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Abstract 

Indigenous languages all over the world, including Native American languages, are being lost at 

a rapid rate (Baker, 2011).  This is often the result of years of suppression and assimilation to the 

dominant White culture.  Therefore, there is a need for heritage language revitalization and 

maintenance to ensure the languages remain.  Today, efforts to revitalize these indigenous 

languages are ongoing, including those for the Seneca language.  Very few studies, however, 

have focused specifically on these efforts with the Seneca language.  The goal of this study was 

to determine the attitudes and opinions of those learning or involved in the current Seneca 

language revitalization effort and thus add to the literature on language revitalization.  The 

participants of this study included teachers and students from schools in Western New York near 

the Cattaraugus Indian Reservation where Seneca language classes are offered.  An online 

Likert-scale survey was used to collect data from teachers, while a paper version of the survey 

was given to student participants in their Seneca language classes.  Results indicated that the 

current Seneca language revitalization efforts are effective, but may need some improvement to 

fully revitalize the language.  In addition, the Seneca language, culture, and traditions are valued 

in the schools, but not as much as in the communities outside of the schools.  This study may 

serve as a basis for further research in this area. 
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Introduction 

 The first step of this research study on attitudes and opinions on the current Seneca 

language revitalization efforts was to define the problem, which was that languages are dying out 

very rapidly and are becoming endangered or completely lost (Baker, 2011).  This rapid 

language loss is due to many factors, such as the dominance of English, a global language.  The 

purpose of the study was then introduced.  The purpose was to find out the attitudes and opinions 

of teachers, school administrators, and students about the current revitalization efforts of the 

Seneca language.  This research study was significant because it can add to the growing literature 

on revitalization efforts of indigenous languages and may serve as a basis for further research on 

this topic.  The literature on this topic was then reviewed, including heritage language 

definitions, indigenous language policies leading to language loss, then language revitalization 

efforts, and finally, the attitudes of community members, teachers, and students. The next section 

includes the methodology, containing the sample, participants, and data.  Finally, the results, 

conclusions, and implications for the field and future researched were discussed.  

Problem 

Languages are dying out at a rapid pace, and this is happening even today (Baker, 

2011b).   These include many indigenous languages.  Indigenous people make up 300 million of 

the world’s total population and speak sixty percent of the languages of the world (McCarty, 

2008a). However, the number of native and indigenous languages that they speak is decreasing.  

There are many indigenous languages in the United States that are becoming endangered or have 

even died out with the last speaker of the language just within the last century.  This problem is 

present all over the world, including the United States.  According to Baker (2011b), the world 

contained around 15,000 languages around the year 1500 AD, but today, however, there exists 
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only around 6,000 languages.  Of the world’s spoken languages, it is said that 90 to 95 percent of 

those languages are in danger of dying out (Skutnabb-Kangas, 2003).  However, some say that 

only half will even exist by the end of the twenty-first century (Harrison, 2007).   Some even say 

by the year 2100, only five to ten percent of the languages today will exist (Skutnabb-Kangas, 

2003).  More specifically in the United States, while estimates reported about 300 or more 

spoken Native American or indigenous languages,  according to the 2000 U.S. Census, only 175 

Native American languages were represented (Baker, 2011b).  That means almost half of all 

indigenous languages in the U.S. have disappeared.  This is due to a number of factors that have 

taken place over centuries, such as, language policies enforced by governmental institutions, the 

church, and sociocultural factors, as well as centralization and political, social, and economic 

factors (Baker, 2011b).  

One issue which has helped continue the loss of indigenous languages, especially in the 

United States, is the dominance of the English language (Kachru & Nelson, 1996).  English has 

gained one of the highest statuses in the world of languages.  It is the most widely spoken, read, 

and taught language “that the world has ever known” (p. 71).  The English language has gained 

the status of a global language or as Matsuda and Friedrich (2011) call it, an international 

language.  This English dominance has furthered English-only sentiments, resulting in many 

language policies that have in turn caused language loss for Native Americans in the United 

States, in addition to “forced assimilation” (Meek, 2011, p. 41).  The dominance of the English 

language and English-only policies have incurred negative effects for indigenous languages, 

including language endangerment and language death.   In addition, the horrific treatment of 

Native Americans in the United States, including suppression of their languages and extreme 

punishment for using their languages and not English, has caused these languages to become 
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endangered or die (McCarty, Skutnabb-Kangas, & Magga, 2008).  In many cases, language 

suppression caused fear of harsh punishments for using one’s native language.  English 

globalization, along with the appalling treatment of the Native Americans in the United States 

amid linguistic intolerance, has caused many Native American children to not learn the language 

of their ancestors and heritage (Wong Fillmore, 1991).  Often, these heritage languages have not 

been maintained and used by people of the respective cultures and populations because of this 

fear and mistreatment of Native Americans for using their heritage language (McCarty, Romero-

Little, Warhol, & Zepeda, 2013).  Because of this, there is a decline in the number of children 

who speak the indigenous language (McCarty et al., 2013).  

Dying languages are not being maintained or revitalized and language loss is happening 

at an extremely high and rapid rate (McCarty, 2008b).  Language planning and language 

maintenance programs can help to preserve or revitalize these languages.  There is a strong need 

for language planning efforts all around the world, including the United States, but in order for 

language planning and maintenance to occur, there needs to be support from the speech 

communities of these languages (Baker, 2011a).   

Purpose 

 Some Native Americans have been making great strides towards revitalizing their native 

languages, such as the Navajo (McCarty, 2012).  Some Native American groups, like the Seneca, 

are working hard towards making great strides in preserving their languages (Baker, 2011a; 

Hermes, Bang, & Marin, 2012; Wetzel, 2006).  The purpose of this research study, therefore, 

was to find out the attitudes and opinions on the language planning and language revitalization 

efforts of the Seneca language in Western New York (WNY).  While many studies have 

examined other Native American groups (Hermes et al., 2012; Hinton, 2011; Rawlins, Wilson, & 
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Kawai’ae’a, 2011; Webster & Yanez, 2007; Wetzel, 2006; White, 2006), few studies have 

focused on the Seneca Native Americans of WNY and thus, studies on the Seneca are very 

limited.  This study’s goal was also to provide insight into the Seneca Native American 

community’s beliefs around what is being done, what is working or not working, to help 

preserve and maintain their culture that has in the past been suppressed.  Finding out some of the 

attitudes and opinions of those directly involved in the Seneca community is important in 

creating stronger heritage language programs to maintain or revitalize the language through 

advocacy.  Through interviews and surveys, attitudes and opinions of some members of the 

Seneca community can be shared with the education community in hopes to spread awareness of 

current language revitalization efforts.  Another major goal of this study was to be able to 

empower all minority or heritage language communities to advocate for language planning 

programs and efforts in favor of preserving and protecting their languages. 

