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Qey Mr. Trembley - Executive Director, 

In February 2021, I was retained as the lead researcher for Three Nations Education 
Group Initiative (TNEGI) through a grant contribution received from the Indigenous 
Languages Component (ILC) of Canadian Heritage. The project focused on conducting 
literature (and other resource) review research on existing successful initiatives in other 
regions, to inform a long-term language revitalization strategy for New Brunswick. 

Further, it was proposed that the TNEGI Mi’kmaq and Wolastoqiyik communities in 
New Brunswick be engaged in the development of a future work plan. As such, input 
into long-term planning was worked into the 2021-23 proposal to ILC. This is centred 
DURXQG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�ðYH�FRPSRQHQWV�

 • Community mobilization
 • Public Awareness
 • Language Camps
 • ILR Training 
 • Documentation

The goals of the 2021-2023 work plan builds upon the research in this project, while 
supporting current language initiatives in the three TNEGI communities. 

Within, I am pleased to provide TNEGI with the following report outlining options 
for a continued journey towards Mi’kmaq and Wolastoqey Language Revitalization 
Planning in New Brunswick. On behalf of myself and my advisor, Dr. Onowa McIvor, it 
has been an honour to support TNEGI on this important initiative and I trust that this 
review will support you moving forward. 

Woliwon/Wela’lin, 
Darrah Beaver, PhD (candidate) 
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PREAMBLE 

 

In 2020/21 Three Nations Education Group Initiative (TNEGI) applied to the Indigenous 

>ĂŶŐƵĂŐĞƐ��ŽŵƉŽŶĞŶƚ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ��ĂŶĂĚŝĂŶ�,ĞƌŝƚĂŐĞ͛Ɛ�/ŶĚŝŐĞŶŽƵƐ�>ĂŶŐƵĂŐĞƐ�ĂŶĚ��ƵůƚƵƌĞƐ�WƌŽŐƌĂŵ͕�

which supports the efforts of Indigenous communities and organizations to reclaim, revitalize, 

maintain, and strengthen Indigenous languages. The focus of the proposal was on capacity 

building, particularly around developing and implementing language planning as well as 

supporting leadership development towards languages. The proposal called for research with a 

global focus, on areas with similar socio-economic demographics, where the Indigenous 

language groups have been at risk but are now being successfully revitalized but, focusing on 

practices and initiatives that have been successfully developed and implemented in community 

settings. TNEGI felt that their members would benefit from gaining an understanding of the 

historical background of these Indigenous groups to learn why their language came under threat, 

how the loss of language threatened culture, and what were the main drivers that community 

leaders employed for the community to become engaged and begin working together to restore 

their language and culture.  

Through funding support of Heritage Canada, Indigenous Languages Component (ILC), 

TNEGI took the first step to build capacity for the three largest First Nations communities in New 

Brunswick. It is hoped that this research report and a subsequent set of tools will assist our 

communities with establishing a more unified and cohesive approach to supporting the 

ƌĞĐůĂŵĂƚŝŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ŽƵƌ�Dŝ͛kmaq and Wolastoqey languages in New Brunswick.  
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a) TNEGI offering Indigenous Language Support 

TNEGI membership consists of the three largest First Nations in New Brunswick, 

representing an estimated 50+% of the registered status Indian1 student population in our 

ƉƌŽǀŝŶĐĞ͘�dŚĞ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚ�tŽůĂƐƚŽƋĞǇ�language teachers and principals within the TNEGI 

ƐĐŚŽŽůƐ�ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞ�ƚŽ�ďƌŝŶŐ�ĨŽƌǁĂƌĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞ�ŽĨ�Ă�ůĂĐŬ�ŽĨ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ�ĨŽƌ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�Žƌ�tŽůĂƐƚŽƋĞǇ�

language teaching with respect to resources, evaluation rubric as well as respect and recognition 

within their school community. The last decade of census data research (2006 and 2016) shows a 

ƐƚĞĂĚǇ�ĚĞĐůŝŶĞ�ŽĨ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚ�tŽůĂƐƚŽƋĞǇ�ƐƉĞĂŬĞƌƐ�ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇŝŶŐ�ǁŝƚŚ�͞>ĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�^ƉŽŬĞŶ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�

,ŽŵĞ͟�ĂŶĚ�͞&ŝƌƐƚ�>ĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�^ƉĞĂŬĞƌƐ͟�ŝŶ�Ăůů�ƚŚƌĞĞ�ŽĨ�ŽƵƌ�dE�'/�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ͕�ĐŽŶĨŝƌŵŝŶŐ�ƚŚĂƚ�

urgent and coordinated action is needed.  

 

 
1 dŚĞ�ƚĞƌŵ�͞/ŶĚŝĂŶ͟�ŝƐ�Ă�ĐŽůŽŶŝĂů�ƵŵďƌĞůůĂ�ƚĞƌŵ�ƚŽ�ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŝǀĞƌƐĞ�͞&ŝƌƐƚ�EĂƚŝŽŶƐ͟�ĂĐƌŽƐƐ��ĂŶĂĚĂ͘�&ŝƌƐƚ�EĂƚŝŽŶƐ�
are quantified under a federal legislation entitled ƚŚĞ�͞/ŶĚŝĂŶ��Đƚ�ŽĨ�ϭϴϳϲ͟�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞƐ�ǁŚŽ�ŐĞƚƐ�ƌĞŐŝƐƚĞƌĞĚ�;or 
counted) under the ƚĞƌŵ�͞Status͟�ĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�/ŶĚŝĂŶ��Đƚ͕�ĂƐ�ǁĞůů�ĂƐ�ǁŚĂƚ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ͕�ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͕�ŐŽǀĞƌŶŝŶŐ�ƌƵůĞƐ, 
and restrictions apply to them.   
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Indigenous Peoples are living in a time where the continuation of our languages is extremely 

fragile, with small groups of language warriors within each community working hard towards 
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revival and revitalization but are often doing the work in silos, independent of each other. TNEGI 

is taking steps to move our communities forward through launching a coordinated planning 

process, supporting language revitalization goals, activities, and projects in our communities.  

 

ďͿ�dE�'/͛Ɛ��ƵƌƌĞŶƚ�DĂŶĚĂƚĞ 

TNEGI was incorporated as a non-profit body in 2009. This structure allowed it to meet 

the federal criteria of a Regional Management Organization receiving eligibility for federal funds. 

TNEGI adopted a corporate bylaw and a strategic business plan that together described the 

following fundamental concepts of the organization. 

Purpose: To improve life-long education outcomes in all First Nation students in New Brunswick 

Objectives of the Group: 

x Enhance education services to First Nation students; 

x Improve collaboration amongst all parties involved in Aboriginal education;  

x Build long term partnerships that sustain education improvements; 

x Share data and take steps to improve life-long education based on evidence; 

x Measure results in key areas such as school readiness and age-grade outcomes and; 

x Secure resources and build the relationships needed to accomplish objectives.       

Priorities of the Group: 

1) Implementation of FNSSP (First Nations Student Success Plan); 2) Build capacity of Three 

Nations Education Group, and; 3) Work toward a Centre of Excellence.  

The mandate of TNEGI is to enhance the delivery of education in three communities, and 

schools can play an important part in supporting growth in language revitalization (Hermes, et 
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al., 2012; Hinton, 2018; Hohepa & Hawera, 2019; Johnson, 2017; McIvor, 2015; McIvor & 

McCarty, 2016; Morcom & Roy, 2017; Sakar, 2017). Thus, language planning is a natural fit for 

the TNEGI to begin offering coordination and support to their schools to aid in the development 

of school-wide language revitalization planning.  

 

ĐͿ�dE�'/�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚŝŶŐ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚ�tŽůĂƐƚŽƋĞǇ�language 

Other Indigenous groups that have been successful in language revitalization began with 

a common vision and coordinated processes. Currently within New Brunswick, there is a lack of 

capacity in language-revitalization focussed teams, language councils, language planning, or 

experience with language authorities. However, by looking at three comparator regions: British 

Columbia, Quebec, and Nova Scotia, that have successfully moved to bring experts together for 

collaboration and revitalization, TNEGI can establish partnerships and learn from their efforts. As 

TNEGI moves to advance a mandate to become a Regional Education Authority, with school 

board-like authority, to support the three First Nation communities it currently represents 

offering second and third level services such as professional learning, curriculum support and 

planning, research, funding, and advocacy, TNEGI is well-positioned to take the lead as the first 

ĂŶĚ�ŽŶůǇ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚ�tŽůĂƐƚŽƋĞǇ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�authorities in NB, leading revitalization planning for 

our Nations. This is a service that can extend beyond the participant communities of our 

ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ�ƚŽ�Ăůů�ŶŝŶĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�Ăůů�Ɛŝǆ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�tŽůĂƐƚŽƋǇŝŬ�ŝŶ�E�͘�&ŝŶĂůůǇ͕�

dE�'/͛Ɛ�ůŽŶŐ�ƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ�ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ�ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐŚŝƉƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�government of NB, as well as dE�'/͛Ɛ�

advisory roles with the University of New Brunswick and Mount Allison University lends a real 
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opportunity to lead the work for and by our people toward a coordinated approach for Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�

and Wolastoqeyik language revitalization. 

