10.53%), and Australia (3.16%). The percentage of respondents from other countries is very small and limited to only 6 countries:  United Arab Emirates (5.26%), Turkey (4.21%), Kuwait (3.16%), Bahrain (1.05%), China (1.05%), and the Czech Repulic (1.05%). 
	193 EAP teachers. Of the 135 teachers who indicated their place of employment, 118 indicated working in higher education institutions and 97 were UK based. Banister did not provide further information about the backgrounds of those who did not work in higher education institutions nor outside the UK. 

	74 language teachers, learners, researchers, and test and material developers who had experienced working and/or studying in ESL/EFL contexts. However, Thompson and Alzeer did not report the countries from which these participants taught and learned English. More than 60% of the participants worked in EAP/ESP programs, about 40% worked in General English, and nearly 3% worked in professional settings.


	Suitability/usefulness/
importance of these lists 
	* 84.21% of the participants indicated that these lists were either very suitable or somewhat suitable. 
* 85.26% indicated that these lists were either very important or somewhat important.
	Of the 83 teachers reporting, 81 out of 83 teachers who reported using the AWL with their students provided further evaluation of the list. 88% of them found the AWL either extremely useful or quite useful, 11% did not find the list that useful, and 1% did not find the list useful at all. 
Reasons for positive attitude
When teachers who have used the AWL and had positive opinions were asked about the reasons for their positive attitude toward the AWL,70 responded. The five most common reasons were ‘the AWL contains relevant vocabulary’ (rated as either strongly agreed or agreed by 94.29%), ‘this type of general academic vocabulary will be useful for students’ (rated as  either strongly agreed or agreed by 91.43%), and ‘the AWL is based on corpus research not teacher judgement (rated as either strongly agreed or agreed by 85.71%), the AWL set a clear vocabulary learning goals (rated as either strongly agreed or agreed by 65.71%), ‘the AWL is easy to incorporate into my lesson’ (rated as either strongly agreed or agreed by  62.86%). 
Reasons for the negative attitude
When teachers who have used the AWL and had negative opinions were asked about the reasons for their negative attitude toward the AWL, the top reasons for their negative opinion were ‘using a word list is not communicative’ (either agreed or strongly agreed by more than 70%), ‘dullness of the list’ (either agreed or strongly agreed by 52%), ‘content of the list’ (either agreed or strongly agreed by 55%). 
	60.81% of the participants indicated that word lists in general are useful, 18.92% had negative ideas about word lists, and 20.27% did not responses. 
Problems of word lists
When being asked about the problem of word lists, size was considered the most problematic (mentioned by 43.24% of the participants). Next is a lack of explanation (mentioned by 29.73%), format (mentioned by 8.11%) and access (mentioned by 6.76%).
The open-ended questions also raised some other problems with word list, including: (a) Items presented without context, (b) issues with consistency and validity in the development of word lists, (c) lack of supplementary materials used with the lists, and (d) rote learning items from word lists demotivating learning.

	Familiarity with published lists
	76.84% of the participants indicated either very familiar or somewhat familiar with available frequency-based word lists. 
	72.54% of the participants confirmed recognizing the AWL. 
	N/A

	Formally used vocabulary lists in their courses
	50.53% of the participants reported using a vocabulary list, 33.68% reported not using, and 14.74% did not respond to the question. 
	43% reported having used the AWL with their students directly, 16.06% reported having not used, 1.04% reported unsure, and 39.90% did not answer the questions. 
	79.72% of the participants used word lists in their context while 20.27% did not. 

	Word lists used in their courses
	1. AWL (indicated being used by 48.42% of the participants)
2. GSL (11.58%)
3. Oxford 3000 (6.32%)
4. an institutionally developed list (6.32%)
5. Nations’s list based on the BNC1 (2.11%)
6. The Word Frequency List of American English2 (2.11%). 
	N/A
	Among the 59 participants who indicated using word lists, 54.24% combined published lists and self-made lists, 32.20% used ready-made published lists, and 20.34% used self-made lists. 
When asked to specify the name of the word lists that they used, 53 participants responded to the question, the AWL was the most popular (used by 35.85% of the participants). It was followed by the AVL (15.09%), the BNC/COCA and the GSL (11.32% each), the new general service list3, the new-GSL (have 26.09%), and Browne’s new-AWL (5.66%).


	[bookmark: _Hlk164443212]How word lists were used in their courses
	Teaching was the most popular applications (indicated by 53.68% of the participants). It was followed by learning (46.32%), developing materials (25.26%), and developing tests (21.05%). 
The majority of the participants indicated providing word lists with practice materials for self-study (27.37%), providing them as discrete list for self study (26.32%), or not explicitly providing but incorporating word lists into materials (17.94%). A small number of them (3.68%) indicated using word lists in the classroom. 
	Two-thirds of the survey respondents reported that they only introduced the AWL briefly and let students to use then as self-study tools. Banister did not report precisely what the remaining participants did. 

	Language teaching and language learning were the most popular applications, indicated by 40.54% and 32.43% of the participants, respectively. They were followed by language testing (21.62%), material development (21.62%), course design (16.22%), and research purposes (16.22%). 





	Teacher perception of good word lists
	N/A
	N/A
	When asked about the features of good word lists, 51.32% indicated ‘being topic-related’. Other features were ‘based on corpus evidence’ (40.54%), based on subjective judgement for selection and raking (29.73%), and based on statistical measures for selection and raking (28.38%), and small in size (25.68%). 



1,2   Burkett did not mention which lists are but could be Nation’s BNC lists and Nation’s BNC/COCA lists
3 It is not clear from the participants’s response whether the Browne et al.’s or Brezina and Gablasova lists.
