Chapter 4
Language shift

Andreia Caroline Karnopp

University of Zurich

Language shift has always existed. Conquests were the first historically attested
cause of language shifts, then migrations prompted these types of changes, and
today it is mainly language diffusion that triggers this language contact phenome-
non. There are some promoting and/or impeding factors for shift, but not a single
condition evokes the same patterns of language use in all language contact situa-
tions. For this reason, and because each language community should thus be con-
sidered and analyzed in its own terms, this chapter discusses the most significant
approaches, models, methods and examples of possible language choice patterns
and trends, and finally, also addresses possible factors that may or may not boost
language shift within a particular linguistic community.

1 Introduction

Since language shift (LS) is always preceded by language contact or collective
multilingualism (Ostler 2011: 320), it is important to include this social phenom-
enon in the discussions addressed in this book. Even if LS can occur at an indi-
vidual level (language attrition (LA)),! it usually refers to the change in usage of
a given language community from a language A to a language B in all situations
and domains. This change in linguistic practices is usually observable as a bi- or
multilingual period within one or across several generations.

LS is often described as a kind of “transitional phenomenon” (Bohm 2010: 33)
of changing language contact situations. It refers to a shift away from a “healthy”

LA is about “forgetting” an L1 or an educationally acquired language. It thus describes the loss
of language skills by an individual and can in a way be considered as a reversal of language
acquisition (Lambert & Freed 1982).
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language state due to a “disorder” or a range of “disorders” of the affected lan-
guages. Language maintenance (LM), in contrast, describes a relatively stable,>
language contact situation in which bilingual speakers, speaker groups or an
entire linguistic community continue using the minority or heritage language,?
despite the pressure of the majority and socially dominant language and other
influencing factors. Consequently, the mentioned “disorders” can provoke dif-
ferent patterns of language use, which is why each language contact situation
must be considered separately. What all the situations have in common, how-
ever, is that LS affects only groups and communities which are in contact with

2The term “disorder(s)” here refers to the fact that a previously rather stable speech contact
situation — described above as “healthy” — can become unstable and cause a “disorder” as a
result of various mostly related factors, and therefore change the habitual language use (clearly
visible in stage B of Figure 1).

*LM is described here as “relatively stable”, because long-lasting and intensive language contact
can lead to interferences (see the borrowing-scale of Thomason & Kaufman 1988) and further
language contact phenomena.

“The literature employs various terms such as community language, (im)migrant language, eth-
nic language, and home language. Among these terms, heritage language is probably the most
commonly used (Pauwels 2016: 23). It refers to a language that is passed down or acquired
by individuals from their family or ancestral background, and is typically associated with im-
migrant or minority communities residing in a country where another language dominates.
A heritage language carries cultural and emotional significance by reflecting the individual’s
heritage and ethnic identity.
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Figure 1: Language Shift Model. L1 = first language; L2 = second lan-
guage; HL = heritage language; ML = majority language; L1-HL = aban-
doned/heritage language; L1-ML" = target/majority language (can con-
tain phonetic, morphological, syntactic, semantic and prosodic traces
from the HL.
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a more dominant and more powerful social group. This is why LS is generally
understood as “a barometer of inequality between linguistic minorities and the
majority” (Heinrich 2015: 613).

LS is not a recent phenomenon, but has occurred throughout history in dif-
ferent societies and in diverse places (Puthuval 2017: 4). Ostler (2011: 326-328)
supposes that LS started happening with the Neolithic revolution and the related
establishment and settlement of humankind — however, it can be assumed that
these processes were already taking place before this period. Between 3000 BC
and 1500 AD, dominant languages spread mainly through wars and subsequent
conquests of rural societies. Since then, the languages of European conquest have
prevailed, e.g. Spanish in Latin America, Portuguese in Brazil or English in the
USA. Dominant languages are therefore often associated with overseas explo-
rations, invasions and migrations. Before the 20th century, migration was the
major factor causing a group to be affected by LS. Nowadays, in contrast, the
physical diffusion® of so-called world languages is playing an increasing role be-
cause young people often learn one of these rather than maintain their parents’
minority language.

Like in most of the LS literature, this chapter will mainly discuss the language
use of minority groups, i.e. migrant communities and territorial linguistic minori-
ties, with a special focus on the former. Therefore the model in Figure 1, which
is based on Fishman’s (1964) three-generational model, illustrates the different
phases typically leading to LS in migrant groups. Likewise Weinreich (1953) as-
sumes that at least three generations are necessary for LS to happen. Ortman &
Stevens (2008: 6), in contrast, point out that in many intergenerational analyses,
the so-called “mother tongue shift” occurs mainly in the second and third gen-
erations. In this regard, LS can be understood here as a reversible process ® or
as a gradual and progressive process @ of the dynamics of a natural multilingual
language community. On the other hand, LS is sometimes also analyzed as an out-
come @ of a language contact situation: the use of the languages changes across
the three stages in Figure 1. A monolingual stage A is followed by a situation of
language contact, caused, for instance, by migration. A bilingual transition pe-

®Language diffusion (LD) often happens on an individual level and is promoted by cohabitation
(founding bilingual families) or recruitment (new employment, military, etc.) (Ostler 2011: 323—
324). In certain domains a LS can then progress quickly and widely. Linguistic diffusion, on the
other hand, refers to a shift of individual linguistic variants within a language — which can
also be caused by language contact — on an individual or social level over a longer period of
time. Both speakers and listeners can give different preferences to individual variants or even
generate new variants (Gong et al. 2012).
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riod then follows, which is often diglossic® and in which the collective language
choice is variable (Fasold 1984). This middle stage, which is at the heart of the
progressive LS process @, can last for one or more generations, and may affect
an entire language community as follows. Three different types of bilingualism
are distinguished for stage B: ® supplementary, ® complementary (see LM), and
© replacive bilingualism (Haugen 1972). Given that the preferred language can
influence the language skills of every individual speaker (in LS situations the L1-
HL, and in reversed language shift (RLS) situations the L1-ML), the three types
of bilingualism can also co-occur within the same community. The bilingualism
phase is then followed by another not necessarily purely monolingual stage C, as
Fishman (1964) showed in idealized form. The target language can still contain
traces of the L1-HL in the form of code mixing or code switching (see shift vari-
ety in Section 3, and Chapter 3), or even adopt new features from the heritage
language and thus end up as a new variety or language (see Chapter 5).

