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In order to define proficiency in any skill or area of ability and to produce a definition that is meaningful and useful, we first have to understand what it is that we are defining, and what it is not. It is not possible to assess an individual’s proficiency as a ‘balanced bilingual’ without first coming to an understanding of who can be considered bilingual and what criteria we should use to make that decision. Then we can look at what might be required in terms of proficiency to classify a bilingual individual as ‘balanced’.
If the question “Who is bilingual?” is posed to the average person in the street, the most common answer is likely to be, “someone who speaks more than one language”; however, this is a very simplified view and doesn’t take into account how much ability an individual has to have in a language before he or she can be considered a ‘speaker’ of that language, if indeed ‘speaking’ the language is an essential criterion for being bilingual.
Turning to linguistic research we find a range of opinions on who can be classified as bilingual, ranging from minimalist definitions, where being able to produce a few sentences that make sense in another language is enough, to maximalist definitions requiring the bilingual to function to an equally high standard in both languages.
An early definition proposed by Bloomfield (1935, p.55-56 cited in Baetens Beardsmore 1986, p.1) described a bilingual as a person with “native-like control of two languages” and this probably comes close to what the average person has in mind – someone who can swap easily from one language to another in all aspects of their life – but as Fishman (1972, cited in Chin and Wigglesworth 2007, p.7) points out, this is an unlikely occurrence. He explains that the majority of people who can use more than one language, tend to favour one more than the other in different situations; indeed, it is the necessity to call upon a different language in a different situation that Fishman goes on to describe as assuring “the continued existence of bilingualism” believing that no society would continue to be bilingual if both languages could be used equally in all situations. 
Valdés (2001, p.4) refers to the “mythical bilingual” who has such a perfect command of both languages that he or she can “pass undetected among monolingual speakers of each of these two languages” with “skilled superior use of both languages at the level of the educated native speaker”. If this is what is required for bilinguals to be ‘balanced’, then very few speakers of more than one language would qualify.
Instead Valdés (2015, p.38, cited in Baker and Wright, 2017, p.4) suggests bilingualism is the ability to “function (i.e. speak, understand, read, or write) even to a very limited degree in more than one language”. This definition would also be in the minimalist camp as an individual need only have basic ability in one of the four language skills in a different language to be considered bilingual.
Grosjean (2008, p.10) describes bilinguals as “those who use two or more languages (or dialects) in their everyday lives” and criticises what he sees as a traditional tendency for language researchers to view bilinguals from a monolingual perspective, comparing each of their languages to a monolingual speaker. He suggests that viewing bilinguals from a monolingual, or ‘fractional’, point of view has created a situation where monolingualism is seen as the ‘norm’ when statistics show this isn’t the case.
The lack of clarity when deciding who can be counted as a bilingual means it is difficult to say what percentage of the world’s population this represents, but estimates vary between 60 and 75% (Baker, 2007, p.186) placing monolinguals in the minority. 
Early attempts by Mackey to define bilingualism took a fairly simplistic view. He described it as the “alternate use of two or more languages by the same individual” (1957, p.51) or “the ability to use more than one language” (1962, p. 52). These definitions would again concur with the common view, but there is no mention of the level of proficiency that is needed before an individual can be considered bilingual. Is it enough to have learnt a few phrases in a school French class and be able to make yourself understood in basic functional exchanges in France in a shop or asking for directions? What does “the ability to use [emphasis added] more than one language” actually mean? 
Maximalist definitions, such as that proposed by Bloomfield, have a high expectation of the degree of proficiency required in both of an individual’s languages. Such individuals should be so competent in their languages that they would be virtually indistinguishable from a monolingual speaker in the same situation. Baetens Beardsmore (1986) notes, however, that there is no suggestion of norms when taking this maximalist approach. Bilinguals may exhibit signs that they are not native speakers, but as long as effective communication still occurs and they are able to use both of their languages in a wide range of situations, they are considered to be functioning to the required level.
On the contrary, minimalist definitions accept only a rudimentary ability in the lesser known language. Haugen (1953, p.7) proposed that individuals be considered bilingual once they reach the point where they can make “complete meaningful utterances in the other language”. 
