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Abstract 
This study aims to investigate the frequency of four-word lexical bundles (LBs) in research 
papers authored by faculty members from the English Department at King Khalid University. 
Additionally, it seeks to classify the functions of these bundles based on Biber’s (2004) taxono-
my. The study’s corpus comprises 171 research papers published between 2016 and 2022. Lexi-
cal bundles were identified using three key criteria: frequency, range, and function. WordSmith 
4.0 software was employed to extract and analyze the LBs from the corpus. The results reveal 
variation in the use of LBs, with referential bundles being the most common, followed by dis-
course organizers and stance bundles. These findings align with previous research in this area 
and offer valuable insights for studies on English for Academic Purposes (EAP). They may also 
benefit EAP instructors, curriculum developers, and policymakers. 
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1. Introduction 

Numerous academic studies have focused on the nature and use of formula-
ic language over the past several decades. Formulaic language is defined as 
discontinuous or continuous words that seem ready-made, grouped, and 
redeemed from memory at use (Wray, 2002). Similarly, Wood (2006) defines 
formulaic language as a constant series of words that play a role in commu-
nication and speech production and seem to be restored as single words. 
Formulaic language involves multi-word clusters that appear as single enti-
ties such as fixed expressions (e.g., all of a sudden, one size fits all, happy new 
year), idiomatic expressions (e.g., once in a blue moon, break a leg, under the 
weather), lexical bundles (e.g., I agree with you, what do you think, is the way to), 
collocations (e.g., to save time, close a deal, strong smell), and fillable slots (e.g., 
either……or, neither…..nor) (Sholkani, 2018).  

Several studies (Kuiper, 2004; Taguchi, 2007; Wood, 2015; Wray, 2002) 
emphasize the significant role of formulaic language in pragmatic compe-
tence and speech fluency. They explain how formulaic language can help 
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learners sound more native-like, make fewer errors through ready-made 
expressions, and speak fluently and easily. Lexical bundles (LBs) are non-
idiomatic, multi-word sequences that are structurally incomplete and fall 
under the broader category of formulaic language. Biber and Barbieri (2007) 
highlight that LBs comprise many formulaic expressions. Lexical bundles 
(LBs) are incomplete phrases that are semantically transparent, contributing 
to smoother communication (Biber & Barbieri, 2007). Unlike idioms, LBs can 
be expanded and show variation. For instance, an LB such as as a consequence 
can be extended into a longer form, such as as a consequence of the. 

The use of LBs and their functions has been studied in different disci-
plines and registers. It has been shown that LBs are discipline-restricted to a 
certain degree. In other words, the LBs used in one discipline are not neces-
sarily used in another (Sholkani, 2018). While it has been demonstrated that 
LBs are predominantly used in the written register, it is believed that there is 
a need for more focused studies that carefully explore the writers’ inclina-
tion to use LBs along with the contextual meanings these bundles convey. 
The existing literature indicates that there is a lack of research focused on 
explaining the use and functions of LBs in the Saudi context. With this in 
mind, the current study explores the use of LBs and their functions in a large 
corpus compiled of recent research papers published by faculty members at 
the Department of English, King Khalid University, Saudi Arabia, from 
2016-2022. Therefore, the present study seeks to address this gap by provid-
ing answers to the following research questions: 

1. What are the most frequently used LBs in research papers published 
by English department faculty members at King Khalid University?  

 2. What is the functional distribution of LBs used in those research pa-
pers?  

2. Literature review  

2.1. Lexical bundles 

There are many definitons of the term ‘lexical bundles’ (LBs). Biber et al. 
(1999) defined LBs as expressions of three or more words that frequently co-
occur in a particular corpus, identified by specific distributional criteria and 
standardized frequency thresholds. Altenberg (1993) referred to LBs as re-
current word combinations, while Wood and Appel (2014) described them 
as multiword constructions. Unlike idioms and collocations, which often 
have fixed meanings and specific grammatical patterns, LBs are distin-
guished by their frequent, formulaic use in discourse, often functioning to 
structure the text or signal relationships between ideas. LBs across various 
disciplines are standard in English, especially in academic writing (Hyland, 
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2012). The use of LBs has been explored in various genres and registers 
across diverse academic disciplines in terms of its structure and function 
(e.g. Biber & Conrad, 1999; Conrad & Biber; 2005; Cortes, 2004; Hyland, 
2008a, 2008b; Nasrabady, 2020; Zare & Valipouri, 2022).  

The findings of previously mentioned studies revealed that all academic 
disciplines contain LBs but in different ranges; most of those bundles consist 
of adjectival phrases (e.g., is consistent with the), noun phrases (e.g., the 
results of the), anticipatory it (e.g., it should be noted), prepositional phrases 
(e.g., at the end of), and passive verbs (e.g., is based on). Hyland (2008b) 
attributed the diversity and similarity in using LBs in different academic 
disciplines to the purpose and audience for which those registers are writ-
ten.  

