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Abstract

Historically, Indigenous-language speakers have tried to counter the effects of colonising
forces on their cultures by speaking their languages as much as they could, even when
this represented going through traumatic experiences (Hermes & Kawai’ae’a, 2014). In
recent decades many communities have worked together to foster language
revitalisation. Many of these projects have incorporated different technologies as part of
their research design; technologies that can potentially offer a wide range of opportunities
for Indigenous language communities to increase the use of their languages in new
domains of use and subsequently invigorate the vitality of their languages (e.g. Elliot,
2021; Galla, 2018; Soria, 2016). Taking part in these revitalisation efforts represents a
political act of decolonisation (Leonard, 2017), concrete actions in which communities are
exercising their self-determination by reclaiming their voice. In this respect, this paper will
explore how the use of technologies in language revitalisation conceptualises identity and
how this impacts Indigenous identities. Through the review of current published literature,
different aspects will be analysed to offer insights on how the use of technology can be
more than the use of a technological device and support communities to renew or
reconstruct their Indigenous identity. Exploring and assessing the role of such
technologies will offer an overview of the current practices in language revitalisation
projects and new perspectives on how to best support Indigenous futures.
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Introduction

Different non-linguistic forces have affected the vitality of Indigenous languages.
However, their speakers have resisted these actions, the languages still exist, and many
communities across the world are engaged in revitalisation efforts to strengthen their
languages or to bring them back in the case of the ones that have almost disappeared.
These individual and collective actions to maintain them have historically exist. Language
speakers in the communities countered colonising actions that tried to erase their
languages and assimilate the community into the dominant culture. They retained the
language despite the associated trauma (Hermes & Kawai’ae’a, 2014). In many cases,
whether through a legal or social ban, speaking using Indigenous languages was
forbidden. This caused the languages to usually be relegated only to the private sphere,
subsequently interfering with the vitality of these languages in many communities (Bell,
2013; Eira, 2010).

As a consequence, language use decreased drastically, as did the domain of use of these
languages (Austin & Sallabank, 2014; Fishman, 1991; Soria, 2015). However, the current
century seems to bring new avenues for Indigenous communities and their languages.
Communities are now, with support from Elders, linguists and technology, working
together to foster language revitalisation processes in projects with a wide range of goals
including language documentation, creation of educational materials, and design of
language programs. These goals, of course, are concrete steps towards the main goal of
ensuring intergenerational language transmission (Fishman, 2007; Hinton, 2011).

The dynamics within language revitalisation efforts call for attention on how these
processes are developing, and what possible impact they might have on communities in
terms of identity. Many language revitalisation projects incorporate different technologies
as part of their research design. These technologies can potentially offer a wide range of
opportunities for Indigenous-language communities. Which opportunities or how these
digital technologies are embedded in projects vary according to the context, the overall
purpose, and the particular language practices that the project aims to strengthen.
Generally speaking, there is agreement on the fact that the inclusion of these languages
in new domains of use, such as the digital world, and in technology in general, can offer
concrete evidence that these languages are “good enough” for every aspect of life and in
this era (Galla, 2018, p. 173). To summarise, technologies might represent a way forward
for Indigenous communities.

Through a review of current literature, this paper will explore how the use of technology
can be more than the use of a technological device, and be of support to communities
who are reclaiming their voices, and in processes of renewing or reconstructing their
Indigenous identity. Particularly, it will explore how identity is conceptualised in this
literature and how these technologies can impact Indigenous identities. This analysis
aims to understand how technology can be more than the use of a technological tool and
become a revitalisation tool.
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Technologies, in general, and digital technologies, in particular, are constantly developing
and changing. Their relevance across communities is undeniable and this calls for our
attention to critically think of their role in our communities. Being a sociolinguist of
Mapuche origin, | consider it is fundamental for all Indigenous communities to constantly
assess what technologies represent to us, to previous generations and to the ones to
come. We want to revitalise and maintain our languages, the languages that once were
denied to us. And for this, we need to ensure that the use and implementation of such
technologies is done according to what truly represent to us and according to our needs.
For this reason, it is essential that we explore and re-think the role and impact of such
technologies so we can find the best avenues for our voices to thrive.

