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ABSTRACT: The preservation of heritage languages often relies on family
language policies (FLP), shaped by parental attitudes and practices (Fishman,
1991). This study investigates FLP in Homshetsma-speaking families, focusing
on the endangered status of the language. Using Spolsky’s (2004) model, in-
depth interviews and observations with five bilingual families in Hopa and
Kemalpasa explore FLP in three areas: language ideology, practice, and
management. Homshetsma is widely regarded as a symbol of Hemshinli
identity, but parental language policies vary. Some parents prioritize
maintaining Homshetsma for cultural preservation, while others emphasize
Turkish for better education and economic opportunities. Language practices
also differ: some families actively use Homshetsma, while others are less
committed to passing it down. Limited educational resources further complicate
language management. The study's findings offer important insights for
practitioners, policymakers, and researchers, emphasizing the necessity for
targeted interventions and resources to support endangered languages like
Homshetsma, both in Turkey and worldwide.
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Aile Dili Politikasinin Arastirilmasi: Hemsince Konusan Ailelerde
Ebeveyn Goriisleri

OZ: Miras dillerinin korunmas1 genellikle aile dil politikalarina (ADP) baglidir
ve bu politikalar ebeveyn tutumlar1 ve uygulamalartyla bi¢imlenir (Fishman,
1991). Bu calisma, Hemsince konusurlarinin ADP’yi, dilin tehdit altindaki
durumuna odaklanarak arastirmaktadir. Spolsky’nin  (2004) modelini
kullanarak, Hopa ve Kemalpaga’daki bes, iki dilli aile ile yapilan derinlemesine
goriismeler ve gozlemler, ADP’yi {i¢ alanda incelemektedir: Dile kars1 tutum,
uygulama ve yonetim. Hemsince, Hemsinli kimliginin bir sembolii olarak
biiytik 6lgtide kabul gormekte, ancak ebeveyn dil politikalar1 degiskenlik
gostermektedir. Bazi ebeveynler, Hemsinceyi kiiltiirel koruma amaciyla
stirdiirmeyi onceliklendirirken, digerleri daha iyi egitim ve ekonomik firsatlar
icin Tiirkceyi vurgulamaktadir. Dil uygulamalar1 da farklilik gostermektedir:
Bazi aileler Hemsinceyi aktif olarak kullanirken, digerleri dilin gelecek
nesillere aktarimi konusunda daha az kararlidir. Sinirli egitim kaynaklar: da dil
yonetimini daha karmasik hale getirmektedir. Calisma; uygulayicilar,
politikacilar ve arastirmacilar i¢in 6nemli bilgiler sunmakta ve Hemsince gibi
tehdit altindaki dilleri desteklemek i¢in hem Tiirkiye’de hem de diinya
genelinde  yapilabilecek  miidahale ve  kaynaklarin  gerekliligini
vurgulamaktadir.

Anahtar sozciikler: aile dili politikasi, miras dil, Hemsince, tehlike altindaki dil,
dil siirdiirme

1 Introduction

The family, like other social spheres, represents a complex, intergenerational
setting where language policies and expectations surrounding language usage are
constantly negotiated (Wei, 2012). To gain a fuller understanding of language
maintenance and shift processes, it is essential to explore family interactions
and face-to-face social exchanges within the family context (Fishman,1991).
Family language policy, a concept originating from Spolsky’s (2004) work on
language policy, was further developed by King et al. (2008, p. 907), who
describe it as the ‘explicit and overt planning in relation to language use within
the home among family members.” The emphasis on the family as a key domain
(Spolsky, 2012) highlights the crucial role that the home and parents play in



Giilay Akin 295

shaping not only the languages that children in the family acquire and use but
also the beliefs that assign value to these languages.

To understand the broader implications of family language policy,
particularly in contexts where languages are endangered, it is essential to
explore how families actively engage with and respond to these dynamics in
their everyday lives. Focusing on specific communities offers valuable insights
into how such policies are shaped and enacted on the ground. In light of these
considerations, this study examines the intricate realm of family language
policy within Homshetsma-speaking households, investigating the unique
challenges they face and the strategies they employ to preserve their
endangered language. By conducting in-depth interviews and close
observations with five bilingual families in Hopa and Kemalpasa, districts
where Homshetsma remains the primary language spoken within local
communities, this research offers a detailed examination of family language
policy across three core areas: language ideology, practical application, and
management strategies. Guided by Spolsky’s (2004) influential language policy
model, the study highlights how families navigate the delicate balance between
maintaining their heritage language and adapting to evolving linguistic
environments. Moreover, it explores how parents’ perspectives on language use
and transmission are shaped by socioeconomic factors, shedding light on the
social realities that influence family language strategies. Through this focused
analysis, the study contributes to a deeper understanding of heritage language
maintenance within minority language communities and informs broader
discussions on language policy and revitalization.

2 Heritage Language

The concept of heritage language maintenance (HLM) was initially introduced
by Cummins (1991) in the Canadian context to describe languages other than
English and French. Clyne (1991) later adapted this term for use in the Australian
context, referring specifically to languages other than English (LOTE). In other
words, multiple definitions of heritage speakers and heritage languages have
been proposed in the domain of heritage language studies. Rothman (2009,
p-156) defined a ‘heritage speaker’ as an individual whose heritage language is
subject to potential arrest or attrition. Fishman (2001), in one of the earliest
discussions, described ‘heritage language’ as encompassing indigenous,
colonial, and immigrant languages. In yet another definition, Prevoo et al. (2011)
linked the concept of heritage language to an ethnic language spoken within a
host country. On the other hand, Valdés (2000, p.1) provides the most widely
accepted definition of heritage speakers, describing them as ‘individuals raised
in homes where a language other than English is spoken and who are, to some
extent, bilingual in both English and the heritage language.” While the original
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definition is centered on English, it can be adapted by substituting any other
dominant language for English. The essential criterion is that the heritage
language was acquired first but did not fully develop due to the individual’s shift
to the dominant societal language.