2.2. Identification of lexical bundles  

According to Cortes (2004), LBs are identified using a frequency-based ap-
proach. She defined LBs as sequences of three or more words that occur in 
the same register. In Cortes’s (2004) definition, LBs are identified according 
to three main components, namely, the occurrence of word sequence per 
million words (frequency), the purpose of the word cluster (function), and 
the distribution of LBs in a given text.  The frequency component is essential 
in identifying LBs, and it is used by building a corpus or corpora and scan-
ning it using specific corpus analysis software such as WordSmith software 
(Scott, 2007). This software lists the most frequent word clusters using a 
proper frequency cutoff.  

The second component of LB identification deals with the distribution or 
the range of occurrence. The distribution is primarily related to the mini-
mum number of written texts that should include the word sequences before 
considering it as an LB. Biber and Barbieri (2007) pointed out that LBs 
should occur in 10% of all texts to be considered LB. Wood (2015) empha-
sized the importance of the distribution criterion in eliminating the probabil-
ity of using specific word sequences by a particular author much more than 
another author. In addition to the components above, functional properties 
are also considered a key component in identifying LBs, as they help identi-
fy those word sequences within a text.  

2.3. The structure of lexical bundles 

The structure of LBs is regarded as incomplete grammatical structure units 
or frames that link other structural components in a text. Biber (2004) found 
that only 15% of the LBs are regarded as complete clauses or phrases in 
texts, whereas less than 5% of the LBs in prosaic texts demonstrate complete 
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structural units. He also explained the difference between using LBs to 
bridge two structural units and prosaic texts and bundles in academic texts, 
which usually connect two phrases. Therefore, Biber (2004) suggested an LBs 
taxonomy, which included three primary types of bundles, namely noun 
and prepositional phrases [NP/PP] fragments, dependent clause [DC] frag-
ments, and verb phrase [VP] fragments. These types of bundles differ ac-
cording to their register. Biber’s (2004) structural taxonomy of bundles can 
be further explained as follows:  

1. Lexical bundles of noun and prepositional phrase fragments  

 a) Connector + noun phrase with of-phrase fragment 
  Examples: a little bit of, one of the things 

 b) Noun phrase with post-modifier fragment 
  Examples: the way in which, those of you who 

 c) Other noun phrase expressions 
  Examples: and stuff like that, or something like that 

 d) Prepositional phrase expressions 
  Examples: at the end of the, of the things that 

 e) Comparative expressions 
  Examples: greater than or equal, as far as the 

2) Lexical bundles of dependent clause fragments  

 a)  1st/2nd person pronoun + dependent clause fragments 
  Examples: you might want to, I want you to 

 b) WH-clause fragments 
  Examples: when we get to, what I want to 

 c) If-clause fragments 
  Examples: if we look at, if you have a 

 d) (verb/adjective+) to-clause fragment 
  Examples: want to do is, to be able to 

 e) That-clause fragments 
  Examples: that I want to, that there is a 

3) Lexical bundles of verb fragments  

 a) Connector + 1st/2nd person pronoun + VP fragment 
  Examples: well I do not know, you do not have to 

 b) Connector + 3rd person pronoun + VP fragment 
  Examples: and this is a, it is going to be 

 c) Discourse marker + VP fragment 
  Examples: I mean you know, you know it was 

 d) Verb phrase (with non-passive verb) 
  Examples: have a lot of, is one of the 
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 e) Verb phrase with passive verb 
  Examples: can be used to, is based on the 

 f)  Yes/no question fragments 
  Examples: are you going to, do you want to 

 g) WH-question fragments 
  Examples: how many of you, what do you think 

2.4. Functions of lexical bundles  

The classification of LB functions can be traced back to Altenberg (1993). He 
was the first to consider frequency as a significant criterion for identifying 
word clusters and categorizing them according to their functions. He mani-
fested that recurrent word combinations are widely linked to specific situa-
tions, where their meaning may only be deduced from context. Altenberg 
(1993) claimed that each statement has a peculiar role in discourse, indicat-
ing how an utterance should be interpreted. Several researchers (Biber, 2004; 
Cortes, 2002) proposed different classifications of LB functions. Biber (2004) 
suggested a taxonomy for LBs functions that have been used in the previous 
research on LBs (Chen, 2008; Cortes, 2002; Hyland, 2008a, 2008b; Nasarbady 
et al., 2020; Taieb & Toumi, 2021; Zare & Valipouri, 2022). His taxonomy 
identifies three significant categories of LBs: stance expressions, discourse 
organizers, and referential expressions.  

2.4.1. Stance bundles   

Stance bundles show the writer’s stance, attitude, or perspective towards the 
content. This collection of expressions can be divided into two subcategories: 
(1) attitudinal bundles that show the writer’s feeling or attitude towards 
a forthcoming proposal and (2) epistemic bundles that exemplify knowledge 
status. These two subcategories can also be categorized into personal and 
impersonal bundles. Personal bundles are referred to the writer/speaker, 
while impersonal bundles show parallel meaning without being referred 
straightforwardly to the writer/speaker. According to Biber (2004), the vast 
majority of epistemic personal bundles in classrooms are personal, and the 
primary function of those bundles is to show uncertainty. In contrast, the 
impersonal epistemic bundles often indicate a degree of assurance rather 
than imprecision.  

