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Abstract

Numerous research studies addressing the differences in the use of lexical bundles in academic
English by L1 and L2 writers interpret these differences as a deficiency or deviation that L2 writers
need to eliminate. In this paper, we argue that this “deviant” use is not essentially the product of
insufficient knowledge of English and/or Anglophone norms of academic writing but rather a
transfer of the academic conventions of non-native speakers, rooted in their local culture. To confirm
this hypothesis, we reviewed some previous studies and analyzed the use of lexical bundles in
dissertations and research papers written in English by graduate and post-graduate students from
Russia and Cameroon. The Russian corpus (38 texts of 576,186 words) was compiled from publicly
available papers and dissertations written by bachelor’s and master’s students at the Higher School
of Economics; the Cameroonian corpus (21 papers of 680,146 words) was compiled from papers
contributed by students and teachers of the University of Yaoundé I. Using content analysis, corpus
analysis, and the comparative method, we found that the most significant differences in the use of
lexical bundles were connected with the peculiarities of the Russian and Cameroonian academic
writing styles and cultural norms. Our study, therefore, reinforces the need to consider a more
inclusive and culturally sensitive approach to the use of lexical bundles by L2 academic writers and
take into account their diverse linguistic and cultural backgrounds. It will expand our knowledge of
the linguistic features of different varieties of English and provide a deeper understanding of
academic traditions in different languages and cultures.
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[naBuUNbHbIIA KOTEN aKaJeMUYECKOTO aHTIMIACKOTO:
UCMNONb30BaHMe JIeKCMYeCcKuX CBA30K B akaileMUYeckoM nucbme

E.C. TPULIEHKO1"* <, 0.M.T. KAMY?2

'Mockoeckuii 2ocydapcmeennwiii uncmuntym mMeicoyHapoOHbIX OMHOUEHUI
(vrusepcumem) Munucmepcmea unocmpanuwix oen Poccutickoii @edepayuu,
Mockea, Poccus
"2 Hayuonanvuwiii uccredosamenvexuii ynueepcumenm «Buicuias wkona 5K0HOMUKUY,
Huoicnuii Hoszopoo, Poccus
D<elena.s.gritsenko@gmail.com

AHHOTANHUSA

BounpmmHeTBO HccneioBaTenel, aHATM3UPYIOIINX UCTIONb30BaHHUE JEKCHUECKHX CBSI30K B aKaJeMH-
YECKOM MUCHME HOCUTEIISIMHU U HCHOCUTEIISIMU aHTJTHHACKOTO SI3bIKA, HHTEPIIPETUPYIOT BHISIBIICHHBIC
OTJIIMYUS KaK OTKJIOHEHWsI, CBA3aHHBIC C MHTep(EPEHITUEH 1 (MiIH) HETOCTaATOYHBIM 3HAHUEM HOPM
akageMudaeckoro nmuckMa. Llenb qaHHoi cTaThl — MOKa3aTh, YTO 10 KpaHEH Mepe 4acTh BBISBIIsC-
MBIX OTJINYNI 00yCIIOBIICHA HE HEJJOCTATOYHBIMHU 3HAHUSIMH, a BIUSIHAEM KOMMYHHKATHBHBIX HOPM
POIHOM JJIs1 HEHOCHUTEIEH aHTITUICKOTO A3bIKa KYJIbTYpPHL. B cTaThe mpoaHaM3upOBaH psif PeIbI-
OYUINX UCCIIETOBAaHUN U MIPOBEICH aHATN3 UCTIOIH30BAHUS JIEKCHIECKHUX CBSI30K B IICCEPTAIHOH-
HBIX ¥ BBIITyCKHBIX KBATU(HUKAIIMOHHBIX Pad0TaX HA aHTIMHCKOM S3BIKE CTY/ICHTOB U aCTIMPAHTOB
m3 Poccum m Kamepyna. Kopmyc poccuiickux mnpumepoB OBUT OTOOpaH W3 HaXOMSAIIMXCS
B OTKPBITOM JOCTyINE PabOT MarkuCTpaHTOB BBICIIEH IIKOJIBI SKOHOMHUKH; KOPIYC KaMEpyHCKUX
HNPUMEPOB — U3 padoT, IPEOCTABICHHBIX CTYJICHTAMH U IIpEroiaBaTeisiMu yHiBepcuTera Y aoundé
I. Bcero 6bu10 nMpoananu3upoBaHo 59 TekcToB: 38 paboT poccuiickux ctyneHToB (576 186 cioB)
u 21 pabota cryaeHToB u acnupantoB u3 KamepyHna (680 146 ciog). Mcmoms30Baiuch METOIBI
KOHTEHT-aHaJIN3a, KOPIyCHOTO aHaln3a W CPAaBHHUTEIILHO-COIIOCTABUTENBHBIH MeTOA. BEIABICHO,
Y10 HauOoJee 3HAUMMBIE OTJIMYHUS B MCIOJIb30BAaHUH JIEKCUUECKHX CBSI30K O0YCIIOBIIEHBI OCOOCH-
HOCTSIMU aKaJICMHYCCKOTO CTHIII M KOMMYHHKATUBHOU KYJBTYpHI aBTOPOB TeKcToB. C 0omopoii Ha
Oy 4E€HHbIE JJaHHbIE 000CHOBBIBAETCS 11EJIECO00PAa3HOCTh TPAKTOBKH KYJIBTYPHO 00YCIIOBIICHHBIX
OTIIMYUI B HCITOJB30BAHNH JICKCHUECKUX CBSI30K HE KaK HEJIOCTATKA, a KaK MPOSBIICHHUS TPAHCIIIHT -
BaJbHBIX KOMIIETCHIIMHA NHIMYIMX. TaKoi IOAX0J TIO03BOJIUT PACIIUPUTH IIPEACTABICHUS
O JTMHTBIUCTUYECKHAX 0COOCHHOCTSIX pa3IMYHBIX BApHAaHTOB aHTIIMHCKOTO S3bIKa U 00ecneuuT Oosee
riry00KOe TOHUMAaHNE aKaIeMIYECKUX TPAAULINI B PA3INYHBIX S3bIKaX U KyJIbTypax.

