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Abstract 
 

Due to the crushing effects of hundreds of years of racial and linguistic colonialism, 

Ojibwe is now considered an endangered language, and the number of native speakers dwindles 

a little more each year.  This has sparked a wave of language revitalization efforts, which have 

attempted to bring the language back into use.  Unfortunately, prospective Ojibwe learners often 

struggle to find meaningful language practice opportunities, and due to the unavailability of 

immersion schools, adult learners often learn individually.  In this study, I examine my own 

language negotiation with a fellow graduate student—Rosalind—after 11 weeks of Ojibwe 

study.  We completed a language task designed to focus our attention on meaning, allowing me 

to later analyze the effects that negotiation and scaffolding had on our grammar and 

pronunciation as we communicated and supported each other’s learning using Ojibwe. 

My findings show that, despite our low language ability, Rosalind and I were able to 

notice and correct each other’s Ojibwe pronunciation and grammar.  Through the process of 

negotiating for meaning, Rosalind and I repeatedly provided corrective feedback for each other, 

thereby giving ourselves the opportunity to learn Ojibwe by hearing mistakes and repairing them.  

While this small case study, of course, cannot be generalized to language revitalization at large, 

it suggests that, even in a community in which native speakers become scarcer each year, the 

learning of the Ojibwe language can be continued through collaboration between language 

learners. 
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Collaborative Revitalization: 

Negotiating for Pronunciation and Grammar in Ojibwe 

In 1996, Michael Krauss famously claimed that 90% of the world’s languages would 

disappear within 100 years, arguing, “The danger of language extinction and of the loss of 

linguistic diversity parallels and exceeds the severity of the decline of plant and animal diversity 

on our earth” (p. viii).  His statement sparked an increased interest in the field of endangered 

language documentation, spurring linguistic scholars to record and preserve dying languages 

before they were lost completely (e.g. Hermes, 2012; Hermes & Engman, 2016; Hinton 2011; 

Perley, 2012).  While this documentation does, in a way, “preserve” a language, the field of 

language revitalization has loftier goals.  Those invested in language revitalization wish not just 

to freeze a language in time, but to bring it back into everyday use and to pass this language 

usage on to the next generation (e.g. Corbiere, 2000; Haynes, 2010; Hermes et al., 2014; Hinton, 

2011; Perley, 2012). 

In the United States, the language revitalization movement is currently most visible in 

Native American communities, but Native languages are not the first seemingly dying languages 

to be revived. Jewish communities, for example, successfully revitalized Hebrew in the late 19th 

and early 20th centuries (Spolsky, 1999).  Academia only appears to have taken a serious interest 

in indigenous language revitalization in the past few decades, although language loss and 

revitalization efforts have been a reality within Indigenous communities for centuries.  This is 

largely due to the European colonization of the Americas, which has devastated Native 

communities since the 1400s, and institutionalized racism, which has plagued them ever since 
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(eg: Gresczyk, 2011; Hermes & Bang, 2014).  Indigenous languages were specifically targeted 

starting in 1879 when Captain Richard Pratt, who is famous for saying, “Kill the Indian to save 

the man,” opened the first Indigenous boarding school (Noori, 2011, p. 5).  Native children were 

kidnapped and taken to these schools, where they were physically and emotionally punished for 

speaking their languages.  This produced a “missing generation” of Indigenous people who were 

unable to pass their language on to their children (Hinton, 2011, p. 307).  

Today many Native communities are trying to recover the languages they have lost.  This 

is a difficult task for any language, but there are several features of Indigenous communities and 

languages that make it particularly challenging.  First, in order for programs like language 

immersion schools to thrive, communities must find people with the language and pedagogical 

skills necessary to conduct lessons entirely in the target language.  However, there are few native 

speakers left, and indigenous language immersion teachers tend to be language learners 

themselves (Hinton, 2011, p. 312).  Second, there is a serious lack of available teaching 

materials.  Not only are materials scarce, but other supporting documents like online dictionaries 

also tend to be works in progress, leaving teachers to create entire curricula themselves with 

limited language support (“Ojibwe people’s dictionary”, 2016, n.p.).  In fact, teachers may have 

difficulty finding appropriate written texts at all.  In Ojibwe culture, stories were traditionally 

passed down orally, and they did not have a writing system until Christian missionaries 

developed a system for translating the Bible (Burnaby, 1982).  To this day, finding culturally and 

age-appropriate Ojibwe texts can be difficult for instructors.  Third, even those learners who 

manage to find the teachers and materials they need sometimes struggle to find meaningful 

contexts outside the school in which to practice using the language.  Children who attend 
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language schools may have difficulty finding consistent practice opportunities at home or in their 

mostly English-speaking communities.  Finally, many of those who attempt to learn Indigenous 

languages, particularly adult learners, try to do so in isolation, the effects of which will be 

discussed further below (King & Hermes, 2014, p. 274). 

This study will focus on learners of Ojibwe, a Native American language whose 

approximately 50,000 speakers are concentrated mostly in the northern United State—including  

Minnesota, Wisconsin, and North Dakota—and in four Canadian provinces.  The population of 

native speakers of Ojibwe is much smaller, with only about 500-700 in all of the United States 

and Canada (King & Hermes, 2014, p. 271).  The Ethnologue currently rates the Ojibwe 

language as a seven on the Language Status Scale, meaning that there are “concerted efforts via 

language teaching in public schools and other efforts to reverse decline” and that the language is 

spoken by “mainly older adults” (Lewis, 2016, n.p.).  If Ojibwe’s classification changes to an 8, 

it will be considered “moribund,” meaning “the only remaining active users of the language are 

members of the grandparent generation and older” (Lewis, 2016, n.p.).  According to the Ojibwe 

People’s Dictionary this is certainly possible, since tribal elders, most of whom are currently 

over the age of 70 (2016, n.p.), make up the majority of Ojibwe speakers. 

Hinton (2011) describes “bootstrap” language-learning approaches that Native people use 

to meet the community’s specific language learning challenges and needs while also honoring 

their cultural ideologies, which differ greatly from that of the dominant educational culture in the 

United States (e.g. Hinton, 2011, Hermes, 2000).  For example, the Ojibwe culture puts emphasis 

on “extended, silent listening” before attempting to produce the language oneself (King & 

Hermes, 2014, p. 273).  In this culture, learners passively absorb language until they are positive 
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they can produce it perfectly.  This emphasis may stem from “the intergenerational posttraumatic 

stress of colonialism and negative experiences with formal schooling; learners often lack 

confidence, and ideologies of endangerment exacerbate fears of making mistakes with what is 

viewed as a fragile and sacred language” (p. 276).  Mistakes are considered dangerous to the 

survival and purity of the Ojibwe language and are often not tolerated by elders.  For this reason, 

Ojibwe learners tend toward more passive language learning approaches, which are deeply 

rooted in their culture and traditions, as well as in a history of colonialism and linguistic 

oppression.   