Given that many people receive some foreign language lessons as part of their formal education, this would appear to include language students from their first day of learning. Such a definition would greatly increase the number of people classed as bilingual, but doesn’t correlate with the generally held view that a certain level of proficiency needs to be attained to warrant the label. 
Reflecting on the range of proficiencies suggested by the above definitions, it becomes apparent that bilingualism exists on a continuum, ranging from early beginnings when a monolingual speaker produces his or her first halting sentences in a different language to the highly competent simultaneous interpreter able to function in a professional capacity in two languages. 
Bhatia (2004) cited in Gass and Glew (2011) sees being bilingual as the end point, the result of a process of acquiring another language, and second language researchers often agree with this. Gass and Glew (2011) acknowledge that it is rare for someone to become like a native speaker in their second language, so the point where they can be considered bilingual must be some time before then. They mention that there is a question of ‘degree’: when can someone be said to have ‘learnt’ a language?
The definition of an ‘end point’, however, implies that individuals are moving towards it, that any earlier point on the continuum is transitory as they progress towards the ideal of the ‘balanced bilingual’. For the majority of bilinguals, this isn’t going to be the case. They will attain the degree of proficiency that different circumstances require so that they can communicate effectively and they may have no need to use both their languages in all circumstances.
In addition, not all people start from the monolingual end of the continuum, with some children being born into homes where more than one language is in use and they naturally develop ability in the different languages to which they are exposed.
This is sometimes known as early bilingualism (Chin and Wigglesworth, 2007; Baetens Beardsmore, 1986) or infant bilingualism (Baker and Wright, 2017) and is generally accepted as the development of two languages before adolescence. Depending on how the languages are introduced, this can happen simultaneously (from birth) or sequentially (after three years of age) (Baker and Wright, 2017). 
If two languages are used from birth, Baker (2007, p.36) considers ‘bilingualism’ to be the child’s natural L1 language rather than specifying one or the other, although depending on the relative input in the two languages, it is still possible that one may become dominant.
Some parents use the One Person (or Parent) One Language (OPOL) system (Baker, 2007) whereby each parent uses a different language with the child aiming to raise a ‘balanced’ bilingual who functions equally in both languages, but Baker mentions the following issues which will affect how well this happens. 
It is extremely unlikely that the child will receive equally balanced input from both parents. One is usually the primary caregiver, and as such, will have more opportunity to share his or her language with the child. There is also the influence of the language used between the parents in family settings. If this is the same as one of the parent-child languages, then they will naturally be exposed to more input from this language. Furthermore, if the language of the community is the same as one of the parent-child languages, then this extra input will strengthen that language. 
Baker (2007) notes that as children grow older there may be a tendency for one language to become passive, understood but not spoken, while the more frequently used or more socially prestigious language becomes dominant. The author has seen this situation develop on multiple occasions in Australia where migrant parents spoke their L1 in the home with the children, but the children replied in English. The extent to which the children kept some ability with the L1 often seemed related to how much the family socialised and identified with other families of the same background, and whether they needed to use the L1 to communicate with older monolingual L1 speakers.
This is another situation where we have to ask ourselves if it fits our definition of what it is to be bilingual: does passive knowledge of another language count? Children of migrants in this situation couldn’t be considered balanced bilinguals, with their new language now the dominant one, but neither are they monolinguals. 
Thiery (1978, cited in Grosjean, 1982) proposed that balanced bilinguals might be those who are accepted as native speakers in both their languages by monolinguals of the relevant language. To achieve this Thiery stated that they would have to have learnt both languages before the age of 14 and spent a relatively equal time living in areas where each language was dominant, receiving their education equally in both languages. If these are the necessary criteria for being a balanced bilingual, then the majority of people who speak more than one language would not meet these requirements.
In the discussion on the continuum above, there is little to indicate which linguistic skills are essential to define a person as bilingual. There is a general assumption that it involves being able to ‘speak’ more than one language, but is this always the case? A person who is able to decipher Latin inscriptions with ease could hardly be called a monolingual, but does having an ability to read another language qualify someone as bilingual?
