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Assignment 1 – By referring to specific examples, discuss analytically the main factors which can ensure or undermine the vitality of a minority language within a political bilingual or multilingual context.
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1. Abstract.
This paper aims to analyse the main factors, outlined within academic theoretical models of language revitalisation, which may affect the ethnolinguistic vitality of a minority language within a political bilingual or multilingual context.[footnoteRef:1]   [1:  It should be noted that what is discussed with regard to bilingual contexts within this paper also applies to multilingual contexts, unless mentioned otherwise.
] 

Consideration will be given to significant theoretical frameworks that have made a valuable contribution to this field of study. Key themes to emerge from the evaluation of these frameworks are that - when considered together - status factors, demographic factors and institutional support factors are key to ethnolinguistic vitality.  Although no single factor is sufficient to assess the state of a language many frameworks prioritise the transmission of a minority language within the family as a critical foundation for vitality.
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2.0 Introduction.
With only approximately 190 nation states and approximately 6000 existent languages, language contact is a theoretical certainty and, “language contact inevitably leads to bilingualism” (Appel & Muysken, 1987).  Grosjean (1982) estimates that approximately half the world’s population is bilingual.  
Code-switching and borrowing are common tendencies of language contact in bilingual speech communities.  However, the influence of language contact is often further reaching - new sounds, grammatical forms and idioms may be added to the pre-existing language.  Moreover, new languages – pidgins, creoles and mixed languages - can develop as the result of language contact.
Language contact can also have sociolinguistic and political implications, impacting the status of respective languages, their use in different domains and community behaviour – that is, their vitality.  
2.1 Diglossia.
Systematically alternating between language varieties is the norm for bilingual speech communities.  Whilst code-switching may involve entirely distinct languages, diglossia[footnoteRef:2] involves the use of two dialects or languages by a single speech community.  The term is typically applied to languages, with distinct ‘low’ (colloquial) and ‘high’ (formal) varieties, for example, Arabic (Ferguson 1959). [2:  A Greek word, coined by Ferguson (1959) which simply means ‘two languages’. ] 

According to Fishman (1967), the interaction between diglossia and bilingualism in their various forms is four-fold:
1. Both diglossia and bilingualism
2. Diglossia without bilingualism
3. No diglossia, no bilingualism
4. Bilingualism without diglossia.
The role of diglossic language use was later redefined by Gumperz (1982) and Myers-Scotton (1993, 2006) to reflect what Romaine (1995) refers to as: “identity, power and transaction” (p.166).  Frequently, in cases of language contact, Kandler et al. (2010) caution that people must inevitably choose which language they wish or need to speak.  
It is often Top of FormLangauges thatthe disparities of “identity, power and transaction” experienced by members of a bilingual speech communities, between the perceived ‘higher’ status language and the language with ‘lower’ status, that can result in the ‘low’ language being displaced by the dominant ‘high’ language.  This is known as ‘language shift’.
2.2 Language shift and death.
Language shift is commonly triggered by the necessity of a ‘lingua franca’ for communicative convenience – this is often the ‘high’ language, that is, the language perceived as ‘prestigious’ or politically neutral.  Hickey (1990) offers the historical shifts to English by Celtic language speakers of Britain and Ireland as a well-studied exemplar to this phenomenon. 
Language shift is commonly an indirect consequence of language contact, however in many cases, outright political oppression has been the determinant of language choice.  For instance, the openly oppressive policies devised in the USA during the infancy of the republic to repress the Native American and West African slave languages (Wiley, 2000).
According to Fishman (1964: 2013), “languages sometimes replace each other, among some speakers particularly in certain types or domains of language behavior, under some conditions of intergroup contact” (p. 32). It is generally accepted that language shift is a choice made by individuals, however, Lane (2010) argues that there is not always a choice.
Crawford (1994:5) draws an interesting comparison between endangered languages and endangered species which conceptulalises the many and complex factors that can undermine ethnolinguistic vitality; in each case the endangered language can “fall victim to predators, changing environments, or more successful competitors”, are intruded on by “modern cultures abetted by new technologies”, and are threatened by “destruction of lands and livelihoods; the spread of consumerism, individualism”.  Crawford proposes that the “pressures for assimilation into dominant cultures; and conscious policies of repression” are overpowering.  
Whether by choice or necessity – the implications of language shift are often far reaching and as Hornberger (2002) cautions, generally deleterious, with the ultimate consequence being extinction - language death.
With this in mind, language maintenance, shift and death can therefore be presented as a linear continuum of diminishing linguistic vitality.  The shift (to English) of the Cornish language as well as its inevitable extinction in England illustrates this continuum.
Alternatively, a less pessimistic perspective is to consider these three dimensions as part of a cycle, where, at any point in the cycle, adoption of language revitalization strategies may reverse language loss. 
2.3. Language vitality.
Language vitality can be defined as the state of a language with relation to its perceived status, everyday usage and communication amongst people.  Lewin (1951) argues that languages are rarely stable and constantly at risk to language shift/death because of numerous external ‘forces’ to which they’re objected to and maintains that, with reference to language contact, economic, political and social issues can act as both driving and restraining forces.  In contemporary society, Boyd and Richerson (2009) propose that there are many factors that may influence the vitality of a language including: globalisation, ease of travel and communication, and increased social/economic mobility.  Whilst Krauss (1992) cautions that the vitality of endangered languages continue to be at significant risk, proposing that the expected scale of global loss of linguistic diversity over the subsequent 50–100 years is immense.  
[bookmark: _GoBack]3. Factors that affect Language Vitality.
For the purpose of this paper, the theoretical framework of Giles, Bourhis and Taylor (1977) will function as a broad foundation for analysing the factors that affect language vitality.  These main factors are: status factors, demographic factors, institutional support factors.  
Status factors can sub-divide into: economic status; social status and symbolic status.  Demographic factors consist of: the number of speakers, the geographical distribution of a minority group (e.g. critical mass), and the effects of endogamy and exogamy. Whilst institutional support factors include: mass media, religion, administrative services and education systems. 
Reference will also be made to the following theoretical frameworks:
UNESCO (2009)[footnoteRef:3] [3:  UNESCO developed a framework for determining the vitality of a language, offering a 9-level scale of language endangerment.] 