Kiro4eBble ¢JI0Ba: iekcuyeckue ceéa3KU, akademMuidecKulli aHeaUCKull, KOHMaKkmHas 6apuaHmolo-
2Us AH2TUNICKO20 A3bIKA, KPOCC-KYIbMYPHOE 8APbUPOBAHLUE, MPAHCIUHSEUIM, KOPNYCHbIU AHATU3
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1. Introduction

Writing for academic purposes requires not only mastering disciplinary
knowledge and following established academic writing conventions but also
making some special efforts and commitments. One of these commitments is to
engage in the global dissemination of knowledge, which is now an essential part of
academic success for both young scientists and experienced researchers. English is
the main language through which academic knowledge is communicated to a wider
audience (Flowerdew 2014). It has become the so-called lingua franca of academia,
prompting researchers whose L1 is not English to strive for a somewhat
“native-like” competence in English or even “worry about the correctness of their
language” (Hyland & Jiang 2022: 554).

The key role of English in the global transmission of knowledge contributed
to the emergence of numerous studies focusing on what constitutes acceptable and
“proper” L2 academic English. These studies have mostly been dominated by
Western-centric views, with a distinct emphasis on native English-speaking writers
and their norms of academic English. Due to this Western-centric perspective, such
studies may have failed to fully capture the diversity and complexity of L2 English
writing in various cultural and linguistic contexts and, therefore, imposed a form of
hegemony of L1 academic writing conventions on non-native speakers of English.
As argued by McKinley (2022), the main reason for the dominance of this Western-
led perspective is the reluctance to take risks and pursue diverse aspects of L2
writing and instead rely on well-founded theories and research questions, which
somehow limit the research potential in L2 writing.

An aspect of academic English that has received considerable research
attention and for which L2 students and researchers have been mostly criticized is
the use of recurrent multi-word units commonly referred to as lexical bundles.
Lexical bundles are sequences of three or more words or “extended collocations
which appear more repeatedly than expected by chance” (Hyland & Jiang 2018:
383) and include such structures as it was found that, in the case of, may be due to,
as can be seen, with respect to the, it is possible that, on the other hand, etc. These
multi-word expressions are important for academic writing because students and
scholars are expected to be precise and concise in communicating their ideas
(Salazar 2010), and lexical bundles serve as “the building blocks of discourse” and
valuable indicators of fluent linguistic production (Biber 2009, Hyland 2008a).

Undoubtedly, as previous studies have shown, lexical bundles lie at the heart
of efficient academic exchanges, and adequate use of such structures is a sign of
good mastery of academic English. However, most of these studies tend to portray
L2 academic writers as deficient or deviant in their use of lexical bundles (e.g.,
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Chen & Baker 2010), whereas they may simply comply with deeply rooted norms
of their own languages and cultures, which certainly differ from those of native
English speakers. If we agree that English is, for the time being, the main language
of academic research, it seems appropriate to consider a more inclusive and
culturally sensitive approach to the use of lexical bundles by L2 academic writers
and take into account their diverse linguistic and cultural backgrounds.

In this paper, we present an argument that L2 academic writers’ “deficient”
use of lexical bundles does not always result from their inadequate mastery of
English but may reflect the communicative conventions of local culture, which
differ from Anglo-American norms. This is not to say that we must overlook good
and intelligible English, but rather be more tolerant towards L2 writers’ linguistic
and cultural identities transferred to their academic writing in English. Since writers
with different language backgrounds all bring something different to the act of
academic writing, we propose to revise the existing approach to lexical bundles
research by making it less prescriptive. We suggest shifting the focus from how L2
writers should write to how they actually write and what it tells us about different
academic styles and cultures.