Language is not a single skill, but a combination of different communicative skills that together make up our ability to use that language: the two skills where we produce language – speaking and writing – and those where we receive and understand language used by others – the receptive skills of listening and reading. Macnamara (1969) highlighted the need to look at these four macro skills in which individuals’ abilities may vary. Not all societies see the need to develop these skills to the same level. Papua New Guinea with around 6 million people and over 800 distinct languages is recognised as the most linguistically diverse country in the world. Most people speak one or two of the neighbouring community languages as well as their own, and often one or more of the national languages, such as Tok Pisin or Hiri Motu (Malone and Paraide, 2011). However, in 2010 the adult literacy rate in Papua New Guinea was only 61.6% (Knoema, 2019) indicating that a large percentage of the population was likely to be multilingual in the skills of speaking and listening while unable to read or write.
Traditionally language ability tests have focused on the observable skills of speaking and listening, reading and writing. They often only assessed ability in the weaker of the bilingual’s languages, measuring their progress along the path towards native-like proficiency (Butler, 2013) with no consideration given to their complete range of linguistic abilities. This monolinguistic bias has been criticised by a number of researchers (see Butler, 2013, p.119).
There is also debate about whether an individual needs to demonstrate some level of competence in all four linguistic skills, with Macnamara (1967, cited in Grosjean 1982) suggesting that minimal competence in just one of the areas would qualify an individual as bilingual, claiming that it is extremely unusual for one person to have equal ability in all four skills in both languages.
Bachman and Palmer (1996, cited in Cummins, 2000, p.124) argue against the division of linguistic performance into the four skills, considering that it is not useful to examine them separately. They suggest the term ‘ability-task’ to cover the different linguistic skills that are required to perform a certain task and propose that the focus should be on real life domains and language instructional domains. The former are situations where conversational language is required, the latter where the primary focus of the exchange is educational, with some overlap between the two.
It is clear that someone who speaks only one language is a monolingual and that any person who is able to perform equally well in two languages is definitely a bilingual, but that suggests that many people with some knowledge of more than one language are somewhere in between.
People’s position on the bilingualism continuum is not just influenced by the age they started to use more than one language, but also by the functional need they have for each language. In order to reach the ‘balanced’ end of the continuum, both languages have to be developed equally, but it is extremely unusual for anyone to require both languages in all the same situations.
The concept of attaining ‘balanced bilingualism’ also implies that this is a static state, that once a person achieves it, he or she will remain that way with both languages continuing to develop in parallel. However, bilingualism is dynamic and depending on the contexts in which a language is used, it may increase its range, strengthening and becoming dominant, or it may lose its usefulness, become restricted to only a few domains, become a receptive skill only, or atrophy altogether. 
As speakers move along the continuum from being monolingual towards being a competent user of more than one language, they go through a period where they are still developing their skills in the L2 so they may use a language which is neither their L1 or the L2, but is a “step towards (or measuring the gap from) the target forms” (Butler, 2013, p.122), an interlanguage. Learners construct interlanguages as they use their knowledge of their L1 and attempt to construct the structures of the L2, adapting and refining their output as they learn more about the L2 and move along the continuum towards competence in their new language.
If individuals reach a point where they are successfully meeting the communication requirements in the domains for which they use the L2, some may remain at that stage of interlanguage even though it may not reflect native-like performance. Their interlanguage use has become fossilized (Grosjean, 1982, p. 294).
Reasons for this vary but can include a sociological desire not to totally integrate into a majority group, especially when the individual is part of a community from a similar linguistic background. The speaker may reach the point of being able to communicate adequately in the workplace, for completing everyday tasks such as shopping, and interacting with local government services, and not feel the need to develop their language skills further. Where there is a large cohort of people with the same background, Grosjean (1982) suggests there is even the possibility that the interlanguage can develop into a new local dialect.
Mackey (1962) considered that bilingualism should be examined in two broad categories: ‘degree’ which encompasses linguistic ability or skill, and ‘function’, the way the language is used in social contexts. The latter is often referred to as the ‘domain’ of use.
