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Abstr act

Both Inuit and Sam have experienced the expansi on of col onial and
immgrant populations from the south into their origina
territories in Arctic Canada and northernnost Europe. These
hi storical processes have resulted anmong other matters in the
superinposition and often displacenent of their aboriginal
toponym es by other |anguages and their place nanes. This paper
traces the recent efforts by Inuit and Sam to counteract this
process and enhance the devel opnment of their toponym es as part of
their cultural and linguistic self-determnation to maintain a
functional space for their |anguages within a nmultilingual context.
Practical steps which have been taken towards such goals are
presented and anal yzed.

Soci o-linguistic Conditions and Toponym es

The year 2001 was decl ared by the Council of Europe as the European
Year of Languages to raise the awareness of and attention to the
linguistic conditions of nore than 40 mllion people living as
mnorities in Europe who use |anguages other than the official
nat i onal | anguages recogni zed by the European Union or the Counci
of Europe. In turn, Canada, bilingual on the federal |evel since
1969, stresses its inherent cultural diversity as well as
linguistic richness with mny |[|anguages, both aboriginal and
i mm grant, used throughout the country.

(* This paper will be forthcomng in a book published by the
Canadi an Studies Centre at the University of Vienna, 2002)

In this context, | therefore like to relate the situation of
| esser used | anguages and their chances of survival in Europe with
simlar circunstances and issues in Canada. For this purpose, |
have chosen the exanples of the Inuit in arctic Canada and the Sam
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in northernnost Europe, particularly in Finland, and the current
status of their Jlanguages in relation to «cultural self-
determ nation and |inguistic enhancenent as |esser used | anguages.

Both Inuit and Sani, the aboriginal peoples in northernnost
North America and Europe respectively, have experienced the
hi st ori cal expansion of col onial interests and inmmgrant
popul ations and their cultures and | anguages into their original
territories (cf. Dorais 1996; A kio, S. 1992). These historica
processes have resulted in their political and socio-economc
inclusion, if not necessarily cultural integration into centra
nati on-states which are Denmark, Canada, the USA and the Russian
Federation for the Inuit and Norway, Sweden, Finland and again the
Russi an Federation for the Sam . Furthernore, these historica
devel opnents have al so caused, anong other matters and conditions,
t he superinposition of dom nant national |anguages, also referred
as 'link languages' (Kloss 1967) such as Finnish, Norwegian,
Swedi sh, Russian, English and French on one side and the
di spl acenent of the aboriginal |anguages of the Inuit and Sam on
t he ot her side.

Next to the general situation and status of aboriginal and/or
| esser wused |anguages (cf. European Bureau for Lesser-Used
Languages 2001), | Ilike to focus on the issues of aboriginal
toponymes or place nane systenms wthin these national
mul ticultural and multilingual settings which exist both in Canada
and Europe. Toponym es are chosen because they represent a
speci al i zed know edge and vocabul ary expressing the intense human
environnmental interactions in specific geographical areas (Miller-

Wlle 2000). | will trace the recent efforts made by both Inuit
and Sami to counteract the process of 1loss of geographical
know edge and linguistic alienation, i. e. the establishnment of

i ntroduced foreign non-Inuit or non-Sam geographic nanes. These
efforts have enhanced the maintenance and devel opnent of their
abori gi nal toponymes within their own functional spatial networks
in the circunpolar north.

These strategies of cultural and linguistic self-determnation
devel oped by speakers of |esser used |anguages have to be seen
within the context of current |legal and political conditions within
the central states; in Canada on the federal, provincial and
territorial levels, in Finland in relation to the centrally
governed state, and finally in the European Union under the
unbrella of international conventions such as the European Charter
for Regional and Mnority Languages (Council of Europe 1992) and
t he European Bureau of Lesser Used Languages (EBUL) founded by in
t he European Union in 1981.

Furthernmore, | will briefly outline sone practical steps of
i mpl erentations in each situation which will show both positive and
negati ve aspects of attaining the goal of continued |anguage
mai nt enance and retention for 'smaller |anguages' as part and
parcel of the permanent |inguistic conpetition in a globalized
wor | d. This conpetition is increasing anong the 6500 |anguages
used currently on the globe. Fewer than 500 | anguages are used in
education and it is anticipated that up to 90% of the oral
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| anguages m ght disappear wthin the next 100 years because the
aver age | anguage has fewer then 5000 speakers today (Krauss 1992).
UNESCO estimates that, in order to continue and function in the
future, a |anguage needs at |east 100,000 active speakers (Bjelac-
Babi ¢ 2000). This negative projection by sociolinguists does,
however, coincide with an increase in dedicated efforts to devel op
and maintain these | esser used | anguages by their bearers and users
who, such as the Inuit and Sam , nunber only in the thousands and
even few hundreds. They are therefore at odds with the powerful
position of 'larger' or national state |anguages which have a
consi derabl e apparatus for their future at their disposal (cf.
Cornillie 2000, Skutnabb-Kangas 2000).

