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Fossilization—A classic concern
of SLA research*

ZhaoHong Han

Introduction

A frequently noted fact out of a spectrum observed of second language acquisition (SLA) is that in
almost all post-pubescent learners, learning stagnates, in spite of all or any favorable conditions that
would otherwise propel it (Gass and Selinker, 2008; Sharwood Smith, 1994; Towell and Hawkins,
1994; VanPatten and Williams, 2007). Whereas this fact itself has largely remained a conundrum—
notwithstanding abundant speculations that exist, it is further complicated by two additional facets,
selectivity and variability. That is, learners do not seem to stabilize prematurely within and across
each and every linguistic domain (e.g., phonology, semantics, morphology, syntax), hence selec-
tivity; nor do they all stall on the same linguistic elements, hence varability, even though noticeable
overlap does exist, particularly in learners of the same first language background.

The phenomenon of truncated learning was first brought into sharp focus by Selinker (1972).
Nearly 40 years have since elapsed. Where are we in terms of identifying the relevant data and
theorizing about the lack of leamning phenomenon metaphorically known as “fossilization”? In
this chapter, I will trace the history of research, focusing, in particular, on the evolution of
conceptual changes and the trajectory of empirical research, starting with a brief discussion of
the theoretical status of the construct. Along the way, core issues will be highlighted. I will end the
chapter with a sketch of future directions as well as with a brief discussion of the implications of
fossilization research for second language (L2) instruction.

Historical discussion

The centrality of fossilization to SLA theory construction

The conception of “fossilization” (Selinker, 1972) as a central phenomenon of SLA stems
first from a generic, impressionistic observation, as encapsulated in an oft-cited quote from
Bley-Vroman (1989):

Few adults are completely successful; many fail miserably, many achieve very high levels of
proficiency, given enough time, input, and effort, and given the right attitude, motivation,
and learning environment. (p. 49)

This observation was corroborated by findings of empirical research, notably through data from a
large-scale longitudinal study by the European Science Foundation of uninstructed L2 learners
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(Perdue, 1993). The observation on the general lack of success in post-pubescent L2 learning was
readily affirmed by research on other critical issues, such as the role of biological maturation
(e.g., Hyltenstam and Abrahamsson, 2003; Long, 1990, 2005; cf., Byrnes, Chapter 31, this volume;
DeKeyser, Chapter 27, this volume).

Researchers have reckoned that the percentage of L2 learners able to achieve native-speaker
competence is nil to 5 percent (Bley-Vroman, 1989; Long, 1990; Selinker, 1972; see, however,
Birdsong, 1999; Montrul and Slabakova, 2003; White and Genesee, 1996), meaning that the vast
majority, thatis, 95 percent or more, of L2 learners stop short of that level of attainment. Given the
stark asymmetry between the success and the failure rate, it only stands to reason that it is the vast
majority of L2 learners, not the small number of “outliers” like a learner named Julie reported in
Loup et al. (1994), that should be the source of relevant data for SLA theory construction. Selinker
(1972, p. 212) argues that the 5 percent successful learners “may be safely ignored—in a
counterfactual sense—for the purposes of establishing the constructs which point to the
psychologically-relevant data pertinent to most second-language leamers” (see, however,
Birdsong, 2004, 2006).

In the earliest conception, the term “interlanguage,” referring to an imperfect yet autonomous
linguistic system created in the course of L2 learning, was almost synonymous with “fossilization”
(Selinker, 1972); many have even claimed that the latter is really what had spurred the field of SLA
into existence (Han and Selinker, 2005; Long, 2003). However, the general perception of
fossilization has evolved over the years: In the contemporary view, fossilization remains a central
charactenistic of interlanguage (Bley-Vroman, 1989) and continues to serve as a touchstone for
the adequacy of theories of SLA. In Larsen-Freeman’s (2006) words, “fossilization provides the
stage where issues central to SLA play out ... In order to account for learning, the province of SLA,
we should be able to say not only what it is, but also when and why it cannot or does not occur”
(p- 193).

By the fossilization “yardstick,” then, adequate theories must explain both learning and lack of
learning (Gass and Selinker, 2008; VanPatten and Williams, 2007). As Bley-Vroman (2009) points
out, “the theory must permit everything from the so-called near-native cases like Julie (Ioup et al.,
1994) to cases in which the acquired grammar is dramatically different from that of the input, like
Schmidt’s (1983) Wes or Schumann’s (1978) Alberto” (p. 178). Updating his Fundamental
Difference Hypothesis, Bley-Vroman underscores that “addressing the logical problem of foreign
language learning' requires, in short, postulating an acquisition system that does not work reliably
and does not [lead to convergent grammars]” (p. 178).

The sine qua non of fossilization

Given the theoretical import of fossilization, it would seem necessary to attain some uniformity in
defining the construct among researchers and across studies. However, doing so has proven quite
daunting.

In its inception (Selinker, 1972), the construct of fossilization was both phenomenological and
epistemological, thus referring, on the one hand, to observable linguistic units that appear to have
stalled short of the aspired targets and, on the other hand, to a cognitive mechanism.

Fossilization, a mechanism ... underlies surface linguistic material which speakers tend to
keep in their interlanguage productive performance, no matter what the age of the learner or
the amount of instruction he receives in the target language. (Selinker, 1972, p. 229)

The terminological duality has, over the years, led to a proliferation of uses of the term, with its
denotations running the gamut from low proficiency (e.g., Thep-Ackrapong, 1990), to typical
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error (e.g., Kellerman, 1989), and to systematic use of erfoneous forms (eﬁg., Aﬂwnghct ;:risijﬂéz;
1991), while prompting a greater aumber of speculations on the foss 1za£ilon.meh anism (or
review, see Han 2004a). Thus, as Birdsong (2004, 2006) }'1a.s aptly noted, foss za:;r; asb e
“catch-all” term, and as such, is theoretically and empirically vacuous. In a si 31; vein, o lgs
(2003) indicates that the construct of fossilization conflates explanandum with explanans a

therefore ambiguous.

Another notable, conceptual development over the years is that by and large, the hypothesized

scope of fossilization has expanded from being local to global. Consequently, f(:issiéizatloz is
j i i inguistic elements, as initially assumed, but rather,

i affect not just discrete or isolated linguistic ¢ , '

:}?: S;i:::lf t;)f theeC i:teri]anguage system. Selinker and Lamendella (1978), for instance, define

fossilization as: .
cessation of interlanguage learning before the learner has attained target

of linguistic structure and in all discourse domains in spite of
opportunity, and motivation to learn and acculturate into target

... permanent
language norms at all levels
the learner’s positive ability,
society. (p. 187)

Bley-Vroman (1989) refers to fossilization as follows:

i h a certain stage of learning—a stage

been noted that foreign language learners reac .
o e hen permanently stabilize at this stage. Development
o change are often fruitless. Brief changes are
* The learner backslides to the stable state.

short of success—and that learners t
ceases, and even serious conscious efforts t

] ,
sometimes observed, but they do not “take.
(pp- 46—47)

And similarly, Tarone (1994) states:

A central characteristic of any interlanguage is that it fossilizes—that is, it ceases to develop at
some point short of full identity with the target language. (p- 1715)

The term fossilization has, therefore, been utilized to characterize an ultimate. stage or an end state
of L2 learning (cf., Herschensohn, 2009). Notice, though, that the endsFate view doesl n(;; s7e6em tz
preclude that fossilization is not ineluctable for some 1eamer.s.. Indeed, in Tarc.)r'le et al. ( ; ), w)
can find a sub-categorization of L2 learners into the non-fossilized and the fossilized, suggesgng (a

that not all learners will experience fossilization but (b) that some learners are doomed to failure at

