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Lexical Bundles in Research Article Acknowledgments: A Corpus
Comparison

Arastirma Makalelerinin Tesekkiir Boliimlerindeki Sozciiksel Obekler:
Bir Derlem Karsilastirmasi

Elif TOKDEMIR DEMIREL®, Hesamoddin SHAHRIARI AHMADI™

ABSTRACT: Benefiting from a corpus based design, this paper attempts to compare acknowledgments across
three academic disciplines written by Turkish and Iranian authors in terms of the formulaic language employed. Studies
into the academic register have commonly chosen the research article (RA) and its various sections as their object of
investigation. Despite the multitude of studies carried out on RAs, there are still many aspects of this register which
merit closer analysis. One relatively understudied section of the RA is the acknowledgments. The findings reveal a
difference in the rate of multiword expressions used by the two groups of writers. It was found that Iranian authors
were inclined to overuse a certain set of formulaic expressions; whereas, Turkish authors generally avoided using these
expressions in their texts. Possible explanations for this observed difference are discussed in detail in the paper.
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OZ: Bu caligmada derlem yontemi kullanilarak ii¢ farkli akademik disiplinde, Tiirk ve Iranli arastirmacilar
tarafindan yazilmis olan tesekkiir boliimleri, kullanilan kaliplagmis dil agisindan karsilagtirilmistir. Akademik yazi tiirii
iizerine yapilan c¢aligmalar, arastirma makalelerini ve alt boliimlerini yaygin olarak arastirma konusu yapmuslardir.
Aragtirma makaleleri {izerine yapilmis olan bir¢ok ¢alisma bulunmasina ragmen, bu yaz tiiriinlin birgok yonii daha
yakindan arastirilmay: gerektirmektedir. Bilimsel makalelerin yetersiz arastirilmig bir boliimii de tesekkiir boliimleridir.
Sonuglar, iki yazar grubunun sézciiksel bekleri kullanma oranlarinda farkliliklar olduguna isaret etmektedir. iranl
yazarlarin belli bir grup sozciiksel 6begi asir1 kullanma egiliminde oldugu, buna karsilik Tiirk yazarlarin genellikle bu
tiir ifadeleri yazilarinda kullanmaktan kagindiklart bulunmustur. Gézlemlenen bu farklarin olasi sebepleri detayli olarak
makalede tartisilmaktadir.

Anahtar Sozciikler: sozciiksel 6bek, tesekkiir boliimii, derlem dilbilimi

1.INTRODUCTION

The scientific community has started to become increasingly globalized with English
serving as the lingua franca. Researchers not only from English speaking countries but also from
other language backgrounds have been and will be contributing to research in all fields of science.
International journals accept publications from countries all around the world and this adds a
certain amount of diversity to the use of English in research publications. Although the language
of research is commonly thought of as being uniform, it has been shown through research that
there is a certain amount of variation across disciplines and writers of different language and
cultural backgrounds within academic language. Several language specialists including Brodkey
(1987) and Crowley (1991) have even rejected the term ‘academic prose’ due to the large-scale
variability among texts in this register.

Researchers are becoming increasingly interested in variation within academic prose
caused by various factors including language background and disciplines. Corpus linguistics is
one of the methods commonly used in recent decades for exploring variation in language use
owing to the practicality and reliability it offers in handling vast amounts of data. Corpus
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linguistics makes possible quantitative analyses of large amounts of language data with the use of
computational analytical tools which would not have been possible through traditional methods of
research. Studies contrasting specific corpora have proven the existence of variation even within a
single genre e.g. among textbooks and research articles in biology and history (Conrad, 2001)
among medical research articles ( Biber and Finegan, 2001) , among technical texts (Carrio-
Pastor,2009). As can be seen, the possibilities corpus linguistics provides for researching
variation are endless.