1.1 LS as outcome

Languages are social entities that need an associated society in order for their
memory not be lost. This means that if speaker groups or societies, for example
migrants, do not live in their home countries and lose contact with them, there
is a good chance that they will shift more quickly to the L1-ML. Therefore, a
language’s survival depends on who speaks what, to whom and when (Fishman
1964).

The transmission of an L1-HL to the following generations can be disrupted,
impeded, or stopped during the three LS stages (see Figure 1) for various reasons,
e.g. if a language community dies out, or if it is conquered by another group that
speaks a different language.” In cases like the latter, speakers make or are forced
to make a “social choice” in order to better integrate themselves (or not) into the
new society (Ostler 2011: 325). In other words, the preference for one of two or
more contact languages automatically generates social closeness or distance. So if
a bilingual speaker chooses the L1-ML, they automatically select social proximity
to the out-group and social distance from the in-group — and vice versa. At this

®Diglossia is a special form of bilingualism of a language community in which a “high” and a
“low” variety coexist. While Ferguson (1959) distinguished between two variants of the same
language (e.g. the case of German and Swiss German in the German-speaking part of Switzer-
land), Fishman (1967) extended this definition to language contact situations of unrelated vari-
eties (e.g. Hindi and Tamil in India).

"It is important that we take into account here that LS does not end with a person’s life or the
life of a group, but rather represents a shift or a change from generation to generation (Jagodic
2011: 195).
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point in the process, the corresponding L1-HL is threatened if it is not spoken
by another group or if it is not used for a specific purpose. In these cases there
is a danger for L1-HL to become an endangered language The former mother
tongue is then gradually replaced from generation to generation by the L1-ML
(obsolescence or language death at group level and attrition at speaker level, e.g.
Crystal 1991). According to Nettle & Romaine (2000: 7), more than half of the over
6000 languages spoken in the world are currently at such a stage. The process is
mainly affecting small minority languages in Australia, the Pacific and in North
and South America. Normally, such an advanced state of LS is irreversible, and
has therefore achieved its morbid endpoint’ (Pauwels 2016: 18).

1.2 Reversing LS

If a speech community sees a reason to take active steps to preserve an endan-
gered (heritage) language, and if the language policy of a region or country sup-
ports these actions, an ongoing'® LS-process can change direction and be reversed
(Reversing Language Shift, RLS), if it has not yet reached the morbid endpoint.
The heritage language can be documented by linguists and stored in archives, or
get actively preserved and maintained through revitalization (Ostler 2011: 315).
This reversal requires a new distribution of power between the language com-
munities, which may lead to a different language policy. The idea of many sup-
porters of minority languages is to teach it to the younger generation in school
so as to enable them to use it regularly and pass it on to subsequent generation(s)
(Puthuval 2017: 4). If an L1-HL plays a part in defining a sense of identity, if it
hosts the community’s culture and traditions, and if it is the basis of knowledge
and experience, nowadays people or institutions often eagerly try to preserve
that language. In this respect, language diversity is still a universal phenomenon,
even though LS is the social norm (Pauwels 2016: 84).

$Without adequate documentation, frequent use between L1-HL speakers in different situations
and domains, and without transmission to the next generation, a language is endangered and
thus threatened with extinction (see EGIDS, the 13 levels of language endangerment/vitality
proposed by Brenzinger et al. 2003: 2 based on Fishman’s (1991) 8-level GIDS - see also Section
2).

The difference between a morbid endpoint of a language and language death is that in the
former case a language can still be spoken by other language communities. On the other hand,
the term language death can be understood conclusively, because in this case a language is
not spoken anymore, because it has been forgotten or simply not learned or passed on, and
therefore no longer exists.

LS is to be viewed as a process in which different factors come together. This can be extremely
dynamic. For this reason, and to be predictable at all, a model must be flexible and able to take
account of changing circumstances. Therefore I use the term ongoing, like Pauwels (2016: 112).
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1.3 LS-process

On the other hand, LS can also be understood as a process, in the sense that
the dominant language spreads at the cost of the minority language (Bohm 2010:
31). Language “lives” and is associated with an ongoing learning process that can
lead to changes such as variant formation (see Chapter 2 on accommodation),
speaker-related language mixing (see Chapter 3 on code-switching), new lan-
guages or varieties (see Chapter 5 on contact languages) and thus to long-term
change (language shift or language change). Due to differences in individual set-
tings, situations, speakers, etc., there is still no uniform and general definition of
the LS phenomenon. As Pauwels (2016: 19) explains:

it may take one or more generations of speakers before the language is
entirely abandoned. It also implies that the shifting away from the L1 does
not occur simultaneously across all its users or functions and settings. The
rate and speed of the shift process will vary from community to community.
In some cases the process is relatively swift, within one or two generations,
and in other contexts it will take much longer.

The duration of the shift process therefore depends on various influencing factors
(see Section 4): While some language communities change their main language
within only one generation, for instance, Dutch migrants in New Zealand (see
van Rijk 2017), other migrant groups manage to maintain their L1-HL over several
decades or centuries, such as the Amish in the USA (see Saglamel 2013) or the
Swiss in Brazil (see Karnopp forthcoming).