.., Washburn, 1991).

thel(\)su:ie;l(:rel:’()eu%,’xwever, neithez the endstate nor the fossilized lf:amer viéw holds gp to
empirical scrutiny. SLA empirical research to date has shown une-:quw(?cal ev1.dence of intra-
learner variability; that is, individual learners have been founq to achleve.dlﬁ'erentlal stl‘ccess.a.cross
and within linguistic domains and subsystems. Success, in this context, 1s.deﬁned as acqfumi?g a
grammar like that of a native speaker” (White, 2003, p. 243). L.ongltud.mal studles.on ossi 12211-
tion, in particular, have provided compelling evidence that learm.n.g csmtmues even in put;tlveb y
“fossilized” leamners (see, e.g., Lardiere, 1998, 2007). In short, fossilization has de@onstrate to be
local rather than global. Based on such findings, Han and Odlin (2006) hypothesize:

L2 acquisition will never have a global end state; rather, it will have fossilization, namely,
permanent local cessation of development. (p- 8)
But what counts as local cessation of learning? Most of the definitions of fossilizzlltlon propos.ed to
date, though quite diverse, have collectively revealed three distinct properties: (a) persistent

deviance from the target, (b) resistance to external influence, including explicit mstn:ictflior.x .and
corrective feedback, and (c) being out of the learner’s control. Notably, however, most de nitions
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have failed to cognize a fundamental premise on which fossilization was initially predicated.
Selinker, from his earliest definition up until his more recent ones, has consistently emphasized the
need for a number of leamning conditions to be met as a preliminary to any discussion of
fossilization. Thus, for determining fossilization, Selinker and Lamendella (1979) have stressed
such conditions as the “ability, opportunity, and motivation to learn the target language and
acculturate into the target society” (p. 373), which Han (2004a) later reformulates into “three
preconditions”: (a) abundant exposure to input, (b) adequate motivation to learn, and (c) plentiful
opportunity for communicative practice. Upholding these conditions is crucial, as it helps to
ensure that the fossilization phenomenon is sufficiently circumscribed to be theoretically, empirically,
and practically interesting and productive.

Han (1998, 2004a) offers a two-tier definition:

COGNITIVE LEVEL: Fossilization involves those cognitive processes or underlying
mechanisms that produce permanently stabilized interlanguage forms.

EMPIRICAL LEVEL: Fossilization involves those stabilized interlanguage forms that remain

in learner speech or writing over time, no matter what the input or what the learner does.
(2004a, p. 20)

The purpose of the two-tier definition is to differentiate a theoretical and an empirical level at
which fossilization can be described and theorized. Neither endeavor, as will be discussed in the
sections that follow, has been quite adequate—notwithstanding that fossilization has been one of
the few SLA constructs that have made its popularity, beyond SLA circles, with L2 practitioners.

Core issues

The study of fossilization faces a number of conceptual and empirical challenges. Some of these
challenges have been systematically discussed in Long (2003), Lardiere (2007), and Han (2004b):
Han (2004b) deals at length with what she sees as five central issues: (a) Is fossilization global or
local? (b) Is L2 ultimate attainment isomorphic with fossilization? (c) Is fossilization a product or
process? (d) Is stabilization synonymous with fossilization? And (e) Should empirical studies of
fossilization span five years or more? Long (2003) poignantly addresses four empirical issues, among
others: (a) assuming, not demonstrating, fossilization; (b) selecting inappropriate learners for study;
(c) basing findings on insufficient data; and (d) using inadequate analyses. Similarly, Lardiere (2007)
takes on several, including volatility.

In this section, I discuss two more. The first issue pertains to the nature of fossilization research,
which, to some, showcases a practice of what Bley-Vroman (1983) has referred to as the
“comparative fallacy.” Fossilization studies are allegedly parasitic on comparison of interlanguage
with target language, and more specifically, of L2 learners with monolingual native speakers. A
problem with such comparative practice is, as Larsen-Freeman (2006) aptly points out, that it
overemphasizes surface deviance while overlooking other, deeper levels of interlanguage such as
semantics and usage patterns that do not appear to involve errors of form. Han (2008) concurs and
subsequently demonstrates (Han, 2010) that meaning can be a greater source of learning difficulty
than form (cf., Bardovi-Harlig, Chapter 9, this volume; Slabakova, Chapter 8, this volume), lending
support to Larsen-Freeman’s (2006) claim that “because using a language requires using its
elements accurately, meaningfully, and approprately (Larsen-Freeman, 2001), surely inaccurate
forms are not the only evidence of fossilization” (p. 194). Indeed, a growing number of studies of
very advanced leamers, including the oft-cited Ioup et al. (1994) study, have offered the insight
that meaning and function or, rather, discourse syntax and semantics are the hardest to acquire,
suggesting that those should be proper domains for fossilization research.
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A paramount concern with the comparative approach, as Lfirsen—Freemarl. (2906) further notes,
is its predication on “a particular view of language—a view pf monollthlc, homogeneous,
idealized, static end-state competence, where language acquisition is seen to be a process of
conformity to uniformity” (p- 194)- She advocates, '1nsteadf a d.yn:%mlc view of lax}guage which
presumes no end and no state. While the no-end/no-state view 1s hlghly 'debatable in t}ile i:‘(:xr;t;:;l(t
of L2 learning, fossilization researchers should certair}ly heed her admf)mtlon, r;a@ely that t the
the concept of fossilization is inherently target—cenmc,.researchers of it must ta e into accoun ef
fact that the target is not monolithic and is always moving, z.llthoug.h, of course, dlﬁ'ere(rilt aspegtsI o
language change at different rates” (p. 195), and be highly circumspect when determining
1 ization.
mStIaril Zecso(:liicl)zlelly different vein, Cook (1992, 1999, 2008) also raises doubts about thIfj 2cc1)mpara-
tive approach. The crux of Cook’s argument is that th.e competence developed by elz:frnersi
dubbed “multi-competence,” is necessarily of qualitative difference fro.m tha..t of mono 1ngua;1
speakers. Comparing the two will, therefore, be mean%ngless and even m1sleaf11ngi B}(:Fh r.ese;.arfc
and pedagogical practices must therefore reconceptuah.ze the goal of L2 learning, in his \}fllew}.l or
research, instead of measuring L2 success against the native speaker norms and assummg‘t att ose
are what learners have aspired to, profiles should be created of successful L2 learners against .whlch
to then evaluate the success or lack thereof of L2 learning in individual 1eamers. For practitioners,
Cook’s suggestion is that teaching should aim at aligning students with those profiles (see,
however, Davies, 2003; Han, 2004c). -

Though seemingly orthogonal, the multi-competence view and fossilization research afz irll.ot
entirely out of synch. The former simply rules out native-speaker competence evenasa p0551h 11ty
for L2 acquisition, hence averting comparisons, while the latter seeks t.o document its p}slyc olo-
gical reality but, more importantly, to find its etiology and does so in reference to t e dtarget
language. The comparative approach is necessary at times, as some have strgngly argued (Bir sonlgci
2004; Franceschina, 2005; Lardiere, 2003). Han (2004c) suggests that native speaker data shou!
be used only as an aid or a means to elucidate a learning phenomen-on, notasan end, say, merel;;) t50
present native_non-native differences as practiced in Romerq Tnﬂo (2002). France?schu:a (20. )
insightfully points out that to compare or not should be a decision made on the basis of “the ls:;ms
of individual investigations and not by an a priori decision about what SLA researchers should or
should not be interested in” (Franceschina, 2005, p. 18). . . .

