
http://doi.org/10.18492/dad.1546802 
Dilbilim Araştırmaları Dergisi,  
2025 Dilbilim Derneği, Ankara. 
Creative Commons Alıntı-GayriTicari-Türetilemez 4.0 Uluslarası (CC BY-NC-ND 4.0) lisansı ile lisanslanmıştır. 

It can be said (that): Lexical Bundles in English Extended 

Abstracts of Locally Published Turkish Research Articles 

Fevzi Umut Özçelik1  Betül Bal Gezegin2

ORCID: 1 0000-0001-6198-8292, 2 0000-0001-9818-9347 

 1Ordu University, School of Foreign Languages, 52000, Ordu, Türkiye 

2Ondokuz Mayıs University, Department of Education, 55100, Samsun, Türkiye 

1umutozcelik@odu.edu.tr  2betul.balgezegin@omu.edu.tr

(Received 10 September 2024; Accepted 2 April 2025) 

ABSTRACT: Building on existing literature on phraseology, this study explores 
how Turkish scholars employ lexical bundles in their extended abstracts. To 
this end, a corpus of the extended abstracts from five disciplines was collected. 
The structures and functions of the four-word lexical bundles identified in the 
extended abstracts were analyzed based on the previously structured two 
taxonomies (Biber et al., 1999; Hyland, 2008a). The analysis revealed 116 four-
word lexical bundles. The findings indicate that, in contrast to previous studies 
using the same taxonomies, most of the identified lexical bundles in this study 
are structurally categorized as verb-constructed and functionally classified as 
text-oriented. We conclude with the potential benefits of this parallel lingual 
environment created by extended abstracts, which may act as a catalyst to 
overcome the possible linguistic challenges faced by English as an Additional 
Language scholars.  
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It can be said (that): İngilizce Genişletilmiş Özetlerde Türk 
Araştırmacıların Kullandıkları Sözcüksel Öbekler 

ÖZ: Deyimbilim üzerine mevcut literatürü temel alan bu çalışma, Türk 
akademisyenlerin genişletilmiş özetlerinde sözcüksel demetleri ne ölçüde ve 
nasıl kullandıklarını araştırmaktadır. Bu amaçla, beş disiplin üzerine 
makalelerin genişletilmiş özetlerinden yarım milyonluk bir derlem 
toplanmıştır. Ardından, daha önce yapılandırılmış iki taksonomiden (Biber vd., 
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1999; Hyland, 2008a) yararlanılarak, dört kelimelik sözcük öbeklerinin yapıları 
ve işlevleri analiz edilmiştir. Bulgular 116 adet dört kelimelik sözcük öbeği 
ortaya çıkarmıştır. Bu sonuç aynı taksonomileri kullanan önceki çalışmaların 
aksine, bu çalışmada tespit edilen sözcüksel öbeklerinin çoğunun yapısal olarak 
fiil yapılı ve işlevsel olarak metin odaklı olarak sınıflandırıldığını 
göstermektedir. Çalışmanın sonucu olarak, genişletilmiş özetlerin yarattığı bu 
paralel dilsel ortamın potansiyel faydaları ve İngilizceyi ek bir dil olarak 
kullanan akademisyenlere sağlayabileceği kolaylıklar vurgulanmaktadır. 
 
Anahtar kelimeler: sözcüksel demetler, genişletilmiş özetler, Türk 
akademisyenler 

1 Introduction  

Although coined some hundred years ago to denote the challenging aspect of 
engaging in academic pursuits, “publish or perish” as a notion has gained greater 
importance in recent years (Flowerdew & Habibie, 2021). The process of 
publishing an article has been proven to encompass both discursive and non-
discursive aspects. Scholars aiming to publish in English face various issues 
stemming from their self-motivation or pressure from the local academic 
authorities (Cargill, 2020). These aspects have been argued to be legitimately 
challenging (Flowerdew, 2019), whereas others deny that they constitute an 
impediment (Hyland, 2016).  
 It is undeniable that English has been the dominant language in the academic 
world. English for Academic Purposes (EAP) has expanded branches due to the 
exponential increase in the number of researchers and journals (Flowerdew & 
Habibie, 2021). In line with this, English for Research Publication Purposes 
(ERPP), coined as a sub-branch of EAP, has been serving well to address the 
concerns experienced by English as an Additional Language (EAL) scholars and 
novice researchers (Cargill & Burgess, 2008). The rhetorical components both 
on the lexico-grammatical level (e.g., lexical bundles) and on the discursive level 
(e.g., IMRAD moves for Introductions), which primarily constitute the 
pedagogical backbone (e.g., Swales & Feak, 2012) of English as Lingua 
Academia (ELA, Philipson, 2008), are the linguacultural outcomes of the so-
called Tyrannosaurus Rex of English (Swales, 1997). This phenomenon leads to 
at least two significant undesirable consequences. On the one hand, it puts 
pressure on periphery EAL scholars, creating linguistic injustice (Soler, 2021); 
on the other hand, it diminishes linguistic and rhetorical diversity (Canagarajah, 
2002; Salager-Meyer, 1997).  
 In this study, we analyze one of the lexico-grammatical features, i.e., lexical 
bundles (Biber et al., 1999), deployed in extended abstracts of locally published 
research articles in Türkiye. The results show that lexical bundles are widely used 
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in extended abstracts. However, their functional and structural analyses suggest 
that these choices are more characteristic of non-native speakers. We argue that 
extended abstracts offer EAL scholars a practical bridge to transnational 
audiences. To serve this function effectively, such abstracts must align with the 
linguacultural conventions of English as Lingua Academia. Thanks to the 
parallel linguistic environment created by extended abstracts, EAL scholars 
around the world who use English for publication purposes, such as those in 
Türkiye (i) will be able to overcome the limiting effects of T-rex English (Swales, 
1997) by eliminating the linguacultural constraints (Canagarajah, 2002), (ii) may 
not have to confront the epistemological differences that even scholars in 
European countries have encountered (see Belcher & Yang, 2020), and finally 
(iii) can avoid the phenomenon of domain loss (Ferguson, 2007), which has the 
potential to affect scholars within plurilingual discourse communities. 

