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OVERVIEW

Guiding Question: Is stable bilingualism possible in an aboriginal
language context with encroaching majority languages?

1. Current Language Situation
e demographics, strong L1 acquisition, future prospects

2. Preschool Simultaneous Bilinguals
e code mixing, cross-lingusstic influence

3. School-Aged L2-Learner Bilinguals
e L1 proficiency after school onset, language use choices

4. Long-Term Prognosis
e depends on language use choices made at home and

school



PART 1.
CURRENT LANGUAGE
SITUATION



ESKIMO-ALEUT LANGUAGE EAMILY

o Spoken In Sibera, Alaska, Canadian Arctic, Greenlanad
o 8lmainilanguages, many: dialects
¢ 137,000rspeakers overall; 29,000 n Canada (2001 census)
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ESKIMO-ALEUT LANGUAGE HEALTH

% Inuit Pepulation
Whe are Speakers
Sihena Veny iew
Alaska 26% - 48%
\Western Canada 250
Eastern Canada - 90%
Greenland 98%

Eactors: lnvelvead:
o development ol wiiting system and literacy/
o .1 support In' schooling

(Derais 1990, 1992; Statistics Canada 1996)



INUIT LANGUAGES INFCANADA (2001)
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CANADIAN INUIT LANGUAGE HEALTH

All It Children age: 2-15
% o InuIit Who...

1996 | 2001 [ 1996 2001
IHave lnukttut as first languager| 78% | 77% 74% 73%
Use Inuktitut at heme 66% | 64% 66% 64%

N
Can understand/speak Inuktitue] 90%, | 90% 90% J0)%
Can converse In Inukitut 82% | 62% 0% 60%

s NIghest rates; o any Canadian akorginal language
s OneE of few abkoerginal languages with chance oflong-tern sunvival

o NIghI LT preficiency. In Nunavik preschoolers: (Allen, Crago, ete.)

(Statistics Canada 2001)




L1 INUKTITUT + MAJORITY LANGUAGE =
BILINGUALISM OR LANGUAGE SHIFT?

o 4200/18605) (2%) InfNUnavut reperied as simultaneous bilingual
(Inuktitut andf English/Erench)iin 2004 census
o all ether Inuit (Up terage: =50) become bilingual threugh scheoling

and community /- media expesure: i English and Erench
N



SCHOOL LANGUAGE EXPOSURE

o grades K-2: instruction; in Inuktitut In; mest communities

o grades 3#: instruction inf Englishr or Erench, Withrlnuktitut fer
sulbjects like physical education and religion

o A recent years, seme content subjects partially taught in
IRUKLILUL

o I large communities (1000+), Gulions fier Instructon i English
and Erenchifrom grade K

o [ SEME communities, options for Instructien In Inukiitut threough
giade 4'ors

(Crage 1992, Eriks-Brophy: & Crage 1994, Eriks-Brophy 1997)



OTHER LANGUAGE EXPOSURE

Community:

o [nukttut: low prestige situations (heme, secializing, menial work)
o English/Erench: Righer prestige situations (specialized work)

o English linguaiiranca even though anglephenes minemty (5=

£15%0)

o non=lnuitrarely leam moere than' a few cemmonWords of
IRUKLILUL -

Media

o aVerage nome has atleast 2 I\ sets
o Walch average ofi 3.25 hours per day, only: 85 mins Innukiitut
o communIty radie i Inuktittt, regienal news reperts In English

(Taylor & Wright 1990; Dorais 1989, 1996)



L1 INUKTITUT + MAJORITY LANGUAGE =
BILINGUALISM OR LANGUAGE SHIFT?

o 4200/166051(2%) RPN URaVUt reperied as simulznecus pilinguezl
(Inukbttzarcd English/ERREN)IRFZ001 CERSUS
s allfetnerinuit(Uprierage: =50) heconenlingualthretgnrscheoling

and communpky/ 2neimedierexposuie e rERaliIsranaiEench

N
o danger offlanguage: shiit and evenitial less; oif Inukuibti

PEecause ofithe prevalence and prestige off English/Erench

o tRIS ype ol language shiit hasyocecured n other Inuit regions
WIthin ene generation

o Ighrcommunity Valuefier Inukutut; but' eneugih SUPPort?



