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ABSTRACT

The Innu community of Sheshatshiu, Labrador, is one of an increasingly few
groups in which children learn an Aboriginal language at home and enter school speaking
little or no English; however, little sociolinguistic research has been conducted on its
linguistic situation. Research on language attitudes and use in other Aboriginal
communities shows that most of Canada’s Aboriginal languages are in decline. Given
this precedent, it seems likely that the language of Sheshatshiu would also be endangered
and that English would be regarded as the prestige language.

To determine if this is the case, a questionnaire was administered by inside
interviewers to a random stratified sample of 129 men and women, looking at a variety of
topics, including prestige, language change and loss, language of instruction in school
and patterns of language usage. Data were analysed statistically to determine whether
any of the four variables considered (age, education, gender and occupation) had an
effect on participants’ responses. Results indicate that the Sheshatshiu Innu generally
value their language, use it in daily life and are trying to balance cultural preservation

with the need to speak a majority language to communicate with the outside world.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

When looking at a minority language, there is one essential question: will the
language survive? In a small Aboriginal community in southern Labrador, this question
had yet to be posed and so a survey was administered to gather information on this and a
variety of other language-related topics that fall under the broad fields of language
attitudes and use. This type of work was a high priority for Band leaders, who were
interested not only in their community’s opinions about the viability of their language but
also in their thoughts on the community languages in general. This thesis is a description
of aspects of the linguistic situation in the Innu community of Sheshatshiu, Labrador,
with a focus on the two areas of sociolinguistic study previously mentioned, language
attitudes and use, discussing participants’ opinions of their own abilities and those of
others on subjects such as generational differences in speech, language loss, language
mixing and patterns of language usage. This introductory chapter provides the context in
which this study is placed while the second chapter discusses the methodology used in
creating and implementing the questionnaire. The results are discussed statistically in the
following chapter. The fourth chapter contains a discussion of trends apparent in the data
and is followed by a conclusion.

In order to ground this research, the importance of the study of the minority
languages is examined in §1.1. This is followed by a description of the Sheshatshiu Innu
that explains why this community was an ideal partner for this project and also discusses
previous research on the language. §1.3 looks at surveys on language attitudes and use

that have been administered in other Aboriginal communities in Canada.



1.1  The social and academic context of minority languages

Linguistic diversity, endangered languages and language death are receiving
increasing amounts of attention in both academic (e.g. Robins and Uhlenbeck 1991;
Grenoble and Whaley 1998; Crystal 2000; Hinton and Hale 2001: Skutnabb-Kangas,
Mafti and Harmon 2003) and non-academic (e.g. the European Bureau of Lesser-Used
Languages, Terralingua) circles. More and more, people are becoming aware that many
languages have been lost and that most minority languages are endangered. Some
believe that the impending reduction of linguistic diversity is positive; however, because
language “plays a crucial role in the acquisition, accumulation, maintenance, and
transmission of human knowledge”, lack of linguistic diversity can also be regarded as a
loss of knowledge and culture (Nettle and Romaine 2000:27). No matter what one’s
opinion on this subject is, language loss is a fact. The causes of this phenomenon are
varied though it is most strongly attributed to two factors: language shift, in which people
use the dominant language in lieu of their first (minority) language with increasing
frequency, and the institution of formal education, in which the language of instruction is
rarely the minority one (Mithun 1998).

Researchers, communities and other organisations are increasingly interested in
issues of language endangerment and maintenance. Mafti (2002:385) attributes the
increase of research in the field of linguistics to “the accumulation of a growing mass of
data not only on the grammatical and lexical feature of the world’s languages, but also on
the state of vitality of the languages”. Whatever the reason, it remains clear that

“language extinction has reached an extraordinary level in recent times and that the



outlook for an impressive percentage of the world’s surviving languages is very poor”
(Hale 1992:2). Further to this, Robins and Uhlenbeck (1991 :xiii) assert that “the
extinction of languages is a process which takes place nearly everywhere in the world”
and call for “an upsurge of descriptive activity” to document threatened, and typically
minority, languages across the globe. Consequently, it is imperative to maintain,
revitalize and document as many as possible, since nearly 90% of the world’s 6,912
languages are predicted to disappear in the next fifty years (Diamond 1993).!