2. Overview of previous research

As important indicators of fluent linguistic production (Hyland 2008a), lexical
bundles appear to significantly shape the meaning and coherence of academic texts
(Richter et al. 2022), guiding writers and readers through the content and linking
ideas (Hyland & Jiang 2022). Lexical bundles are identified using corpus analysis
software that retrieves them in accordance with predetermined frequency and
distribution criteria (Biber 2006), which may vary between ten and twenty times
per million words (Biber et al. 1999, Conrad 2004) or 10% of the texts (Hyland
2008) and occur in at least three to five different texts to guard against idiosyncratic
uses (Biber & Barbieri 2007). Conventionally, lexical bundles in academic
discourse have been classified into structural and functional types, as proposed by
Biber et al. (1999) and Hyland (2008a), respectively (see Tables 1 and 2).

Table 1. Structural classification of lexical bundles (Biber et al. 1999: 1014-1024)

Structure Examples

Noun phrase + of the end of the, the nature of the, the beginning of the,
Other noun phrases the fact that the, one of the most, the extent to which
Prepositional phrase + of at the end of, as a result of, on the basis of, in the context
Other prepositional phrases on the other hand, at the same time, in the present study
the Passive + prep phrase fragment is shown in figure, is based on the, is defined as the
Anticipatory it + verb/adj it is important to, it is possible that, it was found that

Be + noun/adjectival phrase is the same as, is a matter of, is due to the, be the result of
Others as shown in figure, is likely to be, as well as the
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Table 2. Functional Classification of lexical bundles (Hyland 2008a: 13-14)

Research-oriented:

Help writers structure their activities and experiences of the real world

Location: at the beginning of, in the present study

Procedure: the use of the, the role of the, the purpose of the, the operation of the
Quantification: the magnitude of the, the wide range of, one of the most
Description: the structure of the, the size of the, the surface of the

Topic: the currency board system

Text-oriented:

Concerned with the organization of the text and its meaning as a message or argument
Transition signals: on the other hand, in addition to the, in contrast to the
Resultative signals: as a result of, it was found that, these results suggest that
Structuring signals: in the present study, in the next section, as shown in figure
Framing signals: in the case of, with respect to the, on the basis of, in the presence of
Participant-oriented:

Focus on the writer or reader of the text

Stance features: are likely to be, may be due to, it is possible that

Engagement features: it should be noted that, as can be seen

Several studies employed a lexical bundle approach to explore variation across
academic disciplines and genres. Biber et al. (2004), for example, compared lexical
bundles in four academic genres, including conversations, university textbooks,
university classroom teachings, and published research articles, and revealed
systematic differences. Hyland (2008a) conducted research on lexical bundles in
articles, doctoral dissertations, and master’s theses, in four disciplines: biology,
electrical engineering, applied linguistics, and business studies. In his 3.5-million-
word corpus, he found that lexical bundles not only play an essential role in
academic discourse but also vary considerably across disciplines in terms of
frequency and preferred uses.

Cortes (2004) examined lexical bundles in a corpus of over two million words
from two academic disciplines. She studied published articles in history and biology
to identify the most frequent four-word bundles, which she referred to as “target
bundles,” and examined how these bundles are used by history and biology
students. The study revealed that students rarely used target bundles in academic
writing, and the bundles they used did not coincide with those used by
professionals. The author concluded that for effective use of lexical bundles,
students should immerse themselves in reading academic texts. Richter et al. (2022)
explored the use of lexical bundles in the discussion sections of quantitative,
qualitative, and mixed-methods research articles published in ten highly rated
international journals in the field of applied linguistics. Their findings indicate that
“different methodological paradigms are characterized by different functional uses
of lexical bundles,” which “constrain writers’ language preferences” (p. 625).

Many researchers examined lexical bundles from a language development
perspective, focusing on L2 academic writers or comparing L1 and L2 writers and
learners (Pan et al. 2015). For example, Chen and Baker (2010) compared the use
of lexical bundles by Chinese EFL learners and undergraduate and professional

619



Elena S. Gritsenko, Olivier Mozard T. Kamou. 2024. Russian Journal of Linguistics 28 (3). 615-632

native speakers of English in order to identify possible issues in second language
learning. Their analysis showed that professional native speakers’ writing exhibited
a wider range of bundles, whereas Chinese EFL students’ texts had a smaller range.
In addition, lexical bundles that had high frequency in professional native speakers’
texts, such as in the context of, were underused by Chinese professionals and
undergraduates. Chen and Baker also found that Chinese students tend to overuse
certain bundles (for example, all over the world), which are rarely used by native
speakers. Adel and Erman (2012) compared lexical bundles in native and non-
native writing in a series of essays by Swedish and English undergraduate students
of linguistics. Their study reported that English students used a larger number of
lexical bundles, which were also more diverse than those used by Swedish students.
At the functional level, the authors noted that native speakers rarely used discourse-
organizing or text-oriented bundles and employed more stance- or participant-
oriented bundles than non-native students did. Salazar (2010) studied lexical
bundles with verbs in a corpus of medical research articles. The corpus contained
Philippine journal articles and articles from the British Medical Journal.
Quantitative analysis showed that Philippine researchers used fewer verbal bundles.
The study also uncovered other structural and functional differences between
British and Filipino writers.