Significance 

 The main reason why this research study was done is to add to the growing literature on 

the importance of language preservation, and use the attitudes of those studying or teaching 

Seneca as an example for other communities which may be experiencing the task of revitalizing 

their language.  There is a huge lack of research done on the Seneca language revitalization 

efforts in Western New York.  It is important that all Native American language revitalization 

efforts be looked at more closely to gain a wider and more complete scope of what is being done 

and if there is success or lack of success and what those who are directly involved in these 

actually think and feel about the efforts.  In addition, the results of this research study may help 

the language maintenance and revitalization efforts already in place improve by spreading 
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awareness of what works or does not work as well in the implementation and practice of 

language revitalization efforts. 

 

Literature Review 

 The literature review encompasses many studies done on language revitalization.  First, it 

was key to define what the term heritage language was and then discuss heritage and indigenous 

languages in the United States of America.  Next, language policies affecting heritage languages 

were discussed, and more specifically, heritage language policies in the United States.  The 

history of heritage languages in America was then discussed.  As a result of language policies 

against heritage languages, language loss resulted, which was the next portion of the literature 

review.  To reverse language loss, language revitalization is needed.  Language revitalization 

was the next section of the literature review, including successful examples and models 

throughout the world and America.  Finally, attitudes and opinions on these language 

revitalization efforts were discussed, resulting in the presentation of the three research questions.  

Defining Heritage Language 

 The term heritage language is defined in many ways in the fields of language and 

education (He, 2008; Kelleher, 2010a; McCarty, 2008b; Montrul, 2012; Wiley, 2005; Wiley & 

Valdés, 2000).  Montrul (2012) defines heritage languages as “the languages spoken by 

immigrants and their children” (p. 2) when discussing immigrants in the United States and in 

Canada.  However, heritage languages are not limited to only immigrants and their children.  

They can also be used to describe languages of indigenous people in certain countries, as in the 

Native American languages of the United States.  Montrul (2012) goes on to discuss the 

definition of heritage languages from a sociopolitical lens. She says that a heritage language can 
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be considered a “minority language” while there is a majority language of a host country that has 

“official status” (p. 2).  Therefore, the majority language typically has some dominance over the 

heritage language.  Wiley and Valdés (2000) define a heritage language speaker as one who “is 

raised in a home where a non-English language is spoken” and one who “speaks or at least 

understands the language and who is to some degree bilingual in that language and in English” 

(p. 38).  Kelleher (2010a) defines a heritage language in terms of the United States as “any 

language other than English that is spoken by an individual, a family, or a community” (p. 1-2) 

which can include immigrant languages, colonial languages, and indigenous languages.  

 There are several other terms used synonymously and interchangeably with the term 

heritage language.  He (2008) lists many of the terms often used in the world of language and 

education, and they are: home language, mother tongue, language maintenance, circumstantial 

bilingualism, and language attrition.  These depended on the purpose or significance of the 

usage or description of the term as to which variation was used and when.  The ways in which 

the various terms are used are based on ethnoliguistic, psycholinguistic, sociolinguistic, or 

educational purposes (He, 2008).  Each purpose may use different terms to describe the same 

idea of a heritage language. McCarty (2008b) uses the term “mother tongue” to describe a 

heritage language and sometimes uses the combined term, “heritage mother tongue” (p. 202).  A 

mother tongue, according to McCarty is usually pictured as “the language one learns first and 

knows best” (p. 202).  McCarty (2008b) also suggests that it is “a bridge to the language of wider 

communication” (p. 202).  

Wiley (2005) explains the difficulty in defining heritage language.  The definition that 

Wiley (2005) uses is that a heritage language “is used to refer to immigrant, refugee, and 

indigenous languages, as well as former colonial languages” (p. 595).  Wiley goes on to explain 
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how that one single definition of a heritage language does not work for every language that fits 

into this general category.  He says that defining this complicated term can be “thorny” (p. 595) 

because the terms used are not necessarily used in those certain speech communities to describe 

the languages that they speak.  Another term that Wiley (2005) brings up that is sometimes used 

in place of heritage language is community language.  In addition, the status of languages as well 

as the speakers of those languages changes over time.  An example of this would be the Spanish 

language in the United States because it was first a colonial language, and then became a 

national language, and then it is also considered to be an immigrant language of those who 

immigrated to the United States (Wiley, 2005).  Spanish is also considered to be a refugee 

language.  Fishman (2001) also discusses the changes that can occur to heritage languages over 

time, which emphasizes the difficulty in defining the term heritage language.  Fishman (2001) 

notes that through translations and societal and cultural changes that occur within a certain group 

associated with a certain language can add to the difficulty of what constitutes as a heritage 

language.  This means that the culture that was originally associated with the heritage language is 

not really the same as it may exist now, again adding to the problem of defining the term.  These 

heritage languages can also change depending on what is passed down generation to generation 

as far as the language itself as well as the culture (Fishman, 2001).  Based on these definitions, 

the Seneca language is considered to be a heritage language.  The problem with the Seneca 

language, like many other heritage languages in the United States and around the world, is that it 

has not been a language that has been passed down from generation to generation (McCarty et al, 

2013).  

Hornberger (2005) states that in the United States, the term heritage language has 

recently been accepted by educators and scholars as being “a neutral and inclusive alternative to 
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the terms minority, indigenous, immigrant, ethnic, second or foreign language” (p. 102).  This 

term is more commonly used today, due to its more positive tone, as opposed to the term 

minority language.  In addition, the term heritage language does not just describe the type of 

language it is and the grammatical functions it has, but also the culture that surrounds it.  

According to He (2008), knowing a heritage language does not just mean knowing how “to 

command the lexico-grammatical forms in both speech and writing, but also to understand or 

embrace a set of norms, preferences, and expectations relating linguistic structures to context” (p. 