In the next section, | will reflect on the possible meanings of language revitalisation
actions to then move to the concepts of identity and language, and finally to the tripartite
entity: technology and language revitalisation and identity.

Intergenerational language transmission

The main goal of language revitalisation — in its broader sense — is to ensure
intergenerational language transmission (Fishman, 2007; Hinton, 2011). Regaining
intergenerational language transmission would represent the concretisation of a
reclaimed world, the world of our ancestors, the world that was once taken from First
Nations peoples. Hermes and Kawai‘ae‘a (2014) argue that “speaking through an
indigenous language is one of the deepest forms of identity reclamation and validation
for people of indigenous heritage” (p. 307). For Indigenous-language speakers, being
able to speak their languages and contribute to bringing that voice back to others through
a revitalisation process is to reassert their Indigenous heritage and identities. Leonard
(2017) states that taking part in language revitalisation efforts represents a political act of
decolonisation. In other words, a concrete action in which communities are exercising
their self-determination by reclaiming their voice.

In the context of the development of immersion schooling aimed at increasing the vitality
of Native American languages, Hermes and Kawai‘ae‘'a (2014) asked, “What do we know
about how identity is driving Indigenous immersion efforts?” (p. 304). This question is
directly related to what motivates participation in immersion programs. They argue
motivation is based on identity and that it is this Indigenous identity that is driving Native
American immersion efforts. The current paper aims to unpack this matter from the other
side of the spectrum: how these efforts — in this case, language revitalisation efforts — are
driving identity. It is important to highlight that this does not mean that there is no identity
without language but rather that our identity might be shaped by the dynamics of language
revitalisation practices. As it was mentioned above, language revitalisation might be seen
as an act of resistance to counter settler colonialism and its current consequences. It
might be a way to bring our voice back, reclaim what it was taken from our ancestors,
and denied to us since birth. It might be a way to return to ourselves and to our original
Indigenous world. Previous literature has established that “revitalization is deeply identity-
driven (May, 2013; McCarty, 2003; McCarty & Zepeda, 2006; Timutimu et al., 2009;
Wilson & Kamana, 2006, 2011). Moreover, it has been shown that language greatly
impacts identity building (Timutimu et al., 2009; Wilson & Kamana, 2011). However, how
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this is understood in current literature on language revitalisation projects needs to be
explored.

Identity and Indigenous language speakers’ identity

The definition of identity, in general, and Indigenous identity, in particular, is not
straightforward. It is not the aim of this paper to offer a static or delimited definition.
Rather, it aims to delve into different aspects that might be influencing Indigenous
identities within language revitalisation projects. Bucholtz & Hall (2005) define identity as
“the social positioning of the self and other” (p. 586). As such, it is a relational and socio-
cultural phenomenon that creates and circulates in contexts of interaction, in general, and
discourse contexts, in particular. It is, therefore, not a static structure that is found in the
“‘individual psyche” (Bucholtz & Hall, 2005, p.586) but rather the self-construction and
perception of the individual over time. This self-construction, also understood as identity
building, is based on how a speaker positions herself in a given social context and, in
particular, within language revitalisation projects.