Still, if fossilization research is not about revealing surface deviance 9{ a given 1nter41a'n.guag.e
from its intended target but about uncovering an underlying mec.hamsn.l of L2 acquisition, 1t
appears that more attention should be given to the }nternal logic of interlanguage ' thar; to
differences, as Bley-Vroman has counseled, and accordingly, that there sh0}11d be lf:ss inter. em(—i
guage and target language comparison but more within-interlanguage analysis, both in scope an
dep;h;econd issue that I wish to consider briefly here is whether or not the term fossi]izatiog sho?ﬂd
be extended to forms that have been acquired, and somewhat relatedly, whether or not foss.ﬂ%zat?on
and acquisition are driven by the same mechanism. R.. Ellis .(19.85) argues that because fossxhzi?loz
is part of the interlanguage process, occurring at one point in time, there should be both fossilize
errors and non-errors (see also, Vigil and Oller, 1976). Most researchers,‘ howezj/er, hold that
fossilization applies only to non-targetlike forms, conceptualizing fossilization as “a proc.ezés.thgl,f
may occur in the second language acquisition context as opposed to first language acquusition

1988, p. 68). .
(H};lfler?szri’ntally,’ iII)l ty'n)lg fossilization to acquired forms, researchers con.ﬂ'ate fossilization W.lth
stabilization. Their rationale is that just as non-targetlike features can stabilize, so can ta'rgethke
features be construed as a form of stabilization. This view is neither theoretically plausible nor
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empirically and practically desirable (see discussion in the next section of different types of
stabilization). At the very least, it masks rather than elucidates the complexity of second language
learning, inasmuch as it lumps what may very well be disparate phenomena. SLA research over the
past four decades has striven for a greater and finer-grained understanding of the learning process,
outcome, and mechanism. Differentiating fossilization from other types of stabilization can
therefore be crucial to a more sophisticated understanding of this unique learning and cognitive
phenomenon of SLA. It would simply be a hard-sell argument that truncated learning, manifested
as persistent deviance from the target, has followed the same cognitive process as for complete
acquisition.

Perhaps a more interesting and substantive question with regard to fossilization and acquisition
is whether or not they have the same underlying mechanism. Following the above line of
thinking, although their processes may very well be different, it would nevertheless seem
implausible that fossilization and acquisition each are driven by a different mechanism.
Theoretically, it would not be enticing to posit two mechanisms, as doing so would compromise
the parsimony of the theory, a well-sought-after virtue by theorists (Jordan, 2004). More
important, it is difficult to argue that for a given L2 leamner there are two mechanisms, one leading
to learning and one to incomplete learning. Empirical findings on fossilization as local rather than
global point favorably to the understanding that one mechanism drives two processes, with one
“non-contaminated,” as in the case of acquisition, and the other “contaminated” or tempered
with by the L1 (cf., Lardiere, Chapter 7, this volume), as in the case of fossilization. Fossilization,
after all, is not zero learning but incomplete learning.

Such appears to have been the reasoning behind current theoretical approaches to accounting
for acquisition and fossilization, such as the generative approach (see, e.g., Hawkins, 2000;
Lardiere, 1998, 2007; Sorace, 1993, 2003; White, 2003b) and the connectionist approach (see,
e.g., N. Ellis, 2006). From a somewhat eclectic perspective and with fossilization as her main
explanandum, Han (2009) recently posited a Selective Fossilization Hypothesis, which proposes a
unitary mechanism, made up of L1 markedness and L2 input robustness and their interaction, for
both fossilization and acquisition. According to the hypothesis, predictions can be made, by
examining the nature of L2 input such as frequency and variability and, similarly, the nature of
the corresponding L1 feature such as its frequency and variability, about (a) what is acquirable, (b)
not as acquirable, (c) fossilizable, and (d) not as fossilizable. The hypothesis further translates into a
numerical model (a set of formulae) that enables the calculation of the interaction of L1 input
robustness and L2 markedness vis-d-vis a given target feature and subsequently its fossilizability.
Importantly, in this framework, that feature is not simply a form, but a unity (or lack thereof) of

form, meaning, and function (Larsen-Freeman, 2001).

Data and common elicitation measures

To date, empirical research on fossilization has, primarily, been clinical rather than controlled or
statistical, relying heavily on naturalistic data, the goal often being to isolate instances of fossiliza-
tion. Typically, the methodology employed is a longitudinal case study, though cross-sectional
studies exist as well, with the data analyzed more qualitatively than quantitatively.

Earlier studies on fossilization have relied exclusively on natural samples of learner language,
drawn primarily from untutored learners (see, e.g., Agnello, 1977; Schumann, 1978; Shapira,
1978; Stauble, 1978). By way of illustration, Shapira (1978), for a year and a half, followed Zoila, a
25-year-old Guatemalan woman, a native speaker of Spanish leamning English as the L2 without
instruction. Data collected consisted of transcripts of conversation interviews conducted at three
points in time, each interview session lasting from 30 to 45 minutes. The data were then analyzed
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. _ - d-person singular -s, plural NP subjects
sround ten grammaticaégtf]‘;%‘lcfz;ze ]gglial\/j;nfg},leng;;’goz of senteices with BE, negat‘ion of
followed by .the VeI: t}"ler than Bé’ Yes/No questions, WH-questions, and possessive -s.
sent.ences v - . 21 is. which counts tokens of targetlike use, was carried out to assess and
Obligatory o.cc’asmn an .ysn’ accuracy vis-3-vis these targeted constructions, both synchronically
compare ZOﬂ_a 5P rOdPCHZO—SS percent suppliance in all obligatory environments as the bench-
and dlachronlcflll}f, ung“little or quite insignificant development in the acquisition gf any of t.he
mark. Result.s indicate - es studied” (p. 248). Shapira then invoked biological, cognitive, affect'lve
ten grammatlca.l .caatlegol?s:i (Lenneberg, 1967) to understand why there was little progress, arguing
accounts ofa Cﬂtl'c I;jnlo ical changes—such as cortical lateralization—around puberty, (b) Fhe
that (.a? the putative 1}? gle < induced by the onset of formal operations, and (c) psychological
cosmave fmd SOCISJ (1: anga e and culture shock all might have been responsible for th.e fact that
d.Jstance tnggerec; bY anr,‘:’:;dge except in the area of fluency. In addition, learner strategies sucb as
htt.le }Zro'grgesz:rjlmueneirclation over formal accuracy and L1 transfer were offered as potentially
prioritizin
confounding factom.d however, that Zoila’s leaming was not a complete failure: Although little

teshould be‘n()teo, ess was c,>bserved in her during the one and a half years, “a process of
fnorphosynta’c thf It):ar;gs;erred vocabulary by English equivalents” was attested (.Sh’ﬂ.lplra, 1?78,
replacement' }(1) ests differential intra-learner interlanguage development. Smnlar. .ﬁndmgs
p- 254) Whlcci bsuSgghmidt (1983, 1984) on Wes, an adult Japanese immigrant to Hawai, wh.ose
wc?r'e reporte zniZate displayed’ a steady and impressive rate of increase but whose grammath31
;clltl\lrlefl};;:::nr??ppeared to have made no progress over 2 p;ri(;d og t}}llreeo r}lfleear:(S).nTllgzlea:
:nnev (2006) has noted, “fossilization is not an 3c_ross—t e-boar p er{’ . ’