Fishman (1972, cited in Chin and Wigglesworth, 2007, p.14) was the first to coin the term ‘domain’ to refer to different aspects of an individual’s life and relationships with others, considering the primary domains to be “family, friendship, religion, education and employment” while Hoffman (1991) felt these could be reduced to three main domains: interlocutor, place and topic. Romaine (1995, p.30) defined domain as “an abstraction which refers to a sphere of activity representing a combination of specific times, settings and role relationships”.
Grosjean (2008, pp.22-34) applied the term ‘Complementarity Principle’ to this concept of bilinguals adapting their language use “for different purposes, in different domains of life, with different people”. Individuals will develop their language use according to the linguistic demands of these different domains, perhaps achieving a standard indistinguishable from a monolingual in a highly demanding professional position, but using a more restricted form where the need for one language is reduced, and using mixed language in a variety of bilingual situations.
This allocation of language use by function often means that bilinguals are not naturally good at translating or interpreting. Without a need to do so, they don’t develop both languages equally in each of the domains and can find it difficult when asked to use the non-normal language in a given situation. Grosjean (2008) describes studies where bilinguals were asked to use the ‘wrong’ language in particular domains. They revealed a greater tendency to mix languages in these situations, compensating for lexical gaps in the non-normal language.
One specific domain that is studied extensively is that of the classroom as it is crucial for the optimum development of each child including those who could potentially become ‘balanced’ bilinguals and it is a situation where attempts to measure language proficiency frequently occur. 
The main reason for measuring language proficiency amongst school-aged children is to ensure their access to the academic programme, but there are many factors to be considered when the child comes from a home where the language is not the language of instruction. This can include immigrant children, children in immersion education schemes, such as in Wales, and those being raised bilingually by parents who speak other languages.
Research has shown that children immersed in a new language in the school context tend to reach conversational competence within two years (Cummins, 2000) but it may take five to seven years to develop the level of academic language needed to function effectively in the classroom. Cummins (2000) described these two levels of communicative competence as Basic Interpersonal Communicative Skills (BICS) and Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency (CALP), also known as Conversational Language Proficiency and Academic Language Proficiency.
It could be assumed that if a child speaks a different language at home to that of the classroom, then they are likely to become bilingual, but to what extent this happens depends on whether both languages are supported and continue to develop.
Where children haven’t developed CALP in their L1, the classroom environment may make it difficult for this to develop in their L2. They may be able to converse in real life domains using BICS level competence, but struggle in the more demanding language instructional domains (Bachman and Palmer, 1996, cited in Cummins, 2000) which call for increasingly academic linguistic abilities.
One factor that can enhance children’s understanding in educational settings is if the language is context-embedded, with supportive non-linguistic cues, especially if the task is not cognitively demanding, but their understanding is hindered when the language is decontextualised requiring them to rely solely on linguistic information. Cummins (2000) describes academic tasks that range linguistically from those that provide contextual cues and are not cognitively taxing, to those which provide no non-linguistic context and are cognitively demanding, with the latter providing great difficulty to children still at the BICS stage.
There is a danger that teachers may mistake fluency at the BICS level for a higher level of linguistic competence. Romaine (1995) suggests that linguistic features which are visible and easily measured are not necessarily an indication of communicative competence across domains. Any assessment of linguistic proficiency needs to include the bilingual’s ability to use language in an appropriate way with others, but Romaine acknowledges that this can be difficult to measure.
Cummins (2000) acknowledges that language proficiency cannot be separated from context, but suggests that as CALP demands ability in a decontextualised setting, proficiency in this area cannot be accurately gauged from testing which uses a context-embedded setting; therefore some use of standardised testing, or ‘discrete-point measures’ could be a useful indicator of proficiency in this specific academic domain.
Macnamara (1967, 1969, cited in Romaine, 1995) described four types of measurement categories: rating scales, and tests of fluency, flexibility and dominance. Where self-rating is used the results can be affected by attitudes and language status. Fluency tests assume that a ‘balanced bilingual’ will be able to recall items equally quickly with a speed discrepancy revealing the dominant language; however, Romaine (1995, p.18) believes that such tests “should not be regarded as adequate estimates of competence”. 
