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CHAPTERONE

INTRODUCTION

| shall begin with a brief summary of the classifion and names that
have been given to the creole language which istifsgect of this study.
From a historical-comparative linguistic perspeetithe world’s French-
lexifier creoles are divided into two groups, thasfethe Indian Ocean
region (including the islands of Réunion, Tle deuvlee, Tle de Rodriguez,
and the Seychelles) and those of the Atlantic Ocegion. This latter
group is then generally divided into island andtowntal varieties. Of
these last there are but two: Guyanese Frencfidexreole spoken in
French Guiana and Louisiana French-lexifier Cretfe only French-
lexifier creole in North America. Turning to thetl@ntic Ocean region
island French-lexifier creoles, these are genenrillided into two groups:
Haitian Creole (Kreyol) and Lesser Antillean Creflench. It is to this
last group that St. Lucian French-lexifier Creoléwgyol) belongs.
Historically, Kwéyol has been spoken on the islanid§uadeloupe and its
dependencies, Dominica, Martinique, St. Lucia,TBbmas, Grenada, and
Trinidad (Holm, 2000; Chaudenson, 2001). While Grenada, St.
Thomas, and Trinidad there are few if any remairfvgéyol speakers,
today this language is widely spoken on the islanfisGuadeloupe,
Dominica, Martinique, and St. Lucia. To its spaakieis known as Patois
(or Patwa), from the FrencPatois meaning non-standard (inferior)
dialect.

In the 1970s and early 1980s, especially afteriggimdependence in
1979, there arose on St. Lucia feelings of natigmade associated with
Patois. It is at this time, in 1981, when an déffiorthography is created
for the language which is given the name Kwéyolkimgz use of the new
Kwéyol orthography (Frank, 1993). Thus, Kwéyol dratois refer to one
and the same language. The dialect of Kwéyol spakeSt. Lucia most
closely resembles the Kwéyol of Dominica, due t® ¢bmmon influence
of English; similarly, Martinican and Guadeloupegawéyol share more
common features with each other due to the contiimifuence of French.

The nature of the study reported in Chapters Fodr Eive is socio-
and ethnolinguistic. The objective of this studgsao interview Kwéyol-
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speaking St. Lucians residing on the island ofC8bix in the U. S. Virgin
Islands in order to shed light on their use of atidudes towards Kwéyol
and its role in the ethnolinguistic identity of ghimmigrant community.
The research questions appear at the end of teergrehapter.

In Chapter Two, | describe in detail the socio-enuit, political,
historical, demographic, and geographic condititimst constituted the
matrix of creolization from which St. Lucian Kwéydaleveloped and
evolved. | then apply the creolization models dfaGdenson (2001),
Mufwene (2001), Dalphinis (1985), Alleyne (1996nhdaFaraclas et al.
(2007) to the islands of St. Lucia and Barbados emehment on the
resulting similarities and differences in linguéstiutput.

In Chapter Three, | lay out the theoretical framewdor this
sociolinguistic study on Kwéyol on St. Croix, begiimg with definitions
of all terms used in the research questions, ci§ogrces for both the
theoretical framework and methodology of the iniggdton. Then, |
review the work of twelve scholars (linguists andth@opologists of
various stripes) who have published studies orL&tian Kwéyol, along
with one relevant study on Haitian Kreyol. Groupedcording to
discipline and methodology, first, there are lirggigi and sociolinguistic
studies, which include those of Alleyne (1961), @eyton (1968),
Dalphinis (1985), LePage & Tabouret-Keller (1988)en (1994), Frank
(1993), and Jean-Francois (2006). Next, therdteretudies with a focus
on language planning and education; here, we harengton (1983b),
Simmons-McDonald (1996), and Nwenmely (1999). Fitbm discipline
of psychological anthropology, there are the twadigts by Lieberman
(1975, 1978), which are quantitative in nature, imgluse of a matched
guise test. Then, there are the studies withindikeipline of linguistic
anthropology, those of Midgett (1970) and Garreft00, 2003, 2005).
Lastly, | review a study of attitudes towards HaitiKreyol by Jean-
Francois (2006). Like Lieberman (1978), Jean-Foang2006) uses
guantitative statistical analysis to analyze theults of a matched guise
test to reveal language attitudes.

In Chapter Four, | define the methodology and neseauestions,
citing studies relevant to each question. Thiglytaf Kwéyol on St.
Croix seeks to shed light upon the following reshajuestions, presented
and discussed in Chapter Five:
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1. Language choice

Section 5.1 is dedicated to questions of langudgece. Some of the
questions include: Who speaks to whom in Kwéydhen is Kweéyol
spoken? What is the place of Kwéydl in parentétlibmmunication?
Which social groups use Kwéyodl most everyday? Whise it the least?

2. Language attitudes

Section 5.2 examines language attitudes. Quesiitsiade: feelings
about Kwéyol, consideration of Kwéyol as a langyaigeguage most
comfortable speaking now, attitudes towards Crudmglish-lexifier

Creole and Spanish, children’s attitudes, attitudesards speaking
Kwéyol in public, feelings of regret for not spewdsithe language or
teaching it to children, and the perceived stafusvedyol on St. Lucia, as
seen from the diaspora on St. Croix.

3. Ethnolinguistic identity

Section 5.3 looks at ethnolinguistic identity amo@g Lucians on St.
Croix. Some questions include: To what exterKuwgyol seen to be an
important part of St. Lucian identity on St. Croi¥¥hether and when any
participant perceived discrimination on St. Craix being St. Lucian, the
draw of immigration to the continental U.S., alomgth the loss of

Kwéyol, and the importance afouné Kwéygl a pan-Creole holiday,
celebrated simultaneously on St. Lucia, Martinigdeminica, Guadeloupe,
and Guyane for a week in October every year.

4. Bilingualism

In section 5.4, | look into questions of bilingwati, mapping out the
ranges and dynamics of bilingualism among the 2@igygants in this
study. Questions in this section include: languaged most everyday,
parent-child communication, first language spokenaachild, ability to
read Kwéyol, the importance of speaking a seconguage, and speaking
Kwéyol in public.