King & Hermes (2014) have explored Ojibwe ideologies for adult language learners, 

outlining three main approaches: Master-Apprentice programs, performance-based learning, and 

book learning.  In Master-Apprentice programs, a novice speaker is paired with a native speaker, 

who is usually a tribal elder.  The master produces unmodified language, and it is the 

apprentice’s job to listen, passively taking it up.  In performance-based learning, learners 

memorize small chunks of language in order to participate in cultural ceremonies or take part in 

structured small-group gatherings.  Finally, in book learning students practice their language 

skills through textbooks, word lists and other materials, many times without a formal relationship 

with a school or a native speaker.  Those who choose book learning outside of formal school 

must be in charge of gathering their own materials and finding their own information (King & 

Hermes, 2014, p. 165).   

It is important to note that book learning (along with the other two approaches above) is 

largely passive, meaning that the learner has “little opportunity to interact in the language or to 

negotiate for meaning—powerful drivers of language learning” (King & Hermes, 2014, p. 273).  
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However, according to findings of research on second language acquisition (SLA), passive 

approaches such as book learning are not the best way to acquire the ability to use a new 

language.  In light of this information, the participants in this study, both of whom are language 

teachers with training in second language acquisition, decided to modify their book learning, by 

incorporating occasional opportunities for interaction and collaboration.   

The importance of interaction in SLA has been widely studied since the 1980s; it was 

Hatch (1978) who first posited the idea that “language learning evolves out of learning how to 

carry on conversations” (Hatch, 1978, p. 404).  Hatch’s ideas were revisited throughout the 

1980s.  It was during this time that Swain (1985) proposed the “Comprehensible Output” 

hypothesis after noticing that, although French immersion students became highly proficient 

listeners, they often had gaps in their spoken language.  Swain believed that this was due to a 

lack of speaking opportunities in the classroom.  Her Comprehensible Output hypothesis 

suggested that students who were encouraged to speak would be more likely to notice and repair 

the gaps in their grammatical knowledge.  Krashen (1985) disagreed, and proposed the “Input 

Hypothesis.”  He believed that receiving comprehensible input, rather than producing 

comprehensible output, was the key to learning language.  Krashen critiqued Swain’s idea that 

all elements of language can be noticed and corrected through output, saying “If the Output 

Hypothesis is correct, every item in every component of the grammar, every phonological 

contrast, morphological, syntactic, sociolinguistic, and discourse rule must be separately tested in 

production.  Not only must each item be used in production, but it also must be used in such a 

way that the performer receives feedback on the success of his attempt, notices the feedback or 
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reaction, and makes the correct analysis, or at least an analysis leading to a better solution” 

(Krashen, 1985, p. 36).   

Around the same time, Long (1981, 1983, 1985, 1996) began developing the Interaction 

Hypothesis, which suggested that second language learners get comprehensible input in 

interaction by negotiating for meaning--thereby building on both Krashen and Swain’s 

ideas.  Long studied non-native speakers’ (NNS) interactions with native speakers (NS) and 

other NNS to see how they dealt with and repaired breakdowns in communication.  He came to 

the conclusion that: 

(1) Communication requires comprehensible input 

(2) When communication breaks down, interlocutors employ various strategies to repair the 

conversation, thereby making the input comprehensible for the learner 

Long (1983) and Pica & Doughty (1985) built on Long’s early work, compiling a list of these 

conversational repair strategies, which included comprehension checks, clarification requests, 

confirmation checks, and self-repetitions.  Long’s (1996) version of the Interaction Hypothesis 

suggested that these strategies contributed greatly to learners’ language.  He said, “...I would like 

to suggest that negotiation for meaning, and especially negotiation work that triggers 

interactional adjustments by the NS or more competent interlocutor, facilitates acquisition 

because it connects input, internal learner capacities, particularly selective attention, and output 

in productive ways” (Long, 1996, pp. 451-452). 

 Pica, Young & Doughty (1987) produced research evidence for Long’s position, when 

they performed an experiment which tested not only NS-NNS interaction, but NNS-NNS 

interaction as well.  Through their experiment, the researchers sought to find whether second 
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language learners learned more in the classroom through premodified L2 input (as in textbooks) 

or through negotiating L2 input that was not modified for language learners.  The study showed 

that the learners who had the opportunity to work together to negotiate the unmodified material 

learned better, despite the fact that the L2 input was above their proficiency level.  In this way, 

Pica, Young & Doughty found that the process of negotiating with classmates in a meaningful 

way was an integral part of the language-learning process.  In another study about a decade later, 

Swain and Lapkin (1998) upheld the findings of this study, when they found that not only did 

students support each other’s language learning, but that students learned from each other even 

when their proficiency levels were different.  The process of giving and receiving feedback 

benefitted both learners, regardless of proficiency level. 

 Feedback on learners’ language is a key component of NNS-NNS learning in interaction.  

Interaction gives learners a meaningful reason to converse, and when conversation breaks down 

due to language errors, learners must try to repair it.  It is through this process of making, 

noticing, and repairing errors that progress in second language acquisition can be made.  

Noticing occurs when a language learner identifies a gap between the language they have 

produced and the corrective feedback they receive (Schmidt, 1990).  Although feedback can be 

either negative or positive, the majority of the research on the issue has been focused on negative 

feedback, which is called “corrective feedback.”  Corrective feedback aims to help learners 

notice their errors.  Lyster & Mori (2006) broke down the various types of corrective feedback 

into elicitations, metalinguistic clues, clarification requests, and repetitions (p. 272).   

This study will adopt Lyster and Mori’s definitions of these key constructs, as follows. 

Elicitations are used when an interlocutor asks questions that help the language learner to repair 
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his or her own error (“What is the word for ‘write’ in Spanish?”), asks the learner to restate the 

sentence, or begins a reformulated sentence and pauses, allowing the learner to finish it correctly 

(“The word for ‘write’ in Spanish is...”).  Metalinguistic clues rely on a student’s awareness of 

grammar in order to repair the error (“What is the past participle of ‘write’ again?”).  

Clarification requests give fewer clues, simply indicating to the learner that something he or she 

said interfered with communication (“I don’t understand”).  Finally, when using repetitions the 

teacher or interlocutor repeats the learner’s improperly formed sentence, changing the intonation 

to indicate a mistake (“You go to the store yesterday?”) (Lyster & Mori, 2006, p. 272). 

When a learner notices and repeats a correction immediately after it is made, it is called 

uptake (Lyster & Ranta, 1997, p. 49).  Such uptake shows that the learner noticed it, but it does 

not necessarily mean that he or she has mastered the new form yet.  When the learner continues 

to use the new form in subsequent turns, over time, he or she has “acquired” it (Ellis et. al, 2001). 

 Although much research has been done in the fields of SLA and also in Ojibwe language 

revitalization, academia has not yet explored overlap in these two fields.  We have seen that 

Ojibwe heritage language learners are constrained by practical limitations (e.g. the number of 

available native speakers) and cultural practices (e.g. traditional beliefs about learning) that make 

the process of learning this small, endangered language unique.  The purpose of this paper was to 

explore one possibility for infusing research-based, communicative language learning into a 

language revitalization movement that has fewer speakers each year.  I explored the idea that, 

even with low language proficiency levels and no authoritative and organized Ojibwe language 

curriculum to consult, peers could support and scaffold each other’s pronunciation and grammar 

as they negotiate for meaning in speaking Ojibwe.  In order to do this effectively, learners would 
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need to be able to provide each other with corrective feedback and take up said feedback.  In this 

paper I sought to answer the following research questions:  

(1) Do beginning learners who use Ojibwe in oral interactive pairwork notice and provide 

corrective feedback in response to each other’s errors?   