 

2022-2023 Work Plan  

Although a proposal for 2021-2023 was submitted for consideration to the Indigenous 

Languages Component (ILC) of Canadian Heritage, the delayed review and response time of the 

Federal Government delayed implementation. The work plan is linked to the objectives of 

language recovery, and reclamation. Recognizing that TNEGI represents two distinct linguistic 

groups with varying needs, the work plan over the next year will be centred on language 

planning in education with a mix of mobilization, research and planning for long-term 

sustainability - in line wiƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽƌĞ�ƉŚŝůŽƐŽƉŚǇ�ŽĨ�dE�'/͛Ɛ�^ƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĐ�WůĂŶ:  

EŝŬŵĂΖũƚƵƚ�ĂƉŽƋŶŵĂƚƵůƚŝŶĞ�;Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋͿͬEƚŽůŽŶĂƉĞŵŬ�ǁŝĐƵŬĞŵƚƵůƚŝŶĞ�;tŽůĂƐƚŽƋĞǇͿ 

(translation: We work together and help one and other). 

Through this work TNEGI will ensure that language teachers are supported in a manner 

that celebrates their commitment and advances the ability of our children in our languages. 

dE�'/�ǁŝůů�ĐĞůĞďƌĂƚĞ�ƚŚĞ�ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ�ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚ�tŽůĂƐƚŽƋĞǇ�

language revitalization through launching a public awareness campaign to showcase the current 

work being undertaken in each of our communities. TNEGI will also lead planning committees for 

each of the three member schools toward strategic goals setting for language reclamation and 

recovery. Finally, TNEGI will bring together language teachers for professional learning 

opportunities and partnerships moving the dialogue and planning further along by March 2023. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

�Ŷ�ĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞĚ�ϵϲй�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌůĚ͛Ɛ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�ƐƉŽŬĞŶ�ďǇ�ϯй�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌůĚ͛Ɛ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�

(UNESCO, 2003). The Indigenous population in Canada is within this small demographic, with a 

reported 90 different languages, many unique to Canada, with three-quarters of living 

Indigenous languages endangered (Pellitier, 2021). It is recognized that when a language dies, so 

too does a wealth of knowledge that can never be restored (Galla, ϮϬϭϲͿ͘��ĂŶĂĚĂ͛Ɛ�ĚĂƌŬ�ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ�

and direct attacks onto our peoples, our languages, our identity, our lands, and resources, 

through colonization, imperial legislation and policies has contributed to the current state of our 

languages (Galla, 2016; Hinton & Hale, 2001; McIvor, 2018; Nettle & Romaine, 2000; Skutnabb-

Kangas, 2000), with the burden of preservation now resting with Indigenous communities to 

revitalize. This is a heavy load to carry but through concerted effort of Indigenous language 

warriors globally 2019 was recognized by the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural 

Organization (UNESCO) as the Year of Indigenous Languages, fostering a heightened awareness 

and leading to 2022-2032 being declared as the Decade of Indigenous Languages focussed on 

͞/ŶĚŝŐĞŶŽƵƐ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ƵƐĞƌƐ�ĂƐ�ŚƵŵĂŶ�ƌŝŐŚƚƐ͟�;https://en.unesco.org/news/upcoming-decade-

indigenous-languages-2022-2032-focus-indigenous-language-users-human-rights).  

After decades of advocacy for greater investments into ILR from Indigenous peoples, the 

Federal government of Canada seems to be recognizing the urgency of Indigenous language 

reclamation. Canada recently introduced the Indigenous Languages Act which extends the 

meaning of Section 35 of the Constitution Act, 1982, to include rights related to Indigenous 

https://en.unesco.org/news/upcoming-decade-indigenous-languages-2022-2032-focus-indigenous-language-users-human-rights
https://en.unesco.org/news/upcoming-decade-indigenous-languages-2022-2032-focus-indigenous-language-users-human-rights
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languages (Pellitier, 2021). The Act has enabled the appointment of the first Commissioner of 

Indigenous Languages in Canada2 to support revitalization efforts. This creates an opportunity 

for Nations to accelerate the work in ILR. This report presents an overview of the ILR challenges 

before us in NB and shares what is possible through a brief presentation of three 

regions/communities which offer examples of communities with similar socio-economic 

backgrounds to our TNEGI member communities in NB, where their languages were in decline 

and then successfully revitalized. Beginning in the west, these examples include Sylix House3 and 

a ^�E�Kg�E-speaking community in British Columbia which are supported in part by the First 

WĞŽƉůĞ͛Ɛ��ƵůƚƵƌĂů��ĞŶƚƌĞ͕�<ĂŚŶĂǁă͗ŬĞ�;<ĂŶŝĞŶ͛ŬĞŚĂͬDŽŚĂǁŬ) in Quebec supported by the First 

EĂƚŝŽŶƐ��ĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ��ŽƵŶĐŝů�ĂŶĚ�ĞŶĚŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĞĂƐƚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂǁ�ŝŶ�Nova Scotia, supported by 

Dŝ͛ŬŵĂǁ�<ŝŶĂŵĂƚŶĞǁĞǇ, who have seen success in their immersion program in Eskasoni First 

Nation. Through these examples, TNEGI can learn from the gains of coordinated mobilization in 

Indigenous language planning.  

  

 
2 The establishment of the Office of the Commissioner of Indigenous Languages is an important element in the 
implementation of the Indigenous Languages Act (the Act). On June 14, 2021, the Minister of Canadian Heritage, 
announced the first appointees to the new Office of the Commissioner of Indigenous Languages. 
https://www.canada.ca/en/services/culture/canadian-identity-society/languages/indigenous/commissioner.html  
3 https://www.thelanguagehouse.ca/  
 

https://www.canada.ca/en/services/culture/canadian-identity-society/languages/indigenous/commissioner.html
https://www.thelanguagehouse.ca/
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1.1 What is Indigenous Language Revitalization?  

 

a) Indigenous Language Revitalization, Recovery, Reclamation, Maintenance 

When exploring the matter of Indigenous language revitalization (ILR), it is important to 

establish a baseline understanding of what this means ʹ especially in reference to other terms 

that are often used alongside, and sometimes even synonymously with ILR. Language 

revitalization, sometimes also referred as language revival, is commonly understood as activities 

with an aim to increase the number of speakers of a (presumed to be declining) language 

(Hinton, 2001, Hinton et al., 2018). Language work that focuses on a state of recovery often 

refers to languages with no living speakers (sleeping languages) and at other times it is a more 

ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů�ƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�Ă�ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ�ĂĐƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŽŶĞ�ŝƐ�ƚĂŬŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ůŝĨĞ�ƚŽ�͚ƌĞĐŽǀĞƌ͛�ƚŚĞ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝƐ�

their birthright. Alternatively, Miami scholar Wesley Leonard defines language reclamation, as a 

͞ůĂƌŐĞƌ�ĞĨĨŽƌƚ�ďǇ�Ă�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ�ƚŽ�ĐůĂŝŵ�ŝƚƐ�ƌŝŐŚƚ�ƚŽ�ƐƉĞĂŬ�Ă�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŽ�ƐĞƚ�ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚ�ŐŽĂůƐ�ŝŶ�

ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ�ƚŽ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ�ŶĞĞĚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ͟�;>ĞŽŶĂƌĚ͕�ϮϬϭϮͿ͘�DĞƌƌŝĂŵ-Webster dictionary 

defines ƌĞĐůĂŝŵŝŶŐ�ĂƐ�͞restor[ing] to a previous natural state.͟ 

Whereas ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ�ŽĨ�͚language maintenance͛ is used in instances where the language 

ŝƐ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�͚ŚĞĂůƚŚǇ�ĂŶĚ�ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŝŶŐ͕͛�often flourishing. This definition should always 

include language transmission at all age levels and in all or most places in the community 

(school, work, home, governance, business), enough steady presence that a plan for 

͞ŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶŝŶŐ͟�ƚŚĞ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ŝƐ�ĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞ�Žƌ�ƉƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ�ĂŶĚ�Ă�ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ�ĨŽƌ�͞ƌĞǀŝƚĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ͟�ŝƐ�ŶŽƚ�

needed. This term is important and respects communities who have not had as much language 



 11 

erosion or have found a way to continue their language across the various domains of their 

community, which is a formidable accomplishment in an English (and other international 

language) dominant world (media, commerce, travel, etc.) 

