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Final Assignment: 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.  















There are 7159 languages in today’s world, according to the latest data by Ethnologue (Eberhard, Simons and Fennig (eds), 2025a). This is significantly higher than estimates given a few decades ago by other scholars (Bodmer, 1944 and Whatmough, 1956, cited in Lewis, 2025), who estimated the presence of 1500 and 3000 languages respectively. Ethnologue’s numbers themselves have also increased over the years from 4493 in1969 to 7159 (Eberhard, Simons and Fennig (eds), 2025b). To someone unfamiliar with the subject matter it may appear that the amount of world languages is increasing. Nothing could be further from reality. The rising approximations can be attributed to improved access to remote language groups, enhanced research methodologies, more nuanced definitions of what constitutes a language, or an expansion to include all the world languages and not only minority languages, as in the case of the Ethnologue (Eberhard, Simons and Fennig (ed.), 2025b). 
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AI-generated content may be incorrect.]In reality the number of languages has been declining. Figure 1 illustrates this quite vividly and suggests that only 1000 languages may remain by the year 2200. The UNESCO Ad Hoc Expert Group on Endangered Languages (2003) paint an even graver picture by estimating that “about 90% of the languages may be replaced by dominant languages by the end of the 21st century”. This is in line with Krauss’ prediction in 1992 at the Endangered Languages Symposium which was a “call to arms” (Simons and Lewis, 2013). Figure 1 (Graddol, 2006, p.60) 

Determining the exact number of extinct languages remains a challenging and imprecise undertaking, yet UNESCO’s Atlas of the World's Languages in Danger indicates that 1181 languages are “not in use”, while around 230 languages have become extinct since 1950 (Moseley, 2010). 
Irrespective of the exact figures, the continual threat is undeniable. The Ethnologue categorizes 44% of all languages, i.e. 3193 languages, as endangered (Eberhard, Simons and Fennig (eds), 2025a). UNESCO’s figures (2025) are similar (3544 languages), while also specifying that 383 are critically and 463 severely endangered (2025). A closer look at a random selection of several endangered languages reveals something noteworthy. UNESCO lists Baba Malay and Paku, both critically endangered languages as having 99,999 speakers and 9999 speakers respectively. Abadi and Bauwaki, from the endangered/ unsafe category, however, supposedly only have 9999 and 999 speakers respectively (2025).  Even more surprisingly, these languages are considered “stable” by the Ethnologue (Eberhard, Simons and Fennig (eds), 2025c; Eberhard, Simons and Fennig (eds), 2025d). Since both are reliable and respected sources, it leaves to conclude that absolute number of speakers is not the determining factor in classifying languages’ state of vitality, nor a reliable predictor of impending language death. 
Since Krauss’ speech in 1992, the linguistic community has responded to the call, which has resulted in numerous language vitality studies, whose goal is to predict the likelihood of language maintenance versus language death (Dorian, 2006).  Neither absolute speaker numbers nor any other single cause, but rather “many and varied” factors, indeed “‘a change of events’ is involved” (Edwards, 1994, p.103). The following discussion will consider then the main results of these studies by focusing on factors that are assumed to ensure or undermine the vitality of minority languages. 
Language vitality describes the health and strength of a language and is intertwined with the extent that a language is adopted and used in daily communication. Various scales have been developed to describe the status of a language’s vitality, which each reflect a specific emphasis. The commonality, though, is that each framework points to factors whose presence results in higher levels of vitality and its absence to lower levels. Positive movement is also labelled as language revitalization, no movement (or the absence of negative movement) as language maintenance and finally, negative movement as language shift, which can ultimately lead to language death. In the words of Giles, Bourhis and Taylor (1977, quoted in Appel and Muysken, 1987, p.33), language vitality points to the likelihood that a distinct language group will „survive and thrive “. Figure 2 provides an overview of the most used frameworks to measure language vitality. As each gives weight to different factors their juxtaposition in the table is only approximate.