(2) Is there uptake of new Ojibwe pronunciation and grammar if/when corrective feedback is 

provided? 

 

Methods 

Participants 

Two people participated in this study, a colleague, Rosalind, and I.  At the time of the 

study, Rosalind was a 28-year-old graduate student who was enrolled in an M.A. TESOL 

program at the University of Minnesota, Twin Cities.  She is a White woman whose first 

language is English, but she was also an experienced language learner, having received an 

undergraduate major in Spanish and having taken advanced Russian classes before moving to 

Russia for two years.  Additionally, Rosalind spent her childhood on an Ojibwe reservation in 

Minnesota, where she went to public school and took Ojibwe classes approximately once a week 

for 5 years.  Between this time and September 2015, when Rosalind began studying Ojibwe as 

part of an indigenous language revitalization class, she had not had substantial contact with the 

language for 15 years.   

I am a White woman who was also enrolled in an M.A. TESOL program at the 

University of Minnesota, Twin Cities.  English is my first language, but I also have an 

undergraduate major in Spanish and spent 2 years living in Spain.  Before taking the language 
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revitalization class, I had never seen or heard the Ojibwe language spoken, nor had I studied it.  

The class was primarily focused on the theory of language revitalization, although the first 15 

minutes of class were generally devoted to “language appreciation,” during which we played 

communicative Ojibwe language games.  The language was not explicitly taught in the 

classroom.  For the first six weeks of the semester, we were also expected to spend 

approximately one hour outside of class using language learning software called “Ojibwemodaa” 

(Hermes, n.d.).   

The Ojibwemodaa software is based on naturalistic video clips of native Ojibwe speakers 

communicating in real-life situations.  Words and language chunks were selected from these 

clips and used to make electronic activities like flashcards, cloze exercises, and matching 

exercises. 

As the semester progressed, we had less time to devote to language appreciation in class, 

and the other students lost interest in studying Ojibwe each week.  Rosalind and I were 

motivated to learn more, so we decided to study Ojibwe independently and document our 

experience as part of our final project.  This allowed us to continue exploring the process of 

learning an endangered language.  We chose to abandon the software, which, since it was based 

on native speaker conversations in real contexts, did not provide us with the vocabulary we 

needed to have basic, introductory conversations we wanted to have.  Finding samples of Ojibwe 

for this purpose proved difficult, and our project was complicated by the scarcity of complete, 

accurate study materials in Ojibwe.  Most of what we learned was pieced together from various 

websites and other learners’ opinions.  We studied grammar and vocabulary individually and met 

about twice a month to record videos of our progress in speaking Ojibwe in meaningful ways.  
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During the semester, I spent approximately 15 minutes per week on Ojibwe in class and about 3 

hours per week studying on my own.  Thus, I spent about 40 hours studying Ojibwe over the 

course of the semester.  Rosalind, who spent about one hour more per week studying outside of 

class than I did, spent just over 50 hours studying Ojibwe by the end of the semester.  At the time 

we gathered data, which was seven weeks into this process, I had studied a total of about 24.5 

hours of Ojibwe, and Rosalind had studied approximately 31.5 hours.   

 

 

Data Collection 

Data were collected seven weeks after Rosalind and I began our language study, during a 

single session in week eight of the semester; the language study continued for four weeks after 

that.  At the time this study was conducted, we had learned how to introduce ourselves and talk 

about the weather.  Data were collected via a weather-related information gap language task that 

I developed based on Doughty and Pica’s (1986) information gap study.  The task was broken 

into two segments. 

For Segment 1, I gave Rosalind a blank, 8x11 inch sheet of paper, which was oriented in 

“landscape” fashion, and directed her to draw three large squares across the center of the paper.  

I asked her to write the Ojibwe word for “yesterday” (bijiinaago) above the first square, “today” 

(noongom) above the second square, and “tomorrow” (waabang) above the third square.  Finally, 

I told her to draw one of the weather phenomena we had studied (rain, clouds, sun, snow, wind, 

hot, or cold) in each box without showing me which ones she had chosen.  As I directed Rosalind 

through this process, I drew the same three squares on my own paper.  I labeled them with the 
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same Ojibwe words (bijiinaago, noongom, and waabang), but I left my squares blank.  My role 

in the task was to ask her questions in Ojibwe to determine what she had drawn in each of her 

squares.  Based on her answers, I drew weather phenomena on my own paper.  The object of the 

task was to draw the same phenomenon in each of my boxes as Rosalind had drawn.  When I had 

finished asking questions and drawing on my paper, we compared our drawings to see how well 

we understood each other.  For Segment 2, we switched roles and repeated the process, this time 

with Rosalind asking the questions.  Both segments were video recorded, resulting in 6 minutes 

and 50 seconds of video footage. 

 

Data Analysis 

Two weeks after I collected the data, I showed Rosalind the videos I had taken during the 

task, stopping at points in which we negotiated for pronunciation and grammar in order to ask for 

her point of view on why she made the decisions she made.  I used this “stimulated recall” to 

inform my own analysis of the language data (Gass et. al., 2000). 

 After I conducted the study and gathered the data, I listened to the video recording of our 

oral Ojibwe interaction and transcribed it into a Microsoft Word document. I then translated the 

Ojibwe transcript into English.  Segment 1, where I questioned Rosalind, can be found in 

Appendix A and Segment 2, where Rosalind questioned me, can be found in Appendix B.  After 

seeing inconsistencies in my transcriptions, I decided to also create a gloss for the Ojibwe 

transcript, to help readers understand the Ojibwe data.  Words that the participants stressed to 

show emphasis or draw attention to a particular form are in bold.  In Ojibwe, tenses appear 

before verbs as prefixes; these prefixes are marked as PST, past tense, or FUT, future tense, in the 



Running head: COLLABORATIVE REVITALIZATION                                   15 
 
transcript gloss.  If a learner omits a required tense marker, it is shown as (-PST) when the past 

tense prefix has been incorrectly omitted or (-FUT) when the future prefix has been incorrectly 

omitted.  Similarly, negation, which in Ojibwe requires both the word gaawiin before the verb 

and the affix -sinoon after the verb, is marked with NEG, or, if either feature is missing in a 

required context, (-NEG). Grammatically incorrect sentences are marked with an asterisk at the 

beginning of the sentence, and words that are incorrectly pronounced are marked with an asterisk 

before the word.  Pronunciation mistakes that are marked with an asterisk are also written 

phonetically, in the International Phonetic Alphabet.  Long pauses—pauses that exceed one 

second—are marked by ellipses, and interrupted words and sentences are followed by a dash.   In 

the gloss, lines marked “T” were utterances made by me, Theresa, and lines marked “R” are 

Rosalind’s utterances. 