Within the Canadian context, Kinkade (1991:157-158) argues that indigenous
languages “have been in decline ever since the first Europeans arrived in the sixteenth
and seventeenth centuries” and cites a variety of reasons, namely population decline
(historically due to disease and war), the institution of schools in which the use of
European languages was strictly enforced, the necessity to use a majority language
(English or French) in all areas of modern everyday life and the influence of media,
especially television. Given the far-reaching nature of these factors, Krauss’ (1992)
estimate that, of the Native North American languages still spoken, 80% are moribund, is
unsurprising; based on Drapeau’s (1995b) approximation, this means that there are only
between 11 and 14 languages in Canada still being learned as a first language by children.
Further to this, Foster (1982) argues that only three of Canada’s Aboriginal languages
have an excellent chance of survival: Cree, Ojibwe and Inuktitut. Although, as Drapeau
1995b observes, Foster refers to groups of languages rather than to specific language

varieties, this loss of Aboriginal languages remains a dire process. Data from the 1991

! The cited number of languages in the world was taken from Gordon (2005) in order to provide the most
up-to-date information.



Canadian census also supports the hypothesis that most indigenous languages are
endangered in this country, revealing that, of the total population with Aboriginal origins,
only 17% claimed to speak an Aboriginal language as their first language and only 11%
spoke an Aboriginal language at home (Drapeau 1996). This is not to say that minority
languages will be lost in the near future; rather, many communities, both in Canada and
abroad, are attempting to revitalize and maintain their languages, through language
planning and education initiatives. The Cree of Québec, for example, have successfully
implemented a Cree-as-language of instruction program, under the auspices of the Cree
Nation (Cree School Board 2005), ensuring that children are learning an Aboriginal

language both in the home and at school.

1.2 The Sheshatshiu Innu

Sheshatshiu is located in southern Labrador, approximately 40 kilometers
northeast of Happy Valley-Goose Bay. (See Map 1 on page 7.) It is a relatively young
community, having been established in the late 1950s and 1960s (Schuurman 1994).
Sheshatshiu is now home to approximately 1500 people (Armitage, personal
communication, 13 August 2005), most of them speakers of the language Innu-aimun
(also known as Montagnais). Most residents are bilingual, speaking both Innu-aimun and
English (Indian and Northern Affairs Canada 2004); however, elders tend to be

monolingual, speaking only Innu-aimun.> One of the defining characteristics of

? Myers-Scotton’s (2006:44) definition of bilingualism has been adopted: “bilingualism is the ability to use
two or more languages sufficiently to carry on a limited casual conversation...[without] specific limits on
proficiency”. It is important to note that “balanced bilinguals”, those who are equally proficient in the
languages that they speak, are rare (Myers-Scotton 2006:38).



Sheshatshiu is that children learn Innu-aimun as their first language and enter school
speaking little or no English, one of the reasons that Philpott et al. (2004:4) call the
Labrador Innu one of the “most successful of the world’s aboriginal peoples in retaining
their language and some connection to the traditional practices of their hunter-gatherer
culture”.

In order to assess the linguistic situation of Sheshatshiu and to determine whether
or not the community felt they were in danger of losing their traditional language, a
questionnaire was devised. This questionnaire asked community members for their
opinions on a variety of language-related issues, such as language loss and change, the
importance of community languages, and language and education; it also gathered
information about their patterns of language use in terms of both Innu-aimun, the
Aboriginal and minority language, and English, the majority language used both in and
outside of the community. Their opinions are important not only because they forge the
current linguistic situation of Sheshatshiu but because it is ultimately up to the
population, through the choices they make, to determine whether or not their language

will live or die.



1.2.1 A brief history of the Innu

The Innu are an indigenous people who have inhabited what is now known as the
Québec-Labrador peninsula for over 6,000 years (Philpott et al. 2004). They were one of
the first groups to encounter European explorers but “remained much less well known
than other aboriginal groups living further west, even though these others were contacted
much later” (Tanner 1999). Eventually, the Innu did interact with fur traders and
missionaries and adapted their hunting customs so that they could participate in the fur
trade at various posts and also “made a point during their regular migrations of going to
certain posts when they knew a priest would be there; priests also circulated around the
posts to hold missions for the Innu annually” (Burnaby 2004:33). Despite this increased
contact, the Innu maintained their nomadic ways, although they became increasingly
dependent on trading, credit and eventually government sources of income when natural
resources were scarce. Eventually, however, the Innu settled in permanent communities
in Québec and Labrador, shown in Map 1 on the following page: Matsheuiatsh,
Betsiamites, Schefferville, Sept-Iles, Mingan, Natashquan, La Romaine and St. Augustin
in Québec and Sheshatshiu and Natuashish in Labrador.”