203).  To know a heritage language is to know not just the language structure and functions, but 

also the cultural values and norms, the societal value of the language, and what it means at a 

familial level. 

 There are also questions as to who can be considered a heritage language speaker.  

According to McCarty (2008b), in the United States, heritage language speakers can include 

different groups such as immigrants, diasporic groups, refugees, and indigenous groups, with the 

later addition of people from colonial groups, who have been or are in colonized countries.  

There exists differing opinions as to whether these heritage language speakers are those who 

both understand and speak the heritage language or those who do not speak or understand the 

heritage language.  McCarty (2008b) concludes that there is no clear answer or agreement upon 

this debate, because there are many definitions that define heritage language speakers and 

heritage language.  Val & Vinogradova (2010) also go on to say that the identity of a heritage 

language speaker is “dynamic and socially constructed” (p. 1).  Language influences a heritage 

language speaker’s identity (Val & Vinogradova, 2010).  In addition, there is the question as to 

what it means to actually know a heritage language. 

Heritage/Indigenous Languages in the United States of America 
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 In the United States, there existed many indigenous languages that were established long 

before the English language entered the country, who were and are spoken by Native Americans.  

According to the 2010 U.S. Census Bureau, of the 310 million people living in the United States, 

about 3.2 million are Native American (Lippi-Green, 2012).  In the world today, there are about 

6,000 spoken languages and of those, 175 are spoken in the United States and are indigenous 

Native American languages (Baker 2011b; McCarty, 2008b).  However, there were originally 

300 indigenous languages spoken and used in the United States of America (McCarty, 2008b).   

These indigenous languages are also classified into language groups depending on how many 

speakers there are of the language and how many and what generations speak and use the 

language.  A large number, however, reported only speaking English at home (72%) among 

Native Americans (McCarty, 2008b).  The categorizations of Native American languages are 

divided into classes A, B, C, and D (see Table 1). 

 

Table 1 

Status of Native American Languages (NAL) 

 

    

Class  Spoken By Number of NAL Examples 

 

    

A All generations 20 

 

Navajo, Yup’ik 

B Parental generation 

and older 

30 

 

 

Aleut, Cherokee 

C Grandparent 

generation and older 

70 

 

 

Seneca, Wôpanâak 

D Only by very elderly 55 Cheyenne, Tiwa 
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In Class A, there are twenty languages that are spoken by all living generations, while Class B 

contains the thirty languages that are only spoken by the “parental generation and older” 

(McCarty, 2008b, p. 205).  In Class C, there are seventy languages of which the language itself is 

only spoken by the “grandparent generation and older”, and finally in Class D, there are fifty-

five languages that are only spoken by the “very elderly” which is usually less than ten people (p. 

205).  The Seneca language fits somewhere between Class C and Class D.  

 McCarty (2008b) categorizes the Native American languages by region to show the types 

of languages that are still spoken today (see Table 2).  There are also many categories and 

language families that contain one or more languages within it.  Seneca belongs to the Iroquoian 

category and belongs to the Iroquois language family.  

 

Table 2 

Native American Languages  

    

Category Language family Location Examples of Speakers 

 

    

Algic Algonquian-Ritwan Great 

Lakes/Northeast, 

Central States 

Chippewa, Ojibwe, 

Powahatan, 

Cheyenne, Arapaho,  

    

Aztec-Tanoan Uto-Aztecan, Tanoan, 

Kiowan 

Plains, Southwest, 

Great Basin, 

Arizona/New Mexico 

Comanche, Tewa, 

Kiowa 

    

Caddoan Caddoan Eastern Plains Arikara, Pawnee 

    

Eskaleut Eskimo-Aleut Alaska Yup’ik, Aleut 

    

Gulf Muskogean, Natchez Southeast/Oklahoma, 

Gulf-Coast 

Seminole, Choctaw, 

Natchez 

    

Hokan Hokan, Yuman, Northern, Central, Karuk, Chumash, 
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Salinian-Seri-Shastan, 

Pomoan 

Southern California, 

Arizona 

Cocopa, Mohave, 

Shasta, Kashaya 

    

Iroquoian Iroquois Great Lakes, 

Northeast, Southeast, 

Atlantic Coast 

Seneca, Oneida, 

Onandaga, 

Mohawk,Cherokee  

    

Mosan Chimakuan, Salishan Northwest Pacific 

Coast, Northwest 

Plateau and Coast 

Quileute, Quinault, 

Coeur d’Alene, 

Coumbia 

    

Na-Déné Athabaskan Western Sub-Artic, 

Northeast Plateau, 

Plains, California 

Athabaskan, Kiowa-

Apache, Navajo, 

Hupa 

    

Penutian California Penutian, 

Chinook-Tsimshian, 

Klamath-Sahaptin 

Northern California, 

Northwest Pacific 

Coast  

Miadu, Wintu, 

Chinook, Nez Perce, 

Yakima, Modoc 

    

Siouan-Yuchi Siouan, Yuchi Plains, South 

Carolina/Gulf 

Coast/Oklahoma 

Mandan, Teton, 

Dakota/Lakota, 

Euchee 

Note. Adapted from McCarty (2008b). 

 

The Seneca.  The Seneca belong to the Iroquois language family (McCarty, 2008b).  

There are currently 8,000 citizens of the Seneca Nation today and half live in rural and 

residential areas, while the other half lives outside of the territory.  The language they speak is 

called the Seneca language.  The term Seneca is translated as “place of the stone”, according to 

Access Genealogy (2009).  The Seneca people come from the Great Lakes/Northeast region of 

the United States, in Western New York.  To other Native Americans, the people of the Seneca 

Nation of Indians are known as Great Hill People or O-non-dowa-gah in the Seneca language.  

The Seneca people are the largest of the Six Nations of the Iroquois Confederacy.  Within the 

Seneca, there are eight clans: Bear, Wolf, Deer, Turtle, Snipe, Beaver, Hawk, and Heron (Seneca 

Nation of Indians, 2012).   
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 Historically, the Seneca lived throughout the Finger Lakes region in Central New York as 

well as in Western New York in the Genesee Valley (Seneca Nation of Indians, 2012).  They 

were originally settled in between Seneca Lake and Geneva River (Access Genealogy, 2009).   