Modality/attitudinal are also considered as personal bundles. These bun-
dles represent the writer/speaker’s attitude towards an action or event. Atti-
tudinal/modality bundles are also classified into four categories. First, desire 
bundles that represent desires or wishes or explore the desires or wants of 
other people—second, obligation bundles, which, in turn, can be personal or 
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impersonal. Third, prediction/intention bundles express the writer’s/speak-
er’s purpose in doing something, including personal and impersonal bun-
dles. Finally, ability bundles show the speaker’s/writer’s ability to achieve 
something, including personal and impersonal bundles.  

2.4.2. Discourse bundles  

According to Biber and Barbieri (2007), discourse organizers align with text-
oriented bundles, serving to structure a text, highlight its textual functions, 
and support the development of argumentation. These bundles are key in 
organizing and structuring ideas within a text and establishing connections 
between its various parts. Discourse bundles can be divided into two sub-
categories: (1) topic focus/introduction bundles, used to introduce new top-
ics, and (2) topic elaboration bundles, used to expand on or clarify infor-
mation about a given topic. 

2.4.3. Referential bundles  

The referential bundles category highlights key characteristics of an entity 
(Biber, 2004) and is divided into four subcategories: identification/focus 
bundles, imprecision indicators, bundles for specifying attributes, and text 
reference/place/time bundles. Identification/focus bundles pinpoint the 
noun phrase following them. For example, they may identify a specific 
group of students in focus, but they can also organize discourse by introduc-
ing topics or emphasizing key points. 

Imprecision bundles signal that the reference is not exact or could en-
compass additional, similar references (e.g., and so forth, something like that). 
Bundles of specifying attributes describe the qualities or characteristics of 
the noun that follows the bundle. This subcategory includes three types: (1) 
tangible framing bundles, which describe physical form or size; (2) quantity 
specification bundles, which focus on amounts or quantities; and (3) intan-
gible framing bundles, which describe abstract qualities. Lastly, text refer-
ence/place/time bundles indicate references to location, time, or specific 
parts of the text. Table 1 summarizes the functional taxonomy of lexical 
bundles (Biber, 2004). 
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Table 1: The functional taxonomy of lexical bundles (Biber, 2004) 
Category Examples 

  
1. Stance Bundles   
1.1 Attitudinal Bundles 
1.1.1 Desire Bundles  if you wish to, he would like to, I 

like to 
1.1.2 Obligation Bundles   
1.1.2.1 Personal  you have to, I need to 
1.1.2.2 Impersonal  it is essential to 
1.1.3 Prediction/intention Bundles   
1.1.3.1 Personal  I am not going to 
1.1.3.2 Impersonal  It is going to be 
1.1.4 Ability Bundles   
1.1.4.1 Personal he is able to 
1.1.4.2 Impersonal  it is possible to 
1.2 Epistemic Bundles   
1.2.1 Personal I do not know if I do not think 
1.2.2 Impersonal  the fact that 
2. Discourse Bundles   
2.1 Topic Focus/Introduction Bundles  do you know that, have a look at 
2.2 Topic Elaboration Bundles  nothing to do with, on the other 

hand, in addition to 
3. Referential Bundles   
3.1 Identification/Focus Bundles  for those of you who 
3.2 Imprecision Indicators and so forth, something like that 
3.3 Bundles for Specifying Attributes  
3.3.1 Tangible Framing Bundle in the shape of, the size of 
3.3.2 Quantity Specification Bundles you have several merits, a small 

portion of 
3.3.3 Intangible Framing bundles the nature of the, in terms of 
3.4 Text Reference/Place/time Bundles   
3.4.1 Place Reference  in Saudi Arabia 
3.4.2 Time Reference  at the same time 
3.4.3 Text Deixis  as depicted/shown in the table 

2.5. Previous studies  

Several studies (Bal-Gezegin, 2019; Barbieri, 2018; Bychkovska & Lee, 2017; 
Chen & Baker, 2010; Malik et al., 2019; Nasrabady et al., 2020; Sholkani, 
2018) have explored the use of lexical bundles in academic texts. Bal-Gezegin 
(2019) examined the usage of LBs in a corpus of published research articles 
across various academic disciplines. The corpus comprises numerous arti-
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cles from high-impact journals, ensuring a diverse representation of research 
topics and methodologies. The findings reveal that referential bundles were 
the most frequently employed, underscoring their importance in establish-
ing context and providing clarity in scholarly communication. Commonly 
identified bundles included phrases such as the findings of this study and in 
this study. The study also highlights the prevalence of discourse bundles, 
which serve to organize information and guide readers through the text.  

Barbieri (2018) explored lexical bundles in informal written discourse, 
explicitly focusing on their functions in conversational contexts such as 
blogs and social media. The analysis conducted in this study was based on a 
corpus of informal texts, allowing for insights into the communicative pur-
poses these bundles serve in everyday language use. The findings indicated 
that the bundles often express hedging, politeness, and emotional nuances, 
highlighting their role in managing interpersonal relationships in written 
discourse. Bychkovska and Lee (2017) investigated the use of lexical bundles 
in argumentative essays written by both native (L1) and non-native (L2) 
university students. The study analyzes a corpus of argumentative essays 
produced by L1 and L2 students, allowing for an in-depth exploration of 
lexical bundle usage in a specific genre. The findings revealed notable differ-
ences in the use of lexical bundles between L1 and L2 writers. L1 students 
frequently employed referential and stance bundles, which helped them 
establish context and express personal viewpoints. In contrast, L2 students 
were found to use discourse bundles more often, suggesting a tendency to 
prioritize coherence and structure in their writing.  