One aspect of an individual’s communicative performance that is most obvious to monolinguals and may lead them to conclude that someone is not a ‘balanced’ bilingual is when one language (L1) influences the way the other language (L2) is used. This involuntary influence is often called interference (Baetens Beardsmore, 1986). Examples of interference can be categorised as lexical, syntactical, phonological and prosodical. 
If a person speaks a language fluently but with a ‘heavy’ foreign accent, can they still be considered bilingual? Often the only form of interference still obvious once an L2 speaker reaches close to native-like competence is a non-native accent. Unless the L2 has been learnt before the age of 11, the majority of people are unable to totally eliminate phonological influence from their L1 on their L2 (Baetens Beardsmore, 1986). Anyone learning a new language after puberty will find it difficult to avoid pronunciation differences, such as substituting one phoneme for another, applying a different stress pattern to multisyllabic words, or using non-native intonation, but if these differences don’t impede the communication required by a particular domain then the individual could be seen as functioning as a monolingual in terms of communicative competence.
Lexical or syntactical interference can cause more confusion. An Iranian friend of the author always said she was “opening the tap” and “putting the rubbishes out”, phrases which didn’t cause misunderstanding but did momentarily puzzle English speakers on first hearing. She also had difficulty remembering whether to use “he” or “she” referring to a third person as her L1, Farsi, doesn’t have this distinction and she often used the wrong one. 
When one language has a different word order this can cause difficulties initially. English speakers learning Welsh have to learn to put the verb first in many structures or to put it at the end in German relative clauses. Spanish speakers utilise prepositions in a similar way to English speakers, but have to adapt to postpositions when speaking Euskera, the Basque language.
Grosjean, however, considers this type of interference rarely detrimental to understanding and states that “a bilingual will develop his or her languages to the level of fluency that is needed for communication” (1982, p. 307).
Differences in prosody can be quite subtle and the speaker may not be aware of them. Prosody includes features such as pitch, intonation, tempo and loudness. These are used by different language communities to indicate politeness and acceptable ways of speaking, but may give a different impression if carried over from one language to another.
If we take communicative competence as a whole, however, the potential for interference is increased by adding sociolinguistic factors. Romaine (1995) mentions pragmatic crosslinguistic influence, which may cause a speaker to communicate in a way that is inappropriate to the situation.
Bilinguals need to know what is appropriate when speaking with another bilingual, and how they should adjust their speech if their interlocutor is monolingual. If they are unable to do this and use sociolinguistic norms from their L1 when communicating in their L2, it could be seen as interference, however Baetens Beardsmore (1986) suggests that not every “departure from the monoglot norm” (p.45) should be considered interference.
The term interference has been rejected by some linguistic researchers for its negative connotations with Clyne (1967, cited in Baetens Beardsmore, 1986, p. 47) proposing the term transference as a more neutral way of describing the process, and Romaine preferring crosslinguistic influence as suggested by Sharwood-Smith and Kellerman (1986, cited in Romaine, 1995, p.52).
One aspect of bilingual speech that may appear to be interference to the uninitiated but is a common feature of bilingual speech communities around the world is the technique of swapping back and forth between languages. 
When bilinguals communicate amongst themselves it is very common for them to utilise their entire linguistic repertoire and switch between the two languages which they have in common within the same speech act, hence the term code-switching (Romaine, 1995). Some researchers distinguish between code-switching and code-mixing with the latter applied to short, intrasentential use of the other language (e.g. Singh, 1985, cited in Romaine, 1995, p. 124). Baetens Beardsmore (1986) doesn’t consider this a useful distinction and uses code-switching to cover all examples of mixed language use. Grosjean (1982) defines use of the other language (OL) as code-switching when the OL linguistic patterns are adhered to, but uses the term borrowing if the word is adapted morphologically or phonologically into the recipient language. 
In the Welsh situation it sometimes causes consternation amongst second language Welsh speakers, who have been taught the ‘correct’ Welsh words but find that Welsh first language speakers often code-switch or borrow from English. The learner wants imitate the natural speech of the first language community and be accepted as a Welsh speaker, but feels uncomfortable with this level of code-switching, sometimes referring to it as ‘Wenglish’. 