 In order to answer Research Question 1, I searched the Ojibwe transcript in Appendix A 

and B to find instances where corrective feedback was provided.  In this category, I counted the 

types of negotiation outlined in Lyster & Mori’s (2006) study: elicitations, metalinguistic clues, 

clarification requests, and repetitions (p. 272). 

 Since Research Question 2 addresses both pronunciation and grammar, I then sorted the 

corrective feedback episodes into these two categories.  I searched for uptake in the learner’s 

turns right after the turns where corrective feedback was provided.   Following Lyster & Mori, an 

utterance counted as “uptake” if the correction was repeated in the turn immediately following 

the correction.  
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Results 

The answer to Research Question 1, “Do beginning learners who use Ojibwe in oral 

interactive pairwork notice and provide corrective feedback in response to each other’s errors?” 

was yes: the two beginning Ojibwe learners did provide each other with corrective feedback on 

one another’s errors during oral interaction.  Examples will be provided below in exploring the 

answer to Research Question 2, “Is there uptake of new Ojibwe pronunciation and grammar 

if/when corrective feedback is provided?” to see whether this feedback on pronunciation and 

grammar errors elicited uptake. 

 

Pronunciation 

This section will focus on Rosalind’s pronunciation of one of the words most frequently 

used by the participants in this study: noongom, the Ojibwe word for “today.”  During the two 

segments, Rosalind uttered this word 10 times and I produced it 6 times.  A few minutes into the 

first segment, after pronouncing noongom correctly three times, Rosalind incorrectly 

mispronounced the word, saying “noogom” [nugʌm] instead of noongom [nuŋʌm].  This error is 

shown in Example 1, line 19. 

 

Example 1: “Rosalind’s Mispronunciation, No Corrective Feedback” 

Segment Lines Utterance 

1 
 
 
 
 
 

17 
 
 
 
 
 

R:  Miinawaa                zoogipon          miinawaa ...  Gii- uh,    gii-     
      again           (-PST)   it is snowing    again             PST           PST     
            gichi   *[nugɪn] 
            very    *it is windy 
      “Again it is snowing again.  Uh, it was very windy.” 
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18 
 
 
 

19 
 
 
 

20 

T:  Um, uh, zaagaate      na … [nuŋʌm]? 
                   it is sunny    Q        today 
      “Um, uh, is it sunny … today?” 
 
R:  Eya’, eya’.  *[nugʌm], uh, gisinaa— 
      Yes   yes     *today             it is cold 
      “Yes, yes.  Today it is cold.” 
   
T:  Gisinaa— 
      It is cold 
     “It is cold—” 

 

 I did not provide corrective feedback in my turn following Rosalind’s error in line 19 —

possibly because I did not notice it, or perhaps because I was more focused on meaning than 

pronunciation.  Instead, in line 20, I chose to ask for confirmation of what she had just said, 

simply saying “It is cold—.”  The next two times she produced the incorrect pronunciation, 

however, I did provide corrective feedback.  Example 2 shows the first time I recasted 

Rosalind’s pronunciation error, in line 30 of Segment 1.  It happened when Rosalind and I were 

checking our answers at the end of the segment.  In the “today” box, I had incorrectly drawn a 

picture of a hot, sunny day.  According to Rosalind’s original drawing, it should have been a 

cold, sunny day.  A representation of our drawings in Segment 1 can be found in Appendix C, 

and Segment 2 can be found in Appendix D. 
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Example 2: “Rosalind’s Mispronunciation, with Recast, No Uptake” 

Segment Lines Utterance 

1   
 
 
 
→ 

29 
 
 
 

30 
 
 
 

31 
 

R:  Bijiinaago?  Good.  *[nugʌm]? 
      Yesterday                 *Today    
      “Yesterday?  Good.  *Today?” 
 
T:  [nuŋʌm].  Zaagaate. 
     Today       It is snowing 
     “Today.  It is snowing.” 
 
R:  Zaagaate         and cold.  Gisinaa. 
      It is snowing                    It is cold 
      “It is snowing and cold.  It is cold.” 

 

Example 2 is interesting in that in line 29, Rosalind incorrectly pronounced noongom 

[nuŋʌm] as “noogom” [nuŋʌm] just like she did in line 19 of Example 1, but this time I recasted 

Rosalind’s incorrect pronunciation in line 30; however, there was no uptake in line 31. There are 

many possible reasons why Rosalind did not respond to my recast.  The first possibility is that 

Rosalind simply did not notice it.  Example 2 occurred at the end of Segment 1, when Rosalind 

and I were comparing our pictures.  Her use of the English words “good” in line 29 and “and 

cold” in line 31 could be viewed as evidence that she was no longer concentrating on Ojibwe 

accuracy.  Her focus appears to be completely on meaning, which may have prevented her from 

noticing pronunciation recasts.  Alternatively, she may not have noticed the difference between 

the nasalized noongom [nuŋʌm] and the unnasalized “noogom” [nugʌm], which is not 

particularly salient.   After all, in phonetic transcription, they only differ by one phoneme, [ŋ] 

and [g], respectively.  The fact that I immediately followed the recast with another word, 

zaagaate, in line 31 may have made the recast even less noticeable.  A third possibility is that she 

may have noticed my repetition but treated it as a comprehension check instead of a 
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pronunciation recast.  There are many instances in which we repeated each other’s utterances 

without intending to recast, as is evident with zaagaate in lines 30 and 31.  She may have 

assumed this was the case, particularly since we were looking at the drawings and checking my 

answers together.  A final possibility is that she noticed my recast but chose not to accept or 

apply it. Since my recast occurred in line 30 of a 34-line segment, she may have decided it was 

not worth correcting, choosing to focus on meaning instead. 

 In Example 3 below, line 20, I recasted this same pronunciation error a second time, and 

this time there was uptake in the next turn.  In line 19 Rosalind asked whether it was cloudy 

today, incorrectly pronouncing noongom three times.  In line 20 I recasted her pronunciation, and 

she took up my correct pronunciation in line 21.  Although there was uptake here, Example 3 

also shows there was clearly no acquisition, since she once again incorrectly pronounced it as 

“noogom” [nugʌm] 10 lines later in line 31.   

 

Example 3: “Rosalind’s Mispronunciation with Recast, Uptake, and Repeated Error” 

Segment Lines Utterance 

2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
→ 

19 
 
 
 
 
 
 

20 
 
 
 

21 

R:  Uh,  *[nugʌm]. Aaniin ezhiwebak *[nugʌm] gimiw—, ningwaakod  na? 
      Uh   *today       how     weather     *today     it is rai-   it is cloudy     Q  
            Ningwaakod   na   *[nugʌm]? 
            it is windy      Q     *today 
     “Uh, *today.  How is the weather *today?  It is rai—, is it cloudy?  Is it 
     cloudy *today? 
 
T:  [nuŋʌm]? 
      today 
      “Today?” 
 
R:  [nuŋʌm] 
      today 
      “Today.” 
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2 31 R:  Gaawiin.  *[nugʌm] *[magi]   noodin.       *[magi]   noodin          
      No            *today      *start       it is windy  *start       it is windy   
             dibikak.   Waabang …  aaniin   ge      ezhi—, ezhiwebak   waabang 
             tonight.   tomorrow       how      FUT               weather       tomorrow 
      “No.  Today it will get windy.  It will get windy tonight.  Tomorrow … 
      what will the weather be like tomorrow? 
 