Chen and Baker (2010) investigated the usage of lexical bundles in aca-
demic writing by both native (L1) and non-native (L2) English speakers. The 
researchers analyzed a corpus of academic essays from L1 and L2 students 
across various disciplines. The findings indicate that while both groups uti-
lized lexical bundles, there were significant differences in their usage pat-
terns. L1 writers used more referential bundles to connect ideas and estab-
lish context, whereas L2 writers frequently employed discourse bundles, 
which helped organize information and guide readers through their argu-
ments. Malik et al. (2019) studied the use of lexical bundles in academic writ-
ing within the social sciences, focusing on both native (L1) and non-native 
(L2) scholars. The study utilizes a corpus of academic articles published in 
social science journals, encompassing a variety of topics to capture a com-
prehensive picture of lexical bundle use. The results revealed that referential 
bundles are the most frequently employed, reflecting their critical role in 
establishing context and conveying information in scholarly communication. 
The study highlighted differences between L1 and L2 writers. At the same 
time, both groups use referential bundles extensively; L2 writers are more 
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likely to utilize discourse bundles to enhance coherence and guide readers 
through their arguments. 

Nasrabady et al. (2020) analyzed the use of lexical bundles in recently 
published research articles in the applied linguistics field. The researchers 
examined a corpus comprising 200 research articles from leading applied 
linguistics journals published over the past five years, ensuring a diverse 
range of topics and methodologies were represented. The analysis revealed 
that referential bundles were the most frequently used type, underscoring 
their importance in establishing context and linking new research to existing 
literature. The study emphasized the vital role of lexical bundles in facilitat-
ing effective communication among scholars and enriching the academic 
writing landscape in applied linguistics. Sholkani (2018) explored the use of 
lexical bundles within a selection of economics textbooks designed for first-
year university students. The analysis was based on a corpus of several 
widely used economics textbooks, focusing on specific chapters introducing 
foundational concepts and theories. The results indicated that referential 
bundles were predominant, highlighting their role in establishing context 
and providing essential information to learners. Sholkani’s findings suggest 
that using lexical bundles in educational materials is crucial for supporting 
students’ comprehension of complex economic concepts and enhancing their 
academic literacy.  

3. Methodology  

3.1. Compilation of the corpus 

The corpus of the current study comprised 1.378.482 words from 171 re-
search articles published in the period from 2016-2022 by the faculty mem-
bers at the Department of English Language at King Khalid University 
(KKU), Abha, Saudi Arabia. All the research articles are published in well-
known journals indexed in Scopus, EBSCO, and DOAJ research databases. 
All research articles were downloaded from the college website as the list of 
published articles is constantly updated and accessible to all faculty mem-
bers: https://clt.kku.edu.sa/en/Research-Publications. The researcher ex-
cluded all direct quotations, tables, figures, lists of references, and appen-
dices since the focus was on the writers’ use of lexical bundles. 

3.2. Identification of lexical bundles  

The present study focused on four-word lexical bundles due to their promi-
nence in prior research, which found them manageable in size (Chen & 
Baker, 2010). According to Cortes (2013), although lexical bundles can range 
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from three to nine words, four-word bundles have been the focus of most 
studies because they appear more frequently. Biber et al. (1999) suggested 
that four-word bundles serve more diverse discourse functions compared to 
three- or five-word bundles. 

Lexical bundles in this study were identified using three criteria: (1) fre-
quency, (2) range, and (3) function. While there is no universally agreed-
upon frequency threshold for identifying lexical bundles, previous research 
has used cut-off points ranging from 10 to 40 occurrences per million words 
(Chen, 2010; Cortes, 2004; 2013; Hyland, 2008; Wood & Appel, 2014). For this 
study, a minimum frequency of 40 occurrences per million words was set to 
ensure the inclusion of word clusters in the list. 

The second criterion used to identify lexical bundles was ‘the range.’ This 
criterion helps to boost the frequency criterion since many authors prefer to 
use specific word clusters /phrases in their writing constantly. Biber (2004) 
indicated that the sequence of words should occur at least in five texts to be 
considered a lexical bundle. Biber’s range helps lessen peculiar or individual 
uses of lexical bundles. The third criterion included in identifying lexical 
bundles was the function. This study included the word sequence that 
match the functions listed in the taxonomy of Biber (2004), namely stance 
bundles, discourse organizers, and referential bundles. The list of lexical 
bundles was identified using WordSmith Software 4 (Scott, 2007).  

4. Results and discussion 

4.1 Frequency of lexical bundles  

This section presents the results obtained from the research conducted to 
answer the research questions of the present study. The frequency of lexical 
bundles used in research papers published by faculty members is tabulated 
and presented in the following table. 