I nuit, Language and Toponyny in Arctic Canada

The lnuit (Yuit, Inupiat) live in far eastern Russian Siberia
Al aska, Canada, and Geenland and nunber between 120,000 and
150,000 people. In Canada, they reside in the Northwest
Territories, Nunavut Territory, along the coast of Nunavi k (Québec)
and of Labrador (Newfoundl and-Labrador). By the m d-1990s, an
i ncreasing nunber of Inuit (17% of all Canadian Inuit) |ived
permanently and tenporarily in southern urban centers such as in
Toronto (1991 - 1,895), Ednonton (840), Montreal (775) as well as
in Gtawa, Wnnipeg and Halifax with figures between 300 and 700
(Ki shigam 1999).

In 1991, the census indicated that there were about 49,000
Inuit living in Canada, i.e. people who defined thensel ves as such
(Dorais 1996: 27). According to Dorais speakers of Inuit |anguages
as a first learned | anguage counted for 23,540 (57% individuals
who retained these | anguages. There are sone variations in | anguage
retention regionally for 1991, i.e. (old) Northwest Territories
(NwWr) - 16,520 (82%, MNunavik - 6,535 (96%, and Labrador -485
(34% . Cearly, by the 1990s, Inuit |anguages had been | esser-used
| anguages in the overall l|inguistic context (Dorais 1996: 218ff.).

For the Inuit in the circunpolar North, |anguage contact has
existed wth other southern aboriginal |anguages for tine
i mrenorial such as with the Al gonquian (Cree) |anguages in the
east, the Athapaskan (Dene) and other Siberian |anguages in the
west. Wth Indo- European | anguages, contact has occurred in various
areas over the past few hundred years and has been particularly
intense since the 20th century and, by the 21st century, has
resulted in progressive bilingualism (Dorais 1996: 218; Nowak 2001)
nmeaning practically all Inuit, with exceptions, know and use one of
t he introduced colonial or |ink |Ianguages such as Dani sh, English,
French, and Russi an depending on the region. Witten recordings of
| nuit | anguages were first established by Mdravian m ssionaries in
Latin orthography during the 18th century and in the late 19th
century in syllabics introduced by Anglican m ssionaries (Dorais
1996: 181ff.).

I n Canada since the 1970s, the process of nodern native |and
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clainms has resulted in a nunber of agreenments negotiated between
abori gi nal peoples and the Canadi an State over |and, resources and
specific rights such as to education, health services, and even, in
sonme cases, |anguage protection. Al though an Aboriginal Languages
Act such as the federal Canadian Oficial Languages Act for
securing English and French has been contenplated in Canada. Such
proposal s have not resulted in strong legislation to enhance the
position and acceptance of aboriginal |anguages in Canada. Stil
there are situations in sone jurisdictional territories in which
aborigi nal |anguages have obtained |l egal status within the public
domai n

For Inuit |anguages such as Inuktituk in the Eastern Canadi an
Arctic and Inuinnaqtun in the Wstern Arctic their |egal
recognition and status was tied to the expanding dom nance of
English and then to the introduction of French as an additiona
official language in federal territories. The foll ow ng cases serve
only as exanples of Inuit |anguages having received |egal and
adm ni strative status (cf. Dorais 1996: 236ff.).

1) For Inuit in Nunavik (Québec), under the James Bay and Northern
Quebec Agreenent (law since 1977), Inuktituk was legally secured in
the public domain including schools with the choice of either
English and French as the second | anguage (Dorais 1996: 250).

2) In 1984 in the old NW, next to English and French as
territorial |anguages, the recognition of Inuktituk and five
At hapaskan | anguages as official |anguages (Dorais 1996: 246). This
status is continued for Inuktituk and Inuinnaqtun in the Nunavut
Territory established in April 1999, however, major issues around
| anguage policies have enmerged dealing with orthographies and
educati on (Harper 2000).

Al though |egal status now exists for Inuit |anguages, the
establ i shment of the necessary apparatus to support a | anguage in
education, admnistration and public life is not fully in place --
a prerequisite to counteract |anguage di splacenent and to provide
for linguistic survival (cf. Skutnabb-Kangas 2000). Here pl ace
names can be taken as indicators of |anguage devel opnent because
they are seen, in many cases as by the lnuit, as a priority to
preserve knowl edge of the land as well as to have a tool for
efficient search and rescue operations (Miller-Wlle, ed. 1987;
Miller-WIlle 2000).