Research on linguistic variation using a corpus approach has revealed differences between
disciplines in patterns of language use which are specifically related to the purposes and methods
of each discipline, and have consequently deepened our understanding of variation (Biber, 2009;
Biber et al., 1998, Aijmer and Stenstrom 2004, Biber, 2006, Biber and Burgess, 2000; Conrad and
Biber, 2000). Kachru (2008) states that corpus linguistics methods have direct relevance to the
study of subjects such as language variation and lexicography and have potential to provide more
reliable results compared to intuitive studies of applied linguistics. The advantages of cross-
linguistic studies on phraseology based on corpora over more traditional methods have been
acknowledged among others by Colson (2008) who points out that corpus-based studies make
possible statistical analyses of the various categories of set phrases as well as offering a very
reliable methodology. Biber’s (2009) study, for example uses a combination of corpus-based and
corpus-driven approaches to investigate the most common multi-word sequences in conversation
and academic writing. The study reveals that multi-word patterns common to speech versus
academic writing are fundamentally different from each other, and concludes that:

Formulaic language is very important in both conversational and written academic
discourse, but it is realized in very different ways linguistically: fixed sequences
that represent clause fragments in conversation, versus formulaic frames that consist

of noun phrase and prepositional phrase fragments in academic writing. (Biber 2009, p. 301)

Corpus linguistics methods have shed light on our understanding of and have challenged
previous assumptions related to the register of academic writing. For example, Biber and Gray
(2010) have discovered differences between academic writing and spoken registers which are
somewhat in contradiction with common beliefs about academic writing. They have shown that
academic writing is not structurally ‘elaborated’ and that conversation makes use of subordinate
clauses much more than academic writing. Instead of using subordination, in academic writing
meaning is compressed by means of phrasal modifiers embedded in noun phrases.

The control of multi-word expressions is an important element of fluent language
production and presents a challenge specifically to student writers and non-native speakers alike.
For example, Romer (2010) who created a model for identifying the phraseological profile of a
specific text type for investigating book reviews highlights the importance of knowledge about
modification of common multi-word expressions, their functions and positions in a text for non-
native writers. Academic clusters as central elements of academic discourse have been proven to
provide important insights into the structure of academic discourse. Hyland’s (2008) study on
academic clusters in research articles, doctoral dissertations and master’s theses has shown that
research articles contain far fewer clusters which are mostly text-oriented in contrast to master’s
theses which display different patterns. Thus, academic clusters can function in differentiating
genres and reflect the writers’ characteristics. For example Hyland (2008) interprets the high
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reliance on formulaic expressions by master’s theses writers as a strategy employed by less
confident or less proficient students in constructing their texts. The study of clusters in academic
discourse would benefit instructional practices especially in advanced settings by allowing
teachers to focus on the specific ways of creating meaning appropriate to particular kinds of
writing rather than relying on the massive literature describing the research article (Hyland 2008,
p.60).

Research on the lexical characteristics of academic discourse employing a corpus approach
has also started to focus on specific subsets of language and various sections of research articles
providing evidence for disciplinary and cross-cultural variation. For example (Martin-Martin &
Burgess, 2004) compared research article abstracts in two disciplines of social sciences
(psychology and phonetics) written by English and Spanish writers and found cross-linguistic
differences in the frequency and style of academic criticism. Oztiirk (2007), on the other hand
examined introduction sections of research articles in two sub disciplines of applied linguistics.
He found substantial differences between the move structures employed in these sub disciplines
although they belonged to the same main discipline. In a study on the methods section of research
articles, Williams (2010) found that there are cross-cultural differences in the use of first-person
verbs in Spanish and English medical research articles.

Although research on sections of research articles has been flourishing, there are relatively
fewer studies on research article acknowledgments. Research article acknowledgments
nevertheless deserve more attention since they function as one of the shapers of a writers’ identity
by associating the writer with a group of researchers and a certain circle of thought. Hyland and
Tse (2004) state in their article on dissertation acknowledgments that lack of studies on this
specific text type affects novice writers’ ability to express their capabilities and intellectual
autonomy when they are recognizing academic help they receive from others. Acknowledgments
are regarded by other researchers as “records of often significant intellectual influence” (Cronin
and Overfelt, 1994, p.183), “public gratitude for private gestures” and “expressions of solidarity”
(Cronin, Mc.Kenzie & Stiffler, 1992).