Numerous studies have emphasized the benefits for children of learning a
heritage language, including facilitating their mainstream language acquisition
(Cummins, 2005), achieving higher academic performance (Rumberger &
Larson, 1998), and developing stronger self-esteem and ethnic identity (Cho,
2000), and fostering improved family relationships (Kheirkhah & Cekaite,
2015). It is evident that language use within the home is a key determinant of
whether heritage languages are preserved or lost (Lao, 2004; Pauwels, 2004),
and positive parental attitudes significantly influence children's perspectives on
the language (Li, 2006). However, as Kravin (1992) observes, parental efforts
alone are insufficient to ensure that children will learn the heritage language.
To address this, there needs to be better collaboration among schools, families,
and local communities, especially since heritage languages are not adequately
supported through bilingual or dual-immersion programs in mainstream
education (Cummins, 1991; 2005).

Understanding these limitations at the family level calls for a broader
perspective that incorporates institutional, social, and policy-related factors—
areas addressed by various language vitality frameworks. Vitality classifications
such as UNESCO’s nine-factor model (Brenzinger et al., 2003), EGIDS (Lewis
& Simons, 2010), and the Endangered Languages Project’s indicators offer
useful frameworks that inform both language policy and family language
practices. These models highlight factors like intergenerational transmission,
institutional support, and speaker attitudes, emphasizing families’ central role
in language maintenance. However, while such classifications help identify
degrees of endangerment and guide decision-making, they may not fully capture
the complex sociocultural realities of each context. Recent research underscores
the need to assess language vitality based on variables most relevant to a
language’s specific situation, often combining quantitative tools with
ethnographic insights (Fishman, 1991; Edwards, 1992; Sallabank, 2011). In the
case of Homshetsma, which is widely considered a heritage language,
classifications remain inconsistent: UNESCO (Moseley, 2010) categorizes it as
Potentially Vulnerable, Ethnologue (Eberhard et al., 2023) labels it Stable, and
the Endangered Languages Project, citing Moseley (2010), Vaux (2007), and
Margaryan et al. (2012), lists it as Vulnerable. These assessments primarily rely
on a single indicator—intergenerational language transmission—Ilimiting their
precision and potentially overlooking broader sociolinguistic dynamics that
shape language vitality in practice. As a result, such classifications may offer an
incomplete basis for informing family language policies, which require a more
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context-sensitive understanding of how language use, attitudes, and transmission
are negotiated within households.

3 Exploring Heritage Language Preservation Through the Lens of Family
Language Practices

Fishman (1991) emphasizes that family, which is ‘the most common and
inescapable basis of mother tongue transmission’ (p. 94), is crucial to language
maintenance at a wider level. The home domain is shaped by both micro (i.e.,
factors ranging from parents’ expectations to their language experience and
knowledge of bilingualism) and macro dynamics (i.e., political, sociocultural,
economic, and sociolinguistic aspects of the families) (Bezcioglu-Goktolga &
Yagmur, 2022).

Along the same line, Spolsky (2004) introduced the first comprehensive
theoretical framework for language policy, consisting of three interconnected
components: practices, beliefs, and management. Language practices,
understood as observable behaviors and choices, are considered the real policy
and are emphasized within the sociolinguistic ecology by focusing on language
functions and domains of use. The second component involves the belief
systems of speech community members, which are closely linked to language
practices. For example, in multilingual contexts, the attribution of positive or
negative values to languages or varieties—reflecting language beliefs—is
evident when one language or variety holds higher prestige or functionality
across most domains. The third component, language management, refers to
deliberate interventions in language use, such as including a language in
national constitutions or legislation. However, constitutional or legislative
recognition alone does not ensure changes in language practices or beliefs.
Consequently, family language policy, adopting a holistic perspective, is vital
for understanding both linguistic behaviors within households and the
underlying language ideologies that motivate these behaviors (Curdt-
Christiansen, 2013).

Building on Spolsky’s (2004) theory of language policy, a significant body
of research has emerged concerning family language practices, beliefs, and
management. This literature explores various aspects such as how parents
explain and frame their particular family language policies to achieve additive
bilingualism for their children (King & Fogle, 2006), language practices of
Persian-Kurdish families residing in Sweden (Kheirkhah & Cekaite, 2015),
language beliefs of Filipino migrant families residing in Sydney (Lising, 2022),
and Vietnamese-Australian parents’ language practices and attitudes (Tran et
al., 2024), among other topics.

While much of the existing literature focuses on immigrant and minority
language contexts in Western settings, it is equally important to examine how
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family language policies unfold within linguistically diverse nation-states like
Turkey. Turkey’s linguistic landscape is characterized by a dominant national
language policy centered on Turkish, while also encompassing several minority
languages, some of which are endangered or extinct, such as Ubykh, Gagauz,
Romeyka (Rumca), and Laz. Turkish linguists have made significant
contributions to understanding these languages and their sociolinguistic contexts.
For instance, Ozsoy (2017) examined the case of Ubykh, a Northwestern
Caucasian language that became extinct in 1992 with the death of its last speaker
in Balikesir, Turkey. Ozsoy argued that, alongside external political and social
pressures, internal linguistic factors also contributed to the language’s extinction.
Similarly, Biiyilikkantarcioglu (2014), through on-site observations in the Gagauz
community, emphasized that language endangerment results not only from
ongoing political, educational, and economic challenges but also from historical
cognitive and social-psychological factors shaping individual and community
attitudes. Expanding this sociolinguistic perspective, Dagdeviren Kirmizi (2021)
analyzed language representation in post-Soviet contexts, focusing on the
endangered status of Gagauz alongside the sociolinguistic prominence of
Russian. More recently, Akkus (2025) has contributed valuable insights into
endangered languages in Turkey’s Eastern Black Sea region.