WHAT DOES CHILD
BILINGUALISM LOOK LIKE?

o Simultaneoeusihilinguals' - en the fifent lInes
o confusion? language nfiltaben? - mixing, Infiluence
o Erenchi-Englishibilinguals: ne coniusion
o [nuktitut-English: 22272
sprestige difference, net ©OPOL, different structures
N
o jater bilinguals - mere L2 exposule
s PEEr and societal Influences



PART 2:
PRESCHOOL SIMULTANEOUS
BILINGUAL ACQUISITION



INUKTITUT LANGUAGE STRUCTURE

AUkt English
\Word Order SURJect - - \/erla) [ subject - Vero, -
Viedifier-Notn Order
Omission eof S andO
Morphemes per\Worad -
Vers/Neun Inflection

eqg. . 2IlSIESIEg 2
[Sled-my. get-PRESENT-I]

T will get 7 (Child 2:9)



INUKTITUT LANGUAGE STRUCTURE

Inuktitut

English

\Word Order

SURJEect - object - verh

SURJEect - Ver - ohject

Vioedifier-Noun @rder

@mission off Srandf O

Morphemes per\Worad

VVerp/Noun Inflection

e.g.

~ [sled-my
1hwillfget

- allSI-Si-gamea.

get-PRESENT-I]
7 (Child 2;9)




INUKTITUT LANGUAGE STRUCTURE

Inuktitut

English

\Word Order

SURJEect - object - verh

SURJEect - Ver - ohject

Vioedifier-Noun @rder

noun - moedifier

modifer - heun

O@mission of S and O

veny. iree

Very: restricted

Morphemes per\Worad

VVerp/Noun Inflection

e.g.

~ [sled-my

SlitrauinEkkani aitsi-si-gamea.
get-PRESENT-I|

Jhwillfget my sled.” (Chilal259)




INUKTITUT LANGUAGE STRUCTURE

AUkt English
\Word Order SURJEct - object - Verh | subject - Verl - ehject
Viedifier-Notn Order AEUR - moedifier modifer - neun
@mission 6fi S and © Verny. fiee Very restricted
Morphemes per\Worad Up te 10mer worad 1-2 per word
Ver/Neun Inflection

e.g.

Siitravti-kkani aisi-si-gama. — 2.5/ Weld
[sled-my. get-PRESENT-I]
Jwillfget my. sled.* (Chilai259) = 1/ word




INUKTITUT LANGUAGE STRUCTURE

Inuktitut

English

\Word Order

SURJEect - object - verh

SURJEect - Ver - ohject

Vioedifier-Noun @rder

noun - moedifier

modifer - heun

@mission 6fi S and © Verny. fiee Very restricted
Morphemes per\Worad Up te 10mer worad 1-2 per word
Ver/Noun Infiection 1000+ 8

e.g.

[sled-my.

Siitravti-kkaniraisi-si-gama. — 2
get-PRESENH-|
Jwillfget my. sled.* (Chilai259)

=40




STUDY 1 - CODE MIXING
(Allen, Genesee, EFish, & Crago, 2002, 2003)

o ISe Woerds/phrasestiiem bhoeth Language A and Canguage B
[egetherin one utterance

erg WHEEISHIY, [Zapato ='shoe|
* commoni fealr thatmixing means random;use of two languages

o grammatically’ constrained in adults; many constrainis propesead
* A0t clear when: childrenracguire: censtraints

(Allen, Genesee, Fish & Crago 2002, 2003)



DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

o 6 Inuktitut-Englishrbiingual children

s aged 1;8 ter 2;11 at enset, tapead o ene yeal

o 5 childrenthave: twe: bilingual Inuit parents

* 1 childihas English-speaking father and bilingual moether
o naturalistic data collected via videotiape

(Allen, Genesee, Fish & Crago 2002)



FREQUENCY OF MIXING

NG. Y% Inukbitut
Ulterances only/
Caregivers 16674 60.2
Children 8061 45,2

o fiale o mIXingrsimilar acress children and caregivers

o fale of mixing similar 1o ether studies;on childicode mixing

s chilldren use more English-enly’ Utterances; than
caregivers ado (also true for each childiinaividually)

(Allen, Genesee, Fish & Crago 2002)



DO MIXES EOLLLOW CONSTRAINTS?

