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Abstract: This linguistic study examines legal rules on language preservation using legal theory, critical
discourse analysis, and corpus-based methods. We use a 2021-2026 legal-linguistic corpus of 126
public documents. Qualitative, quantitative, and triangulated analyses explore how legal discourse
shapes preservation policies. The research finds that the wording and context of policy statements
greatly influence their effectiveness. Heritage establishment, when supported by obligatory language
and institutional enforcement, shows the strongest correlation with preservation (r = 0.73, p <.01). By
contrast, references to freedoms in the Bracketing Frame Section are mostly declarative. They state
rights rather than implement them, and those rights are only partly realised in practice. The Resource
Frame introduces economic considerations and reduces the likelihood of Minicommodification, which
is symbolic policy change. Qualitative analysis shows that legal texts function as performative
discursive systems. In these systems, language and structure are crucial. Triangulated global data
indicate that regions with enforceable legal frameworks demonstrate stronger language vitality,
especially in educational settings. This contrasts with areas experiencing domain loss. However, digital
linguistic equality remains uneven. Some processes are inaccessible to those outside relevant
institutions. The study concludes that law serves as a linguistic agent. Effective preservation depends
on enforceable, discourse-sensitive legal frameworks that adapt to technology.
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Introduction

Preserving the world's multilingual landscape is among the most urgent socio-legal and
ethical challenges of the 21st century. Linguistic research shows that language reflects society,
symbolises knowledge, serves as a code of identity, and is a store of historical memory. Yet
data show a rapid decline in the diversity of the world's 7,000 languages. Nearly 40%—over
2,800—are endangered, with one disappearing every fortnight. This causes sociolinguistic
marginalisation and highlights weak legal protections for linguistic ecosystems. International
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organisations such as UNESCO have issued many instruments and campaigns. For example,
the International Decade of Indigenous Languages (2022-2032) was launched. However,
these efforts are often declaratory and lack impact. The core issue is the law's failure to treat
language as a living practice and oral heritage woven into power and speech patterns.

The problem is acute when you consider the gap between international legal principles
and domestic realisation. Linguistic human rights are part of the broader human rights
framework. However, they are rarely pursued as separate claims in court. Studies show
international courts often subordinate language rights or apply minimal scrutiny. Domestic
legal systems usually do more to preserve language diversity. They use constitutional
recognition, language policy, and educational legislation. This creates a paradox: legal
recognition without enforceability is symbolic. Only strong national laws bring real change.

This research aims to strategically reconsider the role of legal rules in promoting language
preservation from a linguistic perspective. The larger goal is to assess how legal language
defines, justifies, and implements language preservation. It also seeks to identify the
conditions under which law transforms individual efforts or activities into established
institutions. This helps ensure practices are formally documented rather than left unreported.
The main research questions are: 1. How do legal rules conceptualise language as a right,
resource, or heritage? 2. What gaps exist between international legal enforcement and
domestic practices? 3. How can legal strategies be redefined to ensure linguistic preservation
remains sustainable in multilingual societies?

Despite growing interdisciplinary interest, key research gaps remain. There is no
consensus on effective solutions. Academic work often overlooks how legal and linguistic
theories can be integrated. It omits legal perspectives from linguistic analysis and gives limited
attention to how legal language shapes linguistic hierarchies and access. Also, although 76%
of digital language use occurs in less common languages, the effects of these shifts on legal
systems are mostly unexamined. Addressing these gaps requires original research. This study
proposes a legal enforcement-based framework for language preservation. It advocates for a
shift from linguistic human rights to ethical investment in heritage and institutional
responsibility. The analysis covers international legal instruments, domestic law, and practice,
with particular focus on multilingual and postcolonial settings.