Despite important contributions by Turkish scholars to the study of language
endangerment and sociolinguistic dynamics, research specifically focused on
family language policy and heritage language transmission within Turkey
remains limited. This gap is particularly striking when contrasted with the
substantial global body of literature on family language planning and
intergenerational transmission in minority language communities (e.g., Curdt-
Christiansen, 2009; Schwartz, 2008). While global studies have explored how
families manage language use amid migration, bilingualism, and cultural
identity, there is a clear need for more targeted research that examines how
families in Turkey navigate language maintenance in the face of complex
sociopolitical, cultural, and psychological challenges. Only a handful of studies
have begun to address this intersection of family language policy and endangered
language contexts in Turkey (e.g., Dagdeviren Kirmiz1 & Inan, 2022;
Dagdeviren Kirmizi, 2023), leaving significant room for further exploration.

4 The Homshetsma Language

Homshetsma is a variety of Western Armenian, belonging to the western group
of Armenian dialects within the Indo-European language family (Vaux, 2007).
The language is referred to by multiple names across various sources. UNESCO
and Ethnologue identify it as Western Armenian, whereas the Endangered
Languages Project (ELP) lists alternative names such as Hamshen, Hamschen,
Homshetsma, and Hemsince. Notably, Vaux (2007), who has conducted the most
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extensive academic work on the language, uses the term Homshetsma
consistently. These discrepancies in naming are mirrored by differing
assessments of the language’s level of endangerment: UNESCO classifies it as
Potentially Vulnerable, Ethnologue as Stable, and the ELP as Vulnerable.

Despite such inconsistencies in terminology and classification, there is broad
consensus that Homshetsma is under significant threat. This is particularly
evident when examining the Turkish population censuses conducted between
1927 and 1965, which documented speakers of minority languages but failed to
mention Homshetsma. The absence of any official record implies that both the
language and its speakers have long remained unrecognized in state statistics,
even though historical accounts verify their presence in the region (Haykuni,
1895, as cited in Simonian, 2007).

Traditionally, Homshetsma existed exclusively as a spoken language,
lacking a standardized orthography. A major turning point came when Vaux
and Hachikian (1996), in collaboration with a native speaker, developed a
writing system for the language. They based the orthography on the Turkish
alphabet rather than the Armenian script for three primary reasons: (1) the
phonological system of Homshetsma closely aligns with that of Turkish, (2)
most speakers are literate in Turkish, and (3) the Turkish script is easier for
Western researchers to access and interpret compared to Armenian (Vaux,
2007, p. 258). This orthographic innovation laid the foundation for the
linguistic documentation of Homshetsma and remains a critical resource for
further study.

As a heritage language, Homshetsma survives primarily within the family
domain, given the absence of institutional support and its lack of official status.
Intergenerational transmission within families constitutes the central mechanism
through which the language is maintained. In this context, language use is
intricately tied to cultural continuity, highlighting the pivotal role families play
in sustaining endangered languages like Homshetsma.

While there is a growing body of sociocultural research on the Hemshin
community—covering aspects such as their social structure and cultural identity
(Aslan, 2006), the history and identity of Hopa Hemshinlis (Kaya, 2014), and
identity formation over time (Biiylikkiirkciyan, 2011)—detailed linguistic
studies on Homshetsma speakers remain scarce. Some existing work has also
explored social exclusion dynamics affecting Hemshin and Laz communities
(Pinarbast, 2017) and the role of translation in Hemshin survival efforts (Yenigiil,
2021). However, despite these valuable contributions, focused research on
Homshetsma language transmission and family language policies is still lacking,
leaving a significant gap in understanding the community’s linguistic vitality.
Recent qualitative research involving in-depth interviews and on-site
observations further suggests that Homshetsma is indeed endangered (Akin,
2023). By incorporating sociological factors into the assessment, Akin’s research
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provides a more comprehensive picture of the language’s vitality and reinforces
the need to explore preservation efforts at the family level within the Hemshin
community.

5 Method

5.1Participants

The participants of this study were ten second-generation 'Homshetsma—Turkish
bilingual parents (aged 48—60) from five families, all of whom were born and
continue to reside in Hopa and Kemalpaga. Their demographic details are
presented in Table 1. The decision to focus on five families was guided by the
study’s aim to generate a detailed, context-rich understanding of family language
practices. While the broader dissertation includes data from 160 participants,
narrowing the scope to a smaller number of families enabled a more focused and
nuanced analysis of language transmission and everyday interactions within the
home.

To provide context for the findings, Table 1 outlines key demographic
characteristics of the ten participants. Their educational levels ranged from
primary to secondary school. The mean age was 54 for male participants and 53
for female participants. Each participant had between two and four children, who
were currently enrolled in educational institutions ranging from secondary school
to university.

Tablel. Distribution of age, educational level, occupation, number of
children, and current residence

Participants  Age Education  Occupation  Children  Residence
Ml 51 Primary Shop owner 2 Hopa
F1 48 Secondary  Housewife
M2 53 Primary  Civil servant 3 Kemalpasa
F2 50 Primary Housewife
M3 60 Primary  Shop owner 4 Hopa
F3 58 Primary Housewife
M4 52 Secondary  Civil servant 2 Kemalpasa

! The generational classification used in this study is consistent with the framework
established in Akin (2023). It is based on the commonly accepted 20—30-year span used
to define speaker generations and reflects the multigenerational household structures
observed during fieldwork. Individuals aged 61 and above are designated as the first
generation, those aged 25-60 as the second, and those aged 1024 as the third generation.
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F4 53 Primary Housewife

MS 56 Secondary Restaurant 3 Kemalpasa
owner

F5 55 Primary Housewife

5.2 Data Collection

This ethnographic study employed snowball sampling, with participants
recruited through the researcher and a local language consultant residing in the
area. Data collection took place from July to August 2022 and included semi-
structured, face-to-face interviews, observations, and detailed field notes. Each
session lasted approximately 40 minutes and was both video- and audio-recorded
with participants’ consent. Interviews were conducted in Turkish.