In the Nunavut Agreenent place nanes are nentioned stating
that the original, i.e. Inuit toponyny or place nane systemis
fully recognized (Miller-WIlle 2000). The MNunavut Mnistry of
Cul ture, Language, Elders and Youth has the nandate to preserve and
enhance place nanmes of Inuit heritage through its office of the
territorial toponym st. However, by 2001, not nuch has happened
officially in this respect (Peplinski 2001) although ngjor
toponym c projects have been carried out throughout Nunavut (cf.
Col I'i gnon 1996).

I n Nunavi k, going back to 1981, the then Northern Quebec Inuit
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El ders Conference passed a resolution to docunent all Inuit place
names. This process was al so part of the legal officialization of
aboriginal place names initiated by the provincial Conm ssion de
t oponym e du Québec under Québec's Charter of the French Language
of 1977 (Muller-Wlle, ed. 1987).

In 1981, a joint toponymc research project, called Nuna-Top,
was negotiated by the Northern Québec Inuit Elders Conference
t hrough Avataq Cultural Institute and the author wth |Indi genous
Nanes Surveys (MG Il University). The project went through the
foll owi ng stages to docunent, secure and publish all known Inuit
pl ace nanmes throughout the region by conducting surveys |locally and
including the integration of existing archival collections.

1) Toponym ¢ surveys in all Inuit communities throughout Nunavik,
conducted by trained Inuit researchers in full cooperation
with local comunities and their experts; these surveys
occurred in 1982 and mainly in 1984 with reviews and re-
eval uations in specific communities in the early 1990s;

2) Establ i shnment of Inuit toponyny as the aboriginal and origina
pl ace nanme systemthroughout the territory of Inuit |and-use
and occupancy in the northern regions of the Québec-Labrador
Peninsula later to be nanmed NUNAVI K based on a referendumin
late 1986 (Miller-Wlle, ed. 1987: 39); this latter action was
in fact a geographical construct of regional identity;

3) Publ i cation of the gazetteer of Inuit place nanmes in Nunavik
(Miller-Wlle 1987) parallel to the public, governnent
gazetteer in Québec (Commi ssion 1987). This gazetteer includes
all collected Inuit place nanes, sone 8,000, alphabetically
(in Latin orthography and syl labics) and sorted by community
regi ons.

4) Publication of an Inuit place names map series (1:50,000 and
1:100,00) based on the national topographic nmap series,
however, with Inuit place nanmes and their geographical extant
superinposed in color. Each map includes explanatory texts and
the listing of all place names in an index which is linked to
the gazetteer to be used in tandem (Miller-Wlle, ed. 1991-
95). Between 1991 and 1995 26 maps were published and
distributed to all households in the region covered; after
1995 Avataq Cultural Institute has continued the map series
under the same title.

Through these efforts the Inuit of Nunavik in Québec have
succeeded to docunment and provide a visible space for their own
aboriginal toponynmy separately from the public Québec toponyny
which is guided by the principle to represent the French cul tural
character of the region. However, about one quarter of the Inuit
pl ace nanes col |l ected has been legally officialized by the Province
of Québec. Thus these nanes appear as 'approved' in the
governnmental gazetteer and publications as well as on provincia
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and federal maps.

This undertaking has strengthened the reiteration of
i ndi genous geogr aphi cal know edge. These various Inuit publications
are a tool to conmmunicate and teach place nanes to the younger
generation which was not anynore safeguarded through oral

generational transfer. However, toponymc work as |inguistic
devel opnent have to be seen as a continuum in cultural self-
determ nation requiring strong conmtnent internally and
externally. Related policies issues and linguistic strategies are
still very much debated anong concerned individuals and responsi bl e
institutions how retention rates can be easier maintained or even
expanded to counteract |inguistic pressures by majority, i.e. link

| anguages (Miller-WIle 2000).

Sam , Language and Toponyny in Northernnmost Finland

The Sam , between 75,000 and up to 150, 000 peopl e dependi ng on the
sources, live today as the aboriginal people and as mnorities in
Sapm in the northernnost parts of Norway (40,000) Sweden (15 to
25,000), Finland (7,000) and Russia (2,000, Kola Peninsula) (Haetta
1996). Since the early 1990s, they are legally recognized as the
aboriginal people in the constitutions of Finland and Norway (not
in Sweden and Russia) and furthernore also by the European Union
since Finland and Sweden becane nenbers in 1995.