Studies reported by Sachdev and Giles (2006) showed that the practice of code-switching in bilingual and multilingual communication can be more prevalent than participant speakers report. It is described as a “satisfying form of communication” (p.360) demonstrating a willingness to communicate coupled with a display of group identity.
Romaine (1995) describes three forms of code-switching: inserting tags, for example, “you know?” from the OL; switching to the OL at a phrase or sentence boundary; and switching within a sentence. 
When used amongst bilinguals in this way, code-switching reflects the use of mixed language described by Grosjean (2008) and is obviously divergent linguistic behaviour from monolinguals who either don’t have this option at all, or only in a limited way, for example, inserting a few commonly understood French words into an otherwise English discourse. 
This brings us to the basic purpose of language: to communicate. Measures may ascertain the level of linguistic competence an individual has, but it is how she or he uses that ability when communicating with others that demonstrates communicative competence.
It is increasingly acknowledged that measurements of language proficiency need to include communicative competence: the ability to use language in a way that is relevant to a situation and to the interlocutors. Coste, De Pietro and Moore (2012) describe communicative competence as comprising linguistic knowledge and language use. 
It is generally recognised that participants in a speech act work together to construct meaning, so any assessment of linguistic proficiency needs to include the bilingual’s ability to use language in an appropriate way with others. Romaine (1995) acknowledges that this can be difficult to measure.
According to Grosjean (2008) successful communication is more important than the ‘form’ of the language used. The crucial question is how competently and appropriately do bilinguals use their two languages to meet the demands of different situations? 
Hymes (1984) in Coste, De Pietro and Moore (2012) raised the importance of identity in communicative competence, suggesting that individuals seek to portray or reinforce their identity in the way they speak with others. Measurements of bilingual competence would need to assess how successful individuals are at portraying their identity in the different domains of their language use. Hymes (1972 cited in Baetens Beardsmore, 1986) described four key elements to communicative competence: what is formally (i.e. grammatically) possible, what is feasible (grammatically possible but not likely for other reasons), what is appropriate to the situation, and what actually occurs. These demonstrate that individuals are able to adapt their speech according to the particular exigencies of the social situation.
Whenever two people are in conversation, they are constantly negotiating the way language is used between them. They are influenced in their linguistic, paralinguistic and nonverbal behaviours by the circumstances surrounding them and their relationship with the other person, and they adapt their communication performance to reflect this. This is known as accommodation and we make these choices every time we engage with someone, but bilinguals have the additional choice of which language or languages to use.
Butler (2013) cites three possibilities when a bilingual uses a particular language with an interlocutor. The response may come in the same language, a different language, or a mixture of languages depending on a number of factors including the relationship between the interlocutors, the immediate requirements of the situation and socio-historical context.
Grosjean (2008) speaks of a situational continuum ranging from monolingual mode to mixed language mode, where two bilinguals adopt a main (host) language then dip in and out of their other (guest) language, employing code-switching or borrowing lexical items to enhance their communication. Grosjean continues to say that not all bilinguals vary their speech along the continuum. ‘Purists’ may prefer to keep their languages separate and avoid the mixed language endpoint, while some individuals that spend a lot of time with bilingual friends, family and colleagues may find that they rarely use a monolingual mode, or if they do it’s only in one of their languages.
Sachdev and Giles (2006) have developed Communication Accommodation Theory (CAT) which explains the way bilinguals use their languages in these different situations and appears to confirm Grosjean’s situational continuum. When conversing with a monolingual speaker of either of their languages, CAT would usually see bilinguals restricting their language use to the one in common. Depending on their level of competence in this language, communication could be hindered by interference from their other language, but if bilinguals restrict their language to that of the monolingual speaker in order to make communication between them more effective and to emphasise aspects of their common identity, this is an example of convergence. Similarly, the monolingual speakers may choose to converge towards their bilingual interlocutor in order to improve communication by varying their manner of speaking in a way they might not for another monolingual speaker, such as by simplifying their vocabulary and speaking more slowly and clearly.