According to the Seneca Nation of Indians (2012), they mostly lived near rivers and riversides 

and lived in longhouses.  The Seneca were also a power group in warfare, survival, and success 

among the other Indian nations throughout the United States.  They comprised half of the 

fighting force of the Iroquois Confederacy out of all the clans just in sheer number.  The Iroquois 

Confederacy was the group of Indian Nations, including the Seneca, Oneida, Cayuga, Onondaga 

and Mohawk.  However, in contrast to many other Indian nations throughout the United States, 

the Seneca Nation of Indians claims ownership over their territories, whereas other Indian 

nations are held in trust by the government of the United States.  In regards to the Seneca 

claiming ownership over their territories, money plays a huge role in deciding what types of 

programs can be put into place as far as education goes.  Because the Seneca only rely on their 

own Nation income to support educational programs to promote the Seneca language.  

 The Seneca Nation is comprised of five reservations in the state of New York.  These 

reservations are: Cattaraugus, Oil Springs, Niagara, Buffalo, and Alleghany (Seneca Nation of 

Indians, 2012).  The Seneca Nation of Indians governs these reservations through an elective 

government that was established in the year 1848, which was when they adopted a new 

constitution (Seneca Nation of Indians, 2012).  The Seneca Nation of Indians uses a democratic 

form of government (Seneca Indians, 2001).  Much like the United States’ form of government, 

the Seneca Nation of Indians is comprised of an executive branch, a legislative branch, and a 

judicial branch.  The executive branch of government has a President, Treasurer, and a Clerk.  
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The legislative branch is made up of sixteen tribal council members, and the judicial branch has 

a Peacemaker, an Appellate, and Surrogate Courts (Seneca Nation of Indians, 2012).  

 The Seneca are also known for their “charismatic, colorful, outspoken leaders who 

inspired members of the nation through oratory, bravery, and mysticism” (Seneca Nation of 

Indians, 2012).  They were also known as extremely skilled warriors and considered to be “great 

conquerors” (Seneca Indians, 2001) and were known to be extremely sophisticated in 

engineering and politics.  The Seneca were known to be the most influential Iroquoian tribe 

(Access Genealogy, 2009).  However, the harsh treatment they went through, including being 

severely punished for speaking their native language, dampened their charisma and bravery.    

 Language Policies 

 The term language policy is defined by Tollefson (2008) as a statement “of goals and 

means for achieving them that constitute guidelines or rules shaping language structure, language 

use, and language acquisition” (p. 3).  Language policy comes from “official enactments of 

governing bodies or authorities, such as legislation, executive directives, judicial orders or 

decrees, or policy statements; voter-approved initiatives; and nonofficial institutional or 

individual practices or customs” (Ricento & Wright, 2008, p. 285).  Language policies may also 

derive from a “consequence of actions governments do not take” (p. 285). For example, 

governments may create language policies by providing no support for learning or teaching of 

certain languages or varieties of languages or by not providing resources that are “adequate” to 

make sure that there are equal opportunities for all groups “to acquire the official language in 

educational settings” (p. 285).  Another example of a language policy by a government would be 

through the designation and promotion of “an official language and ignoring other languages” (p. 

285).  One more source of language planning may be due to “grassroots movements” (Ricento & 
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Wright, 2008, p. 285) that then become “formalized” (p. 285) through practices, laws, or both.  

Lippi-Green (2012) states that language policy and resentment of knowledge on language policy 

“causes real harm to real individuals, and it deserves attention” (p. 171).  Language planning 

goes along with language policies and is sometimes referred to as language engineering or 

language management (Baker, 2011a).  It involves deliberate strategies to influence language 

(Baker, 2011a).  Language policies have greatly affected the Seneca people and their native 

language.  Language policy is very important in relation to this study on the Seneca.  It impacted 

the use of their heritage language because they were mistreated and forced by the colonists to use 

only the English language.  

 English-only policies.  English-only policies came about due to the dominance and the 

status of the English language not only in the United States, but in a good portion of the world.  

The many language policies throughout the world that have suppressed and still are suppressing 

certain languages, especially ones that do not have much dominance.  These language policies 

concerned mainly indigenous people as well as immigrants.  Indigenous people make up 300 

million of the world’s population, which is about four percent, but speak approximately sixty 

percent of the world’s languages (McCarty, 2008a).  The country that will be discussed is Great 

Britain, which has a history of English-only policies.  The English-only language policies greatly 

impacted indigenous languages of Great Britain, much like they did for the indigenous languages 

in the United States.  

 Great Britain. In Great Britain, there were and are struggles and policies for the English 

language and against the Welsh, Irish, and Scottish languages.  In Wales, the Welsh language 

was considered to be “wild and savage” (Rassool, 2008, p. 268).  However, Welsh continued to 

live on.  There were even bilingual schools during the 1700s and 1800s (Rassool, 2008).  Despite 
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the liveliness of Welsh in Wales, there was a shift in ideologies of some groups, including the 

Church Commissioners on Schools in Wales and punished those who spoke Welsh in schools in 

the year 1847 (Rassool, 2008).  Children who were caught speaking this language would be 

punished by being forced to wear a wooden halter that was called a “Welsh not” (p. 268).  Then 

in 1907, Owen Morgan Edwards was appointed the first Chief Inspector of Schools for Wales, 

and he helped to secure education in the Welsh language throughout schools in Wales (Rassool, 

2008).  The first Welsh primary school was established in 1939, and then later in 1955, the first 

Welsh secondary school was founded.  The Welsh have been continuing to revive their 

indigenous heritage language and try to use it for useful purposes such as economic purposes 

(Baker, 2011a).   

Also in Great Britain were the Irish and their language, Irish Gaelic.  It was considered 

“the most widely spoken language throughout the entire island” (Rassool, 2008, p. 269), until the 

occurrence of many events in the history of this area.  Because of the 1066 Norman invasion, 

many people from England fled to Ireland and other parts of the United Kingdom (Crystal, 

1997).  Ireland eventually fell to English rule.  As a result, the English language quickly spread. 

Toward the end of the sixteenth century, English became known to be more of a global language 

(Crystal, 1997).  In Ireland, policy makers associated English with “progress and modernization” 

(Rassool, 2008, p. 269).  The Irish language started to be revived in the late 1800s, and later, in 

1893, the Gaelic League was founded by Douglas Hyde and Eionn MacNeill (Rassool, 2008).  