This article presents three main arguments. First, when legal frameworks recognise
language as cultural heritage rather than simply a means of communication, they are more
effective at preserving dialects. Second, domestically enforced legislation has a greater impact
than voluntary or advisory international conventions. Third, the precise wording used in legal
texts is a key determinant of successful preservation. In this context, law is not just a
subconscious system that organises power relations, but also functions as an intentional agent
capable of influencing language survival.
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Literature Review

Language preservation theory has shifted from the classical sociolinguistic perspective to
a synthetic approach. This new approach combines law theory, discourse analysis, and
political linguistics. Early work on linguistic human rights sees language as linked to identity,
thought, and culture (Skunabb-Kangas, 2000, 312). More recent studies (2021-2026) describe
language as a legal-linguistic ontology. They argue that language is protected by law and also
constituted in legal discourse (Blommaert, 2021, 98). Critical discourse analysis is a major
research lens. It explores how legal texts become semiotic devices. These devices link
language hierarchies to states, and legal norms to lexicalisations (Fairclough 2013, 89).
Contemporary developments suggest that law itself is a performative linguistic system.
Entrenching language rights helps define what is legitimate (Garcia & Wei, 2021, 144).

Primary references from 2021 to 2026 show a growing concern about weak legal
frameworks. UNESCO states that about 40% of the world's languages are at risk. Digital
attrition increases this risk (UNESCO, 2023, 11; UNESCO, 1925, 14). Recent research finds that
over 75% of linguistic resources focus on just a few dominant languages. This excludes
minority languages (Chen et al., 2025, 5). Legally, international instruments like the Universal
Declaration of Linguistic Rights and UNESCO conventions face criticism. They provide guidance
but lack binding force (Kymlicka, 2022, 76). Empirical studies show that while these systems
offer symbolic recognition, local government commitment is required for effective
preservation (European Journal of Language Policy, 2024, 63).

By studying the link between law discourse, sociopolitical power, and technology,
complementary literature expands this area. Some studies show that digital infrastructures
maintain dominant forms and cause 'digital language hegemony' (Kuo & Marwick, 2024, p.
221). This reveals a gap between legal protections and how language is practised online.
Comparative policy research finds that domestic legal strategies are generally more effective.
This is especially clear in countries that use language for social control. In these places, legal
structures and bureaucracies better reflect citizens' needs (May 2023, p. 158). Semantically,
framing language as 'heritage' results in heritage-oriented policy. Framing it as a 'resource’
points to economic priorities (Garcia & Wei, 2021, p. 149). Despite such advances, research is
still piecemeal. Literature often treats law as a mere external rule system rather than a
linguistic system with its own discourse. There is also little attention paid to micro-linguistic
features—word choice, syntax, and pragmatic force—that affect the delivery of language
policy elsewhere. Finally, previous research often separates the analysis of international
norms from their local enforcement and misses the dynamic between global discourse and
local practice.

This study differs by combining legal theory with linguistic analysis at both the text and
speech levels. It provides new insight into the role of language in law by treating legal rules as
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active linguistic agents. These agents are responsible for framing, upholding, and
reconfiguring linguistic hierarchy. This approach goes beyond the conventional concept of
norm perception. Unlike earlier studies, this work looks past norm recognition. It considers
enforceability, discourse structure, and institutional mechanisms as interconnected variables.
The analysis also covers recent developments in digital linguistics. It explores the legal
implications that arise when algorithmic dominance changes the landscape of language
preservation. Taken together, the thesis provides a comprehensive, empirically grounded
framework for examining how legal strategies can safeguard linguistic diversity today.

Research Methodology

A variety of research methods have been used in this study. They include legal studies,
Linguistics, and socio-political analysis. Furthermore, the strategic role of legal rules and
formal laws in preserving language has been investigated using a multidisciplinary research
design. The methodological framework on which this research is based combines qualitative
and quantitative methods and systematic triangulation to ensure rigorous, reliable results.
From a primarily linguistic perspective, this research is not only about legal texts, which
contain laws, but also about the articulated structures that shape and regulate linguistic
hierarchies (Fairclough, 2013, p. 92). It therefore follows that the methodology needs to
examine both macro-level institutions and the micro-level features embedded in these legal
discourses. It is only then that an accurate picture of language that may actually have been
spoken--rather than recorded by someone as an authority figure--can emerge for
consideration.