I\:VA: (;i\zf;lcnont?nflal gr>owth in some areas and relaFive;l stablglstyholf r;l:;; I(I; ;);g)erz tg;_ii’;)l .th long.-
The best-known early study on fossilization 1s that o' C ot ,chan Spanish. who
;tudinal case study. The subject, Alberto, was an adult native speaker o ;)15 ; receivedpsix yéars of
had resided in the USA for four months. In his ‘home country, Alberto ha e raported
instruction in the English language, at the intenSItY oftwc? to:h.r ee. hous 2 ;Ner,e t(; ics such as work
to be able to “speak only a few words and phrasesin Engh.sh, hn.me(riﬂto SZCOe:a esp of recordings of
and shopping, at the onset of the study. The data comprised, prima ¥ pes of  analysis of

] Alberto and the researcher. Obligatory occasio ySIS

ill?lzrclitz;ez:csucs(i);gv Ziazl(;)tsnt;??z:: r;f the English auxiliary and its related s';lructures, t};et }?epg:z;: ,
and the’ interrogative, showed little development in these areas overht e rrtler;;irsf(l)on o Othe;
Interestingly, in this study, the lack of progress was revealed z?lsg throug' comp ¢ fosslization,
imilar 11 background, shedding light on the idiosyncratic Tlature o .
lzir::)er:i:é ?osércr;i:nann, sevegrral factors contributed to the lack of learning in Alberto, but two, 1n

particular: social and psychological distance.

To the extent that the early studies such as the ones
data. stabilization of morphosyntactic deviances from t - lang
their contribution to the inception of an empirical basis fo}rﬂ fc;fs1h?n . o ey

i i lso important, which mitigate .
logical weaknesses of the early studies are a . -
Fogr1 one thing, the fact that these studies all focused on early stage learners is enoug

for concern: Had the leamers had enough exposure to the target language—one of the three

rmin i £
iti ir] ining fossilization? And how had they fared in terms O
D e o D o rtunity for communicative practice? Indeed,

the two other preconditions, motivation and oppo .  CommUni D on of thes
i f explanations often poimnt to the
what the early studies offered by way o ‘ fon :
j i ntact with the targe
iti i indi t the subjects neither had had much co
conditions. That is, they indicated tha ad 1 . © reet
language nor the opportunity to practice and/or the motivation to strive for a cy

described above established, via longitudinal
he target language, they are invaluable for
on. However, the methodo-
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Schumann’s Acculturation Hypothesis (1978, 1986), for example, precisely claims that social and
psychological distance from the target culture and language constricts exposure to input. Hence, it
would not be an unreasonable contention that if those learners had had enough exposure and so
forth, they might have progressed beyond the observed plateau.

Another major question that can be raised with the early studies is whether or not the observed
stabilization equals fossilization. Han (1998; cf., Han, 2004a; Selinker and Han, 2001) distinguishes
three underlying forces of surface stabilization. First, stabilization can result from a natural slow-
down in the learning process. According to skill acquisition theory, learning (language learning
included) is subject to the power law of practice; that is, learning heightens as a result of practice
but gradually declines and plateaus, with further, repeated practice (DeKeyser, 2007; Verspoor
et al., 2008). Second, stabilization can stem from the initiation of mental activity, as can occur,
for instance, in stage two of the well-documented U-shaped learning whereby learning
behavior (a) starts out being targetlike as a function of mechanic imitation of stimuli, (b) then
turns non-targetlike as a result of inception of a chain of analytic processes, and (c) eventually
becomes targetlike again as a result of successful restructuring of mental representations. Finally, a
third scenario of surface stabilization is that it can be a result of fossilization, in which case learning
has ceased prematurely. Detection and differentiation of these different types of surface stabiliza-
tions can be challenging but not impossible. For example, applying multivariate statistical analysis
to the data can determine whether learning has indeed come to a halt, as Berdan (1996) has
demonstrated. In his reanalysis of Schumann’s data using a statistical procedure called logistic
regression, Berdan showed that “Alberto is in the process of acquiring negation” (p. 206), one of
the structures that Schumann had adjudicated as fossilized. The change was non-dramatic, for sure,
but “incontrovertible” (p. 237). It thus seems that what Alberto experienced was not fossilization,
but rather, slow learning (see, however, Verspoor et al., 2008).> Clearly, how to accurately
determine fossilization remains a methodological challenge.

The stabilization/fossilization intricacy is compounded by another phenomenon which Long
(2003) has referred to as “volatility.” Long’s concern is counter-evidence: What constitutes
counter-evidence to claims of fossilization? He argues that stabilization and variation are mutually
exclusive (cf., Birdsong, 1999). Other researchers, such as Schachter (1996), Lardiere (2007), and
Han (2004a, 2006), have argued and demonstrated that there can be fossilized variation.

Unlike the studies conducted in the 1970s and the early 1980s which focused on early- stage,
untutored learners, fossilization research conducted in the mid-1980s through the mid-1990s
turned its attention to instructed learners. In most cases, researchers would employ corrective
feedback as a strategy to gauge fossilization, reasoning that if the efficacy is nil to low for the
perceptually persistent interlanguage forms, then those forms may have fossilized (see, e.g., Lin,
1995; Mukattash, 1986; Schouten, 1996; Thep-Ackrapong, 1990; Washburn, 1991). Studies of
this nature were liable to the same criticisms leveled at the earlier studies in that they, too, did not
ensure that the subjects had been learning under exogenously and endogenously favorable
conditions. Furthermore, they operated on premises about corrective feedback that current
research has proven false. For example, it was tacitly assumed that corrective feedback is a one-
way process involving transactions from a giver to a receiver, and/or that corrective feedback
should be equally effective for every linguistic feature.