Table 2: The frequency of LBs used in the published research papers 

No. Lexical Bundle Fre-
quency 

Percentage Number of 
Texts 

1. On the other hand 392 5.66 171 
2. The results of the 288 4.16 169 
3. Is one of the 224 3.23 166 
4. At the same time 212 3.06 151 
5. At the end of 186 2.69 148 
6. In the field of 182 2.63 101 
7. The majority of the 173 2.50 100 
8. Kingdom of Saudi Arabia 171 2.47 97 
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9. As shown in table 161 2.32 90 
10. In the context of 160 2.31 88 
11. In the case of 159 2.29 83 
12. As a result of 158 2.28 81 
13. In the form of 156 2.25 76 
14. In the present study 155 2.24 68 
15. It is important to 154 2.22 68 
16. The fact that the 149 2.15 64 
17. In terms of the  148 2.13 63 
18. On the basis of 146 2.11 61 
19. At the beginning of 146 2.11 59 
20. In the current study 141 2.03 59 
21. In addition to the 139 2.00 57 
22. To be able to 134 1.93 52 
23. It is possible to 131 1.89 50 
24. The nature of the 131 1.89 48 
25. The purpose of the 130 1.87 47 
26. The total number of 127 1.83 47 
27. In this study the 125 1.80 46 
28. It is necessary to 119 1.72 45 
29. In the absence of 116 1.67 42 
30. I would like to 112 1.61 40 
31. Is more likely to 98 1.41 37 
32. An increase in the 92 1.33 37 
33. As shown in figure 92 1.33 36 
34. An example of the 90 1.30 34 
35. Is because of the 88 1.27 34 
36. Has to do with 86 1.24 33 
37. One of the important 86 1.24 33 
38. A number of studies 77 1.11 33 
39. If you want to 68 .98 30 
40. The percentage of the 67 .98 30 
41. A change in the 62 .89 29 
42. The rest of the 60 .86 29 
43. The number of the 60 .86 29 
44. The way in which 57 .82 27 
45. In foreign language  

classrooms 
57 .82 27 

46. There is a need to 56 .81 26 
47. The size of the 55 .79 26 
48. The value of the 54 .78 26 
49. They would be able 53 .76 25 
50. Which is one of 53 .76 25 



 

 

189 ISSN 2303-4858 
12.2 (2024): 178-203 

Fadi Maher Al-Khasawneh: A corpus-based analysis of the lexical bundles use in academic 
discourse   

51. It is expected to 52 .75 23 
52. There are many reasons 49 .70 22 
53. One part of the 48 .69 19 
54. In this part of 46 .66 18 
55. That is one of 46 .66 16 
56. As revealed in table 46 .66 14 
57. I don’t know what 44 .63 12 
58. A decrease in the 44 .63 9 
59. You don’t have to 43 .62 6 
60. Anticipate that these  

findings 
42 .60 6 

61. Is not going to 40 .58 5 
62. Or something like that 40 .58 5 
63. In other studies of 40 .58 5 

Total 6916 100  
 

As depicted in Table (2), a variety of lexical bundles have been used in 
the corpus of this study and it contained a total of (63) four-word LBs. The 
frequency of the used LBs ranged between 40-392 occurrences. The follow-
ing figure shows the five most frequently used LBs.  
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The results of the
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The Five Most Frequently Used LBs
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Figure 1: The five most frequently used LBs 

As shown in Figure 1, the most frequently used LBs in the corpus were on 
the other hand with 392 occurrences which constitute (5.66%) of the overall 
number of used LBs appeared in all articles (171) texts, followed by the re-
sults of the with 288 occurrences (4.16%) in (169) texts, is one of the with 224 
instances (3.23%) in (166) texts, at the same time 212 (3.06%) appeared in (151) 
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texts, and At the end of which appeared 186 times (2.69%) in 148 texts. Exam-
ples of the most frequently used LBs are as follows: 

.....On the other hand, in implicit intertextuality, the allusion is more oblique, 
for example, through similarities such as genre or style..... 
…..The results of the PLS prediction have been considered….. 
…..Learning words through flashcards is one of the simplest techniques to….. 
….......a compromise between addressing the demands of language knowledge 
and language skills and at the same time the proper ideological orientation….. 
…..Moreover, the translator could not keep a similar rhyme and the same sound 
at the end of each line of the TL….. 

On the other hand, the least frequently used LBs were in other studies of, 
or something like that, and are not going to appear 40 times (.58%) in only five 
texts for each, followed by anticipate that these findings with 42 incidents 
(.60%) in (6) texts, and finally you don’t have to with 43 occurrences (.62%) in 
(6) texts. Examples of these LBs are the following: 

…..Test takers in other studies of performance on cloze tasks have been ob-
served….. 
…..or something like that lesson plan….. 
…..The poem is not going to lament the loss….. 
…..We anticipate that these findings will provide guidelines for….. 
…..You don't have to pay for these drinks….. 
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Figure 2: The five least frequently used LBs 
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4.2 Functional distribution of lexical bundles  

The lexical bundles examined in this study were categorized based on Bib-
er’s (2004) functional taxonomy. The table below presents the distribution of 
the main categories and subcategories of lexical bundle functions. 
 