Conklin & Lourie (1983)[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Based on the American immigrant situation, Conklin & Lourie (1983) propose factors that promote language maintenance including: (1) demographic and social factors, (2) Cultural factors and (3) linguistic factors.] 

Fishman GIDS (Graded Intergenerational Disruption Scale for Threatened Languages) (1991)[footnoteRef:5]. [5:  Fishman (1991) designed a model of ‘reversing language shift’, which diagnoses the challenges encountered in maintaining minority languages and suggests mitigating actions.  Fishman presents a ‘Graded Intergenerational Disruption Scale’ consisting of 8 stages, each of which is a step towards reversing language shift.] 

3.1 Status Factors.
3.1.1 Economic status.
Economic status is a prominent factor in nearly all studies of language vitality.  Brenzinger (2006) proposes that, generally, there is a strong tendency for low social economic status (SES) minority speech groups to shift towards the majority language, surrendering the minority language for economic progress.  An example offered by Spolsky (1989:451) illustrates the dilemma individuals from low SES minority speech groups face when having to choose between their mother tongue and a dominant language which offers economic advantages:
A Navajo student of mine once put the problem quite starkly: if I have to choose, she said, between living in a hogan a mile from the nearest water where my son will grow up speaking Navajo or moving to a house in the city with indoor plumbing where he will speak English with the neighbours, I’ll pick English and a bathroom!

Rhydwen (1998) furthers that when basic needs for shelter, food, safety and health are unmet, language seems like an ‘irrelevant luxury’.  This relates to Maslow’s Hierarchy of needs, which cites the importance of fulfilling the primal need for survival and safety, which predominately outweighs the requirement for social needs or esteem.  Unsurprisingly, minority speech communities, associating their disadvantaged social position with their culture, often develop a perception of their language as not worth maintaining.  Crystal (2000) advances that an endangered language will progress if its speakers have access to a stable economic base.  In a study of Chinese Americans of low SES, Li (1982) observed a correlation between the shift towards the majority language and integration of participants of lower SES.  
Additionally, economic factors such as occupational stability and the degree of social and economic mobility are cited in Conklin & Lourie’s (1983) comprehensive list of factors that affect language vitality[footnoteRef:6].  Moreover, Hyltenstam and Stroud (1996) propose that economic factors such as industrialisation, urbanisation, communications and labour market can affect language vitality. [6:  Conklin & Lorie’s (1983) list refers to immigrants rather than indigenous minorities, however many factors are applicable to both groups.] 

