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Abstract: Readability refers to the ease of understanding or comprehension of a text due to the style of writing. As an
important window for knowledge dissemination in academic papers, the readability of abstracts is not only related to
readers’ initial understanding of academic research, but may also affect the retrieval and dissemination of scholarly findings.
Existing readability studies have mainly focused on fields such as medicine, information science, and linguistics, while
relatively little attention has been paid to forestry academic discourse. Forestry research involves important issues such as
natural resource conservation, ecological governance, and environmental policy-making. Therefore, examining the
readability of forestry abstracts can help reveal the linguistic features of knowledge dissemination in this field. The present
study examined abstracts published in 198 forestry journals indexed in the Web of Science database from 2008 to 2021. A
total of 5,285 abstracts were selected as the analytical sample. Four classic readability indexes were utilized to analyze the
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readability of forestry abstracts and its relationship with citations. The results showed that forestry abstracts are generally
difficult to read, and readers usually need a relatively high level of education and disciplinary knowledge to fully
understand the texts. The difficulty of the abstracts increased slightly over time, which may be related to the accumulation
of disciplinary knowledge and the increasing use of technical terms. The study found an insignificant relationship between
readability and the normalized citations via correlation analysis. However, complex expressions with symbols are less
preferred in forestry article citations. This study provides general implications for scholars to further investigate the
relationship between readability and scientific impact. For future academic research and writing, it is suggested that
researchers should ensure the informativeness of abstracts while also taking into consideration both the disciplinary

knowledge reflected by technical terms and the comprehensibility of textual expression.
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3R], T B 2 SR EON DG E TR A IX e 22
AR FRAR S5 1 T AR 1) S B SER AN

X — 45 B AT HEER B AT A — e A AR AR 1)
KERZF . FIEARN I E 3 B4 5 50K,
kA Ta A g 1R mE T FRIEREF R &R T
HeZ$8br . B 5IRAE A R DL B M s R 2 R AE W 5T
ST ()52 B AR AR[13], (HER T XSSk 2R bR,
BIF 9 3 S 1) S B B B Bh TPl 2R /7. g
il R BHE TR 2 1) R R AN IS R, AN BRI
SRR BRI A, 50 S B RE R A R 2
AR E - B4, BATIIH BRI FE AT VPN BT S B 1) 27
HR S e R E, T RERE 2B R 5 AR [9]

VBN SC B R 0 43, TR T e 5 4 5
A 2 ) BAFEA R VA AT O . TEAEM % ARk
o AR ERE L AN EOR AU, BRI
BRI REE £(19, 21, 42]. SRT0, StEEnl s
A A TR EEE,  BVECK Ak 5] s
D430 IX R B EAC B A — 8 ReHEBI AL T AR
EAERERR, FARSE R E R E St iomm H
SR - IEM S R BT 4 M T R Mol

e

ARZIEI 22 R [20]0 DAL, AEARIE A2 0805 2 10 RN OR4F
R UK [ S5 78 7 R AT AL IR T -

5 it

AT FEICEE 2008—2021 FEMOIATI 5285 i i 2
F GG RE, Tl st R L SRR BRI
FHOAE ol PO AN 28 AT S P H R BT S 1) B e
R B b S 47 2 ] s A A T A FE KT, E
ST ARSI ME AT, 1] FR e 1 [m] U S T L A7
B P () HERS T IS R BRAE, RAEN ERN  AHR
PR3 AT R B AT e 5 0 5 I AR S AR TG 3 ORI, R
TS B R RIBIEMA SR A Z bk, BF A4S
NEE TR T SR 1) Rt TR
N, FEFARBAAMEEA, N2 B G B IERIE &
FEARARAE BRI AR AR &R

AHIF TR 2 AR5 A AT I T3 R R B AR IR R
(R, FEMROL AR T4 dn S A 3 TR,
FH T B FUS R P S PR AR AR I BRI, AR SRAFF 72 T AN
FE A [B] B A R HAR 4R, 7E 78 /- R R T A AV R
fiEfG, M ZFEE BRI PR T 22 R S I s FE
SCRFAE AT S I