Existing studies on research article acknowledgments have revealed that although the
format of acknowledgments change from journal to journal and from discipline to discipline
(McCain, 1991), the language used in them is quite formulaic following a relatively restricted
range of lexico-grammatical patterns (Hyland and Tse, 2004). For example twenty year analysis
of acknowledgments by Cronin, Shaw and La Barre (2003) has shown that this established
practice in research article publications reflect “symbolic and substantive significance
enormously dependent on context, moment and behavioral characteristics of different scholarly
tribes.” (2003, p.109). Most studies on acknowledgments (Cronin and Franks, 2006; Cronin,
Shaw & La Barre, 2003, 2004; Giles and Councill, 2004), however focus more on the social and
intellectual role of acknowledgments and collaboration in the field of scholarly research but not
the lexical characteristics and they do not follow a corpus linguistics approach.

Research on acknowledgment sections of research articles have also been done in various
disciplines other than social sciences. For example, Salager-Meyer et al. (2009) have analyzed the
acknowledgment paratext of medical research articles and concluded that ‘backstage solidarity’ as
termed by Goffman (1959) shows variability depending on context. They suggest that
communicative and sociocultural norms of contributions to academic studies are dependent on
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disciplines as well as language and context. Another study which was carried out through a
survey with medical writers in the health care industry by Phillips (2009) points to the lack of
acknowledgment of medical writers who have been involved in the writing process of medical
research articles and concludes that the trend in the industry seems to be towards using more
assistance from medical writers and being more transparent in acknowledging them. In the life
sciences field Cronin and Franks (2006) have carried out an analysis of 1000 research article
acknowledgments from a specific journal in the field: Cell. Their study has relevance to the
present study as it points to the importance of acknowledgments as indicators of features defining
contemporary research in the life sciences such as intense coautorship and subauthorship.

Drawing from the idea that meaning is expressed differently in different text types, and
Romer’s (2010) suggestion to focus on subsets of language when studying phraseology, we
explore lexical variation in the restricted language of research article acknowledgments across
cross-linguistic boundaries. This study compares multi-word sequences in research article
acknowledgments written by two groups of non-native speakers: Turkish and Iranian authors
using a corpus linguistics approach. Through this study, we intend to shed light on the differences
between non-native speaker writers from two different language backgrounds: Turkish and
Persian in regards to the most commonly used multi-word sequences in acknowledgments and
their functions. The acknowledgments were selected from three disciplines, namely Social
Sciences, Medical Sciences and the Hard Sciences. This measure allows for comparisons across
disciplines alongside those across L1 background. A parallel sub-corpus of native speaker
acknowledgments was used as a reference when interpreting the differences that exist between
Turkish and Iranian writers of research.

2. METHOD
2.1. Corpus

The corpus used for the study consisted of 270 Research Article acknowledgments. The
acknowledgments varied in length, discipline and authors’ first language backgrounds. The
selected texts were written by authors from three linguistic backgrounds. These included 90
acknowledgements written by Turkish authors, 90 by Iranian authors and another 90 by authors
for whom English was a native language. The 90 acknowledgements in each parallel sub-corpus
were equally chosen from three disciplines: the Social Sciences (N=30), the Hard Sciences
(N=30) and the Medical Sciences (N=30). The acknowledgments collected for this study varied in
length, with the average acknowledgment in the Turkish corpus having 73.1 words, and the
average Iranian acknowledgment consisting of almost twice as many words (130.5). The texts
were chosen randomly, and therefore the observed difference in length can be seen as being
characteristic of all acknowledgments written by authors from the two groups.

Table 1: Details of Sub-corpora Used in the Analysis

Author Background Social Science Hard Science Medical Science Total
Turkish 30 30 30 90
Iranian 30 30 30 90
Native-English Speaker 30 30 30 90
Total 90 90 90 270

The fact that acknowledgements are not always present in each and every research articles
makes them difficult to locate and include in a study of this nature. In addition, the restricted
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range of lexico- grammatical patterns used in acknowledgements justifies the cut-off point of 30
texts from each discipline and language background adopted in the present research.