Table 3: Functional distribution of LBs 

1. Stance Bundles 
Attitudinal Bundles 

Desire Bundles 
Lexical Bundle Frequency Percentage 

1. I would like to 112 1.61 
2. If you want to 68 .98 

Total 180 2.59 
Obligation Bundles 

Personal Obligation Bundles  
Lexical Bundle Frequency Percentage 

3. You don’t have to 43 .62 
Impersonal Obligation Bundles 

Lexical Bundle Frequency Percentage 
4.  It is necessary to 119 1.72 
5. There is a need to 56 .81 
6. It is important to 154 2.22 

Total 372 5.37 
Intention/Prediction Bundles 

Lexical Bundle Frequency Percentage 
7. It is expected to 52 .75 
8. Anticipate that these findings 42 .60 
9. Is not going to 40 .58 

Total 134 1.93 
Ability Bundles 

Personal Ability Bundles  
Lexical Bundle Frequency Percentage 

10. They would be able  53 .76 
Impersonal Ability Bundles 

Lexical Bundle Frequency Percentage 
11.  It is possible to 131 1.89 
12.  Is more likely to 98 1.41 
13.  To be able to 134 1.93 

Total 416 6.01 
Epistemic Bundles 
Personal Bundles 



 

 

192 ISSN 2303-4858 
12.2 (2024): 178-203 

Fadi Maher Al-Khasawneh: A corpus-based analysis of the lexical bundles use in academic 
discourse   

Lexical Bundle Frequency Percentage 
14. I don’t know what 44 .63 

Impersonal Bundles 
Lexical Bundle Frequency Percentage 

15.  The fact that the 149 2.15 
Total 193 2.78 

Overall Use of Stance Bundles  1295 18.68 
2. Discourse Bundles 

Topic Focus/Introduction Bundles 
Lexical Bundle Frequency Percentage 

1. In the present study 155 2.24 
2. In the current study  141 2.03 
3. In the context of 160 2.31 
4. In this part of 46 .66 
5. On the basis of  146 2.11 
6.  At the beginning of  146 2.11 
7. The purpose of the 130 1.87 

Total 924 13.33 
Topic Elaboration Bundles 

Lexical Bundle Frequency Percentage 
9. On the other hand 392 5.66 
10. In addition to the 139 2.00 
11. An example of the 90 1.30 
12. Is because of the 88 1.27 
13.  Has to do with 86 1.24 
14.  That is one of 46 .66 

Total 841 12.13 
Overall Use of Discourse Bundles  1765 25.46 

3. Referential Bundles 
Identification/Focus Bundles 

Lexical Bundle Frequency Percentage 
1. There are many reasons 49 .70 
2. The results of the  288 4.16 
3. One of the important  86 1.24 
4. One part of the  48 .69 
5. The majority of the   173 2.50 
6.  A number of studies  77 1.11 
7. Which is one of 53 .76 
8. In this study the  125 1.80 
9. Is one of the 224 3.23 

Total 1123 16.23 
Imprecision Indicators 

Lexical Bundle Frequency Percentage 
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10. Or something like that 40 .58 
Bundles for Specifying Attributes 

Tangible Framing Bundle 
Lexical Bundle Frequency Percentage 

11. In the form of 156 2.25 
12. The size of the  55 .79 

Total 211 3.04 
Quantity Specification Bundles 

Lexical Bundle Frequency Percentage 
13. The total number of 127 1.83 
14. The value of the 54 .78 
15. The percentage of the  67 .98 
16. A change in the 62 .89 
17. The rest of the 60 .86 
18. An increase in the 92 1.33 
19. A decrease in the 44 .63 
20. The number of the  60 .86 

Total  566 8.16 
Intangible Framing bundles 

Lexical Bundle Frequency Percentage 
21. In the case of 159 2.29 
22. As a result of 158 2.28 
23.  In the absence of 116 1.67 
24. The way in which  57 .82 
25. In terms of the  148 2.13 
26. The nature of the  131 1.89 

Total 769 11.08 
Text Reference/Place/time Bundles 

Place Reference 
Lexical Bundle Frequency Percentage 

27. In other studies of 40 .58 
28. Kingdom of Saudi Arabia 171 2.47 
33. In foreign language classrooms 57 .82 
29. In the field of 182 2.63 

Total 450 6.50 
Time Reference 

Lexical Bundle Frequency Percentage 
30. At the same time 212 3.06 
31. At the end of 186 2.69 

Total 398 5.75 
Text Deixis 

Lexical Bundle Frequency Percentage 
32. As shown in table 161 2.32 
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33. As shown in figure 92 1.33 
34.  As revealed in table 46 .66 

Total 299 4.31 
Overall Use of Referential Bundles  3856 55.88 

Overall Frequency of LBs 6916 100 

4.2.1. Overall distribution of LB functions  

The findings of this study showed that the total frequency of lexical bundles 
used in the corpus was 6,916. These LBs were functionally categorized into 
three main types: stance bundles, discourse bundles, and referential bundles 
(Figure 3). 
 

 

Figure 3: Overall distribution of LB functions  

The above figure showed that most of the LBs were used for referential 
functions (N=3856, Per=55.88), followed by discourse functions (Freq=1765, 
Per=25.46) and stance functions (Freq=1295, Per=18.68).  