Figure 1 represents an overview of the phases typically involved in LS in a
bilingual language community with language contact. However, this model does
not hold for all settings or all contact situations with LS as an outcome. The tran-
sition period between a monolingual setting with language A and a monolingual
setting with language B can be more multifaceted than depicted in Figure 1. The
transition phase is discussed in more detail in the following subsections. Section
2 discusses the main approaches to LS, presents theoretical models, and sum-
marizes the methods typically used in LS research. Language choice patterns,
which are key to the process of LS, will be discussed in Section 3. Section 4 gives
an overview of possible factors promoting LS. Finally, Section 5 summarizes the
most important conclusions of the chapter and points out promising routes for
future research.
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2 Approaches, models, and methods

The various approaches to the study of language shift are best understood by ob-
serving the transition period from the initial monolingual setting preceding the
shift to the final “monolingual” setting following it. As Figure 2 illustrates, the
bilingual transition period of an LS involves not only factors regarding an indi-
vidual speaker, but also often produces a situation where wider social, even so-
cietal phenomena become relevant. Furthermore, a finer differentiation between
three social levels ® micro, ® meso, and © macro will be helpful in assessing the
approaches, models, and methods presented in this section.

A

A micro Language acquisition and use by bilingual speakers linguistic starting point

® meso Intergenerational transmission speech capital in families
Language in bilingual groups and societies external setting Y

Figure 2: Social model for LS-processes, based on Sasse (1992: 63).

2.1 Approaches and models

LS and its counterpart, LM, both have a multidisciplinary nature. Since the be-
ginning of the 20th century, they have attracted the attention of a number of
scholars from a variety of disciplines, including (language) sociology, anthropol-
ogy, social psychology, sociolinguistics, contact linguistics, demography, politics
and history. If a language is to be considered in connection with its speakers and
an entire society, this can sometimes lead to an interdisciplinary challenge - be-
cause each discipline has its own questions and methods, it may be difficult to
make them compatible with each other. Since LM/LS studies are characterized
by a wealth of approaches, models, and research methods, only a portion of the
most influential ones are introduced in what follows (however, in Section 4 some
of these will be taken up with regard to factors that can promote or slow down
LS).

Kloss initiated the systematic study of LM for ethnic minorities in Germany.
His key text (Kloss 1966) on language choice in correlation with a wide range of
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individual and group factors led to the development of a quantitative taxonomic-
typological model.!! This was the first attempt to capture the dynamics of LM
and LS. Based on Kloss’s work, Haugen (1972) developed his concept of “lan-
guage ecology”'? in migrant settings and expanded the field from Europe to
North America. His descriptive and explanatory model was the first to take into
account the interaction between languages, their speakers, and the social envi-
ronment. Fishman’s (1972) study on “language use patterns” is one of the most im-
portant contributions to LMLS research. Using his famous question “who speaks
what language to whom, and when”, shift processes can now be analyzed across
a range of (originally) five main domains: family, education, employment, friend-
ship, and religion — although these may vary depending on each specific language
contact situation. Fishman assumes an ideal language contact situation in which
all members are multilingual, regardless of the language competence of its in-
dividual speakers. If the analysis of an intragroup within domains and further
factors is extended to an intergroup situation, language contact can be analyzed
not only at the micro level but also at the macro level (Werlen 2004: 335-336,
see also Figure 2). The “ethnolinguistic vitality model”'® of Giles et al. (1977) in-
cludes such socio-psychological factors as status, demography, and institutional
support. To analyze the vitality perceptions of languages in contact within and be-
tween minority and dominant groups, language identity and language attitudes
play a decisive role (see Section 4). The fourth milestone is Gal’s (1979) study on
language use in bilingual communities at the Austrian-Hungarian border. She
was the first to take into account social and communicative networks'* (see also
Dorian 1980). Language choice plays a very important role in this. However, if
both contact languages are equally appropriate in a network, it is not possible to
predict which language bilingual speakers will choose in which communicative
situation. With her new qualitative approach in this field Gal was able to show
that for certain language groups, at a specific historical moment, language choice
can be variable.

Gal’s pioneering study was followed by further research and enhanced con-
cepts. For instance, Bourdieu’s (1977, 1982) linguistic markets — a term that stands

'In a taxonomic-typological model, language is named on the basis of types and systematically
classified with regard to its structural and functional features.

In his model, Haugen used the ecosystem as a metaphor to show how languages behave in
different language contact situations and how endangered languages can be preserved, similar
to endangered species.

BGiles et al. (1977: 308) understand “ethnolinguistic vitality” to be the distinctive and active
collective behavior of a minority group in intergroup relations.

4Gal (1979) understands “social and communicative network” as the environment in which a
speaker normally interacts in a given unit of time.
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as a metaphor for the places where linguistic exchange occurs and linguistic “cap-
ital” can be exchanged; Lieberson’s (1980) distinction between age-grading (lin-
guistic changes on an individual level) and age-cohort (linguistic changes within
an age group) analyses; Smolicz’s (1980) core-values and their relationship to
LM, with regard to the most important cultural and social values of a linguis-
tic community; Tajfel’s (1981) social identity theory, which is intended to explain
intergroup behaviour; Fishman’s (1991) discussion of RLS and the necessary redis-
tribution of power within a community, as well as the promotion of the 8-level
Graded Intergenerational Disruption Scale (GIDS), an evaluative framework for
identifying endangered languages; and Edwards’ (1992) typology of language en-
dangerment, which includes factors for the viability of endangered languages.