2.2. Procedure

The compiled corpus was analyzed using AntConc 3.2.0. (Anthony, 2011) to identify the
existing lexical bundles in each corpus through an empirical analysis. Figure 1 shows a screenshot
from AntConc. Our adopted definition of lexical bundles” is borrowed from Biber et al. (1999),
who define them as the most recurrent multi-word sequences in a given register. The study
focused on units ranging between 3 to 7-word sequences. The frequency cut-off used for the
identification of bundles was set at 4 times per million words. In comparison to other studies, this
criteria is quite lenient, but given the investigative nature of our study and also, considering the
short length of each text, it best serves our purposes and can be more informative. This restriction
also helps prevent methodological issues caused by the difference in the number of words in each
corpus. In order to avoid idiosyncratic expressions by an individual author, it was agreed that a
sequence would have to appear in at least 4 different texts to be included into the analysis. This
decision was not restrictive, since the texts in the acknowledgement were too short to include
recurrent expressions.
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Figure 2. 1. A Screenshot from AntConc 3.2.0 for Lexical Bundles Search of the Acknowledgment
Corpus

*

The term ‘Lexical Bundle’ is used in the study to refer to the most recurrent multi-word sequences in a given register
as defined by Biber et al. (1999). Throughout the study, similar terms such as ‘multi-word
patterns/expressions/sequences’, ‘academic clusters’ and ‘formulaic expressions’ have been used to refer to ‘lexical
bundles’
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The lexical bundles found during the course of this investigation do not represent complete
structural units. Rather, they are mostly bridging elements, linking two structural units (i.e.,
phrases or clauses) to each other such as ‘would like to’ or ‘was supported by’. The relatively
high frequency with which these bundles recur in the corpus reveals that they are most likely
stored and used as pre-fabricated linguistic patterns. As a result, even though the identified
bundles did not always constitute a whole structural unit, they could be used as an index for
determining the degree to which authors use the formulaic principle to form their utterances.

Comparisons were made between the sub-corpora in order to identify differences across
disciplines, as well as first language background. In the first analysis, Iranian and Turkish authors
were compared in terms of the rate of lexical bundles used in their acknowledgements. Following
this, comparisons were made between the disciplines (Social Science, Hard Science and Medical
Science articles). The corpus of acknowledgments from speakers of English as a native language
was only included in this study for referential purposes, and served as a middle-ground standard
based on which the two groups of Turkish and Iranian acknowledgments could be compared.

3. FINDINGS

The results of the first round of analysis, comparing Iranian and Turkish
acknowledgements, revealed that the Turkish corpus consisted of only 40 identified bundles,
while 132 bundles were identified in the Iranian corpus. It should be noted that all bundles
containing proper nouns (e.g., university names, funding organizations, etc.) were excluded from
the analysis. An analysis of the corpus of native English-speaking researchers, on the other hand,
resulted in 117 bundles.

The most frequent lexical bundle in the Iranian corpus of acknowledgements was would
like to which recurred 42 times per million words. The same bundle ranked third in the list of
most frequent bundles in the Turkish corpus, with 11 recurrences per million words. In the corpus
of native English-speaking authors, it was the second most frequent bundle with 11 attestations
per million words. This bundle followed a subject and came before a verb, forming a complete
structure in the acknowledgements corpus. The most common subject for this bundle in the
Iranian corpus was we (15), followed by | (12) and the authors (8); and in one instance, an Iranian
author referred to himself in the third person by using the subject he. We was also the most
common subject for this bundle in the Turkish corpus, occurring a total of 7 times. The second
most subject for Turkish authors was the authors (4), and the first person pronoun, I, was only
seen two times per million words. The ten most frequent lexical bundles found in the two corpora
are displayed in Table 2 below: Use of personal pronouns can be interpreted within the frame of
academic genre and its cultural implications (Uzun and Huber, 2002).