A large part of the literature focusing on the differences in the use of lexical
bundles by L1 and L2 writers tends to overlook the reasons behind those
differences. Studies that address this aspect and link the use of lexical bundles to
the linguistic and cultural background of L2 writers still describe them as faulty.
For instance, Wei and Lei (2011) found that Chinese students (advanced EFL
learners) tended to overuse lexical bundles containing passive structures and
underuse participant-oriented bundles. The researchers linked it to students’
preference for impersonality in academic writing. This preference can be explained
by the influence of classical Chinese (Wenyan X &) on the rhetorical conventions
of Chinese academic discourse. Although the authors indicated that the differences
may be rooted in the norms of the Chinese language and culture, they interpreted
them as the result of students’ insufficient exposure to readings and conscious
learning of target bundles. In other words, they viewed the differences as a
deficiency that needed to be corrected.

A similar interpretation was offered by Alamari (2020), who used a “move-
bundle approach” to compare the use of lexical bundles in research articles
published in Saudi and international journals and explained the identified
differences by the “cultural traits concerning the communication of knowledge”
(p. 14). For instance, he argued that while “indicating the gap” in the introduction,
the Saudi authors tend to “avoid direct criticism of the work of others” since they
believe that criticism is “inappropriate or less acceptable” and “may engender
negative attitudes from other researchers” (ibid.). Alternatively, Saudi authors
would state that the subject is understudied or “provide other justifications to
convince the readers” (p. 15). This “cultural trait” may explain (a) why participant-
oriented bundles are much less frequent in the Introduction sections of Saudi papers
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(8% of the Saudi corpus compared to 23% in the “international” corpus)
and (b) why research-oriented bundles are used twice as much by Saudi authors
compared to authors in international journals (56% vs. 27%). Alamari interpreted
these dissimilarities as insufficient awareness or exposure of Saudi writers to
international academic (i.e., Anglo-American) conventions that they should follow.

One of the few papers that directly links the use of lexical bundles to literacy
traditions and intellectual style is the article by Olga Dontcheva-Navratilova (2012).
The purpose of her study was to compare how Czech and German students use
lexical bundles to indicate authorial presence in English academic writing and
reveal to what extent they have adapted their writing style to Anglo-American
academic discourse conventions. The author provides a comprehensive description
of cross-cultural differences between Anglo-American and Central European
academic styles (p. 9-11) and points out that “unlike in the Anglo-American
tradition, the focus of Central European academic writing is on conceptual and
terminological clarity rather than persuasion and discourse organization, and, thus,
authorial presence tends to be backgrounded” (p. 10). Yet, her conclusion suggests
that an approximation of the variety and frequency of interpersonal bundles to
Anglo-American standards is necessary for non-native writers to be socialized into
the global academic discourse community.

These interpretations reflect the widespread ideology of English as a
monocentric language with the “native speaker” as a point of reference. Even
though this approach is still influential in lexical bundles research, there appears to
be a gradual shift from the idea that L2 writers’ use of lexical bundles is deficient.
A new approach is emerging in the World Englishes paradigm and is supported by
the ideology of English as a polycentric language, which needs to be more inclusive.
In line with this new approach, Hyland and Jiang (2022) have put forward the idea
of academic discourse as a melting pot of Englishes, where “different varieties are
constantly in contact so that the ever-increasing participation of EAL' authors in
global publishing will, very likely, slowly enlarge the variety of bundles we see in
professional texts” (p. 569).

Our goal in this paper is, therefore, to justify a more inclusive approach to
lexical bundles research that will take into account the status of English as a
polycentric language and the growing interest in the linguistic features of its
varieties. To support our argument, we will address the use of lexical bundles in
English by Russian and Cameroonian students — two settings of non-native
academic writing that, to the best of our knowledge, have not been the subject of
investigation. Russia has a strong academic writing tradition, whose discourse
patterns are likely to be transposed into the English texts. In Cameroon, English is
used as the second and official language, one of the two languages of education?,
and its use in academia is likely to be influenced by the local communication norms
and habits. Therefore, both settings seem promising for exploring cross-cultural
variation in lexical bundles use, which so far remains underexplored.