When the Irish national state became its own independent state in 1937, it adopted the Irish 

language as its national language and English was the “language of administration” (p. 269) 

(Rassool, 2008).  Irish education has not been very successful, and therefore Irish has stayed at a 

status of a minority language (Rassool, 2008). In Scotland, the Scots-Gaelic language was 
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spoken throughout the country.  In 1872, an act was passed that “discouraged” (Rassool, 2008, p. 

271) Gaelic in schools via the Scottish Education Act of 1872 (Rassool, 2008).  Gaelic in 

Scotland still has difficulties in obtaining an official status for the language which is useful to 

study when examining heritage language maintenance more closely because it is often used as a 

model or guide to follow for other Native American communities when they begin to start the 

process of revitalizing their heritage languages.  

 In relation to the focus of this study, which is the Seneca language, the example of Great 

Britain can be compared to that of the language policies in the United States.  In Great Britain, 

the language policies were set in place by the government.  The United States does not have this 

type of language policy, but de facto language policy, which was a language policy set in place 

by the general public and accepted to be the language of use, is set in place unofficially.  There is 

no official language set in place by the government, even though de facto language policy 

implies that English is the language to be used (Crystal, 1997).  The other is official language 

policy set by schools, earlier in the history of the United States.  These policies had an enormous 

impact on the heritage languages for the Native Americans.   

 The US.  Language policies also exist in the United States, concerning and affecting the 

indigenous languages primarily, as well as some immigrant languages.  In the 1850s, the 

common public school system was developed (Ricento & Wright, 2008).  Also during this time, 

there was a nativist movement around the 1880s, which caused English to be the only language 

to be used in public schools and then in the 1920s it also included “most patriarchal schools” 

(Ricento & Wright, 2008, p. 286).  However, in the years preceding 1889, there were only three 

states with English-only in schools that were private, but by the year 1923, there were thirty-four 

states that had English as the sole medium of instruction (Ricento & Wright, 2008).   
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Policies for Native American languages today.  After the many countless years that the 

Native Americans had to endure harsh treatment and deculturalization, the federal government 

started to take action and try to reverse the damage that had already been done.  The way the 

federal government tried to accomplish this was by passing laws and acts to protect Native 

American languages.  One such act was the Native American Languages Act, passed originally in 

1990.  Other recent acts have also impacted Native American languages, such as the No Child 

Left Behind Act of 2000.  Both have shaped and are still shaping the lives of Native Americans 

and the use of their languages.  

The Native American Languages Act of 1990/1992.  In the years 1990 and 1992, there 

was a law passed called the Native American Languages Act of 1990/1992 (NALA) (Warhol, 

2011).  This act was first passed in 1990 by the United States Congress to help preserve Native 

American languages that was on part of the federal government.  It was an “unprecedented” (p. 

282) policy for the United States because historically, federal policy had previously attempted to 

eradicate Native American languages and also this act “recognized the connection between 

language and education achievement and it also established an official federal stance on 

language which was uncommon in federal policy” (p. 282).  NALA attempted to overturn over 

two hundred years of United States policy for Native Americans by establishing a “federal role 

in preserving and protecting Native American languages” (Warhol, 2012, p. 235).  This policy 

also recognizes previous language policy surrounding the use of Native American languages in 

the U.S. and thus states support for preservation of Native American languages.  In 1992, the 

Native American Programs Act (NAPA) of 1974 was amended by NALA.  It made provisions to 

support language documentation, community language programs, training programs, and 

material development for Native American language revival and maintenance programs.  There 
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were also other attempts to protect and preserve Native American languages in the U.S. after this 

act was passed.  These attempts were made by President Bill Clinton, who hoped he could 

answer questions about Native American education with the Executive Order 13096 in August of 

1998 (Beaulieu, 2008).  

No Child Left Behind Act and Native American languages. In 2001, the No Child Left 

Behind (NCLB) act was passed, which aimed for accountability of teachers and students through 

the use of standardized testing, emphasizing math and literacy skills.  NCLB also got rid of Title 

VII of the Bilingual Education Act of 1968, which provided federal support for bilingual schools 

on Native American reservations that were tribally-controlled (Warhol, 2011; Baker, 2011a). 

NCLB, through its accountability measures, held all students accountable for proficiency in the 

English language, regardless of language background (Baker, 2011a).  Many schools that had 

large Native American populations were extremely concerned with the requirements of NCLB 

and the relation it has to their student population.  This concern caused there to be more attention 

placed on Native American education (Beaulieu, 2008).  A conference was held in April 2003 to 

discuss what can be done to help schools with large Native American populations meet the 

requirements of NCLB and this conference was called “Strengthening Partnerships for Native 

American Student Education” (Beaulieu, 2008).  This meeting and other efforts influenced the 

Bush administration to have an executive order that addresses these concerns.  After many 

hearings and testimonies regarding these issues, it was found that although holding schools 

accountable for achievement was positive, NCLB did in fact “leave Native children behind” 

(Beaulieu, 2008, p. 35).  Language policies, such as NCLB, focus on using English as a medium 

of instruction, with a great emphasis on reading and math, but fail to recognize the variety of 
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languages and cultures there are in the United States of America, thus resulting in the decrease of 

indigenous language use in America.  

History of Native American Languages and Policies in America 

  In America, Native American languages were, more often than not, suppressed.  A long 

history of Native American languages shows that due to the settlements of White Europeans who 

believed that English was the only language that was important, the Native American languages, 

in turn, started to lose their status and power.  In the year 1790, the Naturalization Act was 

passed, which “excluded Native Americans from U.S. citizenship” (Spring, 2004, p. 17).  This 

started a whole movement of language policies against the Native Americans and their way of 

life, so that they could conform to the White society.  Many official policies were set in place by 

the government more recently, to protect Native American languages, as well as to promote the 

English-Only movement.  

Early language policies. In the year 1819, the Civilization Act was passed which was in 

favor of and “supported the education, civilization, and conversion attempts of Christian 

missionaries” (Warhol, 2011, p. 285) in favor of English.  Policy during this century dictated that 

Native American students were only to study English and no other language, and that to learn 

their own language was detrimental (Warhol, 2011).  If students were to use their native 

languages, they would be beaten, put in boarding schools, or severely punished.  However, 

during the 1960s and 1970s, there was a shift in thinking, and ended up in reform that was 

positive for Native American languages.  In 1972, the Indian Education Act (IEA) was passed 

and in 1975, the Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act (ISDEAA) was passed.  

These acts helped to “reclaim tribal sovereignty” (Warhol, 2011, p. 286) and also to support the 

establishment of Native American language bilingual schools.  There has been some criticism of 
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these acts to actually help to revitalize Native American languages because there have not been 

many positive results as far as revitalizing the languages.  

Linguistic intolerance of Native American languages.  Language policies against 

indigenous languages in the United States primarily began in the year 1802, when, according to 

Ricento and Wright (2008), Native American cultures and languages were “stigmatized” (p. 285) 

and the intent of the policy of the government was to take away the Indian culture from the 

Native Americans.  During this time, United States government aimed at the “acculturation” 

(Mohawk, 2003, p. 23) of Native Americans.  There were two strategies in which the 

government tried to acculturate the Native Americans.  One strategy involved bringing new 

methods to the Native Americans in hopes of acculturating them into the White society 

(Mohawk, 2003). Another strategy aimed at finding young, able, and willing Native American 

youth and recruit them to go to White schools and learn English and the White way of life 

(Mohawk, 2003).  This strategy received much opposition from both Native Americans and 

Whites, and was seen as the Native Americans not being fit for either White or Indian culture.  

Thus, as a result, Native American boarding schools were created in attempt to remediate this.  

Native American boarding schools.  Boarding schools for Native Americans were 

aimed at acculturating the Native Americans into become more like the White society in which 

they were forced to live.  The English colonists had hopes that they would be “civilizing and 

saving” (Spring, 2004b, p. 11) the Native Americans.  Thomas McKenney, who was the first to 

run the Office of Indian Affairs from 1824 to 1830, had strong opinions and ideas to 

deculturalize the Native Americans (Spring, 2004b).  McKenney was a member of the Quaker 

religion, and thus had many religious beliefs about education and the improvement of society.  

Prior to running the Office of Indian Affairs, McKenney was the superintendent of Indian trade.  
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His strong beliefs and ideas about schooling were made official when Congress enacted the 

Civilization Act of 1819 (Spring, 2004b).  He believed in the idea that “the key to civilizing 

[Native Americans] was schooling” (Spring, 2004b, p. 18).  This act stated that “education was 

synonymous with ‘civilization’” (McCarty et al, 2013).  The Civilization Act of 1819 provided 

an amount of ten thousand dollars yearly to help establish the schools for the Native Americans 

(Spring, 2004b).   

All of these ideas and funds caused an enormous boarding school movement all around 

the United States to educate, assimilate, and mainstream Native Americans.  Native American 

boarding schools spanned three centuries, including the eighteenth century, nineteenth century, 

and twentieth century (Szasz, 2005).  However, they became increasingly popular in the 

nineteenth century, when many white settlers moved to the western portion of the United States 

(Spring, 2004a).  The white settlers had trouble finding land allotment for the Native American 

tribes that had been forced to move west as a result of the earlier white settlers in the east.  As a 

result, the federal government created reservations for Native Americans not only in the west, 

but also in the east (Spring, 2004a).  The educational ideals of the federal government became 

stronger with more settlers, emphasizing English use only, eradicating the traditions and customs 

of the Native Americans, and teaching “allegiance to the U.S. government” (Spring, 2004a, p. 

27).  Boarding schools thus became very important during this time.  These boarding schools 

were created to remove children from their families and homes that were seen by the people 

running these schools as not being good and fit for the children, such as families with diseases 

and divorces (Burich, 2007).  They were also designed to assimilate and acculturate the Native 

Americans to the White way of life.  This was called “forced assimilation” (Burich, 2007, p. 93).  

Therefore, many of these boarding schools were far from the Native American children’s homes, 
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off of the reservations (Spring, 2004b).  Richard Pratt founded the first off-reservation boarding 

school in 1879, called the Carlisle Indian School, and was located in Carlisle, Pennsylvania 

(Spring, 2004b).   

Treatment of the Native Americans in the White boarding schools was extremely harsh.  

The Native Americans were not allowed to use their own native language in the schools, and 

were punished severely if they did (McCarty et al., 2008).  This rule was called No Indian Talk 

(McCarty et al., 2008).  Conditions in the schools were far from good, and the Native children 

often only ate bread for every meal (Spring, 2004b).  Their poor diet, along with conditions that 

were too overcrowded to be safe and healthy, led to trachoma and tuberculosis being spread 

rapidly among the children.  

The organization of the boarding schools was extremely strict and militaristic, which 

included waking the Native American children up at 5 AM., in which they ate breakfast quickly 

then went straight to classes for the entire morning (Spring, 2004b).  In the afternoons, the 

children would work in the fields to attend to crops and helped with the farm animals.  These 

children who had this schedule were as young as grade five (Spring, 2004b).  The children were 

forced to shave their hair off and wear traditional clothing of the White society (Burich, 2007).  

Most boarding schools even had their own jails and were often punished with ropes, just for 

simply “the crime of being born of their mothers” (Spring, 2004b, p. 31).  Some boarding 

schools even had their own jails and jail cells for punishment (Spring, 2004b).  There was much 

resistance by the Native Americans to this harsh form of forced education.  These boarding 

schools caused an extreme loss in Native American languages and were treated harshly for using 

these languages, which has caused strong attitudes and opinions for the need for strong heritage 

language maintenance programs.    
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The Seneca people and boarding schools.  More specifically in Western New York 

where the Seneca Native Americans lived, there were efforts made by the Quakers to try and 

acculturate the Seneca (Mohawk, 2003).  On what is now today the Alleghany Indian 

Reservation, there was a Quaker school intended to acculturate the Seneca into the White culture, 

led by Joseph Elkinton (Nicolas, 2006).  English was the medium of instruction, and English was 

therefore the only language allowed in schools.  Seneca children were disciplined harshly by the 

Quaker instructors for talking without permission, falling asleep, or left their desks to go hunt or 

attend local ceremonies in their community (Nicholas, 2006).  Similar types of English-only 

boarding schools happened all around the United States, forcing Native American youth to attend 

and abide by the English-only policy.  In addition, similar punishments took place if these 

students did not follow the rules.  Much of this happened in the 1800s and continued on into the 

following century.   

There was opposition by the Seneca Nation to these boarding schools, however.  

Influential members of the Seneca, Cornplanter and Blacksnake, tried to “undermine” (Nicolas, 

2006, p. 7) Elkinton’s school as part of the revival council of the Seneca Nation.  Cornplanter 

and Blacksnake used their mythical and spiritual sources of authority and power to help restore 

harmony and peace between the Seneca and the Quakers (Nicolas, 2006).  Others reverted to 

violence to try and rid the reservation of the boarding school and its leader.  There continued to 

be a great deal of cultural mismatch between the Seneca and Elkinton’s ideals of the boarding 

school.  He went by the bible, which the Seneca did not particularly like because they had 

different religious practices (Nicolas, 2006).  It seemed as if the Seneca were being defeated and 

as Mohawk (2003) states, “Seneca chiefs had no coercive powers and no apparatus of state 

government to implement their will” (p. 25).  The school did move off of the reservation in 1821 
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(Nicolas, 2006).  There was also conflict amongst the members of the Seneca because some did 

support the Quaker boarding school.  This boarding school existed for many years, despite the 

efforts made by the Seneca in opposition to it.  

The Seneca people had two boarding schools.  One was on the Alleghany Reservation.  

The other boarding school was on the Cattaraugus Indian Reservation, and it was called the 

Thomas Indian School.  This school was founded in 1855, which was more than twenty years 

earlier than the first federal boarding school in Carlisle, Pennsylvania (Burich, 2007).  The 

Thomas Indian School children, according to Burich (2007), are known as the “forgotten 

children” (p. 93).  Like many other Indian boarding school experiences, these children were also 

taken from their families and stripped of their language and culture.  The Thomas Indian School 

was in existence more over one hundred years and more than two hundred children attended.  It 

was founded by Quaker missionaries originally as an orphanage for Seneca children (Burich, 

2007).  It had money and space for only ten children, but more requests came in for more 

children to attend (Burich, 2007).  The number of attendees grew after that to more than two 

hundred Seneca children.  By the year 1944, the Thomas Indian School enrolled over a thousand 

Seneca children in total throughout the years (Burich, 2007).  Admission into this school was 

seen as a “privilege” (p. 98) and parents were under the impression that they were no longer fit to 

parent their children.  The superintendent of the school took custody over these children and 

made any important decisions, such as medical care, for them.  Many, if not all children lost 

contact with their families because of it.  In addition, no one paid attention to the actual needs of 

the students.  Students were often neglected and complained that the food was terrible, the 

treatment was harsh, the chores and duties were too difficult and tiring, and they did not feel 

fully educated (Burich, 2007).  As the years went on, the number of Seneca children that went to 
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the Thomas Indian School declined, and in 1957, the school shut down (Burich, 2007).  The 

Thomas Indian School had impacted the lives of about one thousand Seneca people, mostly in a 

very negative way, and its scars still remain.  Boarding schools for Native Americans like these 

have greatly influenced language policy-making in today’s society and thus, resulted in language 

loss.  

Language Loss 

 Oftentimes, the result of language policies put in place by various institutions can affect 

languages tremendously.  Language policies that are in favor of certain languages cause 

dominance of those languages and in contrast, language policies that are not in favor of or outlaw 

other languages can cause language endangerment or even language loss.  Language loss is often 

an indirect effect of language policies and sometimes may not happen intentionally.  Language 

loss includes different types, with some being more extreme than others.  These terms include 

language death, language murder, or language suicide (Matthews, 2005).  According to 

Matthews (2005), the definition of language death is “the disappearance of a language whose 

speakers progressively switch to using another or others” (p. 199).  Language murder is more 

extreme and intentional than language death and it is defined as “language death represented as 

the killing off of a language by another whose speakers are e.g. politically dominant” (Matthews, 

2005, p. 199).  Finally, there is language suicide, which is a “process by which the speech of a 

community is assimilated to that of a larger community, to the point at which it loses its separate 

identity” (Matthews, 2005, p. 199).  Matthews (2005) goes on to explaining further that 

‘language suicide’ is intentional or “voluntary” (p. 199) in contrast with ‘language murder,’ 

which is not done by the members of that speech community, but intentionally by others.  

According to Haynes (2012), language loss includes occurrences on either a familial or personal 
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level.  To add to this concept of language loss, it is projected that in the next one hundred years, 

approximately 20% to 50% of the 6,000 worlds’ languages will become nonexistent (Baker, 

2011b).  Some believe that this projection is too optimistic. 

 Causes of loss.  There are many causes as to why a language is lost; some more extreme 

than others, according to researchers (Crawford & Krashen, 2007; Wong Fillmore, 1991).  In 

addition, some causes are at an individual level and some are at a community level.  According 

to Crawford and Krashen (2007), one cause of language loss is that minority language groups 

over time “tend to adopt a dominant language that has more power and prestige than their own” 

(p. 38).  This can be seen also as language shift.  Wong Fillmore (1991) also discusses language 

loss in terms of language shift due to the notion of “subtractive bilingualism” (p. 323).  

Subtractive bilingualism is when a child learns a second language at the cost of their first 

language, which is thus eroded or lost (Wong Fillmore, 1991).  There are many factors as to why 

language shift occurs, including geographic mobility, advancement in education and the 

economy, integration into the larger society, greater nationalism, and mass culture exposure and 

influence (Crawford & Krashen, 2007).  In the United States, the shift of languages has been the 

shift towards English, the dominant language of the country.  Thus, at a community level, 

ancestral, heritage, immigrant, and indigenous languages become in danger of dying out.  Wong 

Fillmore (1991) discusses this and states that this phenomenon of English assimilation is all too 

common in the United States, and that “it is the story of countless American immigrant families 

and native children and adults who have lost their ethnic languages in the process of becoming 

linguistically assimilated into the English-speaking world of school and society” (p. 324).  

 At the school level, there has been an increased pressure over recent years to find the 

solution to poor academic performance of Native American and immigrant children because 
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policy makers feel that their native language is the root of the problem (Wong Fillmore, 1991).  

Thus, they are starting at the preschool level, where children are more receptive to learning 

whichever language they hear, and schools in the United States are using English.  These 

children are thus being more exposed to English and losing their first language.  This is the 

societal cause of language loss among children (Wong-Fillmore, 1991).  There is a lot of 

pressure to learn English and learn it well, that children subconsciously do not use their native 

language. 