Table 2: Ten Most Frequent Bundles Found Within the Three Corpora

Iranian corpus Turkish corpus Native speaker corpus

bundles f  bundles f  bundles f
would like to 42 was supported by 22 like to thank 16
like to thank 29 supported by the 14 would like to 16
would like to thank 27 would like to 11  of this article 15
of Medical Sciences 19 This work was 10  would like to thank 13

University of Medical 19 like to thank 9  version of this 11
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University of Medical 18 study was supported 9  the University of 9
Sciences
to thank the 16 study was supported by 9  This work was
like to thank the 14 This study was 9  authors would like
was supported by 14 This work was supported 9  authors would like to
would like to thank the 13  was supported by the 9  earlier version of 8

The most common lexical bundle found in the Turkish corpus of acknowledgements was
was supported by, occurring 22 times per million words. The same bundle was the ninth most
frequent bundle in the Iranian corpus with 14 attestations. This bundle was preceded by a subject
and followed by a single noun or noun phrase. Turkish authors most frequently chose this study as
their subject (8); after that, they commonly chose this work (7) and this research (5), respectively
as their subjects. Only one Turkish author used the phrase this project as the subject of the
discussed bundle. Iranian authors, on the other hand, most commonly selected the phrase this
work (8) followed by this study (4) and this research (3). A comparison with the corpus of
acknowledgements by native English-speaking authors reveals that there was no great difference
between the groups in terms of the selected subjects. Similar to Turkish and Iranian writers,
authors speaking English as a native language used this work (4), this research (2) and this study

).

The verbal expressions used in the multiword units were also of great interest. The
resulting bundles from the analysis of the Turkish corpus included four main verbal expressions,
namely supported by (19 bundles), would like to (4 bundles), thank (4 bundles), and (to be)
grateful (1 bundle). Going through the Iranian corpus, one cannot fail to notice the greater
number of verbal expressions within the identified bundles. The most commonly used verbal
expressions by Iranian writers include: thank (found in 33 bundles), would like to (29 bundles),
(to be) supported by (9 bundles), to express (7 bundles), wish to (4 bundles), (to be) grateful (4
bundles), appreciate (2 bundles)and (to be) thankful (1 bundle). From among these verbs, to
express, (to be) thankful, and wish to thank, were also spotted in the Turkish corpus, but each with
only two instances of occurrence. The verb appreciate was not found in the Turkish corpus at all.
Comparing these verbs with those found in the corpus of native-speaker acknowledgments also
resulted in an interesting observation. Native speakers of English included unique verbal
expressions such as acknowledge (2 bundles), (to be) funded (2 bundles), participate (1 bundle)
and to be sponsored (1 bundle), alongside verbal expressions shared with the other two groups,
namely, would like to (11 bundles), thank (8).The difference in the number of identified verbal
expressions in the Turkish and Iranian corpora could be attributed to the difference in the overall
number of lexical bundles used by Turkish and Iranian authors. By norming the data, we can see
that from every 10 bundles in the Turkish corpus, one contained a verbal expression (10%); and
as for the Iranian corpus, 6.8% of bundles included verbal expressions. Of the total number of
bundles found in the native-speaker corpus of acknowledgments, 5.9% included verbal
expressions, meaning that our two groups of non-native speakers over-used these expressions in
their writing compared to their native-speaker counterparts.

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Interpreting the relatively large gap between the two groups is made possible by looking at
the extent to which native speakers use lexical bundles in their corpus of acknowledgements. An
analysis of the acknowledgements corpus of native English-speaking authors resulted in 117
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bundles. This number is less compared to the Iranian corpus, but still considerably larger than that
of the Turkish corpus. The results from this analysis show that Iranian authors tend to rely on pre-
fabricated patterns to a great extent, even more than authors who spoke English as a native
language. On the other hand, Turkish authors are apparently under-using these expressions and
depend more on creatively-formed expressions. Type token ratio (TTR) is a measure used in the
study to compare the lexical density of the texts in the two parallel acknowledgments corpora
Biber et al. (1998). TTR is calculated by dividing the number of unique word types in a corpus
with the number of tokens. Looking at the TTR in each of the two corpora, the finding relating
creativity of expressions could be corroborated. For the Turkish and Iranian corpora, the TTR was
0.33 and 0.24, respectively. This basically means that the range of words used by Turkish writers
was more varying than that of Iranians, who tended to use the same words repeatedly throughout
their acknowledgements.