Following this perspective, it could be argued that identity could not possibly exist prior to
interaction or that pre-existing linguistic forces with an influence on the self, such as our
cultural heritage, do not exist. However, this is not what identity represents. Identity — as
the self-positioning on the social context — should be necessarily understood as a non-
static entity with no social meaning outside the interactional context. This context
constitutes a space for the positioning of the self and therefore a space for identity as a
sociocultural phenomenon to emerge and circulate. In this sense, all aspects influencing
identity will be shaped by the interactional context. Thus, we are referring to a social
identity that is materialised in language in the social interaction (Bucholtz & Zimman,
2019). In the case of Indigenous peoples, the conceptualisation of identity as a socio-
cultural matter is key: “each language carries with it an unspoken network of cultural
values” (Reyhner, 2007, p.5). These values can be observed and hidden and shape
emerging identity. This identity carries both traditional and current forms of identification
that engage in the active production of meanings. Traditional and contemporary
considerations around identity are part of what identity is. In other words, identity is our
past, including our ancestors, our daily life, and what we aim for in our future.

Based on these perspectives, the following question arises: how do Indigenous language
speakers, particularly participants in language revitalisation efforts, integrate their current
experiences in language revitalisation processes with their previous subjectivities
(Higgins, 2011)? It may be presumed that language revitalisation efforts might have a
direct influence on identity since these projects can be seen as social practices that foster
the use of Indigenous languages and identity is a product of social practices. This
approach “enable[s] us to view identity not simply as a psychological mechanism of self-
classification that is reflected in people’s social behaviour but rather as something that is
constituted through social action, and especially through language.” (Bucholtz & Zimman,
2019, p. 588) This last point is fundamental: identity is constituted through language as
social practice, therefore the use of a given language and, in this case, the organised
action of revitalising a language evokes or constructs a social identity. This process of
evoking and/or creating a social identity in the social interaction is known as indexicality:
the relationship between linguistic forms and what these forms evoke in speakers
(Johnstone, 2010). Speaking in an Indigenous language can be seen as belonging to a
given group and can also be interpreted in connection with a particular political stance.
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The action of speaking a language within a revitalisation effort might index identities. In
other words, it might trigger different conceptualisations about the speakers from an
outsider perspective and self-conceptualisation in the speakers. In both cases, these
processes are believed to create an impact on the dynamic of the revitalisation effort
because “indexical forms can both evoke and construct identities, and they always
potentially do both” (Johnstone, 2010, p.31). The language that we speak, or choose to
speak, not only informs who we are but also offers us the possibility of creating the
individuals that we are (Joseph, 2010). In other words, our linguistic practices can make
us part of a particular group and, at the same time, that group can become a community
because of our linguistic choice. One of the elements that can hold a group together is
language as language is social practice.

Indigenous languages and culture, with everything that is part of our daily life and our
immediate world, are indivisible. However, how this link is built and how it emerges in the
socio-political order of these communities varies, and it is certainly complex. For instance,
in the case of Indigenous peoples in Australia, language is connected to land because it
is there it originates (e.g. Christie, 1993; Evans, 2001, 2011). As Christie (2007) points
out “neither the shape of the world nor the shape of its languages are ontologically prior.
They are co-extensive and co-constitutive” (pp. 57-58). In this sense, languages should
not be seen as a mere communication system but rather as a fundamental part of being
an individual in or from a particular place (Bow, 2021). In the Indigenous Latin-American
context, language and cultural identity have been shown to be evident and strong
(Hornberger & Coronel-Molina, 2004; Sanchez et al., 2018). This deep link can
sometimes present a challenge in the context of language revitalisation where language
ideologies and attitudes intervene. For instance, in the case of Quichua', Hornberger &
Coronel-Molina (2004) indicate that in some geographical areas particularly where the
status of Quichua is strong, language is seen as a key component of ethnicity. In other
words, for many, if someone auto-identifies as Quichua, they need to speak the language
otherwise they are not seen as a Quichua person. This is positive for the community of
speakers. However, it might cause exclusion of some who identify as Quichua but are not
accepted by the community because they do not speak the language. In many cases, this
not as a result of their own decision but rather the impact of colonisation, which, among
other consequences, caused forced displacement to the city where the dominant
language is Spanish. These two examples, one pointing to the ontological conception of
the universe from an Indigenous perspective (cf. Aikenhead & Ogawa, 2007; Ermine,
2000) and the other from the impact of language ideologies and attitudes (cf. Dotowy-
Rybinska & Hornsby, 2021; Woolard, 2020) are far from being representative of both
geographical areas or their communities. They are meant to show a glimpse of the
complex interconnections between language and culture. Across the world, Indigenous
languages and their communities are part of the same construct, they influence each
other, and they nurture mutually. These interconnections can be assumed to influence
the identity of these communities. In the following section, some considerations about the
aspects of identity that arise in the dynamic of language revitalisation efforts that make
use of technologies will be outlined.

