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ABSTRACT

The present study aims to compare PhD
dissertations, written by Turkish postgraduate
students learning English as a foreign language,
categorized based on the academic disciplines,
in terms of the use of 4-word lexical bundles.
To retrieve recurrent lexical bundles and to
make their structural and functional analysis,
various disciplines are grouped under two
separate groups based on the academic fields
such as hard and soft sciences. Also, English-
major and non-English-major disciplines are
compared to each other to see the variation in
use of lexical bundles across disciplines. The
findings reveal that ELT dissertations,
representative of English-major disciplines,
have three and four times as many lexical
bundles as the dissertations written in the
academic fields of soft and hard sciences,
respectively. However, the academic fields
produce almost the same number of lexical
bundle types, suggesting that soft and hard
sciences do not show variation in use of 4-word
lexical bundles. With regard to the structural
analysis of lexical bundles, it is found that
lexical bundles most frequently appear in the
syntactic categories of noun phrases and
prepositional phrases. As for the functional
distribution of lexical bundles, the findings
indicate that the vast number of lexical bundles
in each group function to be referential
expressions.

0z

Bu calisma, Ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak égrenen
Turk lisansiistii 6grencilerinin akademik disipline
gbre kategorize edilmis doktora tezlerini 4
kelimelik s6zcik demetlerinin kullanimi agisindan
karstlastirmayr amaclamaktadir. Tekrarlayan s6z
Obeklerini elde etmek ve yapisal ve iglevsel
analizlerini yapmak i¢in ¢esitli disiplinler, fen
bilimleri ve sosyal bilimler gibi bilimsel alanlara
dayali olarak iki ayrt grup altinda toplanmustir.
Ayrica, uzmanlig Ingilizce olan ve Ingilizce
olmayan disiplinler s6z 6beklerinin kullanimindaki
cesitliligi gérmek icin birbirleriyle karsilastirilmustir.
Bulgular, uzmanligt ingiljzce olan disiplinleri temsil
eden 1ngihz Dili Egitimi doktora tezlerinin, sosyal
ve fen bilimleri alanlarinda yazilan tezlerden
strastyla ti¢ ve dort kat daha fazla s6z 6begine sahip
oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Bununla bitlikte,
sosyal ve fen bilimleri alanlarinda yazilan doktora
tezleri hemen hemen aymi miktarda s6z 6begi
icermektedir, bu da sosyal ve fen bilimlerinin 4
kelimelik s6z Gbeklerinin kullaniminda degisiklik
gostermedigini gostermektedir. S6z Sbeklerinin
yapisal analizi, s6z 6beklerinin en sik isim timceleri
ve edat tiimceleri icerisinde yer aldiklart sonucunu
ortaya ctkarmustir. SOz Obeklerinin  iglevsel
dagilimiyla ilgili ise bulgular, her bir alt detlemdeki
cok sayida s6z Obeginin  gonderge ifadeleri
oldugunu gostermektedit.
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Introduction

In addition to the four basic language skills, vocabulary is included as one of the sub-skills fundamental to gain
the identity of acting as an interlocutor in a conversation. However, vocabulary is a complex issue in language
learning, which requires, as Nation (1990) addresses, gaining mastery over many different facets of lexical
knowledge, among which collocations and associations of words point to the fact that vocabulary is more than
a one-word linguistic structure. Emphasizing the syntagmatic association between a stimulus word and the
sequential words following it, Schmitt (2000) and Schmitt and Carter (2004) mention that words are organized
in groups rather than individually and in the same way in the mental lexicon of native speakers of a language.
Also, Byrd and Coxhead (2010) state that corpus linguistics helps to reveal both fixed and semi-fixed expressions
that are frequently repetitive in the language and indispensable in terms of being fluent and sounding normal.
Regardless of that they are called by a plethora of different terminologies in the literature (lexical bundles by
Biber et al., 1999; formulaic sequences by Wray, 2002; recurrent word combinations by Altenberg, 1998; multi-
word units and lexical chunks by Thornbury, 2002), formulaic expressions are often produced in discourse,
regardless of register or genre. Erman and Warren (2000), for instance, found that formulaic expressions
constitute slightly more than 50% of language forms in the data created from the corpora of both spoken and
written forms. This number escalates even higher in Altenberg's (1998) study of recurrent word combinations
in the London-Lund Corpus of Spoken English, in which more than 80% of the words in the corpus somehow
form part of the larger lexical structure.

Emphasizing the prevalence of formulaic expressions in our everyday speech, Wray (2002) asserts that the
studies compiled under three distinct categories in the existing literature interestingly include contradictory
results. Wray (2002) points out that some findings in the literature center around the finding that native speakers
frequently use formulaic expressions during communication. Granger (1998) even takes this finding a step
further, arguing that non-native speakers of English produce fewer formulaic expressions than native speakers
of English. Underlining that it is stated in the literature that first language and second language learners easily
handle with formulaic expressions even at the beginning of the language acquisition process, Wray (2002) states
that, in a group of other studies in the literature, the difficulty experienced by L2 learners with intermediate and
advanced language proficiency in the use of formulaic expressions is the biggest obstacle to that they do not
sound like a native speaker. Wray (2002) suggests that it is valuable to question the notion that formulaic
expressions become more difficult for second language learners to deal with as their proficiency in a foreign
language develops.

Among these formulaic expressions, lexical bundles, coined by Biber et al. (1999) for the first time and defined
as “the most frequently recurring sequences of words” (Biber & Barbieri, 2007, p. 264), are three or more lexical
items which are used in combination with one another repeatedly. On the other hand, for example, is formed
by combining four words and these four individual words frequently come together in many different text types
to introduce contrasting ideas. Lexical bundles have some distinguishing features which set them apart from
other formulaic expressions. According to Biber and Barbieri (2007) lexical bundles are too numerous in
language use, semantically transparent and do not have to be structurally complete. Namely, lexical bundles are
a type of formulaic expressions which are great in number and their meanings are a combination of the meanings
of the individual words that compose them. Also, a group of words that do not have a complete syntactic
formation such as phrases, clauses, or sentences can also be called as lexical bundles.

Lexical bundles have long been a question of great interest in a wide range of studies. Previous studies on lexical
bundles have dealt with these formulaic expressions from many different aspects. The use of lexical bundles in
many different contexts has been the subject of research in these studies. For example, in order to determine
the frequencies of lexical bundles, both mega corpora and specialized corpora have been investigated. Research
articles (Bal-Gezegin, 2019; Cortes, 2004; Cortes, 2008), PhD dissertations (Bao & Liu, 2022; Hyland, 2008),
master’s theses (Hyland, 2008), classroom teaching discourse (Biber et al., 2004), textbooks (Biber et al., 2004;
Hsu, 2014; Ustiinbas & Ortagtepe, 2016), and oral proficiency exams (Ustiinbas & Ortagtepe, 2016) appear in
lexical bundle studies as specialized corpus data. On the other hand, although the frequency of the lexical
bundles by itself means a lot, they do not contain pedagogical implications and do not contribute much to the
language teaching studies carried out in the classroom environment. Therefore, there are a number of studies
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which investigate lexical bundles’ structural and functional characteristics (Bal-Gezegin, 2019; Biber et al., 2004;
Cortes, 2004, 2008; Hyland, 2008). The relevant literature also consists of studies comparing the use of lexical
bundles by non-native speakers of English to those by native speakers of English (Allen, 2010; Ortagtepe, 2013,
Oztiirk & Durmusoglu-Kose, 2016).