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[bookmark: _Hlk202801510]Figure 2: Comparison of scales to measure language vitality (adapted from Lewis and Simons, 2009, p. 26-28, Wurm, 2001, p. 27-28 and Kincade, 1991, quoted in Lewis, 2025, p. 10) 

In 2009 Lewis and Simons, in an effort to align the first three scales, developed the E(xpanded) GIDS, a 13-level evaluative scale. With a comparable aspiration, the following discussion focuses on the commonalities and differences of these models. Additional insights from scholars, most notably Giles, Bourhis and Taylor (1977) who did not assign distinctive levels to their findings, will also be examined. 
According to the UNESCO’s framework for Language Vitality and Endangerment, smaller language communities are at greater risk (LVE, 2003), and therefore the absolute number of speakers is considered an important indicator. Although the UNESCO refrains from giving specific numbers, Krauss identified 10, 000 people as dangerous threshold (1992, cited in Hinton, 2003, p.44). The example provided earlier of Baba Malay, Paku, Abadi and Bauwaki clearly demonstrates that absolute numbers alone provide weak evidence. This criticism is also reflected in the feedback report given by the UNESCO’s Culture Sector (2011). The proportion of speakers in a given community appears to be more revealing. Interestingly, UNESCO’s LVE scale suggests that already communities where “nearly” (2003, p. 9), but not all, speak a particular language are unsafe. At first glance this seems like an exaggeration; however, as Haugen points out (1981, quoted in Lewis, 2025, p.37), language contact always leads to competition. Based on research in the Gealtacht, O Giollagain et al. (2007) believe that approximately 70% of active speakers is the critical mass for viable languages. Research in Wales also supports this claim (Baker, 2001) where communities with 70% of Welsh-speakers seemed to have a higher chance of survival. However, two aspects, which are also identified in the UNESCO’s review and feedback report (2011) that are not addressed and therefore pose a challenge in interpreting data is the ambiguity of the terms “speakers” and “total population”. Low German is a case in point, where 58.8% self-identified as very good or good speakers of Low German in the area of Ostfriesland (Das Plattdüütskbüro der Ostfriesischen Landschaft, 2023), but only 15.7 % in northern Germany (Adler et al., 2016), which equates to approximately 3% of the current population in Germany. This leads to conclude that the proportion of speakers need to be interpreted in relation to geographic distribution (Baker, 2001, p.70). This is especially evident in territories, where language groups are geographically separate, as in Canada. French, although spoken only by 22% of the Canadian population in 2021 (Department of Canadian Heritage, 2024), is clearly not in danger of extinction.  Geographic isolation due to life in desert and arid conditions also benefited Khoisan language speakers in southern Africa (Brenzinger, 1998 cited in Mufwene, 2001, p.381). In general, minority language groups have a higher chance of survival “as long as they live concentrated in a certain area” (Appel and Muysken, 1987, p.36). Baker also maintains that communities that maintain strong boundaries (2001), like the Pennsylvanian Dutch speakers among the Old Order Amish, are less threatened. This is more frequent in rural contexts, as Hill and Hill’s research among the Nahuatl speakers in Mexico illustrate (1977, cited in Appel and Muysken, 1989, p.36). Upon careful consideration, geographic saturation itself, whether in a rural or urban context, is unlikely to directly affect language vitality, rather the resulting “communication patterns” in relation to domains are responsible (Appel and Muysken, 1987, p.36). 
This brief discussion highlights that demographic data certainly provides valuable insights into a language’s vitality. However, figures cannot be interpreted in isolation, but only in correlation with each other.  For example, Icelandic has an estimated 300000 active speakers in Iceland. The absolute number is not extremely high; yet when taking into account that this equals about 97% of the population, the strength of the language becomes evident. At the other extreme, Yiddish has between 500000 and 3 million speakers (Pasikowska-Schnass, 2022) but its speakers are dispersed around the world and concentrations in smaller numbers are only present in certain religious communities, e.g. in New York.  As a result, it is categorized as certainly endangered by the UNESCO (Pasikowska-Schnass, 2002). 