Since the mid-1990s, researchers have gradually moved away from early-stage learners to
so-called endstate learners, that is, learners who, as defined by White (2003a), “have completed
their L2 acquisition” and who are “no longer L2 learners but, rather, bilingual (or multilingual)
speakers or users of the L2” (p. 241). Two types of endstate learners have been examined thus far:
those who have reached a high level of proficiency and subsequently had extended immersion,
and those who have been long-term residents (five—ten years), in the target language society but who
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nevertheless have not reached a high level of proficiency. Because the three pr.econ'd1tions (1.6.%
input, motivation, and opportunity for practice) can be quite safely .a.ssur.ned with Cltheg type o
endstate learners, they, arguably, offer the best testing ground fo‘r fossilization: Whatever ev1ancfe
can be found in them is most likely to have persisted for a long time and least likely to change (cf.,
Sorgfljéize(s)(z'gi;lsing on endstate learners are generally either .longitudinal or non—long11tu;1nal.<zile
longitudinal studies tend to last longer (>ten years) than the}r counterparts in tbe ear] yl ays (_e o
years). One such study can be found in Lardiere (1998), a single case study }ast;n.g n;:ar 5 Stznfgrr ;irg
focusing on a subject named Patty. A native speaker of Chme.se, Patty had resided in tI e US. o
years and was married to a native speaker of American English, the target lang’uage. r;temew i
were collected at three points over time, and the analytical focus was on I"atty s use O p1ronorm‘r]1e
case marking and past-tense inflectional morphology. Obligatory analysis with frequenq.f 1ioun,tss oaSt f
time provided indisputable evidence of fossilization, importantl‘y, asa loc.al phenon;lenon. atl;};e ;zFor
tense marking in an eight-year period. However, her pron(?nnnal mark1r¥g was fully target-like.
analysis of other aspects of Patty’s grammar and similar findings, see Lardiere, 2007..) : :
Unlike the studies undertaken in the 1970s and 1980s, a marked methodologxcal deve opmenf
in the more recent longitudinal studies is the variegation of data. In.stead 9f relying on o.ne.tyge o
data, researchers employ a combination of multiple data types, 41nclud1ng, but. not limited to,
natural and clinically elicited samples of learner production (Ellis and Barkhuizen, 2005?. For
instance, in Han (2000, 2006, 2010) naturalistic writings were sampled fror.n. th? case subject(s)
over time and, concurrently, data were elicited via translation and acceptabﬂ{ty 'Judgm.ent tasks.f
Thus, multiple perspectives were staged for co—lconstructing and/or co-verifying evidence o
ilization and for elucidating its nature and etiology. o
foss’ﬁ:: trlr(:; c?rify of the contenfporary studies on endstate learners are, distinctly, non—lor:)gzl‘tli)dmal
(see, e.g., Coppieters, 1987; Franceschina, 2005; Hopp, 2004; Liu, 2007; Montrul, 2002; :ﬁ)pd,
2000; Sorace, 1993) and controlled. They typically focus on very advanced leamer§ or SO-C .eh
“near-native speakers,” that is, L2 learners who “have reached a level of surface ?qulvaler'lce Wlt
native speakers in language use and proficiency” (Coppieters, .1987, p. 547),- using nonlinguistic
data such as acceptability judgments and reaction times (E]h's and Barkhu.1zen, 2005). Sora'c}e1
(1993), for example, explored near-natives’ intuitions regarding conﬁtt‘uctlor{s asspaated w1l§
Italian unaccusatives, using a methodological procedure called maggltude estimation Yvhere v
groups of native speakers of French and English who were near-native speakers of Italian vs;er.e
asked to assign numerical ratings to 48 sentences presented to. them one by one, based on t 1e1r
perception of the relative acceptability of each sentence tO.ltS previous sefltence.. The resu.t;
similar to those reported from the longitudinal studies, indicated differential attainment, wit
ilizati ing local rather than global.
fossglxzzzzzlr,l }:;Zseagrch on endstate fgearners to date has seen an expansion gf its scope fr‘om
morphosyntactic features to phonological features and frgm .menta; representations to pro.c.essn:)g.
Liu (2007), for instance, examined phonological recoding in Chmfese characte.r recogmt]llon Z
near-native speakers/readers of Chinese. The study had an expenrr%ental deslgr.l that a o:;ve
comparisons of native speakers and near-natives vis—é—visv the lexical processing procedure
(i.e., how and what types of information are activated dunng word processing and semantic
integration), in particular, the activation of tonal information in processing Cbmese characters.
Lexical decision and semantic judgment tasks were administered to both t.he.natlve and the'ne.ar—
native speakers of Chinese. Results showed similarities as well as quaytatlve ar.1d qufmntatlze
differences. For example, while both groups activated phonetic information to assist their dec.o -
ing of Chinese characters and semantic integration of characters at the sentence level, the r?atn./es
outperformed the near-natives both in terms of efficiency and accuracy, and where qualitative
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difference is concerned, the natives activated tonal (phonological)
natives either did not activate it or activated it late. This study
fossilization in lexical processing.

information but the near-
was the first to document

In summary, research on fossilization has undergone steady and substantive changes over the
last four decades. The changes are most visible in the population chosen for study and in the types
of data sampled. Importantly, over the years there has been increasing effort to ensure that the
selected subjects meet the preconditions of input, motivation, and practice opportunity. The

studies so far have collectively shown that fossilization is local and selective, affecting certain
domains and/or subsystems only.

Applications

Research on fossilization, though seemingly accentuating a negative aspect of SLA, nevertheless
has unique and critical contributions to make to L2 pedagogy. First and foremost, it dispels a long-
held assumption that instruction is necessary and helpful, regardless, suggesting, instead, that
instruction is helpful sometimes, under certain conditions, and in relation to certain linguistic
elements (see, e.g., Han, 2001). Importantly, research on fossilization has pointed to a need to
differentiate in SLA study between learning and acquisition (Krashen, 1981); while everything
may be learnable, not everything can be acquirable. In this case, acquisition or success is defined as
the ability to use language accurately, fluently, and appropriately (cf., Bailey and Tarone, Chapter 3,
this volume). Instruction, and explicit instruction, in particular, as delimited by understandings
drawn from fossilization research, should subsequently target those that are amenable to it and
ignoring those that are not. More specifically, it should focus on those that are explicable via
simple, surface rules, giving less attention to those that are not. Though still largely an empirical
question, it would seem from extant research that the efficacy of instruction may improve if done
implicitly vis-i-vis features bearing complex form-meaning-function relations (see, however,
Hulstijn and de Graaff, 1994). In brief, effective instruction should be differential, varying
according to the nature of learner difficulty in relation to different features of the target language.

Findings from existing research on fossilization highlight two sets of morphosyntactic features

as hard to acquire and to which instruction is not or only partially useful: (1) interface features
(Sorace, 2005) closely interacting with semantics and pragmatics, for example, verbs of causative
alternation in English or the topic-comment construction in Chinese and (2) grammatical
morphemes and functors, such as nominal declensions, verbal inflections, and articles, which
encode abstract concepts such as definiteness, tense, and aspect. These features are largely immune
to instruction, even though, ironically, they tend to receive most attention in the classroom. The
learning of these features requires rich and consistent exposure to contextualized, naturalistic
input, something that classroom instruction typically falls short of;

Instruction can sometimes promote or induce fossilization, as demonstrated in fossilization
research (see e.g., Han, 2001). Inadequacies in input quality and quantity, pedagogical procedures,
and/or opportunities for communicative practice can singly or in combination engender pre-
mature stabilization of interlanguage features (cf., Han, 2004a), in which case stabilization may
become a harbinger of fossilization. SLA research on classroom learning over the past four decades
has produced and reverberated a clear message for teachers, namely that instructional capacity is
limited for stimulating acquisition, due largely to the inherent limitations of the classroom, and yet
it can be boosted when combined with experience-based learning in naturalistic environments
(see, e.g., DeKeyser, 2007; Ritkin, 2005).

Teachers in the past have manifested two polarizing attitudes toward fossilization. While some
have embraced it whole-heartedly and thereby have been overgenerous in applying the term to an
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array of errors including those that either have not fossilized or may never fossilize by a standard
interpretation of fossilization, others have shied away from it, refusing to believe that there can
ever be such a thing as no learning and therefore to do anything about any potential incidences of
fossilization. Clearly, neither attitude helps learning. Fossilization research drives home the
message for teachers that it does matter if the teacher has or has no understanding of fossilization:
Knowledge would lead to efforts to maximize learning while entertaining realistic expectations
about the learning outcome, whereas ignorance would lead to use of non-differentiated strategies,
which diminishes rather than enhances learning.

Future directions

Even though fossilization has garnered considerable attention from researchers over the past four
decades and a general understanding has been formed about its nature and scope, much of it remains
to be explored and substantiated, both empirically and theoretically. As is clear from the discussion
in this chapter and elsewhere, the L2 literature on fossilization, though substantially ameliorated in
the last 15 years, has for long exhibited an imbalance between data and explanations, with
explanations outstripping the empirical data, a scenario which Han and Odlin (2006) have depicted
as the “fossilization flip-flop,” i.e., explanation before description (cf., Byrnes, Chapter 31, this
volume). Therefore, it is necessary that future empirical research continue to build the descriptive
database, abiding by the three preconditions for subject sampling, namely, exposure to input,
motivation, and opportunity for communicative practice. A longitudinal approach should serve as
the primary methodology, for, as Long (2003; cf., Selinker and Han, 2001) has compellingly
argued, there is no substitute for it when it comes to empirically determining fossilization (for
discussion on duration of longitudinal research, see Han, 2004b). In the meantime, multiple types
of data must be sought for greater validity and reliability of the research findings. Only when an
adequate database is in place can any theoretical work become meaningful and useful.