! Quichua is the language of the Quichua people in South America, particularly in the geographical area of Argentina,
Bolivia, Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, and Pert. It is an endangered language; however, it has a large population of
speakers of about seven million (Ethnologue, 2022).
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Technologies in language revitalisation projects: the links with identity

In recent decades, the use of digital technologies in language revitalisation has grown
and become a tool of support to increase the use of Indigenous languages in communities
that are working to strengthen their vitality (Galla, 2018; Soria, 2016). Their potential to
support communities “in their transmission of knowledge and even in the maintenance of
relationships, and caring for country, is a natural progression” (Bow, 2021). Bird (2020)
indicates that the presence of Indigenous languages in the digital world can represent a
point of access for learners, especially young generations who have rapidly adopted their
use (Dotowy-Rybinska & Hornsby, 2021; Johnson, 2016). They have adopted it not only
because of its attractiveness but also because many new technologies are more
affordable and accessible (Li et al., 2021). Nowadays, most new technologies include
online features and, in this sense, it has been argued that the use of these languages in
online settings might generate prestige in the community of speakers since it can
contribute to show that these languages are functional and are being used in modern
domains (Galla, 2018; Karstens-Smith, 2018; Patton, 2018; Pine & Turin, 2017; Soria,
2016), it might enhance feelings of pride in the community (Coronel-Molina, 2019; Galla,
2018), and subsequently contribute to generating a renewal in cultural identity (Eisenlohr,
2004; Galla, 2016). This is explained by the fact that it is believed in many cases,
speakers lose pride or struggle to regain this pride in their languages when there is a
belief that their languages do not have a place in the modern world, a world that relies on
social media, mobile apps and online platforms (Galla, 2018).

In revitalisation projects that make use of digital tools, identity is connected with the
impact that the concrete outcomes of the projects can have in shortening the digital divide.
This is the digital presence and the creation of digital material:

In a digital world, it means Internet chats in indigenous languages, indigenous web
pages, multimedia CD-ROMs for learning indigenous languages, and cultural
information published by indigenous groups for a global audience. These are
proven examples of how traditional knowledge and modern technology can be
blended. Without a doubt, Indigenous people are aware of the importance of media
and technology to revitalize their languages in contemporary times. (Lieberman as
cited in Coronel-Molina, 2019, p. 93)

Studies in the school context, have shown that pupils report an increase in feelings of
pride towards their Indigenous identity after taking part in language immersion programs
(Harrison & Papa, 2005; Reyhner, 2010). On the other hand, students have also reported
that these endeavours generate anxiety in them due to the cultural and linguistic
responsibility that is assigned to them (Hinton, 2011; Luning & Yamauchi, 2010).

Through digital technology, participants in revitalisation efforts — both community
members and outsiders — are empowering Indigenous communities to strengthen their
languages and reduce the digital divide. Coronel-Molina (2019) argues

the most successful projects are those that involve a wide range of participants,
especially members of the communities the projects seek to serve [...] there are
some projects in different parts of the world that involve the creation of digital
videos about Indigenous cultures. These videos often are made by community
members themselves, which it is hoped will serve not only to help revitalize the
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languages and cultures of their respective nations but also to reaffirm their ethnic
identity. (p. 96)

Technology as a supporter of identity has been connected with the notion of technology
as having an essential role in language education. This role refers to the potential that
(digital) technologies have as supporters in the development of pedagogical tasks such
as language learning and literacy skills (e.g. Akumbu, 2018; Coronel-Molina, 2019;
Garcia etal., 2016; Levin et al., 2006; Li et al., 2021), production of literature in Indigenous
languages (Garcia et al., 2016), and task-based teaching and learning (Quintrileo, 2019).