Another aspect that warrants consideration is the timing of data. Giles cites “demographics trends that are favorable” as indication of vitality (1987, p.309, my emphasis). The Ethnologue’s definition of nearly extinct languages, picks up on this by including the phrase “decreasing fraction of an ethnic population” (Lewis and Simons, 2010, p.27, my emphasis). Both terms describe developments over a period of time. This begs the conclusion that not static, but dynamic demographic data is decisive. It c an be argued that a language group that has a significant, yet rapidly decreasing number of speakers, is more threatened than a small language group, whose number has been stable. 
Closely related to demographics is the issue of intergenerational language transmission.  Since languages are not simply academic subjects to be studied, but means of communication between human beings, their livelihood certainly depends on the extent on which it is passed on to the future generations. Numerous academics believe that this is the single most important factor to determine language vitality and language shift (Fishman, 1991, cited in LVE, 2003, p. 7), in as much so that Fishman’s scale is called “Graded Intergenerational Disruption Scale” (1990, 1991, cited in Baker, 2001, my emphasis). The emphasis of UNESCO’s framework on intergenerational language transmission is evident in their claim that even the category “safe” is no guarantee “because at any time speakers may cease to pass on their language to the next generation” (LVE, 2003, p.7).  The Karitiana in Brazil serve as an extreme, yet positive example of a very small language community of only 191 speakers, yet according to Yamamoto intergenerational transmission is still intact and therefore he questions the endangerment status of the Karitiana (1997, cited in Crystal, 2014, p.16). 
The significance of language transmission was already recognized in the 1970s, yet the tremendous risk languages face when the next generation’s language ability declines, was not always recognized, due to the belief that education, especially bilingual education, is an easy remedy (Hinton, 2003). The failure of educational interventions is obvious among Native American communities (Hinton, 2003).  Yet, across the ocean, in Spain, educational reforms introduced by the regional authorities in the 1980s seem to have successfully increased intergenerational language transmission (Caminal, Cappellari and Di Paolo, 2018). A closer look at their study demonstrates, though, that the introduction of Catalan as a medium of instruction was only indirectly responsible, as it lowered the cost of increasing language proficiency among Spanish-speakers. Instead, parents’ language choice was directly linked to the economic and social benefits associated with Catalan. (Caminal, Cappellari and Di Paolo, 2018). These findings support Baker’s argument (2002) that a language must be fully integrated into everyday life beyond formal education for successful intergenerational transmission. Edwards echoes this (2007) by highlighting the crucial role of the home as primary domain for language preservation. This brief discussion invites the conclusion that intergenerational language transmission is a symptom or indicator of language vitality, but not the root cause. 
This begs the question, what factors influence language choice among and between generations. Edwards (1994, p.103) uses the dramatic terms “murder” and “suicide” to explore whether external or internal issues are at the forefront. Although his leaning is towards the belief that communities actively decide against language transmission, he acknowledges that there are always external pressures involved (Edwards, 1994). The authors of the UNESCO LVE framework use the term “abandon” to suggest an active involvement of members of a speech community, but they highlight, that this is often due to external pressures that overemphasize economic disadvantages of maintaining a minority language (LVE, 2003, p.2). This claim has been repeated by scholars over the decades. Appel and Muysken (1987, p. 32) state that language choice is connected with the expectation of “better chances for upward social mobility and social success.”  Dorian (1982, cited in Lewis 2025, p.33) agrees that language loyalty is limited by favourable socio-economic environment. It is no surprise then that EGIPS considers all languages used in an official function either at the international, national, regional and trade level as “safe”. Hence, the question is how a language can gain or maintain such a high status level in political, socio-economic and educational spheres.  