This difference in the use of varying words can also be traced across the different
disciplines in the two languages. The TTR for acknowledgments written by Turkish authors in the
field of Social Sciences was 0.52, while the ratio for Iranian acknowledgments in the same
discipline was 0.33. In acknowledgments from Hard Sciences, the TTR for Turkish and Iranian
texts was 0.38 and 0.26, respectively. Finally, in Medical Science articles, the TTR for Turkish
and Iranian acknowledgments was 0.42 and 0.32, respectively. The three disciplines consistently
point towards the inclination among Turkish authors to write with varying words and avoid
repetition, and the tendency among their Iranian counterparts to use the same words more
repeatedly.

Overall, the difference in the rate of lexical bundles used by the two groups of authors
seems to be the most significant finding of this study. According to Schmitt (2010), non-native
use of formulaic language can be observed along three dimensions: the amount of sequences
used; the accuracy with which they are used; and finally, the speed/goodness of the underlying
intuitions. The two groups of non-native speakers in this study were different in terms of the
amount of sequences they used. In order to determine whether they were also different in their
accuracy of use, we went through the identified bundles. We found that one of the bundles
frequently recurring in the Iranian corpus (would like to appreciate) was incorrect, as judged by
native speakers of English. Some mistakes (e.g., thank to, owe the debt of) were also found in the
Turkish corpus; however, their short length and relatively low frequency prevented them from
appearing in the resulting lexical bundles. As a result, it can be said that there is little difference
between the two groups with regards to accuracy in the use of lexical bundles.

The infrequent use of bundles by Turkish authors could be attributed to the element of
avoidance. Laufer (2000) argues that avoidance is an outcome of cross-linguistic influence and is
a strategy used by non-native speakers to overcome difficulties in communication. Avoidance
could also be a result of the inherent difficulty of a target form. A study carried out by Laufer and
Eliasson (1993) suggests that it is a systematic incongruence between the first and second
language which determines avoidance, as opposed to inherent difficulty. As a result, if we were to
attribute the difference in the quantity of bundles to Turkish authors’ underuse or avoidance, we
could claim that the difference between Turkish and English may have brought about this result.
Observing the results from a different perspective, one may also argue that the observed
difference may be due to Iranian authors’ overuse of certain multiword expressions. Various
studies have shown that some non-native speakers tend to use certain formulaic sequences
frequently and repetitively, because they view them as reliable ‘safety nets’ which can be
confidently used at times of uncertainty (De Cock, 2000; Foster, 2001; Granger, 1998).

This study compared Turkish and Iranian corpora of research article acknowledgments with
regards to formulaic language. The lexical bundles found in the course of this descriptive
investigation provide a profile of these two groups of non-native English users, and show that
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authors from different first language backgrounds, even those coming from higher levels of
proficiency, exhibit different patterns of language usage. The most obvious difference between
the two groups investigated in this paper was in the frequency of bundles. We feel that this is the
outcome of different strategies. While Turkish writers tried to avoid using a range of lexical
bundles (either because of cross-linguistic dissimilarities or inherent difficulty), Iranian writers
frequently depended on these expressions as a reliable strategy for efficient communication.
Future studies can compare other sections of research articles or possibly other registers to see
whether these findings are consistent.
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Genisletilmis Ozet

Ingilizcenin akademik bir ortak dil haline gelmesi bilim gevresini kiiresel bir alan haline getirmis ve
her milletten bilim insanlarinin her bilim dalinda bu alana katki yapmasimi da olanakli kilmustir.
Uluslararas: bilimsel dergiler diinyanin her tarafindan, ana dili ingilizce olmayan arastirmacilarin bilimsel
yayinlarim kabul etmekte ve bu da yaynlarda kullanilan Ingilizce’ye belli bir oranda cesitlilik katmaktadar.
Her ne kadar akademik yazi dilinin degiskenlik igermeyen tek bigimli bir yazi tiirii oldugu disiiniilse
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de, aragtirmalar hem farkli ¢aligma alanlari, hem de farkli kiiltirel ve dilsel altyapilardan gelen
yazarlar tarafindan kullanilan akademik dilin farklilik gosterdigine igaret etmektedir.