' EAL — English as additional language
2 The other language is French. In Cameroon, local languages are not used in education.
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3. Data and methods

Two corpora form the basis of our analysis: the Russian corpus (RusC), which
includes 19 bachelor and 19 master’s theses written in English, totaling 576,186
words, and the Cameroonian corpus (CamC), which includes 8 postgraduate and
13 master’s dissertations® written in English, totaling 680,146 words (see Table 3).
These academic genres were selected because they represent the main research
genres in the academic context (Hyland 2008a). The Russian corpus was compiled
from the website of the Higher School of Economics, where full texts are published
with students’ consent and are publicly available. As no such platform was available
in Cameroon, for the Cameroonian corpus, we collected the texts individually from
students at the University of Yaoundé I and from some lecturers who generously
provided them to be used in this study. All title pages, tables of content,
direct quotations, bibliographical data, and appendices were manually excluded
from the texts.

Table 3. Word and text distribution in the Russian and the Cameroonian corpora

Genre No. of texts No. of words Total
Bachelor theses 19 291,948
R . 76,1
USC  "Master's thesis 19 284,948 276,186
Post-graduate dissertations 8 159,223
14
Camc Master's dissertations 13 537,133 680,146
Total 59 1,256,332 1,256,332

As stated earlier, there are two criteria for lexical bundle identification: the
frequency of occurrence criterion and the dispersion criterion. Frequency of
occurrence is the first and most important aspect of lexical bundle identification; it
is also largely based on the type of corpora. As explained by Biber et al. (1999),
lexical bundles are more frequent in spoken discourse than in written discourse.
Consequently, the minimum frequency of occurrence is 40 times per million words
in spoken discourse, whereas in written discourse, the minimum frequency varies
from ten (Biber et al. 1999) to twenty (Hyland 2008a, Cortes 2004), or twenty-five
times (Chen & Baker 2010) per million words. Since there seems to be no
agreement on the frequency of occurrence, we decided to select lexical bundles that
occurred at least 20 times per million words, following Hyland (2008a) and Cortes
(2004).

The second criterion was dispersion, that is, the number of texts in which these
four-word sequences had to occur to be regarded as a lexical bundle. Setting the
dispersion criterion was, as Biber et al. (1999) had noted, to exclude lexical bundles
that may be characteristic of individual writing styles. We decided to follow Cortes’

3 In Cameroon, a dissertation is typically written as part of the requirements for a master’s degree,
whereas a thesis is reserved for PhD candidates. A postgraduate dissertation, however, differs
slightly. It is usually completed by students pursuing additional training after earning a bachelor’s
degree. If they seck a master’s degree, they must then write a master’s dissertation.
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(2004) conservative stand and included in our corpus only those lexical bundles that
appeared in at least five different texts or more.

Antconc 4.0.10, a freely available corpus analysis software, was used to
automatically extract all four-word bundles using the N-gram function. However,
not all four-word sequences were incorporated into the list of lexical bundles; we
excluded topic- and context-dependent ones and combined overlapping bundles
(Navarro & Martinez 2019, Chen & Baker 2010). Since our corpus contained texts
from different disciplines, it seemed necessary to exclude discipline-specific
bundles that could impede the comparability of our results. Therefore, such bundles
as, for instance, of the Russian Federation (RusC) and the teaching and learning
(CamC) were manually excluded. Moreover, section titles such as Review of related
literature (CamC) and overlapping bundles were also excluded. The exclusion of
overlapping bundles involved joining such bundles, as it can be concluded and can
be concluded that, where a sequence can be concluded that was actually a part of a
longer bundle (it can be concluded that), and when checked in the concordance line,
was preceded by it and thus inflated the results. Therefore, such bundles were
combined into it can be concluded + (that). The final list of bundles included all
four-word sequences that appeared at least 20 times in five different texts. These
bundles were then classified and analyzed according to structural and functional
criteria.

4. Results

In the Russian and the Cameroonian corpora, we identified 63 and 74 (types)
four-world bundles, respectively, after manual exclusion of content- and topic-
dependent bundles, of which 2361 (RusC) and 2717 (CamC) were unique
occurrences (tokens). However, since the two corpora were slightly different in
size, we applied a normalized frequency of 100,000 times per million words to the
tokens in order to obtain a comparable size. We found some noticeable differences
in the kinds of lexical bundles used by Russian and Cameroonian students, even
though there are some shared bundles in both sub-corpora (see Table 4).

It is noteworthy that the two most conspicuous differences in the use of lexical
bundles by Russian and Cameroonian students are linked to the specifics of the
local language and culture. As for the structural features, research findings indicate
that Russian students used more lexical bundles with of-fragments than
Cameroonian students did (46.03% vs. 33,78%). All in all, 27 such bundles were
identified in RusC: 11 noun phrase + of-phrase fragment (e.g., the analysis of the,
a wide range of, the majority of the, the development of the, the meaning of the, the
nature of the, a part of the, the results of the, (at) + the end of the, the role of the,
the purpose of this) and 18 prepositional phrases with of (in the context of, with the
help of, for the development of, as a part of, in the form of , in the development of,
in the process of , in the course of , at the beginning of + (the) , for the sake of , in
the field of , in the case of , for the purpose of , as one of the, by the end of , on the
basis of + (the) , as a result of, from the perspective of). Apparently, the higher
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share of such bundles in the Russian corpus reflects a characteristic feature of
Russian academic discourse, where strings of nouns in the genitive case are very
frequent (Vladimirova 2010: 23). Of-phrases are the most common way of
representing such strings in English (Dobrynina 2019).

