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The article, "Interlanguage Fossilization in Chinese EFL Writing—An Empirical Research of 20 English Major Students," was written by ZHANG Hong-wu, a associate professor and XIE Jing, a postgraduate. They attempted to look into interlanguage fossilization in the written work of Chinese college students in their 2014 essay. 

Interlanguage fossilisation has become one of the key subjects in the field of L2 (second language) acquisition since the ideas of interlanguage and fossilisation were initially proposed. Researchers argue on whether or not fossilisation exists, how to define it, what causes it, and how it is influenced by education. Despite the fact that it has just been a few decades. Several scientists have made significant contributions to the aforementioned studies, but researchers still have a limited grasp of the process of fossilisation. Aside from differences over the definition of fossilisation, explanations of the phenomenon are sometimes one-sided and incomplete, owing to a paucity of long-term, longitudinal empirical studies. Consequently, the authors set out to focus on language flaws, and the goal was to see how far stabilized errors may become fossilized.

In the study, the following questions had to be answered: (i) Which linguistic forms in Chinese EFL written output are more likely to stabilize? (ii) Which errors are more stable and why? (iii)What does the research mean for FL (foreign language) instruction in China? 

For achieving the goals, the authors have conducted an empirical study mainly based on two theories, namely, interlanguage and fossilization. Larry Selinker, an American applied linguistics professor whose essay "Interlanguage" appeared in the January 1972 issue of the journal International Review of Applied Linguistics in Language Teaching, is widely recognized with developing interlanguage theory. Interlanguage refers to the type of language or linguistic system used by second and foreign language students learning a target language. The study of how non-native speakers acquire, perceive, and apply linguistic patterns or speech acts in a second language is known as interlanguage pragmatics. Learning a second language (L2) is a non-linear and fragmented process characterised by a mixed terrain of rapid development in some areas but slow movement, incubation, or even permanent standstill in others. As a result of this process, a linguistic system known as "interlanguage" emerges(Selinker, 1972). In this study, "interlanguage" specifically refers to the English produced by L1 (first language) Chinese students learning EFL. 

Interlanguage fossilization is a process in which improper linguistic elements get ingrained in a person's method of speaking or writing a language(Richards & Schmidt, 2003, p. 211). Incorrect linguistic elements get embedded in a person's technique of speaking or writing a language through interlanguage fossilization. Much L2 learners fail to achieve target language competency and stop learning when their interlanguage contains at least some rules that are distinct from the target language system, according to Selinker (Ellis, 1999, p. 48). According to Han Zhaohong, Associate Professor at Teachers College, Columbia University, even in circumstances where input is ample, motivation is high, and opportunities for communicative practice are plentiful, second language learners typically fall short of the objective of monolingual native speaker fluency in some or all domains of language (Han, 2009). Combining the two perspectives above, the authors' two-year observation of 20 Chinese EFL (English as a Foreign Language) learners' errors in written output aims to observe whether and how these language items become fossilised. If so, what are the reasons for this. 
To test the preset, longitudinal strategy, typical-error approach, advanced-learner approach, and corrective-feedback technique were comprehensively used in this study. The study was conducted on 12 common language errors highlighted in the writing assignments of 20 Chinese EFL learners.160 initial drafts of essays from 20 individuals were gathered during the course of the two-year study cycle, following which the samples were immediately copied and saved as raw data. The teachers went over the sample again, revising and correcting the 12 common errors. The authors have chosen a variety of methods, but the description does not mention the priority of each method chosen, nor does it describe the weight of each method in the conclusions reached and how each influenced the overall findings.
The lecturers supplied negative/corrective feedback to help the students recognize and overcome their mistakes. Some of these were stated outright, while others were implied. The lecturers used this method to determine how persistent these errors were and why some of them had become fossilized. They claimed that if mistakes were acknowledged and fixed after receiving negative/corrective feedback, the relationship between languages would improve and errors would be less likely to become fossilized. Despite remedial input, if an error remained the same for a year across four assignments, it would stabilize. If an error occurs frequently over the course of eight assignments and persists for up to two years despite teacher correction, it is considered fossilized. The authors generated a line graph and two table plots using the data obtained to demonstrate the differences in the number of the 12 types of errors in the patients' written output more visually. According to the findings, the number of some of these errors had dropped while the number of others had increased. This shows that Chinese written EFL output has a consistent stream of errors, while some are more unpredictable than others. Other forms of errors persist and have even become more widespread, despite a decrease in errors in number, tense, diction, parts of speech, and conjugation. Errors in the use of the coronary are the most common of these more common errors. More crucially, grammatical errors, such as the overuse of second-person pronouns in narratives, appear to be becoming more widespread. 