T:  Zoogipon.       Wii-zoogipon,        uh, waabang. 
     It is snowing   FUT-it is snowing         tomorrow 
     “It is snowing.  It will snow tomorrow.” 

 

Example 3 is interesting in terms of learner-learner negotiation.  First, even though in line 

21 Rosalind took up the recast I gave in line 20, one cannot be certain whether she truly 

recognized it as a recast.  She may have simply repeated what I said verbatim, in response to my 

(assumed) comprehension check.  On the other hand, if we do assume she noticed the recast as a 

correction, then one must question what made this recast more effective than the previous one.  

One possibility is that while in Example 2 I immediately followed my recast with another word, 

zaagaate, in this case the recast stood alone.  This probably made it more salient for Rosalind.  It 

is also possible that she was simply more focused on correct pronunciation this time, since we 

were in the middle of a task rather than checking our answers.  Of course the fact that she noticed 

this recast but not the last one could also be purely coincidental.  The final thing to consider in 

Example 3 is why Rosalind went back to the incorrect pronunciation in line 31 after being recast 

and taking it up in line 21.  The resurfacing of this error may be related to the complexity of the 

context in which the mispronunciation again appeared in line 31, where Rosalind used several 

constructions that were brand new to her, including the word maajii, the word dibikak, and the 

wh-question structure aaniin ezhiwebak.  While producing one of the most complex sentences 

either of us produced in the entire task, it is unlikely that she could continue to monitor a “new” 



Running head: COLLABORATIVE REVITALIZATION                                   21 
 
pronunciation of an “old” word.  In fact, she seemed to be unconcerned with pronunciation in 

general, having also mispronounced maajii [maʒi], as “magi” [magi] in the same line, suggesting 

that she was prioritizing grammatical accuracy over pronunciation.  Of course it is also possible 

that, as proposed in my analysis of Example 2, she had not noticed or taken up my recast in 

Segment 1, line 30, and that she was simply continuing what she believed to be the correct 

pronunciation of the word noongom. 

 

Grammar 

 In addition to our negotiation of Ojibwe pronunciation, Rosalind and I also negotiated for 

grammar.  In line 5 of Example 4, Rosalind asked me whether it was sunny yesterday, omitting 

the past tense marker in obligatory context.  I answered her question in line 6, also omitting the 

past tense marker in my reply, saying “It is sunny yesterday.”  Rosalind noticed my error and in 

line 7 provided corrective feedback, prompting me with the past tense markers gii- and gaa-.  I 

repeated the tense marker gii- in line 8, and then she repeated the tense marker in line 9, this time 

combining it with part of the correct word, zaagaate.  Finally, in line 10, I put the whole sentence 

together correctly, saying “It was sunny yesterday.”  In line 11 she repeated my correct utterance 

verbatim. 
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Example 4: “Mutual Grammatical Error with Scaffolding” 

Segment Lines Utterance 

2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
→ 

5 
 
 
 
6 
 
 
 
7 
 
 
8 
 
 
9 

 
 
 

10 
 
 
 

11 
 
 
 

12 

R:               *Zaagaatesinoo—                Zaagaate         na    bijiinaago? 
      (-NEG)   *it was sun-NEG       (-PST)  it is sunny        Q     yesterday 
      *“It isn’t sun—  It is sunny yesterday?” 
 
T:  *Eya’,            zaagaate          bijiinaago. 
       yes    (-PST)  it is sunny        yesterday 
      *“Yes, it is sunny yesterday.” 
 
R:  *Gii-,      gii   ...  gaa … 
        PST         PST        PST 
 
T:  *Gii- 
        PST  
 
R:  *Gii-zaagaa—  …    gii   …   gii      gii 
        PST-it is sun           PST          PST     PST 
        “It was sun--” 
 
T:  Gii-zaagaate           bijiinaago. 
      PST-it is sunny        yesterday 
      “It was sunny yesterday.” 
 
R:  Gii-zaagaate           bijiinaago. 
      PST-it is sunny        yesterday 
      “It was sunny yesterday.” 
    
T:  Ah ha   

 

 Although I cannot be sure that Rosalind intended to prompt me in line 7—it is entirely 

possible that she was starting to recast my sentence—her prompt resulted in a very interesting 

example of scaffolding for both of us as learners.  It is fascinating first that Rosalind only seemed 

to notice her tense error when she heard me make the same error.  She appeared to benefit from 

hearing her own error repeated.  It is also possible that she had noticed her own error after she 

uttered it and felt obligated to fix the error that she knew she had modeled for me, and I had 
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taken up.  The most promising aspect of Example 4 occurred after the noticing, in the back-and-

forth nature of our negotiation of grammatical form.  Both of us were aware of the error and 

worked together to repair it.  In the end, in lines 10 and 11, we both took up the correction that 

we mutually built.  The scaffolding exemplified in Example 4 gave both of us the opportunity to 

produce a more target-like grammatical structure in Ojibwe without the benefit of a “speaker” or 

grammar reference. 

 Mutual scaffolding also occurred in Example 5 below.  In line 13, Rosalind once again 

made an error with the past tense, saying “It is cold yesterday,” despite the fact that she had used 

a correct tense marker in her previous turn.  In line 14, I repeated Rosalind’s tense error from line 

13 when I replied with “It is cold?”  This is an interesting case, since it is unclear whether my 

utterance in line 13 was a comprehension check or a prompt, a detail I could not recall at the time 

I transcribed the data.  Her incorrect tense usage may have simply confused me, or perhaps I was 

urging her to notice and repair her error.  The latter seems more likely since both Rosalind and I 

struggled with negated questions throughout Segments 1 and 2.  Later, in line 15, Rosalind 

replied with “It is cold yester—, it was cold.”  Here it is unclear whether she was recasting me, 

recasting herself, or taking up my indirect correction from line 14.  I did not take up her recast, 

however, since in line 16 I neglected to use a tense marker two more times.  Rosalind noticed 

this and recasted my error in line 18, first recasting my lack of tense (gizhide to gii-gizhide) and 

then recasting her own recast, since the pronunciation of gizhide changes to kizhide when 

preceded by the tense marker gii-.  In line 18 I acknowledge her, saying, “Uh huh, yes,” but did 

not produce uptake.   
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Example 5: “Rosalind’s Grammatical Error, Noticed after Repeated by Theresa”  

Segment Lines  

2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
→ 

11 
 
 
 

12 
 

13 
 
 
 

14 
 
 
 
 

15 
 
 
 

16 
 
 
 
 
 

17 
 
 
 

18 

R:  Gii-zaagaate       bijiinaago. 
      PST-it is sunny    yesterday 
      “It was sunny yesterday.” 
 
T:  Ah ha. 
 
R:  *Uh, okay.  Gisinaa     na    bijiinaago 
                          it is cold    Q    yesterday 
      *“Uh, okay, is it cold yesterday?” 
 
T:  *...gisinaa? 
           it is cold 
     “...It is cold?” 
 