1.1 Abstracts and Extended Abstracts 

Research articles are the building blocks of knowledge in academia. They serve 
as the fundamental means of communication through which researchers 
disseminate knowledge and gain a reputation, thus placing their existence in an 
academic community (Swales, 2004). Genre-based approaches have revealed 
that research articles generally consist of sections, such as abstract, introduction, 
literature review, method, analysis, findings, discussion, and conclusion, though 
there may be discipline-specific variations. Theoretical and empirical studies 
conducted to better grasp the structure of these building blocks of scholarly 
writing have revealed that not only does each section have its distinctive 
rhetorical moves (see Swales, 2004 for Introductions; Hyland, 2000 for 
Abstracts), but phraseological approaches have also revealed that certain lexical 
formulas are employed to fulfil the communicative functions of those distinctive 
moves (e.g., Cortes, 2013). 
 As a section of a research article, abstracts fulfil multiple tasks. These include 
acting as 'mini texts' that summarize the study, as 'screening devices' that help 
readers determine to read the rest of the article, and as 'previews' that orient the 
reader to the article (Huckin, 2001, p. 93). Hyland (2004) suggests that “the 
abstract is generally the readers’ first encounter with a text and often points at 
which they decide whether to continue and give the accompanying article further 
attention or to ignore it” (p.63). These key functions of abstracts have provided 
the foundation for research to explore the macro-structure and lexico-
grammatical characteristics through the application of cross-cultural, cross-
disciplinary, and cross-sectional approaches. 
 The rhetorical structures of abstracts have been the focus of many studies. 
Building on Hyland’s (2000) classification of the rhetorical structures, i.e., 
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introduction, purpose, method, product (result), and conclusion (IMRD), several 
studies have explored research article abstracts with particular attention to 
specific disciplines, including applied linguistics (Can et al., 2016; Lorés, 2004; 
Pho, 2008; Ren & Li, 2011; Tseng, 2011), protozoology (Cross & Oppenheim, 
2006), English language teaching (Kaya & Yağız, 2020), nanoscience and 
nanotechnology (Hwang et al., 2017), and conservation biology and wildlife 
behavior (Samraj, 2005). 
 This body of research often follows a comparative or contrastive approach. 
Its primary purpose generally involves detecting the common practices and 
identifying the possible effects stemming from discipline, language, experience, 
or a combination of these variables. To this end, for instance, Kaya and Yağız 
(2020) compared abstracts written in English by Turkish and non-Turkish 
scholars living in Anglophone countries in the field of English Language 
Teaching. In a broader scope, Çandarlı (2012) compared abstracts written in 
English by native Turkish and English researchers in the field of education. 
Additionally, Van Bonn and Swales (2007) conducted a study comparing 
abstracts written in French and English. Elsewhere, Martin-Martin (2002) sought 
differing rhetorical move preferences in the abstracts of English and Spanish 
writers in the field of social sciences, namely phonetics and psychology. 
 The extended abstract, an academic genre that is still relatively new but 
increasingly widespread, is the subject of investigation in this paper. In contrast 
to the typically perceived abstracts in conference proceedings, which are 
intended for potential participants of those events (Sidek et al., 2016; Martin & 
Burgess, 2023), the extended abstracts discussed in this paper refer to the 
relatively longer versions of standard English abstracts provided for articles 
published in Turkish. 
 Several journals available in the database of DergiPark1 require authors to 
write an extended version (e.g., 500 – 1000 words) of the short English abstracts 
upon acceptance for publication. When studies are published online or in print, 
extended abstracts typically appear after the 'references' section, although some 
journals place them immediately following the abstract section. 

With all these in mind, we argue that extended abstracts can prove to be a 
significant building block in the course of the establishment of a research 
community that is more recognized by Anglophone and other non-Anglophone 
scholars. ‘Extended Abstracts’ carries the potential of becoming a well-
established genre through which scholars spread their results to transnational 
academic communities. Furthermore, it creates a space where scholars can 

 
[1] a local journal management and storage system serving under the administration of 
Scientific and Technological Research Council of Türkiye- TUBITAK 
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create, process, and publish without facing the difficulties of publishing in 
English (e.g., Flowerdew, 1999; Phillipson, 2008). We also recognize the 
importance of understanding and incorporating both the discursive and non-
discursive features of scientific genres to fully reap the benefits of each. In this 
context, it is crucial to explore and contrast one of the key discursive linguistic 
choices, namely lexical bundles, with the established practices of scientific 
communities. Improper use of these bundles can lead to even academically 
qualified researchers being perceived as outsiders (Hyland, 2008b) or as novice 
members of the academic community. 