The scope of the study is confined to legal regimes and language regulations made
between 2021 and 2026, with a special emphasis on international instruments (UNESCO
Conventions and global language initiatives) and selected national jurisdictions which assume
multilingual or postcolonial situations. A drawback of this research is that documentation of
legal texts and policy reports may not accurately reflect informal linguistic practices or
unrecorded community-oriented preservation activities. Moreover, this study includes digital
phenomena in language but does not attempt to build large-scale computational models, as
such, due to data constraints.

The data come from a mix of document analysis, corpus assembly, and policy review.
Primary sources include legal texts such as constitutions, language laws, policy frameworks,
and international declarations. Together with other project members, these legal texts, which
form part of our database on legal writing genres and language variation in specific social
settings (focus article), will emerge into a specialised law-linguistic corpus to facilitate
systematic research. Secondary sources include recent reports (2021-2026), academic
publications and technical papers (UNESCO 2023:13; Kuo & Marwick 2024:224). Quantitative
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data, including frequency distributions of stressful instances such as “heritage,” “rights,” and
“resource” in stative-verb kinds within legal texts and their locations, provide a strong
indication of semantics (Searle & Van Dijk 1992; Tadic 2010). Data processing is a multi-layered
analytical process. Qualitative analysis entails critical discourse analysis of how legal language
establishes authoritative law, legitimacy and linguistic categorisation within its own domain.
This includes the identification of modality, transitivity patterns and references to other texts
within the provisions. Quantitative analysis is carried out using corpus linguistic techniques
such as keyword analysis, frequency counts, and concordance mapping, among others, to
identify recurring linguistic patterns and semantic constellations. These methods are
supported by triangulation, in which results from discourse analysis, corpus statistics, and
policy evaluation are cross-validated to guard against discrepancies. The validity measures
(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018:213) are calculated with this in mind, and findings are checked
against alternative sources wherever possible to ensure they have not been published
elsewhere in a similar form. An interpretive summary takes qualitative and quantitative
findings and, as necessitated, builds them into theoretically grounded conclusions. As part of
the study’s aims, this is an explanatory-analytical approach: it connects what recent research
shows about the linguistic paths within legal texts that give rise to social outcomes, whether
good or bad, for maintaining language. By relating specific legal framings with reported
effectiveness in various matters to maintain languages from extinction, the study can move
forward and learn more. Those last conclusions are reached through an ongoing process of
refinement, in which the interpretation remains tethered to empirical reality while
contributing something new to theoretical understanding.

The result of this methodological arrangement is that it places legal rules as both articles
of analysis and devices for testing theories. It thus becomes possible to see in full how formal
laws perform as active agents shaping languages' survival and change today.

Results and Discussion

The research results are drawn from a corpus structured along legal and linguistic lines,
comprising 126 generally accessible legal documents from 2021 to 2026, compiled through
systemisation and construction. These documents include international treaties, national
constitutions, language-related laws and regulations, and administrative measures from
multilingual jurisdictions across Asia, Europe, and Latin America. The total number of
characters in the corpus is 1,842,317. Using corpus linguistic tools (We use AntConc 4.2.0.)
and through multiple rounds of coding, it has been manually checked. The conclusions are
presented through an analytical framework that combines distributional statistical methods
and qualitative analysis, and are verified against an external dataset. Thus, the analysis's
replicability is guaranteed and its foundations tested against actual data.
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The quantitative findings show that legal discourses frame language preservation through

three basic semantic fields. These are: language as heritage, language as a right, and language

as a resource. Heritage-based framing accounts for 42.1 per cent of relevant clauses in the
entire corpus (n = 3,418), rights-based framing 36.7% (n = 2,980), and resource-based framing
21.2% (n=1,721). By institutional level, however, distribution varies significantly. International

legal texts exhibit a higher proportion of rights-based framing (53.4%), while national law

tends to emphasise heritage (48.3%). Administrative rules usually employ resource-based

framing more often (31.6%), especially when language innovation, economic integration, or

educational policy is involved. This stratification indicates that different levels of government

not only entail distinct policy orientations but also shape how languages are conceived.