In the context of the use of digital technologies for Indigenous languages, identity is also
found in connection to language reclamation (Littell et al., 2017,), usually language
reclamation as a political stance. Eisenlohr (2004) argues that in revitalisation efforts
involving the use of technologies the notion of identity is understood as a political marker
of recognition of identity. This reclamation, embedded in language revitalisation efforts,
is one of the pillars of the identity within postcolonial settings for communities that are
decolonising their culture. It becomes a type of decolonising action, especially if we
consider that language loss was caused, to some extent, by colonisation (Leonard, 2017;
Lépez 2017 in McCarty, 2020). In this context, language reclamation is identity
reclamation at the same time and in current discourse, necessarily point to the
conceptualisation of identity as a non-static construct. In this interconnection, this
emerging feature calls for a conceptualisation of language as “constituted in the everyday
here-and-now life, and as such is constantly in flux. This approach modifies and
moderates the common practice of treating language as a found object which is somehow
separable from other aspects of life, and enables work with the entanglements of
language and technology” (Bow, 2021, p. 23). Moreover, in one project, the project itself
and particularly the creation of technological material, was based on the idea that
speaking the languages is necessary to reclaim territory because “without language we
are nothing...we would have to speak the language to identify this is Rama? territory”
(Grinevald & Pivot, 2013, p.196). Therefore, making the link between language and all
other aspects of life indivisible.

Another concept that appears linked to identity is the notion of legitimacy. Heller (2003)
explains that legitimacy is a common area of struggle, a struggle : “over who has the
legitimate right to define what counts as competence, like authenticity, as excellence, and
over who has the right to produce and distribute resources of language and identity” (p.
474). This authority to produce resources of language and identity is crucial in any
discussion around language-revitalisation efforts. Who has the authority and who assigns
legitimacy has been reported as an area of political struggle in revitalisation and use of
digital technologies. Particularly in the case of Indigenous media (Eisenlohr, 2004), it was
found that producers seek visibility and legitimacy, therefore, making use of this tool as a
space to assert their socio-political stance. Digital domains have also become spaces in
which individuals and communities find a place as a legitimate entity (Bow, forthcoming),
their online presence gives them, from the participants’ perspective, a feeling of
validation.

2 Footnote from the author of this current paper to clarify to the reader. Rama corresponds to the language of the Rama
people in Nicaragua (Central America). It is severely endangered and it has a population of about seven thousand
speakers (Ethnologue, 2022).
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Another recurring link to identity is the concept of self-determination. Revitalisation
projects and the use of digital technologies are seen as tools that support self-
determination in terms of ownership and control over design. This is based on the
possibility that the community has to design their own tools, that is, online platforms,
software, mobiles apps (Ovide & Garcia-Pefalvo, 2016). This factor allows the
community to create a culturally appropriate tool in terms of design and functionality
(Koole & Lewis, 2020). Czaykowska-Higgins et al. (2018) in the CURA project?, indicate
that “these tools were a creative means of empowering Indigenous governance and self-
determination” (Czaykowska-Higgins et al., 2018, p. 86). All the tailored features make
that a project suitable for one community but might not be for another one, which
emphasizes the specificity of each community (Koole, 2020). In the literature, self-
determination is also regarded as an opportunity to foster student-led learning, since
educational apps might favour the proactive participation of students as opposed to
teacher-led learning systems. These digital tools provide students with autonomy over
their learning and empowertheir feelings of self-identification (Miangah & Nezarat, 2012).