The above questions were analyzed for four varg@ablegender, age,
educational attainment, and number of years regidm St. Croix. Each
one of these questions has relevance to languaig¢emance and language
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shift. To quote from Joshua Fishman, who has spent a career studying
these questions, language maintenanceiis,

the process and pursuit of inter-generational linguistic continuity, [which]
is a reflection of sufficient indigenous control over and delimination of
ongoing inter-group interaction processes so that they do not overpower
the indigenous ethnocultural system” (Fishman 1989, p. 177).

St. Lucians constitute a minority community on St. Croix where
Kwéyadl is but one of numerous languages spoken, including Caribbean
English, Crucian Creole, several other Caribbean creole languages,
Spanish, and Arabic. In this linguistic environment, certain factors favor
the maintenance of Kwéydl among the St. Lucian community on St. Croix.
Such factors include strong socia networks within the community, close
ties to and frequent contact with family and friends on St. Lucia, along
with keen feelings of national pride and ethnolinguistic identity.

Other powerful factors, on the other hand, favor a shift towards
English. These latter factors include the complete dominance of English
on St. Croix on the societal level, the high prestige and utility of English,
and the complete absence of Kwéydl in public media (unlike on St. Lucia,
where Kwéydl is used regularly in both broadcast and print media).
Additional factors are ideological, including what Dorian (1988) calls,
“The ideology of contempt,” the belief that bilingualism is onerous, even
on the individual level” (p. 11). Learning English does not necessitate
giving up one's native tongue, yet among the participants interviewed for
this study there was widespread belief to the contrary, eloquently
expressed by one of the participants. “Patwa destroys your English!” This
idea, that proficiency in English is negatively affected by the use of Patois,
leads many speakers to give up speaking Patois in favor of English
monolingualism.

Hand in hand with the ideology of contempt is the ideology of the
superiority of standardized European languages and its antithesis, the
inferiority of non-standard languages. Dorian, once again, (1988, p. 3) has
observed: “ . . . it's fairly common for a language to become so
exclusively associated with low-prestige people and their socially
disfavored identities that its own potential speakers prefer to distance
themselves from it and adopt some other language.” All of these factors
can be seen at work in the results from this study.

In section 5.6, | turn to text-based analysis in order to interpret
participants’ stories. In their responses to certain questions, the speakers
occasionally told a story. These stories offer arich source of data, evenin
cases in which a story may not directly respond to a specific research
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question. In the analysis of these stories, | idemed each according to
its function (i.e. its role within the discoursey @an aid in the discovery of
commonalities and metanarratives.

This research is relevant to the practical matédanguage planning
and policy and the maintenance of threatened caregeted languages, as
well as their relative importance in the ethnoliisgia identities of the
speakers, whose languages and cultures are undeat tldue to
globalization, urbanization, and the forces of @t assimilation.
Underlying these questions are the topics of migmaand population
movement. The question of language maintenanadusdamental issue
in all global population movements. Socio- andnetimguistic research
of this nature will ultimately serve to help us teetunderstand the
linguistic and social consequences of the globaknpimenon of
population movement and displacement.

In many ways, the more the speaker is invited tapshthe record, the
richer the documentation of the language, and theerwe will learn about
the extent to which languages can vary (Mithum,1300

One of the greatest rewards of this research fopersonally comes
from the appreciation of many participants for tpportunity to tell me
their stories about their language and what it méarthem. These stories
emerged spontaneously during the interview andr aifeich source of
qualitative data apart from the pleasure the ppetitt takes in telling me
the story and mine in listening and recording lit.is my hope that this
research will contribute to the understanding aiglzage choice and
attitudes in multilingual speech communities, nolyowithin the pages of
this publication and the realm of academia, buto alsithin the
communities themselves.






CHAPTERTWO

SOCIOHISTORICALFACTORSINFLUENCING
THE DEVELOPMENT OFKWEYOL ON ST. LUCIA

2.1 Historical Overview of St. Lucia

Kwéyol, the French-lexifier creole spoken on theiklzean island of
St. Lucia, is said to have its origins on St. K{ttkazaél-Massieux, 1996),
which was the seat of the French Lieutenant Gemerbsh42. It was from
this island that French expeditions set forth tlmeize Martinique, Isle de
la Tortue, and Saint Domingue (now Hispaniola).teAthe conquest of
St. Christophe by the English, who renamed it SittsK(short for
Christopher), the French settlers along with tteaves fled to Saint-
Domingue, Martinique, and Guadeloupe, bringing rtHanguage with
them. It was from Martinique and Guadeloupe thaterlaFrench
expeditions set forth to colonize the islands of lStcia, Dominica, and
Grenada. In the centuries that followed, the ¢zatbn process continued
and Kweéyol developed and evolved on Guadeloupe, iDoa)
Martinique, and St. Lucia according to the speciimatrix of socio-
economic, political, historical, demographic, limgfic, and geographic
conditions of each island.

In this chapter, | begin by identifying and anahgithese conditions
on the island of St. Lucia. Next, | compare curi@eolization models for
the French-lexifier Caribbean creoles, includingst of Dalphinis (1985),
Chaudenson (2001), Alleyne (1996), Mufwene (20@iy Faraclas et al.
(2007) and apply them to the development of Kwéyobt. Lucia. In the
final part of the chapter, | present the historyBafbadian Creole (Bajan)
on the neighboring island of Barbados in orderampare and contrast the
conditions that constituted the matrix of creoliaatthere with those of St.
Lucia. The resulting linguistic outputs of the twatands, Kwéyol on St.
Lucia and Bajan on Barbados, stand in stark canti@sone another
precisely due to the different ecologies within etheach evolved. While
Kweéyol shows evidence of both African and Amerimdigubstrate
features typical of Caribbean creoles, Bajan isitared by most creolists
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to be a variety of non-standard English, rathen thareole, due precisely
to the relative absence of such features.