One major factor is being awarded official status within a nation-state (Dorian, 2006). This can be the recognition as official language at the national or regional level or official protection as minority language. Without official status, language communities face “a sharp power differential” (Dorian, 2006, p. 437) which is challenging if not impossible to overcome. As discussed earlier, intergenerational language transmission is key to language vitality. Yet, if speaking a language with an official status leads to economic and social advantages including access to schooling and employment, it is no surprise that parents consciously decide not to pass on their lower status language to their children. Evidence that this “blocking of home language transmission” is widespread in academic literature, the decline of Pennsylvania Dutch and Scottish Gaelic, (Dorian,2006, p. 440), Sardinian, Italiy, (Schjerve, 1981, cited in Appel and Muysken, 1987, p. 33) or Hungarian in Oberwart, Austria, (Edwards,1994) being some examples. 
[bookmark: _Hlk202801563]This suggests that people are not as independent in their language choices as some believe. Lewis aptly summarizes this by applying Maslow’s “hierarchy of human needs” to linguistic decisions (2020, cited in Lewis, 2025, p.30). Giles, Bourhis and Taylor (1977) maintain that economic status is closely aligned with social status, which in turn influences language status.  Abundant examples in history also serve as proof that top-down political decisions are the cause of language decline, suppression and even death. Following the coup d’etat in Hawaii in 1893, all languages other than English were banned in government and education (Hinton, 2003, p.50). Although it was allowed in private, people abandon it as a language of the home. As a result, by the 1990s people under the age of 50 no longer spoke Hawaiian and a once thriving language was pushed towards critical endangerment. This changed when legislation opened the door to what has been named a “highly successful language revitalization program” (Hinton, 2003, p.50). Again, change was initiated by those in power. 
Perhaps in recognition that minority language groups are faced with such power dynamics, the European Charter for Regional and Minority languages (the Charter) focuses heavily on legal aspects and top-down actions (Council of Europe, 2024). A look at Kashubian, a language spoken widely in Poland, but banned in public after World War II, provides interesting insights. Similarly to Hawaiian, Kashubian was allowed to be used in private domains, but due to external pressures and resulting “language stigma”, its use declined dramatically, to the extent that Poland was regarded as a monolingual country (Wicherkiewicz, 2011, cited in Dołowy-Rybińska and Soria, 2021, p.127). Political changes after 1989 eventually led to the recognition of Kashubian as a regional language by the Polish Parliament in 2005, which cumulated in the signing of the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages. As a result, the presence, use, and social status of the language has increased, although “its use in private life is seen to be diminishing steadily” (Dołowy-Rybińska and Soria, 2021, p.128). 
This last observation is quite noteworthy, as it suggests that the reversal of language policies does not automatically increase the vitality of a language. Irish is a notable example of this. Despite the elevation to official status in the Republic of Ireland and even of the European Union in 2005 as well as extensive revitalization efforts (Fiontar, 2009), it remains an endangered language with limited number of speakers. Evidence across the globe in the distant as well as recent past, points towards the supposition that adverse political language policies is the single most important factor that leads to language shift and even language death. 
However, the reverse, i.e. supportive language policies, alone usually has little or no effect.  The UNESCO Expert Group themselves issue the caveat that “equal legal status, … does not guarantee…long-term vitality of a language” (2003, p.13). Edwards does not find this surprising and calls it “linguistically naïve” to treat language “as if it were almost a freestanding matter that could and would respond to focused intervention” (2007, p.101). He posits that language vitality can be ensured if only one language is required in “domains of necessity” (Edwards, 2007, p.103, original emphasis). Haugen, who – three decades earlier - argued that “Wherever two languages come into contact, there will be competition between them.”, would probably agree (1981, quoted in Lewis, 2025, p.37).  Choices about language transmission are directly influenced by its range of use in various domains (LVE, 2003). Within the European context, Van Hoorde issues a warning regarding Dutch, which he believes is “in danger of losing domains”, especially those related to “work, money, science, technology”, which he terms the “serious things in life” (1998, quoted in Crystal, 2014, p.29). Globalization is one reason that countless other languages find themselves in a similar predicament. 
