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at primary level, and his analysis of how we learn has influenced the way teachers and schools 

structure the curriculum and deliver content. Piaget proposed that problem-solving and logical 

processing skills are required for new learning to occur. Therefore the teacher needs to be a 

facilitator within the classroom and support pupils through the adaptation process, rather than 

merely feed them information. 
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 In recent decades, the English language has gained the status of the dominant medium 

of international scientific communication. The rapid growth of global academic exchange, 

digital publication platforms, and international collaboration has made scientific English not 

only a practical necessity but also a linguistic phenomenon worthy of deeper study. Unlike 

general English, scientific English demonstrates a unique set of lexical, grammatical, and 

stylistic norms that reflect the need for precision, neutrality, and universality in academic 

discourse [1, p. 42]. 

 The investigation of linguistic features of scientific English is especially relevant 

today, as the academic community faces the challenge of balancing standardization with the 

natural variation brought by non-native contributors and disciplinary differences. 

Understanding these linguistic mechanisms is crucial for ensuring accessibility and 

maintaining the quality of international research communication. 

 One of the most significant characteristics of scientific English is its specialized 

vocabulary. Scientific terms often emerge through processes of borrowing, derivation, and 

compounding, forming a distinct lexical layer that differentiates academic discourse from 

general usage [2, p. 118]. Terms such as photosynthesis, neurotransmission, and 
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nanostructure are examples of how linguistic economy and semantic precision function 

within this register. 

 Scientific English also favors nominalization − the transformation of verbs and 

adjectives into nouns −which allows for a more abstract and objective style (e.g., analyze → 

analysis; strong → strength). This tendency minimizes personal involvement and creates a 

formal, detached tone. However, linguistic variation occurs across disciplines: humanities 

papers often include more evaluative and metaphorical language, while technical sciences 

emphasize terminological accuracy [3, p. 67]. 

 At the grammatical level, scientific English is characterized by complex sentence 

structures, frequent use of the passive voice, and logical cohesion. The passive voice (“was 

conducted,” “was observed”) serves to focus on processes and results rather than on the 

researcher, thus supporting objectivity [8, p. 91]. Cohesive devices such as therefore, however, 

and in addition are essential for building logical argumentation. 

 Nevertheless, recent studies show a gradual shift toward more reader-friendly syntax, 

especially in interdisciplinary and open-access publications [4, p. 54]. Shorter sentences and 

active constructions are increasingly accepted, reflecting a trend toward communicative 

efficiency and accessibility in global academia. 

 Stylistically, scientific English strives for clarity, conciseness, and accuracy. 

Redundant expressions and emotional tone are avoided. Yet, scientific texts differ in tone and 

structure depending on the discipline and publication type. For instance, linguistics and social 

sciences may tolerate a degree of subjectivity and interpretation, whereas natural sciences 

demand rigorous precision and replicability [9, p. 32]. 

 The functional role of standardization lies in maintaining shared communicative 

norms, enabling scientists from diverse backgrounds to exchange knowledge effectively. 

Variation reflects the ongoing influence of multilingual authorship and cross-cultural 

perspectives. As researchers from non-English-speaking countries contribute to the global 

academic dialogue, they introduce subtle lexical and syntactic variations that enrich scientific 

discourse [5, p. 28]. 

 The globalization of research has transformed English into the central medium of 

academic communication, creating a need for a standardized linguistic model that ensures 

clarity and accessibility for the international scientific community. Standardization in 

scientific English refers to the establishment of consistent lexical, grammatical, and stylistic 

norms that facilitate comprehension regardless of cultural or linguistic background [3, p. 77]. 

These norms are reinforced through international editorial policies, peer review practices, and 

style manuals such as the APA or Chicago Manual of Style. Standardization thus serves as a 

form of linguistic codification, stabilizing the conventions of academic writing. 

 However, standardization does not imply complete linguistic uniformity. The 

emergence of English as a lingua franca of science has encouraged the participation of 

scholars from diverse linguistic and cultural contexts, leading to what Mauranen (2006) calls 

“negotiated English”− a version of English shaped by multilingual interaction rather than 

native norms [7, p. 104]. In this environment, variation arises naturally as non-native speakers 

adapt English to reflect their local academic traditions, rhetorical styles, and conceptual 

frameworks. Such variation does not undermine the communicative function of scientific 

English; on the contrary, it enriches the global academic dialogue by introducing new 

perspectives and terminological nuances. 

 Variation manifests at multiple linguistic levels. Lexically, scholars incorporate 

terminology specific to regional research traditions or transliterated concepts that lack direct 



 

205 
 

equivalents in English. For instance, terms in linguistics or cultural studies often retain traces 

of their original linguistic identity (Bildung, habitus, aidos), reflecting the epistemological 

diversity of global science [6, p. 29]. Syntactically, authors from different linguistic 

backgrounds may prefer distinct patterns of argumentation − for example, extended 

hypotactic constructions typical of Slavic academic writing or more compact, paratactic styles 

common in Anglo-American discourse. These variations highlight how language structures 

not only communication but also modes of reasoning within different scholarly traditions. 

 Moreover, disciplinary variation also plays a crucial role. The conventions of 

scientific English are not monolithic but discipline-dependent: research articles in natural 

sciences prioritize precision, impersonal reporting, and standardized methods, while 

humanities and social sciences allow greater interpretive flexibility and evaluative language 

[6, p. 67]. Thus, even within standardized frameworks, scientific English accommodates a 

range of communicative styles shaped by epistemic goals and disciplinary epistemologies. 

 A further aspect of variation stems from the digital transformation of academia. The 

spread of open-access journals and online platforms has diversified linguistic practices, 

encouraging researchers to write for broader audiences. This trend promotes simpler syntax, 

direct sentence structures, and a semi-formal tone, reflecting the balance between scholarly 

rigor and accessibility in the digital age [6, p. 54]. 

 In conclusion, Scientific English exemplifies the complex interaction between 

standardization and variation. While standardization establishes shared linguistic norms that 

make international research accessible and coherent, variation reflects the diversity of 

linguistic identities, disciplines, and communicative purposes in global academia. The recent 

rise of English as a lingua franca demonstrates that linguistic uniformity is neither possible 

nor desirable. Instead, the adaptability of scientific English allows it to serve as an inclusive 

medium that accommodates different rhetorical traditions and evolving digital 

communication forms. 

 Therefore, understanding the dynamics between standardization and variation 

contributes not only to linguistic theory but also to improving intercultural competence in 

research writing. The study of these linguistic processes helps scholars recognize English not 

as a monolithic standard, but as a living, evolving system shaped by the plurality of global 

academic voices. 
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