The island of St. Lucia, affectionately known aseféeh of the West,”
is located between the French island of Martinitputhe north, the British
island of Barbados to the east, and to the southVicent and the
Grenadines, another British possessioft. Lucia was bitterly disputed
between Britain and France for over 150 years; aieg to some, for the
natural beauty of her geography, and according tieers for the
geopolitical advantage. Alleyne (1961, p. 2) sitp well:

[From the arrival of the first French colonistsli651] There followed 150
years of struggles for the possession of the istanthe English and the
French, during which time it changed hands 14 timEke settled
European population was quite predominantly Fretioh English seem to
have been interested in St. Lucia for its strateignportance: its
geographical position and its natural deep watebdwa at Castries. So
that when the island was captured by the EnglislvyNand ceded
definitively to England by the Treaty of Paris iB814, it was French in
‘language, manners and feelihg.

2.1.1 History

In 1651, forty French settlereqlong and their slaves arrived on St.
Lucia from Martinique, which had been colonizedFrance sixteen years
previously in 1635. While this was not the firstattempt to colonize St.
Lucia (there had been two previous attempts byRhtsh to settle the
island in 1605 and 1639 - both expeditions were saa®d by the
indigenous Arawak inhabitants), the French expeditf 1651 survived
repeated attacks by the Arawak inhabitants as waselldisease and
succeeded in forming a settlement, dedicated tatiftévation of ginger,
cotton, and tobacco. From this point on until 181He island’s
sovereignty was disputed between Britain (baseBarbados) and France
(based on Martinique) both of which repeatedly e and took over
colonial administration. St. Lucia ultimately clggal hands between the
two European powers 14 times.

In the first half of the 18 century, settlement increased as did
production of coffee and cocoa by mostly Frenolonsfrom Martinique.
Beginning in 1765, sugar plantations were beingldisthed on St. Lucia
by both French and British settlers. This shifatoindustrial production
model based on plantation slavery led directlyriceaormous increase in
demand for African slave labor. By 1789, four weafter the establishment
of an important French sugar estate in Vieux Rbg,vast majority of the
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population consisted of imported African slave8y “1789 the population
was estimated at 2,198 white, 1,588 coloured, P798ck, a total of
21,778, with a number of Maroon settlements whoepufation was
unknown” (LePage & Tabouret-Keller 1985, p. 57).

With the abolition of the slave trade acts by &ntin 1807, the slave
trade was prohibited in all British colonies, ingilng St. Lucia. In 1835,
Britain abolished slavery, whereupon all the slamesSt. Lucia and other
British possessions were freed. Four years linet838, St. Lucia was
incorporated into the British Windward Islands adisiration,
headquartered on Barbados. From 1958 to 1962ustalwas a member
of the short-lived West Indies Federation and i67,95t. Lucia became
self-governing for internal affairs, leading to @mendence from Britain in
1979. Today, St. Lucia remains a member of thedBriCommonwealth.

2.1.2 Geography

The mountainous terrain of St. Lucia provided eagjtemptation for
slaves as well as Europeangagéqindentured servants) for escape from
the plantation regime. In the"1@nd 14 centuries, roads into the interior
of the island were non-existent and access remaxgdmely difficult up
to the mid 28 century. St. Lucia’s steep mountainsides sheltéeetile
valleys, which allowed for subsistence farming aself-sufficiency.
Dalphinis (1985, p. 34) summarizes:

. . . the terrain of St. Lucia, which even in praseémes is difficult, high
mountains and deep forested valleys in most areitis,the exception of
areas near the coast where the deltaic alluviabslep of rivers have
created areas of flat land. This was probablynitefly [sic] a defendable
or inhabitable haven for the slaves who manageditoaway into these
valleys within St. Lucia, and, on the theory thathing succeeds like
success, it is not surprising that slaves from rotekands, among them
Martinique and Trinidad, would take a chance fawsal's sake and go to
where at least the fable of an alternative to slaweas said to originate —
St. Lucia.

Both the geographic isolation and lack of commutiveca between the
coastal plantations and the interior of the islamauld turn out to be
significant factors in the development of Kwéyol.
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2.1.3 Maroons

LePage & Tabouret-Keller (1985) are not alone inntieming the
maroon communities on St. Lucia; Roberts (2008) Batphinis (1985)
also emphasize the influence of maroon communitiethe development
of the Kwéyol language. Roberts, citing Breen @84ecalls the period
from 1834, when Britain abolished slavery and 184#en it was
abolished by France. During this time thousands slafves from
Martinique and Guadeloupe fled to St. Lucia, Dowsniand St. Vincent
in search of freedom under the British flag. Thslsees, known ablég
mawon[négres marrorisin the French colonies, came from Martinique in
canoes at night to the northern part of St. Lucml anade for the
mountainous interior, where they joined existingooa communities.

. it is no unusual occurrence to see twelvéif@en men and women
[from Martinique] land on the coast of St. Luciegrh a canoe in which
five persons could not sit at their ease. We kitloat numbers perish in
the attempt . . . and that many, upon being clopahgued by the guarda-
costas, plunge into the deep, never to rise agaeferring death and a
watery grave to the life and labour of bondagee@sr, 1844)

If this quote is accurate, at a rate of 12-15 neswals at a time for a
period of fourteen years, the numbers quickly goldouthe thousands.

For his part, Dalphinis (1985, pp. 23-39) docureght high incidence
of marronageon St. Lucia in the 8and 14 centuries. Citing the reports
of the Protectors of Slaves, Dalphinis discoves,tf{rjlunning away was
also the ‘crime’ committed by the most slaves betwéhe 38 of June
and the 3T of December of 1827, during which 97 male and ddle
slaves absconded and ran away; as well as forettiedpbetween the™lof
January and the 30of June in which 83 male and 13 female slaves ran
away.” He points out thamarronagewas often short-term and that
contact between plantation slaves and maroon eudnd language was
bidirectional. To plantation slaves, the marooepresented successful
resistance to enslavement and were considered tepbakers of the
‘authentic’, ‘original’, ‘African’ creole. On otheislands with maroon
communities, such as Jamaica, convincing evidendstse for their
influence on the developing creole language (clieyke, 1996, p. 46).
As for St. Lucia, in light of the above evidendeg finguistic contribution
of the maroons to Kwéyol was potentially signifitan

The formation of maroon communities in the islanéishe Caribbean
is to a large extent geographically determined.rdda communities were
found only on the mountainous islands such as Janaiflispaniola,
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Martinique, St. Lucia, and St. Vincent. On islarglsch as Barbados,
where there are no mountains, there is simply noepto hide. As | show
in the last section of this paper in which | exaeniareolization on

Barbados, the absence of a maroon community cas Isggnificant as its
presence in the development of a creole.