Leanne Hinton et al. (2018, p. xxvi) explain, 

[Language maintenance] describes a situation or action to maintain the situation in which 

speakers continue to use their language even though the dominant language of the 

surrounding society has been making inroads. But when a community recognizes that 

their language is actually disappearing, the term language maintenance becomes too 

tame. The term implies that actions are primarily designed to slow or halt language lossͶ 

ƚŽ�ŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚĂƚƵƐ�ƋƵŽ͙͘ 

 

b) ILR Contexts 

 It is important to acknowledge the diversity of language communities and how that can 

affect language work and planning. Mainly it is important to keep in mind that what worked or is 

working in one context may not be suitable somewhere else due to the vast differences in 

context. Examples of this include: size of the community and number of speakers remaining 

(large number of living speakers, moderate, small or no living speakers); the geographic span of 

the language (are the boundaries of the language closed by an island or limited to one small(er) 

part of Canada or does it span a very large range such as Quebec/Ontario to BC (like Cree); how 

many different dialects exist, are the speakers all in one place? Is the community itself quite 

urban (greater influences of English and other dominant languages), more remote, or rural 

(therefore can your efforts be more isolated?). Do many programs and resources exist for your 
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language (or close dialect) or will everything have to be created from scratch? Factors such as 

these will affect the scale of language maintenance, revitalization, and reclamation possible and 

therefore the approaches that should be taken. While it is good to learn from other ͚successful͛ 

examples, it is important to understand the differences between those contexts and yours and 

seek out contexts that bear greater similarities to yours to gain the most from your research and 

the planning work that follows. 

 

c) Language Domains ʹ Where Language Happens 

When planning for language reclamation it is important to keep in mind the various 

places that language lives. tŚŝůĞ�ǁĞ�ŽĨƚĞŶ�ƚƵƌŶ�ƚŽ�͞ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐ͟�Žƌ�ƐĞĞŬ�͞ďĞƐƚ�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ͟�ƚŽ�ƌĞĐŽǀĞƌ�

our languages, it is important to remember that ͞since a time before memory, Indigenous 

ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞƐ�ƚŚƌŝǀĞĚ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ŽǁŶ�ŚŽŵĞůĂŶĚƐ͟�;DĐ/ǀŽƌ�Θ��ŶŝƐŵĂŶ͕�ϮϬϭϴ͕�Ɖ͘ 90). Therefore, it is 

useful to be reminded of the spaces in which language naturally occurs. Focusing on language 

recovery in this way can sharpen visioning and planning processes. Joshua FŝƐŚŵĂŶ͛Ɛ�language 

transmission scale (1991) sheds light on these spaces, making explicit that language must ͚live͛ to 

be a fully functioning entity in society. He explains ͞ĚŽŵĂŝŶƐ�ŽĨ�ƵƐĞ͟�ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ�ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ͕�ƉůĂĐĞƐ�ŽĨ�

work, media, government, in-community, home use across generations, written form of the 

language, levels of literacy, children as first-language speakers, language speaking or learning 

limited to adults or Elders only, all measurements for language health and prediction for its 
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continuation (Fishman, 1991). Thus, focusing efforts across any of these domains4 can make 

outcomes much more effective and productive.5 

 

1.2 The Challenge Before Us 

 

The three TNEGI First Nation schools in Elsibogtog (Big Cove), Esgenoopetitj (Burnt 

�ŚƵƌĐŚͿ�ĂŶĚ�EĞƋŽƚŬƵŬ�;dŽďŝƋƵĞͿ͕�ŚĂǀĞ�ďĞĞŶ�ŝŶĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚŝŶŐ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚͬŽƌ�tŽůĂƐƚŽƋĞǇͬDĂůŝƐĞĞƚ�

language through instruction in all grade levels and in signage since they opened the doors 

nearly forty years ago. In addition to these school efforts, according to Heritage Canada funding 

announcements6 in 2019, there are many community-based adult learning initiatives and family 

language opportunities to compliment these school-based efforts. However, as expressed in the 

ƉƌĞĂŵďůĞ͕�ƚŚĞ�ůĂƐƚ�ĚĞĐĂĚĞ�ŽĨ�ĐĞŶƐƵƐ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ�ƐŚŽǁƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚ�tŽůĂƐƚŽƋĞǇ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞƐ�

are in steady decline in the homes and as first languages spoken (Bear-Nicholas, 2009; Perley, et 

al., 2016; Perley, 2011; Statistics Canada, 2016; Usborne, et al., 2011). 

When measuring language vitality by the number of children speaking the language 

(Bear-Nicholas, 2009; Galley, et al., 2016; Norris, 2018), it paints an alarming picture for the 

challenge before us, with many speakers being elderly (sixty-five years or older). It is recognized 

 
4 tŚŝůĞ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ�ŽĨ�͚ĚŽŵĂŝŶƐ͛�ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞƐ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ƵƐĞĚ�ĂƐ�&ŝƐŚŵĂŶ�introduced, others in ILR have claimed this term 
to describe a language learning method focused on more specific learning spaces such as bathrooms, kitchens, and 
even doorways designated as target-Indigenous language only zones. (For further description see: Amery; 
Bommelyn & Tuttle; and Zahir in Hinton et al. (2018), Routledge Handbook). 
5 Since its publication &ŝƐŚŵĂŶ͛Ɛ�'ƌĂĚĞĚ�/ŶƚĞƌŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶĂů��ŝƐƌƵƉƚŝŽŶ�^ĐĂůĞ�;'/�^Ϳ�ŚĂƐ�ďĞĞŶ�ĂĚĂƉƚĞĚ�ĂŶĚ�ĞŶŚĂŶĐĞĚ�
by various theorists. These expansions go beyond the scope of this paper however are worth studying in future 
explorations (see Lewis & Simon, 2010, Assessing endangeƌŵĞŶƚ͗��ǆƉĂŶĚŝŶŐ�&ŝƐŚŵĂŶ͛Ɛ�'/�^͕�dspace.bcu-iasi.ro) 
6 https://www.canada.ca/en/canadian-heritage/news/2019/07/supporting-indigenous-languages-in-atlantic-
canada.html 

https://www.canada.ca/en/canadian-heritage/news/2019/07/supporting-indigenous-languages-in-atlantic-canada.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/canadian-heritage/news/2019/07/supporting-indigenous-languages-in-atlantic-canada.html
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there were many contributing factors to the devastations to our ancestral language and cultural 

identity through colonization, imperial legislation, education rooted in cognitive imperialism 

(Battiste, 2002) through the Indian Day Schools and Indian Residential Schools (Iseke-Barnes, 

2004). Rather than focus on the devastation and continue with this historical colonized narrative, 

this research report acknowledges this impact but is centred on finding solutions to overcome 

language loss͕�ƚŽ�ƌĞĐůĂŝŵ�ŽƵƌ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚ�tŽůĂƐƚŽƋĞǇ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞƐ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�Ă�ŵŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ�ůĞĂĚ�ďǇ�

TNEGI schools.  

 

a) Linguistic Landscape of New Brunswick 

��ĚƌŝǀĞ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�EĞǁ��ƌƵŶƐǁŝĐŬ͛Ɛ (NB) cities, towns, rural areas, and highways presents a 

linguistic landscape of English and French only, with no recognition or inclusion of the Wabanaki 

Nations who have demonstrated continued use and occupancy of this unceded territory. 

Visibility of Indigenous languages is important since, ͞ƉƵďůŝĐ�ƌŽĂĚ�ƐŝŐŶƐ͕�ĂĚǀĞƌƚŝƐŝŶŐ͕�ďŝůůďŽĂƌĚƐ͕�

street names, place names, commercial shop signs, and public signs on government building ͙ 

form the linguistic landscape of a given territory, region, or urban agglomeration͟�;,ƵĞďŶĞƌ͕�

2009, p. 70). These images make up what is around us. Whereas tŚĞ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ͕�WĂƐƐŵĂƋƵŽĚĚǇ�

and Maliseet/Wolastoqey Nations have inhabited what is referred to by settlers as New 

Brunswick (Batistte, 2013; LeSourd, 2007) for over 10,000 years, the invisibility of our languages 

ĨƌŽŵ�E�͛Ɛ�linguistic landscape were an erasure of our history and minimized the value and role 

of our continued existence in this territory. 

Wabanaki Nations have distinct Algonquian languages that reflect the culture, spirituality, 

worldview, and intimate relationship to the land (Sable & Francis, 2012), however, through 
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colonial conquest the re-naming of sacred spaces in this territory was an attempt to take 

ownership of over Wabanaki territory. In 1969, NB adopted the Official Languages Act (later 

replaced in 2002) which was introduced at the same time as the Federal Official Languages Act, 

offering equal legal rights and Constitutional protection to both English and French languages 

(Pépin-Filion, 2018). Official status provided signage, public service, educational supports and 

media outlets in both dominant languages.  

Today, there are six Wolastoqey (Maliseet) First Nation communities, one Passmaqouddy 

ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ�ĂŶĚ�ŶŝŶĞ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�&ŝƌƐƚ�EĂƚŝŽŶ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ͕�ǁŚĞƌĞ�ŽƵƌ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞƐ�ĐĂŶ�Ɛƚŝůů�ďĞ�ŚĞĂƌĚ. 