A number of factors associated with the experimental design need to be explored further. In quantitative research, sample size is critical because small samples run the danger of being too representative of tiny subgroups within the target population. The researcher should explicitly define who the target population is and what criteria were utilized to include or exclude individuals when selecting the sample. It should also be clear how the sample was chosen and how many people were invited (Russell, 2005). In the following discussion, there are two categories of samples. The experimental participants, or students who were chosen as subjects, are the first category. The writing sample used for quantitative analysis is the second type. 
In terms of experimental subjects, twenty Chinese EFL students, ranging in age from 19 to 22, who were studying at a university in South China's English Department, were chosen. They are considered advanced English learners because they studied English for over 11 years in China and passed the TEM 4 exam (Test for English Majors Band 4). However, according to the regulations of the Steering Committee for the Teaching of Foreign Languages in Higher Education Institutions in China, students who have passed the TEM 4 exam are also divided into three levels: pass, merit and distinction. There is still some variation in the English language foundation of students in these three tiers. In addition to writing, this test includes dictation, listening comprehension, language knowledge and reading comprehension. Given this, it is possible that these candidates who passed the TEM 4 exam did so because they had a better grasp of other question types in addition to writing. This is also a factor that should be taken into account when selecting subjects. As a result, the authors' selection of subjects was not clearly differentiated, which may have resulted in sampling error. Ideally, there should be a targeted selection of subjects who pass this test and the subjects should be divided into two groups based on their individual scores in writing. The first group would be those with a passing score in writing and the other group would be those with a good or excellent score in writing. 
In the section of data collection, the authors collected 160 essays from 20 subjects, 80 from sophomores and another 80 from juniors. Of the regularly assigned essays, 20 were collected in the middle of each semester and another 20 were collected at the end of the semester. The essays collected at mid-term and final should highlight the characteristics of students' writing at these two stages or the changes in writing that occur over time. Such changes include progress, maintaining the same level of writing or regression for various reasons. That is, the essays collected at mid-term and end-term respectively should perhaps be analysed using these two time periods as separate cut-off points for the data, thus attempting to analyse the changes in the writing ability of the experimental subjects at these two stages from an ephemeral perspective. Furthermore, by analysing this sample with some differentiation, the authors might be able to produce more definitive, scientifically relevant data of universal value and reference. 
In the section on negative/corrective feedback, the author mentions that for sophomore students, a professional writing teacher provided regular negative feedback after the first draft was completed. Not all errors were explicitly corrected. Whether the data derived from the feedback in question would still be consistent with the analysis if done by another writing teacher is a question of the reliability of the quantitative analysis. In addition, the authors do not explicitly mention the scoring criteria on which the explicitly corrected errors are based. In order to try to avoid bias in the quantitative analysis of the data and to extend the generalisability of the findings, the authors should perhaps have asked three teachers of writing in English to participate in the scoring of the sample and provide feedback. In addition, it would be necessary to standardise the scoring criteria so that the differences in the scoring of the three teachers involved in the scoring and feedback would be kept within a certain range.

Furthermore, the teacher only provided criticism on the sophomore students' essays. The article did not address whether the teachers provided feedback to the juniors. The data analysis graphs, on the other hand, show a comparison of sophomore and juniors' common writing errors, as well as a list of less stable and more stable errors in learners' essays. It's perplexing. 

The reliability of the data analysis results is also subject to further verification. A line graph and two tables are shown in the Research Findings. But the authors do not specify which tools or software were utilized to perform the experimental data analysis, which has an impact on the validity and reliability of the data analysis results. One of the most crucial characteristics of any instrument is that it consistently measures the idea being examined. Validity and reliability are the broad terms used to describe these issues. In general, validity refers to an instrument's ability to measure what it claims to measure, while reliability refers to the instrument's ability to consistently and accurately measure the concept under investigation (Prescott et al., 1978). Validity and reliability have been established if a widely known, already existing tool is used and has not been changed in any manner, and the researcher should clarify this. 

To test the experimental hypothesis, the authors identified and summarized 12 prevalent language faults in the subjects' writing assignments. The authors, on the other hand, merely summarized the outcomes of the experiment on an objective level, using data and observations from the experimental sample to test the experimental hypothesis. A better strategy to perform the experiment and acquire more extensive data and analyze the results would be to combine the qualitative analysis suitably in order to make the results more thorough and compelling. Qualitative research uses data gathered from firsthand observation, interviews, questionnaires (on which participants write descriptively), focus groups, participant observation, recordings recorded in natural settings, documents, and artifacts, among other sources. The information is mostly non-numerical (Creswell & Guetterman, 2021). The authors may reasonably combine questionnaires and interviews with student representatives to enhance the reliability and validity of this experiment. 

Based on the above studies, the writers investigate and analyze the data further. The first thing that was verified was that stable errors do exist. Following this, the authors explore five reasons why some errors are more stable than others. Finally, in light of the foregoing findings, the authors summarize the implications of this empirical study for EFL teaching in China. The author's four revelations are relevant to language training in China, however they should ideally correspond to the more easily fixed typical writing faults stated throughout the work. That is, they are more focused on providing actual answers to existing issues. In addition, the authors' summation of these four lessons prioritizes developing learners' self-monitoring skills. This may or may not be the most important and primary factor in resolving these issues. The latter three discoveries, on the other hand, are more crucial.
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