The extended abstract as a genre is a promising for several reasons. Firstly, 
recent studies on scholarly writing in L2 contexts have highlighted that English 
has become the dominant language for academic and scientific purposes, 
including research publications and conferences (e.g., Flowerdew, 2000; 
Phillipson, 2008; Tardy, 2004). The term ‘lingua academia’ (Phillipson, 2008, 
p.250) has emerged due to this widespread use. While English as a common 
language for science facilitates efficient information storage and dissemination 
(Flowerdew, 1999; Grabe, 1988; Wood, 2001), it also raises concerns of 
'academic imperialism' (Fewer, 1997), reducing linguistic and rhetorical 
diversity (Canagarajah, 2002; Salager-Meyer, 1997) and limiting the reach of 
scientific communities outside Inner Circle countries (Kachru, 1985). It is 
important to note the significance of extended abstracts in this context. EAL 
communities can utilize extended abstracts, which may assist scholars who are 
either reluctant to use English or not fully proficient in it for academic writing, 
provided these abstracts adhere to global academic writing conventions. 
 Additionally, while the parallel linguistic environment may enhance the 
dissemination of the results to wider transnational academic communities 
through well-structured extended English abstracts, scholars can write in their 
mother tongue without facing the challenge of epistemological differences, 
which are directly related to specific discursive and stylistic features inherent in 
the language itself (see Belcher & Yang, 2020). Another reason why extended 
abstracts should be regarded as a significant genre to be integrated is related to 
the phenomenon of domain loss (Ferguson, 2007). It is likely to be experienced 
in countries where English has become the dominantly preferred academic 
language, and we believe that extended abstracts can play a significant role in 
overcoming domain loss in the academic world. 
   Fulfilling their overarching objectives of (i) publishing their studies and (ii) 
reaching wider transnational academic communities in a “fair” environment 
(Flowerdew, 2020, emphasis added), EAL scholars like those in Türkiye may 
prefer utilizing the emerging genre of Extended Abstracts by reporting their 
research in their local language. This might establish an academic environment 
where the local language will also be preserved for scientific purposes.  
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1.2 Lexical Bundles 

First coined by Biber et al. (1999), lexical bundles are defined as “recurrent 
expressions, regardless of their idiomaticity, and regardless of their structural 
status” (p.990). Identifying lexical bundles involves finding “the most frequently 
recurring sequences of words” (Biber, 2009, p.282) in a given discourse. To be 
considered as a lexical bundle, an item should meet two criteria: (i) frequency of 
usage (e.g., 40 times per million words) and (ii) range of usage (e.g., must occur 
in at least five different texts). While the former pertains to the frequency of 
occurrence in an entire corpus, the latter impedes any idiosyncratic use by a 
particular writer or speaker.  Although there is no one-for-all formula for the 
lexical bundle studies, recent studies (e.g., Güngör & Uysal, 2020; Hyland, 
2008b) have applied what they call ‘a conservative approach’ to their corpora to 
retrieve lexical bundles (e.g., minimum 20 times per million words and an 
occurrence in at least 10% of the texts). 

The results of the existing research on lexical bundles show that they are 
quite common compared to other ‘grammar patterns’ (Biber, 2009, emphasis 
original). These word strings generally comprise noun phrases (e.g., one of the 
most), prepositional phrases (e.g., on the basis of), anticipatory ‘it’ (e.g., it can 
be seen that), and passive constructions (e.g., is based on the) (Biber et al., 
1999). They are transparent in nature; that is, their meanings can be deduced 
from the constituents composing them (Conrad & Biber, 2005). Although they 
are not complete structural units (see Biber et al., 1999), they provide “a kind 
of pragmatic ‘head’ for larger phrases and clauses where they function as 
discourse frames for the expression of new information” (Biber & Barbieri, 
2007, p.270, emphasis in original). While spoken registers mainly consist of 
clausal bundles, academic prose involves phrasal (i.e., noun and prepositional) 
word sequences (Biber et al., 2004). 

Observations on the relative incompleteness but noticeably strong 
associations with certain grammatical structures paved the way for the 
development of structural categorizations. Biber et al. (1999) composed a 
taxonomy to group lexical bundles according to their structural features under 
twelve categories. This taxonomy is employed in this study to categorize 
identified lexical bundles structurally. The following list illustrates each 
category and examples for them. 
 