Philpott et al. (2004:3) attribute the settlement of the Labrador Innu communities
to “the assimilation policy of Premier Joseph Smallwood’s post-Confederation
government in the 1950s and 1960s” and state that this policy “dramatically changed the
lives of all Labrador Innu” because it became mandatory for children to attend school

from September to June. This forced the Innu to adopt a new lifestyle in which they were

3 Communities are listed from west to east. Note that the language in Natuashish is often referred to as
“Naskapi”.
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tied to one location for most of the year; consequently, they were unable to continue
hunting and trapping as was their custom and many were forced to rely on government
assistance or to seek alternative means of sustenance (Tanner 1979). Despite these
drastic changes and difficult living conditions, the “majority of the population [had] made
this their year-round base” by 1968 (Schuurman 1994:41). Once the Innu settled into
communities, political bodies such as the Naskapi Montagnais Innu Association (later
Innu Nation) were established. Through this organisation and others like it, the
Sheshatshiu Innu worked to improve their community. Currently, the Sheshatshiu Innu
are seeking reserve status from the Canadian government in an effort to become more

autonomous.

1.2.2 Research on Sheshatshiu-aimun

There has been a fair amount of linguistic research conducted in Sheshatshiu in
the last 25 years. (See MacKenzie 1991 or the online bibliography at http://www.innu-
aimun.ca for a more detailed accounting.) There has been a significant contribution in
terms of phonology, morphology and syntax (e.g. Baraby 1984, 1986; Branigan, Brittain
and Dyck 2005; Branigan and MacKenzie 1999, 2001, 2002; MacKenzie and Clarke
1981; among others). A reference grammar (Clarke 1982) and lessons for English
speakers (Clarke 1986a, Clarke and MacKenzie 2006) have also been produced. Most of
the sociolinguistic and phonological investigation stems from the Sheshatshiu
Sociolinguistic Variability Project (SSVP), an endeavour undertaken by Clarke and

MacKenzie in the early 1980s, which focussed on phonology and dialectical differences



found within the community (e.g. Clarke 1984, 1986b, 1987, 1988, 1990; Clarke and
MacKenzie 1984; MacKenzie and Clarke 1983; Mailhot, MacKenzie and Clarke 1984).
There has also been some anthropological work that describes the community of
Sheshatshiu without discussing its linguistic situation in any great detail (e.g. Mailhot
1997). Consequently, there is a gap in the literature that will be partially filled by this
study, which looks at the Innu’s attitudes toward the community languages, rather than

documenting language-internal features.

1.3 Relationship to existing research

This section consists of a review of relevant research, to contextualize the study.
The first section looks at research on language attitudes and use that has been conducted
in other Canadian Aboriginal communities, namely with the Betsiamites Innu, the Fisher
River Cree, the Inuit of Labrador and Québec, and the various communities in
Saskatchewan that are discussed in the Saskatchewan Indigenous Languages Survey.
The second section discusses research on language mixing in other Canadian Aboriginal

communities, specifically with the Betsiamites Innu.

1.3.1 Research on language attitudes and use in other Canadian Aboriginal
communities

Research on the language attitudes and use of indigenous communities is
becoming more common as people realize that indigenous languages are endangered and
may be lost in the near future. The studies summarized in this section focussed on

language attitudes and use in Aboriginal communities in Canada, providing a framework



in which the Sheshatshiu survey can be contextualized. First, the Innu of Betsiamites,
Québec, are discussed, followed by those with the Fisher River Cree and the Labrador
Inuit. §1.2.2.4 looks at surveys conducted among the Inuit of Arctic Québec and §1.2.2.5

at a provincial survey conducted by the Saskatchewan Indigenous Languages Committee.

1.3.1.1 The Innu of Betsiamites, Québec*

In the summer of 1991, Oudin and Drapeau oversaw the first sociolinguistic
survey that focussed on Innu language use and attitudes in Betsiamites, an Innu
community located between Forestville and Baie-Comeau in southern Québec. The
questionnaire, which consisted of 80 questions written in both Innu-aimun and French,
was administered to a final sample consisting of 282 participants over the age of
eighteen.” The survey was administered by four female fieldworkers from the
community (inside interviewers®) and consisted primarily of closed questions based on a
five-point scale (Oudin and Drapeau 1993).’

In general, it was found that Innu-aimun was:

...maintained as the normal language of daily interactions in the
village, while French [was] mostly restricted to use as the language
of instruction in both the primary and secondary schools of the
community as well as the media (with the exception of the local

community radio).
(Drapeau 1995a:158)

* Information provided in this section was drawn from Oudin (1992) unless otherwise noted.