The present study will try to expand on the findings of the aforementioned studies by comparing PhD
dissertations, written by non-native speakers of English, categorized based on the academic disciplines. In order
to identify recurrent lexical bundles in PhD dissertations and to make their structural and functional analysis,
various disciplines are divided into two separate groups based on the academic fields such as hard and soft
sciences. Also, English-major and non-English-major disciplines will be compared to each other to see any
potential difference between majors.

Literature Review

The literature includes a large number of studies conducted on formulaic expressions which, for instance, show
a correlation observed between students' fluency, overall proficiency scores, and their utilization of formulaic
expressions (Ustiinbas & Ortactepe, 2016); dealing with the syntactic and functional analysis of formulaic
expressions in learners’ written outputs (Allen, 2010); bringing together the most frequent collocations of
spoken English (Shin & Nation, 2007); investigating semantically opaque formulaic expressions in textbooks
(Hsu, 2014); examining structural and functional features of lexical bundles (Bal-Gezegin, 2019; Gingér &
Uysal, 2016; Hyland, 2008); comparing the lexical bundle use of academics with those of learners (Cortes, 2004);
and analyzing the use of lexical bundles in the articles of a specific academic discipline in two different languages
(Cortes, 2008). Ustiinbas and Ortactepe (2016) examined students' use of formulaic expressions in oral
proficiency exam. Examining the effects of different task types on the use of formulaic expressions, Ustiinbas
and Ortagtepe (2016) also analyzed the relationship between students' use of formulaic expressions and fluency
and overall scores in oral proficiency exam. The researchers made content analyses of the textbook the students
used throughout the semester and of the spoken discourse of students’ oral examinations in terms of the use of
formulaic expressions based on Kecskes’ formulaic continuum (2007). The results showed that the students
used almost 60% of the formulaic expressions available in the textbook in the oral proficiency exam. The
findings on whether the use of formulaic expressions differed according to the type of task indicated that
students used significantly more formulaic expressions in paired tasks compared to individual tasks. As for the
relationship between the use of formulaic expressions and students’ fluency and overall scores in oral proficiency
exam, the findings revealed that a significant correlation occurred between the use of formulaic expressions and
students’ fluency and overall proficiency scores, implying that as the use of formulaic expressions increases,
students' speech flow becomes more fluent and their level of proficiency increases.

Allen (2010) investigated the use of formulaic language in learners’ written outputs. Examining the type and
frequency of formulaic expressions produced by Japanese EFL learners in ALESS Learner Corpus, Allen (2010)
compared the learners’ use of formulaic expressions with those who are the authors of published research
articles or writers as native speakers of English by using three reference corpora. In learners’ written outputs, 4-
word formulaic expressions that have conjoined together at least 40 times were taken into account for the
analysis. A total of 144 formulaic expressions were analyzed in terms of their accuracy, grammatical structures,
and characteristic functions in the text. On the one hand, as for accuracy, the learners’ written products
contained the use of formulaic language with high level of accuracy. On the other hand, as for grammatical
structure of formulaic expressions, NP+of appeared as the most frequently used syntactic category. Last, with
regard to the functions of formulaic expressions, more than 60% of the formulaic expressions in the learners’
outputs were research-oriented bundles which help the authors convey information about the investigation to
the audience.

Shin and Nation (2007) created a useful list of the most frequent collocations of spoken English for elementary
learners of English based on the data from ten-million-word BNC spoken section. The researchers used a
number of criteria to determine these collocations. For example, each pivot word was treated as a word type,
not a member of a word family because different word types available within a word family might collocate with
various words. Also, in order to find meaningful sequences instead of the sequences of words with grammatical
functions, Shin and Nation (2007) determined content words as pivot words to be searched for. Furthermore,
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the pivot words to be searched for must be among the most frequent 1,000 content words in spoken English
as the researchers tried to arrive at a collocational list for elementary learners of English, and less frequent pivot
words might create the risk of an additional learning burden. With regard to the frequency of potential
collocational sequences, Shin and Nation (2007) chose the word sequences which occur 30 times minimum in
ten million words. Additionally, the collocations determined must be smaller meaningful immediate constituents
within larger immediate constituents. Namely, for the sake of frequency of collocational sequences, the meaning
in the word groups should not be overlooked. Lastly, a collocation might have a number of semantic senses.
Therefore, each of those collocational units with various meanings must be counted separately. The findings
revealed that the most frequent 1,000 words in spoken English formed 5,894 collocations in total in BNC
spoken section. The more frequent the pivot word is, the greater the number of collocations it creates. For
example, the number of collocations formed by the most frequent 100 pivot words was more than one third of
the total number of collocations formed by the total of 1,000 pivot words. Also, two-word collocations were
more than three-quarters of the total number of collocations.

Hsu (2014) made an attempt to elicit semantically opaque formulaic sequences in college textbooks used by
non-English major academic disciplines. The researcher built a corpus of 200 textbooks comprised of many
words slightly above 20 millions by using the textbooks used by a total of 40 non-English major academic
disciplines. 2-, 3-, 4-, and 5-word sequences which occur 5 times per million words were considered as target
formulaic sequences. Some further criteria were also determined to consider those sequences as target formulaic
sequences: On the one hand, those aforementioned word sequences must appear in each of the 40 academic
disciplines. On the other hand, any of those formulaic sequences must appear in at least half out of 200
textbooks. The findings indicated that a total of 475 semantically opaque formulaic expressions appeared among
the data analyzed. Also, these 475 non-compositional formulaic sequences were formed of 1,248 individual
tokens, almost 89% of which were among the most frequent first 1,000 wotd lists in the BNC/COCA word-
frequency scale, indicating that even if they are non-compositional formulaic sequences, they are mostly formed
of the most frequent words in English deceptively.

Ortactepe (2013) investigated how nativelike the formulaic expressions used by Turkish students who are
studying as international students in the USA. It was tried to measure the development of students in terms of
the use of formulaic expressions in a one-year period by using Discourse Completion Test in pre-test and post-
test design. The use of formulaic expressions by non-native students was also compared with the use of
formulaic expressions by native speakers of English. How native-like the formulaic expressions of non-native
speakers was also evaluated by a group of raters. The results revealed that native speakers of English used more
formulaic expressions. In addition, the formulaic expressions they used were considered more native-like by
raters. Although they were not considered as native-like as native speakers, formulaic expressions used by non-
native speakers in pre-test and post-test differed in terms of nativelikeness rating. Their nativelikeness scores in
post-test significantly escalated.