Our people have always fought for inclusion and space for our languages, but more specifically 

since 1969, due to the policy of Indian Control of Indian Education, a movement to keep our 

children in our own communities, close to their families and to continue or reclaim language and 

culture in a manner reflective of our own worldview (Battiste, 2013). First Nations won the fight 

for control many of our own schools, however, the federal funding associated to support the 

administration of these schools called upon the communities to align the curriculum with that of 

their province. As such, our Band-operated schools emerged within as English-medium, with 

little support for Indigenous language revival or continuation.  

tŽůĂƐƚŽƋŝǇŝŬ�ĂŶĚ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�Nations in NB are now pushing back both legally and linguistically, 

as seen in recent Aboriginal title claims and metaphorically, as seen through Wolastoqeyik 

movement to reclaim and rename the St. John River back to its original name Wolastoq 

(beautiful and bountiful river). Thus, our Nations are pressuring post-secondary institutions and 

public schools to include signage both in schools and on their websites, in Wolasotqey and 

Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�languages. Although TNEGI communities have seen gains in this regard with our 
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languages obtaining space within the NB public school system, with over forty years of 

administering our own schools, through language-as-subject, this approach has not produced 

one new language speaker through our school system. Wolastoqey language activist, Andrea 

Bear-EŝĐŚŽůĂƐ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ͕�͞;ƚͿŚĞƌĞ�ŝƐ�ŐƌŽǁŝŶŐ�ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚ�ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĞƐ�ƚŽ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�

retention and revitalization, current core language programs in school and community language 

revitalization and maintenance projects, are not working (2009, p. 3).͟ If our current approach 

ŝƐŶ͛ƚ�ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ͕�ƉĞƌŚĂƉƐ�ŝƚ͛s time to reconsider that approach.  

 

ďͿ��ƵƌƌĞŶƚ�ƐƚĂƚĞ�ŽĨ�tŽůĂƐƚŽƋĞǇ�ĂŶĚ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�>ĂŶŐƵĂŐĞƐ  

 As TNEGI moves to develop responses to the state of our languages, they recognize it 

must be done by Nation and then each community within those Nations since the context and 

resources differ for each. The Wolastoqeyik are in a critical state of endangerment (Perley, 2012) 

where an estimated one-third of the population in the entire Nation are considered fluent (Bear-

Nicholas, 2009, p. 4), however, since most reside in Neqotkuk (Tobique First Nation), a member 

community of TNEGI, our language speakers are a resource which presents an opportunity to the 

organŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ͘�dE�'/�ĐĂŶ�ĚƌĂǁ�ŽŶ�EĞƋŽƚŬƵŬ͛Ɛ�ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ�ĨŽƌ�tŽůĂƐƚŽƋĞǇ�ĐƵƌƌŝĐƵůƵŵ�

development for other Wolastoqeyik communities.  

Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ŝƐ�ŝŶ�Ă�ůĞƐƐ�ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů�ƐƚĂƚĞ�ǁŚĞŶ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌŝŶŐ�ǀŝĂďŝůŝƚǇ�;EŽƌƌŝƐ͕�ϮϬϬϰ͕�ϮϬϭϴͿ�

ĚƵĞ�ƚŽ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�language curriculum resources being more available (Bear-Nicholas, 2009; Julian 

& Denny, 2016; Usborne, et al., 2011), thus producing a higher number of children speakers 

ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ŝŵŵĞƌƐŝŽŶ�ƐĐŚŽŽůƐ͘�These facts, as well as Esgenoopetitj and 
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Elsibogtog having high numbers of fluent speakers, presents further opportunity for TNEGI to 

ďĞĐŽŵĞ�ƚŚĞ�ůĞĂĚ�ŝŶ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĐƵƌƌŝĐƵůƵŵ�ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ĨŽƌ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ͘  

 

c) ILR global ͚�ĞƐƚ�practice͛ initiatives in Education 

 /Ŷ�ϮϬϭϲ�ƚŚĞ�hŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�EĞǁ��ƌƵŶƐǁŝĐŬ͛Ɛ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚ�tŽůĂƐƚŽƋŝǇŝŬ Centre (MWC) 

ŚŽƐƚĞĚ�Ă�ĐŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ�ĞŶƚŝƚůĞĚ�͞^ƵƉƉŽƌƚŝŶŐ�/ŶĚŝŐĞŶŽƵƐ�>ĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ĂŶĚ��ƵůƚƵƌĂů�ZĞƐƵƌŐĞŶĐĞ�ǁŝƚŚ�

�ŝŐŝƚĂů�dĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇ͟�ŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚŝŶŐ�tŽůĂƐƚŽƋĞǇ�ĂŶĚ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĚŝŐŝƚĂů�ƌĞǀŝƚĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ�ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ�ůĞĚ�ďǇ�

individuals, communities, Indigenous organizations, and academic institutions (Perley, et al., 

2016). Technology plays an important role in supporting individual and family learning while 

decolonizing digital space (Galla, 2016, 2018; Meighan, 2021) and can be a great start for 

resource building. There are useful examples of Indigenous language revitalization globally 

(Albury, 2015; Galla, 2018) and across Canada (Gomashie, 2019; Green & Maracle, 2018; McIvor, 

2015b; McIvor, et al., 2018) for TNEGI to draw from ranging from early immersion (Morcom & 

Roy, 2019), immersion at all grade levels (Julian & Denny, 2016; Sakar, 2017), semi-bilingual 

school models, outdoor education, adult immersion with 2000 hours of exposure (Johnson, 

2017), language houses, language nests, and literacy or orally focussed (Rosborough, et al. 

ϮϬϭϳͿ͘�tŚŝůĞ�Ăůů�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ĂƌĞ�ŐƌĞĂƚ�ĞǆĂŵƉůĞƐ�ƚŽ�ĚƌĂǁ�ĨƌŽŵ�ŝŶ�ƚĞƌŵƐ�ŽĨ�͞ŚŽǁ͟, as Nations and 

communities within those Nations, TNEGI needs to begin by establishing where they hope to be.  

dE�'/�ĐĂŶ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ�ƚŚĞ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚ�tŽůĂƐƚŽƋĞǇŝŬ�ĐŽŵmunities in setting language goals 

for our languages by calling on willing language leaders within our communities to come 

together and assist communities in planning. As TNEGI considers how to organize and plan, 

insight is offered in an article from the late Darrell Kipp, Piegen Institute, entitled 
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Encouragement, Guidance and Lessons Learned: 21 Years in the Trenches of Indigenous 

Language Revitalization who states: 

Never beg on behalf of your language for anything from anyone. Explain what is needed, 

speak from the heart and reasonable people will assist you. Do not denigrate your 

language with argument or allow even the mildest form of violence around it. The many 

forms of discord witnessed in a community are especially dangerous when allowed in a 

language revitalization setting. /ƚ�ŝƐ�'ƌĂŵŵĂ͛Ɛ�ŚŽƵƐĞ͖�ƚƌĞĂƚ�ŝƚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ƵƚŵŽƐƚ�ƌĞƐƉĞĐƚ͘�

(Kipp, 2009, p. 7) 

Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚ�tŽůĂƐŽƚƋĞǇŝŬ ĚŽŶ͛ƚ�ŚĂǀĞ�ƚŝŵĞ�ƚŽ�ĚĞďĂƚĞ�orthographies (writing systems) or who 

leads the process, our languages are in jeopardy, and need to act now.  

 

1.3 Costing and Reclamation 

 

In 2018, ƚŚĞ�&ŝƌƐƚ�WĞŽƉůĞ͛Ɛ��ƵůƚƵƌĂů�Council in British Columbia commissioned a study 

ĞŶƚŝƚůĞĚ�͞Costing Models for Language Maintenance, Revitalization, and Reclamation in Canada͕͟�

projecting five-, ten-, and fifteen-year models to stabilize languages. The report has the potential 

to serve as a blueprint nationally for Indigenous peoples as we move to develop coordinated 

plans to continue our languages. The following information is shared directly from the Bliss and 

Creed report (p. 4-6), presenting costing models by language context. 
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Table 1. Projected Costs of Lang Maintenance/Revitalization/Reclamation over a 15-year period 

Timeline: Lang Maintenance Lang Revitalization Lang Reclamation 

Education  48,975,000  29,490,000  24,455,000  

Language skills training  3,114,900  14,363,933  9,536,600  

Community programs  12,955,700  31,813,467  13,478,000  

Language documentation  2,466,170  5,203,620  6,019,260  

Media and arts  8,419,200  9,233,333  22,209,000  

TOTALS  75,930,970  90,104,353  75,697,860  

AVERAGE COST PER YEAR  5,062,065  6,006,957  5,046,524  

 

DEFINITIONS: 

Language maintenance: The community continues to have fairly strong to very strong usage of 

the language in several to all domains with costing done (for a high-readiness community with 

mid/high language vitality) (Bliss & Creed, 2018, p. 6). 