> See the appendix of Oudin (1992) for the entire Betsiamites survey.

® This term is defined in §2.3.1.

7 Although Oudin and Drapeau do not explicitly state that they used a Likert scale, the scale for this survey
has all the characteristics of this form of measurement. (See §2.2 for more on this scale.)

10



More specifically, data gathered through the administration of this questionnaire revealed
that Innu-aimun had great symbolic importance for all ages and that over half of the
respondents (52.29%) believed that Innu-aimun and French were equally important;
35.71% thought that Innu-aimun was more important while 5% selected French as the
more important language. The survey also indicated that most of the population was
concerned about the future viability of their language (with an average score of 3.1/ 5%
In terms of age categories, elders were the most concerned while adults ages 30-39 were
the least concerned. Overall, however, 70.5% of respondents believed that Innu-aimun
would be spoken in the community in the coming generations.

Age was also a significant variable when discussing language use. For example,
the use of codeswitching by younger speakers was viewed negatively by older
generations while elders were viewed as speaking “pure” Innu (Oudin and Drapeau
1993:82).” There was also a correlation between listening to community radio and the
desire to preserve Innu-aimun; those who listened to the radio the most had a greater
desire to maintain their language. Furthermore, an overwhelming majority believed that
their language was deteriorating. Overall, the most significant indicators in Betsiamites

were age, gender and level of education.

¥ This statistic is marked as a fraction in Oudin (1992) because it is a mean score rather than a percentage.
? Codeswitching is a mode of communication common in bi- and multilingual communities that can be
defined as “the alternate use of two codes in a fully grammatical way, in the same discourse, and even in
the same sentence” (Poplack 1988:44), where each code is “associated with different sets of social
values...and so is appropriate for use with different interlocutors” (Milroy 1987:184-5).
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1.3.1.2 The Fisher River Cree™

Another language attitudes and use survey was administered among the Fisher
River Cree in Manitoba, approaching the subject from a social psychological perspective.
In this study, 78 people of Cree ancestry were randomly selected to fill out an anonymous
language and identity survey written in English, with most questions evaluated on a 5-
point Likert scale, a form of measurement in which subjects are asked to “agree or
disagree with a sample of propositions about beliefs, evaluations and actions held by an
individual” (Bradburn, Sudman and Wansink 2004:126). The sample was divided into
two groups based on where they were recruited: one group from the high school (32
teenagers between the ages of 13 and 18) and the other from the community (46 adults
over the age of 18). The majority of the sample group was female (61.5%), with another
38.9% self-identifying as male and two participants who chose not to reveal their gender.

Results indicate that there was a generational difference; adults felt more strongly
about their language and identity and reported “significantly higher levels of oral
proficiency...and greater use of Cree than teenagers” (Satchdev 1998:112-113). Also,
while the adults did not identify different settings as more appropriate for English or
Cree, the teenagers thought that it was more appropriate to use English than Cree in all of
the settings discussed in the survey (home, social events, school/work and religious
contexts).

From these findings, it was concluded that age was the key variable in the Fisher

River Cree study. Age was “positively correlated to Cree oral proficiency, use, attitudes,

' Information in this section was drawn from Satchdev (1998) unless otherwise noted.
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and preference for a Cree language questionnaire...[i.e.] the older the participant was, the
greater was the reported proficiency and favorable attitudes about the use of Cree”
(Satchdev 1998:115). Despite this, English was the dominant language in the community
for both the teenagers and the adults, with participants reporting fairly low levels of Cree
proficiency and use, and high levels of English proficiency and use. All of these factors

contribute to the conclusion that Fisher River Cree is in danger of being lost.

1.3.1.3 The Labrador Inuit™

Language attitudes have also been researched in Inuit communities in both
Labrador and Québec. Compared to other Inuit communities, the Labrador Inuit have
experienced the most dramatic language loss (Chartrand 1988), with the shift from
Inuttitut'” to English accelerating dramatically since the 1950s. In a critical examination
of language maintenance initiatives among the Labrador Inuit, Mazurkewich (1991:59)
found that using English as the language of education was “disastrous” for Inuttitut,
facilitating its decline. In the community of Nain, for example, the Inuit are becoming
increasingly bilingual and the non-Inuit increasingly monolingual, in English.
Mazurkewich’s (1991) study, which examined the acquisition of lexical and grammatical
structures of eight children educated in a First Language Program,' also revealed that
Kindergarten children spoke English to both English- and Inuttitut-speaking interviewers,

“demonstrat[ing] a striking reluctance to speak Inuttut” even though they were more

" Information for this section was taken from Mazurkewich 1991 unless otherwise noted.