Bal-Gezegin (2019) used a frequency-driven approach to determine the most frequent 4-word and 5-word lexical
bundles in the research articles authored by Turkish scholars. The structural and functional characteristics of
these lexical bundles were further examined. A total of 200 articles published in academic journals from 6
different disciplines constituted the database of the study with a total word count of slightly above one million.
Word sequences appeared 20 times per million words in at least 5 different articles were retrieved. The results
showed that there was a total of 121 lexical bundle types in the dataset, where 4-word sequences were 5 times
the number of 5-word sequences. As for the structural analysis of these lexical bundles, it seems that they
appeared mostly within prepositional phrases and noun phrases. Furthermore, functional analysis of these lexical
bundles revealed that while an overwhelming number of these word sequences (75%) function as referential
expressions, a very limited number of them (8%) function as stance bundles.

Hyland (2008) investigated 4-word lexical bundles and their structural and functional features in 4 different
academic disciplines in a corpus formed of three and a half million words. Research articles, PhD dissertations
and master's theses constituted the data of the research. Four-word lexical bundles, which appear 20 times per
million and are available in 10% of the total number of texts examined, were retrieved. These lexical bundles
attained in accordance with those predetermined criteria were also grouped structurally and functionally. The
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results showed that in the corpus of three and a half million words, 240 types of 4-word lexical bundles repeated
themselves approximately 16,000 times. Electrical engineering was the discipline in the first ranking in terms of
the use of lexical bundles among 4 different disciplines, in which 213 types covered 3.5% of the total number
of words. With regard to the structure of these lexical bundles, noun phrase with of-phrase fragment was the
most typical grammatical structure in the overall data. As for the functions of the lexical bundles, text-oriented

lexical bundles, which help organize the text, outnumbered the research-oriented and text-oriented lexical
bundles.

Cortes (2004) compared the lexical bundle use of academics who have published in the fields of history and
biology with the lexical bundle use of students studying in these two fields. After the 4-word lexical bundles in
the published articles of the academics were determined, they were grouped structurally and functionally. These
lexical bundles, which were identified in the published articles, were called target bundles as they would
subsequently be investigated in the written texts of the students. The findings revealed that the students either
rarely or never used the lexical bundles frequently used by published authors. Furthermore, some of the lexical
bundles used by the students did not convey the same function even though they were the same lexical bundles
used by published authors.

Biber et al. (2004) adopted a frequency-driven approach to identify lexical bundles available in classroom
teaching discourse and textbooks. They further compared the findings to those lexical bundles found in
conversation and academic prose, attained in previous research. The cut-off point for the inclusion of lexical
bundles in the analysis was accepted as occurring at least 40 times per million. The lexical bundles identified
were also analyzed structurally and functionally. The findings indicated that classroom teaching discourse
contained the largest number of lexical bundles, even larger in number than those in conversation. Classroom
teaching not only outnumbered the other registers in terms of the use of lexical bundles but also was clearly
ahead of other registers in the use of each of the three different functional categories. The findings also revealed
that the structure of a lexical bundle and the function it performed significantly overlapped.

Cortes (2008) investigated the use of lexical bundles in academic history writing. She made a comparative
analysis on two different corpora, each of which contained history articles either written in English or Spanish.
Identified 4-word lexical bundles which appeared 20 times per million words and at least in 5 different texts,
these bundles were classified both structurally and functionally. The findings obtained in each corpus were also
compared to each other to reveal to what extent history writing in different languages resembled or
differentiated. The findings revealed that the lexical bundles available in Spanish history writing dramatically
outnumbered those in English history writing. As for the inherent structure of the lexical bundles in each corpus,
prepositional phrases and noun phrases formed the structure of these lexical bundles. The functional
classification of these bundles indicated that these word sequences in both corpora mostly performed referential
functions. Also, slightly more than one-fifth of the lexical bundles overlapped in both corpora. Even some of
the verbs used before the lexical bundles were also the same, indicating that although they are written in different
languages, there are some commonalities in history writing between English and Spanish in terms of the use of
lexical bundles.

Giing6r and Uysal (2016) compared the use of lexical bundles in research articles written by native and non-
native speakers of English. They also investigated whether the use of LBs by non-native speakers of English
differentiated from those by native speakers of English functionally and structurally. They further investigated
the LBs both common to two groups and peculiar to native speakers of English. Two specialized corpora were
formed of research articles in the field of educational sciences. The findings revealed that the number of LBs
used by non-native speakers of English was slightly more than 3 times that of native speakers of English. While
native speakers of English primarily used more phrasal lexical bundles, non-native speakers of English used LBs
in clausal structures. In terms of functional sub-categories of LBs, native speakers of English mostly used
research-oriented bundles while non-native speakers of English mostly used text-oriented LBs.

Bao and Liu (2022) searched for the lexical bundles which statistically differentiated across two groups of
linguistics dissertation abstracts written by native and non-native speakers of English. 700 dissertation abstracts
for each of the databases were retrieved. 3-word lexical bundles which occurred 60 times per million words at
least 2% of the total number of texts (14 texts in each database) were retrieved. The findings revealed that
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Chinese authors substantially used greater number of LBs than American authors. These two groups of authors
also differentiated in terms of the use of LBs which showed substantial variation across two corpora. While
63,14% of the LBs frequent in Chinese authors’ corpus were infrequent in American authors’ corpus, 48,21%
of the LBs frequently used in American authors’ corpus were infrequent in Chinese authors’ corpus. In terms
of the functional distribution of LBs used differently, the results indicated that text-oriented bundles were the
most frequent bundles but the distribution of bundles-used-differently was inequivalent across each of the
functional categories. In terms of the rhetorical move, bundles-used-differently most frequently occurred within
the move of result.

The studies mentioned above indicate that the existing literature on lexical bundles is extensive and focuses
particularly on their use and functional and structural analysis either in different academic disciplines or in
different genres. In addition, the studies above show that there is a tendency among researchers to compare the
use of lexical bundles between native and non-native speakers of English. The present study will try to expand
on the aforementioned studies by investigating non-native English authors' use of lexical bundles in PhD
dissertations categorized based on both by the field of science and by the majors of authors. In order to retrieve
recurrent lexical bundles available in PhD dissertations and to make further structural and functional analysis, a
group of academic disciplines are categorized into two groups based on the academic fields such as hard and
soft sciences. In addition, with the inclusion of ELT dissertations as a third group, English-major and non-
English-major disciplines are compared to each other to see the potential differences in use of lexical bundles,
if available. The following research questions will guide the current investigation:

1. Are there any significant differences among the sub-corpora, i.e., soft sciences, hard sciences, and
English Language Teaching dissertations, in terms of the use of lexical bundles?