Fishman’s (1990, 1991) GIDS proposes 8 stages which reflect different conditions in language revival.  The higher the number on the scale, the higher threat the language faces.  Stage 3 on Fishman’s scale represents the utilisation of the minority language in less specialised work areas involving interaction with majority language speakers.  This reflects the importance of use of both the minority and majority languages within the workplace and encourages the vitality of the minority language as well as into mainstream work culture.  For example, if the speakers of a language hold key positions or elevated social status, or if they are economically prosperous, the language of the group will be held in higher esteem and widely spoken.  For example, Landry (2010) suggests that previously in Quebec, where economic life was principally dominated by the English minority, the status of English was elevated over French.  That being said, even if status and prestige are important, the vitality of communities is not guaranteed, a fact English communities in Quebec can attest to.
3.1.2. Social Status.
Social status of a language, its prestige, can also explain language shift from a demographically dominant language to a minority but economically dominant one, and is closely linked to economic status.  The social status of a minority language can be negatively affected when it is perceived to coexist with unemployment, poverty and social deprivation (Baker, 2011).  Whilst Edwards (2010) maintains that the linguistic power that the high language has can have a significant impact on the maintenance of a minority language.  This is illustrated by the present shift from majority African languages such as Sotho and Zulu to English in South Africa, due to English’s perceived economic value and international status (Kamwangamalu, 2003).
Hyltenstam and Stroud (1996) highlight the following factors that impact social status at speech community level: language characteristics (e.g. standardisation and modernisation, official status of the language, bilingual proficiency and use) and opportunities for use across different domains.  Historical examples for the shift of status experienced by languages due to standardisation are the early Welsh and Lutheran Bible translations, which have led to the liturgical languages Welsh and Standard German thriving today. 
Crystal (2000) concurs, suggesting progress of an endangered language correlates with increased ‘prestige’ for its speakers within the dominant community, as well as increased domains in which the language is used.  Similarly, intergenerational transmission of the minority language is essential to the maintenance of its social status.  Many theoretical frameworks recognise this as being the major evaluative factor of language vitality.  Including Fishman’s GIDS framework, that places intergenerational transmission at Stage 6 and the UNESCO Document on Language Vitality and Endangerment (2003:7), which note it as Factor 1.
It is evident that language status and the social status of speech community members are interrelated, however language status is often self-ascribed.  The survival of Swedish in Finland for instance, where it is not the majority language, is partially explained by the perceived high status of the Swedish language in Finland.  It is apparent then, that a key issue in language status is whether the minority language is in ascendancy or is subordinate.  With this in mind, a language can only gain status with reference to the people who speak it.  
3.2.3 Symbolic Status.
The concept of diglossia describes this separation of functions between languages, but fails to acknowledge the role of power in this process (e.g. the psychosocial factors relating to language choice and the subtle relations between language and identity).  Though the social status of a language and its perceived economic benefits can greatly influence language vitality, the attitudes of a speech community member towards their language can also be a key evaluative factor.  Positive attitudes towards the language can result in the speech community viewing their language as a cultural core value, vital to their community and ethnic identity (UNESCO, 2003: 14).  For example, Clarke (1872) reported that a thousand Manx people who had emigrated from the Isle of Mann who were now resident in Cleveland, Ohio (USA) had maintained Manx as their everyday language in most domains, with some even acquiring their Manx in America.  Furthermore, Manx was used as a community language in Cleveland, other parts of Ohio, and parts of Pennsylvania until the early twentieth century – perhaps longer than in the Isle of Man itself, where the language was classified as extinct by UNESCO in 2009.

The official language has an important role in a nation-state in the organisation of the society, thus adopting a symbolic meaning of a language of opportunity and prestige, compared to the less influential minority language.  Contrariwise, Baker (2011) suggests that in the face of endangerment, the need to express an affiliation to a local group can result in the reawakening of characteristics indicating symbolic status.  As Lanza and Svendsen propose, “language might become important for identity when a group feels it is losing its identity due to political or social reasons” (2007:293), as was the case of Manx in Cleveland illustrated by Clarke.