Akademik dilde, farkli etmenler tarafindan yaratilan bu farklilagma siireci son yillarda bir
aragtirma konusu haline gelmistir. Derlem yontemi, biiylik sayidaki dil 6rneklerini kisa zamanda ve pratik
olarak aragtirma olanagi saglamasi agisindan, dildeki bu tiir ¢esitliligin arastirilmasinda Siklikla kullanilan
bir yontem haline gelmistir. Ozellesmis yazi tiirlerini karsilastiran derlem arastirmalari tek bir yazi tiiriiniin
bile kendi iginde belli bir oranda gesitlilik gsterdigini bulmustur. Ornegin biyoloji ve tarih alanindaki ders
kitaplarinda (Conrad, 2001), tip alanindaki arastirma makalelerinde (Biber andFinegan, 2001) ve teknik
metinlerde (Carrio-Pastor, 2009) yapilan arastirmalar metinlerin kendi iginde g¢esitlilik icerdigini
gostermistir.

Derlem yontemi kullanilan c¢alismalar akademik dildeki farklilagsma ile ilgili olan bilgilerimizi
derinlestirmistir.(Biber, 2009: Biber et al., 1998; AijmerandStenstrom 2004; Biber, 2006; Biber
andBurgess, 2000; Conradand Biber, 2000). Kachru (2008)’ya gore, derlem dilbilimi yontemleri dilde
farklilagma konusunun aragtirtlmasina ¢ok yatkindir ve ayni zamanda uygulamali dilbilimdeki sezgiye
dayali ¢aligsmalara oranla daha giivenilir sonuglar vermektedir. Ayrica derlem c¢alismalar1 akademik yazi dili
ile ilgili kavrayisimiza katkida bulunmus, hatta varolan bazi yerlesmis yargilar1 da giiriitmiistiir. Ornegin,
Biber ve Gray (2010) derlem yontemini kullanarak, yazi dili ve konusma dili arasinda, varolan inaniglarla
celisen bazi farklar bulmuslardir. Ornegin, inamlanin aksine, akademik yazi dilinin yapisal olarak ¢ok
karmasik olmadigini ve konusma dilinin birlesik climle yapilarin1 yazi diline gore daha fazla kullandigim
bulmuglardir.

Bu c¢aligmada arastirma makalelerinin tesekkiir béliimlerinden olusan bir derlem kullanilarak ii¢
farkli akademik disiplinde Tiirk ve Iranli arastirmacilar tarafindan yazilmis olan tesekkiir béliimleri,
kullanilan kaliplagsmig dil acisindan karsilagtirilmistir. Kullanilan derlem toplam 270 tesekkiir boliimii
icermekte olup 3 paralel alt-derlemden olusmaktadir. Alt derlemlerin her birinde iranl, Tiirk ve Amerikal
olmak iizere farkli yazar gruplar tarafindan yazilmig 90 tesekkiir boliimii bulunmaktadir. Ayrica her alt
derlem de, Fen bilimleri, sosyal bilimler ve tip bilimleri olmak {izere, {i¢ farkli calisma alanindan esit sayida
(30) tesekkiir bolimii igermektedir.

Olusturulan derlem {izerinde, AntConc 3.3.0. programi kullanilarak sozciiksel Obekler
bulunmustur. Biber et al. (1999) s6zciiksel 6bekleri bir yazi tiiriinde en sik olarak tekrarlanan ¢oklu kelime
dizileri olarak tanimlamaktadir. Bu calismada da bu tanimdan yola ¢ikilarak soézciiksel Obekler
aragtirtlmistir. Caligmada 3 — 7 kelime uzunlugundaki kelime dizileri g6z oniine alinmigtir. Tekrarlanma
sikligiin alt limiti ise her milyon kelimede 4 defa olarak belirlenmistir. Alt limit, derlemi olusturan yazi
orneklerinin kisa olusu sebebiyle diigiik tutulmustur. Karsilastirmalarda hem farkli aragtirma alanlari, hem
de ana dili farkli olan yazar gruplari g6z dniine alinmistir.