On the theoretical front, in spite of the abundance of explanations available in the literature,
there have been few attempts to systematically explain fossilization (see, e.g, Selinker and
Lakshmanan, 1992), and virtually none for both fossilization and acquisition. The overwhelming
majority of the existing accounts are random, post hoc, atomistic, and non-generalizable. In Han
(2004a), about 50 such explanations were listed exhausting almost every factor relevant to
language acquisition. However, with insights on fossilization permeating the entire SLA literature,
and more importantly, with substantially increased amount of robust descriptive evidence, the
time is now ripe for performing theoretical analysis of existing findings relating to fossilization as
well as acquisition and to construct hypotheses that can guide further empirical research.

Future research must also strive to substantiate the current understanding of issues, among them
(a) the relationship between instruction and fossilization and (b) the idiosyncratic nature of
fossilization. Concerning instruction and fossilization, it would be a desirable goal, among others,
for fossilization research to not only identify features that do not seem amenable to any kind of
instruction, but also build gravity indices for the fossilizable features. Such types of information
would prove invaluable to teachers and materials writers, as they can use the research-based
information to help organize teaching and select implementation strategies. With respect to the
idiosyncratic nature of fossilization, while much has been said about fossilization being intra-
learner, which gradually has led to the assumption of fossilization as an individual difference
phenomenon, the fact has often been overlooked that where fossilizable features are concerned,
there is a great deal of commonality across learners. For example, where L2 acquisition of English
articles is concerned, learners from miscellaneous L1 backgrounds tend to exhibit omission of
articles in the following linguistic environments: when a noun is (a) modified by an adjective,
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(b) in topic position, (c) representing a subsequent- (as opposed to first-) mention referent, and d
when the referent object is in the immediate environment (for detailed discussion, see i’re ki )
2009). Teasing apart what is idiosyncratic from what is universal is important tc’) achievirrll i
finer-grained understanding of fossilization and its underlying mechanism. °
Finally, future research must break new ground. This would require, on the one hand oi

beyond the customary domains and units of investigation, such as surface forms, and on th:a ithr;%
han.d, examining fossilization alongside other major phenomena such as acquisition and attrition
Domg so would not only be theoretically compelling, if uncovering a unitary cognitive mechan-.
1sm s a goal for SLA research, but also practically beneficial for understanding fossilization itself. As
a Chinese saying goes, il 2K 3%1§ (read as chu4 lei4 pang2 tongl), which can be glossed for .this
context as the following: A better understanding can be achieved of the issue at hand when
looking beyond it and into other seemingly remote concerns.

Notes

- . . S
[ thank the editors and the anonymous reviewers for their insightful comments on an earlier version of this
chapter. Any errors are exclusively my own.

1 The logical problem in foreign language learning refers to an overall lack of success in L2 learning, which
in B#ly—Vroman’s recent formulation, is manifested across the board as (a) lack of reliability (gap k;erweer;
the interlanguage grammar and the grammar underlying the target language input) and (b) lack of
convergence (incongruence between individuals’ interlanguage grammars).

2 A reanalysis of Cancino et . (1978) by Verspoor et al. (2008) indicates no change in Alberto’s use of

negation strategies. This raises an interesting question: Could the reported changes or lack thereof have
been artifacts of statistical analysis?

References

Agr}\elllcil, F. (-1 97(7]38})3xploring the pidginization hypothesis: A study of three fossilized negation systems. In
- Henning (Ed.), Proceedings of the Los Angeles second language research_forum (pp. 224-234). Los A 1
CA: University of California at Los Angeles. f o - o Angeles
Allwright, D. and Bai_ley, K. (1.991)' Focus on the language classroom. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Berdan, R. (1996). Disentangling language acquisition from language variation. In R. Bayley and D. Preston
' (Eds.), Second language acquisition and linguistic variation (pp. 203-244). Amsterdam: Benjamins.
Blrdsong,'[?. (1999). Introduction: Whys and why nots of the critical period hypothesis for second language
acquisition. In D. Birdsong (Ed.), Second language acquisition and the critical period hypothesi
) . 1-22).
A Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. ! ot o )
Birdsong, D. (2004). Second language acquisition and ultimate attainment. In A. Davies and C. Elder (Eds.)
' The handbook of applied linguistics (pp. 82-105). Oxford: Blackwell. ’
Birdsong, D. (2()'0'6»?. Wh}: not fossilization. In Z. -H. Han and T. Odlin (Eds.), Studies of fossilization in second
- language acquisition (pp’ 173-188). Clevedon, UK: Multilingual Matters.
ey-Vroman, R. (1983). The comparative fallacy in interlanguage studies: Th £ ici
Language Learning, 33(1), 1-17. e | e O oystemanay:
Bley-Vroman, R. (1989). What is the logical problem of foreign language learning? In S. Gass and
J. Schgchter (Eds.), Linguistic perspectives on second language acquisition (pp. 41-68). Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press. .
Bley-Vroman, R. (2009). The evolving context of the fundamental difference hypothesis. Studies in Second
Lzlmguage Acquisition, 31 [Special issue 02], 175-198.
Cancino, E., Rosa.nsky, E., and Schumann, J. (1978). The acquisition of English negative and interrogatives
by native Spamsh_speakers. In E. Hatch (Ed.), Second language acquisition. Rowley, MA: Newbury House.
Cook, V. (1992). Evidence for multi-competence. Language Learning, 42(4), 557-591.
Cocil;,s \/2'0 7(1999)‘ Going beyond the native speaker in language teaching. TESOL Quarterly, 33(2),
Cook, V. (2008). Multi-competence: Black hole or wormhole for second language acquisition research. In
Z. H. Han (Ed.), Understanding second language process (pp. 16-26). Clevedon, UK: Multilingual Matters.

487




ZhaoHong Han

Coppieters, R.. (1987). Competence differences between native and near-native speakers. Language, 63(3),

544-573.
Davies, A. (2003). The native speaker: Myth and reality. Clevedon, UK: Multilingual Matters.

DeKeyser, R. (2007). Study abroad as foreign language practice. In R. Dekeyser (Ed.), Practicing in a second
language: Perspectives from applied linguistics and cognitive psychology (pp- 208-226). New York: Cambridge

University Press.
Ellis, N C. (2006). Selec
salience, interference,
Ellis, R. (1985). Understanding second
Ellis, R.. and Barkhuizen, G. (2005).
Franceschina, F. (2005). Fossilized second language grammars:
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
Gass, S. and Selinker, L. (2008). Second languag

Routledge.
Han, Z.-H. (1998). Fossilization: An investigation into advanced L2 learning of a typologically distant language.

Unpublished doctoral dissertation. University of London, London, UK.
Han, Z.-H. (2000). Persistence of the implicit influence of NL: The case of the pseudo-passive. Applied
Linguistics, 21(1), 78-105.
Han, Z.-H. (2001). Fine-tuning corrective feedback. Foreign Language Annals, 3 4(6), 582-599.
Han, Z.-H. (2004a). Fossilization in adult second language acquisition. Clevedon, UK: Multilingual Matters.
Han, Z.-H. (2004b). Fossilization: Five central issues. Intermational Journal of Applied Linguistics, 14(2),

212-242.
Han, Z.-H. (2004c). To be a native speaker means not to be a non-native speaker. Second Language Research,

20(2), 166—187.
Han, Z.-H. (2006). Fossilization: Can grammaticality judgment be a reliable source of evidence? In
Z.-H. Han and T. Odlin (Eds), Studies of fossilization in second language acquisition (pp- 56-82).
Clevedon, UK: Multilingual Matters.