Interestingly, the symbolic status can greatly impact the practice of intergenerational transmission of a language, which Fishman (1991) postulates is the most commonly used factor in evaluating the vitality of a language. 
3.2.3. Intergenerational Transmission.
Stage 7 of Fishman’s (1990, 1991) GIDS model emphasises the importance of increasing language use amongst the younger generation of speech communities, as it is widely accepted that children who use the minority language in the home are more likely to use that language later in life.  When there is a gradual decrease in language transmission, usually over three generations, language death is an inevitability. This process is often referred to as the “three generation shift” (Gracia and Diaz, 1992).
Although Baker (2005) proposes that intergenerational language transmission of a minority language is often largely dependent on explicit choices made by individual families, Tannenbaum (2012) argues that parental attitudes and ideologies also have significant influence on their linguistic behaviour with their children.  Speech communities in which language is seen as a ‘core value’ of cultural identity are more likely to maintain that language via transmission (Remennick 2003, p. 437).  The Suruaha, a small Indian community that lives in a remote area of Amazonia in Brazil, exemplify this hypothesis.  On first contact, all 150 members – including the children – were monolingual in Suruaha.  Despite the small size of the population, the Suruaha’s language is a means of self-identification and the community preserves its language and traditional way of life in all domains.  In contrast, intergenerational transmission has failed in many numerically large speech communities – though still spoken by thousands of elders it is not passed onto the younger generation, thus such languages can be considered endangered.  
3.3. Demographic Status.
Demographic factors including size, geographical distribution, immigration and migration, age and gender distribution and endogamy/ exogamy, are classified as a key determinant of language vitality Hyltenstam & Stroud (1996)
3.3.1 Number of speakers.
Factor 2 UNESCO (2003: 8) proposes that small speech communities are always at risk.  Similarly, Giles (1997) considers that the proportion of speakers of a minority language in a community plays an important role in the ‘vitality’ of that language.  In the context of Welsh, for example, the percentage of Welsh speakers in an area has been shown to affect the daily use of the language (Beaufort Research et al. 2013).  Whilst the high number of Spanish speakers in Miami, for example, has been a key factor of Latino vitality (Baker, 2000: 56).
Population loss can be a contributory factor to the ethnolinguistic vitality. Nettle and Romaine (2000) for example, attribute the decline of some of the Native American languages to the loss of population during the European colonialisation of the Americas. 
Yamamoto (1997) however, contends that language vitality is not comparable to the population of speakers, observing Karitiana in Brazil as an exemplar – where, though only a small speech community, there is a high percentage of speakers and intergenerational transmission is effective.  Similarly, Crystal (2000) notes the threat English poses to Afrikaans in South Africa, despite its six million speakers.  
3.3.2 Critical Mass.
As well as the number of speakers, Giles et al (1977) also consider the geographical distribution and population density of a language minority group (e.g. saturation of speakers within a particular area, social networks and contact with the homeland or isolation).  Fishman’s GIDS scale (1990, 1991) places social isolation of speakers of a minority language at Stage 8, the highest number of the scale, suggesting a strong correlation between social isolation and minority language vitality.  The increasing age and isolation of native speakers contributes to both individual (in regards to proficiency) and societal language loss.  Therefore, fostering social networks, would enable more native speakers to maintain fluency and intergenerational transmission (Sallbank, 2010).  The case of the Welsh language colony settlement in Patagonia, South America, is also an interesting example to consider when comparing the impact of factors of the number of speakers and critical mass.  Despite the comparably low number of speakers to the homeland of Wales, population density and local interconnectedness have played a key role in the cumulative cultural evolution of the colony, facilitating the emergence and survival of linguistic innovations, with Welsh speaking colonists retaining their language and cultural heritage to a large extent. 
3.3.3 Exogamy.
The occurrence of exogamy[footnoteRef:7] can strongly influence the ethnolinguistic vitality of a minority language.  It is generally the case in exogamous marriages that the ‘high’ language gains dominance in the home, consequently becoming the first language of the child (Appel & Muysken, 1987: 35).   [7:  Exogamy is the practice of marrying outside of a specific ethnic group, class, or social group] 