Nonce Berrowingl (Poplack, Sankoii & Miller 1988)

s 0ne word fromiCanguage: A Insertied Inte; Utierance of
Language 5

s nsertedword iellows grammar eff Language: B

Code Switching (Peplack 1980)

s multi-morpheme fiiagment in'each language

s codes switched whernersuriace: stiitictures are equivalent
s cachlfiragment grammatical infewnlanguage

(Allen, Genesee, Fish & Crago 2002)



MIXES OF TAGS AND QUOTA TIONS
o 36.4% for adults; 32.7% fox children

e.g. IKeUERREENEE
he's not helping]
Loeek, he's net helping.” (Chila 3;8)
e.g. [ A 58

lhe said|
“You bad bey,” he said.” (Adult)

Constraint: Noetrelevant (ne grammaticalirelationsnip)

(Allen, Genesee, Fish & Crago 2002)



MIXES OF ENGLISH INTONINUKTHTU

¢ 51.5% for adults; 48.7% fier children
e.ak AtausiEmik S IUEE
lone] Imake]
S he making ene ceokie?” (Child 1;11)
e.g. U plniefinte fulUeeiUsr el
[this littlerene: 1sin’t]
s little ene isn't mushy.” (Adult)

Constraint: mixed werd A'fiellews grammar o sentence B

(Allen, Genesee, Fish & Crago 2002)



MIXES OF INUKTITUT INTO ENGLISH
s 2.6% for adults; 6.8% fox children

e.g. plelfilel
Iseal]
| see aseal.” (Child's;5)
e.g. apEapa. :
leat]
We'll eat.” (Adult)

Constraint: mixed werd A'fiellews granmmar o sentence B

(Allen, Genesee, Fish & Crago 2002)



MIXES OF PHRASES IN BOTH LANGUAGES
* 6.0% for adults; 7.1% for children

e g mIkEgNE EeEE e = URE
[tRisiwill e tee) small fier himj

Jdrisiwilltee toe smallior himg By Rext SUmMner anyWways.:
(Adulp)

e.g. [ziflefzlV/L]ple)zi”
IFwill-have]
Wil have ene candy?2* (Child 3;8)

Constraint: Eachiphrase fellows grammar: off own language.

(Allen, Genesee, Fish & Crago 2002)



MIXES FOLLOW CONSTRAINTS

o Vast majonity’ oft mixes follow: established constraints:
*96. 5% fier adults; 95. 3% fer children

o only: small percentage: den't fellevw Constaints - PEfoimance?

e:0: AVani-iEive fLftijelffel?
it Is therne] IPencil]
‘s your pencil there?” (Child 2;8)

ercf, elfletelflel]i

Veur moether]
s yeur moether werking?: (Adult)

(Allen, Genesee, Fish & Crago 2002)



CONCLUSION

children’s code mixing dees not mean language: confusion
mixed utterances follow linguistic constraints

miXed Utterances are: sensitive torlanguage differences

o [ew mIXesiwith parases Inreachlianguage - hecause: iew.

points where surface structliie of twoilanguages is identical

distinect grammatical systems even When mixing languages

(Allen, Genesee, Fish & Crago 2002, 2003)



STUDY 2 - CROSSLINGUISTIC INFLUENCE

(Zwanziger, Allen, & Genesee, 2005)

o LISE the grammar of language A When speakingllanguage B
(= transter i L2 literature)

e.g. English: A fix Daddy’s chair 22 fix the chair of Daddy
Spanish; * repara papisilla v repara la silla de papi
N

o StUdied I several language: pairs, Inl diffierent Construciions

(Zwanziger, Allen & Genesee 2005)



SUBJECT OMISSION

English

o oVvert subjects usually reguired: (e.g. Jehn ate the cake.)

o SlUlject omission allewed In Imperatves;and certain
colleguialiinstances (e.g., Eat the cakel)

IRUKHTUL
o QVEert subjects only required for emphasis or disambiguation
s sUject omission allewed in all' ether Instances

Previous Studies
o Juan-Garau & Perez-Vidal 2000, Catalan-English;, nerinfllence
o Paradis & Navaime 2004, Spanish-English;, infilence: (Ut mayie

due te atypical inpur)

(Zwanziger, Allen & Genesee 2005)