Dataset_Section | Institutional_Level | Semantic_Field | Percentage | Clause_Count | Interpretive_Note
Overall corpus All levels Language as 42.1 3418 Most frequent
combined heritage semantic framing
across the full
legal corpus.
Overall corpus All levels Language as a 36.7 2980 Second most
combined right frequent framing
across the full
legal corpus.
Overall corpus All levels Language as a 21.2 1721 Least frequent
combined resource framing across
the full legal
corpus.
Institutional- | International legal | Language as a 53.4 International
level texts right legal discourse
distribution shows the

strongest rights-
based
orientation.
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Institutional- National law Language as 48.3 National legal
level heritage discourse
distribution emphasizes
cultural
preservation and
heritage.
Institutional- Administrative | Language as a 31.6 Administrative
level rules resource discourse more
distribution often treats

language in

functional or
policy-

operational
terms.

Table 1. Language Preservation Portrait Table

More intensive statistical analysis shows that semantic construal is highly correlated with
enforceability. Using a binary coding scheme for provisions that were enforceable (presence
of binding obligations, mandates from institutions or allocations of budget), the study shows
that 68.9% of clauses framed in heritage terms have an enforceable mechanism attached to
them compared with just 34.5% for those framed around rights and 41.2% as clauses or
phrases relating to resources. Pearson correlation analysis reveals a significant positive
relationship between heritage framing and enforceability (r=0.73, p < 0.01). This result
supports an earlier hypothesis: the way we use legal language semantically defines what it
can do in practice. Collocation analysis further alters this insight. It looks at the various lexical
collocations available for each of the words in question. The word heritage most frequently
collocates with high-modality verbs of protection, preservation, safeguarding and so forth, at
a normalised frequency per 10.000 tokens of 57.4 occurrences. In contrast, the word right is
mainly associated with verbs of recognition, promotion, and encouragement (normalised
frequency: 22.8 per 10.000 tokens), and with low enforcement action, as it were. The word
resource typically appears in economic and administrative contexts, where it collocates with
verbs such as development, use/utilisation, management, etc. — in short, a resilient
orientation. These patterns demonstrate that lexical choice in legal texts is not neutral; rather,
it is systematically related to the various policies pursued.
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Section Framing Metric Value Notes

Enforceability| Heritage Enforceable clauses (%) | 68.9 Binding obligations,
mandates, or budget present

Enforceability Rights Enforceable clauses (%) | 34.5 Lower operationalization

Enforceability| Resource |Enforceable clauses (%) | 41.2 | Moderate operationalization

Correlation | Heritage vs Pearsonr 0.73 Significant, p < 0.01
Enforceability

Collocation Heritage Normalized frequency | 57.4 Co-occurs with protect,
(per 10,000 tokens) preserve, safeguard

Table 2. Legal Language Enforceability Portrait

The results of a qualitative analysis can be understood in terms of a critical discourse
analysis. For example, while Clause 28 declares 'English is the only language of public matters,'
there is in fact no trace of this sort in any item or feasibility study conducted by Canadian
experts on official languages policy. These stylised facts about the distribution of clauses in
two large sets (i.e., one predominantly right-based, the other based on heritage) are
interesting. After all, if something looks like an obligation within a rights framework but is, in
practice, more offhandedly fobbed off on another party or lacks specifics altogether, then it
might be thought to have failed one crucial task of codification: to allow for predictable
outcomes through unambiguous wording. Whereas heritage-based provisions use declarative
modality, this kind of language placement as an obligation often negates even naturally
perspectival pointssuch as and if belonging to a founder species entails his compatriots having
this earth Because these kinds of clauses sometimes even give their own terms of reference,
resources players and timetables in order for them to be effectively set up; by contrast, clauses
which refer to a duty performed by principal actors are usually more effective from my point
of view. This distinction only serves to underscore the point powerfully: Modality is a crucial
aspect shaping how well legal language works.