2.1.4 Slave imports

Slave trading records from the"&nd 18' centuries indicate that the
slave trade on St. Lucia was controlled from Mégiie, even in times of
British rule:

. it seems likely that Martinique would haveebeable to supply St.
Lucia’s slave needs to a large extent and thabksited slave merchants
in Martinique would have tried to keep the St. lamcirade in their hands.
In the latter part of the eighteenth century Magire was the third largest
slave exporter listed in the British returns, adarbados and Jamaica . . .
But during this period neither Barbados nor Jamaégported to St.
Lucia.” (LePage & Tabouret-Keller, 1985, p. 60)

The significance of this is that slaves arrivingsto Lucia (be it by force to
a plantation or clandestinely to the mountainousriar) were Kwéyol
speakersfrom Martinique. Furthermore, there was never great influx
of English-lexifier creole speaking slaves from IBzatos or Jamaica to St.
Lucia.

Of great interest to creolists are the Africanglaages spoken by the
slaves. According to records cited by Dalphini883, p. 43), “The main
source (1600-1700) of Africans in St. Lucia wasnir&enegambia [West
Africal.” Further on, he reports that the slavesni the Senegambia
region were used mainly as house slaves, whileBwe/Fon-speaking
slaves were favored as field slaves. This ethgalstic predominance of
specific groups in specific domains of work wouéttainly have played a
considerable role in the development of the credfehis were the case,
one would expect that basilectal syntactic featfwaad in Kwéyol could
be traced back to Fongbe or related Ewe/Fon lareguas Lefevbre
(1998) and Lumsden (1999) have shown for Haitiayit.

The great difficulty lies in identification of thdifferent languages
spoken by Africans of this region in the ™ &and 18 centuries.
Senegambia itself is a huge territory whose ethgoiistic communities
include speakers of literally hundreds of distit@hguages, including
English and Portuguese-lexifier pidgins and creole¥o complicate
matters further, slaves would have been multilihgarad many would
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have also already been speakers of contact langusgme with European
lexifiers.

In the next section, | review the different thesriregarding this and
other questions with a comparison of the creolimatinodels of Robert
Chaudenson, Salikoko Mufwene, Morgan Dalphinis, WarAlleyne, and
Nicholas Faraclas. | then apply them to the genasid evolution of
Kwéyol on St. Lucia, in order to shed light on bath origins and
continued vitality.

2.2 Creolization models applied: Kwéyol
on St. Lucia and Bajan on Barbados

2.2.1 Introduction

From the historical, political, socio-economic,nduistic, and
demographic data outlined above, we can begin tdeinthe matrix of
creolization from which Kwéyol emerged and devebhpeEarly written
records from the 7 century by French missionaries and explorers tattes
to baragouins [jargons] spoken by both the indigenous Arawak and
African slave populations. Unfortunately, this nteris used
indiscriminately and loosely, so it is difficult teay if and how the
baragouinof the indigenous Arawak inhabitants of the Caeil differed
from that of the Africans. Hazaél-Massieux (1999,68-69) cites the
following French priests’ accounts:

Pére Pelleprat (1656) reports, “une facon de panldgaire” [a vulgar
manner of speaking] (Translation by present author)

Pére Jean Mongin (1672) reports, “Les negres opti@pn peu de temps
un certain jargon frangais . . .” [The Blacks hd#waned a certain French
jargon in little time] (Translation by present aoith

Pére Labat (1742) reports, “Les Caraibes savent assez de mauvais
francais pour se faire entendre et pour compreogigu’on leur dit.” [The
Caribs know enough bad French to be understood@andderstand what
is told them] (Translation by present author).

Was the creole spoken by the Africans the targettli@ indigenous
Arawak peoples involved in the contact situatiorr, wice-versa?
Chaudenson (2001, p. 11) notes that the varietd bgethe indigenous
Arawak peoples of the Antilles was more likely dgin, due to the nature
of contact (which was sporadic and short-term),levttie variety used by
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the Africans developed into a creole from the beigig due to the
“constant and intense contact” and interaction betwthe African slaves
and the Frenclpetits blancsor engagédindentured servants], alongside
whom they lived and worked.

2.2.2 Chaudenson

The history of both colonization and mode of prctibn on St. Lucia
coincides well with Chaudenson’s two phase model ccdolization
presented irCreolization of Language and Cultu(2001). Following this
model, a first generation creole emerges from thelyeperiod of
colonization, known asociété d’habitationfhomestead]. The second
period, known asociété de plantatigris marked by a change in the mode
of production to a capitalist industrial productiomodel requiring the
massive import of African slaves. It is in theseiétés de plantatiothat
a second generation creole emerges and replacesirshegeneration
creole. For Chaudenson, the key difference betwieeh and second
generation creoles is the target for language attgpn by the slaves. In
the first phase, the target language for the sla/#® koiné spoken by the
Frenchcolons composed chiefly ofkangue d’Oildialects; while for the
newly arrivedbozaf slaves in the second phase, the target is theidayegy
of the creole slaves of the first phase (the fjesteration creoles).

On St. Lucia, thesociété d’habitatiorwould have lasted from 1651 to
1765, a period of over 100 years. Coinciding v@ithaudenson’s model,
in this first phase the proportion of Blacks to Yékiwas relatively stable
did not generally exceed 2 to 1 and, more impolgtahere was little
difference in the socio-economic status of the & slaves and the
Frenchpetits blancor engagédindentured servants] who lived in similar
conditions and worked alongside one another infidlds: “The initial
period is characterized by two important featutest tmight be thought
incompatible: the total domination of Blacks by W&k and their nearly
identical daily lives, marked by total interactidoetween the two
communities” (Chaudenson, 2001, p. 98).