Sanchez-Castro and Gil’s (2008) study comparing language maintenance in two different Spanish-speaking communities (the newly arrived Salvadorian community in Queensland and South Australia’s more established Spanish community), maintains endogamous marriages and close links with the homeland, were among the key facilitative factors of language maintenance.
Whilst the historic example of the disappearance of Old Norse as a spoken language in England by the 12th century, as well as the borrowing of Old Norse words into the English language, testifies to the strong influence of the occurrence of exogamy on language vitality.  In the assimilation of Viking raiders into the culture of England, the practice of exogamous marriage was commonplace, whilst the relinquishment of their mother tongue for the dominant language (English) offered opportunities for trade and status.
3.4. Institutional Support Factors.
New areas for language use are an inevitability of language contact and often serve to expand the scope and power of dominant languages.  UNESCO (2003: 11) defines ‘Response to New Domains’ (Factor 5) as a key determinate of language vitality.  However, expanding a minority language into new domains can prove challenging and minority languages risk becoming irrelevant.
It is evident that the use of a minority language in a wide range of institutions, within a geographical region, is necessary for the minority language to attain a certain status and prestige (Safdar et al, 2008).  Institutional support factors include: mass media, religion, administrative services and education systems (Giles et al, 1977).  When a language is applied to a wider range of functions than previously, this is known as ‘standardisation’.  Gavin & Mathiot (1960:783) defined a standardised language as a “codified form of a language, accepted by, and serving as a model to, a larger speech community”.   Standardisation is generally recognised as a necessity in ensuring the vitality of a language.  Languages that have undergone standardisation include, but is not limited to: English, Swedish, Spanish, German and Chinese.  As in many of these cases, standardisation is chiefly concerned with modernisation following a change in social structures and/or identification patterns, which is often pursued by nationalism.  It can serve to strengthen a language and offers continuous maintenance, however, it can prove costly to minority language in diglossic situations.  For example, standardisation reflects a decrease in the use of the Maya language in Yucatan, as more speakers enter the mainstream of monolingual Spanish culture (Michnowicz, 2011).
With the combined threat posed by the loss of a proportion of the world’s languages and dialects and the growth of dominant languages such as English, there is an increasing urgency in protecting language rights and endangered speech communities have become activists for the right to use their own language.  The non-party citizens’ movement CEFN, established in Caernarfon, Wales provides a good example of the change such activism can elicit.  CEFN sought equality of citizenship, equality for Welsh people as a nation, and equality for the Welsh language.  A 1985 nationwide petition drive, to combat the misuse of the Race Relations Act and to support the right of employers to recruit bilingual speakers to provide services in a bilingual community, was the impetus for the movement, who have since met some success in passing the 1993 Welsh Language Act - instrumental in the revitalisation of the Welsh language in Wales.
Conkin & Lourie (1983) and Giles, Bouhris & Taylor (1977) both propose that the most important factor for language vitality is the status of the language.  Although a Government cannot necessarily provide a strong economic status for a minority language, efficient language policies and legislation can increase the perceived social status of a minority language and support its legislative legitimacy.  The Case of Bill 101 in Canada can be offered as an exemplar.  Legislation in Canada has been established to officially recognise the Francophone part of the population as a national minority, furthermore Bill 101 in Quebec serves to protect the French language, obligating new immigrants arriving in Quebec to send their children to French schools (Curdt-Christiansen 2001).
Fishman cautions against solely focusing on reversing language shift by promoting the minority language in the domains now dominated by the majority (e.g. media and government), stressing the necessity of proceeding from the bottom up, and of securing intergenerational transmission at home (Stage 6) before proceeding to higher level usage.  Comparing the distribution of Basque and Spanish in 1957 and 1987, Fishman notes that, while there has been a slight increase in the use of Basque in public, formal domains (e.g. government, education, etc.), this has not been matched in the use of Basque at home and in private domains (1991: 54 –5). 
3.4.1 Media.
Media output are important linguistic institutions and have the power to both reflect language use and shape speech community attitudes. Moreover, Bell (1995) argues that, for second language learners, the media may function as the primary/sole source of native-speaker models.