Language revitalization: dŚĞ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ�ƵƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ŝƐ�ĚĞĐůŝŶŝŶŐ͕�ĂŶĚͬŽƌ�ƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�Ă�

subset of domains. Intergenerational transmission is decreasing or non-existent (for a mid/low-

readiness community with mid/low language vitality) (Bliss & Creed, 2018, p. 6) 

Language reclamation: The community currently has no fluent speakers. There may or may not 

be speakers in other communities͘��ůŝƐƐ�ĂŶĚ��ƌĞĞĚ�ĚĞĨŝŶĞ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĂƐ�Ă�͞low readiness community 

with low language vitality͟�(2018, p. 6). 
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tŚĞŶ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞ�ďĞĨŽƌĞ�ƵƐ�ĂƐ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚ�tŽůĂƐƚŽƋĞǇŝŬ�ŽĨ�E��;ϭ͘ϮͿ�

Neqotkuk/Tobique First Nation would be classified as a low readiness community with low 

language vitality, while Elsipogtog and Esgenoopetitj are on the cusp of reclamation and 

revitalization with mid/low readiness with mid/low language vitality according to Bliss and 

Creed͛Ɛ�ŵŽĚĞů�;2018).  

Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�Žƌ�tŽůĂƐƚŽƋĞǇ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞƐ�ŝŶ�EĞǁ��ƌƵŶƐǁŝĐŬ�could benefit from language 

coordination by way of language education teams, language councils, language plans or language 

authorities. As a way to coordinate language revival and continuation within our province, as 

TNEGI moves toward becoming a Regional Education Authority (similar to a School Board) for the 

three First Nations, they are being asked by these First Nations to deliver third level services 

(such as curriculum support). TNEGI sharing research on ILR they can help build an awareness of 

language loss and the disruption of intergenerational knowledge transmission of language in the 

home, as well as begin planning for implementation of the recommendations based in research, 

centered on reclamation and revitalization. 

The funding models shared here also provide insight into possible costs associated with 

the reclamation of language per community. 
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1.4 Methodology 

 

A systematic review of relevant literature was completed, seeking out Indigenous language 

initiatives with groups of similar socio-economic demographics where at-risk language(s) have 

been successfully revitalized. Although much deserved recognition has been given to global 

language examples like the Hawaiians, the DĈŽƌŝ and the Sami, they were lightly touched upon 

in this report, with a stronger focus within Canada, where long-term partnership and support is 

possible. In addition, whereas the First Nations communities of focus in east, central and 

western Canada bore greater similarities to the language context realities of our region.  

 

DISCUSSION  

 

Despite ƚŚĞ�ƌĂƉŝĚ�ĚĞĐůŝŶĞ�ŝŶ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚ�tŽůĂƐŽƚƋĞǇŝŬ�ƐƉĞĂŬĞƌƐ�ŝŶ�E�͕�ƚŚĞ�ĨĂĐƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĂĨƚĞƌ�

five hundred years of contact and colonization there are still speakers in our communities 

demonstrates the power of our people and resiliency of our languages. With many dedicated 

scholars and linguists from within our Nations, much of the heavy lifting leading Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚ�

Wolastoqey in NB towards a path to reclaim, recover and continue our language has been 

established.  

ILR participation in our region has existed on a national level for over a decade. Examples 

such as the 2010 First Nations Languages Fact Sheet produced by the Assembly of First Nations, 



 22 

a national Aboriginal organization, in which Neqotkuk community scholar, Dr. Andrea Bear 

Nicholas, former Chair of Native Studies at St. Thomas University. Bear-Nicholas stated, ͞ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�

shamefully high dropout rate among First Nations children in Canada (about 50%), the promise 

of academic advantages from immersion should make education authorities take it more 

seƌŝŽƵƐůǇ�ƚŚĂŶ�ƚŚĞǇ�ĚŽ͟�;�&E�ʹ Languages Fact Sheet, 2010). Bear-Nicholas has long advocated 

for Indigenous language rights (2009, 2010, 2012), and the right to mother-tongue-medium 

education, also referred to as immersion education. Immersion education is commonly seen as 

the most effective way to revitalize or maintain languages, but communities need to consider 

various factors prior to launching into an immersion approach.  

͞/ŵŵĞƌƐŝŽŶ�ƐĞĞŬƐ�ƚŽ�ƐƚƌĞŶŐƚŚĞŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŚĞƌŝƚĂŐĞ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ƵƐĞ�Ănd knowledge of students 

who arrive already speaking the Aboriginal ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ͟�;DŽƌĐŽŵ�& Roy, 2019, p. 553). Within the 

TNEGI schools, the children start at four or five years of age and arrive speaking English-only in 

Neqotkuk and/or mainly English in Esgenoopetitj and Elsibogtog. This together with the lack of 

fluent teachers poses a serious challenge for transition to immersion within our community 

ƐĐŚŽŽůƐ͘�tŚŝůĞ�E��ŝƐ�ŽŶĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĨĞǁ�ƉƌŽǀŝŶĐĞƐ�ǁŚĞƌĞ�Ă�ƵŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ�ŽĨĨĞƌƐ�Dŝ͛ŬĂŵaq and/or 

Wolastoqey language education programs (St. Thomas University) the challenge for our teachers 

ŝƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ�ĐŽƵƌƐĞƐ�ĐĂůů�ĨŽƌ�ĨůƵĞŶĐǇ�ŝŶ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ͕�WĂƐƐŵĂƋƵŽĚĚǇ�Žƌ�tŽůĂƐŽƚƋĞǇ͕�ǁŚŝĐŚ�

is out of reach for many teachers in the three schools. 

TN�'/�ĂĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŽƌƐ�ĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ�ƚŚĞ�ƵƌŐĞŶĐǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƚŚƌĞĂƚ�ĨĂĐŝŶŐ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚ�

Wolastoqey languages, as well as the importance of addressing the educational gap and see both 

requiring unique strategies. If leadership in the three communities agree that immersion is the 

goal, it will require multi-faceted, holistic, community-led plans (Turin, 2014) to bring our 
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Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚ�tŽůĂƐƚŽƋĞǇ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞƐ�ďĂĐŬ�ŝŶƚŽ�ŽƵƌ�ŚŽŵĞƐ͕�ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ƐŚĂƌŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŽƐƚ�

natural way, within our families and hearing it spoken throughout our communities. This 

following section offers a scan of ILR literature relating to the role of schools and community-

wide approaches to supporting schools. Most notably there is no ͞one-size fits all͟ approach in 

ILR but focuses on learning what other Nations are doing to revitalize and protect their 

languages, through various methods and contexts. These learnings offers insight so that we can 

set goals and plan, ďƵŝůĚ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ�ŵŽŵĞŶƚƵŵ�ĂŶĚ�ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ�ŝŶ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚ�tŽůĂƐŽƚŽƋĞǇ�

language territory. 

 

2.1 Literature Review 

 

ILR grew academic field with over the forty years as a shared endeavor between 

community-based language experts, practitioners, speakers, and activists and other scholars 

(often university-based). Together they have created a canon of literature sharing diverse 

examples from all over the globe furthering the understanding of language learning theory and 

ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ͘�tŝƚŚ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚ�tŽůĂƐƚŽƋĞǇ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞƐ�Ɛƚŝůů�ƐƉŽŬĞŶ�within our communities and with 

increasing visibility, it demonstrates that the Nations have long had language activists and 

revitalization leads in our Nations, informally or formally, dedicated to the continuation of our 

ancestral languages for millennia.  

So, when did our Nations begin to see a decline of languages spoken within our 

communities? Understanding Indigenous language loss is a theme in the early ILR literature, 
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aimed at establishing language rights as human rights, and decline as genocide, as well as how to 

reverse language shift (Bear-Nicholas, 2009; Fishman, 1991; Hornberger & De Korne, 2018; 

Skutnaab-Kangas, 2018). The literature review clearly established that language loss is directly 

rooted in the colonization and in addition, examined the role schools. Skutnaab-Kangas speaks to 

this as she reflects on killer languages (Skutnaab-Kangas, 2003) dominating education systems 

against the backdrop of failing human rights policies which devalue our Indigenous languages. 

Through government-controlled schooling, be that Indian Residential Schools, Day Schools and 

even the current provincial school system which has its foundations in industrial revolution 

ideology where one culture and language privileged while another is suppressed (Hornberger & 

De Korne, 2018; McCarty, 2013), Nation members began moving away from Indigenous language 

use in the homes. This begs the question of whether schools are the only place (or the right 

place) to focus on ILR within communities and may be the starting point for conversations in our 

communities as TNEGI begins to plan our own community based ILR strategies.  

ILR within our schools will require a radical shift in pedagogy and curriculum as schools 

step forward to decolonize our education systems (Battiste, 2013), building curriculums that are 

founded on our traditional philosophies and worldviews as to breathe life into our languages. 