2. What are the linguistic structures of lexical bundles available in each sub-corpus?
3. What are the functional characteristics of lexical bundles in each sub-corpus?
Method

The current study employs a small-scaled specialized corpus of three sub-corpora to answer the research
questions. In order to identify recurrent lexical bundles in PhD dissertations written in English by non-native
speakers of English, three different sub-corpora were created by means of randomly selected PhD dissertations,
each of which was completed between the years 2021 and 2022. First of all, various disciplines were divided
into two separate groups based on the academic fields such as hard and soft sciences. Namely, two of the three
sub-corpora in the study were composed of PhD dissertations written in different disciplines as much as
possible, separated as hard and soft sciences. While the soft science sub-corpus consisted of the sum of 922,005
word tokens with the inclusion of 16 dissertations, the hard science sub-corpus was formed of 16 dissertations
with 723,082 word tokens. Table 1 shows the academic disciplines which provide dissertations as data to the
current study.

Table 1. Distribution of dissertations actoss academic disciplines

Soft Sciences

Hard Sciences

Tourism Management

History

Archaeology and History of Art
Demography

Anthropology

Philosophy

Economics

Musicology

Organization Studies

Western Languages and Literature
Political Science and Public Administration
Sociology

Psychology

Translation and Interpreting

Physics Engineering

Biotechnology

Maritime Transportation Engineering
Electrical and Electronics Engineering
Physics

Civil Engineering

Statistics

Chemistry

Cryptography

Molecular Biology and Genetics

Polymer Science and Technology
Software Engineering

Aeronautics and Astronautics Engineering
Agricultural Machinery and Technologies Engineering

941



International Affairs Biology
Business Administration Mathematics

The third sub-corpus was composed of 16 PhD dissertations with a total of 887,920 word tokens written in the
tield of English Language Teaching. Thus, it has been tried to obtain findings about the recurrent use of lexical
bundles both in different academic fields and between English-major and non-English-major disciplines.

Procedure

There are different trends toward which recurrent lexical bundles should be retrieved depending on the number
of words they contain. Although there are previous studies among others which have focused on 3-word (Bao
& Liu, 2022; Dahunsi & Ewata, 2022) and 5-word lexical bundles (Bal-Gezegin, 2019 searching for both 4-word
and 5-word lexical bundles), the general trend is to search for 4-word lexical bundles (Allen, 2010; Cortes, 2004;
2008; Hyland, 2008; Perez-Llantada, 2014). Cortes (2004) underlines that 4-word lexical bundles provide more
fruitful data to analyze in terms of structural and functional analysis compared to 3-word and 5-word lexical
bundles. In a similar vein, Chen and Baker (2010) define 4-word lexical bundles as “the most researched length
for writing studies, probably because the number of 4-word bundles is often within a manageable size (around
100) for manual categorization and concordance checks” (p. 32). Also, Hyland (2012) underlines that “(f)our-
word bundles seem to be most often studied, perhaps because they are over 10 times more frequent than five-
word sequences and offer a wider variety of structures and functions to analyze” (p. 151). Accordingly, in the
current research, recurrent 4-word lexical bundles are retrieved in the specialized corpus by means of AntConc
Software (Anthony, 2022).

Another variable which previous studies differ is about which lexical bundles will be considered as data based
on their frequency. In order to identify recurrent lexical bundles, past studies in the literature have determined
many different cut-off points showing dispersion among 5 occurences (Hsu, 2014), 10 occurrences (Biber et al.,
1999), 20 occurrences (Bal-Gezegin, 2019; Cortes, 2008; Hyland, 2008; Perez-Llantada, 2014), 25 occurrences
(Oztiirk & Durmusoglu-Kése, 2016), 30 occurrences (Shin & Nation, 2007), 40 occurrences (Allen, 2010; Biber
et al., 2004), 50 occurrences (Dahunsi & Ewata, 2022) and 60 occurences (Bao & Liu, 2022) per million words.
Biber and Barbieri (2007) state that “(t)he frequency cut-off used to identify lexical bundles is somewhat
arbitrary” (p. 267). How big or small the corpus or database to be analyzed seems to have an effect on which
lexical bundles will be retrieved as target data. Because it does not contain a large amount of data, the current
study identifies 40 occurrences of lexical bundles per million words in each of the sub-corpora as a frequency
criterion for retrieving lexical bundles.

Furthermore, in order to prevent to retrieve individual idiosyncratic use of lexical bundles, past studies have
determined different criteria which generally range from the occurrence of lexical bundles in 5 different texts
(Bal-Gezegin, 2019; Biber et al., 1999; Cortes, 2008) to at least in 10% of the texts (Hyland, 2008; Perez-Llantada,
2014), even to at least in 2% of the texts (Bao & Liu, 2022). In the current study, a distribution criterion, which
requires lexical bundles to appear in at least 4 different texts, corresponding to at least 20% of the texts in each
sub-corpus, was used in order to avoid the retrieval of individual idiosyncratic use of lexical bundles as much as
possible.

Overlapping 4-word lexical bundles, contrary to Chen and Baker (2010) concerning reducing frequency
inflation, are not merged as 5-word lexical bundles and considered separately as in Perez-Llantada (2014)
because merging these bundles as 5-word lexical bundles and excluding them from the findings will cause to
loss of some important data. For example, to merge ‘on the other hand’ and ‘the other hand the’ as 5-word
lexical bundle to be ‘on the other hand the’ and to exclude the former two from the findings will cause the loss
of ‘on the other hand’ which is the most frequent lexical bundle in each sub-corpus. Similatly, combining 'as a
result of' and "a result of the' into 'as a result of the' to be a 5-word lexical bundle and excluding the former two
4-word lexical bundles would result in the loss of 'as a result of', one of the most frequently used lexical bundles
in each sub-corpus. However, the following content/context-dependent lexical bundles are excluded: a
statistically significant difference, statistically significant difference between, significant difference between the,
participants stated that they, the participants stated that in ELT sub-corpus; in the ...th century in Soft Science
sub-corpus.
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The taxonomy for the structural categorization of lexical bundles in academic prose (Biber et al., 1999) is used
to analyze the grammatical structures of the 4-word lexical bundles obtained as a result of the data analysis. The
structural categories to be used to group the lexical bundles include noun phrase with of-phrase fragment, noun
phrase with other post-modifier fragments, prepositional phrase with embedded of-phrase fragment, other
prepositional phrase (fragment), anticipatory it + verb phrase/adjective phrase, passive vetb + prepositional
phrase fragment, copula be + noun phrase/adjective phrase, (verb phraset) that-clause fragment,
(verb/adjectivet) to-clause fragment), adverbial clause fragment, pronoun/noun phrase + be + (+...), other
expressions.