R:  *Gisinaa  …  bijiinaa—,   gii-gisinaa. 
        It is cold      yester—      PST-it is cold 
      *“It is cold yester— It was cold.” 
 
T:  Ah, gaawiin.   Gaawiin                     gisinaasinoon     bijiinaago.        
            no             NEG              (-PST)    it is cold-NEG      yesterday       
                                 *[gɪʒɪde] 
                     (-PST)   *it is hot 
     “Ah, no.  *It is not cold yesterday. *It is *hot.” 
 
R:  Gii-kizhide,     [kɪʒɪde]   bijiinaago. 
      PST-it is hot     it is hot   yesterday 
      “It was hot, it is hot yesterday.” 
 
T:  Uh huh, eya’ 
                    yes 
      “Uh huh, yes.” 

 

 Once again in this example Rosalind did not seem to hear her own error until I repeated 

it.  It is unclear whether my error in line 14 caused her to notice her own error in line 13, or 

whether she simply thought she was correcting my errors without noticing her own.  During the 

stimulated recall session, Rosalind supported the first hypothesis: my error caused her to notice 
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her own prior error.  Notice the words she stressed in lines 15 and 17:  this could be due to 

frustration at her own errors,  or to her making her recasts more salient for me – or even both, as 

part of co-construction in a mutual ZPD.   

At first I wondered why, in line 16, when I omitted the past tense marker before 

gisinaasinoon, Rosalind ignored that error even though she recast the same error when I made it 

before and after line 16.  After studying the transcript, I discovered that during the entirety of the 

information gap task, neither of us ever correctly marked a verb for tense when it was 

surrounded by the negation markers gaawiin and –sinoon; this is also the case in line 17.  When I 

showed this to Rosalind in the stimulated recall session, she was astonished.  We were both 

aware that we needed to mark verbs for tense, but neither of us was aware we never did tense-

marking for negated verbs or even noticed this error.   

A final interesting thing that happened in Example 5 was my lack of response in line 18 

to corrective feedback.  After Rosalind recast my error in line 17, instead of repeating her recast 

or trying to repair it myself in line 18, I simply said “Uh huh, yes.”  She had just recast two 

errors at once, both the tense error and the pronunciation error.  While I believe I would have 

accepted a recast of the grammar error, I remember thinking that, while I was vaguely aware of 

this rule, I did not care that I had said gizhide [gɪʒɪde] instead of kizhide [kɪʒɪde].  I noticed but 

ignored her recast because I felt as though this construction was too hard for my proficiency 

level, and that I had more important things to worry about.  This may have been a strategy, only 

monitoring those grammatical forms I thought I was ready for. 
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Discussion 

 During this study, there were many examples of scaffolding for pronunciation and 

grammar, illustrated by the examples I described above. This study only included two White 

learners and 6 minutes and 50 seconds of video; it cannot, of course, be generalized to all Ojibwe 

learners, but it does show some very interesting things about the feasibility of learning of Ojibwe 

through collaborative interaction.  First, the study decisively answered Research Question 1.  

Despite the fact that Rosalind and I were absolute beginners, we were clearly able to notice both 

(some of) our own and (some of) each other’s errors, and there are many cases in which we 

provided corrective feedback for each other, especially when the errors interfered with 

communication.  Not only were we able to notice our own and each other's errors, but there were 

also numerous examples in which we took up corrective feedback (ex: Sample 2, lines 16, 17, 

and 21), thereby answering Research Question 2 as well. 

 Although this study focused on learner-learner negotiation and corrective feedback, it 

also has interesting implications for the field of Ojibwe SLA in general.  In order to properly 

negate Ojibwe verbs, the verb must be preceded by the negative particle gaawiin and followed 

by the suffix -sinoon.  Tense markers are added to the beginning of verbs as a prefix.  Therefore, 

in order to negate a verb that also carries tense, the construction must be: gaawiin + tense prefix 

+ verb + sinoon.  Rosalind and I were both aware of this construction, but we never produced 

this structure correctly, despite it being required in five instances (ex: Segment 2, lines 2, 3 and 

4).  We might conclude that this means we as learners were unable to notice and correct more 

complex utterances.  However, this may also suggest that Ojibwe tense marking and negation 

might be acquired in an order in which tense is learned in non-negated form first, and not 
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combined with negation until later, when learners become more advanced speakers.  As the field 

of Ojibwe language revitalization grows, this knowledge may be important for Ojibwe teachers 

and textbook makers in designing lessons that follow learners’ innate order of acquisition of the 

language 

 Although the finding that learners can notice each other’s errors and take up each other’s 

corrections may seem obvious for the field of second language acquisition in general, it could be 

important for the goal of Ojibwe language revitalization.  While some children may have the 

opportunity to attend an immersion school with scaffolding in oral interaction provided by 

classmates and teachers, many aspiring Ojibwe learners are adults with jobs and familial 

obligations that do not permit them to learn Ojibwe through immersion.  By using Ojibwe in 

collaborative interaction, Rosalind and I made progress after only seven weeks of mostly 

independent study while also juggling graduate school and jobs.  Not only were we able to learn 

grammatical rules by ourselves, but we were able to use them in simple collaborative 

interactions.  We showed the ability to monitor and support our own and another’s language 

progress without the help of a teacher, whether native speaker or more advanced non-native 

speaker.   

 As this is a case study of two White learners, one cannot assume these results are 

generalizable to Ojibwe heritage language learners in general.  In addition to being White 

learners who did not have the same culture and history as heritage learners might have, we were 

also experienced language teachers and learners who were comfortable with making and 

correcting speech errors.  The Ojibwe tradition of learning through “watching.” for example, 

may make the collaborative language learning approach we used seem culturally inappropriate.  
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That said, however, there is a clear need for more study of language learning in interaction as a 

possibly productive approach in the field of indigenous language acquisition.  If other studies 

produce similar results, there could be implications that include supplementing all three ways 

that people tend to learn Ojibwe—Master-Apprentice, performance-based learning and book 

learning.  Currently, some Ojibwe language learners learn through Master-Apprentice 

partnerships with tribal elders.  Although these Master-Apprentice relationships and the idea of 

tribal elders passing on knowledge orally is deeply rooted in Ojibwe culture, these relationships 

will be less and less available as native Ojibwe speakers age in the coming decades.  If the 

language is to survive, Ojibwe language learners may need to learn how to scaffold and support 

each other in using Ojibwe in oral interaction, in working to achieve their language goals. People 

who utilize performance-based learning often recite memorized chunks of language as part of a 

cultural ceremony.  Although there are certainly benefits to learning “chunks” of language, these 

learners (and learners who are currently utilizing the Master-Apprentice method) may be missing 

the important opportunity to use these chunks as they negotiate for meaning in oral interaction 

with others who can scaffold their production and thereby support Ojibwe language 

development.  The process of negotiation could give them insight into their errors and a chance 

to repair them. 

