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ABSTRACT
This pilot study examines the relationship between EFL learners’ spoken fluency and the use of
two-word formulaic sequences and three-word lexical bundles in their English speaking performance.
24 third-year English majors from a central China university are the participants and their speech
samples are collected based on an English-speaking task. The temporal indices of spoken fluency
which consist of SR (speech rate), AR (articulation rate), MLR (mean length of run) and PTR
(phonation time ratio) are extracted as the dependent variables. And the speech samples are transcribed
and two linguistic variables of formulaic language use, F2R (two-word formulaic sequences/run ratio)
and B3R (three-word lexical bundles/run ratio) are also extracted as the independent variables. A
canonical correlation analysis (CCA) is thereafter conducted to investigate the relationship between the
dependent variables and the independent variables. Results show that there is a significant relationship
between the learners’ spoken fluency and their use of formulaic language.
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1. Introduction
1.1 English Formulaic Language and Its
Measure
What is English formulaic language?
It seems that it has got various names along
with a lot of definitions. According to
Schmitt (2000), numerous terms that have
been coined to refer to the multi-word unit,
the most common used terms are lexical
chunks and lexical phrases. Another wellknown researcher, Wray (2002) also points
out that there are over 40 terms such as
routine formula, formulaic language,
recurring utterances, multiword lexical
phenomena, lexicalized sentence stems,
fixed expressions etc. Regardless of the
various terms, just as Weinert (1995) argued
that even a variety of labels have been used
to describe formulaic language, but it seems
that researchers have very much the same
phenomenon in mind.
According to Alarbai(2016), idioms,
collocations,
phrasal
verbs,
fixed
expressions and lexical bundles are all
considered
as
formulaic
sequences.
However, for EFL learners, such a definition