Table 4. The list of 40 most common lexical bundles in the Russsian and the Cameroonian corpora

RusC Freq. CamC Freq.
At the same time + (the) 145 As a result of +(the) 106
One of the most 93 Is one of the 93
As well as the 89 The fact that the 80
It is important to + (note) 83 As well as the 79
Is one of the 76 On the other hand 76
In the context of + (the) 62 In the course of + (the) 73
(due) + to the fact that 61 It is important to 63
The analysis of the 57 At the end of + (the) 57
It is possible to 55 At the level of 52
On the basis of + (the) 54 In the same light 50
The results of the 54 Is made up of 50
The fact that the 53 To the fact that 50
On the other hand 52 In the sense that 47
In the process of 50 One of the most 47
As one of the 42 To be able to 47
For the development of 42 The use of the 46
It is necessary to 40 In a bid to 45
In the case of 38 Is the fact that 43
One of the main 38 At the same time 42
(at)+the end of the 38 The rest of the 42
In the form of 36 Is based on the 40
It can be concluded + (that) 36 Of the fact that 38
By the fact that 35 The nature of the 37
A part of the 34 The role of the 36
It is crucial to 34 For the purpose of 35
With the help of 34 The extent to which 35
As a result of 33 The fact that it 35
To be able to 31 Through the use of 35
We can see that 31 To find out if 35
In the course of 30 In the process of 34
In the field of 30 It should be noted (that) 34
It was decided to 30 The fact that they 34
As a part of 29 In the case of 33
Despite the fact that 29 In relation to the 32
In other words, the 29 On the fact that 32
It impossible to 29 That there is a 32
When it comes to 29 To the extent that 32
In the context of + (the) 28 Should be able to 31
The majority of the 27 In the form of 29
From the perspective of 26 In the table below 29
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Another notable difference is a higher percentage of Anticipatory it +
verb/adjective bundles in RusC than in CamC (11, 11% vs. 5,4%) and their higher
frequency: six out of seven bundles of this type are among the 40 most frequent
RusC bundles (their total frequency is 277), whereas in CamC there are only four
bundles of this type, and only two of them are among the 40 most frequent ones,
with a total frequency of 97 (see Table 4). The low share of Anticipatory it +
verb/adjective bundles in CamC may be connected with their functionality: they
convey stance and engagement and, as such, are avoided by Cameroonian students
for cultural reasons, which we will explain below.

Since in Cameroon local languages are not used in academia and all education
is conducted either in English or in French, the structural analysis of lexical bundles
in CamC has not revealed any specific local preferences. Yet, Cameroonian
conventions of academic English (both oral and written) are influenced by the
norms of local communication culture, and our study has revealed some traces of
this influence. Thus, although both Russian and Cameroonian students show a
heavy reliance on research-oriented bundles, which account for over 42% of the
bundles in the CamC and about 34% in the RusC (see Figure 1), the share of text-
oriented bundles is relatively higher in the CamC than in the RusC (36,98% and
25,39%, respectively). Unlike Russian students, Cameroonian students use fewer
participant-oriented bundles, which convey the writer’s attitude, judgment, belief
or evaluation (e.g., it should be noted + (that), it is clear that, it is important to,
should be able to, etc.) and more text-oriented bundles, which are concerned with
text organization and its meaning as a message or argument (e.g., on the one hand,
in the sense that, at the same time, in relation to the, as far as the , in the same light,
of the opinion that, when it comes to, in line with the, is based on the, in the face of
, has to do with , in the domain of). Apparently, for Cameroonian students, it is more
important to focus on the actual text, facts, or results of the study than to engage
with the readers and highlight the authorial presence by conveying their personal
opinion, evaluation, or judgement. This can be explained by the influence of
Cameroonian culture, where the norms of social interaction are always governed by
deference, which constrains direct criticism or public questioning of authority,
manifesting a culture-specific understanding of (im)politeness (Larina & Ponton
2022). For Cameroonian students, therefore, these cultural values mean that even
in academic research, where critical thinking is usually encouraged, criticizing
more advanced researchers may not only result in stained relations but also in
negative evaluation of peers. As a result, Cameroonian students tend to avoid
challenging prevailing views and minimize the authorial presence in the text,
focusing on how to convey their findings without critical appraisal of previous
studies. It differs from Russia, as in Russian academic culture, despite the tendency
to diminish the authorial presence in the text (Boginskaya 2022), the critical
analysis of previous research is acceptable, hence a wider range and higher
percentage of participant-oriented bundles (33,33% in RusC vs. 19,17% in CamC).
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Figure 1. Functional Distribution of lexical bundles in Russian and Cameroonian corpora