 Rosalind and I combined elements of book learning with research-based language 

learning though interaction supported by the field of SLA.  Twice a month we got together to use 

Ojibwe in negotiating meaning in oral interaction, thereby giving ourselves the opportunity to 

scaffold each other, provide corrective feedback, and learn collaboratively.  Supplementing book 

learning with this collaborative aspect of language learning worked for us as White learners, and 
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the results of this case study suggest that, although we did the majority of our learning 

separately, we benefitted greatly from the opportunities we created for ourselves to negotiate 

together for meaning and form.  Not only was it good for our grammatical accuracy, but both 

Rosalind and I reported feeling motivated by these meetings.  We were excited about our ability 

to communicate and understand each other, even at our very basic level.  It kept us interested in 

what was, at times, a very frustrating journey.     

 Introducing collaborative language learning in interaction as a way to supplement the 

traditional methods of learning Ojibwe could be simple and motivational, but it could also 

receive some pushback from heritage learners and teachers, particularly those who are concerned 

for the “purity” of the language.  With so few speakers alive today, some people believe that 

Ojibwe language learners corrupt the language when they make mistakes in negotiating meaning 

in spoken interaction.  To that argument, I offer three thoughts.  First, from an SLA point of 

view, they are absolutely correct that Ojibwe language learners will make errors.  I argue, 

however, that such errors can be used as a positive step in language acquisition.  As you can see 

in this study, even beginning learners have the ability to notice errors, provide feedback for each 

other, and correct them simply by speaking with each other.  In other words, just because a 

second language learner makes an error, it does not mean it will be part of his or her language 

forever.  Second, what if these language errors do remain and become fossilized? I would ask 

what the goal of Ojibwe language revitalization is.  Are we truly willing to let the language die 

for the sake of purity?  By nature, languages are always being manipulated and changed by the 

people who speak them, whether they are endangered or not.  It might be a valid position to 

encourage the next generation of Ojibwe speakers to embrace the language and make it their own 
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rather than allowing it to die, pure and frozen in time.  Third, the peer-peer interaction modeled 

in this study may ease learners’ fear of making mistakes.  This type of language learning, which 

could be characterized as an “Apprentice-Apprentice” approach (M. Bigelow, personal 

communication, May 5, 2016) may make learners less reluctant to attempt target language and 

allow them to practice new structures with each other before using them with elders.  This may 

give learners a culturally acceptable space to make mistakes, an integral part of second language 

acquisition.   

As a White SLA researcher, I could never understand what it is to lose a language or see it 

substantially altered in this way.  It is up to the Ojibwe community itself to take a position on this 

aspect of indigenous language policy. While this case study shows the promising effects that 

negotiating for meaning in oral interaction had on Rosalind and me, further study is needed.  One 

obvious aspect of this study was that Rosalind and I were both White.  Although Rosalind grew 

up on an Ojibwe reservation, she did not consider herself a heritage learner.  Even as beginning 

speakers we immediately felt the pressure to continue learning (and even teaching) Ojibwe, 

which is commonly felt by learners of dying languages.  We could not, however, understand 

what it is to be one of the last remaining speakers of our ancestors’ language.  For these reasons, 

similar studies should be repeated on a larger scale, with a longer timeline, and with Native 

people as learners.  It is to be hoped that researchers and the Native community will be able to 

work together to ensure that Ojibwe is passed on to the next generation of speakers. 
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Conclusion 

Due to the crushing effects of hundreds of years of racial and linguistic colonialism, 

Ojibwe is now considered an endangered language, and the number of native speakers dwindles 

a little more each year.  This has sparked a wave of language revitalization efforts, which have 

attempted to bring the language back into use.  Unfortunately, prospective Ojibwe learners often 

struggle to find meaningful language practice opportunities, and due to the unavailability of 

immersion schools, adult learners often learn individually.  In this study, I examine the language 

negotiation in oral interaction between a graduate student--Rosalind--and me after 11 weeks of 

Ojibwe study.  We complete a language task designed to focus our attention on meaning, 

allowing me to later analyze the effects that negotiation and scaffolding had on our grammatical 

and pronunciation accuracy as we communicated in Ojibwe, a language we were learning. 

The findings of this study show that, despite our low language ability, Rosalind and I 

were able to notice, and correct each other’s pronunciation and grammar, and take up one 

another’s corrections.  Through the process of negotiating for meaning, Rosalind and I 

repeatedly recasted and prompted each other, thereby giving ourselves the opportunity to hear 

mistakes and correct them.  While this small case study, of course, cannot be generalized to 

language revitalization at large, it suggests the importance of meaningful interactive oral 

communication between learners, despite the additional obstacles Ojibwe learners may face and 

a need for more research in the field of Ojibwe language acquisition.  It also suggests that, even 

in a community in which native speakers become scarcer each year, beginners can still learn the 

language through collaboration. 
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Appendix A 

Segment 1: “Theresa Asking Questions” 
 
Ojibwe English translation 
(1) T: Gii-zoogipon na bijiinaago? 
 
(2) R: Eya’, uh, bijiinaago gii-zoo, gii-uh-
zoogipon. 
 
(3) Uh huh  
 
(4) T: Ah, okay.  Um, uh.  Zoogipon ... 
noongom ... na?  Zoogipon na noongom? 
 
(5) R: Ah, gaawiin.  Bijiinaago gii-pooni 
zoogipon. 
 
(6) T: Ah ha… 
 
(7) R: Noongom, um, zoogiponzinoon, 
gaawiin zoogiponzinoon 
 
(8) T: Ah ha.  Umm ... gimiwan noon-, uh, 
gimiwan na noongom? 
 
(9) R: Gaawiin gimiwanzinoon noongom. 
 
(10) T: Ah, noodin na noongom? 
 
(11) R: Ah, gaawiin noodin na noongom.  
Um, bijiinaago-- 
 
(12) T: Bijiinaago— 
 
(13) R: Gichi ... Gichi-noodin. 
 
(14) T: Bijiinaago? 
 
(15) R: Bijiinaago. 
 
(16) T: Ah! 
 
(17) R: Miinawaa zoogipon, miinawaa ... gii- 
uh, gii-gichi noogin (noodin) 
 

T: Did it snow yesterday? 
 
R: Yes, uh, yesterday it sn- it, uh, snowed 
 
 
T: Uh huh.  
 
T: Ah, okay, um, uh.  Snowing ... today ... is 
it?  Is it snowing today? 
 
R: Ah, no.  Yesterday it stopped snowing. 
 
 
T: Ah ha… 
 
R: Today, um, not snowing, it’s not snowing. 
 
 
T: Umm, it’s raining t-, is it raining today? 
 
 
R: No, it’s not raining today. 
 
T: Ah, is it windy today? 
 
R: Ah, no, it’s not windy today.  Um, 
yesterday— 
 
T: Yesterday— 
 
R: It’s very ... it is very windy 
 
T: Yesterday? 
 
R: Yesterday. 
 
T: Ah! 
 
R: Again it is snowing again ... (past tense), 
uh, it was very windy. 
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(18) T: Um, uh, zaagaate na ... noongom? 
 
 
(19) R: Eya’, eya’. noogom, uh, gisinaa— 
 
(20) T: Gisinaa— 
 
(21) R: Gisinaa dash ... uh ... uh, zaagaate. 
 