This may look like a return to land-based teaching to reach curriculum outcomes or weaving in 

traditional knowledge through storytelling from elders in our languages in the schools,   

challenging your teachers and students to make meaning of through stories (Archibald, 2008) 

while working within the language. By starting with setting a vision for the community and school 

in terms of language, how to get there is something all can work together to build.  
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Recognizing the many challenges communities face ur in terms of the current socio-

economic conditions, such as shortage of housing, food insecurity, and lack of clean drinking 

water to meet our physical needs met, takes priority. Thus, language strength is now recognized 

as one of the social determinants of heath (Turin, 2014). Furthermore, research has shown that 

to succeed academically, Indigenous students need to be well grounded linguistically, culturally, 

and spiritually in who they are (Lomawaima & McCarty, 2006). ^Ž͕�ǁŚǇ�ŝƐŶ͛ƚ�ŝƚ�ŚĂƉƉĞŶŝŶŐ͍ 

Our languages are on the back burner for many. Moreover, it is easy to buy into the 

colonized narrative that our languages are dying or that it's too late and they are now moving to 

extinction. The narrative and reality can become overwhelming for individuals and leaders. So, 

then, where does one start? Do TNEGI communities start with young adults through tertiary 

education in colleges (Wilson, 2018), or do theyfocus on language learning in schools (Hinton, 

2018)? Do they start with early years and focus on immersion (Morcom & Roy, 2019), or perhaps 

focus on family learning for adults and children in their homes (Bommelyn & Tuttle, 2018; 

Dunlop, et al., ϮϬϮϬ͖�K͛ZĞŐĂŶ, 2018)? The literature says, yes! Yes, to all of it. The key is starting.  

It is well-known that Indian Residential Schools, Day Schools and provincially-run English 

dominant schools have been major factors in the decline of Indigenous languages. However, 

schools can also be a source of hope for language revitalization, especially Band-operated 

schools since First Nations leadership have authority over the curriculum, but language 

revitalization cannot start and stop there. Communities need to realize that our schools and our 

ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ�ĨĂĐĞ�ĂŶ�ƵƉŚŝůů�ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞ�ƐŝŶĐĞ�͞ƚĞĂĐŚŝŶŐ�ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůƐ�Ăƌe scarce or lacking, and ͙�

recruiting teachers with both language competence and teacher qualifications may prove 

ĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚ͟�;,ŝŶƚŽŶ, 2018, p. 71).  
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Many language educators and activists are inspired by the MĈori, Hawaiian and Sámi 

language revitalization movements in New Zealand, Hawaii and Norway due to their success in 

bringing their endangered languages to the forefront in their regions. What is common amongst 

these three popular examples is that first, they have over thirty years of focussed efforts 

beŐŝŶŶŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ϭϵϵϬ͛Ɛ͕�they have relative unity within one language (minor dialects) and strong, 

mainstream political will. Looking first at the DĈŽƌŝ with their infamous language nests which 

were successful in creating child speakers, language revitalization occurred alongside a broader 

rights-ďĂƐĞĚ�ĂƐƐĞƌƚŝŽŶ�ŵŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ͕�ƉƵƐŚŝŶŐ�ĨŽƌ�Ă�͞ŵƵůƚŝ-pronged approach with interventions 

being sought across the realms of broadcasting, teacher education, bilingual and immersion 

education opportunities, community development, and legal status͟ ;K͛ZĞŐĂŶ, 2018, p. 109). 

The language nests did not launch by applying added pressure onto the schools, it began by 

targeting parents and young babies, with hopes that families would then make commitments to 

ƌĞĐůĂŝŵ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�;K͛ZĞŐĂŶ, 2018). In Hawaii (United States of America), language 

revitalization occurred alongside cultural reclamation and rights-based movements. Focus has 

subsequently been placed on adult learners who contribute to language revitalization through 

resources and capacity as well as teaching their own children (Wilson, 2018).  

Wilson recognizes the importance of college/adult learners stating they are at, ͞ĂŶ�ĂŐĞ�

optimal for language learning, they are also able to dedicate time to work with Elders, 

ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ͕�ĂŶĚ�ĨŽƌŵĂů�ĐůĂƐƐĞƐ�ƚŽ�ŵĂƐƚĞƌ�ĂŶ�ĞŶĚĂŶŐĞƌĞĚ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ͟�;tŝůƐŽŶ, 2018, p. 83) 

ǁŚŝĐŚ�ŝŶ�ƚƵƌŶ�ůĞĂĚ�ƚŽ�ŶĞǁ�ĐŚŝůĚ�ƐƉĞĂŬĞƌƐ͘�͞/Ŷ�ϭϵϵϬ͕�ƚŚĞ�^Ąŵŝ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞƐ�ŝŶ�EŽƌǁĂǇ�ǁĞƌĞ�ŐƌĂŶƚĞĚ�

official status alongside the two written Norwegian language forms... with the state actively 

ƉƌŽŵŽƚŝŶŐ͕�ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŝŶŐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞǀŝƚĂůŝǌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞŵ͟�;dŽĚĂů, 2018, p. 73). Thus, in these three better 
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known and highly referenced global examples, language revitalization movements spanned 

wider than primary schooling, included a broad reach for adults and children simultaneously and 

received government support to do so. What is truly inspiring is that the momentum for these 

efforts began with a few either a few members and/or committed families and grew from there 

(McCarty, 2015) to become community or nation-wide language revitalization movements.   

So how do TNEGI communities get there? Leading a planninŐ�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ�ĨŽƌ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚ�

Wolastoqey language revitalization through Education (administration and/or schools), a 

framework for lifelong language learning for language can emerge. Examples may be drawn from 

three different regions across Canada, in groups with similar contexts. They are Nations whose 

languages were in decline and have successfully developed ILR strategies through working 

collaboratively, setting goals and focussing on adults as well as school-aged kids. Through these 

examples TNEGI may begin to set goals within the TNEGI communities. 

 

2.2 Setting Language Goals in the TNEGI Communities and Schools  

 

As TNEGI moves towards ILR goal-setting for their communities and schools, the 

following three regions are presented to share what is possible for NB communities. While these 

Nations have been focussed on the revival and continuation of their languages for over thirty 

years, their coordination and the resources that they make available to members of their Nations 

offer valuable ůĞƐƐŽŶƐ�ĨŽƌ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚ�tŽůĂƐŽƚƋĞǇ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ƌĞǀŝƚĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ�ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ͘ 
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~ British Columbia (S�E�Kg�E and Syilx Nation) 

     The history of contact and colonization in British Columbia (BC) may be shorter than 

Atlantic Canada, beginning presumably around the mid-18th Century, but the impact on the 198 

distinct First Nations and over 30 different languages and 60 dialects is the same. BC First 

Nations focus on the continuation of language, heritage and culture often together with the First 

WĞŽƉůĞ͛Ɛ��ƵůƚƵƌĂů��ŽƵŶĐŝů�;&W��Ϳ͕�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ŝƐ�funded by the provincial government and located on 

the traditional unceded territory of the t๚ ^�E���EĂƚŝŽŶ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ͕�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ǀŝůůĂge of t๚ :Kج��Wج

(https://fpcc.ca/about-us/overview/).  

The t๚ ^�E���^ĐŚŽŽů��ŽĂƌĚ�oversees ILR efforts at t๚ ^�E���EĂƚŝŽŶ͕�through a Board of 

Directors that consists of elected members of the Chief and Council from the four area Nations 

of Tsartlip, Tsawout, Pauquachin and Tsyecum. ^�E�Kg�E�is their shared ancestral language, 

and the t๚ ^�E���^ĐŚŽŽů��ŽĂƌĚ�ƐƚĂƚĞs, ͞KƵƌ�ŐŽĂů�ŝƐ�ƐŝŵƉůĞ͘�Keep our ^�E�Kg�E�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ĂůŝǀĞ͘�

We move forward with initiatives to support communities, families, children and leaders to 

ƐƉĞĂŬ�ŝŶ�^�E�Kg�E͕�ƚŽ�ƚŚŝŶŬ�ŝŶ�^�E�Kg�E͕�ƚŽ�ƐŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ƐŚĂƌĞ�ŽƵƌ�ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ�ŝŶ�^�E�Kg�E͘͟�

(https://wsanecschoolboard.ca/sencoten-language/).  