By the first half of the 18 century, French settlers are firmly in control
and the indigenous Arawak inhabitants have largbndoned the island.
LePage & Tabouret-Keller (1985, p. 56-57) summatiz demographic
situation at that time:

In the 1730s, planting of coffee and cocoa was reidd by settlers,
predominantly French, and their slaves, from Méagtie, St. Vincent and
Grenada . . . By 1745 there were fairly well-esshitdd French settlements
in the island and it had been divided for admiats#e and parochial
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purposes intguartiers. . . The island at this time was administeredtiyios
from Martinique or by a local French civil or mdity commandant. Most
of the Caribs seem to have withdrawn to the mor¢hedy islands or into

the interior of the island. We hear no more altbem.

Unfortunately, there are few reliable demograptatadwhich provide
information on the number and origin of African\aa imported to the
Caribbean in the 6and 17' centuries. One early record, a census taken
on Martinique in 1680 cited by Alleyne (1996, p)A4ihdicates that at that
time, speakers of Benue-Kwa languages such as akdrEwe-Fon were
predominant. Since almost all slaves on St. Luaraived from
Martinique, the same ethnicities would have predatad on St. Lucia.

Chaudenson’s model minimizes the contribution ofigsin languages
to the creole in the first phassogiété d’habitation maintaining that the
slaves learned to speak a very close approximafiohe koiné spoken by
the Frenchcolons Mufwene (2001, p. 50) concurs: “It appears that
during the initial homestead phase of each colomgselopment . . .
approximations of European speech are likely toehbeen the trend
among the non-Europeans living fairly closely witlle European colonists
. . . All the non-native speakers must have spagproximations of the
local colonial koinés.” Even Alleyne (2000, p. 13%nown for his
opposition to Chaudenson’s model, concurs thatibeles during the first
phase of colonization were, in essence, restrudtpopular French: “[t]he
process which yields the French-based [creole]uaggs therefore has the
character of the evolution of a language (poputanéh).”

After 1765, with the increase in production of sugae and the
corresponding increase in slave imports, buzal slaves soon greatly
outnumber both the white population and the cretdge population. In
the switch from small scale production to a plantaeconomy gociété de
plantatior), the segregation (both physical and psycholopibatween
Whites and Blacks grows, with the result thathbealslaves, unlike their
predecessors, have no access to the language sppkbae French. For
Chaudenson, the language of the creole slaves le=scdine target for
acquisition by thebozal slaves. It is at this phase that the inventory of
basilectal features (those features which can lbeetr to substrate
language® begins to increase. For Chaudenson, this bésiieation is a
gradual process and represents a series of evodutid French. He
critiques Alleyne for failing to account for feats in creoles which
cannot be ascribed to any African substrate infleenand which
Chaudenson ascribes to superstrate (French) iruen

The key question regarding thezalslaves is their contribution to the
linguistic feature pool of Kwéyol. It is difficutb reconcile Chaudenson’s



Sociohistorical Factors Influencing Kwéyol on Sticia 15

assertion, on the one hand, that an increasecbtdiration occurred due
to the influence of thdozal slaves; while on the other hand, that their
linguistic influence was minimal. One problem &t the creole slaves
whose speech was purportedly the acquisition tasfehe bozal slaves
very quickly became a minority. Additionally, tleers the question of
status. Which group had greater status and peestighin the slave
community? Was it the “seasoned” creole slavesgadly fluent in
Kwéyol and savvy to the ways of plantation lifet yelatively few in
number; or the masses bbzal slaves, having just arrived to an alien
world with their African languages and cultures@rtRermore, among the
bozal slaves, was there any one ethnolinguistic group dwminated,
either numerically or politically? This is the gio that would have the
greater linguistic influenceseteris paribus

2.2.3 Mufwene

Mufwene (2001) largely incorporates and builds Glenson’s
framework outlined above into his “complementarypbithesis” model.
Following Chaudenson’s sociohistorical and socgplistic approach,
Mufwene’s “Founder Principle” emphasizes the impode of the two
phases (homestead/plantation) of creolization aod lkeach produces
different linguistic outcomes based on ecologicaliation. On the
guestion of basilectization, both Mufwene and Cleanstn maintain that
basilectal features were always present, evereitnéimestead phase; what
changes over time is the proportion of basileaaltdres relative to those
of French origin. Mufwene (2001, p. 53) furtheroposes a sort of
basilectal continuum with, at one end, a loose ritmg of basilectal
features, and “clearly identifiable sociolects”the other. Thus, while
basilectal features were present from the eantiesbd, the category of a
basilectal speaker is a social construction whicbsa following the
massive import ofbozal African slaves during the second phase of
creolization, orsociété de plantation

Perhaps the biggest bone of contention betweerud&mson and
Mufwene is the question of African languagesatiétés de plantationto
what extent, for how long, and to whom did thezal slaves continue to
use their African languages on the plantations?au@bnson insists that
since slave masters deliberately mixed Africandifférent ethnolinguistic
communities in order to prevent communication, ¢hglaves immediately
abandoned their African languages and became nmgual creole
speakers. Mufwene (2001, p. 51), for his part,maéns that Africans of
specific ethnolinguistic communities had differidggrees of influence in
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critical phases of creolization: “In the historf @ach creole, there is a
particular period during which the most significpatrt of basilectalization
must have taken place under the dominant influerficspeakers of some
languages, typically those speaking Kwa languagethé case of the
Atlantic creoles.

2.2.4 Dalphinis

Dalphinis (1985, pp. 100-101) traces Kweéyol baclat&enegambian
Creole (Kriul), hypothesizing that Kwéyol developed a result of the
process of relexification: “Patwa developed frorkranch lexical input
into a Senegambian language mould . . . coupledh wie general
influences of other African languages and of Isl@adib, the language of
the St. Lucian inhabitants prior to and during theriod of African
immigration.” Further on, he elaborates,

Wolof (and Mandinka) have provided the main synofwroeinforcement . . .
and French the new lexical input, for Kriul. Thesame African
languages, by contrast, were the main diachronicces of the Patwa
structural mould . .