Analiz sonucunda, Tiirk arastirmacilari tarafindan yazilmis olan tesekkiir boliimlerinde 40, franl
yazarlar tarafindan yazilan metinlerde 132 ve Amerikali yazarlar tarafindan yazilanlarda ise 117 sozciiksel
dbek bulunmustur. Bu sonuglara gére su yorum yapilabilir: Iranl yazarlar sézciiksel 6bekleri kullanmaya
daha egilimlidirler, fakat bunun karsisinda Tiirk yazarlar bu yapilar1 daha az tercih etmekte ve birbirinden
farkli, 6zgiin ifadeler kullanmaya 6zen gostermektedirler. Bu yorum derlem yonteminde dil 6rneklerinin
kelime zenginligini 6lgmekte kullanilan type/token (tiir/drnekce) orami ile agiklanabilir. Tiirk ve Iranli
yazarlarinin metinleri karsilastirildiginda 6rnek/6rneklem oraninin Tiirk yazarlar i¢in 0.33 ve Iranl yazarlar
icin 0.24 oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu oranlara gore Tiirk yazarlarin metinlerinde kullanilan kelime ¢esitliligi,
ayni1 kelimeleri daha ¢ok siklikla tekrar kullanan franl yazarlara gore daha yiiksektir.

Calismanin en goze ¢arpan bulgularindan biri, iki yazar grubu arasinda sozciiksel 6beklerin kullanim
oranindaki fark olarak 6ne ¢ikmaktadir. Schmitt’e (2010) gore, ikinci bir dilde yazan yazarlarin kaliplagmis
dili kullanimlar1 kullanilan yapilarin orani, kullanimlarindaki dogruluk orani ve anlam altyapilarinin
dogrulugu agilarindan degerlendirilebilir. Bu calismada, karsilastirilan iki grup arasinda sozciiksel
obeklerin kullanim siklig1 agisindan farklar gézlenmistir. Gruplarin kullanim dogrulugu agisindan farkl
olup olmadiklarini tespit etmek i¢in sézciiksel 6bekler yakindan incelenmigtir. Bu incelemenin sonucunda
hem iranli hem de Tiirk yazarlarin kullanimlarinda yanlisliklar tespit edilmistir: drnegin iran derleminde
rastlanan ve kaliplasmus bir yap1 olarak tekrarlanan would like to appreciate yapisi anadili Ingilizce olan bir
degerlendirici tarafindan yanlis olarak degerlendirilmistir. Tiirk derleminde de bazi hatali kullanimlar
bulunmustur; 6rnegin thank to, owe the debt of gibi. Fakat, Tiirk derleminde bu yapilar tekrarlanma
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sikliklarinin az olusu (4 defadan az) sebebiyle sozciiksel dbekler arasinda yer bulmamistir. Sonug olarak,
iki grup arasinda sozciiksel 6beklerin kullanimin dogrulugu agisindan ¢ok az fark bulunmustur.

Tiirk yazarlar tarafindan sozciiksel obeklerin az kullanilmasi kaginma olarak degerlendirilebilir.
Laufer (2000) kagmmmanm dilbilimsel capraz etkilesim sonucu ortaya ¢ikabilecegini ve ikinci dil
kullanicilarinin iletisim zorluklarimi agmakta kullandiklart bir taktik oldugunu iddia etmektedir. Kaginma,
ayni zamanda hedef 6genin 6ziindeki zorluktan da kaynaklanabilir. Laufer ve Eliason’un bir ¢aligmasi da
kaginmanin hedef 6genin zorlugundan ¢ok, birinci ve ikinci diller arasindaki sistematik uyumsuzlugun bir
sonucu oldugunu 6nermektedir. Tiirk yazarlarin sozciiksel 6bekleri az kullanmalarinin veya kullanmaktan
kagimmalarinin sebebi, bu durumda, Tiirkce ve Ingilizce arasindaki uyumsuzluktan kaynaklaniyor olabilir.
Sonuglara farkli bir acidan bakildiginda ise gozlenen farkin Iranl yazarlarin belli sézciiksel Sbekleri cok
fazla kullanmasiyla iligkili oldugu da sdylenebilir. Birgok calisma, bazi ikinci dil kullanicilarinin sdzciiksel
obekleri emin olmadiklar1 durumlarda bir ‘giivenlik agi’ gibi gorerek siklikla ve tekrar tekrar
kullandiklarint géstermistir (De Cock, 2000; Foster, 2001; Granger, 1998).
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