It is questionable, though, if everything can be attributed to or even called domain loss. Domains naturally change in content and significance as its environment changes. Turin draws from extensive field-research on an endangered Tibeto-Burman language in Nepal named Thangmi and argues that “the lexical inventory of Thangmi reflects those things that are culturally salient and meaningful to its speakers” (2012, p.865). Much of the world is multilingual and the mere existence of two or more language in a particular area, does not automatically lead to language loss or a decrease in language vitality. The issue at hand then is not language contact or restriction of domains itself, but rather whether or not the “language serve a meaningful function” (LVE, 2003, p. 11, original emphasis). Hultren illustrates this in her criticism of the Nordic debate on domain loss and suggests that English is not in a competitive, but complementary relationships with Danish (2016). 
The above can also be applied to new domains, which are being created, especially in the areas of science and technology.  The UNESCO expert group states dramatically that language communities will become “increasingly irrelevant and stigmatized” if they are not able to adapt and penetrate new domains (LVE, 2003, p.11). The line of argument appears to be logical, yet so far only limited research exists to support this notion.  Returning to Edwards, external social, political and economic influences determine which languages are required in each domain – whether existing or new ones - of a particular society. He identifies “linguistic practicality, communicative efficiency, social mobility, and economic advancement” as the principal advantages of majority languages (2007, p.104), contending that, as a logical consequence, only a fundamental reconfiguration of the social fabric could prevent the decline of minority languages. 
Building on this, numerous scholars, e.g. Lewis Jones (1981, cited in Lewis, 2025, p.45) highlight the role of literacy for language vitality, as it in strengthening a language’s ability to function in domains associated with education, media, and public administration. By enhancing a language’s capacity to meet communicative and practical demands, literacy can contribute to its continued relevance and vitality. This is also reflected in the emphasis Fishman’s GIDS scale (Baker, 2001) places on literacy. Crystal (2000, cited in Baker, 2001, p.52) goes even so far to state that minority languages will progress if literacy in the language is available. The benefits of literacy, which includes an expansion of domains and therefore more likely to be contain domains of necessity. 
Hinton questions this and highlights that in contrast to European languages, many minority languages do not have a literary history, but rich oral traditions. She mentions several language groups including the Samis of Finland where a focus on their oral culture played a role in language revitalization (2003). Taking this even further, the Cochiti group do not allow their language to be written (Pecos and Blum-Martinze, 2001 cited in Hinton, 2003). Evidence from numerous Native American communities also suggest that developing literacy did not have the intended effect. This is in line with Turin’s research in Nepal, where he discovered that as language communities became more literate and educated, monolingualism increased which ultimately poses a threat to minority languages (2012). In summary, literacy usually enhances a language’s visibility, its functionality in formal settings, and standardization which can contribute to language vitality. To what extent the influence, though, depends on a language group’s oral and literary tradition. Either way, oral transmission remains vital, even in literate cultures. Latin, which is generally considered a dead language, despite its literate form being taught extensively, is a case in point (Mufwene, 2002). 