SUBJECT OMISSION IN MONOLINGUALS

English

age 1;6:-2;7 26%- 55% 0mission
age 2;7-4;0 5% - 11% emissien
IRUKLITUL

age 150-250 100% omission

age 2;0— 3;6 8596 Omission

(Bleom: 1990, Valian 1991, Wang et al 1992, Crago & Allen 1998, Alleni & Schroder 2003)



PREDICTIONS

liino; crosslinguistic Influence

o SlUject emission| rates, similar te; menelinguals in beth
languages

[t cresslinguistic Influence

o SUbjectomission rates diffeYent from monelinguals in
OE or heth languages

(Zwanziger, Allen & Genesee 2005)



ENGLISH UTTERANCES

(1) Obligatery' Sukjects (n=552)

Steve want thiat ene? (RONREHS)

| cani do it. (SA 2;7)
(2)1 Noen-ebligaten/ Subjects (n=427)

Cateh It. (MT 3;3)

Wanna see me? E (SA 3;2)
(8) Obligateny but Omitted Subjects (n=31)

@ICefit this asfa boat In' a heat. (Al 2;0)

@ls done s gone. (Al 3;9)

(Zwanziger, Allen & Genesee 2005)



COMPARISON TO
MONOLINGUAL ENGLISH

Monolingual Bilingual
Early Stage | 26%-55% 23%
(to 2;6)
Later Stage 5%-11% 2%
(2;7 )

(Zwanziger, Allen & Genesee 2005)



INUKTITUT UTTERANCES

(1) Withr Sulbjects (n=123)
llu  sukku-tu
AEUSE PE.Broken-it
he heuse Is broken.;:

(2)rSubjects Omitted (n=747)
hgalu=laujuERngi-ttigUs
catchLiish-PASH-not-we
(We) did net catehr any fish.’

(Zwanziger, Allen & Genesee 2005)



COMPARISON TO
MONOLINGUAL INUKTITUT

Monolingual | Bilingual
Early Stage 100% 99%
(to 2;0)
Later Stage 85_% 84%
(2,1 +)

(Zwanziger, Allen & Genesee 2005)



CONCLUSION

o N0 clear evidence for crosslinguistic Infllence: In subject
emission - bilinguals fellew: same:develepmental patierns
I eachilanguage: as moenolinguals

o NE evidence that children get'coniused IR gramman When
leaiming tworlanguages, evenWhen these: languages
have very different structurs and status

o Dilinguals pessess; significant knewledge of the differnng
larget language: patterns in thelr o languages

(Zwanziger, Allen & Genesee 2005)



PART 3:
TRAJECTORY OF BILINGUALISM
AFTER SCHOOL ENTRY



WHAT HAPPENS AETER SCHOOL ENTRY?

. NUnavik scheol policy - additve bilingualism: “te develep a
cupiculum that embraces; andl presenves; native: traditiens,
cllture, and language; and prepares; students for active

participaten i the mederm Werd* (Katvik Schoelf Boand 1985)

. parents; progressive decline: in child Inuktitut after schoel entry

N
. adults: children lesing Interest in Inukttut language: ana

culture, losing L1 proficiency: as a result ofi L2 schoeling

(Nunavik Educational Task Force 1992, Allen et al in press, Taylor & Wright 1990,
Spada & Lighthewn 2002, Kativik School Boand 1998)



STUDY 1- EFFECT OF
LANGUAGE OF INSTRUCTION

(Wirightt, Traylier, & MeArthur, 2000)

ongitudinal study of Inuktitut conversational and academic
anguage proficiency of all Inuit children in grades K - 2 in
argest community in Nunavik

three groups of monolingual n_ative speakers of Inuktitut:
1. K-2 in Inuktitut

2. K-2 in English

3. K-2 in French

tests administered beginning and end of each academic year
conversational: vocabulary comprehension, picture naming, ...
academic: story comp. w. inference, sentence completion, ...

(Whright, Traylor & McArthur 2000)



INUKTITUT ACADEMIC LANGUAGE
PROFICIENCY OF INUIT CHILDREN

Language: of lInstruction

IAuktitte | English Erench 5
Grade K fall 15.83 1427 14°95 ns
Grade K, spring | 30.55 2779 25.00 ns
Grade 1, fall 30.33 20529 22,21 <.01
Grade 1, sprng| | 55,48 31.18 35.94 <.001
Grade 2, fall 55.72 28.60 32,48 <.001
Grade 2, sprngl{ 69.44 34.90 A4 4 <.001

similar pattern for conversational language
proficiency although differences not as large

(Whright, Traylor & McArthur 2000)




CONCLUSIONS

Inuit children in second-language instruction show
disruptions in the development of their first language
Instruction in Inuktitut can prevent or reduce this
subtractive effect

not simply the effect of being taught in a second language -
English-speaking children from the same community with
French instruction did not sifow the same effect

after grade 2, all instruction is in English or French - what
happens then?