(22) T: Uh, wii—uh, um ... wii-gimiwan na 
waabang? 
 
(23) R: Gaawiin wii-gimiwanzinoon 
waabang.  Waabang miinawaa zaagaate. 
 
(24) T: Zaagaate.  Miinawaa zaagaate. 
 
(25) R: Dash gizhide. 
 
(26) T: Gizhide 
 
(27) R: Gizhide 
 
(28) T: Ah ha, ah ha.  Oh no! 
 
(29) R: Bijiinaago?  Geget.  Noogam? 
 
(30 T: Noongom.  Zaagaate. 
 
(31) R: Zaagaate and cold.  Gisinaa. 
 
(32) T: Gaawiin! Gaawiin! 
 
(33) R: Gaawiin gizhidesinoon!  Waabang, 
waabang geget! 
 
(34) T: Zaagaate y gizhide. 
 

T: Um, uh, is it sunny today? 
 
 
R: Yes, yes, today, uh it’s cold— 
 
T: It’s cold— 
 
R: It’s cold but...uh...uh, it’s sunny. 
 
T: Uh, (future) uh, um ... is it going to rain 
tomorrow? 
 
R: No, it won’t rain tomorrow.  Tomorrow 
it’s snowing (no future) again. 
 
T: It’s sunny.  It’s sunny again. 
 
R: But it’s hot. 
 
T: Hot. 
 
R: Hot. 
 
T: Ah ha, ah ha.  Oh no! 
 
R: Yesterday?  Good.  Today? 
 
T: Today. It’s snowing. 
 
R: It’s snowing and cold.  It’s cold. 
 
T: No! No! 
 
R: It’s not hot!  Tomorrow, tomorrow good 
job! 
 
T: It’s snowing and (Spanish) it’s hot 
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Appendix B 

Segment 2: “Rosalind Asking Questions” 
 
Ojibwe English Translation 
(1) R: Um, Theresa.  Aaniin ga, um, 
ezhiwebak bijiinaago?  Uh, gii-gimiwan na 
bijiinaago? 
 
(2) T: Uh, gaawiin, um, gimiwanzinoon 
bijiinaago 
 
(3) R: Hmm, gaawiin gimiwanzinoon... Uh ... 
zoogipon, gii-zoogipon na bijiinaago? 
 
(4) T: Uh, gaawiin.  Um, zoogiponzinoon 
bijiinaago. 
 
(5) R: Zaagaatesinoo-- Zaagaate na 
bijiinaago? 
 
(6) T: Eya’ zaagaate bijiinaago. 
 
(7) R: Gii.  Gii-ga.   
 
 
(8) T: Gii 
 
(9) R: Gii-zaagaa … gii … gii gii 
 
(10) T: (laughs) Gii-zaagaate bijiinaago 
 
(11) R: Gii-zaagaate bijiinaago. 
 
(12) T: Ah ha. 
 
(13) R: Uh, okay.  Gisinaa na bijiinaago… 
 
(14) T: ...Gisinaa? 
 
(15) R: Gisinaa ... bijiinaa, gii-gisinaa 
 
(16) T: Ah, gaawiin, gaawiin gisinaasinoon 
bijiinaago.  Um, gizhide. 
 
(17) R: Gii-kizhide.  Kizhide bijiinaago.   

R: Um, Theresa. What was, um, the weather 
yesterday? Uh, was it raining yesterday?  
 
 
T: Uh, no, um, it didn’t rain yesterday.  
 
 
R: Hmm, it didn’t rain...Uh...it is snowing, 
was it snowing yesterday?  
 
T: Uh, no. Um, it didn’t snow yesterday.  
 
 
R: it wasn’t sun-- Was it sunny yesterday?  
 
 
T: Yes it was sunny yesterday.  
 
R: (past tense), (past tense) ga.  It was sun—
(past tense), (past tense). 
 
T: (past tense) 
 
R: It was sun… (past tense) (past, past) 
 
T: (laughs) It was sunny yesterday. 
 
R: It was sunny yesterday. 
 
T: Ah ha. 
 
R: Uh, okay.  Was it cold yesterday? 
 
T: Cold? 
 
R: Cold... yester, it was cold. 
 
T: Ah, no, no, it wasn’t cold yesterday.  Um, 
it’s hot. 
 
R: It was hot.  It is hot yesterday. 
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(18) T: Uh huh, eya’ 
 
(19) R: Uh, noogam.  Aaniin ezhiwebak  
noogam gimiw-, ningwaakod na?  
Ningwaakod na noogam? 
 
(20) T: Noongom? 
 
(21) R: Noongom. 
 
(22) T: Um? 
 
(23) R: Ningwaakod?  Gaawiin? Gaawiin 
ningwaakod? 
 
(24) T: Gaawiin ningwaakod, gaawiin 
ningwaakod. Ah!  Gaawiin ningwaakod. 
 
(25) R: Noodin na? 
 
(26) T: Ah ha.  Eya’, noodin, noodin. 
 
(27) R: Gichi-noodin?  
 
(28) T: Gichi-noodin. Mmhmm. 
 
(29) R: Ahaw.  Um, aaniin ge-ezhiwebag 
waabang.  Um, gayiiba. Geyaabi wii-noodin 
na waabang? 
 
(30) T: Uh, gaawiin. 
 
(31) R: Gaawiin.  Noogom magi (maajii) 
noodin.  Magi noodin dibikak. Waabang ... 
aaniin ge ezhi, ezhiwebag waabang. 
 
(32) T: Zoogipon.  Wii-zoogipon, uh, 
waabang. 
 
(33) R: Gichi-zoogipon? 
 
(34) T: Gichi-zoogipon.  Gichi. 
 
(35) R: Wii-gichi-zoogipon ... waabang. 
 

 
T: Uh huh, yes. 
 
R: Uh today.  How is the weather today?  It is 
rai, cloudy?  Is it cloudy today? 
 
 
T: Today? 
 
R: Today. 
 
T: Um? 
 
R: It’s cloudy?  No?  Not cloudy? (no 
questions) 
 
T: Not cloudy. Not cloudy. 
Ah!  Not cloudy. 
 
R: Is it raining? 
 
T: Ah ha.  Yes, it’s raining, it’s raining. 
 
R: Raining a lot? (no question) 
 
T: It’s raining a lot.  Mmhmm. 
 
R: Okay.  Um, what is the weather tomorrow?  
Um, (soon/still).  Will it still be windy 
tomorrow? 
 
T: Uh, no. 
 
R: No.  Today it will get windy.  It will get 
windy tonight.  Tomorrow, will the weather 
be tomorrow. 
 
T: It’s snowing.  It will snow, uh, tomorrow. 
 
 
R: It’s snowing a lot? 
 
T: It’s snowing a lot.  A lot. 
 
R: It will snow a lot ... tomorrow 
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(36) T: Uh huh, ahaw.  Ahaw!  Mmhmm, 
eya’, eya’ 
 
(37) R: Uh huh 
 
(38) R: Geget 
 
(39) T: Geget! 

T: Uh huh, okay.  Okay!  Mmhmm, yes, yes 
 
 
R: Uh huh 
 
R: Good! 
 
T: Good! 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