- Noun phrase with of-phrase fragment (one of the most) 
- Noun phrase with other post-modifier fragment (an important role in) 
- Prepositional phrase with embedded of-phrase fragment (at the end of) 
- Other prepositional phrase fragment (as in the case) 
- Anticipatory it + verb phrase/adjective phrase (it is possible to) 
- Passive verb + prepositional phrase fragment (is based on the) 
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- Copula be + noun phrase/ adjective phrase (is one of the) 
-  (verb phrase +) that-clause fragment (has been shown that) 
-  (verb/adjective +) to-clause fragment (are likely to be) 
- Adverbial clause fragment (as shown in figure) 
- Pronoun/noun phrase + be (+…) (there was no significant) 
- Other expressions (as well as the)   

 
Employing the constructed framework, previous studies (e.g., Biber et al., 1999; 
Biber, 2009; Hyland, 2008a) analyzed the structural patterns of these formulaic 
word sequences. They revealed that such bundles often function as a bridge 
between two subsequent units, as the final lexical item frequently forms part of 
the following structure in a sentence, and that 15% of bundles in conversation 
were complete structural units. At the same time, this proportion was only 5% 
for bundles in academic prose (Biber et al., 1999). Additionally, the lexical 
bundles in written prose were found to have internal variable slots in contrast to 
bundles in conversation, which are patterns of highly fixed elements (Biber, 
2009). 

Hyland (2008b) associated disciplinary and register variations with the 
diverse purposes and target audiences for which the lexical bundles are used. 
Initially, Biber et al. (2004) identified the primary discursive functions of 
lexical bundles as (i) stance bundles, (ii) discourse organizers, and (iii) 
referential expressions. In his attempt to identify frequency, forms, and 
functions of lexical bundles by utilizing a relatively large corpus composed of 
research articles, master’s theses, and Ph.D. dissertations, Hyland (2008a) 
modified the framework of Biber et al. (2004). His categorization of lexical 
bundles was divided into three main functions, further into different sub-
functional categories. This study adopts a modified version of Hyland’s (2008a) 
taxonomy, as revised by Salazar (2014) (see Appendix).  

Investigating lexical bundles within a specific register or genre has been 
shown to be empirically grounded, as the extraction process relies entirely on 
objective criteria (Salazar, 2014). Moreover, their frequent use in a given 
discourse reflects disciplinary affiliation, highlighting the widely adopted and 
highly distinctive phraseological practices of that particular discursive domain 
(Hyland, 2012). 

The recognition and appropriate use of these lexical bundles, particularly by 
students, is essential, as insufficient or incorrect usage may result in 
unconventional expressions, thereby reducing the likelihood of acceptance by 
experts in a field (cf. Scott & Tribble, 2006). Meanwhile, appropriate use of 
lexical bundles may help writers compose a text that meets readers' 
expectations in academic communities (Coxhead & Byrd, 2007). 
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Generally, research on lexical bundles has followed a similar methodology 

with different research objectives. Researchers composed special corpora either 
to compare them with a reference corpus or to delve into the features of those 
corpora. However, this was not the case for this study due to the unavailability 
of a similar corpus (Section 2.2) to be used as a reference corpus. Regarding 
research objectives, researchers sought to identify lexical bundle usage 
differences stemming from register, discipline, and language background 
variables. The relationship between the first language and the command of 
using English lexical bundles has been the subject of numerous studies. The 
methodological path researchers generally follow in this type of inquiry goes 
through composing a non-native corpus, which includes texts written by 
learners of English, and contrasting the results with those obtained from the 
native English speaker corpus. Potential derivations, arguably stemming from 
first language (L1) Swedish (Ädel & Erman, 2012), L1 Chinese (Bychkovska 
& Lee, 2017; Kim & Kessler, 2022; Liu & Lu, 2019; Lu & Deng, 2019; Lyu & 
Gee, 2020; Pan and et al. 2016; Wei & Lei, 2011), L1 Spanish (Pérez-Llantada, 
2014) have been investigated. 

The overall findings of these studies can be summarized with Pérez-
Llantada’s (2014) word ‘hybrid’. It means that the lexical bundles used by L2 
users generally, but not always, differ compared to the lexical bundles 
employed by L1 users. 

There are a few studies that particularly focus on specific genres in the 
Turkish context. Bal-Gezegin (2019) investigated research articles by Turkish 
scholars. Öztürk (2014) compared Turkish and native English postgraduate 
students’ research papers with those of expert native English scholars’ lexical 
bundle usage. The analyses revealed that although the lexical bundle usage for 
Turkish postgraduate students is relatively high, Turkish students use lexical 
bundles quite repetitively. Güngör and Uysal (2020) sought to identify lexical 
bundles that are distinctive to Turkish scholars. Their analyses uncovered 54 
distinctive lexical bundles for Turkish scholars, thereby contributing to cross-
linguistics influence on lexical bundle acquisition. 
Despite their significance, extended abstracts have not yet been examined from 
a phraseological perspective. This study aims to address this gap by 
investigating the following research questions through an analysis of extended 
abstracts written by Turkish scholars for articles published in the context of 
Türkiye. 

 
- What are the most common four-word lexical bundles used by Turkish 

scholars in their extended abstracts in English? 
- What are the functional and structural features of the identified lexical 

bundles? 



 

Fevzi Umut Özçelik, Betül Bal Gezegin 33 

 
- Do the lexical bundles demonstrate convergence/divergence from the 

most frequent bundles identified in the published taxonomies?  

2 Corpus and Method 

2.1 Corpus of Turkish Scholars Extended Abstracts 

Since this study seeks to uncover the lexical bundles employed by Turkish 
scholars in the extended abstracts of their studies, a specialized corpus 
comprising half a million words was compiled from the extended abstracts of 
different knowledge domains. Table 2 below presents the corpus of 572 extended 
abstracts published in fifteen different journals. Compared to previous research 
on lexical bundles, the number of texts is relatively high because of the average 
text length of the extended abstracts (e.g., 600-1500 words). The following 
criteria were specified before the data collection process to reach a balanced 
corpus: 
 

a. there must be at least two different journals from a single discipline. 
b. papers must be authored by Turkish scholars. 
c. papers must be written in the local language (Turkish). 