Although Dalphinis cites numerous examples of comrfeatures in
Kwéyol, Kriul, and African languages including IgbBwe, Mandinka,
Hausa, Wolof, Kikongo, and Twi/Fante, he does ian how and why
these particular features were selected. Thusardysis is open to the
charge of employing the “cafeteria principle” sinbe seems to have
chosen features to compare willy-nilly, with neitlheyme nor reason. To
his credit, his historical research into Africaav@ imports for the period
in question (from 1639 onwards) indicates thatrtagority of the slaves
imported to St. Lucia were indeed taken from theegambian region.

Finally, Dalphinis does not neglect the influence Island Carib
speakers. Following up on the research of Tayl®7{) in Dominica,
Dalphinis identifies several grammatical convergenbetween Kweéyol
and Island Carib, including:

ka (habitual and progressive marker)
li (he/she % singular masculine pronoun)
ma, maa(1% singular negative marker.)

Both Roberts (2008) and Dalphinis (1985) placepleasis on the
contact between indigenous Arawak peoples and #reans. According
to Roberts, it was common for both the indigenouawak peoples of the



Sociohistorical Factors Influencing Kwéyol on Sticia 17

Antilles and maroon slaves to travel by canoe frishand to island,
evading the European coast guards and navies. eThissorical data
support the linguistic evidence of Island Carib tdeas in Kwéyol
identified by Taylor and Dalphinis.

While the indigenous Arawak inhabitants of St.ciaudisappeared
around mid 18 century, maroon communities continued to exist b
the 19" century: “. .. even as late as 1832, the Pemyg Executive
Council [records] still indicate the problem of theadition of the
Martinico-St. Lucian Marronage in St. Lucia” (Dalpts 1985, p. 27). For
Dalphinis, their influence was significant and hieeg as evidence the
present day dominance of Kwéyol in rural areastofGcia:

[gliven the prominence of St. Lucia as a runawaftclument area, the

Maroon mawan influences upon St. Lucian Patwa by groups of edav
living in the forest is not to be underestimatedsgbly the present-day
predominance of Patwa in rural ared®t@, as opposed to its slow death
in the urban area of Castries, has been influebgetthis situation . . . (p.

34)

2.2.5 Faraclas, Corum, Arrindell & Pierre

In a paper presented at thé"Meeting of the Society for Pidgin and
Creole Linguistics in Amsterdam in June of 2007 n&iez-Lopez (2007)
introduced the concept ofociété de cohabitatiorto describe the
indigenous and maroon communities that co-existéd loth the early
proto-capitalistsociétés d’habitatiorand the later capitalistociétés de
plantation These communities of cohabitati@xisted outside of the
political economies of the European-dominasediétés d’habitatiorand
sociétés de plantatioras defined by Chaudenson. In her paper, “Creoles
as Languages of Resistance: The Role of Cultuedid®ance in the
Genesis and Development of Creoles,” Gonzalez-Lépgaes that:

Pirates and Maroons play a central role in Caribldgatory and they can
be said to form of what we have called goxiétés de cohabitatioand
that, together with a research group at the Unityersf Puerto Rico, |
contendthat preceded and co-existed with Chaudenson’s2)198ciétés
d’habitation and sociétés de plantatioand whichbegan to take shape
from the very first moment of European invasion Affica and the
Caribbean in the 15Century until well after the abolition of slaverythe
19" Century.

At the same conference, Faraclas and his reseaniip glevelop this
concept further in a critique of Chaudenson’s hinarodel of sociétés
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d’habitationandsociétés de plantation

The extremely intimate nature of interethnic conhtat sociétés de
cohabitationfar surpasses that of eitheciétés d’habitatioor of sociétés
de plantation Because so marsgociétés de cohabitatiofunctioned as
extensions of Indigenous American and/or Africaraliégrian political
economies of subsistence, people of European dessewell as their
languages and cultures did not automatically prédata as they did in
bothsociétés d’habitationr sociétés de plantatioffp. 3)

This is consistent with the arguments of Dalphif1i985) and Roberts
(2008), cited above, regarding the oft-ignoreduefice of the maroon
communities on St. Lucia on the Kwéyol language aolfure. These
sociétés de cohabitatioaxisted on St. Lucia from the earliest European
settlement until well into the %entury and their influence contributed to
the vitality of Kwéyol, which remains widely spokem St. Lucia to this
day.

2.2.6 Alleyne

In Syntaxe Historique Créol€l996), Alleyne presents arguments and
evidence in support of his substrate model of ergenesis. With a focus
on the French-lexifier creoles, in many ways thimlb is a response to
Chaudenson. Alleyne begins by noting that the ib@@n French-lexifier
creoles have evolved along opposite trajectori@speawed to the English-
lexifier creoles:

.. . les créoles a base lexicale anglaise paid@s la zone caraibe font
preuve d’'un processus historique d’évolution qtil'@s/erse du processus
subi par les parlers créoles a base lexicale fisa¢p. 11). [The English-
based creoles spoken in the Caribbean zone underaehistoric
evolutionary process which is the inverse of thadaergone by the French-
based creoles] (Translation by present author).

This fact sets the French-lexifier creoles apastrfrthe English-lexifier
creoles and greatly complicates any universal thedrcreole genesis.
Like Chaudenson and Mufwene, Alleyne emphasizesirtiportance of
the sociohistorical and sociolinguistic conditions which creole
languages developed. All three creolists agret ttiea period after the
shift to asociété de plantatiomode of production in the colonies was
critical in the development of these new languagieyne (1996, p. 27)
summarizes:
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C'est dans les années 1660 que commence cetteutiémolsocio-

économique. Elle change les relations entre lex deoupes (maitres et
esclaves), et désormais, les Africains dépasseagrgssivement les
Francais du point de vue numérique [It is in thé&Wk6that this socio-
economic revolution begins. It changes the retatibetween the two
groups (masters and slaves), and from that poimtach the Africans

progressively outnumber the French] (Translatiopi®sent author).

He notes that during this new phase the separattween masters and
slaves was codified in the (in)famo@®de Noir(1685) which governed
relations between masters and slaves in all thechreolonies. This

concomitant segregation of the slaves placed thetm & situation in

which their communicative needs forced the acctddraestructuring of

Kwéyol.