The examination of the discourse functions of 4-word lexical bundles constitutes the final analysis of the current
study. The lexical bundles attained at the end of the analysis of each of the sub-corpora are subjected to the
functional classification of lexical bundles, suggested by Biber et al. (2004), grouping the bundles into three:
stance expressions, discourse organizers, and referential expressions. According to Biber et al. (2004), on the
one hand, stance expressions encode the speakers’ or writers’ attitudes toward the issues or their authorial stance
toward the certainty of the proposition. On the other hand, while discourse organizers help speakers/writers
link and organize the previous and the remainder content, referential expressions are used in the text to refer to
all of concrete or abstract elements or to one or some of them.

In order to see any significant differences are available among sub-corpora in terms of the use of lexical bundles,
log-likelihood values are calculated. The critical LL value 15.13 and above are adopted to consider the difference
among sub-corpora to be significant as Rayson et al. (2004) advise on the use of the highest cut-off Log-
likelihood value (15.13), which implies that the findings are significant at 99.9% accuracy, as a result of the
comparison of Chi-squared and Log-likelihood tests by emphasizing that “in order to extend applicability of the
frequency comparisons to expected values of 1 or more, use of the log-likelihood statistic is preferred over the
chi-squared statistic, at the 0.01% level. The trade-off for corpus linguists is that the new critical value is 15.13"

(p. 926).

Results
Frequency Analysis of Lexical Bundles

The findings towards the frequency of lexical bundles across three sub-corpora are summarized in Table 2. The
analysis of 4-word bundles in each sub-corpora reveals that the type frequency of 4-word lexical bundles in EL'T
dissertations is almost 4 times the number of lexical bundles in dissertations in hard sciences (78 vs. 22), and
almost 3 times those in soft sciences (78 vs. 28).

Table 2. Type/Token frequency and corpus size in each corpus

Sub-Corpora Type Frequency Token Frequency Corpus Size
ELT 78 6,050 887,920
Hard 22 1,584 723,082
Soft 28 2,132 922,005

Additionally, as shown in Table 2, while the token frequency of lexical bundles in ELT dissertations is 6,050,
this number is 2,132 in dissertations written in soft sciences, and 1,584 in dissertations in hard sciences. In other
words, while the ratio of 4-word lexical bundles to the total number of words in ELT dissertations is 0.68
occurrences per 100 words, it is 0.23 occurrences per 100 words in soft sciences and 0.22 occurrences per 100
words in hard sciences. Frequency analysis of the use of lexical bundles among sub-corpora by means of Log-
likelihood calculator indicates that the overall use of 4-word lexical bundles in ELT dissertations is more
frequent than both those in soft sciences and hard sciences with Log-Likelihood values +2105,87 and +1950,10,
respectively (p<.0001), meaning that there is a statistically significant difference between ELT dissertations and
those in soft sciences and hard sciences (critical LL value: 15,13). Namely, more frequent use of lexical bundles
in ELT dissertations as compared with those in soft sciences and hard sciences is justified by LL calculations.
Furthermore, although the ratio of the number of words of the 4-word lexical bundles in soft sciences to the
total number of words in the sub-corpus is slightly higher than that of the hard sciences (0,23 vs. 0,22), any
significant differences (2,66 LL value, p > ,0001) were found between the soft sciences and hard sciences in
terms of the use of lexical bundles.
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As a result of the analysis of 3 sub-corpora, 94 different lexical bundles were found. Table 3 shows the lexical
bundles, common to all sub-corpora, and their frequency values.

Table 3. Frequency of lexical bundles common to all three sub-corpora

Lexical Bundles Hard Science Soft Science ELT
On the other hand 235 396 336
As a result of 112 195 153
Is one of the 99 91 92
One of the most 78 90 92
In terms of the 68 45 87
At the end of 63 76 247
The other hand the 58 59 61
The end of the 52 111 212
A result of the 51 92 66
At the same time 50 88 80
The results of the 46 55 198

On the other hand, while some of the above-mentioned 94 lexical bundles are available in two of the three sub-
corpora, they are absent in one. As Table 4 indicates, 10 of the 94 lexical bundles exist in the dissertations
written in the field of soft sciences and ELT; however, they are not included in those in the field of hard sciences.
While there is only one lexical bundle peculiar to the hard sciences and ELT sub-corpora but not included in
the soft sciences sub-corpus, similarly, there is only one lexical bundle common in hard and soft sciences and is
not included in the ELT sub-corpus.

Table 4. Frequency of lexical bundles just peculiar to two sub-corpora

Lexical Bundles Soft Sciences vs. ELT Hard Sciences vs. ELT  Soft Sciences vs. Hard
Sciences
The beginning of the 73 88 0 0
It is possible to 63 70 0 0
The fact that the 51 43 0 0
In line with the 47 121 0 0
It is seen that 45 55 0 0
In accordance with the 44 52 0 0
In the form of 43 44 0 0
In addition to the 42 65 0 0
It can be said 41 44 0 0
When it comes to 41 53 0 0
As one of the 0 49 61 0
In the case of 0 0 51 4

In addition, among the 4-word lexical bundles retrieved, there are also lexical bundles included in only one of
these 3 sub-corpora. Table 5 shows that 56 out of these 94 lexical bundles are just peculiar to ELT, 6 to soft
sciences and 9 to hard sciences.
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Table 5. Frequency of Lexical Bundles peculiar to each sub-corpus

Lexical Bundles Hard Sciences Soft Sciences ELT
As shown in figure 105 - -
The effect of the 98 = -
With the help of 74 - -
As shown in table 55 = -
It can be seen 51 = -
The performance of the 46 - -
Be considered as a 45 - -
Are shown in figure 43 - -
The details of the 42 = -
On the one hand - 60 -
A part of the - 55 -
In the context of - 51 -
Within the scope of - 43 -
As well as the - 42 -
In the name of - 42 -
In the present study - - 157
The findings of the - - 156
In the current study - - 151
Of the present study - - 108
It was found that - = 103
In terms of their - = 100
To be able to - = 99
It is observed that - = 95
Was found to be - = 95
Phase of the study - - 89
Were found to be - = 86
End of the study - - 85
It was observed that - = 82
Of the current study - - 82
At the beginning of - = 80
Of the study the - - 79
Most of the time - - 76
The participants of the - - 75
That there is a - - 74
In face to face - = 73
The analysis of the - - 71
The participants in the - = 70
As a foreign language - = 66
The results showed that - = 64
Findings of the study - - 63
English as a foreign - - 60
It was seen that - = 59
In a similar vein - - 58
All of the participants - - 54
In line with this - = 53
That there was a - = 53
In other words the - = 50
In the field of - = 50
As a part of - - 49
In a foreign language - - 49
Can be seen in - = 48
It is clear that - - 47
The second phase of - - 47
In relation to the - - 46
Participants of the study - - 46

945



Results of the study - - 46

As shown in the - - 45
Second phase of the - - 45
With the findings of - - 45
Of the participants in - - 44
The current study the - - 44

Can be said that - - 43

From time to time - - 43
That most of the - - 43
Thus it can be - - 42

In the target language - - 41
Most of the participants - - 41

In the process of - - 40
Of the students were - - 40

They were asked to - - 40
With respect to the - - 40

The findings so far reveal that ELT dissertations contain significantly higher numbers of lexical bundles
compared to dissertations in the fields of soft and hard sciences, with ELT dissertations having three to four
times more lexical bundles. Interestingly, when it comes to the variety of lexical bundle types, the academic
fields of soft and hard sciences exhibit similar patterns, implying that there is little variation in the usage of 4-
word lexical bundles between these academic disciplines.