might sound a little vague, because as nonnative English speakers, they may still have
difficulty in recognizing and identifying the
formulaic expressions in various discourses.
Therefore, based on previous studies,
particularly with reference to Wray (2008)
and Le-Thi et.al (2017), we’d like to adopt
this following definition in this research:
English formulaic language refers to any
English formulaic expressions from twoword expressions (you know, I see, what’s
up…) to multi-word expressions (what’s
going on, be all ears, the thing is…), which
are already institutionalized and frequently
used in the English community. Such
formulaic
expressions
are
generally
considered as the basic building blocks of
English discourse. According to this
definition, English formulaic language
consists of various formulaic expressions
and formulaic sequences, and it either
functions with its linguistics features or its
pragmatic features on a daily basis.
The measure of formulaic language
was adopted form Wood (2010), Huang
(2012) and Quan (2016). Formula/Run Ratio
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(FRR) was generally used to measure the
EFL leaners’ use of formulaic language.
According to Wood (2010), FRR is a
quantitative measure of how the use of
formulas contributed to longer runs. And
FRR has been utilized as an indicator of the
average number of accurately produced
formulaic expressions per run. Based on this
measure, Formula/run ratio (FRR) can be
calculated with the total number of
formulaic expressions divided by the total
number of runs.
1.2 Spoken Fluency and Its Measures
Fluency in second language literature
is often distinguished from accuracy,
researchers have identified oral fluency as
native-like rapidity, such as flow, continuity,
automaticity, and smoothness of speech
(Huang, 2012). In EFL learning, fluency is
not a new term. But how to define fluency,
that is a question. Linguists have given
definitions from different perspectives, some
focus on the specifics of fluency, while
others tend to examine fluency as holistic
impressions. Previous studies focus on
defining fluency are exemplified as Craig
Lambert and Judit Kormos (2014) and
Thomson (2015), and studies emphasize on
measuring fluency are like Lennon (1990)
and Towell et al. (1996).
Segalowitz (2010) presented that
fluency in second language acquisition could
be categorized into three types, cognitive
fluency, perceived fluency and utterance
fluency. Since perceived fluency and
cognitive fluency seem to be either
subjective or hardly perceived, therefore,
utterance fluency is generally considered to
be addressed in second language acquisition
because it can be measured with the
objective acoustic features of an utterance.
According to Wood (2006), research on
fluency mainly focus on measurable
temporal variables in speech such as speech
rate, pause, the length of fluent runs of
speech between pauses, which provided
reliable measures for this study that could
help to determine speech fluency.
In such studies on fluency, temporal
variables such as SR (speech rate) and MLR
(mean length of run) have been used because
of their significant relationship with
standardized proficiency tests (Quan, 2016).
According to Wood(2006) that previous
studies on fluency concentrated mainly on
measurable temporal variables in speech
such as SR (speech rate), AR (articulation
rate), MLR(mean length of run) and PTR(
phonation time ratio), which provided
reliable measure to determine fluency in
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speech production. In this study, the spoken
fluency measures of the temporal indices
were adopted from Wood (2010), De Jong
and Perfetti (2011), Huang (2012) and Quan
(2016):
1. Speech Rate (SR): Total number of
syllables uttered in response time
divided by the total response time,
including pauses
2. Articulation Rate (AR): Total number of
syllables divided by the phonation time,
or the actual speaking time excluding
pauses
3. Phonation Time Ratio (PTR): Total
amount of speaking time divided by the
total response time
4. Mean Length of Run (MLR): Total
number of syllables divided by the total
number of runs. Run boundaries were
determined by filled pauses and unfilled
pauses of 0.3seconds or greater.
1.3 Aim of this Study
Compared with reliable measures from
the previous studies on fluency, it seems
there is no consensus on the identification
and categorization of English formulaic
language based on the previous studies on
formulaic language, which might be one of
the reasons that there haven’t been many
studies on the relationship between English
formulaic language and spoken fluency.
Nevertheless, there have been a few studies
which indicate the associations between
spoken fluency and the use of formulaic
language. One example is Thomson (2017,
p.26) that argues by saying that “previous
research has shown a link between the use of
multiword expressions and spoken fluency”.
Another example can be seen in Wood
(2015) that also presents that formulaic
language maybe a key element of second
language
speech
fluency.
However,
according to McGuire& Larson-Hall (2017),
the amount of empirical research providing
evidence that use of formulaic sequences
improves second language oral fluency is
still small. Therefore, this study is carried
out to address this issue by further
investigating the relationship between EFL
learners’ English spoken fluency and their
use of English formulaic language in terms
of two-word formulaic sequences and threeword lexical bundles.
1.4 The Research Questions
1. What are the distributions of English
formulaic language in terms of two-word
lexical phrases and three-word lexical
bundles in EFL learners’ English-speaking
performance?
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2. Is there a noteworthy relationship between
the EFL learner’ spoken English fluency and
their use of two-word lexical phrases and
three-word lexical bundles?
2. Methodology
2.1 Participants
24 third-year English majors were
selected as the participants in a normal
university of Henan province, central China
for the pilot study, at the early time of the
second semester of the 2018-2019 academic
year .Since most of the English majors are
female students in this university, for the
24participants, there are only 2male students
and 22 female students. Such EFL learners
are pre-intermediate English learners.
Because only about half of them passed the
TEM4 nine months ago (TEM4- a
nationwide English proficiency test which is
designed and implemented for English
Majors after their two years’ study).
2.2 Speaking Task
Based on Underhill (1987, p.66) and
Wood (2010, pp.101-102), pictures were
chosen online for an English-speaking task,
in terms of the content of each picture, it is
easy to describe even though they are
different from each other. The pictures were
edited and put in three PowerPoint files.
Each participant was asked to choose one of
the PPT files and select one from eleven
pictures for their 60-90 seconds Englishspeaking task, each of the participants had
30- 60 seconds to prepare for the Englishspeaking task.
2.3 Context
Since the speaking task was carried
out by one of the English teachers of the
department, so the context was a multimedia classroom for an interpreting class.
All the speech samples were recorded in
class by the computers of the classroom and
transferred to the teacher’s computer later.
2.4 Transcription
Speech samples were collected, since
one of the twenty-four recordings got
damaged, we finally had 23 speech samples.
And the 23 speech samples were transcribed
and checked by 3 teachers from the School
of Foreign Languages of the university,
since the main purpose of the transcription
was for identifying and extracting the
formulaic language categories, therefore the
grammatical errors were originally kept.
And we had 23 transcripts ready for further
analyzing the participants’ specific use of
English formulaic language.
2.5 Tools and Software
To process the speech samples and
extract temporal features of participants’

English spoken fluency, Format Factory -a
software for converting various audio
formats to WAV format was used. Because
only the audios with WAV format fits
PRAAT. With the script provided by De
Jong (2009), the speech samples with WAV
format speech samples was processed by
PRAAT automatically to extract the
temporal indices of fluency measures. Excel
was also used to save and organize data, and
SPSS.23 was utilized to run CCA (canonical
correlation analysis) to examine the
relationship between those two sets of
variables.
3. Data Collection & Analysis
3.1 Measuring Formulaic Language
It has always been difficult for the
researchers in this field to identify and
extract formulaic language due to a lack of
standard method. Without categorizing
formulaic language into groups, it might not
be possible to do so. In the previous studies,
researchers offered two options. One was to
invite English native speakers as judges to
identify English formulaic language such as
Wood (2010) did, the other was to have
access to corpus to identify English
formulaic language on their frequency and
MI score such as Huang (2012) and Russel
(2017) did.
Compared to other studies identifying
and categorizing of English formulaic
language, we found two studies more
beneficial for our research because they
provided us with some instructional
guidance. One of the studies is from Vilkaitė
(2016),who has done much in this aspect by
investigating the distributions of the
formulaic language categories such as
collocations, phrasal verbs, idiomatic
phrases and lexical bundles in four English
registers
(academic
prose,
fiction,
newspaper
language
and
spoken
conversation), the other is Garnier (2016),
who not only categorized formulaic
language into lexical phrases, lexical
bundles, phrasal expressions, idioms,
collocations, and phrasal verbs, but also
provide empirical evidence about L2
learners’ knowledge of phrasal verbs.
And based on Garnier (2016) and
Vilkaitė (2016), this study explores the two
types of English formulaic language with
four categories, two types refer to the
English formulaic language with two
different lengths, namely, two-word
formulaic sequences or lexical phrases
(hereby these two terms are interchangeably
used in this study) and three-word lexical
bundles. Four categories are respectively
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collocations, phrasal verbs, idiomatic
phrases and lexical bundles. To avoid the
overlapping of these different categories, we
identify and extract the formulaic languages
with an order of three-word lexical bundles,
two-word formulaic sequences. Within the
group of two-word formulaic sequences, the
formulaic languages are identified and
extracted with an order of two-word
collocations, two-word phrasal verbs and
two-word idiomatic phrases.
3.1.1 Identifying and extracting three-word
lexical bundles
Based on the definition given by
Biber. et. al. (1999), lexical bundles are
identified as the combinations of words that
in fact recur most commonly in a given
register. To qualify as a lexical bundle, a
lexical sequence must occur at least ten time
per million words in a register. And these
occurrences must be spread across at least
five different texts in the register. To identify
and extract the three-word lexical bundles,
we turned to use Compleat Lexical Tutori ,
with reference to BNC spoken(1 million
words), the three-word bundles that qualify
10 hits / millions across five different texts
in the transcripts were identified and
extracted.
3.1.2 Identifying and extracting two-word
formulaic sequences
Compared to the three-word lexical
bundles, it was more difficult for us to
identify and extract two-word formulaic
sequences because we had to deal with three
subcategories: two-word collocations, twoword phrasal verbs and two-word idiomatic
phrases.
Regarding
these
three
subcategories, it is not easy to distinguish
them from each other, particular to the twoword phrasal verbs and two-word idiomatic
phrases, because there is no absolute
distinction between them. There is no
standard method to do that. However, we
could find ways to differentiate them. On the
basis of the previous studies about
identifying and extracting formulaic
language, in this research, we identified and
extracted the three categories of English
formulaic language within the two-word
formulaic sequences with an order of twoword collocations, two-word phrasal verbs
and two-word idiomatic phrases.
a) Identifying and Extracting Two-word
Collocations
Collocation is not a new term. Wood
(2015, p.4) mentioned that early research to
collocations was initiated by Firth (1951,
1957) and there were generally two types of
collocations. One is the habitual collocation,
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in which words occur together frequently.
The other is the idiosyncratic collocation, a
co-occurrence of words that relatively
happens and yet has a function. The overall
approach to collocations was developed by
researchers such as Halliday, Mitchell and
Greenbaum, Sinclair and Kjellmer.
In terms of the definitions of
collocations, researchers have attempted to
illustrate the language phenomena in
different ways. Biber et al. (1999) defined
the collocations as the associations between
lexical words so that the words co-occur
more frequently than expected by chance.
And Vilkaitė (2016) suggested that
collocations are considered to be a very
frequent and important part of English
language. In linguistics, collocation is the
way that some words occur regularly
whenever another word is usedii. In this
study, online Oxford collocation dictionaryiii
is used as the basis for identifying the
extracted two-word collocations from the
transcripts. Five types of collocations (Adv
+ adj, e.g. very good; Verb + adj e.g. felt
good; Verb + adv, e.g. live happily; Verb +
noun e.g. fly kites; Adj + noun; old man) are
identified and correspondingly, the number
of the two-word collocations used in the
transcripts were extracted.
b) Identifying and Extracting two-word
Phrasal Verbs and Idiomatic Phrases
Identifying and extracting two-word
phrasal verbs were once a challenge for this
study. In the end, based on the definitions of
phrasal verbs of the previous studies, we
found a way. One important study in this
field is Garnier(2016), which held the view
that phrasal verbs can be defined as “word
combinations that consist of a verb and a
morphologically invariable particle, such as
look up, make out, or go through” Garnier
(2016,p.30). Another significant study, we
believe, is Vilkaitė (2016) as he argued that
phrasal verbs can be defined as sequences of
verbs and adverbial particles that carry a
single meaning.
However, when it comes to identifying
phrasal verbs, the former definition seems to
be too general while the latter seems to be
too specific. Therefore, we revised the
definitions and adopted the revision as an
operational definition for identifying twoword phrasal verbs in this research. And the
revised definition is that phrasal verbs are
two-word sequences of verbs and adverbial
particles or verbs and prepositional particles
that carry a single meaning. In addition to
the lists of formulaic sequences provided by
Garnier (2016) and Vilkaitė (2016), for
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identifying phrasal verbs and idiomatic
phrases, other frequent occurring idiomatic
phrases and phrasal verbs from the previous
studies (Shin et al,2008; Liu,2003; Liu,201l;
Martinez & Schmitt,2012; Russel,2017)
were also added. The two-word phrasal
verbs and idiomatic phrases mentioned
above were extracted and put together.
Finally, we had a list of 618 two-word
sequences after deleting the overlapping
ones. Such a list of two-word sequences
along with the operational definition of
phrasal verbs, were used as the basis for
identifying two-word phrasal verbs, when
phrasal verbs were extracted and then we
dealt with the extracting of two-word
idiomatic phrases based on the list. Thus, the
number of the two-word phrasal verbs and
idiomatic phrases used in the transcripts
were identified and extracted.

Since the default value of the
minimum pause duration is 0.4 seconds, we
need to change 0.4 to 0.3(Figure 2),
according to De Jong (2009), the minimum
pause duration in PRAAT is usually defined
as no less than 0.3 seconds. Also, you have
to make sure that both the directory and the
sound file name are right.

Figure 2: The running of the script and the
change of minimum duration

Table 1: Two indicators of formulaic language
use of 5 speech samples

Figure 3: Praat information of the sound file

3.2 The Method of Measuring Spoken
English Fluency of the EFL Learners
Since the spoken fluency measures by
its temporal variables were adopted from
Wood (2010), De Jong and Perfetti (2011),
Huang (2012) and Quan (2016), the
following temporal indices of spoken
fluency such as SR, AR, PTR and MLR
were extracted from the speech samples by
using PRAAT and its script. Specifically,
PRAAT can be utilized for extracting the
temporal indices automatically with an
application of the script package of PRAATScripts-master. The script package can be
downloaded from the websiteiv. To extract
the temporal indices of a speech sample, you
can open the sound file in PRAAT and then
choose the script (Figure 1) from the script
package and run the script named praatscript-syllable-nuclei-v2file.praat.

Figure 1: The script of praat-script-syllablenuclei-v2file.praat

With the script provide by De Jong
(2009), 23 speech samples were processed
by PRAAT and the indices of the temporal
features such as SR (speech rate), AR
(articulation rate), MLR (mean length of
run) and PTR (phonation time ration) of
EFL spoken English fluency were saved in
an Excel file with the order of the
participants’ student ID number.
Table 2: Four temporal indices of 5 speech
samples

4. Data Analysis
4.1 The Distributions of the Formulaic
Language in Speech Samples
Table 3, Table 4, Figure 4 and Figure
5 are all used to address the first research
question: What are the distributions of the
English formulaic language use in terms of
two-word lexical phrases and three-word
lexical bundles in the EFL learners’
speaking performance?
It can be seen from Table 3 and Figure
4 that two types of English formulaic
languages in the EFL learners’ speech
samples, namely, two-word formulaic
sequences and three-word lexical bundles,
have slightly different distributions, and
three-word lexical bundles have been found
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to be the more frequent-occurring formulaic
language in the speech samples.
Both Table 4 and Figure 5 inform
about the distributions of the four categories
of formulaic language in the speech samples.
And it should be noted that the four
categories of formulaic language also have
different distributions, with three-word
lexical bundles being the most frequently
used category, followed by two-word
collocations and two-word idiomatic
phrases. However, two-word phrasal verbs
have been found to be the least frequently
used formulaic language category.
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Table 4: Descriptive statistics about the
distributions of the four formulaic language
categories

Table 3: Descriptive statistics of Linguistic
variables of English formulaic language in
speech samples

Figure 5: The distributions of the four
categories of formulaic language in speech
samples
Note: B3=three-word lexical bundles; C2=twoword collocations; PV2= two-word phrasal
verbs; Idiom2=two-word idiomatic phrases
4.2 Canonical Correlation Analysis (CCA) and
its Interpretation

Figure 4: The distribution of two-word
formulaic sequences and three-word lexical
bundles in speech samples

a) The distributions of two types of
formulaic language in speech samples
Both Table 3 and Figure 4 clearly
show us that there is a slightly uneven
distribution of two-word lexical phrases and
three-word lexical bundles in the transcripts.
Compared with two-word lexical phrases,
three-word lexical bundles are a little more
frequently used.
b) The distributions of the four categories
of formulaic language in speech samples
As for the distributions of the four
categories (three-word lexical bundles(B3),
two-word
collocations(C2),
two-word
phrasal verbs (PV2) and two-word idiomatic
phrases (IDIOM2)) in the speech samples. It
can be seen from Table 4 and Figure 2 that
three-word lexical bundles have been found
to be the most the most frequently used
formulaic language, followed by two-word
collocations and two-word idiomatic
phrases, however, two-word phrasal verbs
have been found to be the least frequently
used formulaic language across the 23
speech samples.

Canonical correlation analysis (CCA)
is a statistical technique which fits the study
of relationships between multiple dependent
and multiple independent variables (Mandal
et al, 2017).
As a multivariate technique, CCA has
several advantages. First, it limits the
possibility of making Type One error.
Second, a very important advantage of
multivariate techniques such as CCA is that
they may best capture the reality of
psychological research. Third, this technique
can be used in many instances, which makes
it important and comprehensive as well
(Sherry and Henson, 2005). Since we have
two sets of variables, the dependent
variables set (also the spoken fluency
variables set that consists of four variables
such as SR-speech rate, AR-articulation rate,
MLR-mean length of run and PTRphonation time ratio) , and the independent
variables set (also the variables’ set about
the EFL learners’ use of formulaic language
that has two variables, namely,, F2R, twoword formulaic sequences/runs ratio, and
B3R, three-word lexical bundles/ runs ratio).
Therefore, it is quite appropriate to employ
the CCA (canonical correlation analysis)
model in this research, the rationale can also
be found in Sherry and Henson (2005), in
which they hold the view that if researchers
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have two variables sets in the study to
examine their relationship, the use of CCA
(canonical correlation analysis) is most
appropriate. Furthermore, CCA (canonical
correlation analysis) has been widely used in
the fields of psychology, economics and
speech recognition (Mandal et al. 2017).
Table 5: Bivariate correlations between the
variables

Tables 5 illustrates the bivariate
correlations between the variables. ZSR and
ZAR are highly correlated, therefore, for
further applying of CCA, the variable ZSR
was dropped, and ZAR was kept due to its
nature of accuracy. Therefore, only 5 out of
6 original variables were used in the CCA
for further analysis.
Table 6: Variable
Correlation

Sets
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Canonical

Table 6 illustrates the variables sets in
the canonical correlation analysis (CCA).
And it can be seen that the independent
variables’ set has two variables which are
F2R (an indicator of the use of two-word
formulaic sequences among the EFL
learners) and B3R (an indicator of the use of
three-word lexical bundles among the EFL
learners. In terms of the dependent
variables’ set, now that we have three
variables left of temporal indices of spoken
fluency, which are respectively AR, MLR
and PTR.
Table 7: Summary of Canonical Correlations
Analysis

Tables 7 provides the summary of
canonical correlation analysis. Results show
that function 1 is the only statistically
significant function (Rc=.74 with p<0.05).
There is probably a relationship between the
EFL learners’ spoken fluency their use of

two-word lexical phrases and three-word
lexical bundles. It should be noted that
statistically significant results might be
impacted heavily by sample size, therefore,
it is important to interpret effect size indices
to determine the CCA model’s practical
significance (Ho, 2014). The results show
that the effect size is .56 (1-Wilk’S).
Table 8: Proportion of Variance Explained

Table 8 illustrates the proportion of
variance explained by the canonical variates,
the results show that there is about 20%
amount of variance of spoken fluency
variables set can be predicted or explained
by the linguistics variables’ set of formulaic
language use.
It can be concluded from the canonical
correlation analysis so far, there is indeed a
noteworthy canonical relationship between
the EFL learners’ spoken English fluency
and their use of two-word formulaic
sequences and three-word lexical bundles.
This conclusion is based on a statistical
significance of the relationship (Rc=0.74
with p<0.05), an effect size (0.56) and the
amount of variance explained (20.3%) by
canonical function 1.

Figure 6: The top ranked variables in the first
canonical function and the absolute value of
their canonical loadings. A multivariate
correlation of Rc=0.74 (*p value<0.05)

Figure 6 illustrates the direct
contribution of the variables to the canonical
variates. The results show that the three
variables of the fluency measures do
contribute to the Canonical Variate Y, with
ZMLR (mean length of run) being the top
ranked variable which contributes most to
the fluency composite, followed ZAR
(articulation rate). But ZPTR (phonation
time ratio) is found to contribute the least to
the fluency composite, indicating the
variable doesn’t appear to be related to the
canonical variate of spoken fluency.
As for the predictor variables, the two
linguistic variables of the English formulaic
languages, ZF2R (two-word formulaic
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sequences/run ratio) and ZB3R (three-word
lexical bundles/run ratio) have different
contributions to the formulaic language
composite X. ZF2R has been found to be the
variable that contributes more to the
Canonical Variate X. The results indicate
that as far as the two categories of English
formulaic language are concerned, the less
frequently used two-word formulaic
sequences(F2R), however, have been found
to be a more important factor that
contributes to the EFL learners’ spoken
fluency.
Therefore, both two forms of
formulaic languages have made different
contributions to the significant relationship
extracted, compared with the more
frequently used three-word lexical bundles,
the less frequently used formulaic language,
two-word formulaic sequences might matter
more to facilitate EFL learners’ spoken
English fluency.
5. Discussion & Conclusion
To investigate the relationship
between the use of English formulaic
language and the spoken English fluency, 24
pre-intermediate Chinese EFL leaners were
selected, an English-speaking task was
assigned to them and the recording of the
speech samples were transcribed and
checked. The audio data and the text data
were collected. As for the spoken English
fluency measures, the four temporal
variables SR (speech rate), AR (articulation
rate), MLR (mean length of run) and PTR
(phonation time ratio) were adopted to
measure the EFL learners’ spoken English
fluency, PRAAT was utilized to extract the
temporal indices. And Formula/Run Ratio
(FRR) was adopted from previous studies to
measure the EFL learners’ use of two-word
formulaic sequences and three-word lexical
bundles.
As for the distribution of the EFL
learners’ English formulaic language use in
their speaking performance, those two types
of formulaic language, namely, two-word
formulaic sequences and three-word lexical
bundles have slightly different distributions
across the EFL learners’ speech samples.
And three-word lexical bundles have been
found to be more frequently used by such
EFL learners. And this also confirms the
study of Vilkaitė (2016), arguing that lexical
bundles are the most common formulaic
language in the corpus. And the four
categories of formulaic language also have
different distributions, with three-word
lexical bundles being the most frequently
used category, followed by two-word

Junlei, Xuan & Huifang, Yang

collocations and two-word idiomatic
phrases. However, two-word phrasal verbs
have been found to be the least frequently
used formulaic language category. Such a
finding also supports the study of Vilkaitė
(2016), which reports that the frequency
order of the four formulaic language
categories (lexical bundles, collocations,
phrasal verbs and idiomatic phrases) in the
corpus is lexical bundles, collocations,
idiomatic phrases and phrasal verbs.
Based on the results, it might be safe
to say that there is indeed a noteworthy
relationship between EFL learners’ use of
English formulaic language and their spoken
English fluency, suggesting that EFL
learners’ spoken English fluency can be
facilitated by their use of formulaic
language. Therefore, to promote the
development of EFL learners’ spoken
English fluency, they should be encouraged
to increase their use of formulaic language
such as two-word formulaic sequences and
three-word lexical bundles. And this finding
also confirms the study of Wood (2015) and
Thomson (2017) which indicate that there
might be a link between spoken fluency and
formulaic language use.
5.1 Pedagogical Implications
The findings of this study could lend
us much help to further discuss about what
formulaic language can be taught in EFL
spoken English classes. Specifically
speaking, in EFL teaching, compared with
two-word collocations and two-word
idiomatic phrases, two-word phrasal verbs
should be given much more attention since
they have been found to be the weakest
point of the EFL learners. And the result
echoes the study of Hook (2002) arguing
that two-word verbs are especially difficult
for learners of English as a second language.
Therefore, the phrasal verb knowledge of
EFL learners should be promoted. Just as
what Al Nasarat (2018, p.124) suggested
that “we should get learners exposed more to
the phrasal verbs by providing more material
covering phrasal verbs context and
meaning.”
In addition, both two-word lexical
phrases and three-word lexical bundles have
been found to be significant factors that may
facilitate the EFL learners’ spoken fluency,
therefore, EFL learners could be encouraged
to practice producing more two-word lexical
phrases and three-word lexical bundles in
their English speaking to improve their
spoken English fluency.
5.2 Limitations & Future Research
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To be honest, this preliminary study
has some limitations, the first being the
limited monologue speech sample size.
Because, on one hand, the limited English
speech samples of the EFL learners may not
fully show their actual temporal features of
the EFL learners, therefore, for future
research, more participants are to be
recruited and more speech sample are to be
collected. On the other hand, the speech
samples are just monologues of the EFL
learners, which might be a little unnatural
sometimes with regard to their daily
conversations. Therefore, the temporal
features captured in this study might be
slightly different from that of the
participants’ daily speech performance. For
future research, speech samples are
suggested to include the conversation of
participants. The second limitation is that
this pilot study investigated the relationship
between EFL leaners spoken English
fluency and their use of two-word formulaic
sequences and three -word lexical bundles,
we didn’t address the accuracy and
appropriacy of their formulaic language use
and that might be a good topic for future
research.
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