Alleyne also notes that the high mortality ratest#ves, both infants
and adults, would have been a significant factothim evolution of the
creole. Due to this fact, during tkeciété de plantatioperiod imports of
bozalslaves greatly exceeded birthrates among the glapslation in the
colonies. For Alleyne, arguing against Chaudersanadualist model,
the second phase represents a break in transmissidnan abrupt
restructuring of the creole:

I'y a eu donc discontinuité linguistique et tramgation linguistique

(“language shift ) . . . Il ne s’agit pas d’'uneofwtion lente et graduelle,
imperceptible . . . (p. 25-26) [There is thus lirggie discontinuity and
language shift . . . it is not a matter of a slgnadual, and imperceptible

evolution.] (Translation by present author).

While the paucity of records makes it difficultéstablish the origin of
African slaves imported to the Caribbean during th&" and 17
centuries, by the 18century records become both more numerous and
reliable. Citing Richardson (1989), Alleyne (1996,44-45) reports that
1700-1799 slave export records show that a predsmmoi of African
slaves were speakers of Benue-Kwa languages, su&kan and Ewe-
Fon. He remarks,

La documentation historique suggére, donc, unedégedominance éwé-
fon dans la période formative de ces sociétés detqtion de la Caraibe
[The historic documentation suggests, thus, a slighwe-Fon
predominance in the formative period of the pldatatsociety in the
Caribbean] (Translation by present author).
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As to the role of thebozal slaves in the formation of the creoles,
Alleyne differs sharply with Chaudenson. Rejecti@haudenson’s
hypothesis that thebozal slaves would have given up their native
languages, having no use for them and no oppoytunitspeak them,
Alleyne (1996, p. 46) argues:

Chaudenson omet de citer le corpus aussi volumirdauxitations qui
suggerent que, loin de rester dans un état d’abnggi jusqu’'a ce gu'ils
aient apris assez de frangais pour communiquee entx, les Africains,
parmi lequelles dailleurs le bilinguisme ou le tiliiguisme étaient
courants, pouvaient retrouver leurs compatriotassdae ile et sur une
plantation particuliere. [Chaudenson omits citifigm a voluminous
corpus of citations which suggest that, far frormaeing in a state of
“alingualism” until they had learned enough Frenith communicate
among themselves, the Africans, among whom, by thay,
multilingualism was common, could meet up with thempatriots on an
island or on a particular plantation.] (Translatipnpresent author).

In Syntaxe Historique Créolg¢1996), Alleyne provides abundant
evidence of substrate influence, effectively chajiag the superstrate
hypothesis. To cite one example, Alleyne raise®gge doubts about a
French origin for the zero marker completive fomrélation to the creole
past marketé:

Il est important de constater que I'on ne peutgraposer une évolution de
I'accompli et du passé de la langue francaisel.est . . . évident qu'a cet
égard les langues créoles ne continuent ni la fonmkes distinctions
sémantiques du syntagme verbal du francais” (p) lli12s important to
note that one cannot propose an evolution of caimpland the past tense
forms from the French language . . . it is . . idewt that in this regard
creole languages contain neither the form nor #émasitic distinctions of
the French verb phrase.] (Translation by presettioau

Having presented arguments and evidence suppdkfiican substrate
influence in the French-lexifier creoles, includipgedicate clefting and
serial verb structures, Alleyne concludes,

. malgré toute l'opposition qu'on y a faite, flameuse influence du
substrat est la solution la plus directe et la piagple a un grand nombre
de «probléemes» syntaxiques créoles (p. 183) [tegli the opposition
that has been made, the famous substrate inflisnice simplest and most
direct solution to a great number of creole symtacproblems.”]
(Translation by present author).
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After responding to Chaudenson, Alleyne turns tdéune, critiquing
his creolization model for his vague definitionroérkedness, upon which
Mufwene bases his theory of the selection of festurAlleyne (1996, p.
18) remarks,

Mufwene dilue tellement la notion de “moins” ou tiplmarqué” qu’elle en
devient tout a fait inopérante [Mufwene dilutes tiadion of “marked” and
“unmarked” to such an extent that it becomes cotapleinoperative.]
(Translation by present author).

What is clear is that none of the creolization eieccan account for
every feature in any one creole language, and nheish every creole
language. While the ecological factors that inficee the selection of
features and lead to creole genesis are genegied upon, the specific
processes by which these selections occur remamysdery. Creolists
such as Mufwene (2001, p. 57) openly confess tago&tiaunted by the
‘cafeteria principle’,” thebéte noirewhich has plagued theories of creole
genesis for decades, including that of Dalphini®8f). Yet, these
difficulties aside, the creolization models desedlabove do not differ so
greatly. All four models emphasize the importamdéesocio-economic
factors, especially mode of production. More digantly, together they
can be fruitfully applied to the evolution of Kwéyan St. Lucia.

2.2.7 Creolization on St. Lucia

In the early phase of colonizatioso€iété d’habitation)l have shown
how demographics, politics, history, and socio-enit factors on St.
Lucia contributed to the development of a first giation creole that was,
to use Chaudenson’s term, an “approximation” of guogpular French
spoken by theolonsandengagés Due to the geography of St. Lucia, this
first generation creole would have varied betweetilesnents and the
isolated maroon communities, swciétés de cohabitation

It is in the second phaseoCiété de plantatignin which the massive
restructuring takes place to produce what is pteday Kwéyol. As
Alleyne (2000) points out,

It seems . . . that the French-based languagésaonavolutionary path

which is the reverse of the path taken by the EBhdliased creoles.

Maximum restructuring takes place, for the Frenakda languages, at the
end of the historical process through cumulatiixeergent changes in the

course of time” (p. 132, bold in original).
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During this period, significant contributing facsoto the matrix of
creolization on St. Lucia were: the maroon popofat demographics
(proportion ofbozal slaves to creole slaves and Whites), socio-ecanomi
changes resulting in the segregation of AfricarmmfrEuropeans, and
perhaps the most elusive factor of all, the Afritmguages spoken by the
slaves. Roberts (2008) has provided evidencergélaumbers, perhaps
thousands, of maroon slaves escaping from the Rrestand of
Martinique and arriving clandestinely in canoes St Lucia, while
Dalphinis (1985) has documented the presence ofifigsignt maroon
communities on St. Lucia and maintains that th&fluence upon Kwéyol
language and culture on St. Lucia can be seerigaldly.