Although the approaches and models listed here are fundamental for a better
understanding of the dynamics of LS processes, each of them also has individual
weaknesses. In addition, they can only shed light on a specific part of the whole
phenomenon. For example, Kloss’s (1966) clear-cut factors are not necessarily un-
equivocal indicators of LM for all migrant contexts. On the other hand, additional
factors — not taken into account by Kloss — may also lead to the preservation of a
heritage language (e.g. Clyne 1991 in his research on migrants in Australia). Fish-
man’s (1972) model is based on a clear domain-by-domain shift, which is nowa-
days extended to further domains, as each language contact situation is unique
and can therefore generate additional “exchange locations”. On the other hand,
Fishman’s domains can be inhibited by other language contact phenomena such
as code-mixing and code-switching (see Chapter 3). His proposal is thus better
placed within an expanded domain continuum — from public to private domains
— by taking into account both the LS of a single speaker and the LS within the
language community. Smolicz’s (1980) core-value theory was also criticized by
Clyne (1991) because of its relative simplicity: the definition of “group” is problem-
atic, the model is inapplicable to several group affiliations, and language attitudes
can change, even if they are normally considered to be stable over a longer period
of time (e.g. RLS). Newer approaches and models aim at hybridity and continuity,
with abstract and episodic-concrete language material being made comparable
and tested using various factor combinations. One of the first hybrid models for
LS was published by Wei (2002) with his concept of “market, hierarchy, and net-
work” that makes interaction strategies of individual speakers combinable with
the community-wide norms and values.

In summary, while in the initial phase of LS research the focus was on uni-
versal and abstract variables and systems (© in Figure 2), which were based on
top-down approaches and aimed at the development of traditional-generative
models at the macro level, Haugen’s (1972) descriptive approach paved the way
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for research that aims to capture the macro level by defining the micro level (® in
Figure 2) of a social system. Since then, research approaches within the study of
LS has shown a preference for user/agent-based bottom-up models.”® Even if the
meso level (® in Figure 2) was not directly addressed here, it is crucial, especially
for the preservation of a minority language, since it deals with intergenerational
transmission. If the language is not transmitted to the next generation, it will be
forgotten and lost within the language community (e.g. Gal 1979, Brenzinger et al.
2003). Starting from the meso level, LS can be viewed in two different ways: By
default, an intergenerational LS is normally assumed, that is, a change between
generations or age groups within a language community (see Figure 2 (®-0©),
Lieberson 1980). The Lagged Generation Model by Myers et al. (2006, cited in
Ortman & Stevens 2008) serves this purpose. However, since LS can also hap-
pen within a single speaker (see LA), the intragenerational change must also
be taken into account. Intragenerational change can be analyzed by the Period
Cross Section Approach, discussed in Myers, Park & Min (2006, cited in Ortman
& Stevens 2008, see ®—-© in Figure 2). In this regard, Lutz (2006: 1423-1424) states
in her study on Latino youth in the USA that “the shift from Spanish to English
as a usual language appears to occur as children progress through the school
system”.

2.2 Data gathering methods

Language data for LS research can be collected in various ways: through large-
scale (macro-level) surveys and census data (see © in Figure 2), or through observ-
ing language use by individuals through participatory observation, interviews,
tests, and experiments (the micro and meso levels ®-® in Figure 2) (Pauwels
2016: 48). A distinction is also made between real-time and apparent-time meth-
ods. In a real-time study, the language use of different age groups is observed
over a longer period of time. Longitudinal studies can show a possible language
change of a community as progress through time. Apparent-time methods, often
implemented as a one-shot case study, focus on the speech patterns of different
age groups — younger and older speakers — at a specific moment in time and can
indicate a language change in progress.

Using a questionnaire is the most commonly applied method for data collec-
tion in LMLS investigations. It can be applied to large-field studies, which tend
to target quantitative data, or to smaller-field qualitative analyses. A challenge

BFor differences between generative and usage-based models, see Langacker (2000) and Proc-
hazka & Vogl (2017).
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regarding all methods that employ interviews, in addition to the choice of infor-
mants, is the interviewer’s role. In certain cases a bilingual interviewer or a mem-
ber of the group under study may be preferred. This helps to ensure the authen-
ticity of the linguistic data, and that trust and solidarity with the informant can
be established. The questionnaires themselves vary, featuring e.g. closed-ended
questions, multiple-choice questions, point scales, open questions (Pauwels 2016:
53-61).

Surveys and census data are often used in longitudinal studies, providing ob-
jective data for comparison. Within the field of LS these data can be used to
assess, for instance, number of speakers, geographical distribution, and socio-
demographic profiles (Clyne 1991). However, surveys can be expensive and they
address only a portion of the targeted group at a time. Censuses, on the other
hand, are more exhaustive, but data regarding language use is often inaccurate
or even subjective and therefore not especially valuable. Regarding this concern
Buda (1992: para. 16) adds that:

respondents may not be fully conscious of their own language usage pat-
terns, or may wish to portray them in a socially or culturally favorable light.
Very often the respondent’s assessment of his or her own language ability
and usage represents more of what he or she would wish them to be, and
less of what they really are.

In the same vain, Pauwels (2016: 66) notes that a self-assessment of language
skills is not comparable with accurately measured linguistic proficiency in relia-
bility.

3 Language choice patterns and trends

The Fishman question — who speaks what language to whom, and when - can
be further expanded with the question of how well a language is spoken. Pivotal
for answering these questions is language choice, the selection of a language in
a given communicative situation. As language choice patterns are variable and
often difficult to generalize, LS can be seen as a long-term consequence of lan-
guage choice (Holmes 2013: 53). Fishman (1965: 68) suggests that language choice
must first be analyzed in individual face-to-face meetings before approaching the
“problem of the broader, underlying choice determinants on the level of larger
group or cultural settings”. In this regard, language choice patterns within a sta-
ble bilingual setting can be further applied to interpret less stable contact situ-
ations (see Figure 1). A domain analysis concerning the three social levels (see
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®-© Figure 2) is useful to observe some general language choice patterns and
trends. In what follows, the expanded Fishman question will be used as a frame-
work for this more encompassing analysis.

3.1 Who?

The question who speaks a specific contact language can be viewed, for example,
in relation to age-related patterns. Many studies (e.g. Gal 1979, Wei 2002, Karnopp
forthcoming) show that older speakers would rather maintain an L1-HL, while
younger people often shift much faster to an L1-ML. This has to do with the
fact that older migrants are usually more dependent on their heritage language.
Learning the majority language is often more difficult for them - if they learn it
at all — and their social networks tend to the in-group. However, the use of L1-ML
can also increase for older generations, for instance if they spend a lot of time
within the out-group during their working years (see Subsection 3.4). Likewise,
younger generations may grow up in an L1-HL environment, but starting with
school or earlier — through older siblings or media exposure — they come into
contact with the majority language (speech capital, ® in Figure 2). Pauwels (2016:
84-85) notes in this connection that if the second generation does not speak
the heritage language as well as the first generation, and, additionally, if their
language displays more contact phenomena, such as code-switching (see Chapter
3), LS progresses faster.

On the other hand, gender-related patterns can influence language choice, even
if researchers do not agree on this. Labov (1990: 213-215) therefore proposed the
“gender paradox”, which states that women can be both conservative and inno-
vative in language use. But whether the female gender inspires or slows down
LS depends on the role relationship and status in a given minority (Pauwels 2016:
86—88). Hence, a monolingual housewife who never obliged or enabled to learn
the majority language, and who also cares for her (elderly) parents, rather tends
toward LM. In contrast, a bilingual woman who no longer lives in a migrant
context may prefer L1-ML, possibly affecting her proficiency in the HL (LA), al-
though a “healthy” bilingualism (LM) cannot be excluded here either.

3.2 To whom?

In addition to the individual circumstances of each bilingual speaker, it is equally
important to consider to whom someone speaks one of two or more contact lan-
guages. Again, this is closely related to a speaker’s social network, role relation-
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ship and the conversational topics:'° if a bilingual person works in the country-
side and only has contact with members of the in-group, an increased use of the
L1-HL and thus LM is more likely. In contrast, a small in-group network and a
low common routine can boost LS.

The home domain also helps to show how the role relationship within a fam-
ily can change over generations, as the home is usually the last location to be
affected by LS (Heinrich 2015: 616). If the speech capital’ in families is low, or
parents consider it unfavorable to transmit a language (transmission pattern),
this can have a negative effect on the language setting and use. Pauwels (2016:
84-89) emphasizes that in migrant communities it is often the case that parents
of the first generation use the L1-HL regularly among themselves, and with oth-
ers the same age and older. In parent-child conversations there is a continuum of
reciprocal to non-reciprocal use of the heritage language. The second generation
therefore can learn the heritage language, but use it less and are not as likely to
transmit it, especially in exogamy families. Nevertheless, the L1-HL can be used
again more frequently when children have to look after their parents in old age.

3.3 What language and how well?

A distinction between inter- and intraindividual variation is useful at this point,
since nobody speaks the same way all the time, and the speaker’s choice among
varieties — languages or speech styles (language choice pattern) — is usually
linked to the corresponding social context in some way (Gal 1979: 12-17, see also
Chapter 2). In any case, bi- or multilingual speakers normally know which of the
two or more languages in contact to use with whom, and when (linguistic com-
petence and linguistic performance).!® Depending on the speech capital ® of the
parents or older siblings, speakers in minority settings can unconsciously learn
several languages simultaneously (bi- or multilingualism) the competence of each
speaker may differ as follows: Endogamy, a practice of marital union within a par-
ticular social, cultural, or ethnic group, influences LM within the family domain.

1 Along with domain analysis, these are further factors Fishman (1964) considers in order to best
determine the language choice within a speech community.

"Bourdieu (1977: 18) defined speech capital as the mastery of a language. Speech capital is closely
related to cultural capital, since it is not only important to learn grammar and vocabulary, but
equally vital for the speaker to identify with the culture’s language attitude and prestige.

B According to Chomsky (1965: 3) every person has an unconscious grammatical knowledge of
a language which is innate and allows them to understand and speak. Within this concept,
he makes a fundamental distinction between competence — which includes knowledge by the
speaker and listener of a language — and performance — which describes the actual use of a
language in specific conversational situations.
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When both parents are bilingual or exclusively speak a common L1-HL, there is
an increased tendency toward LM in the home domain (endogamy pattern). Con-
versely, when couples come from different ethnic backgrounds or one partner is
from the majority society (exogamy pattern), the probability of LS is consider-
ably higher (Pauwels 2016: 89). Holmes (2013: 65) thus states that “[m]arriage to
a majority group member is the quickest way of ensuring shift to the majority
group language for the children”. In contrast, an L1-HL can be infrequently spo-
ken and transmitted to the next generation due to, for instance, negative attitude,
negative prestige, lack of institutional support, or the dominance of other (world)
languages of greater economic interest (diffusion pattern). Often the heritage lan-
guage is then only hesitantly used due to uncertainty. In an environment with
such a low linguistic starting point (® in Figure 2), the children may not acquire
the full competence in a minority language and thus the performance can con-
tain inaccuracies (see semi-speaker in Dorian 1980: 87). According to Wei (2002:
116), such speakers tend to use “linguistic innovations, structural changes, and
new varieties of language”.

On this account, recent LS studies not only focus on language choice patterns,
but also on how languages influence each other within their linguistic levels.
This can happen on a lexical as well as on a grammatical level, as Thomason &
Kaufman (1988: 35) showed with their “five level scale of borrowing”!® In their
opinion, the contact-intensity, and not the language structures, determine possi-
ble outcomes of language contact. However, later studies also confirm the the
influence of the latter (e.g. Treffers-Daller (1999)), because

speakers in general are able to construct new word formation devices, new
syntactic forms and generally are linguistically creative, in the well-docu-
mented Chomskyan sense, even if input of a specific structure is slight or
lacking. (Gal 2008: 591)

During an ongoing shift process, language contact effects usually happen be-
tween the middle and the last stage (see Figure 1). In my own research on the
Swiss colony called Helvetia in Sdo Paulo (Karnopp forthcoming), where the
speakers today are strongly assimilated to the L1-ML, I was still able to identify
some salient patterns, as some informants showed a different, and for the region
rather atypical, pronunciation of some consonants in both contact languages. For

®Thomason & Kaufman (1988: 37) define borrowing as the “incorporation of foreign features into
a group’s native language: the native language is maintained but is changed by the addition of
the incorporated features”.
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instance, the common retroflex [1] of the region is hardly used by the older bilin-
gual generation, while the youngest generation uses it more than the surveyed
young generation of the out-group, in order to differentiate themselves linguisti-
cally. Another finding are neologisms (word-formation pattern), such as xenissimo
(very beautiful), composed of the Swiss German adjective scheen (beautiful) and
the Portuguese superlative suffix -issimo.

Sometimes even in the third and last LS phase (see Figure 1) there can still be
some “remnants” of the former language contact situation. This is the case, for
example, when bilinguals “create” new shift varieties, recognized and adopted
subsequently by the entire language community (see shift-induced change in
Thomason and Kaufman 1988: 38). In Ireland, for instance, comparatives are dou-
ble marked in non-standard Irish English, as in “working more harder” (Hickey
2010: 153). According to Hickey, this shift can have two causes: either the form
was taken from the Irish comparatives, formed by the particle nios ‘more’ as well
as the inflection of the adjective; or it comes from an older form of English, where
this doubling pattern also occurred.

3.4 When?

For a better understanding of LMLS processes the study of interactional settings
are central and imperative. A fundamental distinction is made between public
and private domains, which — as I have already mentioned - should be treated as
a continuum, as they are not always clearly delimitable. For example, if someone
teaches at home, this domain becomes both private and public. The labor market,
on the other hand, is considered to be a public space, although acquaintances
and friendships between colleagues or business partners can also be cultivated
here, which in turn produces more of a private character. The labor market thus
has many facets, of which four possible language contact situations are shown
below.

Minority members who work in a family business, for example farmers with
a little village shop, may have a smaller social network that is often limited to
the in-group. If an L1-HL enjoys positive prestige in such an environment, LM
can be expected. However, if a migrant no longer lives within their language
community because they moved to the next larger city for professional reasons,
the tendency to use L1-ML in everyday life increases drastically. If the use of the
heritage language then also decreases within the family domain, attrition (LA)
can be the consequence. It becomes even more challenging when a heritage lan-
guage speaker works in a multi- or international company, where the linguistic
exchange takes place exclusively in a lingua franca, such as English or Spanish
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(diffusion pattern). The probability that a minority language will “survive” under
such circumstances is at this point rather low within the labor market but not
impossible. Another complex language contact situation occurs on construction
sites, where members of different ethnic groups work together. Language contact
phenomena such as accommodation (see Chapter 2) or code-switching (see Chap-
ter 3) are common here, since many construction workers have often not (yet)
properly learned the majority language. In order to still be able to communicate
with each other, the L1-ML is drastically simplified and usually pronounced with
a noticeable accent, which leads to this variety being strongly stigmatized (nega-
tive prestige). For mutual understanding to be possible, only common knowledge
of the meaning and application of the words referring to construction are impor-
tant. Today this “primitive language” is considered a learner variety — and not a
pidgin, even if there are simplified structures in both of them (see Chapter 5) -
of migrant workers (Riehl 2014: 129-135).

Other (rather) public domains proposed by Fishman (1972) are education and
religion. The school is not only a possible pivot point for learning (heritage) lan-
guages, but is also crucial for their revitalization and preservation (see RLS, Fig-
ure 1). Consequently, it is important to have, for instance, a supportive language
policy as well as for the minority group(s) to be interested in preserving and culti-
vating these languages. For example, the Swiss descendants in Helvetia (Karnopp
forthcoming) built their own private school shortly after the foundation of the
colony, where their children could learn High German - since this is the official
standard language in German-speaking Switzerland — as well as Swiss history
and culture. After the nationwide ban on learning and using foreign languages,
official German lessons were discontinued.?’ Since the school was nationalized
in the 1980s and had to open its doors to non-Swiss descendants, LM was not
possible anymore within this domain. Either way, Pauwels (2016: 95-96) points
out that when private schools consider the L1-HL of a language community, the
programs usually focus only temporarily on bilingualism. Their aim is to pre-
pare the students for linguistic assimilation towards L1-ML. However, in-group
children often go to mainstream schools, where they only communicate in the
majority language anyway.

On the other hand, the church is an important meeting place for religious (mi-
nority) groups. The Helvetians have always been devout Catholics, and therefore
they built their own church, and some of them still believe their harvest depends

®High German courses were offered in the 1990s and have again been introduced since 2015.
However, these efforts are only moderately fruitful and, in my opinion, are not leading to a
language revival in Helvetia.

98



4 Language shift

on the good will of Saint Nicholas. Until the ban on foreign languages, the mass
was said in High German. To this day, the Helvetians have maintained their tra-
dition of exchanging greetings in front of the church after the official part of the
service. However, what has changed is the language: the discussions have shifted
from Swiss German to “regional” Portuguese — with very few interferences like
Giotd Sunnti (‘Have a good Sunday’).

4 Factors that can promote LS

Why is it that one minority group assimilates and its language dies, while
another one maintains its linguistic and cultural identity? (Bradley 2002
cited in Pauwels 2016: 58)

Most studies on LS have repeatedly focused on identifying causes and factors
which can promote or slow down the LS process. On this basis, scholars have
tried to generate a unique set of factors that make LS predictable within every
language community. However, certain factors may achieve differential effects,
even in very similar contact situations. Kloss (1966) noticed this early and sug-
gested a typology in which he not only offered a set of clear-cut factors (which
clearly promote LM), but also ambivalent factors (which can promote LM and
LS). These ambivalent factors are:

« linguistic attitude:?! speakers with negative feelings towards their L1-HL
tend towards LS;

« educational level: speakers with little or no education tend towards LM,
which can be ascribed to the fact that their social network is often smaller
and more limited to in-group contacts, while a speaker with a higher de-
gree may work outside the community and therefore has more frequent
contact with the majority;

o linguistic and cultural similarity: contact languages from the same lan-
guage family may or may not tend toward LS, depending on whether the
desire for assimilation or differentiation is greater;

« numerical strength of the group: language communities with a smaller
number of L1-HL speaker tend to be more LS oriented, because they have
little common routine;

2'Linguistic attitudes describe a positive or negative evaluation through social status of a lan-
guage or variety in contact.
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« other socio-cultural characteristics such as role of the family (if an L1-HL
is not used anymore for communication within a family - in other words,
low speech capital — and is no longer transmitted to the next generation,
the tendency is towards LS).

Fishman (1972) presented his domain analysis for speech communities. Each
of these contains domain-specific factors with regard to addressee (to whom a
specific language is spoken), setting (in which environment a language in contact
is used), and topic (which subjects promote the language choice) — discussed in
greater detail earlier in this section.

Giles et al. (1977) suggested three factors to define a minority group’s vital-
ity: status (economic, social, socio-historical, and language status), demography
(distribution and numbers of speakers), and institutional support (formal and in-
formal facilities). They explain that minority groups with a higher vitality (high
attitude, high prestige, common routine, etc.) tend to differentiate themselves from
the dominant group, while those with a lower vitality show faster assimilation,
and thus a faster LS.

In Gal’s (1979) pioneering study, she considered social causes (6) such as ur-
banization (LS often takes longer in rural areas than in cities), industrialization
(new and better qualified jobs, achievable e.g. through higher education, can also
lead to LS), loss of isolation (once rural regions have been taken over by political
power, LS progresses), and different social and communicative networks that can
influence language use and language choice. Dorian (1980) adds migration, mo-
bility of people (the progress of means of transport and communication makes
people much more flexible and enables them to move within a short time to an-
other linguistic environment), and community size (see numerical strength of the
group in Kloss (1966) to the list of factors pushing LS.

Smolicz’s (1980) core-value theory states that symbolic group values — for in-
stance language attitude and prestige, family cohesion, and religious and cultural
unity - have a significant influence on LMLS and can thus convey a different
identity.?? For example, if the L1-HL is handled as a core-value within a language

22Identity is a term very difficult to define because it is dynamic and changeable. It stands for,
among other things, a correlation between “being me” and “belonging to the group”. Every
human being has different “identities” which predominate depending on the situation or the
people with whom one is interacting. Within language contact research, ethnic/national (group
membership, e.g. based on physical, religious or social factors), social (e.g. social stratification),
geographical (e.g. language and dialect) and contextual (e.g. secret languages) identities can be
relevant (Riehl 2014: 172-173).
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community, LM is more likely. In contrast, a negatively assessed heritage lan-
guage of a single speaker (i.e. attitude) or the majority (i.e. prestige) makes LS
more likely.

In more recent case studies and theoretical literature, further factors in ana-
lyzing LS stages are proposed (see e.g. Lutz 2006, Ortman & Stevens 2008, B6hm
2010, Jagodic 2011, Ostler 2011, Saglamel 2013, Heinrich 2015, Pauwels 2016, Perez
2016, Puthuval 2017, van Rijk 2017, and Karnopp forthcoming). These include:

« age:in minority communities older people tend to be bilingual, while younger
people sometimes hardly understand or speak the L1-HL;

« gender: gender roles in the society (see Section 3);

+ language transmission: if an L1-HL is not passed on to the next generation,
younger people no longer speak the heritage language, which provokes
LS;

» religion: if in a bilingual colony the sermon is delivered in L1-ML, it is more
likely that the majority language will be maintained in conversations after
the church service (see Section 3);

« marital status: exogamy usually leads to LS;

« linguistic, social and ethnic identity: identification with a group often sup-
ports assimilation, which can promote LS or LM, depending on the situa-
tion;

« language prestige: if a bilingual language community has a greater appre-

ciation for the L1-ML, LS is foreseeable;

« literacy: if a contact language is not read or written, there is also a tendency
toward LS;

« media:%3 low medial contact with the L1-HL can cause LS.

Holmes (2013) proposes a classification into economic, political, institutional,
demographic, attitudinal, educational and socio-cultural factors. For her, these
categories are the ones that can be held responsible for the speed of LS within a
bilingual community.

2By the term media I mean not only written sources (newspapers, magazines, etc.), but also dig-
ital media such as television and, above all, the internet, computers, smartphones and tablets,
which nowadays make contact with the home country easier and more accessible.
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As already mentioned above, my current research (Karnopp forthcoming) looks
at the language contact situation of the Swiss colony Helvetia in Sdo Paulo, Brazil.
Since its foundation in 1888, the language usage patterns within the colony have
undergone some fundamental changes (see also Section 3). Initially Helvetia was
a language island and therefore linguistically quite well isolated and shielded.
The everyday language was the L1-HL — a Swiss German dialect from the can-
ton of Obwalden - and when communication with the out-group was required, a
translator was called in. After the First World War, the colony’s own school had
to hire Portuguese teachers and introduce the Portuguese language and other
subjects related to Brazil like history and geography. Most of the Helvetians
slowly became bilingual and could then communicate with the out-group (out-
side diglossia). At the start of the Second World War, all foreign languages were
banned in Brazil and everyone who continued to use them risked a fine or even
arrest. These circumstances then led to inner diglossia, which henceforth favored
LS in all domains within the colony. Today only a few of the oldest generation
surveyed still speak and understand the old Swiss German dialect — often with
a slight accent or interferences from Portuguese (see Section 3) — and with this
advanced linguistic assimilation to the Brazilian out-group LS reached its morbid
endpoint there.