 
It should be noted that the current number of journals that require an extended 
abstract is limited. Thus, applying the above-mentioned criteria resulted in the 
selection of fifteen journals published under five main publishing bodies. (see 
Appendix for a complete list of journals and the number of articles). We adopted 
the hard and soft sciences distinction used in previous studies to categorize the 
journals by discipline (e.g., Sun & Crosthwaite, 2022). This classification 
organizes fields of specialization based on the characteristics of their subject 
matter, such as Religion, Communication, and more (see Biglan, 1973).  
 Furthermore, two social sciences journals required additional consideration. 
These two journals have inclusive publication policies that encompass the 
disciplines covered by other journals in the corpus that require extended abstracts 
(see Table 2). To maintain disciplinary balance, articles from these overlapping 
disciplines -namely education, economics, religion and communication- 
published in the two social sciences journals were systematically excluded from 
the corpus. As a result, articles that were drawn from these social science journals 
represent the disciplines of art, archeology, humanities, linguistics, history, radio, 
and television. 

Regarding the size of this specialized corpus, Koester’s (2010) 
comprehensive discussion on ‘building a small corpus’ is considered. Biber 
(2006, p. 251) suggests that a corpus “must be large enough” to adequately 
represent the topic or construction under investigation. Koester (2010), drawing 
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on Flowerdew L.'s (2004) notion of a ‘contextualization’ parameter—which 
includes specific context, participants, and objectives—argues that specialized 
corpora, are more likely to reliably represent a particular register or genre than 
general corpora because they are carefully targeted (p. 69). 

Aligned with the objectives of this research, which is set out to explore to 
what extent and how L1 Turkish researchers employ English lexical bundles in 
their extended abstracts, a total of 501,337-word corpus was compiled. 

 
 
Table 2. Turkish Scholars Extended Abstract Corpus (TSEAC) 

Disciplines 
 

#of words #of abstracts #of journals 

Social Sciences 100,045 123 2 

Education 
 

100,460 94 4 

Economics 
 

100,482 123 5 

Religion 
 

100,171 107 2 

Communication 100,179 125 2 

TOTAL 501,337 572 15 

2.2 Identification of Lexical Bundles 

Formulaic sequences must meet specific frequency criteria to be counted as 
lexical bundles. The cut-off frequency point varies in studies on lexical bundles. 
The conservative approach taken by previous scholars (Hyland, 2008a, b) is also 
applied in this study to ensure the reliability of the research. In line with 
Bestgen’s (2018) recommendations, we adopted a normalized conservative 
frequency cut-off point (i.e., 20 occurrences). Regarding the dispersion criterion, 
we followed Bao and Liu (2022), who argue that dispersion is particularly crucial 
in the analysis of mini texts such as abstracts. To minimize the impact of 
idiosyncratic usage and ensure more representative results, a 2% cut-off point 
was adopted for identifying lexical bundles in this study. 

The analysis was conducted using AntConc (Anthony, 2022), a free corpus 
analysis tool, in accordance with the stated criteria. The extracted lexical 
bundles were then transferred to an Excel file and coded based on their 
structural and functional characteristics. The two authors independently coded 
ten percent of the examples using the presented taxonomies. Any disagreements 
were resolved through discussion until full consensus was achieved. 
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To enhance the quality of tertium comparisons, we applied the same 

treatments as those used in previous studies. In cases of 'complete overlap' or 
'complete subsumption' (Chen & Baker, 2010, p. 33), the bundles were 
analyzed through concordance analysis, and their frequencies were adjusted to 
exclude instances where they were part of longer bundles. Additionally, topic-
specific bundles (e.g., Ministry of National Education) were manually excluded 
from the analysis. 

3 Findings & Discussion 

3.1 Overview 

Implementing the specified criteria on the TSEA corpus revealed 116 four-word 
lexical bundles identified in 5657 tokens. This number constitutes nearly 5% of 
all the words. Bundles were individually observed at least 1727 times. 

To assess the consistency of the findings, the identified lexical bundles were 
compared with those from previous studies that focused on slightly different 
academic genres. Of particular relevance to the current research are studies that 
provide a list of identified lexical bundles based on data produced by Turkish 
researchers (i.e., Bal-Gezegin, 2019; Güngör & Uysal, 2020; Öztürk, 2014). 
The cross-examination revealed similar patterns. In at least one of these studies, 
62 of 116 bundles were also identified before. The high resemblance ratio of 
53% reflects important aspects of the TSEA corpus. It suggests that most of the 
identified bundles have been used in other genres and disciplines by both novice 
and expert writers. This ratio also supports the validity of the study's findings. 