¥t 1 FRE 73 Btk Ve Gt pr

4 HEE A GRS PREE B/ME BAHE
2008 194 28.09 28.50 16.85 -16.13 68.56
2009 241 27.34 25.66 15.24 -11.13 78.12
2010 251 25.60 27.42 21.90 -163.98 68.68
2011 311 26.24 2531 15.22 -11.55 71.56
2012 328 26.29 25.96 13.99 -16.83 65.56
2013 302 25.64 2631 16.87 -57.33 80.37
2014 379 25.95 24.72 15.39 -19.46 92.23
2015 372 25.11 24.66 14.79 -16.10 75.64
2016 403 25.57 25.19 14.99 -25.68 74.94
2017 438 25.04 24.46 15.23 -21.40 68.42
2018 493 25.75 26.25 15.39 -22.21 79.53
2019 480 22.89 22.59 14.32 -12.81 64.71
2020 540 24.22 24.28 15.26 -30.22 70.03
2021 553 25.68 25.80 16.63 -25.65 79.42
Total 5285 25.67 25.51 15.86 -163.97 92.23
Hi# 2 SMOG 7 #ftiik P 4t it 70
Fhr AR FIME fr 3 TREE B/ME BAE
2008 194 16.55 16.42 2.07 11.30 23.25
2009 241 16.60 16.60 1.90 11.37 22.29
2010 251 16.83 16.52 3.18 11.06 4435
2011 311 16.68 16.75 1.92 11.54 25.08
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FEh HAE FME Hfr ¥k R B/ME BAE
2012 328 16.80 16.85 1.84 11.90 22.36
2013 302 16.80 16.74 2.18 11.66 27.80
2014 379 16.74 16.78 2.02 11.44 2421
2015 372 16.81 16.96 1.85 10.75 22.94
2016 403 16.83 16.78 1.85 12.17 2421
2017 438 16.84 16.72 1.91 12.14 24.04
2018 493 16.90 16.82 1.87 11.60 24.10
2019 480 17.17 17.10 1.79 10.17 22.49
2020 540 17.02 16.80 1.90 11.87 24.68
2021 553 16.91 16.78 2.03 10.91 25.58
Total 5285 16.82 16.76 2.02 11.42 25.53

br 3 E B ATk > HO R S T M

Fhr AR FIME GMVE:S = BAME BAE
2008 194 17.51 17.20 3.25 9.91 28.45
2009 241 17.49 17.24 3.09 10.79 27.88
2010 251 18.27 17.36 8.18 10.01 110.25
2011 311 17.73 17.70 3.17 9.68 33.50
2012 328 17.75 17.77 2.89 10.65 25.54
2013 302 17.78 17.33 4.04 9.64 55.91
2014 379 17.75 17.59 3.12 9.45 31.21
2015 372 17.78 17.81 2.69 11.30 26.97
2016 403 17.69 17.71 291 10.79 29.10
2017 438 17.91 17.69 3.15 11.11 41.50
2018 493 17.91 17.68 3.01 8.68 30.03
2019 480 18.42 18.27 2.84 9.25 29.95
2020 540 18.18 18.01 3.16 9.45 32.34
2021 553 18.04 17.68 3.37 7.73 39.05
Total 5285 17.87 17.65 3.49 9.89 38.69

W2 4 Kincaid 70 ik PGt

F4 HAR FHIME RMVE:S PEE BAME BAE

2008 194 15.58 15.37 2.99 7.68 24.95

2009 241 15.60 15.62 2.81 8.68 25.49

2010 251 16.25 15.57 6.55 8.44 88.05

2011 311 15.80 15.78 2.82 8.32 28.60

2012 328 15.79 15.86 2.61 8.98 22.85

2013 302 1591 15.78 3.51 8.01 4535

2014 379 15.83 15.74 2.81 7.91 27.12

2015 372 15.93 15.95 2.56 9.01 23.87

2016 403 15.83 15.83 2.66 9.21 26.18

2017 438 15.99 16.05 2.84 9.43 34.42

2018 493 15.97 15.90 2.74 6.95 25.89

2019 480 16.45 16.48 2.53 9.24 26.08

2020 540 16.23 16.19 2.84 7.95 26.10

2021 553 16.00 15.87 3.07 6.49 32.66

Total 5285 15.94 15.86 3.10 8.31 32.69
bt 5 FRE 4> $hrifk

FRE Score Reading Level

Above 90 Very easy

80-90 Easy

70-80 Fairly easy

60-70 Standard

50-60 Fairly difficult

30-50 Difficult

Below 30 Very difficult
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B 6 SMOG 43 Hihrif
SMOG Score School Level Age Range
1 1st grade 3-7
1-5 1st grafe-5th grade 7-11
5-8 5th grade-8th grade 11-14
8-11 8th grade-11th grade 14-17

11 and above

11th grade-college

17 and above

Fi2 7 Kincaid 4> #bri:

Kincaid Score Reading Level School Level Age Range

0-3 Basic Kindergarten/ Elementary 5-8

3-6 Basic Elementary 8-11

6-9 Average Middle School 11-14

9-12 Average High School 14-17

12-15 Advanced College 17-20

15-18 Advanced Post-grad 20+
8 R SR

Automated Readability Score School Level Age Range

1 Kindergarten 5-6

2 First/second grade 6-7

3 Third grade 7-9

4 Fourth grade 9-10

5 Fifth grade 10-11

6 Sixth grade 11-12

7 Seventh grade 12-13

8 Eighth grade 13-14

9 Ninth grade 14-15

10 Tenth grade 15-16

11 Eleventh grade 16-17

12 Twelfth grade 17-18

13 College student 18-24

14 Professor 24+
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