In the dynamics of language-revitalisation projects that make use of digital tools, it is not
infrequent to find prescriptivist ideologies. These ideologies are expressed in discussions
on authenticity that aim to establish some level of standardisation of the language. They
have been found when decisions about language use need to be made or associated to
underlying conceptions about the role of technologies. Some papers report intra-
community conflict within the projects, or between participants and non-participants of the
projects, regarding the real need for digital technologies. They argue that real community
members do not let their language be taught via apps, they do it themselves (Begay,
2013). Additionally, conflicts have been reported in terms of decision-making about
language, related to notions of standardisation or unification (Benedicto et al., 2002).
These dynamics of prescriptivist practices could hamper language-reclamation actions
and also the pursuit of self-determination.

Identity is also tied to notions of empowerment and capacity building. These concepts are
particularly found in literature regarding language-revitalisation projects that make use of
digital technology and that, at the same time, are based on collaborative work. This does
not mean that other projects previously mentioned are not designed as collaborative, or
that they do not foster these practices but, rather, that the following projects place a
particular emphasis on community impact by focusing on empowerment and capacity
building. The argument is based on the fact that these projects seek to include the
community at all stages of the research process by actively integrating them, whether in
consultation or as part of the research team (Genee, 2018; Genetti & Siemens, 2013;
Junker, 2018; Rice, 2018). There is great emphasis on promoting training that allows the
community to keep working on their own and continue with their language-revitalisation
work, since it is argued that this might empower them by increasing their self-confidence
and autonomous work, which might support Indigenous self-determination and cultural
ownership (Kraisame, 2018).

3 The CURA project was a language-revitalisation project that run from 2001 to 2011 in Vancouver Island Salish
Communities (Canada). It focused on two Coast Salish languages of Southern Vancouver Island: the SENCOFEN
(which has a population of about three thousand speakers with 20 fluent speakers) and the Hul’q’umi’num’ (which
has a population of about six thousand people and about 100 fluent speakers). Its objective was to contribute to
language revitalisation, to produce relevant material, and strengthen relationships between the Coast Salish
communities and the University of Victoria. For more information see Czaykowska-Higgins et al., 2018.
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It is beyond the scope of this paper but it is important to mention the great role that social
media is playing in the construction and expression of Indigenous identities. Online
platforms, such as Facebook, became quickly popular among Indigenous communities
and create new ways to express Indigenous identities (Brady et al., 2008; Virtanen, 2015).
A recent study has also shown that Indigenous people are adapting and mobilising social
media platforms to their needs as distinctive individuals and groups: “Indigenous people
are harnessing the affordances of digital technologies to express their identities and their
collective survival of colonialism. Thus, social media platforms play a significant role in
public articulations of identity” (Carlson & Kennedy, 2021, p. 1). Additionally, it has been
shown that in these virtual contexts, dynamics that exist in face-to-face interaction still
apply. Indigenous people “embody rather than disembody their identity when interacting
online and particularly on social media” (Carlson & Kennedy, 2021, p.4). From the point
of view of Elders, it has been reported that technologies can contribute to young
generations both as a tool that will offer them more opportunities in life* (Li et al., 2021),)
and one that can help the community to strengthen and amplify their voices in a
contemporary world (Singleton et al., 2009).

Reflections on the impact on identity

Literature about language revitalisation in general (e.g. Grenoble & Whaley, 2006; Olko
& Sallabank, 2021; Stebbins et al., 2017) and language revitalisation projects, in
particular (e.g. Grinevald & Pivot, 2013; Junker, 2018; Quintrileo, 2019; Taylor et al.
2020), offers very little information about what identity entails in the context where those
efforts occur. It is, of course, not the aim of such literature to delve into the broad
spectrum of considerations around the concept of identity, but considering that the same
literature usually stresses the intrinsic link between language and identity, there seems
to be a gap or an aspect that needs to be strengthened. Indigenous communities and
researchers will benefit from more insights about how identity is understood and how the
identity of participants might be impacted during language-revitalisation efforts. The
literature that has been reviewed is not based on a particular conceptualisation of identity
that allows us to directly explore how the use of technologies in language revitalisation
could impact Indigenous identities. Nonetheless, there are several aspects that relate to
the notions of identity as a self-positioning in an interactional context that has been
extracted and offers some insights into the possible impact on identity.