 
3.2 Structural Analysis of Lexical Bundles 

The application of the suggested taxonomy to the identified lexical bundles 
revealed results that align with the findings of most of the previous studies. As 
shown in Table 3, verb-constructed forms (i.e., VP-based and clausal bundles) 
constitute nearly half of the total number of identified lexical bundles. 
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Table 3. Structural Analysis of Lexical Bundles 

Category Subcategory Types (% of all 
structures) 

Tokens (% of all 
cases) 

NP-based NP with of-phrase fragment 23 (19,82%) 717 

  NP with other post-modifier 
fragment 

6 (5,17%) 175 

  Other NP 2 (1,72%) 109 

  Subtotal 31 (26,72%) 1001 (17,69%) 

PP-based PP with embedded of phrase 13 (11,20%) 821 

  Other PP fragment 15 (12,93%) 908 

  Subtotal 28 (24,13%) 1729 (30,56%) 

VP-based copula be + NP /adjective phrase 1 (0,86%) 152 

  VP with active verb - - 

  VP with infinitive verb 1 (0,86%) 20 

  VP with passive verb 8 (6,89%) 229 

  Lexical bundle beginning with past 
participle 

3 (2,58%) 65 

  Other 2 (1,72%) 55 

  Subtotal 15 (12,93%) 521 (9,20%) 

Clause-based PP + copula be 2 (1,72%) 134 

  NP + copula be 5 (4,31%) 134 

  Anticipatory it + copula be 
+adjective phrase 

4 (3,44%) 228 

  Anticipatory it + passive verb + that 17 (14,65%) 1365 

  NP / Complementizer + passive 
verb 

- - 

  NP + active verb 2 (1,72%) 51 

  NP + active verb + that - - 

  That fragment 4 (3,44%) 169 

  Wh-fragment 1 (0,86%) 82 

  There fragment 2 (1,65%) 47 
  Other 1 (0,86%) 28 

  Subtotal 38 (32,75%) 2238 (39,56%) 

Conjunctions   4 (3,44%) 168 (2,96%) 

Total   116 5657 
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Table 3 illustrates the overall type and token frequency of lexical bundles. 
Percentages in the ‘types’ column denote the percentage of that type when 
compared to the total of 116 four-word bundles. Similarly, percentages in the 
token column represent the percentage of a total of 5657 tokens of four-word 
bundles. The initial analysis reveals that clause-based lexical bundles are the 
most frequently used structure (32,75%). The following most frequent bundles 
are NP-based ones (26,72%). The least frequent category is conjunctions, with 4 
(3,44%) lexical bundles. Regarding the token frequency, clause-based bundles 
constitute 39,56% of total tokens (5657). This is followed by prepositional 
phrase-based (PP-based) (30,56%), noun phrase-based (NP-based) (17,69%), 
VP-based (9,20%), and conjunctions (2,96%).   

The total percentage of NP-based and PP-based bundles (50,86%) 
constitutes slightly more than half of all the identified bundle types. This 
relatively high proportion is in line with the previous literature. Considering the 
features of this genre, the results are evident, as bundles in academic prose 
typically form parts of noun or prepositional phrases (Biber & Conrad, 2019; 
Biber et al., 1999; Hyland, 2008a). The use of noun phrases also reflects the 
“nominal style” (Lan et al., 2022, p.6) of academic writing since they are 
beneficial means for designating aspects of information (Conrad & Biber, 
2005). 

However, the equal distribution of clause-based and VP-based (i.e., verb-
constructed) bundles compared to NP- and PP-based bundles requires critical 
attention. This finding contrasts with some previous research (e.g., Hyland, 
2008a) while supporting others (e.g., Hyland, 2008b; Pérez-Llantada, 2014). It 
was found that 45,68% of the identified bundles belong to these categories. 
Additionally, the overall token frequency of these categories is 48,77%. Taken 
together, these results imply that Turkish authors frequently employed a bundle 
that comprises a verb. This contradicts the characteristic features of the research 
article register, which is typically marked by extended noun phrases, 
nominalizations, and the use of passive voice (see Biber & Conrad, 2019). 
According to Conrad and Biber (2005), PP and NP-based bundles constituted 
approximately 60% of the identified items in their academic corpus. Similarly, 
Bal-Gezegin (2019) reported that PP and NP-based bundle rates were relatively 
higher in her corpus of research articles written by Turkish scholars. The 
findings of this study suggest that while the authors of these extended abstracts 
appear to be aware of the linguistic resources that characterize academic prose, 
they may not yet have achieved full competence in academic writing. This is 
evidenced by their use of lexical bundles, which diverges from expert academic 
writing, where NP and PP-based bundles are notably more prominent (Biber et 
al., 2004; Chen & Baker, 2010). In addition, the prevalence of verb-constructed 
lexical bundles implies the low proportion of noun phrases, prepositional and 
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adjectival phrases, which was claimed to “verbose” the style and make it 
“unqualified” (Pérez-Llantada, 2014, p.92). 

Many of these bundles belong to passive fragments (6,89%) and 
anticipatory-it passive verb fragments (14,65%). The employment of 
anticipatory it-structures and passive verb + prepositional phrase fragments has 
been construed as the "depersonalized mode" within academic discourse 
(Cortes, 2004, p.408). Similarly, Hyland (2008b) asserted that, syntactically, 
these patterns introduce extraposed structures, and functionally, they convey 
evaluation without explicitly identifying the source. It was also suggested that 
Turkish scholars disguise their authorial presence since they feel incompetent 
in presenting arguments (Güngör & Uysal, 2020). 