Structural Analysis of Lexical Bundles

The findings towards the structural analysis of lexical bundles are shown in Figure 1. It seems that the
expressions formed with noun and prepositional phrases are the most frequently used lexical bundles in each
sub-corpus. Lexical bundles which appear within prepositional phrases outnumber even those within noun
phrases in each sub-corpus.
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Figure 1. Structural Analysis of Lexical Bundles in Each Sub-corpus (%0)

There are not any statistically significant differences among sub-corpora with regard to the use of lexical bundles
within Noun Phrase with of-phrase fragment (7,06 LL value for ELT-Soft Science corpora; 0,10 LL value for
ELT-Hard science corpora; 5,30 LL value for Soft-Hard Sciences p > ,0001 for each). Similatly, the sub-corpora
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do not statistically differentiate in terms of the use of lexical bundles formed within Noun phrase with other
post-modifier fragment (1,04 LL value for ELT-Soft Science; 2,60 LL value for ELT-Hard Science; 4,61 LL
value for Soft-Hard Science p > ,0001). However, the sub-corpora differ in terms of the use of lexical bundles
in the grammatical structure of prepositional phrases. For example, the authors of ELT dissertations
significantly underuse lexical bundles (15,80%) within Prepositional phrases with embedded of-phrase fragment
compared to the authors of Soft Science dissertations (25,61%) (76,93 LL value p < ,0001) and Hard Science
dissertations (27,15%) (80,44 LL value p <,0001). However, the underuse of lexical bundles within Prepositional
phrases with embedded of-phrase fragment in Soft Science dissertations (25,61%) compared to Hard Science
dissertations (27,15%) does not cause a statistically significant difference (0,81 LL value p > ,0001). On the
other hand, although the sub-corpora ELT (30,31%) and Soft Science (31,75%) do not significantly differ (1,02
LL value p > ,0001) in terms of the use of lexical bundles within other prepositional phrase fragment, dramatic
decrease of lexical bundles formed with other prepositional phrase fragment in Hard Science sub-corpus
(17,99%) compared to the other two sub-corpora (ELT 30,31%; Soft Science 31,75%) causes a significant
difference between Hard Science and ELT sub-corpora (76,06 LL value p > ,0001), and between Hard Science
and Soft Science sub-corpora (69,16 LL value p > ,0001). Similatly, as in the use of lexical bundles within the
structure of other prepositional phrase fragment, although ELT and Soft Science sub-corpora do not statistically
differ (9,14 LL value p > ,0001), the dramatic underuse of lexical bundles within anticipatory it + VP/AP in
Hard Science sub-corpus causes a significant difference between both ELT (9,17%) / Hard Science (3,22%)
(68,51 LL value p < ,0001), and Soft Science (6,99%) / Hard Science (3,22%) sub-cotrpora (25,44 LL value p <
,0001).

Functional Analysis of Lexical Bundles

Figure 2 indicates the findings of the functional analysis of lexical bundles in each sub-corpus. It is cleatly shown
that referential expressions appear as the most frequently attributed function to lexical bundles in each of the
three sub-corpora. While discourse organizers are the second most attributed function to lexical bundles in Soft
Science and Hard Science dissertations, referential expressions are followed by stance markers in ELT
dissertations.
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Figure 2. Functional analysis of lexical bundles in each sub-corpus (%)

A slight overuse of referential lexical bundles in Hard Science (75,44%) compared to ELT (73,31%) does not
cause a significant difference between these two sub-corpora (0,77 LL value p > ,0001); however, the apparent
underuse of referential lexical bundles in Soft Science dissertations (62,57%) significantly differentiates this sub-
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corpus from both ELT (26,44 LL value p <,0001) and Hard Science (21,95 LL value p < ,0001) sub-corpora.
With regard to the use of discourse organizer lexical bundles, the overuse of lexical bundles as discourse
organizers in Soft Science sub-corpus (28,05%) makes it significantly different from ELT (8,26%) (396,96 LL
value p <, 0001) and Hard Science (18,5%) (35,52 LL value p < ,0001) sub-corpora. The underuse of lexical
bundles as discourse organizers in ELT sub-corpus (8,26%) compared to Hard Science sub-corpus (18,5%) is
also meaningful (109,47 LL value p <,0001). In addition, although Soft (9,38%) and Hard Sciences (6,06%) do
not differ in terms of the use of lexical bundles as stance markers (12,94 LL value p > ,0001), ELT dissertations
(18,43%) differ from both fields of science (Soft Science 89,92 LL value; Hard Science 149,67 LL value p <
,0001).