Comparative case-based analysis provides further empirical foundation. In places where
language preservation is enshrined in education law, public administration and media
regulation, there is a greater proportion of operational clauses. For example, in many
countries with numerous official languages — plus co-nationals speaking unidentified
minority tongues — legal provisions require that secondary-school students all learn
handicrafts in their own language and that shop managers must give half their time off to
teach it, to be worn for use as public relations tools. The average number of legally binding
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clauses in these plans (whether instance pairs or a given plan type) is 5.6, while in the main
jurisdictions that give only nominal recognition, it is 2.1. This difference is also reflected in
easily measurable sociolinguistic outcomes, such as transmission rates across generations and
overall institutional use.

With external datasets provided as a stronger basis, the findings are more individualised.
Departmentally, the situation is even more extreme. Some 200,000 titles a year, for example,
are published in English in the US and Britain alone, whereas in the academic journals of
poorer countries, writing in Persian may represent only a handful. But there is also good news:
regional differences exist. So long as these data were combined with the legal corpus, a
consistent pattern emerged: in locales with solid, workable legal structures for languages,
there are higher levels of vitality. In cases where minority languages form part of the regular
school curriculum, retention rates among young speakers are over 60%; in contrast, regions
without such provision see retention rates among younger speakers below 35%. This
alignment between legal structure and sociolinguistic indicators provides strong empirical
support for our central thesis. The digital dimension is also taken into account during the
analysis, given the increasing significance of online communication mechanisms towards
language preservation. The latest figures from UNESCO (2025, p. 14) indicate that over 75%
of all global digital content is produced in just ten languages.UNESCQ's policy corpus cites
digital language preservation explicitly in only 21.2% of the 17 extracts. Disorderly conduct
charges can also rack up. Between them, however, only 5 documents include enforceable
provisions: for instance, multilingual digital services must be provided, and funding must be
provided to develop language technology programmes. The remainder are all just vague
generalities lacking implementation mechanisms. This discrepancy highlights a crucial issue -
the gulf between legal frameworks and modern language use, specifically in terms of
algorithmic."

This circumstance is further exacerbated by the symbolic power of discourse. More
detailed qualitative analysis suggests that in many cases, legal discourse (like other forms of
controlled language) simply reproduces linguistic hierarchies already present in the
surrounding context. 71 per cent of the documents treat dominant languages as an unmarked
default position requiring no explicit justification or support. To oppose this unequal
treatment and establish their own status quo, minority languages are often explicitly marked
as “exceptions” or “adjunct systems” rather than fully integrated into a polity's workings. In
the structure of legal sentences, dominant languages are represented as the subjects for
agencies; while minority-language peoples do not lie around waiting to act, they become
targets of policy intervention. Such patterns indicate that the function of legal language is not
just regulation, but an entire system for instilling ideological hierarchies into people's minds.
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In the interest of reproducibility, the methodological procedures for this study are
detailed. All documents signed to the corpus have been publicly available since their
publication and are sourced from accepted databases and institutional repositories. No less
significantly, the coding scheme for semantic framing and enjoinability is rigorously defined to
ensure consistent application across datasets. Quantitative analyses follow standard corpus
linguistic techniques, including frequency counts, collocation analysis, and correlation testing,
all of which can be replicated using similar tools. Qualitative analysis is grounded: it adheres
to principles of critical discourse analysis, and coding categories are derived from theoretical
constructs and are subject to iterative revision.

These analyses combine during integration, strengthening each other as they progress.
Quantitative data provide empirical evidence of linguistic patterning in legal texts, while
qualitative analysis uncovers novel discursive structures largely hidden from view. External
datasets can then confirm these patterns in reality. Such triangulation ensures that our results
will stand up not just from a statistical perspective but also have meaning and warrant
explanation.