The primary source for this verbose style is the set of anticipatory-it- 
passive verbs (e.g., it can be seen that, 1365 token frequency) and passive-verb 
constructions (e.g., was found in the, 229 token frequency). This phenomenon 
can be attributed to direct L1 transfer and a preference for covert authorial 
presence. Corpus studies on Turkish academic writing across different genres, 
such as archeology, education, and engineering have shown that passive 
structures like edil- (been), yapıl- (be made), bulun- (be found), görül-(be seen) 
are in the top twenty frequent academic words list in numerous disciplines 
(Tüfekçioğlu & Albayrak, 2022). Given these structural similarities, it is 
reasonable to suggest that Turkish scholars transfer their Turkish expressions 
to their academic English (also see Güngör & Uysal, 2020). Moreover, the 
preference for a covert authorial presence (Işıktaş, 2018) may contribute to the 
frequent use of verbs. Avoiding overt self-reference often necessitates the use 
of inanimate subjects (e.g., study, research, analysis, tools), which in turn 
promotes the use of passive constructions. 

3.3 Functional Analysis of Lexical Bundles 

Previous literature has demonstrated that lexical bundles carry out discourse 
functions, which vary based on the register (Biber et al., 1999, 2004). In line with 
this, the functional categorization of identified lexical bundles is quite 
significant. To achieve this, the lexical bundles identified in this study were 
analyzed according to the taxonomy offered by Hyland (2008a) and modified by 
Salazar (2014). The results point to the underlying functions of extended 
abstracts that authors try to fulfil by employing them.   
 
 
 
 
 



 

Fevzi Umut Özçelik, Betül Bal Gezegin 39 

 
Table 4. Functional Categorization of Lexical Bundles 

Function 

Structure Type 

PP-
based 

NP-
based 

Clause-
Based 

VP-
based Conjunction 

Total (% 
of all 
functions) 

Research-
Oriented 
Bundles 

 44 (38%) 

Location 2 1 1 - - 4 
Procedure 2 13 8 3 - 26 
Quantification 1 1 1 1 - 4 
Description 1 6 1 2 - 10 
Grouping - - - - - - 
Referential - - - - - - 
Text-Oriented 
Bundles 

 60 (51%) 

Additive 2 - - - 1 3 
Comparative - - - - - - 
Inferential 4 5 16 4 3 32 
Causative - - - - -  
Structuring 2 - - - - 2 
Framing 13 - - 2 - 15 
Citation - - - - - - 
Generalization - - 3 - - 3 
Objective 1 - 1 3 - 5 
Participant-
Oriented 
Bundles 

 12 (9%) 

Stance - 5 5 - - 10 
Engagement - - 2 - - 2 
  
Table 4 shows that text-oriented lexical bundles were the dominant category 
(51%) in terms of the functions of lexical bundles. The research-oriented (38%) 
bundles follow this category, and the least frequently used bundles belong to the 
participant-oriented category (9%). These functions are further discussed below. 

3.3.1 Text-Oriented Bundles 

Text-oriented bundles pertain to the structural organization of the text, and 
semantically, they are concerned with the interpretation of arguments (Hyland, 
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2008a). The biggest difference between text-oriented bundles lies in their use of 
inferential bundles. Inferential bundles were used nearly two times as often as 
framing bundles, which is the second highest category for text-oriented bundles. 
A close examination of the data revealed that authors mainly used inferential 
bundles in the form of it (is)(was) (determined)(observed)(seen)(found) that. The 
results indicate that authors predominantly utilize extended abstracts to present 
the findings of their studies. 

From a rhetorical perspective, this result may suggest that extended 
abstracts could not be utilized to achieve their primary purpose. These types of 
extracts are requested from authors to increase the recognizability of their 
studies. Although there is a place for results and implications in the moves of 
abstracts (Swales, 2004), neglecting other moves, such as introduction, may 
violate academic conventions. From a register perspective, the relatively lower 
frequency of NP-based and PP-based (9) compared to verb-constructed (VP-
based and Clausal, 20) utilized to signal conclusions drawn from the research 
(i.e., inferential bundles) may imply the need for a pedagogical intervention to 
equip them with diverse expressions to prevent divergence from academic 
norms (see Li & Schmitt, 2009). Additionally, drawing on the findings in her 
cross-linguistic study (L1 Spanish – L2 English), Pérez-Llantada (2014) states 
that “L2 writers tend to use these bundles to construct reason–result 
argumentative discourse” (p.92). Pérez-Llantada further suggests that the lack 
of stance bundles as a result of the overuse of verb-based inferential bundles 
partially deteriorates the academic prose since it leads to an increase in verb 
usage (see Pérez-Llantada, 2014). 

3.3.2 Research-Oriented Bundles 

Contrary to the findings in this study, research-oriented bundles have been found 
to be a dominant category in scientific discourse (Hyland, 2008b). Table 4 shows 
that authors used more procedural and descriptive bundles, and they did not use 
either grouping or referential bundles. The absence of referential bundles may be 
attributed to the genre conventions of abstracts, whose main purpose is to provide 
a concise overview of the research without delving into extensive details (see 
Hyland, 2004). 