2 The Labrador dialect of Inuktitut is sometimes referred to as Inuttitut or Inuttut.

" A First Language Program is an education program in which children are educated in an Aboriginal
language, Inuttut, from kindergarten to Grade 2, at which point they are switched to English-language
Instruction.
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proficient in Inuttut than English (Mazurkewich 1991:63). The older children, in Grades
1 and 2, also demonstrated this reluctance to speak Inuttitut, although to a lesser degree.
Generally, however, the Kindergarten students opted to speak English rather than
Inuttitut, irrespective of the setting, perhaps due to the fact that English is the dominant
language in the community, and it took at least a year for children to realize that Inuttitut
is acceptable in the school. The decline of Inuttitut has also been noted in Robitaille and
Choiniére (1984), who found English to be the dominant language in the homes of the

Labrador Inuit.

1.3.1.4 The Inuit of Arctic Québec

For the Inuit of Arctic Quebec, Inuktitut is the predominant language. Taylor and
Wright (1989) administered a survey about language attitudes, intergroup attitudes and
threats to Inuit language and culture to the largest settlement in Nouveau Québec.'* The
final sample consisted of 248 Inuit, 35 Anglophones and 81 Francophones, all of whom
considered themselves to be “long-term” residents of the community."” They found that
the Inuit language was “strong and vibrant”, with Inuktitut as the language of the home
and, to a lesser extent, the community; however, English can be viewed as the dominant
language of the community. It was the lingua franca of the community, the preferred
language for young people and for the workplace, and the preferred second language for
Inuit and Francophones, despite the fact that Anglophones make up less than 10% of the

population (Taylor and Wright 1989:105).

' Taylor and Wright (1989) do not identify the community by name.
' The use of these linguistic and ethnic labels is adopted directly from the source material.
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In a later survey, Taylor et al. (1993:204) approached 34 caregivers from the same
community and found that Inuktitut was still very strong, with the community “only
beginning to experience the effects of...language loss”.'® They attributed this dominance
to two factors: (1) this group of Inuit was one of the last to have English or French
speakers enter their territory; and (2) they had some degree of control over political,
economic and educational institutions. The data revealed that this group’s answers were
consistent with those from the broader 1989 linguistic survey, making this study a
“credible indicator of the community view’s as a whole” (Taylor et al. 1993:202). They

also revealed that the caregivers had a very positive attitude about language, believing

that it will remain strong, an attitude that Taylor et al. (1993:205) classify as “idealistic”.

1.3.1.5 The Saskatchewan Indigenous Languages Survey*’

Conducted in 1988 and 1989, this report was designed to investigate the state and
status of Aboriginal languages in Saskatchewan with a focus on patterns of language use
in the home and in the community. In total, twenty communities and six languages were
included. Information was gathered by means of a “semi-structured” interview in which
a questionnaire was administered by Aboriginal people, enlisted from respondents’
communities whenever possible (Saskatchewan Indigenous Languages Committee
1991:1). Two versions of the questionnaire were used in this study. The first was

administered in homes where one or two Aboriginal languages were spoken while the

' Taylor et al. (1993:200) define caregivers as “either parents or those persons who assumed the role of
primary child rearer”.

'7 All information drawn from Saskatchewan Indigenous Languages Committee (1991) unless otherwise
noted.
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second was used in homes where more were used. Both questionnaires concentrated
primarily on language use and fluency, especially in the home, though other data were
gathered as well. In total, over 400 questionnaires were completed and, after analysis,
each of the twenty communities surveyed was located on a continuum, labelled as one of
the following: (1) “dead”, (2) “extremely critical condition”, (3) “critical condition”, (4)
“serious condition”, (5) “fair but deteriorating condition” or (6) “good health, but a few
symptoms of ill-health”. Assessments were based on frequencies, rather than percentages,
in order to compensate for the varying population sizes in the communities visited.

The Saskatchewan Indigenous Languages Committee found that the majority of
the communities surveyed fell into the category of “extremely critical condition”, with
two communities being categorized as being in “critical condition” and four others in
“serious condition”. Only two communities were labelled as being in “fair but
deteriorating condition” and three as being in “good health, but [with] a few symptoms of
ill-health”. The committee also concluded that immediate action was required to
maintain all of the Aboriginal languages in Saskatchewan, no matter what their status,
and suggested various avenues through which this might be achieved, such as the use of

indigenous languages in schools and in the community.