If external factors as the ones mentioned above are indeed the primary determinants of language vitality, it would be reasonable to expect a significantly higher number of language extinctions by this point. After all, in a world comprising approximately 200 nation-states, the functional necessity of maintaining several thousand distinct languages may appear questionable. Yet, language loss has not been as dramatic as Krauss predicted in 1991, except in the Americas (Simons and Lewis, 2013). Limited and imprecise data can only partially explain this discrepancy. Edwards suggests that there is an “intangible power” (2006, p.105) that is often overlooked in the academic discussion, namely “the matter of the collective will” (2006, p.105, original emphasis). Although structural inequalities and power dynamics often hinder minority language groups from actively choosing to maintain their language, they are not without agency. Spolsky submits that the quiet revolution of the French-speaking community in Quebec is an example of a minority language group, whose perceptions and convictions shifted and ultimately led to a commitment to strengthen French (2004, cited in Edwards, 2007, p.107). The Spanish-speaking minority in California is also noteworthy as a collective group that exercises enough power to influence companies’ language choices, e.g. in advertising (Edwards, 2007). The most striking illustration in recent history is certainly the revival of the Hebrew language. Ben-Yehuda, who is regarded a key person in the process, consciously chose Hebrew as the first language in his home (Schiff, 1998). Spolsky and Edwards are not alone in their belief that language communities are not passive. The UNESCO expert group mentions that “the subordinate group may resist linguistic domination and mobilize its members to revitalize or fortify their language” (LVE, 2003 p.15). They hint at a possible reason that leads some language groups to abandon their language, namely insufficient knowledge “about the long-term consequences” (LVE, 2003, p.15). Edwards agrees that linguistic action is not automatic, as internalized value judgments hold extreme power. Durkacz highlights that the Scottish Gaelic community demonstrated selective resistance, which led to language decline, as they accepted English dominance in education, despite fighting intrusion in the spheres of religion and land rights (1993, cited in Edwards, 2007, p.105). 
In search of an explanation for these varied responses to external pressures, Simons and Lewis (2013) point to Mufwene’s work, which is largely critical of current academic discussions on the subject. By adapting an ecological perspective, he argues that different colonization types largely account for linguistic behaviour of minority language groups, as each pattern featured a different underlying ideological perspective on the indigenous languages and economic and political purposes (2001). In trade and exploitation colonies, European colonizers tended to adopt local lingua francas such as Swahili in East Africa, Hindi in South Asia and Baba Malay in Southeast Asia, whereas European languages were imposed in settlement colonization, which are mainly found in the Americas (Mufwene, 2001). In the former local languages were also hardly threatened due to segregation between the local population and Europeans. Mufwene sees the abandoning of minority languages as an adaptation strategy to changing socio-economic ecologies, which ensures the survival of the people. Therefore, he suggests that language vitality of minority languages is dependent on its viability in the socio-economic system (2001). The resemblance to Edwards’ “domains of necessity” (2012, p.103) is no surprise. Consequently, one can surmise that socio-economic systems that support multilingualism leads to higher language vitality and that the common belief of the competitive nature of language contact, which cumulates in the demise of the less beneficial language (Haugen, 1981, cited in Lewis, 2025, p. 37) needs to be critically evaluated. Dorian affirms this perspective, exemplifying it with numerous case-studies, which she believes are “not difficult to find” (Dorian, 2006, p.443).  Regions, where extensive field research reported widespread and viable societal multilingualism include Northern Nigeria, the Mandara mountains in the border area between Nigeria and Cameroon, the Eastern Highlands of Papua New Guinea, the Amazon basin, Burma, Senegal, and the Arizona Tewe population in New Mexico (Blench, 1998; Blench, forthcoming; Haiman, 1987; Bradley, 2001; McLaughlin, 2001 and Kroskrity, 1993, cited in Dorian, 2006, pp.443-448).  While obligatory exogamy in some accounted for multilingual language practices in some cases, other reasons surprised Western linguists. In Western Africa, MacEachern discovered that “linguistic relationships and the identities they signal can be consciously manipulated to particular sociopolitical affect” (MacEachern, 2002, cited in Dorian, 2006, p.444). In other words, multilingualism is viewed as an asset and serves as an important resource. Other researchers learnt that an ideology that attributed multilingualism to “intellectual or cultural superiority” as the case of the Emenyo tribe in Papua New Guinea or the Arizona Tewe in New Mexico, played a vital role (Dorian, 2006, pp.447-448). This is in stark contrast to the monolingual ideology that emerged in Europe around the 18th century which sought linguistic homogeneity and conferred a prestigious status on higher, standardized language varieties.  This “European ideological bias in favour of monolingualism” (Dorian, 2006, p.442) spread across the globe and has influenced language policies in countless nation-states that were created in the 20th century. This is particularly apparent in in the postcolonial adaptation of European languages, notably English, in former colonies, as well as countries like Japan, Taiwan, and Malaysia, where the adaptation of one language (Japanese, Chinese and Malay, respectively) was “at the expense of other indigenous languages” (Mufwene, 2002, p.388). Community members’ attitudes towards their own language are often considered an important indicator of language vitality (LVE, 2003 and Baker, 2001). In light of the preceding examination, it would be more accurate to consider attitudes towards language and multilingualism of multiple languages in general. 