4.2.2. Distribution of stance function  

As mentioned earlier, stance bundles exemplify the writer’s attitude, stance, 
or perspectives toward the content. Stance bundles can be categorized into 
epistemic bundles, ability bundles, intention/prediction bundles, obligation 
bundles, and desire bundles. The following figure depicts the distribution of 
stance bundles used in this study’s corpus.  
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Figure 4: Distribution of stance bundles   

Stance bundles have been used 1295 times with an overall percentage 
(18.68%). The results showed that the most frequently used stance bundles 
were the ability ones, which are used to show the writer’s ability to achieve 
something (Freq=416, Per=6.01), followed by obligation bundles (Freq=372, 
Per=5.37), epistemic bundles (Freq=193, Per=2.78), desire bundles (Freq=180, 
Per=2.59), and intention/prediction bundles (Freq=134, Per=1.93). The fol-
lowing are examples for each category of stance bundles.  

1)  Ability Bundles 

 a) Personal Ability  
... that they would be able to successfully master similar situa-
tions… 

 b) Impersonal Ability  
...The translator adopted foreignization, which is more likely to 
cause misunderstanding… 

2)  Obligation Bundles  

 a)  Personal Obligation  
  ...You don’t have to pay for these drinks… 

 b)  Impersonal Obligation  

...Thus, it is important to study how the individual psychological 
traits… 
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3) Epistemic Bundles  

a). Personal Epistemic  
 ...I don’t know what this girl will be like when she is fifteen… 

b) Impersonal Epistemic  

...the lack of significant association might arise from the fact that the 
two groups’ division is not clear... 

4) Desire Bundles  

…I would like to continue to learn English even after I leave this 
school/college… 

5) Intention/Prediction Bundles 

 …and it is expected to contain diverse translation problems... 

4.2.3. Distribution of discourse function 

Discourse bundles are defined as expressions used to organize textual func-
tions and to develop text argumentations. Discourse bundles help in organ-
izing the flow of ideas and identifying the connection between the text por-
tions. The distribution of discourse bundles is illustrated in the following 
figure.  

25.46

13.33
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841

0 500 1000 1500 2000

Overall

Topic Focus/Introduction

Topic Elaboration

Distribution of Discourse Bundles 

Frequency Percentage

 
Figure 5: Distribution of discourse bundles   

As shown in Figure 5, discourse bundles have been used 1765 times with 
an overall percentage (25.46%). The use of Topic/focus/introduction bundles 
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was more frequent (Freq=924, Per=13.33) than topic elaboration (Freq=841, 
Per=12.13). The following are examples for each category of discourse bun-
dles.  

 1) Topic Focus/Introduction Bundles  

... of the relationship between TEI and L2 resilience in the present 
study is similar to the… 
 ...on the reality of introverted learners in the context of 
classroom presentations… 

 2) Topic Elaboration Bundles  

 ...Foreignizing translation, on the other hand, is not always favored 
as… 
 …In addition to the questionnaire, classroom observation as well as 
interviews… 

4.2.4 Distribution of referential function 

The major role of referential bundles is to identify some attributes of a writ-
ten text. This type of bundle consists of four subcategories: identification/fo-
cus bundles, imprecision indicators, bundles for specifying attributes, and 
text reference/place/time bundles. Figure 5 shows the distribution of referen-
tial function as used in the corpus of the present study.  

 

Figure 6: Distribution of referential bundles   
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As illustrated in Figure 5, the referential function was used 3856 times 
with an overall percentage (55.88%). Attribute specification bundles were 
the most frequently used function (Freq=1546, Per=22.35), followed by text 
reference/place/time (Freq=1147, Per=16.58), identification/focus (Freq=1123, 
Per=16.23), and imprecision function (Freq=40, Per=.58). The following are 
examples for each category of referential bundles.  

1) Identification/Focus Bundles  

 …The result of the table is parallel with other studies which… 
 …For the majority of the students, the idea of… 

2) Imprecision Bundles  

 …to be aware of the phrase or something like that… 

3) Attribute Specification Bundles  

 a) Tangible Framing  

  …One of the major problems was the size of the class… 

 b) Intangible Framing 

...can be created underlyingly in Turkish as a result of morpholog-
ical operations… 

 c) Quantity Specification Bundles 

  …The total number of enrolled female students in the… 

4) Text Reference 

 a) Place 

... occupied a very prestigious position in the field of American 
literature… 

 b) Time 

...At the same time, it develops teamwork, organizational, leader-
ship, and problem-solving skills… 

 c) Text Deixis 

  ...as shown in Table A in the online supplementary material… 

The results of this study show a diverse use of LBs in research manu-
scripts published by faculty members. A closer look at the overall use of LBs 
across the functional categories, it can be noticed that referential bundles form 
the largest proportion of the used bundles (Freq= 3856, Per= 55.88%), fol-
lowed by discourse bundles (Freq= 1765, Per= 25.46%), and stance bundles 
(Freq= 1295, Per= 18.68%). This finding is consistently congruent with Bal-
Gezigen (2019), Malik et.al., (2019), Nasrabady et.al., (2020), and Sholkani 
(2018) who also found extensive use of referential bundles in their analyses. 
The high frequency of using referential bundles in the present study could be 
attributed to several reasons. One possible reason could be due to their ex-
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treme importance in establishing context and making clear arguments. Fac-
ulty members may prefer using these bundles to ensure that readers can 
understand the reasoning throughout their research papers. The high fre-
quency of using referential bundles could also be considered a sign of 
an academic environment that appreciates and values accuracy through 
connecting new arguments to existing research, which in turn contributes to 
ongoing scholarly conversations.   