5. Discussion

As indicated above, the use of lexical bundles by L2 English writers portrays
some distinct traces of the local linguistic and cultural influence that significantly
differ from Anglo-American usages. This influence is somewhat similar to
interference from the language of the original in case of translations, “which — by
their very nature — are produced under different constraints than native texts”
(Grabowski, 2018: 405). The findings of our study presented in the previous section
provided instances of such influence and showed that non-native learners and
writers tend to accommodate their local communication norms to the use of lexical
bundles. The limited use of participant-oriented bundles by Cameroonian students,
that we mentioned above, aligns with broader aspects of academic writing in
Cameroon, where there is a noticeable absence of engagement and interactional
features. As noted by Nkemleke (2014), who analyzed the structure and citation
practice in articles published by Cameroonian authors in local journals, more than
80% of research articles’ introductions tend to avoid critical analysis of previous
research (p. 197) and the most frequent verbs in citations are “points” and “reports”,
which “do not indicate writer’s evaluation of the content of the proposition of
knowledge claim” (p. 192).

Since there was no previous research on the use of lexical bundles in Russian
and Cameroonian academic writing, to support our observations and enhance the
understanding of “how and why language users make the choices they do when they
speak/write” (Hyland, 2011: 106), we turned to the ethnographic study of Chinese
scholars who interviewed Chinese postgraduate and graduate students “to probe
possible reasons for their use of the typical sentence initial bundles identified in the
self-built Chinese Masters and PhD thesis corpora” (Li et al. 2019: 37). It is
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noteworthy that, according to this study, Chinese students also seem to be “highly
conscious of their identity as student researchers and apprentice writers. They
appeared more comfortable expressing their attitudes towards their own research
rather than influencing the evaluations of their readers.” (p. 46). For instance, the
preference for the verb “to find” (instead of “to note”) in the sentence “I¢ is
interesting to find that there is wide networking coordination within the DMO in
Zhu Jiayu and other stakeholders” was explained by cultural appropriateness and
respect for the readers’:

(1) 1 do not want to replace ‘find’ with ‘note’ and I am not comfortable to
use ‘note’. If my reader agrees with me and finds this interesting, it is
interesting to them; otherwise, it is not. I am not willing to forcefully
involve my readers and require them to pay attention to this point.
Instead, I want to tell them that this is my finding. I think my readers
should have their freedom. If they think this is an interesting finding, they
will note this point. If they do not think so, then they do not share the
same opinion with me (p. 46).

The reluctance to use the word “interesting” was interpreted as striving for
objectivity and the unwillingness to impose the author’s opinion on the reader:

(2) I rarely use ‘interesting’ in my writing. This word expresses my own
feeling. Academic writing should be neutral... (p. 47).

Similarly, avoiding the pronoun “I” was explained by the desire not to “flaunt
one’s self”:

(3) Strictly speaking, I should use ‘the researcher’ here. Academic writing
should be objective and scientific, so I try not to use first person pronouns

(Ibid.).

Notwithstanding the clear ethno-cultural and ethno-linguistic roots of the
above differences, the authors of the article linked them, among other things, to “a
lack of rhetorical confidence” and “misunderstanding of the rhetorical conventions”
of the foreign language in which the respondents were writing (i.e., English). The
authors provided recommendations “for raising students’ awareness of the common
sentence starters in postgraduate academic writing” (p. 37), which included:
“(1) raising students’ awareness of the discrepancies between L1 and L2 bundles;
(2) emphasizing bundle noticing in academic reading and writing; (3) increasing
students’ confidence as writers; (4) familiarizing Chinese students with rhetorical
conventions of academic English” (ibid.).

Regardless of the pedagogical value of such recommendations, this approach
raises a number of questions: Do L2 students and researchers need to have an
Anglophone mentality to be effective academic writers? Is it necessary for them to
fully detach themselves from their linguistic and cultural background? How can we
find the golden mean between developing foreign language competence and
retaining learners’ cultural identity?
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Some answers to these questions are provided in the works by Nabuyuki Hino
(2018, 2021), who criticizes the traditional approach, which implies that non-native
speakers should conform to native speaker norms. According to Hino, “with the
dominance of native speakerism, Japanese learners of English have been taught to
think and behave like Americans, where the criterion for good English has also been
intelligibility to native speakers” (Hino 2021: 536). Comparing the native speaker
rules to “linguistic mind-control,” he claims that “the imposition of native speaker
models deprives non-native speakers of the freedom of representing their cultural
values” (531), which results in a “lack of diversity other than Anglo-American
norms” (p. 532). He believes that users of English “must be liberated from native
speaker norms in order to be allowed to fully represent their original identities”
(p. 536). Referring to the seminal work of Smith and Nelson (1985), he suggests
redesigning models for speaking and writing “to enhance global intelligibility,
comprehensibility, and interpretability, reaching beyond the Inner Circle listeners
and readers” (ibid.). As a theoretical foundation for seeking solutions to the
problems of native-speakerism, Hino proposes three major paradigms, namely, WE
(World Englishes), ELF (English as a Lingua Franca), and EIL (English as an
International Language), and presents two methods of teaching English as an
International Language: IPTEIL (Integrated Practice in Teaching English as an
International Language) and CELFIL (Content and English as a Lingua Franca
Integrated Learning), where “the former exposes learners to the linguacultural
diversity of WE and the latter engages students in the interactional dynamism of
ELF” (p. 540).