When the conversation is taking place between two bilingual speakers of the same languages, however, a variety of situations may arise. They may share a ‘dominant’ language, but this language may not be deemed functionally appropriate for the situation so they use their mutually weaker language. One may be dominant in language A and weaker in B, while the other is dominant in B and weaker in A. In this situation, it is possible that a certain amount of ‘mixed language’ or code-switching may occur, or they may even resort to each one speaking in their stronger language if both have sufficient receptive language skills in their weaker language. 
CAT explains how convergence takes place when the speakers want to establish or sustain a positive relationship, so bilinguals in these situations will make decisions on how best to use their linguistic repertoire to achieve this. In very familiar situations, the language choices may be obvious, but in others where there is less familiarity with the other speaker or with the particular circumstances, to function at a satisfactory level of language competence may require considerable skill on the part of the bilingual. A laboratory study in 1973 by Giles, Taylor and Bourhis (Sachdev and Giles, 2006, p.356) noted “at least 14 different types of bilingual convergence”.
Where speakers of a minority language are communicating with a speaker of the majority language, there is an expectation that the former will converge towards the latter, given that this is the language of higher prestige. Sachdev and Giles (2006) term this asymmetric or unidirectional convergence. It is usually expected that immigrants will converge towards the main language of their host country.
To describe a situation where language choices are made in order to accentuate a difference between two speakers, the term divergence is used, with maintenance applying to a situation where a speaker neither converges or diverges, but maintains their usual language behaviour. (Sachdev and Giles, 2006). Michel Barnier could be described as utilising maintenance when he stated that he wanted to conduct the complex Brexit negotiations in French, his first language (Guarascio, 2016); though it is more likely that he was displaying divergence, a desire to emphasise his distinctive position and gain power.
A bilingual may wish to retain aspects of their linguistic use that distinguish them from monolingual speakers for various reasons. They may feel this better reflects the particular social or cultural group they belong to, giving them a sense of identity. Two personal experiences of the author from Australia illustrate this point. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The first is an Aboriginal man who was studying to be a primary school teacher. He consciously used the standard English expected of an educated professional while mixing with fellow trainee teachers, but deliberately reverted to a form of Aboriginal English with family and community members. He was very conscious of the danger of being shunned by the community if they felt his language use was diverging from theirs. This is an example of intergroup communication (Sachdev and Giles, 2006), where social group membership defines the way an individual speaks.
The second example is a young Swiss German immigrant working in Information Technology in Sydney. His English was almost indistinguishable from that of a monolingual speaker in terms of his lexicon and grammatical ability in his professional life, but he retained a marked Swiss German accent which became stronger in social situations. He confessed to the author that he deliberately strived to diverge from his social group and keep his accent as he felt, as a young single man, it differentiated him from his peers and made him more attractive to women!
The degree to which interlocutors converge or diverge can be affected by attitudes towards language use related to variables such as ethnolinguistic vitality, the relative status of the given language. Official language policies contribute to this by the way they support or discourage the use of particular languages (Sachdev and Giles, 2006). Speakers may choose to use the language with more prestige or that which is seen as more appropriate to the situation rather than the language they have the most competence in.
Definitions of bilingualism range from the maximalist ‘native-like control’ of both languages to the minimalist ‘able to make a few meaningful utterances’ in a second language, but the situation is complex with many factors to be considered, especially if we are to define an individual as a ‘balanced bilingual’. It is obvious that the minimalist definitions have no expectation of balance allowing for a huge discrepancy in language proficiency between the two languages, but perhaps the majority of people would accept someone as being representative of a ‘balanced bilingual’ at a point somewhere along the continuum short of the extremely rare ideal described by the maximalist definitions.
It could be argued that if individuals are able to function with ease according to the linguistic and communicative requirements of the different domains in their life using each of their languages appropriately and communicating effectively with monolinguals and other bilinguals, adapting their speech to accommodate their interlocutor, converging or diverging as their relationships and group identity expect of them, then these individuals are displaying ‘balance’. They may not be able to use both of their languages to the same extent in the full range of situations that a monolingual of necessity uses theirs, but they are not obliged to do so. They are in balance with the linguistic demands of their personal situation and can enjoy making the most of their full linguistic repertoire.
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