1.3.1.6 Summary
The results of these surveys are quite varied. For example, although the language
of the Inuit of Arctic Québec remains strong, Inuttitut (the Labrador variety of Inuktitut)

is highly endangered. The Fisher River Cree and seven of the nine Saskatchewan
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communities with Cree speakers were described as being in serious condition, with
language loss a distinct possibility while the Betsiamites Innu serve as an example of a
community in which the language was thought to be strong. One common factor, at least
to some of the surveys, is the importance of the age variable since older speakers tend to

have a better command of the Aboriginal language.

1.3.2 Research on language mixing in other Canadian Aboriginal communities™

Only one relevant study has been published on language mixing in Canadian
Aboriginal communities. Data on language use was gathered from the Betsiamites Innu.
Sources of data include the 1991 survey of Innu-aimun in this community; natural speech
data from informal interviews; recordings of speeches, and discourse from community
radio; taped group sessions; and ethnolinguistic observation in the community over a
five-year period (1981-1986)."

Codeswitching in Betsiamites Innu-aimun occurs at the intrasentential level
(within the sentence), with French items, either short phrases or single words, being
inserted. ** Drapeau (1995a) found that, in monitored speech, such as in political
speeches or conversations with elders, codeswitching was virtually non-existent; in
natural conversation between young and middle-aged adults, however, switching from

Innu-aimun to French was very common. The most interesting discovery was that single

'® Information in this section was drawn from Drapeau (1995a) unless otherwise noted.
' The survey is discussed in depth in §1.2.2.1 and §2.2.
2 For a definition of codeswitching, recall the footnote in §1.2.2.1.
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constituent switching, consisting primarily of noun switching, as in the following
example, was quite common amongst young and middle-aged bilinguals:

(la)  tshimin-a le castor?
‘Will you eat the beaver?’

(1b)  tshimin-a du lait?
‘Will you drink some milk?’ (Drapeau 1995a:160)

In example set (1), the French constituents le castor ‘the beaver’ and du lait
‘some milk’ have been used despite the presence of these items in the active Innu-aimun
lexicon. Caregivers, i.e. individuals responsible for raising children, applied this type of
intrasentential switching only to lexical items, stating that they “wish to restrict their
vocabulary to those items that they expect their child should know”; contradictorily,
grammatical items, such as Innu-aimun verbs, which are highly complex, are not
simplified. As a result, when 17 four-year-old children were asked to identify familiar
objects, they referred to some items correctly in Innu-aimun but systematically identified
others in French, a result that “shocked” caregivers, indicating that the community was
not necessarily aware of the potential repercussions of codeswitching (Drapeau
1995a:161-162). However, despite the attrition of basic vocabulary, Drapeau concludes
that Betsiamites-aimun was not undergoing a shift to French. At the time of the study,
Innu-aimun was generally being spoken by adults and children, although children
entering school speak a “type of mixed Montagnais that integrates a great quantity of
French phrases” (Drapeau 1995a:162). The overall conclusion, however, is that this

mixed Innu-aimun has not, as yet, affected the survival of the language.
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1.3.3 Summary of relationship to existing research

Several studies have been conducted on the language attitudes and use of
Canadian Aboriginal communities, with varying results. For some groups, such as the
Inuit of Arctic Québec, the Aboriginal language remained strong despite the presence of
majority languages while, for others, such as the Labrador Inuit, the language was in
great danger of being lost. The linguistic situation of Betsiamites is of particular interest
since, to this point, this was the only Innu community in which an attitudinal survey had
been conducted. This community showed high levels of language mixing and concern
for the future of their language but also displayed that the Betsiamites Innu valued Innu-

aimun a great deal.

14 Summary

Language endangerment and loss are serious threats faced by most Aboriginal
languages. The factors that have helped sustain Inuttitut in Arctic Québec (geographical
isolation and political, economic and educational autonomy) are not as strong in
Sheshatshiu; consequently, it could be hypothesized that the results for the Sheshatshiu
survey will pattern in the same manner as those of the Labrador Inuit, the Fisher River
Cree, the Betsiamites Innu and most of the Aboriginal communities in Saskatchewan.
However, given that Innu-aimun was still being learned as a first language by children at
the time the survey was administered, it was expected that the language would still be
viewed as strong. Furthermore, in keeping with the findings from the Betsiamites and