It is worth noting that the results of this study would also vary from 
those of some previous studies. Chen and Baker (2010) indicated that most 
Chinese learners of English tend to use discourse bundles more frequently 
than other categories of LBs. reported that discourse organizers are used 
more frequently in English for Academic Purposes (EAP) corpora. This dif-
ference emphasizes the effect of educational background and writing styles 
in different cultures. For instance, the emphasis on rhetorical strategies that 
prioritize engagement and flow in Chinese academic writing may lead to a 
greater reliance on discourse bundles, which serve to connect ideas and fa-
cilitate reader understanding. A study conducted by Barbieri (2018) revealed 
the pervasive use of stance bundles in blogs, while discourse organizers 
were the least used bundles. The varied distribution of LB function in the 
previous studies implies that ‘genre’ plays a significant role in using LBs and 
writing conventions.  

Furthermore, it is essential to consider how the genre-specific demands 
of research articles may lead to an increased reliance on referential bundles 
compared to other types of writing. Research articles often require a formal 
tone and a structured presentation of arguments, which can naturally result 
in a greater emphasis on referential language. This is particularly relevant in 
the social sciences, where establishing connections with previous research is 
vital for validating new contributions to the field. The findings from this 
study underscore the necessity for researchers to adapt their language use 
according to the conventions of their discipline, which may contribute to the 
observed predominance of referential bundles. 

On the other hand, Bychkovska and Lee (2017) and Hernandez (2013) re-
ported that the use of LBs may vary between native writers when compared 
to non-native ones. This implies the association between the use of LBs and 
the writers’ competence in the English language. However, this association 
seems to be complex and needs further investigation (Malik et.al 2019). This 
claim could interpret the high frequency of using referential bundles in the 
corpus of this study; the writers tend to use academic jargon composed of 
LBs when producing academic discourse since it constitutes their linguistic 
repertoire. Another interpretation of the high use of referential bundles in 
this study could be attributed to the referential nature of languages and aca-
demic discourse. The research manuscripts in the field of social sciences 
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refer to textual bundles very frequently due to their extreme importance in 
any formal discourse (Malik et.al, 2019).  

However, it is essential to recognize that the relationship between LB us-
age and writing proficiency is complex and warrants further investigation 
(Malik et al., 2019). The current study’s results could further indicate that the 
referential nature of academic discourse necessitates frequent use of textual 
bundles, which serve to clarify arguments and solidify connections with 
existing literature. This reflects the inherent expectations of academic writ-
ing, where clarity and precision are paramount. 

The implications of this study extend beyond individual writing practic-
es. They suggest a need for targeted pedagogical interventions that focus on 
teaching the use of LBs, particularly referential bundles, to enhance academ-
ic writing skills among both native and non-native speakers. Understanding 
the functional significance of these bundles can empower writers to con-
struct more coherent and persuasive arguments, thereby improving their 
contributions to scholarly discourse. In summary, while this study demon-
strates a predominant use of referential bundles, it also underscores the sig-
nificance of genre, writer competence, and the communicative purposes of 
academic writing in influencing the distribution and function of lexical bun-
dles. The findings highlight the importance of continued research into lexical 
bundle usage across various contexts and genres to develop a comprehen-
sive understanding of their role in effective academic communication. 

5. Conclusion  

The main objective of the current study was to explore the use of LBs in a 
corpus of research articles published in the field of English language and 
literature. The findings of this study provided evidence of the use of LBs by 
writers/authors in the field of the English language. These findings will as-
sist novice authors in producing more effective academic texts. The present 
analysis attempted to find out the most frequently used lexical bundles in 
(1.378.482) word sample of published research papers. The results showed 
various LBs indicative of their mental lexicon and writing proficiency. The 
study also found that referential bundles were significantly overused when 
compared to other types of bundles (i.e., discourse organizers and stance 
bundles). This might be ascribed to the growing demand for publishing and 
abundant resources for developing academic discourse. 

Based on these findings, the present study recommends further analysis 
of the use of LBs, especially in other genres, to get more insights into the use 
of LBs in different genres. The results obtained from those investigations can 
be used to design more effective materials and shape the specific discourse 
of academic writing in the field of English language and literature. It is also 



 

 

201 ISSN 2303-4858 
12.2 (2024): 178-203 

Fadi Maher Al-Khasawneh: A corpus-based analysis of the lexical bundles use in academic 
discourse   

recommended to conduct classroom-based research to explore how to con-
trol the use of LBs and their functions. Such studies would help to know 
whether teaching LBs can be successfully achieved and the fluency-related 
benefits that can be gained from the instruction.  
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