The foregoing discussion can be considered an example of Edwards’ concept of “collective will” (2007, p.105, original emphasis). One of the dilemmas linguists face is that future developments can only be predicted in light of interpretations of the past. Although it is often said that history tends to repeat itself, certain external forces, e.g. colonization, will hardly threaten language vitality in the future (Simons and Lewis, 2013). The question that needs to be asked is if how environments that favour multilingualism will develop and what may affect linguistic activism or the “collective will” in the future. 
Several scholars suggest that the two greatest influences – or threats – on minority languages will be urbanization (Simons and Lewis, 2013) and globalization (Nettle and Romain, 2002, cited in Mufwene, 2002, p.375). Fishman already declared in 1980 (cited in Baker, 2001, p.47) that there will be increased language contact between groups due to globalization and urbanization and Krauss predicted that the pressures created by these phenomena, “will make future generations prefer majority languages”. (1995, cited in Baker, 2001, p.50). Several years later Fishman called globalization a destructive force of languages (2000b, cited in Baker, 2001, p.83). Urbanization is obviously not new, and studies exist that support the notion that these social changes resulted in language loss, e.g. in Oberwart on the Austrian-Hungarian border (Gal, 1979, cited in Baker, 2001, p.63). Simons and Lewis compare globalization dynamics to that of settlement colonization and suggest that similar outcomes, i.e. assimilation and language loss, can be expected (2013, p.16). 
In this debate, ideologies that shape individual languages choice as well as official language policies, require consideration. The history of urbanization seems to indicate that assimilation perspectives that consider (multiple) languages as a problem to be solved have been dominant. However, voices that support pluralism, based on the view that language is a right and/or a resource, have been increasing since the 1960s (Baker, 2001). Prominent supporters of this stance are international organizations as the United Nations and the Council of Europe of which the latter created the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages. 
The Council of Europe’s objective is to safeguard the rights of minority and regional languages (Charter, 2004), but they also recognize that multi- and plurilingualism benefits society in general and particularly in an ever-more interconnected world, which is one of the rationales behind the development of the Common European Framework of References by the said Council (2022).  This is noteworthy in light of the alarm that has been raised by others that suggests that an increasingly interconnected, global world is to the detriment of minority languages.  It seems plausible, yet interestingly hardly any detailed studies exist, which expound how and why globalization affects languages usage, which notably is a phenomenon that has existed for centuries (Mufwene, 2002). Furthermore, foreign language learning, including the acquisition of less common languages, as an essential skill for foreign trade and world politics, is increasingly promoted in Western countries (Baker, 2001). This indicates that a pure assimilation perspective is giving way to, if not an extreme pluralistic one, at least a middle position that recognizes and cautiously even celebrates multiple languages as beneficial for individuals and society. Such a stance is also reflected in the preliminary statements of the Charter: 
Stressing the value of interculturalism and multilingualism and considering that the protection and encouragement of regional or minority languages should not be to the detriment of the official languages and the need to learn them (Council of Europe, 2004, p.7).