Discussion

The comparison of disciplines sorted out based on academic fields such as soft and hard sciences reveal that
PhD dissertations of two different academic fields do not differ in terms of the token frequency of 4-word
lexical bundles. When it comes to the comparison of major-English and non-English-major PhD dissertations,
it is found that ELT dissertations significantly differentiate from the dissertations written in both soft and hard
sciences. Dissertations written by major-English PhD candidates contain dramatically higher number of 4-word
lexical bundles compared to those authored by non-English major PhD candidates. In the current study,
although ELT dissertations contain more lexical bundles (0,68%) than the other two sub-corpora (0,23% Soft
vs. 0,22% Hard), the use of 4-word lexical bundles is quite low considering their ratios in the analyzed data. This
tinding is contrary to previous studies which have suggested that non-native speakers of English use lexical
bundles frequently even more than native speakers of English do (Bal-Gezegin, 2019; Gling6r & Uysal, 2016;
Oztiirk & Durmusoglu-Kése, 2016). In the current study, while 78 different 4-word lexical bundles (0,68%o)
were found in ELT dissertations, this number decreased to 22 (0,22%) and 28 (0,23%) in hard and soft sciences,
respectively. However, while there are 98 lexical bundles in the research articles of Turkish L2 speakers of
English (Gung6r & Uysal, 2016), 125 lexical bundles were found in PhD dissertations and master's theses of
Turkish postgraduate students (Oztiirk & Durmusoglu-Kése, 2016). Bal-Gezegin (2019) is another study in
which the number of lexical bundles (99 4-word lexical bundles) in research articles from 6 disciplines authored
by L1 Turkish scholars is higher than that of the current study. A possible explanation for this difference
between the results might be that the cut-off point for the retrieval of the 4-word lexical bundles in each of
these studies was determined in a different way. While the cut-off points 20 occurrences in Bal-Gezegin (2019)
and Giing6r and Uysal (2016), 25 occurrences in Oztiirk and Durmusoglu-Kése (2016) may have resulted in a
larger number of lexical bundles in these studies, setting a high cut-off point with a relatively small corpus, 40
occurrences of lexical bundles in dissertations across the sub-corpora, may have retrieved fewer lexical bundles
in the present study. Another possible explanation for the relatively lower number of lexical bundles in the
current study might be that even the distribution criteria to avoid the retrieval of individual idiosyncratic use of
lexical bundles were different across these studies. Lexical bundles which appear at least 10% (Giingdr & Uysal,
2016) and at least 5 of the total number of texts (Bal-Gezegin, 2019; Oztiirk & Durmusoglu-Kése, 2016) were
retrieved in these studies. However, in the current study, the lexical bundles which appear at least 20% of the
texts were retrieved. It seems that the lower the cut-off point is set to avoid individual idiosyncratic use of lexical
bundles, the more lexical bundles are obtained as target data. The findings of the current study related to the
lower number of lexical bundles attained at the end of the frequency analysis are also contrary to previous
studies (Bao & Liu, 2022) which have suggested, based on the token frequency of lexical bundles instead of the
number of lexical bundles attained as in aforementioned studies, that non-native speakers of English use
substantial amount of lexical bundles, even much more than native speakers of English while writing the
abstracts of their dissertations. Bao and Liu (2022) find that dissertation abstracts of Chinese postgraduate
students include 274 3-word lexical bundles with a total amount of 20,154 tokens, which equal to 3,28% of the
whole corpus. However, total amount of 6,050 tokens of lexical bundles even in ELT dissertations in the current
study equals to 0,68 normalized occurrences. The distribution criterion in Bao and Liu (2022) is also quite low,
which equals to 2% of the texts, namely, 14 out of 700 dissertations. It can be inferred that although the number
of lexical bundles attained increases as the cut-off point decreases, the risk of the retrieval of individual
idiosyncratic use of lexical bundles also increases. The analysis of both 3-word lexical bundles and only the
abstract sections of PhD dissertations in Bao and Liu’s study (2022), opposed to analyzing the 4-word lexical
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bundles in the whole PhD dissertations in the current study, may also be one of the potential reasons for the
difference between the two studies.

One-by-one analysis of the lexical bundles in the present study indicates both similarities and differences with
previous studies. For example, o# #he other hand, which is the most frequent type in each of the sub-corpora in
the current study, is also among the most frequent 4-word lexical bundles in a number of studies (Bal-Gezegin,
2019; Biber et al., 1999; Hyland, 2008b; Perez-Llantada, 2014). However, it is somewhat surprising that any
occurrences of 7 the case of is noted in the ELT sub-corpus although it is frequently available in Hard and Soft
Science sub-corpora. This finding contrasts with a number of previous studies (Bal-Gezegin, 2019; Biber et al.,
1999; Cortes, 2008) in which 7 the case of is really abundant. Although both the present study and the
aforementioned studies examine lexical bundles in academic prose, the reason why iz the case of is not found in
the ELT dissertations may be discipline-specific. The corpora formed of with the inclusion of a number of
disciplines except ELT field in Bal-Gezegin (2019), Biber et al. (1999), Cortes (2008), even Hard and Soft Science
sub-corpora in the current study imply that some lexical bundles, by their nature, are not suitable for use in all
disciplines.

Almost one-third of the lexical bundles in the soft science sub-corpus are the same as the lexical bundles in the
ELT sub-corpus, while only one of them in the hard science sub-corpus is the same as the ELT sub-corpus.
This rather interesting finding could be attributed to the fact that foreign language teaching, even if it is a
scientific discipline among educational sciences, much resembles soft science dealing with human and animal
behaviot.

With regard to the structural analysis of lexical bundles in the current study, it seems that lexical bundles
occurred within noun phrases are almost one-third of the total number of lexical bundles in each of the sub-
corpora. On the other hand, lexical bundles within the grammatical structure of prepositional phrases are almost
half of the total number of lexical bundles in ELT and Hard science sub-corpora, even more than half in soft
science sub-corpus. These results corroborate the findings of a great deal of the previous work. For example,
Cortes (2008), who investigates the use of lexical bundles in academic history writing in both English and
Spanish, finds that lexical bundles are mostly included in prepositional phrases and noun phrases. Allen (2010),
comparing learners’ lexical bundles use to scholars with published research articles and to scholars who are
native speakers of English, finds that ‘noun phrases with of-phrase fragment’ is the most frequently encountered
linguistic structure in which lexical bundles appear. In a similar vein, Hyland (2008), analyzing PhD dissertations,
mastet’s theses and research articles from 4 different disciplines, finds that ‘noun phrase with of-phrase
fragment’ is the most typical grammatical structure which contains 4-word lexical bundles in it.

As for the functional analysis of lexical bundles, the overwhelming majority of lexical bundles are the ones used
to be referential expressions in the current study. The ELT sub-corpus significantly differs from other corpora
with relatively less use of stance markers and relatively higher use of discourse organizers. Similar findings were
also reported by Bal-Gezegin (2019) and Cortes (2008). Bal-Gezegin (2019), analyzing research articles
published by Turkish authors, finds that while 75% of the lexical bundles function to be referential expressions,
8% of them function to be stance markers to denote authorial stance. Similarly, Cortes (2008) who compares
history research articles written in English and Spanish finds that the lexical bundles available in research articles
in both languages function to be referential expressions. It can be inferred that the authors in academic prose
most frequently use lexical bundles to refer to either all, some, or one of the concrete or abstract elements in
the text.

Conclusion

The present study reveals that PhD dissertations sorted out based on their academic fields such as soft and hard
sciences do not differentiate from each other with regard to the use of lexical bundles. However, ELT
dissertations, the representative of English-major disciplines, significantly differ from hard and soft sciences in
terms of the use of lexical bundles. On the other hand, the structural and functional analyses of the lexical
bundles in these three sub-corpora reveal that noun phrases and verb phrases are the syntactic structures in
which the lexical bundles most frequently appear in each of the sub-corpora. Furthermore, the lexical bundles
in these sub-corpora mostly function to be referential expressions. The evidence from the present study implies
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that although the lexical bundles in soft and hard science dissertations are structurally and functionally similar
to some extent, they have lagged far behind the lexical bundles in the ELT dissertations in terms of type/token
frequency.