Sam speak a nunber of different |anguages which are seen as
part of the Finno-Ugric |anguage famly including also Finnish

Estonian and Hungarian | anguages (Sanmallahti 1998). Language
contact with other |anguages - Finnish, Norwegian, Swedish and
Russian - has been intense over long periods of tine and has

i nfl uenced Sam | anguages in many ways, however, Sam has had its
I inguistic inpact on these neighboring | anguages as well (A kio, A
2000).

In the late 1990s, of the nore than 7,000 people registered as
Sam in Finland, 4,000 lived in the Sam Home Region in the
northernnost nunicipalities and 3,000 mainly in nmajor urban centers
outside that region such as Helsinki, Qulu and Rovaniem as well as
in other countries. There are three Sam | anguages used and spoken
in Finland - Northern Sami with 1,800 speakers in 1995, Inari and
Skolt Sami with each 400 speakers. Due to strong assinilation
policies by the Finnish mgjority and its authorities till the early
1970s, the retention rate for Sam |anguages has continuously
decreased and has reached a linguistic crisis in 2001. This clearly
i ndi cates rapid | anguage di spl acenent by both internal and external
forces. Thus, in Finland today, nore than half of the Sdm know and
use Finnish as their first |anguage and 25% Northern Sam . The
remai ni ng Sanm speakers use lnari and Skolt Sam (Ai ki o-Puoskari
1998, 2001).

Politically, Sam have fought for their rights as an
aboriginal people and mnority within the Nordic countries since
the early 20th century. Since the m d-1950s the Nordic states have
gradual ly accommodated Sani demands and needs by recognizing
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organi zations and finally establishing Sdm Parlianents in Finland
(in 1972, reconstituted in 1996), Norway (in 1988) and Sweden
(1993). In the early 1990s, in both Finland and Norway, |aws and
regul ations were passed to deal with the legal status of Sam
| anguages. In Finland, this law and its regul ati ons were enacted
in Septenber 1991 and becane active as of January 1992 (Finland
1991). It stipulates the right and scope of the use of Sam
| anguages with and by state authorities in the Sdm Hone Regi on and
in some circunstance on the national |evel. However, Sam | anguages
are treated as local |I|anguages inferior in their status and
protection to the national (and now European Union) |anguages,
Finnish or Swedish, latter one used by around 5% of Finland s
popul ation (cf. Ai kio-Puoskari & Pentikainen 2001).

The Republic of Finland, already a bi-national and bi-Iingual
state - Finnish and Swedi sh -, has had both positive and negative
experiences to deal wth linguistic diversity publicly and |egally.
The Republic passed its first |anguage law in 1922 to deal with its
two decl ared national |anguages, Finnish and Swedish. This | aw has
gone through sone revisions over tinme and is currently under
conplete review for a new proposal to be enacted by 2004. This
revi ew does not include Sdm and other minority | anguages and their
position (Finland 2001a; cf. Aikio-Puoskari & Pentikainen 2001).
Furtherrmore in the political realm Sam |and ownership rights are
currently a focal point in Finland in the relations between the
Sam and the Finnish state (Finland 2001b).

Until the 1970s, Sam toponym c representation in their hone
regions in northernnmost Europe occurred through 1local oral
tradition and in witing solely through academ c and scientific
channels in the fields of ethnology and |inguistics which stressed
the docunmentation of multicultural and nultilingual diversity.
Through extensive place name surveys, also for a long tine a
requi renment for students of Finnish |anguage and literature,
Fi nl and has accunul ated a vast toponym c archive, now housed in the
Name O fice of the Research Center for Donestic Languages in
Hel sinki (Narhi 1990). In 2001, this archive contains records of
al nost 11,000 place nanes for the three Sam | anguages used in
Sapm in northern Finland (KOTUS 2001) which exist parallel wth
Fi nni sh pl ace nanes used in the sanme region

Maps produced by the Finnish Lands and Surveys O fice for the
Sam regions did fromthe beginning al so include Sam pl ace nanes,
however, not in a systematic way representing the conplete Sam
pl ace nanme system known and used locally. Matters changed when
Finland along with other Nordic countries formnul ated and supported
resol utions on the inclusion of indigenous place names such as Sam
nanes in national toponymes at the neeting of the UN Wrking G oup
on the Standardization of Geographical Nanmes in 1989 (Kerfoot 1989:
6)). This international context and the Sam | anguage |aw and
regul ations of 1992 resulted, for exanple, in the practice by the
Fi nni sh H ghway Departnment to include Sami place nanes on public
road signs in the Sam Region with the Finnish name usually first
and the Sam second with exceptions in areas with a Sadm majority
(A kio, S. 2001).