Minority Language Media (MLM) is popularly considered as an important element of language maintenance and revitalization.  De. Bres (2008) proposes that MLM serves to promote positive attitudes and behaviours regarding a minority language through normalising the language within the majority language society.  For example, the availability and prominence of Gaelic television in Scotland (BBC Alba) – is often perceived as milestone in Scottish Gaelic revitalization.  However, there is limited literature to evidence how the minority language actually benefits. 
Conversely, the dominance of majority languages, such as the English language, in mass media is inescapable for most of the First and Second World, once again elevating the status of majority languages and establishing a lingua franca for mass communication.  Morevover, the media can be used to promote standardised languages, further reinforces their perceived ‘high’ status.  For instance, Svensson (2005) cites the intensive use of the prevailing standardised Swedish by Swedish broadcast media into the 1960s, as having enormous significance for the Swedish population’s familiarity with the standardised language as well as the subsequent decline of Sweden’s dialects.  
3.4.2 Education.
Crystal (2000) proposes that an endangered language will progress if its speakers have a strong presence in the educational system. Where schooling in a minority language does not exist, the vitality of that language is severely diminished (Baker, 2001: 57).  UNESCO confirms that education in a minority language is essential for language vitality and that literacy is directly linked with social and economic development (2003: 12).   For example, the education system has played a crucial role in Welsh language revitalisation, restoring Welsh as an educational language in Wales after its expulsion from education by the 1870 Education Act.  Whilst one of the numerous factors that caused the shift from Irish to English in Ireland during the 18th and 19th Century was the exclusion of Irish from the National School System (Filppula 1999).
The rights of Indigenous peoples to access education in their mother tongue has been enshrined in Article 15 of the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP), which states that Indigenous peoples have the right to establish and control their educational systems and institutions providing education in their own languages, in a manner appropriate to their cultural methods of teaching and learning.
May (1996:158) argues the importance of mother tongue education to the vitality of endangered and minority languages, and offers the case of Maori education in New Zealand as an exemplar of how such rights can reassert marginalised language and cultures.  From the turn of the twentieth century, the Maori language was “all but…banned from the precincts of the schools”, and was in rapid decline.   However, May notes that the decline in the Maori language was halted by the introduction of bilingual schools in the late 1970s, and furthermore by the emergence of alterative Maori-medium (immersion) schools during the 1980s, evidencing the clear and direct impact education policies can have on language vitality.
3.4.3. Linguistic Documentation.
Conklin & Lourie (1983) suggest that revitalisation is challenging without linguistic documentation and learning materials, and advocate the need for written form and standardisation of mother tongue.  Fishman (1990, 1991) concurs that in order to reverse its shift, a language needs to be recorded for future possible reconstruction.  However, Christison and Hayes-Harb (2006) suggest that endangered language documentation should focus on the development of teaching materials aimed at the community rather than solely preservation by and for linguists.
4. Conclusion.
The foregoing reviewed literature on language vitality is well-developed and the various theoretical frameworks noted have identified broad categories of evaluative factors of language vitality. 
Mackey’s (1962) description of the status of a language as “the sum of what you can do with a language legally, culturally, economically, politically and demographically”, both maintains and encapsulates these broad factors as well as the scope of parameters within which a language operates.  
Though presented differently, the factors identified by the various frameworks conclude that without a speech community to use them and to transmit to the next generation, languages are at risk.  Without a viable environment in which to live and means of employment, the language of a speech community is likely to decline and eventually die (Nettle & Romaine, 2000).  Furthermore, if a community no longer views the language as a central part of their identity, the motivation to maintain the language diminishes (Jones & Singh, 2005).
Brenzinger et al. (2007) determines that these factors are not independent of each other, but rather inter-relate and are often mutually dependent.  Indeed, Baker’s (1993: 35) observation that “bilingual individuals do not exist as separate islands”, suggests that human behaviour is often influenced by external driving forces within society.  Therefore, when considered holistically, these factors may facilitate the assessment of the vitality of a given language and identify its specific vulnerabilities in order to better prioritise and target safeguarding measures.  