(Whright, Traylor & McArthur 2000)



STUDY 2 - EFFECT OF
YEARS OF EXPOSURE

(Allen, Crago, & Pesco, In press)

fear: grade 8 (5 years of L2 instruction) < grade 3 (no L2
Instruction)

fear: large communities (more L2 exposure) < small
communities (less L2 exposure)

studied narrative production o.f 3 participants in ea. of 6 groups:
e age: grade 3, grade 8, adult
e community size: small (~250), large (~1000)

frog story (Mayer 1969)

(Allen;,, Crage & Pesco in press)



EXAMPLES

Grade 3, Large
Qimmi-lu surusi-lu tupa-gamik asiuji-juuk nirlinauja-mik.
‘When the dog and the boy woke up, they lost the frog.’

Adult, Small

Ullaa-kut gauli-tuar-mat tupa-gami pilligia-minik taku-giali-
rami pi-ta-ga-runnai-tu-vinig.

‘During the morning when the dawn was breaking, he woke
up to look at his frog that wasn’t there anymore.’

(Allen, Crago & Pesco in press)



MEASURES

* Fluency (words per narrative)

(Allen, Crago & Pesco in press)




MEASURES

* Fluency (words per narrative)
o Lexical Diversity (different morphemes per narrative)

(Allen, Crago & Pesco in press)




MEASURES

* Fluency (words per narrative)
o Lexical Diversity (different morphemes per narrative)
o Grammatical Complexity (mean length of words in morphs)

(Allen, Crago & Pesco in press)




MEASURES

Fluency (words per narrative)

Lexical Diversity (different morphemes per narrative)
Grammatical Complexity (mean length of words in morphs)
Grammatical Difficulties (dual marking, case, transitivity)

(Allen, Crago & Pesco in press)



MEASURES

Fluency (words per narrative)

Lexical Diversity (different morphemes per narrative)
Grammatical Complexity (mean length of words in morphs)
Grammatical Difficulties (dual marking, case, transitivity)
Narrative Structure (time set_ting, descriptive detall)

(Allen, Crago & Pesco in press)




RESULTS

e only one measure (mean length of words) suggests
language does not develop between grade 3 and 8

« several measures suggest differences between small and
large communities
e words per narrative greater in small communities
e lexical diversity greater im small communities
e more grammatical errors in large communities

 findings are suggestive but inconclusive, further (better
controlled) study is needed

(Allen, Crago & Pesco in press)



STUDY 3 - LANGUAGE USE IN IQALUIT

(Dorais & Sammoens, 2002)

e language used with spouse/children, parents/siblings/friends

 Interviews with:
e 126 school children (101 Inuit, 20 English, 5 French)
e 76 adults (51 Inuit, 20 English, 5 French)

(Dorais & Sammons 2002)



CHILD USE OF INUKTITUT IN IQALUIT
Ethnicity | Grade | With Parents | Withi Siblings: | With Eriends
IK=4 50% 210)%0 30%
IRUIT 5-7 510)%6 30% not repoerted
8-11: 210)% 0% 496
o K4 0% L 40% 10%
Hemde S5-7 0% 30% not reported
8-11 0% 0% 0%

* |ots of use of English, especially in high school
 but ... most children in Igaluit still fluent in Inuktitut

(Derais) & Sammons; 2002)



GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

e Inuktitut monolingual and simultaneous bilingual speakers
start out with a strong command of Inuktitut

« exposure to the majority language (English/French)
through community and schooling clearly leads to greater
use of that language

e this exposure also leads to sjagnation of conversational
and academic language proficiency in Inuktitut

o strong danger that it will lead to decline in Inuktitut, with
possible loss

e nonetheless, many indicators from simultaneous bilingual
preschoolers and K-2 children instructed in Inuktitut that
stable bilingualism is possible if supportive choices are
made in home and school language use
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