The main reason for using dramatically more lexical bundles in the English-major discipline compared to non-
English major disciplines might be the level of foreign language proficiency. It might be assumed that
postgraduate student authors of ELT dissertations are highly proficient in English. Byrd and Coxhead (2010)
emphasize the importance of lexical bundles “to develop both fluency and appropriate usage for particular
settings” (p.32). In academic prose as a particular setting, increasing language proficiency may have allowed both
the development of academic writing skills and the use of more appropriate expressions for academic writing.
In other words, it can be inferred that increasing language proficiency has a positive effect on the adoption of
academic writing conventions, among which precise word and word combination choice is indispensable.
Raising awareness on lexical bundles and teaching them explicitly might come to the forefront as a pedagogical
implication which will undoubtedly contribute to the academic writing skills of the authors. Concentrating on
the explicit teaching of lexical bundles will both pave the way for processing words as a group instead of
individually in the mind and allow students to speak more fluently.

The present study reveals that ELT sub-corpus as the representative of English-major disciplines obviously
includes much more lexical bundles than non-English major disciplines. Future studies might explore disciplines
in different academic fields more specifically, as in Cortes (2004, 2008) examining academic studies in history
or Hyland (2008b) analyzing lexical bundles in academic studies in electrical engineering, business studies,
applied linguistics, and microbiology. In the current study, lexical bundles in the PhD dissertations of
postgraduate students, who were about to be an independent researcher and expert writer, were analyzed.
Further research may also focus on examining master's and doctoral theses by the same authors and determining
whether gaining experience in a particular field of science leads to a change in the use of lexical bundles.

On the other hand, in the current study, it can be considered as a limitation that while including the dissertations
as data in the research, no attention was paid to whether their methods were theoretical or empirical. Theoretical
or empirical studies, or even more specifically quantitative and qualitative research, may necessarily contain
different formulaic expressions. It might be more plausible to consider the division of dissertations, organized
according to their academic disciplines, into subgroups based on the specific research methodology utilized to
potentially enhance the findings of future studies in a more detailed way.
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GENISLETILMIS OZET

Kelime bilgisi, Nation'in (1990) da ele aldigr gibi, kelimelerin esdizimliliklerinin ve ¢agrisimlarinin kelime
dagaraginin tek kelimeden daha fazlasi oldugu gercegine isaret ettigi, szclksel bilginin bir¢ok farkli yonii
tzerinde ustalik kazanmayr gerektiren karmasik bir konudur. Schmitt (2000) ve Schmitt ve Carter (2004),
kelimelerin insan zihninde tek tek degil gruplar halinde organize edildiginden bahsetmektedir. Byrd ve Coxhead
(2010) ise derlem dilbilimin dilde sik stk tekrarlayan ve konusmanin akict olmast ve kulaga normal gelmesi
actsindan vazgegilmez olan hem kaliplasmis hem de yart kaliplasmis ifadelerin ortaya ¢ikarilmasina yardimet
oldugunu belirtmektedir. S6z 6bekleri uzun zamandir genis bir arastirma yelpazesinde biytk ilgi konusu
olmustur. S6z Obekleri ile ilgili 6nceki calismalar, bu kaliplasmus ifadeleri bir¢cok farkli yénden ele almistir.
Ornegin, séz 6beklerinin sikliklarint belirlemek icin hem mega detlemler hem de belli bir amag igin olusturulan
derlemler incelenmistir. Arastirma makaleleri, doktora tezleri, yiksek lisans tezleri, sinif 6gretimi sGylemi, ders
kitaplar1 ve sézlii yeterlilik sinavlart s6z 6bekleri calismalarinda veri olarak karsimiza ¢tkmaktadir. Ote yandan
sOz Obeklerinin sikligi tek basina ¢ok sey ifade etse de pedagojik ¢ikarimlar icermemekte ve sinif ortaminda
gerceklestirilen dil 6gretimi calismalarina fazla bir katkt saglamamaktadir. Bu nedenle sézciik yiginlarinin yapisal
ve islevsel 6zelliklerini de inceleyen cok sayida galisma mevcuttur. Tlgili alan yazin aynt zamanda anadili Ingilizce
olmayan Kkisiler ile anadili ingilizce olan kisiler arasindaki s6z 6beklerinin kullanimini karstlastiran ¢alismalar da
icermektedir. Mevcut calisma, anadili Ingilizce olmayan lisansiistii 6grenciler tarafindan yazilan doktora tezlerini
bilim alanlarina gore karsilastirarak yukarida bahsedilen calismalarin bulgularini genisletmeye ¢aligmaktadir.
Doktora tezlerinde tekrar eden s6z Sbeklerini tespit etmek ve yapisal ve islevsel analizlerini yapabilmek icin
cesitli disiplinler, fen bilimleri ve sosyal bilimler gibi bilimsel alanlara dayali olarak iki ayri gruba ayrilmustir.
Ayrica, uzmanlik alant Ingilizce olan ve uzmanlik alant Ingilizce olmayan disiplinler birbiriyle karsilagtirilmustir.

Mevcut galisma, kiigiik 6lgekli i alt derlemden olusan bir derlemi incelemektedir. Anadili Ingilizce olmayan
yazarlar tarafindan Ingilizce olarak yazilmis doktora tezlerinde tekrar eden séz yiginlarint belirlemek igin tig farkls
alt derlem olusturulmustur. Sosyal bilimler alt derlemi 16 adet tezin dahil oldugu toplam 922,005 kelimeden
olusurken, fen bilimleri alt derlemi 723,082 kelimelik toplam 16 tezden olusmaktadir. Ingiliz Dili Egitimi bilim
dalinda yazidmis 887,920 kelimeden olusan 16 tez tglinct alt derlemi olusturmaktadir. Bahsedilen 3 alt detlem,
sOz Obeklerinin sayilary, ve mevcut séz Obeklerinin yapisal ve islevsel Ozellikleri acisindan birbirleriyle
karsilastirdmistir. Bulgular, uzmanhg: ingilizce olan disiplinleri temsil eden Ihgiliz Dili Egitimi doktora tezlerinin,
sosyal ve fen bilimleri alanlarinda yazilan tezlerden sirastyla tic ve dort kat daha fazla s6z 6begine sahip oldugunu
ortaya koymaktadir. Bununla bitlikte, sosyal ve fen bilimleri alanlarinda yazilan doktora tezleri hemen hemen
ayni miktarda s6z 6begi icermektedir, bu da sosyal ve fen bilimlerinin 4 kelimelik séz 6beklerinin kullaniminda
degisiklik gostermedigine isaret etmektedir. S6z Sbeklerinin yapisal analizi, s6z 6beklerinin en sik isim timceleri
ve edat tlimceleri icerisinde yer aldiklart sonucunu ortaya ¢ikarmustir. S6z 6beklerinin islevsel dagilimiyla ilgili ise
bulgulat, her bir alt derlemdeki cok sayida s6z 6beginin génderge ifadeleri oldugunu géstermektedir.
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