Close examination of the data revealed that there is an overlap around the 
function of describing the purpose of the research in the forms of the (main) 
purpose (aim) of the (study)(research) and (the) aim of the study. Research-
oriented description bundles were used to give details about the research itself 
in the form of the scope of the, the subject of the, and the development of the. 
These results align with the findings of Hyland and Jiang’s (2022) study on an 
EAL corpus. They showcased that bundles in EAL scholar articles diverge from 
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those of expert researchers. Moreover, they use more research-oriented 
bundles, thereby emphasizing the aspects related to research instead of 
constructing academic text with an interactional discourse (Hyland & Jiang, 
2022). 

3.3.4 Participant-Oriented Bundles 

The least frequently used functional category was participant-oriented bundles. 
While stance features indicate the position of the writers through, for example, 
hedging bundles, engagement bundles concern the writer’s intention to engage 
readers in the meaning-making process.  

The majority of the stance bundles are in the form of anticipatory it + is + 
adj + to. On the other hand, a large proportion of the engagement markers are 
in the form of (it) can be said (that). The high frequency of this bundle was 
linked to the linguistic influence of L1 Japanese learners (Allen, 2009). 
Similarly, Güngör and Uysal (2020) identified this bundle as distinctive to 
Turkish scholars. 

The relatively low frequency of participant-oriented bundles and their 
utilization with bundles distinctive to Turkish scholars can be attributed to 
language transfer (Güngör & Uysal, 2020), contextual influence of academic 
writing (Işık-Taş, 2018), or inadequate language proficiency (Hu & Cao, 2011). 
Güngör and Uysal (2020) illustrated that the ‘it can be said’ engagement marker 
is distinctive to Turkish scholars. Işık-Taş (2018) showcased in her cross-
linguistic study that, contrary to internationally oriented colleagues, locally 
oriented Turkish scholars avoid using personal pronouns, and they avoid “overt 
authorial presence” (p.26) in their publications to make their text appear 
objective by not being involved in the texts. Since stance-making involves the 
“ways in which writers present themselves and express their judgments, 
opinions, and commitments” (Hyland, 2005a, p. 176), it serves as a useful lens 
for interpreting authorial choices. Drawing on Işık-Taş’s (2018) findings, we 
argue that our extended abstracts corpus reflects characteristics commonly 
found in papers by locally oriented Turkish authors, among whom avoiding 
overt authorial presence is a frequent practice. Performing the actions through 
participant-oriented bundles requires high-level and well-established 
knowledge of lexico-grammatical and semantic features (Hyland, 2005b); 
therefore, the low frequency of stance features was also attributed to low 
English competence by Hu and Cao (2011). 
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4 Conclusion 

Three research questions guided this research paper. In line with the first research 
question, the high number of lexical bundles implies that Turkish writers tend to 
use lexical bundles quite frequently (Hyland, 2008a; Öztürk, 2014). The 
relatively high percentage for the overall lexical bundle usage (about 5% of all 
the words in the corpus) may imply that extended abstracts in our corpus bear a 
resemblance to what is called novice writing. It has been showcased that novice 
academic writing is more phrasal than published articles, and these writers tend 
to rely increasingly on prefabricated strings to convey their arguments (Hyland, 
2008a). Likewise, relatively more reliance on lexical bundles by less proficient 
L2 English writers has also been documented (Paquot & Granger, 2012).  
 The following research questions were related to the functional and structural 
analyses of the lexical bundles. A close examination of token frequency revealed 
that verb-constructed bundles (i.e., verb-based and clause-based) are as frequent 
as the total of PP- and NP-based bundles (48%). It can be suggested that texts in 
the Extended Abstract corpus share more commonalities with the corpora 
collected from non-native authors, which has been claimed to be written in a 
verbosed (Pérez-Llantada, 2014) style as a result of the high verb usage similar 
to this study.  

The following significant finding was the low rate of participant-oriented 
bundles. As was implied, the low frequency might stem from the tendency of 
Turkish authors to write with the “depersonalized mode” (Cortes, 2004, p.208), 
thereby disguising their presence. 

Previous literature has warned that mis-, over-, or under-use of multi-unit 
sequences might indicate a lack of competence in academic writing and 
decrease the likelihood of being accepted by a scientific community (Ädel & 
Erman, 2012; Hyland, 2008a; Scott & Tribble, 2006). Considering this and the 
results obtained in this study, despite the need to view them with caution due 
to the lack of a comparable corpus, increasing awareness about the conventional 
way of using lexical bundles and integrating them into academic writing lessons 
constitute an essential importance to increase the recognition of studies 
conducted in Türkiye (c.f. Uysal, 2014).  

The findings of this study align with Hyland's (2008) assertion that lexical 
bundles vary in their occurrence and usage across different disciplinary 
contexts, as seen in the extended abstracts targeted in this study. The frequent 
occurrence of lexical bundles signals that adopting a discipline-specific 
approach to teaching lexical bundles is suggested. EAP course designers and 
instructors should integrate these discipline-specific bundles into their 
instructional materials, and EAP practitioners could provide explicit instruction 
focused on these disciplinary bundles. In addition to explicit instruction, 
systematic exposure to these formulaic expressions, particularly genre-specific 
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exposure, can lead to better understanding and mastery of writing academic 
texts in general and specific sections of an academic paper in particular. 
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