Fisher River surveys, age was expected to be the most significant variable. An important
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difference between the two Innu communities, however, is that language mixing was not
expected to be as prominent in Sheshatshiu as it was in Betsiamites since codeswitching

in Betsiamites-aimun occurs with a very high frequency.
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2.0 METHODOLOGY

This chapter discusses how the data for this study were gathered by first justifying
the instrument and then looking at how the Sheshatshiu survey was constructed and
implemented. The first section discusses why a questionnaire was used to gather
information about the community’s linguistic situation, as opposed to other methods used
in sociolinguistics. The second section examines the survey used in Sheshatshiu,
discussing its source material and development, while the third part of this chapter
focuses on the administration of the survey, looking at the fieldworkers and sample.
Finally, there is an examination of the instrument, looking at ways in which it could have

been improved.

2.1 Justification of the instrument

The questionnaire is an established instrument in the social sciences that has
recently come to be used in sociolinguistic studies (Milroy and Gordon 2003:51).
According to Agheyisi and Fishman (1970:144), it is the “most popular instrument for
eliciting data” for language attitude surveys, especially when dealing with a large sample,
as was the case in Sheshatshiu. Furthermore, Baker (1995:9) asserts that “[a]ttitude
surveys provide social indicators of changing beliefs and the chances of success in policy
implementation...[and that i]n terms of minority languages, attitudes, like Censuses,
provide a measure of the health of the language.” Such perspectives support the use of a

questionnaire in Sheshatshiu since the survey was intended to gauge the community’s
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opinions about language in order to develop an accurate description of its linguistic
situation.

While “...many linguists feel that questionnaires are best used in association with
other types of data elicitation...because a fuller picture of the data can be accessed if it is
approached from more than one angle” (Wray et al. 1998:167), surveys are often
administered without an accompanying interview since interviews are very time-
consuming and can go in unexpected directions, making the results more difficult to
quantify and analyze statistically. Moreover, in order to code open-ended responses, the
researcher must devise a strategy by which responses can be encoded systematically,
which creates room for “the possibility of misunderstanding and researcher bias” (Babbie
and Benaquisto 2002:242). As a result, the Sheshatshiu survey consists primarily of
closed-ended questions with a few open-ended ones.'

In Sheshatshiu, the survey was administered by fieldworkers in structured
interviews, a format in which the interviewer is supposed to read out the questions
exactly as they are written on the page and in the same order every time. This type of
interview ensures that “each respondent receives exactly the same interview
stimulus...[in order] to ensure that interviewees’ replies can be aggregated” (Bryman
2004:110) and also means that someone is available if participants have questions. Since
this survey did include open-ended questions, interviewers were encouraged to take
detailed notes of any comments made, not only for these but whenever participants

wished to elaborate on their answers. These questions typically followed up on the

2! Closed-ended questions give the respondent a fixed number of response options while open-ended
questions allow the participant to frame his/her response s/he sees fit (Babbie and Benaquisto 2002).
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previous closed-ended questions and have not been analyzed statistically; instead, the
data from these questions are reported in a purely descriptive manner, in which responses

were tallied into groups and discussed in terms of number rather than percentages.

2.2 Questionnaire design

The Sheshatshiu survey consists of 103 questions that cover a variety of language-
related topics, including but not limited to language attitudes, language use, language
mixing, language and education, and language maintenance. It is based on two other
surveys used in other Canadian Aboriginal communities, Oudin and Drapeau’s 1991
survey of the Betsiamites Innu and Papen’s 2002 survey of the Atikamekw of Quebec.

The Oudin-Drapeau survey served as the foundation for the Sheshatshiu
questionnaire because it was administered in an Innu community and because Papen used
it as the basis for the Atikamekw survey.”> Designed to investigate “les perceptions de la
population de Betsiamites en ce qui concerne son comportement et ses competences
linguistiques, ainsi que ses attitudes face aux langues et aux groupes en presence”, the
Betsiamites survey consisted of 80 questions inspired by both sociolinguistic and social
psychological studies (Oudin 1992:61). These questions can be divided into five
sections: (a) demographic information; (b) evaluations of linguistic competence of
participants’ own abilities in French and Innu-aimun, as well as the abilities of older and
younger generations; (c) language mixing; (d) language attitudes, focusing on Innu-

aimun; and (e) ethnic identity (Oudin 1992). The survey was written in both Innu-aimun

22 A further benefit is that the results of the surveys will be compatible, allowing for comparisons in the
future.
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and French and was comprised entirely of closed-ended questions. Below is an example
of one of the Oudin-Drapeau questions:

(2) Est-ce que la langue montagnaise est quelque chose d’important pour toi
ou n’est-elle pas importante?
Tshimishta ispiteliten-a tshitaimun kie mak apu ishpitelitamin-a? Tipuelit
eshpish ishpitelitamin.