In the first part of the interview, the participants were asked about their
demographic information. These questions include age, occupation, place of
birth and residence, education, languages spoken, and the number of children
and their education.

In the second part of the interview, participants answered open-ended
questions developed based on pre-established themes derived from Spolsky’s
(2004) family language policy framework, which includes language beliefs,
practices, and management strategies. They responded to questions concerning
their language ideologies, perceptions of the status of Homshetsma, reported
home language use, and the strategies employed to support language
maintenance within the family. This section addressed: (i) languages spoken at
home, (ii) children’s proficiency in four language skills, (iii) children’s
attitudes toward Homshetsma, (iv) parental encouragement to use the language,
(v) expectations regarding children’s future use of Homshetsma, (vi) the
perceived importance of preserving and transmitting the language to future
generations, and (vii) community-based and online efforts aimed at supporting
its maintenance.

The collected data were transcribed verbatim and analyzed using a
deductive thematic approach. Based on pre-defined categories, the responses
were systematically coded and organized into themes using Microsoft Excel.
To ensure accuracy and consistency, the transcripts were reviewed multiple
times to identify relevant excerpts corresponding to each theme. For the sake
of anonymity, participants were assigned pseudonyms (e.g., M1 for Male 1, F1
for Female 1).

In addition, detailed field notes from naturalistic observations were
systematically integrated with interview data to enhance analytical depth.
Observations captured real-time behaviors and interactions within family
settings, while field notes included contextual descriptions, verbatim
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quotations, and reflective comments. During analysis, these notes were used to
triangulate interview responses, allowing comparison between reported
language practices and actual observed behavior. This approach provided a
more nuanced understanding of family language use by identifying both
consistencies and discrepancies between observation and interview data.

6 Findings

The interview findings were organized into three main thematic categories: (i)
parental beliefs and ideologies regarding the maintenance of Homshetsma, (ii)
reported patterns of language use and family language practices, and (iii)
strategies employed to promote the use of Homshetsma within the family.

6.1 Language beliefs

The participants’ views on the Homshetsma language can be divided into three
primary themes: perceived benefits and limitations, preservation of
ethnic/cultural identity, and the preference for Turkish over Homshetsma due
to the lack of linguistic functionality of the Homshetsma language. The first
theme focused on the economic and educational benefits of Turkish compared to
the challenges associated with using Homshetsma. M4, who has a 12-year-old
daughter, remarked that:

(1) Today, you can’t become a doctor without knowing both Turkish and
English. People, especially in this capitalist world, are thinking about their
children’s future, the money they will earn, and their livelihood. They try
to learn the language that’s necessary for that. (M4, age 52)

M4 highlighted the limited functions of the Homshetsma language, noting that
many parents prioritize Turkish or European languages over their native tongue.
This preference stems from the perception that Turkish and other European
languages offer greater advantages, such as access to education and future
employment opportunities, placing these languages in a more favorable position
compared to Homshetsma.

However, F3 and M3, who had four children, aged 16, 18, 21, and 24 years,
highlighted the preservation of their language and linked the loss of their
language with their ethnic and cultural identities as in (2) and (3):

(2) Why should it disappear? We teach it to our children because we don’t
want it to die. If it does disappear, our generation will be lost, and we’ll
have lost our mother tongue. (F3, age 58)
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(3) If the language disappears, Hemshin culture would also disappear, of
course. (M3, age 60)

F3 and M3 viewed the Homshetsma language as emblematic of their generation's
fading presence, closely tying it to their ethnic and cultural identities. In their
perspective, the language served as a symbol of their heritage and identity, now
at risk of disappearing.

Another theme that emerged in the discussions of maintaining the
Homshetsma language was perceived linguistic functionality in daily life. This
was echoed by all the parents in a similar way F5 mentioned:

(4) Our kids get it, but they can’t really talk, you know? They understand
things one by one, but they struggle when it comes to speaking. (F5, age
55)

F2 made a very similar comment:

(5) When talking to kids, we mix up the two languages, you know? They get
what we're saying, but they can't really speak it themselves. They end up
sounding all tongue-tied, like they’re stuck or something. (F2, age 50)

As F5 and F2 noted, parents are often compelled to blend Turkish with
Homshetsma because children struggle to comprehend Homshetsma on its own.
This highlights a lack of linguistic functionality for Homshetsma in everyday
family interactions, as children cannot effectively communicate or even fully
understand the language.

Another example of the limited linguistic functionality of the Homshetsma
language was provided by F4:

(6) Turkish is mixed for some reason. Look, we didn’t know how to count
above 60 in the Homshetsma language. We didn’t know how to count
above 60, I mentioned it to the Armenian, I mentioned it to that doctor, I
asked the doctor there, what was above 60?7 He taught me there. (F4, age
53)

The excerpt illustrates the limited linguistic functionality of the Homshetsma
language, as demonstrated by F4, aged 53, who explained that they were unable
to count beyond 60 in Homshetsma. To compensate, they resorted to Turkish,
relying on it to express concepts that lack equivalents in their native language.
This reliance on Turkish influences language use patterns, particularly among
parents, who frequently switch to Turkish for certain expressions or concepts,
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thereby impacting the intergenerational transmission and daily use of
Homshetsma.

Regarding the limited functionality of the Homshetsma language, all
parents pointed out that a key factor is its lack of a written form. This absence
of a standardized script, they agreed, significantly contributes to its reduced
practical use. M5 remarked:

(7) Because we don’t have a written language, we rely on Turkish for things
like texting and making shopping lists. It’s the language we use every day,
you know? But it would be awesome if we could actually write stuff down
too. (M5, age 56)

M35 reflected the practical challenges faced by the Homshetsma community due
to the absence of a written form of their language. M5 emphasized that because
Homshetsma lacks a written script, everyday tasks such as texting and creating
shopping lists are conducted in Turkish, which has become the dominant
language in these interactions. This reliance on Turkish highlights a significant
limitation in the use of Homshetsma, suggesting that the lack of written
expression not only impacts communication but also hinders the preservation and
daily functionality of the language within the community. M5’s wish to be able
to write in Homshetsma further underscores a desire for greater linguistic
expression and identity.

The following section examines the use of Turkish and Homshetsma and
the family language practices reported by the parents in the heritage language
context.

6.2 Language practices

Parents shared diverse viewpoints and practices regarding language use within
their families. Notably, there were variations among the parents concerning their
family language policies. For example, one father, who has two sons aged 18 and
20, reported that:

(8) The children don’t speak the Homshetsma language at school. But to
encourage them, for example, we declared every Saturday as the
Homshetsma language speaking day. On that day, in the morning, I would
say in Turkish, ‘Today is the Homshetsma language speaking day,” and
yes, Turkish wasn’t a prohibition, but it became obligatory to speak the
Homshetsma language. The children were not bothered by it; they
especially participated willingly. Right now, they are very proficient in
the Homshetsma language. (M1, age 51)
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As it is seen, the father (M1) shows a proactive commitment to helping his
children learn and engage with the Homshetsma language, directly supporting
language maintenance within the family. By designating Saturdays as
‘Homshetsma language speaking day,” he creates a structured yet encouraging
space for the children to practice the language consistently. His approach reflects
abalanced family language policy—allowing Turkish as a tool for reinforcement
while fostering Homshetsma language use as a priority. His efforts pay off, as
the children not only accept the practice but also gain proficiency, demonstrating
how intentional family practices can play a crucial role in preserving endangered
languages.

However, in some families, the family language policies do not support
maintaining the Homshetsma language. For instance, M3 describes how his
granddaughter was unaware of any communication in Homshetsma at home:

(9) Ofcourse, the language is disappearing, naturally. My grandchild is 6 years
old. This morning, she asked me, ‘Grandpa, what does this mean?’ My
wife said something in Homshetsma at the table. My grandchild asked,
and my wife explained what it means, you know. (M3, age 60)

M3’s statement highlights the important role that older generations play in
preserving and passing down the Homshetsma language, especially compared to
the younger generations who may not engage with it as actively. His interaction
with his granddaughter reflects a typical scenario where children are not exposed
to the Homshetsma language at home when they are with their parents, who may
not prioritize or use the language regularly. Consequently, it falls to grandparents
like M3 to keep the language alive through their interactions. This situation
underscores how intergenerational communication becomes essential in
language maintenance, as older family members contribute significantly by
providing children with exposure to and explanations of the language, bridging
the gap left by younger generations’ limited engagement.

Along the same lines, some parents strongly resist teaching the
Homshetsma language to their children as stated by F2:

(10) No, we don’t want anything other than our Turkish language. If a child
learns the Homshetsma language, does s/he have a chance to go to Europe
for a master’s or higher education today? But for this child to be able to
attend higher education, they need the Turkish language. (F2, age 50)

Another similar comment was made by F4:

(11) Nowadays, our children speak a mix of languages. We tell them not to
speak the Homshetsma language, to stop speaking it, and to speak Turkish.
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We are yelling at them. We want them to get used to Turkish so that they
can attend school. (F4, age 53)

The excerpts from F2 and F4 illustrate the resistance some parents feel toward
teaching their children the Homshetsma language. Both F2 and F4 report that
certain parents actively discourage their children from using the language, even
going so far as to restrict or reprimand them for speaking it. This resistance
largely stems from a desire to secure their children’s educational and professional
futures. F2 expresses concern that learning Homshetsma may not serve the
child’s educational aspirations, as Turkish is perceived to be essential for
academic success and opportunities abroad. Similarly, F4 worries that
proficiency in Turkish is crucial for integrating into the school environment,
fearing that using Homshetsma could hinder their children’s adaptation to
academic settings. Regarding the prohibition of speaking Homshetsma at home,
M1 stated, ‘In the past, there was a pressure on students at schools to speak
Turkish, but now there’s pressure within the family for the child to speak Turkish
and be successful’. These examples reveal how some parents prioritize fluency
in the national language over the preservation of their mother tongue, believing
it to be a necessary trade-off for their children's success.

In addition to parents who either support or oppose teaching the
Homshetsma language, some parents expressed indecision about this, as noted
by F5:

(12) Well, I don’t know, you, the new generation, probably know better whether
it’s good or bad for the future, they won’t make the kids speak it, no...Can
kids go abroad with the Homshetsma language? Nobody can become a
doctor with the Homshetsma language. That child will face difficulties
wherever s/he goes. Elementary school, middle school, high school,
university. Is there a Homshetsma language at the university? (F5, age 55)

In this excerpt, F5 initially seems uncertain about whether her children should
learn the Homshetsma language, appearing open to the possibility that the
younger generation may have better insights on the matter. However, as she
continues to consider real-life implications, her stance shifts toward a more
negative view. She questions the practical value of Homshetsma in contexts like
higher education and career opportunities, expressing concerns similar to those
of parents who oppose teaching the language altogether. F5 ultimately suggests
that proficiency in Homshetsma may limit her child’s future prospects, believing
that Turkish is more advantageous for educational advancement and success in
a competitive world. This gradual shift from indecision to skepticism reflects
the underlying anxieties about balancing cultural heritage with practical
aspirations for their children’s futures.
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Despite differing views on teaching the Homshetsma language to younger
generations due to the concerns mentioned earlier, all parents echoed the
sentiment expressed by M1: ‘ When a Hemshinli finds another, they speak
Homshetsma, you know? They hold on to their language.’