From information extracted from the theoretical and case studies’ literature, it is possible
to state that identity is impacted by the use of technology in revitalisation efforts.
Additionally, it is possible to state that these efforts can contribute to showing that
Indigenous languages can be and are part of the modern world. Such renewed
perspectives enhance feelings of pride in the community. These efforts can become a
place physical or imagined, where language reclamation as a political or socio-political
stance is possible. They can become a place where discussion around legitimacy can
develop and subsequently such discussions can lead to strengthening the right of self-
determination (in the broadest manner in which this can be understood). Lastly, when
language revitalisation is conducted collaboratively, it can contribute to community

4 Development of literacy skills is beyond the scope of this paper, however, if the reader is interested in this area, she
might find of particular interest the systematic review by Li et al. (2021) on research evidence regarding the impact
of technologies in enhancing literacy skills in Indigenous communities.
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empowerment and autonomy. It can be argued that all these threads will have an effect
on the self-positioning of community members taking part in the revitalisation effort as
well as those in the community who are not actively taking part in such projects as they
will possibly make use of the resources created in the projects. The participants will
certainly have to take a stance when decisions about language need to be made, when
designs need to be drawn, and these decisions will need to be communicated to other
community members. Of course, the decision-making process by itself might cause an
impact on identity as well. For the broader community, the impact might be more related
to feelings of pride, since they see the final outcome that already includes their languages
and confirms that Indigenous languages can be present in all domains of use.

This analysis confirms that technology in revitalisation work and its connection with
notions of identity can represent more than the use of a technological device, and be of
support to communities to renew or reconstruct their Indigenous language and identity.
From the reviewed literature, even though it is not possible to establish the success of
projects in terms of actual strengthening of ethnolinguistic vitality, it shows that these tools
are not only technological platforms or devices, but that these projects rely on community
and on community agency. Therefore, technology can certainly represent a revitalisation
tool because in its interaction with the community, technology realises its power of
transformation and it can support Indigenous futures.

Final remarks

Digital technologies are being used by Indigenous communities as instruments that can
support their language revitalisation efforts. Such instruments and their use can have a
positive impact on identity. However, this can only occur when community are active
agents in the design and production of their language materials. Indigenous identity is
intrinsically tied to building relationships and understanding our positioning in relation to
everything that is around us. New advancements are extremely relevant in the context of
language revitalisation. However, the relevance of digital technologies must not be
understood as one based on technologies as instruments with agency power, but rather,
as instruments that can potentially support speakers in their revitalisation endeavours. It
is speakers’ agency, among, of course, many other aspects that were not analysed in this
paper (such as institutional support), that strengthens and maintains the language.
Speakers are the ones who ultimately drive changes in linguistic practices and the people
who make languages thrive.

The impact of identity and the impact on identity need to be taken into account when the
aim is to work with technological tools that support revitalisation efforts because these
tools within these processes become revitalisation tools. In other words, they become
instruments that can be used to maintain our culture and help to bring our voices back.
Therefore, it should be encouraged that publications and research about revitalisation
efforts using digital tools address the matter of identity even if it is not the main goal of
the paper. Additionally, further research could explore the perspectives of the participants
of these projects through qualitative methods to investigate how the use of digital
technology impacts their identities and how they feel their identities are shaped
throughout the projects. These analyses and reflections around contemporary Indigenous
identities could offer not only more insight into current practices but also light up new
pathways to best support Indigenous peoples in the digital era.
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