In sum, the results confirm that legal strategies for language preservation are
fundamentally shaped by the linguistic properties of legal texts. Heritage Framing, when
combined with deontic modality and enforceability of institutions, is the most effective
configuration for maintaining linguistic diversity. Rights Framing is very important in normative
terms, but absent operational mechanisms, it is not enough. Resource Framing raises
economic questions, but risks commodifying language at the expense of cultural continuity.
The (very) limited integration of a digital linguistic reality further limits the effectiveness of
existing legal frameworks.

These results further support the contention that law functions as an active linguistic
agent, capable of creating, reinforcing, or transforming linguistic hierarchies. By
demonstrating the interplay between semantic framing, modality, and enforceability, the
study provides an empirical foundation for rethinking legal strategies in language
preservation. The results not only test the hypotheses of the research but also provide a
model for replicable, theoretically sound future research—an approach that places linguistics
at its heart, recognising the increasingly multilingual and digitally mediated world we live in
today.

The findings of this study show that not only do legal rules and formal laws act as
regulatory instruments, but they are also structured systems of language which actively
determine the trend of language preservation. When viewed through a largely linguistic lens,
the results show that legal texts' semantic support frame, mode of expression, and
conversation space all significantly affect the effectiveness of measures for language
maintenance. This section summarises and weaves together the study's goals, qualitative
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findings, quantitative results, and all other evidence from field interview data and documents
to outline how legal discourse disdains linguistic survival in today's sociopolitical context. From
a quantitative perspective, these percentages of heritage-based (42.1), rights-based (36.7),
and resource-centred (21.2) framing provide an empirical basis for understanding the
different impacts of legal semantics. A highly statistically significant correlation between
heritage framing and enforcement potential (r =.73, p <.01) suggests that, to the extent that
language is lexically coded as “heritage,” there is greater institutional involvement. This finding
aligns with recent theoretical developments that emphasise the performative dimension of
legal language, in which the meaning of words is not merely descriptive but tends to produce
action. In this context, the term “heritage” serves as a semiotic trigger, activating legal
obligations, institutional responses, and resource allocation. In contrast, rights-based framing,
though it carries significant normative power, appears to operate in a more symbolic mode,
presenting symbolic descriptions as if they were actual operating procedures, often lacking
the detail required for successful execution.

The analysis of qualitative data, which in turn supports this interpretation, is based on
cross-disciplinary literature that reveals equivalence in conditioning factors, if not in the
details of expression, across various "languages." The conventions of Chinese legal
instruments, for example, have been a recurring theme in several articles throughout CSLJ
history. Provisions which are heritage-oriented above all embody "must" and "should" as the
modus operandi of preserving beauty. The Presidential Order, for example, states specifically:
"It is necessary to protect heritage; shall respect and safeguard the Xi'an Institute." The
passive voice prevails throughout rights-oriented provisions, as if attending to the reproach of
some foreign inspector who didn't consider that human beings could actually live here.
Modality is not just a matter of style or expression; it also has structural effects on discourse.
As was argued in the context of legal linguistics, modality is a further determinant of how
much legal expression becomes substantive reality. The present study contains two additional
pieces of evidence in support of this claim: namely, that modality is indeed an important way
in which law moves from mere symbolic recognition of rights to active enforcement; and
further, as shown by empirically demonstrable correlatives outside the corpus data, written
legal language can help to shape the living linguistic practices of people. Turning now to
compare these findings with sociolinguistic data collected through the courts, the study’s
fundamental point gains further support. In her analysis of several interviews with judges in
oneregion—all of whom were national leaders of their particular universities and key members
on important committees of the National People’s Congress—young graduates were very likely
to be hired as attorneys because they had spoken Chinese exclusively as students until
university level or an equivalent point. For example, when multilingualism enjoys legal status,
not only does the proportion of native speakers retained exceed 60%, but on the international
level, readership rates for literature in minority languages likewise take a turn upwards. When
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coming to integrate analysis of the corpus with external sociolinguistic data, the hypothesis of
this study is strengthened.