As for demographics, records cited above show #fter 1789 the
ratio of Blacks to Whites was over 8 to 1. Thisssige influx of slaves
contributed to the restructuring of Kwéyol. lasthis stage that the TMA
(tense, mood, aspect) pre-verbal partickes kay are normalized and
nativized on the plantations; however, these fommay well have existed
in the Kwéyol spoken in theociétés de cohabitatiprand subsequently
spread to the Kwéyal of the plantations.

The socio-economic changes that resulted fronthiaege to &ociété
de plantationmodel greatly impacted the lives of the slaves eaxdal
relations on the plantations. In the French casnithis change was
formalized in theCode Noir Segregation of the slaves from the white
population meant that the linguistic influence be tlatter on Kwéyol
would essentially end. From this point onward, steses would rely on
one another as models as they took on an expamdeds agents in the
creation of a new Caribbean creole language. Histiorecords cited by
Dalphinis (1985) and Alleyne (1996) establish tthet majority of slaves
arriving to Martinique and St. Lucia during tlsmciété de plantation
period were Ewe-Fon speakers. Predictably, syintéedtures common to
these African languages and Kwéyol such as presliclefting and serial
verb constructions are well documented (v. Alley(i996)). The
existence of these basilectal features in Kwéyalus in no small part to
the continued influence of Maroon populations doeated by Roberts
and Dalphinis.

These, then, were the conditions that formed tla¢rimmfrom which
Kwéyol evolved on St. Lucia. Widely spoken on Sicia as well as in
the diaspora, Kwéyol has persisted despite overyEabs of continuous
British rule and over twenty-five as a member ofe tiBritish
Commonwealth. While the English language took ety in Castries,
St. Lucia’s capital, its spread to rural areas slasv due not only to the
difficult access but also to a lack of schoolsel&eg to explain Kwéyol's
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strong vitality when compared to Grenadian Frermotifier creole and
Trinidadian French-lexifier creole, both of whicheavirtually extinct,

LePage & Tabouret-Keller (1985, p. 61-62) cite mafhyhe same factors
that contributed to its evolution, including:

1. Geography of St. Lucia

2. Communication with the French colony of Martungq
3. The slave trade controlled from Martinique

4. Roman Catholicism and Kwéyol syncretism

5. Maroon populations

The authors elaborate on the importance of thatidactor:

On the whole, however, Roman Catholicism and Fre@otole Patois,
contributing to a creole oral culture and a pantheshich could
accommodate both African and French aspects, unitest people in the
island to the exclusion of the urban Anglican araft®dian-dominated
administrators who had replaced their French oppasimbers for good
by 1803.

So, while Castries has been predominantly Engligaising and Protestant
for over two centuries, St. Lucian villages andatuareas have remained
Kwéyol-speaking and Catholic. Today, the majonfySt. Lucians are
bilingual in English and Kweéyal.

2.2.8 Creolization on Barbados

I now turn to the island of Barbados, located agjpnately 100 miles
to the east of St. Lucia, to examine the ecologaaiditions there that
resulted in the Barbadian English-lexifier contaariety commonly
known as Bajan, so as to compare and contrast thiémthose of St.
Lucia.

The neighboring British island of Barbados seragssan exemplary
contrast to St. Lucia considering the linguistidput brought about by
variations in socio-economic, political, historicdemographic, linguistic,
and geographic conditions. Barbadian Creole (Bagtands out among
the English-lexifier Caribbean creoles as havirgyfdwest creole features
as well as the absence of anything resembling debgsleading many
creolists to question whether it ought to be cfassias a creole or not.
Throughout the West Indies, Barbados is known ##e“l[England” and
Barbadians are said to be, “more British than thedB.”
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Barbados was first colonized in 1627 by 50 Britiehle settlers and
their slaves. Unlike St. Lucia, Barbados was uabited at the time of
colonization. Early settlers cultivated tobaccott@n, and indigo in small
scale productionspciété d’habitatiothomestead). In 1639, a House of
Assembly was formed, which continues to act to thhy. Sugar was
introduced in the 1640s and soon transformed thaay of the island to
a plantation economy. As the size of sugar planmtatincreased, these
plantations became consolidated into the handsweérf and fewer white
farmers, leading to the exodus of over 30,000 kEsgiBarbadians between
the years of 1650-1680. While the white populatias decreasing due to
emigration, the African slave population begamgsiin 1645 the African
population was estimated to be 5,680 and by 16&urpassed 40,000.
During the 18 century, with the drop in the price of sugar, Egap wars,
the American revolution, and numerous destructivaribanes, the
economy of Barbados collapsed. Little changechin1¢ century, as a
handful of white families continued to control treéand’s wealth while
the majority black population remained landless mmgoverished. From
1800 to 1885 Barbados served as the main seat eér@wment for the
former British colonies of the Windward Islandsurihg that period of 85
years the resident Governor of Barbados also seasetie colonial head
of the Windward Islands. Barbados gained its irtejence in 1966.

As for geography, the contrast between St. LunthBarbados cannot
be greater. Unlike St. Lucia, which arose from #sa as a volcano,
Barbados is non-volcanic and composed of limestmkcoral. Essentially
flat, with no mountainous and forested interiore tisland of Barbados
provided no havens for escaped slaves, the majofityhom were forced
to take to sea in search of freedom on neighborslgnds such as
indigenous-controlled St. Vincent. With the absenof geological
barriers, intra-island communication was excellewtiich helped to
increase the rate of normalization of Bajan thraugtthe island. The flat
terrain proved ideal for the cultivation of sugareawhich was planted on
over 80% of Barbados.

It is these factors which can help us to undedstalny Bajan differs so
radically from other English-lexifier creoles, suak Jamaican. However,
guestions remain: Is Bajan the result of semidaation, such as some
claim for African American Vernacular English andaBilian Portuguese?
Or, rather, is the lack of basilectal featuresrdsilt of decreolization?

Williams (1985), responding to this question, engibes the
importance of demographics on Barbados in ordesxfmain differences
between Bajan and Jamaican Creole:



