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An Empirical Study of Formulaic Sequences Conducted Abroad
within the Last 20 Years: Retrospect and Prospect
Qu Dian-ning Peng Jin-ding
( Central South University Changsha 410083 China)

Through reviewing the empirical studies related to formulaic sequences published in SSCI journals between 1993 and 2013  this
article unveils the foci and paradigms of the present research and points out the areas which leave room for improvement. Charac—
terized by the use of mainly quantitative research methods especially the predominant use of corpus-based analysis and the increa—
sing use of psycholinguistic experiments previous studies have achieved impressive results centering around the representation and
processing of formulaic language the learner’s internal and external factors influencing his/her acquisition as well as the effect of
formulaic language on linguistic competence.
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