M1’s comment is significant as it reflects the language-use patterns of
Homshetsma speakers. While many parents may not be particularly driven to
encourage their children to learn the language at home and may not make specific
efforts to increase its use—except for those who actively support its teaching,
they continue to use it in their own interactions. Thus, even if parents aren’t fully
committed to passing the language on to their children, they still maintain it
within their personal communication.

The following section will explore the strategies parents employ to promote
the use of the Homshetsma language at home and within the community.

6.3 Language management strategies

At the family level, data showed that parents who support maintaining the
Homshetsma language generally did not use a variety of language management
strategies beyond speaking it at home. As F1 put it, the only thing parents are
able to do is:

(13) We just try to speak it, that’s all. And not every parent even does that, you
know? Without any written materials or anything, what else can we really
do? (F1, age 48)

This quote from F1 underscores the challenges parents face in maintaining the
Homshetsma language due to the lack of available written resources. With no
books, formal materials, or educational tools to support language learning,
parents are limited in what they can do beyond simply speaking it at home. This
scarcity places parents in a difficult position, where even those who wish to
preserve the language struggle to take further action, highlighting a critical
barrier to language transmission and maintenance.

At the community level, parents reported that various language
management strategies have been employed to support the maintenance of the
Homshetsma language, though their overall impact remains modest. For
instance, GOR magazine (https://journo.com.tr/hemsince-dergi-gor), launched
in 2014, preserves aspects of Hemshin oral literature—including idioms,
proverbs, tales, and riddles—through its publications of folk stories and
cultural compositions, despite financial limitations restricting it to two issues
per year. Additionally, local author Mahir Ozkan contributes to these efforts
with works like Hemgin Oykiileri (2017), a collection of Hemshin stories in
both Latin and Armenian alphabets, and Hamsentsnag/Hemsince: A Grammar




308 Dilbilim Arastirmalar: Dergisi — Tiirkiye 'de Tehlikedeki Diller Ozel Sayisi

Book of Hemgince (2023). Ozkan has also maintained a blog since 2007,
offering examples of oral literature and grammar lessons.

Furthermore, the Hemsgin Kiiltiirinii Arastirma ve Yasatma Dernegi
(HADIG) (The Association of the Research and Maintenance of The Hemshin
Culture), founded in 2011, supports the language by promoting awareness
through social, cultural, and academic initiatives. HADIG organizes events,
shares recipes, and provides content like interviews on the Hemshin language's
status, aiming to sustain the language and foster cultural pride within the
community.

Despite these community-level efforts, parents firmly believe that the
responsibility of passing the Homshetsma language to future generations lies
primarily with them. This sentiment is strongly echoed by M2:

(14) Well, there won’t be a formal teaching of the Homshetsma language,
education, alphabet, or someone coming to teach us the Armenian
alphabet or something like that. The more we can pass on this spoken
language to our children, the more it will continue. (M2, age 53)

This excerpt from M2 emphasizes the belief that the preservation and
transmission of the Homshetsma language rests with the speakers themselves,
rather than through formal systems or external support. M2 highlights the lack of
formal structures—such as official education and a standardized alphabet —
available to teach the language. Instead, he points to the practical approach of
passing on spoken Homshetsma to their children as the most realistic way to
ensure its survival. This sentiment reflects an understanding among speakers that
relying on formal language education or institutional support is unlikely, making
community and family efforts the cornerstone of language maintenance for future
generations.

In addition, parents expressed a desire to see the Homshetsma language
represented in mass media, including radio, TV, newspapers, and online
platforms. However, they voiced one main concern, as M5 explains:

(15) Inthis capitalist society, everything revolves around the economy, money.
Even a university graduate can barely sustain themselves. How will they
start a YouTube channel and gather subscribers? (M5, age 56).

MS5’s statement underscores the practical difficulties of creating a media presence
for the Homshetsma language, as financial limitations hinder individuals from
dedicating the necessary time and resources to promote the language on these
platforms.
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7 Discussion

The analysis in the present study focused on family language beliefs, language
practices, and management strategies, uncovering two central themes related to
participants’ perspectives on language maintenance ideologies. Findings showed
that the socio-cultural and socio-economic contexts identified by Spolsky (2004)
significantly influence family language policies in heritage language settings. As
Canagarajah (2008, p. 172) explains, ‘macro-level constraints, such as material
inequality, ideological domination, and the role of history in language
maintenance,” play a critical role in shaping family language policies. These
constraints operate beyond the family unit, yet they profoundly impact individual
families’ language practices and ideologies.

The data revealed that the perceived educational and economic advantages
associated with Turkish play a significant role in shaping language ideologies
among Homshetsma-speaking parents. Spolsky (2004) frames this as part of
the broader socio-economic context influencing language policy decisions,
emphasizing that the material and social benefits linked to a dominant language
often shape family language practices. In the Turkish context, where Turkish is
the official language and dominates key societal domains such as education and
employment, parents tend to view proficiency in Turkish as essential for their
children’s academic and professional advancement. As a result, Turkish often
takes precedence over Homshetsma, which lacks institutional recognition and
support.

These ideological orientations are further grounded in the socio-economic
realities of the participants. The participants in this study predominantly come
from lower educational and socio-economic backgrounds, with most having
completed only primary or secondary education and working in low-income
occupations. For these parents, who have had limited access to formal
education themselves, their primary aspiration is for their children to achieve
academic success—an outcome they perceive as attainable only through
proficiency in the official language, rather than in Homshetsma, their heritage
language. Families with higher socio-economic and educational profiles might
be more inclined to adopt supportive language strategies toward Homshetsma.
This is consistent with findings in the literature indicating that socio-economic
status (SES), a multidimensional construct encompassing a family’s social,
economic, and cultural capital, plays a crucial role in shaping the home
language environment (De Cat, 2021; Prevoo et al., 2014). De Cat (2021)
emphasizes that maternal education is a major factor contributing to the overall
effect of SES on children's language development. Furthermore, her study
reveals that among SES components, parental education and occupation are the
most predictive of children’s second language (L2) proficiency, and that the
influence of SES becomes more pronounced with extended exposure to the L2.
These findings help explain why lower-SES families, such as those in the
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current study, may prioritize acquisition of the dominant language over the
heritage language.

This focus on Turkish aligns with a broader trend noted in language
maintenance research, where families often prioritize languages associated with
greater economic opportunity, even when these decisions may conflict with
heritage language preservation (Curdt-Christiansen, 2018; King & Fogle,
2006). Although Homshetsma-speaking parents recognize the cultural value of
Homshetsma as a symbol of ethnic heritage, they ultimately prioritize Turkish
due to its perceived role in ensuring a successful future for their children. These
findings highlight how economic factors heavily shape the language ideologies
of Homshetsma-speaking parents, underscoring the influence of socio-
economic imperatives on family language policies in minority language
communities.

Socio-cultural factors also play a key role in shaping the language policies
of Hemshin families. For parents in this study, maintaining Homshetsma was
closely linked to a sense of solidarity and belonging within their ethnic
community. Participants consistently expressed that speaking Homshetsma felt
intrinsic to their identity as Hemshinli, highlighting the language as a core
element of their heritage. Spolsky (2012) describes this connection between
language and identity as profound, where language becomes an inherent
expression of ethnic belonging. Similarly, Fishman (2001) underscores the
importance of heritage languages in conveying ethnic identity across
generations, a sentiment echoed by Hemshinli parents, who viewed passing on
Homshetsma as essential to maintaining their Hemshin identity. Additionally,
participants emphasized that speaking Homshetsma strengthens family
connections, especially with older relatives, such as grandparents, with whom
the heritage language fosters closer, more meaningful interactions. This
familial bond reinforced by shared language is similarly noted by Farr et al.
(2018) and Tannenbaum and Howie (2002), who observe that heritage
languages play a unique role in sustaining intergenerational relationships. For
Hemshinli parents, the desire to transmit Homshetsma is thus both an
affirmation of their cultural identity and a means of nurturing family cohesion
across generations.

A third significant factor affecting Hemshin parents’ attitudes toward
language maintenance is the limited expressive range of the Homshetsma
language. The data indicate that parents often shift to Turkish for two main
reasons: first, children frequently have difficulty understanding or responding
in Homshetsma, and second, certain linguistic categories, such as numbers, lack
direct equivalents in Homshetsma. While the relationship between code-
switching and language attrition is debated (Ecke, 2004) and may not
necessarily lead to language shift in stable speech communities (Garibova &
Zeynelov, 2023), the Hemshin community faces potential risks of language
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attrition due to these shifts. Although current patterns of code-switching may
not currently threaten Homshetsma’s vitality, they could contribute to language
loss over time as certain conditions could transform these shifts into a risk for
future language vitality (Pavlenko, 2008).

Parental decisions around home language practices are shaped by deeply
rooted beliefs about language, which they continually evaluate and adapt
(Lising, 2022). In the present study, Hemshin parents demonstrated varied
perspectives on language use. While a small subset (N=2) reported trying to
maintain a balanced family language policy, using both Turkish and
Homshetsma, the majority (N=6) discouraged or even restricted Homshetsma
use, primarily due to socio-economic concerns. As Edwards (2006)
observes, when the dominant language offers clear instrumental benefits,
heritage languages perceived as less practical tend to decline, a trend apparent
among some Hemshin parents in this study.

For many in the Hemshin community, language policies at home reflect
broader ambitions to ensure the best educational and career opportunities for
their children, though this often leads to ambivalence toward Homshetsma.
Two parents in particular expressed hesitation about teaching Homshetsma,
viewing its role in their children’s futures as limited. This reluctance is part of
a complex ‘linguistic culture,” encompassing shared values, beliefs, and
attitudes that shape community interactions with language (Schiffman &
Ricento, 2006, p. 112). Hemshin families committed to preserving their cultural
identity recognize the importance of Homshetsma but tend to avoid active
promotion through formal structures, like education. Canagarajah (2008, p.
173) argues that without a strong cultural foundation within the community,
language preservation initiatives face sustainability challenges—a reality that
resonates with the hesitation observed in Hemshin parents’ approaches.

A significant barrier to Homshetsma’s vitality is the lack of institutional
support, particularly in education. The absence of Homshetsma from schools,
even as an elective, weakens its presence, pushing it further along the
endangerment continuum. Anttonen (2017) underscores that the educational
domain is vital, setting a precedent for language use in other spheres.
Grenoble and Whaley (2006, p. 8) add that when only the dominant language
is prioritized in education, non-dominant languages lose ground across other
social domains as well. This highlights the importance of exploring structured
initiatives to incorporate Homshetsma into various contexts beyond the family,
which may facilitate its ongoing use and growth.

Consistent engagement with heritage languages at home is vital for effective
transmission and can extend benefits beyond the immediate family (Berardi-
Wiltshire, 2017). Early exposure plays a crucial role in helping younger
generations internalize the language as part of their home and community
identity, which in turn encourages its use across various social contexts
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(Fishman, 1991). However, the present study reveals a concerning trend:
two parents reported that their granddaughter struggles to understand
Homshetsma when they converse in the language. This situation suggests that
the granddaughter is not receiving sufficient exposure to Homshetsma at home,
particularly from her parents. Such limited interaction reflects broader language
shift trends within the Hemshin community, indicating a gradual move away
from Homshetsma. Edwards (1985, p. 67) asserts that ‘the best predictor of
language shift is the past language shift history of the speech community’,
highlighting the significance of monitoring current shifts to gain insights into
future linguistic trends (Karan, 2011). In this context, factors such as education,
career paths, and urbanization appear to play a role in the decline of
Homshetsma, as families often find themselves prioritizing Turkish.

In terms of language management strategies at the family level, parents
within the Hemshin community reported that while they make efforts to
communicate with their children in Homshetsma, they do not engage in
structured initiatives to promote the language. They also highlighted the
absence of educational materials and media resources, such as television
programs or radio broadcasts, that could reinforce Homshetsma among younger
generations. This limited exposure poses challenges for children in developing
intrinsic motivation to learn the language, particularly in the absence of diverse
language activities that could spark interest (Schwartz, 2008).

The lack of supportive materials and resources significantly hampers the
promotion of Homshetsma in a heritage language context. Karan (2011)
emphasizes that a community’s ethnolinguistic vitality is closely tied to the
motivations and values it holds regarding its language. When communities
foster strong motivational incentives for language maintenance, individual
speakers are more likely to engage in choices that enhance the language's
vitality. In the Hemshin context, however, declining motivation, particularly
among younger speakers, indicates a vulnerable trajectory for Homshetsma.
Edwards (1985) supports this notion, arguing that language shift and code
choice are often pragmatic responses to the perceived value of different
languages for future opportunities. This interplay of factors highlights the need
for the Hemshin community to proactively address declining motivation and
foster a supportive environment for Homshetsma. By investing in resources and
structured initiatives aimed at enhancing the language’s presence, the
community can work towards ensuring its transmission to future generations.
Such efforts are crucial for revitalizing Homshetsma and reinforcing its
significance within the family and broader community context.

At the community level, although there are initiatives aimed at preserving
and promoting Hemshin culture and the Homshetsma language (e.g., GOR
magazine and HADIG), participants emphasized that the primary responsibility
for language transmission rests with themselves, beginning within the family.
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While they acknowledged the influence of broader structural factors such as
education and the economy on their language practices, they stressed the
significance of sustaining Homshetsma through everyday interactions at home.
This perspective aligns with Bezcioglu-Goktolga and Yagmur (2022), who
argue that macro-level strategies should serve as complementary supports,
guiding and enhancing micro-level family practices. For revitalization efforts
to be effective, family attitudes and broader societal support must align, thereby
creating a holistic environment where language maintenance can have a
meaningful impact (Schwartz & Verschik, 2013).

In the Hemshin community, some parents’ negative attitudes toward
teaching Homshetsma are shaped by external political factors (e.g., fears of
exclusion or limited opportunities for their children). Political decisions often
have profound effects on education and societal perceptions of minority
languages (Curdt-Christiansen, 2009), influencing language policies at both
national and family levels (Spolsky, 2004). Despite these challenges, the
family remains a central pillar of language acquisition, as early exposure is one
of the most effective means of nurturing heritage languages (Berardi-
Wiltshire, 2017).

Understanding the maintenance of Homshetsma requires a nuanced
comprehension of both individual and societal motivations. On an individual
level, daily language choices significantly contribute to language shift, while
broader societal values shape these motivations (Karan, 2011). Given the
interconnection between individual decisions and societal pressures, separating
the influence of macro and micro factors becomes increasingly complex
(Yagmur, 2009). In the Hemshin context, political dynamics affecting
education and linguistic policies play a particularly significant role in shaping
parents’ decisions regarding language use at home.

Fishman’s (1991) framework on language shift and maintenance highlights
this intricate relationship, suggesting that as language shift occurs, one
language can replace another across family, community, and broader societal
domains. The Hemshin community exemplifies this dynamic: while families
strive to sustain Homshetsma within the home, macro-level influences
continuously affect the viability of these efforts for future generations. The
interplay of individual motivations and external pressures underscores the
challenges faced by the community in their quest to maintain Homshetsma as a
living language.

8 Conclusion

In conclusion, bilingual Homshetsma-Turkish parents in this study employ a
range of strategies to maintain Homshetsma, with some strategies leaning toward
positive reinforcement, while others reflect ambivalence or resistance due to
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similar socio-economic concerns. Despite the variations in approach, all parents
unanimously recognize that family plays a foundational role in language
transmission, and they see their efforts to speak Homshetsma as essential to
passing the language on to future generations. Although few formal management
strategies currently exist, there is a shared acknowledgment that family is central
to language preservation.

Family language policies are crucial not only for the preservation of
Homshetsma but for all endangered languages. Parents’ deliberate and
sustained use of a heritage language within the home has the potential to
counteract language erosion, particularly by fostering an environment where
children grow up with a positive connection to their linguistic heritage. In this
regard, community and societal collaboration could be highly beneficial.
Initiatives such as workshops that inform families about the advantages of
bilingualism, provide practical strategies for language maintenance at home,
and emphasize the cultural and emotional significance of heritage languages
could empower parents and communities alike. Such efforts would support
families in preserving their mother tongues and the unique cultural richness
these languages embody, thereby strengthening intergenerational connections
and the overall resilience of endangered languages.

To ensure these initiatives are feasible, it is important to engage actors
realistically positioned to organize or fund them. Village elders and community
members who are competent Homshetsma speakers and willing to participate in
revitalization efforts could coordinate storytelling circles, cultural gatherings,
or intergenerational language sessions. Leaders of local cultural associations,
such as HADIG (Hemsin Association for Research and Preservation of Culture),
might prepare educational materials, organize festivals, or sponsor weekend
language classes for children. Collaboration with schools and municipal cultural
centers could facilitate after-school programs and cultural events, while national
or regional government initiatives on cultural heritage could offer financial or
policy support. Building partnerships across these stakeholders is essential for
sustaining community-based language maintenance and revitalization.

While these implications are promising, it is important to recognize the
limitations of the present study. Due to the small sample size, it is
acknowledged that the findings of this study cannot be generalized to the
broader Hemshin population. Future research should aim to include larger and
more diverse samples from various Hemshin communities to better capture the
range of language experiences. Additionally, involving children as participants
would provide a more comprehensive and holistic perspective on
intergenerational language transmission and family language practices.
Longitudinal studies and approaches that incorporate child-centered methods
could further deepen understanding of how language beliefs and practices
evolve over time.
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