The approach discussed above aligns with Levisen’s critique of the imposition
of Anglo-centric linguistic frameworks on a global scale. Levisen argues that while
his critique is not anti-English or anti-Anglo, it opposes the “eticization” of Anglo
emics and the dominance of Anglo-English as a global metalanguage. He stresses
that such Anglocentrism can lead to a conceptual monopoly and, in some cases,
conceptual colonialism (Levisen 2024: 216). This reinforces our argument that the
study of lexical bundles must move beyond the Anglocentric approach and instead
reflect the diverse linguistic realities of L2 writers.

Another methodological alternative to the traditional perspective on lexical
bundles research is the approach based on the theory of translingualism. According
to this theory, “for multilinguals, languages are not discreet and separated but form
an integrated system” or “a repertoire that is accessed for their communicative
purposes” (Canagarajah, 2011: 1). Similarly, the linguistic competence of
multilinguals “doesn’t consist of separate competencies for each language, but a
multicompetence that functions symbiotically for the different languages in one’s
repertoire” (ibid.). Therefore, cultural predilections for particular types of bundles
can be viewed not as “a lack of familiarity with the common ways published writers
create cohesive texts” (Hyland & Jiang 2022: 559) but as a manifestation of the
translingual competences of EAL writers.
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Both approaches emphasize the need to accommodate the diverse linguistic
backgrounds of non-native speakers and foster authentic self-expression. The
relevance of these approaches is supported by the studies that have found
considerable variations in the use of lexical bundles not only among native and non-
native speakers but also among writers with different first languages (Hyland &
Jiang 2022) and different groups of native speakers, for instance, scholars in the
humanities and natural sciences (Cortes 2004, Hyland 2008a) or reviewers in the
fields of AI, engineering, and business (Kashiha 2023). These variations
demonstrate that students and researchers follow the conventions of their particular
academic disciplines and communities of practice. It justifies the culture-specific
use of lexical bundles by L2 writers, provided that they do not violate the
intelligibility (to both native and non-native speakers), style/register
appropriateness, and other basic rules of academic writing. The proposed
approaches will expand the boundaries of lexical bundles research by including
cross-cultural variation in the scope of study and providing diversity beyond Anglo-
American norms.

6. Conclusion

The main purpose of this investigation was to argue for a more inclusive
approach to lexical bundles research, making it less prescriptive and more
descriptive. Though our own investigation of lexical bundle use was limited in
scope, our findings have shown that, in agreement with the results reported by
previous studies, the linguistic and cultural backgrounds of writers with different
L1s certainly contribute to the differences in the formulaic patterns of academic
writing. One of the most prominent differences is a conscious effort by non-native
authors to stress their research, its method, and procedures, focusing on the topic of
the study rather than its presentation and engagement with readers.

Our study also confirmed that the L1 background of the writers influences their
choice of bundles, including preferences for different structural and functional
patterns. Although for Cameroonian students, whose texts we studied, English was
the only language used in the academic setting, their choice of lexical bundles,
especially participant-oriented bundles, differs considerably from that of native
speakers of English. Moreover, due to cultural constraints, Cameroonian students
used fewer participant-oriented bundles than even Russian students did. As for the
Russian students, their use of lexical bundles reflects a characteristic feature of the
Russian academic style, i.e., frequent use of strings of nouns in the genitive case.
In other words, it is the native language and local culture that give a person
cognitive potential with culturally appropriate connotations and models of
argumentation necessary for accurate representation of complex meanings.

With this in mind, we argue for a shift of focus in the research on lexical
bundles in academic English to make it more sensitive to the linguistic and cultural
identities of L2 writers. We draw attention to the fact that some researchers (e.g.,
Hyland & Jiang 2022) have already started pointing out: what previous studies
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usually viewed as a deficiency or deviation can be a manifestation of cultural
peculiarities or local traditions of academic discourse. We believe that looking at
lexical bundles in L2 writing from a “post-native-speakerist” standpoint is a
promising venue for research: it will expand our knowledge of the linguistic
features of different varieties of English and provide a more nuanced understanding
of the existing variation in academic discourse conventions across languages and
cultures. Further studies on lexical bundles use may concentrate on how academic
English gets appropriated and adapted by L2 writers and how cross-cultural
variation affects international academic norms.
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