1. : beaucoup / tshitshue eshe ++
2. : oui, pas mal / eshe +
3. : plus ou moins / eshe kie mauat +-
4. : pas tellement / apu shuk -
5. : pas du tout / mauat nasht

(Ouzi-in 1992:162)
As this example shows, the questions asked for opinions on a five-point scale. The
pluses and minuses to the right of the response choices were used as visual cues for
participants; although fieldworkers were employed to record their responses, participants
were given a copy of the questionnaire to follow.

The survey designed by Robert Papen for use in Atikamekw communities in 2002
was the other questionnaire that influenced the development of the Sheshatshiu
questionnaire. Papen’s survey was based on the Oudin-Drapeau survey and consisted of
80 questions, examining language attitudes, language use, codeswitching and language in
the school, among other things. Papen had noticed problems with some of the wording of
the Drapeau questionnaire and adapted his survey accordingly, as well as making some
adjustments to suit the needs of the Atikamekw community (Papen, personal
communication, 6 August 2003). He also added the sections about language mixing and
attitudes toward schools, which have been included in the Sheshatshiu questionnaire.

The Sheshatshiu survey was developed by comparing these two surveys on a

question-by-question basis, creating a master list. From this, duplicated questions were
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deleted and new ones added to meet community-specific requirements, such as an
increased focus on self-evaluations (e.g. Q21, 26-27, 38a, 38b) generational differences
(Q76-77, 84-85), language loss (e.g. Q56-57, 83, 86) and patterns of language use (e.g.
Q46, 49, 51, 53, 97). At this point, the questionnaire was also translated into
Sheshatshiu-aimun. This preliminary draft was presented at a meeting with community
and Innu Education Authority representatives in December 2003. Questions deemed
unnecessary or intrusive were removed; the most notable deletion is the section on ethnic
identity, a topic which was of great importance in Betsiamites but that is not an issue in
Sheshatshiu. Another difference is that the background section in the Sheshatshiu
questionnaire is slightly more extensive than that in the Betsiamites or Atikamekw survey
since:

...[t]o ensure comparability, you need, where feasible, to obtain at least

minimal reliable background information on your subjects/respondents.

To compare responses from a group there need to be some base-line

features in common, so that it is clear why a comparison is valid.

(Wray et al. 1998:168-169)
The extra questions (11b, 12 (an expansion on Papen’s question about Internet usage),
13) in this section were inserted to update the survey and/or to make it more relevant to
the community. Some open-ended questions were also added, primarily as follow-up
questions to closed-ended questions on subjects that have prompted much discussion,
such as vocabulary loss.
These amendments resulted in the final draft, which can be divided into four

sections:

e Demographic information (Questions 1-15, 38)
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e Self-evaluation of linguistic competence (Questions 16-19, 22-25, 30-32)

e Language attitudes

(0]

(0]

(0]

(0]

Generational differences (Questions 33-37, 68-69, 72-74, 76-77, 84-85)
Importance of community languages (Questions 78-80, 87-92)

Language and education (Questions 98-103)

Language loss (Questions 56-57, 60, 81-83, 86, 93-94)

e Language use

(0}

(0}

(0}

Language(s) of daily use (Question 40)

Language use at home (Questions 41-43, 50-51, 59)

Language use at work/school (Question 44)

Language use with friends (Question 47)

Preferred language(s) when a non-Innu person is present (Questions 52-
53)

Preferred language(s) of response (Questions 48-49)

Location (in vs. outside of the community) as a factor in language
selection (Questions 45-46, 54-55)

Language mixing (Questions 58, 61-67, 70-71, 75, 95-97)

Below is a question from the Sheshatshiu survey:

3) How well do you understand (spoken) Innu-aimun?
Tan eshpish nishtutamin Innu-aimun?

very well well acceptably poorly very poorly
nimishta nishtuten  ninishtuten miam ishpish apu shuk nasht apu

nishtutaman
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As this example shows, questions were evaluated on a five-point Likert scale, as did both

the Oudin-Drapeau and Papen surveys.

2.3  Administration of the questionnaire

The questionnaire was administered in Sheshatshiu over a six-week period in the
fall of 2004 to 130 men and women from the community. Participants were community
residents fluent in Innu-aimun and over the age of 19, the age of majority in
Newfoundland and Labrador; fluency in English wa