Han, Z.-H. (2008). On the role of meaning in focus on form. In Z.-H. Han (Ed.), Understanding second
language process (pp- 45-79). Clevedon, UK: Multilingual Matters.

Han, Z.-H. (2009). Interlanguage and fossilization: Towards an analytic model. In V. Cook and L. Wei
(Eds.), Contemporary applied linguistics (pp-. 137-162). London: Continuum.

Han, Z.-H. (2010). Grammatical morpheme inadequacy as a function of linguistic relativity: A longitudinal
study. In Z.-H. Han and T. Cadierno (Eds.), Linguistic relativity in second language acquisition: Evidence of L1
thinking for speaking (pp. 154-182). Clevedon, UK: Multilingual Matters.

Han, Z.-H., and Odlin, T. (2006). Introduction. In Z.-H. Han and T. Odlin (Eds.), Studies of fossilization in
second language acquisition (pp. 1-20). Clevedon, UK: Multilingual Matters.

Han, Z.-H., and Selinker, L. (2005). Fossilization in L2 learners. In E. Hinkel (Ed.), Handbook of research in
second language teaching and learning (pp. 455—470). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Hawkins, R.. (2000). Persistent selective fossilization in second language acquisition and the optimal design of
the language faculty. Essex Research Reports in Linguistics, 34, 75-90.

Herschensohn, J. (2009). Fundamental and gradient differences in language development. Studies in Second
Language Acquisition, 31, 259-289.

Hopp, H. (2004). Constraining L2 word order optionality: Scrambling in advanced English-German and
Japanese-German interlanguage. Second Language Research, 25(1), 34=71.

Hulstijn, J. and de Graaff, R. (1994). Under what conditions does explicit knowledge of a second language
facilitate the acquisition of implicit knowledge? A research proposal. AILA Review, 11, 97-112.

Hyltenstam, K. (1988). Lexical characteristics of near-native second language learners of Swedish. Journal of
Multilingual and Multicultural Development, 9, 67-84.

Hyltenstam, K. and Abrahamsson, N. (2003). Maturational constraints in SLA. In C. Doughty and M. Long
(Eds.), The Handbook of second language acquisition (pp. 539-588). Oxford: Blackwell.
Ioup, G., Boustagui, E., El Tigi, M., and Moselle, M. (1994). Reexamining the critical period hypothesis: A

dult SLA in a naturalistic environment. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 16(1),

tive attention and transfer phenomena in L2 acquisition: Contingency, cue competition,
overshadowing, blocking, and perceptual leaming. Applied Linguistics, 27(2), 164=194.
language acquisition. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Analyzing learner language. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

The acquisition of grammatical gender (Vol. 38).

e acquisition: An introductory course (Third Edition). New York:

case study of successful a

73-98.
Jordan, G. (2004). Theory construction in second language acquisition. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Kellerman, E. (1989). The imperfect conditional: Fossilization, cross-linguistic influence and natural ten-
dencies in a foreign language setting. In K. Hyltenstam and L. Obler (Eds.), Bilingualism across life span

(pp- 87—115). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

488

Fossilization—A classic concern of SLA research

frasl}en, S. (1981). Second language acquisition and second language learning. Oxford: Pergamon

ardiere, D. (1998). Case and tense in the “fossilized” steady state. Second Lan :

-y guage Research, 14(1),

Lardiere, D. (2003). Revisiting the comparative fallacy: A repl

, : to Lak i

o o e 150 o4 p cy: A reply to Lakshmanan and Selinker, 2001. Second
Lardiere, D. (2007). Ultimat i i isition:

Erlbaum'( ) imate attainment in second language acquisition: A Case Study. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence
Larsen-Freeman, D. (2001). Teachin, i

‘ , Z . g grammar. In M. Celce-Murcia (Ed.), Teaching English
. foreign language (Third Edition). (pp. 251—-266). Boston: Heinle and Heinle. ¢ Bl s a seeond or
ars;ln—Fr'eeman, D. (120026). Second language acquisition and the issue of fossilization: There is no end, and
ere is no state. In Z.-H. Han and T. Odlin (Eds.), Studies of fossilization i it

(pp- 189-200). Clevedon, UK: Multilingual Matters. & o i second fnguage acisiion

Ii§nn;berg, E. (1967). Biological foundations of language. New York: Wiley
in, Y.-H. (1995). An empirical analysis of stabilization /fossilizatio porati
. n: Incorporation and self- 1 i
A learners. Unpublished doctoral dissertation. Barcelona University, szrfi)n, i selfanection of Chinese
L1u,l Y.-T. (2007). Phonological recoding in sentence-level Chinese character recognition by successful adult L2 Chinese
. earlr\l/eirs.(grglgubhshed doctoral dissertation. Teachers College, Columbia University, New York
ong, M. . Maturati i ies i ’ ,

;gz’ s 1—285)- aturational constraints on language development. Studies in Second Language Acquisition,
Long, M. (2003). Stabilization and fossilization in interlanguage development. In C. Doughty and M. Long
. (Eds.), The handbook of secon.d language acquisition (pp. 487-536). Oxford: Blackwell. .

ong, M (2005). IProbllems with supposed counter-evidence to the critical period hypothesis. International
eview of Applied Linguistics and Language Teaching, 43, 287-317.
MacWhinney, B. (200??.'Emergent fossilization. In Z.-H. Han and T. Odlin (Eds.), Studies of fossilization in
" second language acquisition (pp. 134-156). Clevedon, UK: Multilingual Matters.
on‘n-'ul, S. (2992). I'ncomplete acquisition and attrition of Spanish tense/aspect distinctions in adult

bilinguals. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition, 5(1), 39-68.

Mointrul,t-S. a'nd Sl;;bz}llkova, R. (2003). Competence similarities between native and near-native speakers: An
nvestigatio: t 1t-i i i ies i ;
351—358- n of the preterit-imperfect contrast in Spanish. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 25(3),

Mukattash, L. (1986). Persistence of fossilizati Int 1 1 1 inguistics i
T 403, 187 208 ation. International Review of Applied Linguistics in Language

Papp, S. (2000). Stable and developmental optionality i i i

ptionality in native and non- i

R 7 o ty ve and non-native Hungarian grammar. Second
Perdue, C. (1993). Adult | isition: inguisti i i i

e ( ). Adult language acquisition: Cross-linguistic perspectives. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Rifkin, B. (2005). A ceiling effect in traditional classroo i i i

, m foreign language instruction: D i

The Modern Language Journal, 89(1), 623—646. gn angrage insruction: Dacs ffom fussan

Romero Trillo, J. (2002). The pragmatic fossilization of dis i i
) . course mark - i
[ ot markers in non-native speakers of English.

Schacht‘er,- J- (1996). Learning and triggering in adult L2 acquisition. In G. Brown, K. Malmkjaer, and

S h_]. Wllhams (Eds.), Pejormance; and competence in SLA (pp. 70—88). Cambridge: Cambridge University I’Jress

C x:ugt, P\f W. ((11 ?831). Interaction, acculturation, and the acquisition of communicative competence: A casé
study of an adult. In N. Wolfson and E. Judd (Eds.), Sociolinguistics and 1 isiti .
reir M Newbuy oo ) guistics and language acquisition (pp. 137-174).