Furthernore, the Donestic Language Research Center with its
Sam Language Section was charged to review all archived Sanm pl ace

names, weed out Ilinguistic and geographical mstakes and, if
needed, engage in surveys to update all toponym c information for
the inclusion on bi-lingual, i.e. Finnish-Sam naps of the national

t opogr aphi cal map series, 1:50,000 and any other scal es product by
the Finnish Lands and Surveys Ofice (e.g., Topografikunta -
Topogr &f agoddi 2000; Aikio, S. 2001). These colored maps display
bot h | anguages, Finnish and Sam, at the sanme level and with the
same exposure using as an identifier a reindeer head as a
recogni zabl e synbol related to the |ocal environnment, people and
their culture.

On these official nmaps, Sam place nanme have now becone part
of the public space such as, where applicable, Swedish place nane
in Finland. Still, when there is a Finnish place nane, in nost
cases a translation or derivative from the original Sam
designation, it is put first followed by the Sanm place nanme. Thus
supremacy is still afforded to Finnish as the national and mgjority
| anguage. On the other hand, all map information, explanatory texts
and | egends are in both |anguages.

The case of the Sami and their place nane system shows that
cultural and linguistic diversity under circunstances of mnority-
majority relations have converged through official references such
as maps to represent this diversity jointly. These are wel cone
steps of progress towards achieving a balance for mnority and
majority needs to overcone discrimnation and involuntary
assim |l ation and displacenent of culture and | anguage.

Can Lesser Used Languages Survive?

I n conclusion the question needs to be ask: what can these exanpl es
tell us about the chances of survival of |esser used | anguages? In
this respect | would to nmake three points.

1) In today's world Lesser-used | anguages have to defend their
position constantly to avoid displacenent or, as Skutnabb-
Kangas (2000) says, 'linguacide'. It is apparent that |esser-
used | anguages face constant crises in their applicability.

2) The level of linguistic security varies fromregion to region.
For exanple, in Canada, the position of aboriginal |anguages

is very weak. The political will to establish an "Oficia
Abori gi nal Languages Act' is not really in sight. Speakers and
users of aboriginal |anguages, i.e. from different |anguage

fam lies, nunbered not nore than 140,000 in 1981 and in 1996
only sone 208,000 or around 0.6% of the Canadi an popul ati on
(Hecht 2001). In Europe efforts point in the direction of a
political wll to support |esser-used |anguages through
conventions, facilities and funds (cf. EBUL 2001).

3) The | ast point, one does detect a process of regionalization
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and a strengthening of regional identity in Europe through

| anguage as well. Still, there is a sense of a linguistic
crisis which will lead to the disappearance of |anguages.
Clearly, linguistic survival is dependent on speakers and the

generational transfer of |anguages as well as to the economics
of language maintenance as the European Union and bi- or
mul ti-lingual states know very well.

In general, there are basic philosophical principles at stake that
point to common heritage and greater unity anmong different peoples.
Wthin this context, language is a mjor elenment of human
expressions and thus protection is warranted to support and
mai ntain the attainnent of balanced equality anong |anguages be
t hey used by few or many.

Not e:

An earlier version of this paper was presented at neetings on
' Devel opnents in Europe' (Al fred Hecht, chair), organized by The
Vi essmann Research Centre on Mddern Europe at Laurier, WIfrid
Laurier University, Waterloo (Ontario, Canada), 19 COctober 2001,
and on 'The Protection of Cultural and Linguistic Diversity in
Canada and in Europe: Chances and Cbstacles of Multiculturalism,
organi zed by the Zentrum fir Kanada-Studi en and the Gesell schaft
zur Forderung von Nordameri kastudi en an der Universitat Wen and
the Internationales Zentrum fidr Europai sche Nationalisnmus- und
M nder hei t enf orschung (1 ZENUM, Vienna, 8 to 10 Novenber 2001. This
paper appeared in the 'Viessmann D scussi on Paper Series on Europe,
No. 12 (2001) and is stored on the website of Viessmann Research
Centre on Modern Europe under

(http://ww. W u. ca/ ~wwgeog/ speci al / vi essmann/ seri es. htn).

It will also be forthcoming in the proceedings of the Third
I nternational Synposium of the Canadian Studies Center at the
University of Vienna in 2002. The author is thankful to both
institutions for the kind invitations to join their respective
nmeet i ngs.
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