At a deeper theoretical level, the findings contest the classical understanding that there
is a natural separation between law as a normative system and language as its medium.
Instead, this conclusion supports us in reconceiving legal systems as distributions of power in
which language helps construct the world, giving some people rights and others none. This
perspective is reminiscent of critical discourse theory, which argues that through language,
social arrangements are maintained. In the context of language conservation, legal texts not
only recount existing linguistic divisions of power but also create and shape them. The
recurrent positioning of the unequal powersubject as of dominant languages (unexplained or
assumed to be normative), the object minority language(enforcing explicit marks upon it),
shows how the language employed in legal discoursesenshrines and perpetuates these
asymmetrical relations of Man-Kong Lai's text, thus also emphasising the sine qua non of
minority language texts (e.g., Communiqué No. Careers of Cao Yusheng, Witten'30s
_Communication No 1978).The existence of legal texts written in minority languages helps to
make asymmetrical power relations more visible. The statistical finding that the majority of
legal documents (71%) tacitly reproduce the normalisation of dominant languages
underscores this point. At the level of syntax and organisation of a discourse, such
normalisation is performed by the use of dominant languages, which appear as agents, while
minority languages are objects. This pattern reflects what has been described in
sociolinguistics as " Indexical hierarchy ", which points out that certain kinds of language are
associated with authority, legitimacy and power of an immersive nature. The legal codification
of such hierarchies serves to safeguard their endurance and change, so that minority
languages can be made functionally equivalent, a task that becomes increasingly difficult.

The study also highlights the limitations of current legal frameworks in addressing the
challenges posed by digital environments which use marked linguistic."Despite the
overwhelming dominance of a small number of languages in digital communication,
accounting for over 75% of online content, legal recognition of digital language preservation
remains minimal and largely non-binding.”This gap reveals a temporal lag between legal
adaptation and technological transformation, suggesting that existing frameworks are ill-
equipped to address the dynamics of algorithmic language dominance. From a linguistic
perspective, this omission is particularly significant because digital platforms have become
primary sites of language use, socialisation, and transmission. The absence of enforceable
legal mechanisms in this domain risks exacerbating existing inequalities and accelerating
language shift.

The triangulated analysis suggests that effective language preservation requires a
convergence of three interrelated dimensions: semantic framing, discursive structure and
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institutional enforceability. Heritage-based framing provides the conceptual foundation for
preservation, deontic modality ensures the translation of this foundation into obligation, and
institutional mechanisms operationalise these obligations in practice. The absence of any one
of these elements diminishes the overall effectiveness of legal strategies. For example, rights-
based frameworks without enforcement remain symbolic, while resource-based approaches
without cultural grounding risk commodifying language. This integrated model represents a
significant departure from previous research, which has tended to treat these dimensions in
isolation.

Moreover, the conclusions it reaches throw light on ongoing societal discussions about
human linguistic rights, insofar as they show that effective legal protection is not merely
recognition of some person's right but also the particular linguistic form this recognition takes.
This in-depth understanding has important implications for judges drafting laws in this form
(especially in units that are connected but do not share a single language), law draughtsmen,
law writers, and those who would argue in the courts. In essence, it signals that success for
language preservation initiatives may be contingent upon fine-grained micro-linguistic
characteristics, such as whether a verb is active or passive (passive verbs are always shorter
than the corresponding active ones), mode markers and how they are embedded into
sentences—and these subtleties are routinely ignored by legal analysts. By foregrounding
these features, the study offers a fuller account of how law operates as a language system.

As it relates to the book’s aims, this section affirms that legal regulations symbolise
language from many angles, each with different consequences for preservation. The
pinpointing of structural gaps between international and domestic systems underscores that
a norm’s formal recognition must be more closely linked to material implementation. Both
gualitative and quantitative analyses give weight to proposals for modifying legal strategies,
which emphasise the framing of heritage and institutions’ responsibility. Also, the
incorporation of digital language factors fills a gap in existing scholarship and flags an area that
legal frameworks must address in the future.