Schmidt, R. (1984). The strengths and limitations of acquisiti

, . quisition: A case study of
learner. Language, Learning, and Communication, 3, 1-16. y of am unarored fanguage

Sch;ui;/n, E. (1996). Crosslinguistic influence and the expression of hypothetical meaning. In E. Kellerman
. §lter'15, afldv Ti Bon‘gaerts (Eds.), EUROSLA 6: A selection of papers. Toegepaste taalwetenschap in artileeler;

q h(Applled linguistics in article form) (Vol. 55, pp. 161-174). Amsterdam: VU Ultgeverij

chumann, J. (1978). The pidginizati : ,
amann J. ( ). The pidginization process: A model for second language acquisition. Rowley, MA: Newbury

Schumann, J. (1986). Research on the acculturation m

an, . odel for second 1 isiti
.Multtlmgual and Multicultural Development, 7(5), 379-392. nguage scquision. Joumal of

Selmker, L. (1972). Interlanguage. International Review of Applied Linguistics, 10(2), 209-231.

Seh?:ker, L. and Han, Z.-H. (2001). Fossilization: Moving the concept into empirical longitudinal study. In
. Elder, A. Brown, E. Grove, K. Hill, N. Iwashita, T. Lumpley, T. McNamara, and K. O’Loughlin

489




ZhaoHong Han

i — idge: Cambrid:
(Eds.), Studies in language testing: Experimenting with uncertainty (pp. 276-291). Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press. o
Selinker, L. and Lakshmanan, U. (1992). Language trans e;
S. M. Gass and L. Selinker (Eds.), Language transfer in lang
Benjamins.
Selinker, L. and Lamendella, J. (1978).

; ' -191. _ o
S I_Irﬁe'la”f““gec‘f tid‘ﬁiﬁii;”’;(z(){;;g The role of extrinsic feedback in interlanguage fossilization:
elinker, L. and Lai , . .

i ” ing, 29(2), 363-375.
i i “ ilization: A tentative model”. Language Learning,
Sh A dls;l\lsszgl;g ’;t;}: flc:;ﬂllzt::;g of English: Case study of an adult. In E. Hatch (Ed.), Second language
st . in House: Rowley.
isition: L of readings. MA: Newbury House: , ‘ .
““1”'5’:1“’8” '[tlhbjfll %;94) gSecond language learning: Theoretical foundanons: I.-Iarl'ow. Longrpan. o
éharwoc;\ (111‘19193’) Iﬁcomple.te vs. divergent representations of unaccusativity in non-native gram
orace, A. . .

Italian. Second Language Research, 9(1), 22-47.
Sorace, A. (2003). Near-nativeness. In C. Dough

isiti " 130-151). Oxford: Blackwell. ‘ A o
Sor:f:qemi‘&mo(r;(()r(,)l;) Selectiv)e optionality in language development. In L. Comips and K. Corrigan (Eds.)

Syntax and variation: Reconciling the biological and the social (pp '111—1162 . [S\mstell'lcialz:lzgoshr;( ?;r}llj:?z}r;zs )
i d second language acquisition. In R. Scarce . D,
Stauble, A. (1978). Acculturation an e
carch i ion (op. 43-50). Rowley, MA: Newbury -
T Refe“;gh E;t;;fz;dlfg'f:ﬁ;;gﬂm R(p};i Asher (Ed.), The encyclopedia of language and linguistics (Vol. 4,
arone, E. . .

d: Pergamon. o - -
T o 1';15;1;71}:21&(125;02) Zl%i Selinker, L. (1976). Systematicity/vamablhty and stability/instability in
arone, E., , Us,

ing, 4, 93—134.
interlanguage systems. Language Learning, 4, '
Th:; ickfa;oig yT. (1990). Fossilization: A case study of practical
B g . . - . . 1 IL.
sssertation. Tllinois State University, Normal, o ‘ B |
dolit(l)’\mlagg SI—eIa:vkins R. (1994). Approaches to second language acquisition. Clevedgn, UK I_\/lultlhngzal1 Matt:rse
T°W°.> . 2009) Aécounting for patterns of article omissions and SubStltutlp}')lS in secon: angu ‘gl
Trenk“(:i’ [:i' : In R Hawkins and M. P. G. Mayo (Eds.), Second language acquisition of articles: Empitica
roduction. . . P. . tage
jf‘,indings and theoretical implications (pp- 115-143). Amsterdam: John Ben]arvn'lr'ls.- o
VanPatten, B. and Williams, J. (Eds.). (2007). Theoties in second language acquisition: A in

: Erlbaum Associates. A A
\Y 1\;1)]0 Lwl\’/[ren{(e)w; "‘\;‘, and van Dijk, M. (2008). Variability in L2 development from a dynamic systems
erspoor, M., , W, )

ive. The Moder Language Journal, 92, 214—231-. ‘ B
V~gfi,1ells\¥e::c‘lmOlle: J. (1976). Rule fossilization: A tentative model. Iﬂnguage Learrlung, 26(23),1'2}811d%1‘15c.t ol
\X}as}’lbu'rn G. (199’1). Fossilization in second language acquisition: A Vygotskian perspective. Unpublishe

d.isserta,tion. University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphlal, PA.

i isiti d universal grammar.
White, L. (2003a). Second language acquisition an '
‘White, L. ((2003b). Fossilization in steady state L2 grammars: Persistent proble

Bilingualism: Language and Cognition, 6, 129.'141'
White, L. and Genesee, F. (1996). How native 1s near-

second language acquisition. Second Language Research, 12(3), 233-265.

1d fossilization: The multiple effects princ'iple. In
uage learning (pp- 190-216). Philadelphia: John

Two perspectives on fossilization in interlanguage learning.

ty and M. Long (Eds.), The handbook of second language

and theoretical parametets. Unpublished

duction. Mahwah,

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
s with inflectional morphology.

native? The issue of ultimate attainment in adult

490

30

Heritage languages and
L2 learning

Olga Kagan and Kathleen Dillon

Historical discussion

The heritage language field began developing in the late 1990s, and “the recognition of heritage
language learners as a variable in second language research is recent” (Gass and Selinker, 2008, p. 23).
A coherent, commonly held theory of Heritage Language Acquisition (HLA) has yet to be
formulated. Scholars in countries where immigrant populations have sought formal study of their
home language continue to define the term and the field itself. Since our expertise is largely limited
to US issues, we will refer to heritage languages in the USA, but we think that many of the principles
are also applicable to home/community language learners in the growing number of other countries
with large immigrant populations. In this chapter we focus on heritage language learners (HLLs), that
is those speakers of heritage languages who choose to study their home language in a K-16 setting.
(In the USA K-16 refers to the primary, secondary, and tertiary levels of education.) We discuss the
most commonly used definitions of HLLs, and we situate heritage language discussion in a historical
context, within the framework of research on bilingualism and second language acquisition (SLA) as
well as instructional practices. We then examine how heritage language (HL) teaching over the past
10-15 years has been tied to an increase in immigration and changing immigration patterns, which

have presented the challenge of offering instruction in a “foreign” language to students who already
speak that language at home. We describe who these learners are, how they are different from other
language learners, and what kind of research has been done to determine their key characteristics.
Finally, we recommend some research-based approaches to HL instruction.

The term

The term “heritage language” originated in Canada (Cummins, 2005, p. 585), where it has since
been replaced by the term “home-background” language. Australians use the term “‘community
languages” (Lo Bianco, 2008), and in Europe “heritage languages” are referred to as “immigrant,”
“home,” “regional,” and “minority” languages (Regional and minority languages may not be
considered to be heritage languages in the USA. This is an example of the varying uses and
understandings of the term “heritage.” In many countries the term “community languages” is the
equivalent of “heritage languages” in the USA). (European Commission: Multilingualism, available
at http://ec.europa.eu/education/languages/languages-of-europe/doc139_en.htm.)

In Scandinavian countries, dramatic changes in immigration patterns from distant parts of
the world have greatly increased their populations’ ethnic diversity. Legislation related to
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