5.0 References.

Appel, R. & Muysken, P. (1987). Language Contact and Bilingualism. London: Edward Arnold.
Baker, C. (2000).  The Care and Education of Young Bilinguals:  An Introduction for Professionals.  Clevedon: Multilingual Matters.
Baker, C. (2001).  Foundations of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism (Ed 3). Bristol: Multilingualism Matters.
Baker, C. (2011).  Foundations of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism (Ed 5).  Bristol: Multilingualism Matters.
Beaufort Research (2013).  Exploring Welsh Speaker’s Language Use in their Daily Lives. In Evas, J., Morris, J., Whitmarch, L., 2017, The Research into Conditions Influencing Welsh Language Transmission and Use in Families.  Cardiff: Welsh Government. 
Bell, A. (1995). Language and the media. Cambridge University Press. Volume 15.
Boyd, R. & Richerson P. J. (2009). Voting with your feet: payoff-biased migration and the evolution of group beneficial behavior. J. Theoret. Biol. 257, 331–339 .
Brenzinger, M. (2006). Language maintenance and shift. In The encyclopedia of language and linguistics (ed. Brown K., editor.), pp. 542–548, 2nd edn In Society and language, vol. 6 (ed. R. Mesthrie) Oxford, UK: Elsevier.
Brenzinger, M. (2007). Indicators for Assessing Language Vitality. In M. Brenzinger (Ed.), Language Endangerment throughout the World (pp. ix ‐ xii). Berlin: Walter de Gruyter.
Christison, M. A., & Hayes-Harb, R. (2006). The Role of Applied Linguistics in Language Revitalization Programs.  Paper presented at Joint Conference of the American Association for Applied Linguistics and the Association Canadienne de Linguistique Appliquée/Canadian Association of Applied Linguistics, Montreal, 17—20 June 2006.

Clarke, J. T. (1872). A Letter from the Reverend J.T. Clarke read at Yn Laigh Ghailckagh (1872). (S. Miller, Ed.) Manx Notes - Folkways & Language, 11, pp. 272-281.

Conklin, N. & Lourie, M. (1983). A Host of Tongues.  New York: The Free Press.
Crawford, J. (1994).  Endangered Native American languages: What is to be done and why? Journal of Navajo Education 11:3.3-11.
Crystal, D. (2000). Language Death. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Curdt-Christiansen, X.L. (2001). Who is Responsible for the Maintenance of Heritage Languages? ACTAS/Proceedings II Simposio Internactional Bilinguismo.  
De Bres, J. (2008).  Planning for tolerability in New Zealand, Wales and Catalonia.  Current Issues in Language Planning 9, 4: 464-482.
Edwards, J. (1985). Language, society, and identity. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.
Edwards, J. (2010). Group identity minority language. Amsterdam; Philadelphia: John Benjamins Pub. 
Ferguson, C. (1959). Diglossia. Word, 15 (3), 325-340.
Filppula, M. (1991). The Grammar of Irish English.  London: Routledge.
Fishman, J. A. (1967). Bilingualism with and without diglossia; diglossia with and without bilingualism. Journal of Social Issues, 23 (1), 29-38.
Fishman, J. A. (1990). What is reversing language shift (RKS) and how can it succeed?  Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development 11 (1 & 2), 5 – 36.
Fishman, J. A. (1991). Reversing Language Shift.  Clevedon: Multilingual Matters.
Giles, H., Bourhis, R.Y. & Taylor, D.M. (1977). Towards a theory of language in ethnic group relations. In H. GILES (ed.), Language, Ethnicity and Intergroup Relations, (pp. 307 – 348).  London, UK: Academic Press.
Grosjean, F. (1982). Life with Two Languages.  Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Gumperz, J. (1982). Discourse Strategies. Cambridge. Cambridge University Press.
Hickey, R. (1990). The Death of the Irish Language. A Qualified Obituary. London: Routledge.
Hornberger, N.H. (2002). Language Shift and Revitalization.  In R. B. KAPLAN (ed.) The Oxford Handbook of Applied Linguistics.  Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Hyltenstam, K. & Stroud, C. (1996).  Language Maintenance.  In H. Gobel, P.H. Nelde, Z. Stary & W. Wolk (eds), Contact Linguistics:  An International Handbook of Contemporary Research.  Berlin: Walter de Gruyter.
Jones, M. C., & Singh, I. (2005). Exploring Language Change. London/New York: Routledge.
Kamwangamalu, N. M. (2003).  Social Change and Language Shift: South Africa. Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, v23 p225-42.