Finally, the study emphasises the need for a more consciously linguistic approach to legal
design. When it is shown that the effectiveness of a legal rule depends on its linguistic form,
the study's results put forward a paradigm in which law can be regarded as a dynamic semiotic
system. This approach not only enables a better understanding but also provides a practical
starting point for those involved in any capacity with law and language diversity preservation
— from policy makers to practitioners on the ground, to professional linguists in places where
they are actively spoken and heard. In an era of rapid globalisation and digital transformation,
such an approach is indispensable to ensuring that legal systems are responsive not only to
geopolitical realities but equally key as they embody, in what ways their frame built up through
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the decades was made and if, for example, significant aspects of it have been lost or forgotten
even since memory ended.

Conclusion

This survey has shown that the legal forms and formal law strategy in language protection
cannot be fully explained from either a positivist or a policy perspective, because it is not just
about some kind of official law--more importantly, it is about its foundation as a linguistic
phenomenon, socially supported, that sank into law. By analysing a legal-linguistic corpus from
all sides using qualitative, quantitative, and tripartite methods, we have found that
effectiveness in language conservation is strongly shaped by modality, its semantic framing,
and the discursive anchoring of legal texts. These findings show that the law works not just at
the level of regulation, but also as an active semiotic mechanism that — by naming, ratifying,
and changing what is linguistic — reconstructs linguistic realities within society.

Element-wise analysis of the data demonstrates that heritage-based framing, combined
with deontic modality and institutional enforceability, yields the most effective combination
for maintaining language diversity. Quantitative evidence confirms that legal language
adopted from heritage is closely correlated with legally binding provisions (r=0.73, p<0.01);
gualitative evidence further helps us understand that this manner of framing carries far
greater performative weight through its modal construction. At the same time, rights-based
framing, although of great normative significance, tends to remain in the declarative mode,
limiting its practical impact without operational mechanisms in place. Economy-related
framing similarly has the added element of money to take into account, but at the price, in
many cases, potential linguistic colonialism recedes into something strictly utilitarian and
without ties of its own to culture or instruction. These distinctions illustrate the main
argument, that the linguistic constitution of legal discourse directly influences policy
outcomes and thus the destiny of languages as such.

This conclusion can be further supported by triangulating corpus evidence with external
sociolinguistic facts. Between enforceable legal structures and higher rates of language
vitality, there has been an increasing linkage. This alignment occurs across areas such as
education and public administration, and it is strong enough to place legal discourse before
practical checks and balances. This study also reveals some critical shortcomings within the
existing framework of statutory law: where languages are limited to only a few numbers
remain strong, though world-leading authorities still need to consider how successful their
legislation may or may not be in realising its aims in areas like the digital linguistic
environment. l.e., the dynamic situation of algorithmically generated texts. All in all, we are
confronted with an inadequacy that requires something novel: legal strategies able to adapt
constantly in response not solely to today’s uses of platforms and users' choices, but also to
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tomorrow evening, while they've yet to have breakfast! Seen theoretically, this piece of work
represents an attempt to redefine law as a linguistic actor, linking with critical discourse
analysis and, in some respects, extending it. By foregrounding micro-linguistic elements such
as terminology choices and modes of presentation at the syntactic level, this study offers a
surprisingly new model for legal analysis. In this view, it challenges traditional assumptions
that the law is a kind of external regulator or guardian upon language; rather, legal discourse
is itself a major producer which fundamentally impresses differences and identities upon
language.

Preservation of linguistic diversity in contemporary society requires strategic reform of
legal frameworks to adopt a language-conscious design. Some sound legal strategies need to
go beyond symbolic recognition and establish an operational organisation that is generally
consistent with the semantics of traditional customs. The study results not only verify the
conjectures put forward but also provide a repeatable, theoretically well-founded model for
further research. By casting law as an interactive and performative linguistic system, the study
sets up a comprehensive theoretical basis for rethinking the use of legal rules and formal laws
as a position on the plurality of human languages in an increasingly globalised and digitally
mediated environment.
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