In order to illustrate more precisely which major factors led to this outcome
within the Swiss colony in Sdo Paulo, I defined fourteen main social and individ-
ual factors on the basis of the proposed social model (see Figure 2):

At the micro level ®: (1) rapid decrease of L1-HL usage in all domains - today the
old Swiss German dialect has, even in the home domain, a very low com-
mon routine, (2) growing language diffusion among young Helvetians, who
would rather learn Spanish or English than High German or the dialect of
their ancestors, (3) low linguistic attitudes and values toward their heritage
language — because it is no longer needed for communication within the
community and therefore considered useless.

At the meso level ®: (4) lack in transmitting the L1-HL after the Second World
War, (5) small group size which is still decreasing today, (6) increased ex-
ogamy, among other things to avoid hereditary diseases, (7) little contact
with the homeland because the Swiss relatives rarely speak Portuguese and
fewer than 30 Helvetians speak Swiss German or High German.

At the macro level ©: (8) length of stay since arrival, because the degree of at-
tachment to Switzerland tended to diminish due to little contact with the
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homeland (7) and low medial contact, (9) low geographical concentration due
to resettlement to neighboring bigger cities, which offered more economic
opportunities and security, (10) industrialization and career change away
from the peasant lifestyle, (11) lack of isolation, especially after the Second
World War, due to political pressure, (12) no institutional support of the L1-
HL, (13) no official written standard** is available for the heritage dialect
to date — neither in Switzerland nor in Brazil —, (14) low language prestige
because older bilinguals often have a (slight) accent probably caused by
language contact, and this is often criticized by younger Helvetians and
the out-group.

To conclude, I would like to discuss in more detail the factor that is currently
considered one of the main causes leading to LS: language diffusion. Globaliza-
tion and the resulting convergence of languages has been increasingly discussed
in recent years. Although heritage languages with a larger population can be
supported by the language policy of a given region/country, their use in many
migrant settings is diminishing. As I have shown above, in some cases, mostly
older people continue to speak a heritage language or are at least semi-speakers
(Dorian 1980), while younger people often have no opportunity to learn it due to
insufficient preservation, transmission, institutional support, or desire to ensure
revival. Consequently, what can happen is that younger migrants learn other lan-
guages — apart from the L1-ML- which, for instance, can help them in economic
terms (Holmes 2013). In this regard, India, Pakistan and China show the growing
importance of English as a world language. In these countries, speaking English
generally increases chances of financial security. Only with competence in this
lingua franca is it possible to obtain a high rank in the business world, where En-
glish determines all financial activities. In contrast to this, Nawaz et al. (2012: 74)
explain that in India the less prestigious Punjabi does not guarantee any financial
security and is associated with the low and uneducated majority. Lastly, a high
bilingualism rate, even if applied in clearly different domains, can cause language
contact phenomena such as accommodation (see Chapter 2) or code-switching
(see Chapter 2). If learning second languages other than the heritage language
becomes more important within a bilingual group, individual factors such as atti-
tude, identity, language loyalty,?> and consequently language prestige also come
into play. For example:

#Since the standard language in German-speaking Switzerland is High German, it is the lan-
guage taught in school and used in official contexts (medial diglossia, see Glaser (2014)). More-
over, a universal grammar for Swiss German dialects does not exist because there is a dialect
continuum.

#Language loyalty is a term used to describe a speaker’s (conscious or unconscious) relationship
with her or his mother tongue.
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They [i.e. speakers of a minority language — AK] may feel shame when
other people hear their language. They may believe that they can only know
one language at a time. They may feel that the national language is the best
language for expressing patriotism, the best way to get a job, the best chance
at improving their children’s future. (SIL 2022)

Lastly, and to return to my current research, even if the Helvetians appreci-
ate their ancestors and their efforts, their L1-HL will probably not experience
a revival there because it has lost its vitality and its social network. The Swiss
dialect is still considered important for cultural events such as yodeling, but use-
less in terms of everyday language use, and therefore largely irrelevant within
the colony. Consequently, the L1-HL no longer possesses importance as a core-
value in Helvetia, which is why the LS process will be completed soon.

5 Discussion

From what we have seen so far, it emerges not only that languages are “alive”,
but also that every language contact situation is dynamic and thus different. In
the scenario of ongoing LS, an individual speaker, a group or a whole language
community can choose between an L1-HL and an L1-ML, although this usually
happens unconsciously. Buda (1992: para. 8) confirms this by arguing that “[t]he
phenomenon of language shift takes place out of sight and out of mind”. RLS, on
the other hand, certainly happens much more consciously, since it relies on the
will of individuals, and of the whole language group, to reintegrate the heritage
language into their social network for specific purposes (see Figure 1).

LS can also happen when more than just two languages are in contact. In sim-
ilar settings, Perez (2016) observed that the shift commonly goes towards one
of the more prestigious languages. Consequently the prestige-factor is certainly
one of the important determinants with regard to LMLS. However, in her study
of the language contact situation in the Anglo-Paraguayan community New Aus-
tralia, different circumstances led to the fact that the population did not shift to
Spanish, a global language, but rather chose to adopt the indigenous language
Guarani.

This chapter highlights the need for approaches, models and methods that can
be adapted to exceptional and constantly changing settings, while considering
both inter- and intragroup variation. However, it is important to acknowledge
that these methodological choices often involve different research goals at the
individual, group, and societal levels (see ®-© in Figure 2). With the inclusion
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of my current research, I wish to reaffirm the fact that the dynamics influenc-
ing individual and social changes can be very different in each language contact
situation. Therefore the tools that need to be developed for the study of LMLS
have to be hybridized. Ideally, this would be done by designing a framework that
includes a universally applicable continuum, from which every researcher would
take only what they need for their research goal. The right path to designing
this framework has already been taken by recognizing that there are no specific
factors that can be applied to all LMLS situations, because some factors may or
may not promote different language-choice patterns. Now it is only a matter of
implementation.
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