Globalized urban settings must be understood through the lenses of social mobility, technology, and language contact. Blommaert (2010) argues that minority languages are not isolated, but part of dynamic, diverse linguistic repertoires shaped by these factors. Today, immigrants can readily maintain contact with or travel back to their countries of origin, further supporting heritage language retention (Baker and Wright, 2017). This perspective challenges traditional views of language vitality and calls for a more nuanced approach to how minority languages persist, change, or fade. If these developments are seriously taken into account, then claims that globalization and urbanization will have dramatic negative effects on language vitality are an overstatement.
Scholars have observed that historical developments frequently follow a pendulum-like dynamic. Perhaps the above observations are an indication that the pendulum will swing in the other direction in the coming generations. Although it remains to be seen whether this prognosis will materialize, it is well documented that socio-economic and socio-political factors can either undermine or support language vitality, depending on the dominant ideological orientations toward language and culture.
This paper set out to investigate the main factors that affect the vitality of minority languages within political contexts characterized by multilingualism. Appel and Muysken’s declare that “sociolinguistics is not like chemistry, and when you put two languages together the same thing does not always happen” (1987, p.5), which is an apt reminder that there are no identical language situations. To draw on an analogy from medicine: just as individual health is rarely determined by a single factor, language vitality depends on a complex interplay of demographic, political, economic, sociocultural and ideological influences. Doctors may offer multiple recommendations to improve health, yet following all advice does not guarantee immunity from illness. On the contrary, at times individuals with unhealthy habits live a long life. This does not negate the usefulness of the medical advice given. Similarly, some languages persist despite adverse conditions. Both fields require a holistic understanding of multiple interrelated factors to effectively promote well-being or vitality. 
While external pressures such as legal status or economic marginalization can significantly endanger a language, internal dynamics—particularly the attitudes and language choices made by a language community—play an equally critical role in shaping linguistic outcomes, what Edwards terms “internal manifestations of external influence” (2007, p.102). 
Legal recognition and institutional support, as discussed, constitute an important foundation for promoting language visibility and functionality. However, evidence suggests that top-down measures alone are rarely sufficient to ensure sustained vitality. Similarly, educational initiatives and literacy development, while beneficial in expanding domains of use, do not automatically stop or reverse language shift. Indeed, structural interventions are most effective when they are supported by favourable socio-economic conditions and positive language ideologies within and without the community.
The notion of ‘collective will’ (Edwards, 1994) has emerged as a particularly significant concept in this context. Speaker communities are not victims of external forces; rather, they are capable of mobilising around linguistic and cultural identity, resisting language shift, and, in some instances, achieving revitalisation. This capacity, however, is mediated by broader socio-political systems. Where multilingualism is supported as a societal resource—as seen in certain African and Asian contexts—languages are more likely to survive. Conversely, monolingual ideologies, often a legacy of Europe’s era of nation-state building, continue to shape perceptions on mono- and multilingualism. 
In light of increasing urbanisation and globalisation, concerns about language loss are not unfounded. Yet, the data suggest that these developments do not automatically lead to language shift. Instead, they reshape the sociolinguistic landscape in ways that require linguistic adaptation. Increase in transnational mobility and digital communication offer new opportunities for minority language maintenance. 
Ultimately, the vitality of a minority language is contingent upon its perceived relevance, its functional utility in domains of necessity, and the ideological commitments of speakers and outside stakeholders. Future research and policy must therefore move beyond deterministic models and instead consider the dynamic, context-dependent nature of language ecologies. This entails giving due weight to pragmatic factors, such as the costs associated with maintaining linguistic diversity, alongside recognising and respecting the agency and choices of the language speakers themselves (Mufwene, 2002).  While the threats to linguistic diversity remain significant, the examples of resilience and revitalisation discussed here offer grounds for cautious optimism—and a call to reimagine multilingualism not as a problem, but as a resource to be safeguarded and celebrated.
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