Kandler, A., Unger, R., & Steele, J. (2010). Language shift, bilingualism and the future of Britain's Celtic languages. Philos Trans R Soc Lond B Biol Sci. 3855–3864. 
Krauss, M. (1992). The world's languages in crisis. Language 68, 4–10.
Landry, R. (2010).  Schooling and Cultural Autonomy: A Canada-Wide Study in Francophone Minority Schools.  New Canadian Perspectives: Canadian Heritage. 
Lanza, E., & Svendsen, B. A. (2007).Tell Me Who Your Friends Are and I Might Be Able to Tell You What Language(s) You Speak: Social Network Analysis, Multilingualism, and Identity. International Journal of Bilingualism 11:275—300.

Lewin, K. (1951). Field Theory in Social Science.  New York: Harper and Row.

Li, W.L. (1982). The language shift of Chinese Americans. International journal of the sociology of language 38: 109-24

Mackey, W. F. (1962).  The Description of Bilingualism.  Canadian Journal of Education Vol.3, (2).

May, S. (1996). Indigenous language rights and education.  In John Lynch et al. (eds.), Education and development: Tradition and innovation, 4:15-18.  New York: Oxford University Press.

Michnowicz, J. (2011). Dialect Standardization in Merida, Yucatan: The Case of (b d g). Revista Internacional De Lingüística Iberoamericana, 9(2 (18)), 191-212. Retrieved January 1, 2021, from http://www.jstor.org/stable/41678477 

Myers-Scotton, C. (1993). Duelling languages. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Myers-Scotton, C. (2006). Multiple Voices: an introduction to bilingualism. Oxford: Blackwell.
Nettle, D., & Romaine, S. (2000). Vanishing Voices: The Extinction of the World's Languages. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Remennick, L. (2003). From Russian to Hebrew Viahebrush: Intergenerational Patterns of Language Use among Former Soviet Immigrants in Israel.  Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development 24(5), pp. 431 – 453. 
Rhydwen, M. (1998). Strategies for doing the impossible.  In N. Ostler (ed.) Endangered languages: what role for the specialist?  Proceedings of the Second FEL Conference, University of Edinburgh, 25-7.  Bath: Foundation for Endangered Languages.
Safdar, S., Dupuis, D., Lewis, R., El-Geledi, S., & Bourhis, R. Y. (2008). Social axioms and acculturation orientations of English Canadians toward British and Arab Muslim immigrants. International Journal of Intercultural Relations. 32, 415-426.
Sanchez, O. & Gil, A. (2008). Two Perspectives on Language Maintenance: The Salvadorian community in Queensland and the Spanish community in South Australia. The International Journal of Language, Society and Culture, 26 (1), 80-92.
Sallbank, J. (2010).  The Role of Social Networks in Endangered Language Maintenance and Revitalization: The Case of Guernesiais in the Channel Islands. Anthropological Linguistics (52) 3, pp 184-205.

Spolsky, B. (1989). Review of ‘Key issues in Bilingualism and Bilingual Education’.  Applied Linguistics 10 (4), pp 449-451.

Svensson, J. (2005). The language of broadcasting and television in the 20th Century.  In O. Bandle et al. (eds). The Nordic languages. An International Handbook of the History of the North Germanic Languages. Vol 2. Berlin/New York: Walter de Gruyter pp 1797-1803.

UNESCO Ad Hoc Expert Group on Endangered Languages. (2003).  Language Vitality and Endangerment.  Document submitted to the International Expert Meeting on UNESCO Programme Safeguarding of Endangered Languages.  Paris, 10 – 12 March.

Wiley, T. G. (2000). Continuity and change in the function of language ideologies in the United States. In T. Ricento (Ed.), Ideology, politics, and language policies: Focus on English (pp. 67-85). Philadelphia: John Benjamins.
Yamamoto, A.Y. (1997).  A Survey of endangered languages and related resources.  Newsletter of the Foundation for Endangered Languages 5, 8-14.

10