TNEGI communities would benefit from a closer examination of the Mentor-

Apprentice ^�E�Kg�E�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ͕�ǁŚĞƌĞ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ĂƉƉƌĞŶƚŝĐĞƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ŚŝƌĞĚ�ƚŽ�ǁŽƌŬ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�

language teachers. Through the support of having apprentices, the language teachers are 

ĞŶƐƵƌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ŐŽĂů�ŽĨ�ŬĞĞƉŝŶŐ�^�E�Kg�E�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ĂůŝǀĞ�ŝƐ�ƌĞĂůŝǌĞĚ�

(https://wsanecschoolboard.ca/sencoten-language/). The t๚ ^�E���^ĐŚŽŽů��ŽĂƌĚ�ƐŚĂƌĞ�ŚŽǁ�ƚŚĞǇ�

are achieving this goal through programs targeted at the following educational levels: 

https://fpcc.ca/about-us/overview/
https://wsanecschoolboard.ca/sencoten-language/
https://wsanecschoolboard.ca/sencoten-language/
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·  Pre-school Language Nest (*parents who choose to enroll their child in this stream to 

ƚĂŬĞ��ĚƵůƚ�^�E�Kg�E�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ĐůĂƐƐĞƐΎͿ 

·  Nature Kindergarten 

·  Grades 1-5 

·  �ĚƵůƚ�^�E�Kg�E�;ŽĨĨĞƌĞĚ�ĂƐ�community-based Diploma in ILR through the University of 

Victoria)  

EโsyilxēŶแ is an Interior Salish language within the Syilx Nation and is considered to be 

critically endangered with fewer than 40 fluent Elders, and only a few handfuls of intermediate-

advanced speakers. One response has been the development of the Syilx Language House, which 

is a grassroots non-profit charitable society, with a mission is to create new fluent EโsyilxēŶแ (Syilx, 

Salish, Okanagan, EโƐů โxēiŶแ) speakers in the Syilx Nation͘�dŚĞŝƌ�ĨŽĐƵƐ�ŽŶ�ĂĚƵůƚ�ůĞĂƌŶĞƌƐ͕�͞ƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐ�

1,600 hours of sequenced immersion with trained teachers, world-class curriculum, and a 

community learning environŵĞŶƚ͟�;https://www.thelanguagehouse.ca/). Thus, two very 

successful ILR strategies in BC put a lot of focus on supporting adults, to become new language 

speakers. These are strategies that TNEGI may want to consider in developing their ILR plans.  

~ Quebec: Kahnawà:ke ;<ĂŶŝĞŶ͛ŬĞŚĂͬDŽŚĂǁŬͿ  

 >ŝŬĞ�ƚŚĞ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚ�tŽůĂƐƚŽƋĞǇŝŬ͕�<ĂŶŝĞŶ͛ŬĞŚĂͬDŽŚĂǁŬ�ŚĂƐ�Ă�ůŽŶŐ�ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ�ŽĨ�ƐĞƚƚůĞƌ�

contact, yet they remain one of the largest First Nations in Canada. Still, the continuous contact 

has placed them as yet another one of the endangered Indigenous languages in Canada. Their 

Nation has a 24,000-member population yet only 2,350 speakers, concentrated in Ontario (67%) 

and smaller number in Quebec (29%) according to Gomashie (2019). Kahnawà:ke, Quebec 

stands out in ILR of Onkwehonwehnéha because despite their proximity to Montreal, the 

https://www.thelanguagehouse.ca/
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influences of urban life and French language dominance, they hold their language as a high 

ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚǇ�ĂƐ�ƐĞĞŶ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ƚŚĞ�ŵƵůƚŝƚƵĚĞ�ŽĨ�<ĂŶŝĞŶ͛ŬĞŚĂ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ͘�Kahnawà:ke has 

offered language learning opportunities ranging from school-based efforts, including an 

immersion option, as well as home-based programming, adult education and community-based 

programming for nearly thirty years (Gomashi, ϮϬϭϵͿ͘�/Ŷ�ĨĂĐƚ͕�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ǁĞƌĞ�ƐŽ�ŵĂŶǇ�<ĂŶŝĞŶ͛ŬĞŚĂ 

language programs that the community saw the need to pull everyone together under a united 

ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ͕�ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ�Ă�ƐŚĂƌĞĚ�ǀŝƐŝŽŶ͕�ĞŶƚŝƚůĞĚ�^ŬĄƚŶĞ��ŶŝŽŶŬǁĂŝſ͛ƚĞŶ�;ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͗�ǁĞ�Ăůů�ǁŝůů�ǁŽƌŬ�

together) community plan for 2018-2022 (Stacey, 2018). Through this collaborative approach, 

Kahnawà:ke Onkwehonwehnéha language teachers and advocates to come together and check 

ŽŶ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ�ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƐŚĂƌĞĚ�ǀŝƐŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�͞KŶŬǁĞŚŽŶǁĞŚŶĠŚĂ�;<ĂŶŝĞŶ͛ŬĠŚĂͿ�ǁŝůů�ďĞ�ƚŚĞ�ŵĂŝŶ�

language of communication in the home and community (Stacey, ϮϬϭϴͿ͘͟� 

dŚĞ�^ŬĄƚŶĞ��ŶŝŽŶŬǁĂŝſ͛ƚĞŶ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ�ƉůĂŶ�ŝƐ�ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ�ĨŽƌ�ŽƵƌ�dE�'/�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ�ƚŽ�

learn from, offering highlights of their immersion programming and a brief evaluation of the 

various language learning methods offered within their community. The collaborative approach 

is an example communities starting out could model from.  

Ε�EŽǀĂ�^ĐŽƚŝĂ͗�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂǁ�/ŵŵĞƌƐŝŽŶ�ŝŶ��ƐŬĂƐŽŶŝ  

 EŽǀĂ�^ĐŽƚŝĂ�;E^Ϳ�ŚĂƐ�Ă�ƐŚĂƌĞĚ�ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚ�tŽůĂƐŽƚƋĞǇŝŬ of NB, under 

the same Peace and Friendship Treaties and have the same duration of contact with settlers and 

their languages (mainly English and French). Whereas NB has three recognized First Nations from 

ƚŚĞ�tĂďĂŶĂŬŝ��ŽŶĨĞĚĞƌĂĐǇ͕�E^�ŚĂƐ�ŽŶůǇ�ƚŚĞ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂǁ�Ăs the original peoples, with thirteen First 

Nation communities today. Like ��͕�ƚŚĞ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂǁ�ŽĨ�E^�ŐŽǀĞƌŶ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ�ƵŶĚĞƌ�Ă�ƚƌŝƉĂƌƚŝƚĞ�

ĂŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĨĞĚĞƌĂů͕�ƉƌŽǀŝŶĐŝĂů�ĂŶĚ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂǁ�EĂƚŝŽŶ͕�ǁŝƚŚ�ŽŶĞ��ĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ��ƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ�
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(school board), with the Mŝ͛ŬŵĂǁ�<ŝŶĂ͛ŵĂƚŶĞǁĞǇ�;D<Ϳ�ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚŝŶŐ�ƚǁĞůǀĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƚŚŝƌƚĞĞŶ�&ŝƌƐƚ�

EĂƚŝŽŶ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ͘�tŚŝůĞ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂǁ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ŝƐ�ĚĞĞŵĞĚ�ĂƐ�ĞŶĚĂŶŐĞƌĞĚ͕�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�

Eskasoni stands out as a leader in ILR for their efforts to continue their language through 

immersion education.  

Eskasoni began their immersion program in 1996 through training three teachers in 

immersion at St. Thomas University. These teachers began teaching immersion in 1999 in a pilot 

project for a small number of students between K to Grade 3 (Julian & Denny, 2016). The 

program showed great success in continuing the language and ongoingly recruited an increasing 

number of students and by 2015 launched a separate school based in immersion for Grades K 

to 4. The school is supported by MK by provided resources and materials (Julian & Denny, 2016). 

D<�ƐƉŽŶƐŽƌĞĚ�Ă�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ƚŽ�ĞǆĂŵŝŶĞ�ŽƵƚĐŽŵĞƐ�ŽĨ�ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ�ǁŚŽ�ǁĞƌĞ�ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂǁ�

immersion versus Dŝ͛ŬŵĂǁ�ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ�ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ�ŝŶ��ŶŐůŝƐŚ-only schools, with results showing that if 

ƚŚĞ�ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ƐƚƌŽŶŐ�ŝŶ�ŽŶĞ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ͕�ƚŚĞǇ�ǁĞƌĞ�ĂůƐŽ�ƐƚƌŽŶŐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŽƚŚĞƌ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�͞ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ�

Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĚŽĞƐ�ŶŽƚ�ŚĂǀĞ�Ă�ŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ŽŶ�ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ��ŶŐůŝƐŚ͟�;hƐďŽƌŶĞ͕�et al., 2011, p. 212). 

Consequently, immersion education can serve a dual purpose of educating children and 

continuing language(s). 

2.3 Findings and Further Work  

 

dŚŝƐ�ũŽƵƌŶĞǇ�ƚŽ�ƌĞĐůĂŝŵ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞĐŽǀĞƌ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚ�tŽůĂƐŽƚƋĞǇ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞƐ�ŵĂǇ�ƐĞĞŵ�only 

within our own communities, yet there is a role for allies within governments, universities, and 

broader society as well (Ball & McIvor, 2013). In NB, while only French and English are 

ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝǌĞĚ�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�ŽĨĨŝĐŝĂů�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞƐ͕�ƚŚĞ�'ŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�EĞǁ��ƌƵŶƐǁŝĐŬ͛Ɛ��ĂƌůǇ��ĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�



 32 

Childhood �ĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�;����Ϳ�KĨĨŝĐĞ�ŽĨ�&ŝƌƐƚ�EĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ�WĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞǇ�ŚĂǀĞ�ďĞĞŶ�

ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ�ǁŝƚŚ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚ�tŽůĂƐƚŽƋĞǇ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ĂĚǀŝƐŽƌƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĐƵƌƌŝĐƵůƵŵ�ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞƌƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�

provincial school system since 2016 (Williamson, 2022). Through a Wolastoqey and a Mŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�

�ƵƌƌŝĐƵůƵŵ��ĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ��ĚǀŝƐŽƌǇ��ŽŵŵŝƚƚĞĞ͛Ɛ�;����Ϳ͕�ŵĂĚĞ�ƵƉ�ŽĨ�ĞůĚĞƌƐ͕�ĞĚƵĐĂƚŽƌƐ, and 

language speakers, they have provided support and direction so that all students be provided 

with exposure opportunities to the Indigenous languages in NB. Feedback on the provincial 

curriculum from the CDAC committee is that too much focus is being placed on literacy, which 

should come after they learn to speak. Furthermore, the schools are having trouble recruiting 

language teachers, consequently pointing to a need for language teacher mentors and a 

recognized need to increase resources available to support the teachers (Williamson, 2022).  

ZĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ĨŽƌ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚ�tŽůĂƐƚŽƋĞǇ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ƌĞǀŝƚĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ�ŝŶ�E��ǁĂƐ�ĂůƐŽ�

discussed in a report emerging out of an Indigenous conference at University of NB, focused on 

Indigenous language with digital technologies''. Key recommendations emerged centred on a 

͞ǁŚŽůĞ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ�ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ͟�;WĞƌůĞǇ͕�et al., 2016, p. 7). The researchers identify language 

revitalization beginning with the individual (making the decision to reclaim), family/household 

(prioritizing language within households), community services (further defined to include 

schools) and community infrastructure (further defined to mean digital resources). The report 

provides key messages and recommendations for use of technology in language revitalization as 

well as a list of existing resources in Wabanaki territory by individuals, communities, or 

organizations, highlighting the role that Educational Authorities can play in supporting language 

ƌĞǀŝƚĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ�;ƐĞĞ͗�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂǁ�<ŝŶĂŵĂƚŶĞǁĞǇ��ĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ��ƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ�Ăƚ www.kinu.ca).  

  

http://www.kinu.ca/
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2.4 Next Steps for ILR Planning  

 

If we want to revive our languages, and we are counting on our children 

being a part of this, we need to make education a central focus of our 

language revival plans. It is also crucial for children to be experiencing 

language at home, where they learn from their parents, grandparents and 

extended family members. Therefore, in order to teach the children at home 

and/or in classrooms, adults too need to be learning and speaking the language. 

(McIvor, 2015b, p. 2) 

Knowing where to focus attention depends on where your community is at now and 

where they want to be with the continuation of their language, in one year, five years, ten years, 

etc. For example, in Neqotkuk, where there are a limited number of fluent speakers and all are 

elderly, focussing on adult second language learning and documentation may be the most logical 

and effective steps forward. In the BC examples shared in this report, they may have an 

immediate goal to increase resources and availability of language teachers towards immersion 

efforts. This may not be the ͞ƌŝŐŚƚ͟�ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ƐƉĞĂŬŝŶŐ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ�ŽĨ��ůƐŝďŽŐƚŽŐ�

and Esgenoopetitj First Nations where there are speakers of various ages in both communities. 

Furthermore, although the same language, these two communities may have varying levels of 

ƌĞĂĚŝŶĞƐƐ�ƐŝŶĐĞ��ůƐŝďŽŐƚŽŐ�ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞƐ�ƚŽ�ŚĂǀĞ�ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ�ǁŚŽ�ĐĂŶ�ĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĞ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�

language, thus that community may be able to begin their ILR planning around supporting 

immersion education in their elementary and secondary schools. Whereas Esgenoopetitj may be 

more of a mix, needing to increase fluency in adults while nurturing the few child speakers in the 
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community. The needs of the community will contribute most directly to the goals of the 

planning process. Fortunately, in the spirit of collaboration, FPCC has developed and shared 

many planning tools and resources (see: https://fpcc.ca/resource/area/language) to assist our 

communities in language in education planning (see: McIvor, 2015) and/or to launch community-

wide language planning (McCarty, 2018) so that ILR efforts extend beyond just the four walls of 

our schools. TNEGI should encourage adult ILR opportunities as they move to commence 

language planning and increasing exposure programs within the schools.  

 

CONCLUSION  

 

The last decade of census data research (2006 and 2016) showed a steady decline of 

Dŝ͛ŬŵƋ�ĂŶĚ�tŽůĂƐƚŽƋĞǇ�ƐƉĞĂŬĞƌƐ�ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇŝŶŐ�ǁŝƚŚ�͞>ĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�^ƉŽŬĞŶ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�,ŽŵĞ͟ and ͞&ŝƌƐƚ�

>ĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�^ƉĞĂŬĞƌƐ͟ in all three of our TNEGI communities, confirming that urgent and 

coordinated action is needed. Miami scholar Wesley Leonard encourages communities to 

͞ƌĞĐůĂŝŵ͟�ƚŚĞŝƌ languages ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ŐŽĂů�ƐĞƚƚŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ĨŽĐƵƐŝŶŐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ͛�ŶĞĞĚƐ�

(Leonard, 2012). Through a brief overview of four communities: two Nations in BC (Sylix and 

^�E�Kg�E); QC (Kahnawà:ke ;<ĂŶŝĞŶ͛ŬĞŚĂͿ; ĂŶĚ�E^�;Dŝ͛ŬŵĂǁͿ͕�it showed how setting goals and 

supporting all ages and all levels can lead to successful revitalization. This research also 

highlighted that in some of the more well-known global ILR references like New Zealand, Hawaii, 

Norway and Sweden, there is willing government and lack of diversity of language contributing 

to ILR successes.  

https://fpcc.ca/resource/area/language
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While it was recognized that immersion may be end goal, this literature scan aimed to 

show that more support is needed for teachers, administrators and parents to get there. 

Drawing on the strategic plan of TNEGI and the stated mission of ͞Nikma'jtut apoqnmatultine 

;Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋͿͬEƚŽůŽŶĂƉĞŵŬ�ǁŝĐƵŬĞŵƚƵůƚŝŶĞ�;tŽůĂƐƚŽƋĞǇͿͬtĞ�ǁŽƌŬ�ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ�ĂŶĚ�ŚĞůƉ�ŽŶĞ�ĂŶĚ�

ŽƚŚĞƌ͕͟�this research hopes to plant a seed to get TNEGI communities to move forward in 

planning to maintain and continue Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚ�tŽůĂƐƚŽƋĞǇ languages. Finally, the research 

reiterates the importance of ILR planning, whether led by the schools or organizations (such 

asTNEGI) but the common factor it that community must be centred. Several good examples 

exist for launching planning processes including one available freely through FPCC, who have 

reassured the lead researcher that they are there to assist TNEGI as they move forward on this 

important work.  

3.1 Recommendations  

 

Recognizing the great work in language recovery and reclamation that is occurring within 

the three TNEGI communities, the following recommendations center on bringing cohesion and 

ĐŽŽƌĚŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ǀĂƌŝŽƵƐ�ŝŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ�ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�Dŝ͛Ŭŵaq and Wolastoqey 

language revitalization. Through a more strategic approach to ILR in our communities over the 

next two years centred on Language in Education with a mix of mobilization, research and 

planning for long term sustainability, TNEGI͛Ɛ work with communities can become a lead as the 

ĨŝƌƐƚ�ĂŶĚ�ŽŶůǇ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚ�tŽůĂƐƚŽƋĞǇ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ĐƵƌƌŝĐƵůƵŵ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ�ĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�EB. A 

service that can extend beyond the participant communities of the organization, which is 90% 

ŐŽǀĞƌŶĞĚ�ďǇ�ĨůƵĞŶƚ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚ�Wolastoqeyik first language speakers.  
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Based on the literature scan of Nations it is recommended that to begin focused />Z�ŝŶ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�

and Wolasotqey in NB, TNEGI should focus on:  

1.  Community Mobilization: a focus on evoking community interest in language 

revitalization and identify potential language leaders in each of the communities to 

participate in the growth of collaborative language planning for the TNEGI schools.  

2.  Public Awareness Campaign: CreĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�Ă�ĚŝŐŝƚĂů�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ƚŽŽů�ŝŶ�Dŝ͛ŬŵĂƋ�ĂŶĚ�

Wolastoqey to include on the TNEGI website to hear the languages spoken (translated 

subtitle in English) to demonstrate the importance and need for ongoing, focussed work 

of current speakers to ensure intergenerational knowledge transmission in our language.  

3. Language Camps: plan for a land-based summer camps (min. one week per occurance) to 

bring together fluent language speakers, silent language speakers, adult language 

learners and language teachers to encourage and nurture fluency and foster continued 

collaboration for the creation of shared resources within the three TNEGI schools. 

4. ILR Training: make resources available to support community members who wish to 

increase participation in language revitalization forums, conferences, or training. 

5. Documentation: consider formalizing a partnership with the University of New Brunswick 

Linguistics Department if there is interest in having linguists and students support 

documentation and archiving. 

 Through leading targeted work in the above five areas of ILR, TNEGI can begin investing in their 

adult learners. This in turn will create more speakers who can assist teachers, increase 

documentation which will create resources for the teachers and create hope around recovery 

and reclamation within the communities and schools.  
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