 At an individual level, there are three factors that help to explain language loss and 

language shift, suggested by Crawford and Krashen (2007).  The first factor is due to the “lack of 

comprehensible input in that language” (p. 38).  The second factor of language loss at an 

individual level is ethnic ambivalence.  Ethnic ambivalence is the stage in children’s lives where 

they change from having a positive attitude towards their heritage language to wanting to 

assimilate or fit in with the dominant language and culture, which can be so strong that they 

become hostile towards the language or even apathetic (Crawford & Krashen, 2007).  The third 

factor is language shyness.  Language shyness is a phenomenon among young Native Americans 

or immigrants in the United States who may not be fully proficient in their heritage language and 

are sometimes ridiculed for speaking it or corrected for speaking it (Crawford & Krashen, 2007).   

 According to Harrison (2007), language loss does not just simply occur without a reason.  

It often occurs when they are “crowded out by bigger languages” (Harrison, 2007, p. 5).  Less 

spoken languages stop being used because their speakers are in favor of using the more dominant 

language because it may be more prestigious or more useful.  With language loss is the 

extinction or erosion of ways of knowing, ideas, and ways of talking about experiences as a 

human and the world (Harrison, 2007).  In addition, language loss most often begins with some 
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sort of discrimination against a language, either social or political (Harrison, 2007).  According 

to Meek (2011), language loss comes from assimilation that is forced through institutionalized 

education that targets indigenous people and their languages.  Colonization and linguistic 

genocide by the colonists have also been seen as major cause for language loss (McCarty et al., 

2008).  In addition, economic, social, and political change causes language loss (Baker, 2011b).    

Language Revitalization 

 With every language, there is a whole culture that is attached to it.  To suppress or to kill 

a language is to suppress or kill a culture. To kill a culture is to figuratively kill a community of 

people (Harrison, 2007).  According to Crystal (2002), there are five basic arguments on the 

importance of preserving and protecting languages. The first reason is that there is a need for 

diversity in the world.  This relates to the need for ecological diversity, which includes cultures 

and languages.  Crystal (2002) says that “if diversity is a prerequisite for successful humanity, 

then the preservation of linguistic diversity is essential” (p. 33).  The second reason is that 

“languages express identity” (p. 36).  Diversity means identity.  The third reason is that 

“languages are repositories of history” (p. 40).  To have a language is to have a rich and 

important history.  The fourth reason is that “languages contribute to the sum of human 

knowledge” (p. 44).  Languages give human beings intelligence because it is a way of 

communication, which gives way to knowledge.  The fifth and final reason why preserving and 

protecting languages is important is that “languages are interesting in themselves” (p. 54).  Each 

language is unique and complex, and is fascinating to have and know.  These are all reasons that 

Crystal (2002) argues in order to protect, maintain, and revitalize languages that are dying out or 

are endangered.  
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 McCarty et al. (2008) adds to Crystal’s (2002) statement by saying that language is the 

“primary tool for understanding and communicating, and indeed, creating our world” (p. 298).  

Language is the basis of communication and it is necessary to live in this world.  In addition, 

cultural and linguistic diversity is needed for biodiversity (McCarty et al., 2008).  Different 

languages represent different species.  Skutnabb-Kangas (2001) says that culture and languages 

are necessary for human knowledge and that they are “natural resources” (p. 203).  Language is a 

basic human right and it forms our identities (Skutnabb-Kangas, 2001).  All of these researchers 

say that language is essential to humanity and to living and without it, we as humans, may not 

exist as we do today.  It is important to maintain all languages so that they do not die out, and 

heritage language maintenance is one method for doing so.  

 Heritage language maintenance and heritage language education. Heritage language 

maintenance (HLM) is a term that is often used interchangeably with other terms such as 

community/home language maintenance, heritage language (bilingual) education, and heritage 

language programs.  Kelleher (2010b) uses the term heritage language program, and defines it 

by “any language development program that is designed to address the needs of heritage 

language learners/speakers” (p. 1).  Kelleher (2010b) goes on to say that these programs can be 

implemented at any age level and setting, and vary in their goals and what they teach.  Baker 

(2011a) uses the term heritage language bilingual education and defines it as a form of bilingual 

education in which “language minority children use their native, ethnic, home or heritage 

language in school as a medium of instruction with the goal of full bilingualism” (p. 232).  HLM 

and heritage language education efforts have gone both ways of either being unsuccessful or very 

successful.  Successful examples of HLM have been a model for other HLM efforts that have not 

yet reached that level of success.  
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 Successful HLM efforts.  There have been many efforts in the around the world and in 

the United States to try and revitalize, preserve, and maintain indigenous and Native American 

languages.  Some very successful indigenous language revitalization efforts have been made in 

Hawaii, the southwestern United States, Wales, and in New Zealand (Crystal, 1997; McCarty et 

al, 2013; Rassool, 2008).  The respective languages are native Hawaiian, Navajo, Welsh, and 

Māori.  All have implemented their own HLM programs, with some being influenced by others.  

These HLM successes are examples that other language groups can use to revitalize their own 

respective languages.   

 Hawaiian.  The native language of Hawaii is the indigenous Polynesian language and 

was the only language spoken there until Hawaii was colonized, when language policies banned 

the indigenous language (Lippi-Green, 2012).  It was not until the year 1978 that the native 

Hawaiian language was declared an official language of Hawaii (Lippi-Green, 2012).  There 

have been numerous grassroots programs to revitalize the indigenous language of the islands of 

Hawaii.  Much of these efforts started in the 1990s (Rawlins et al., 2011).  In the year 1983, a 

group of Hawaiian language teachers formed a group with the goal of saving and revitalizing the 

native Hawaiian language, and they named their group the Aha Pūnana Leo, Inc. (Rawlins et al., 

2011).  This group was influenced by the strategies used in New Zealand to preserve its native 

language, Māori.  This strategy involved getting together fluent speakers, usually elders, with 

young children in a learning center where the indigenous language is the only language used for 

instruction (Rawlins et al., 2011).  The year 1984 marked the opening of the first Aha Pūnana 

Leo, Inc. center (Rawlins et al., 2011).  This effort had a lot of help and support from other 

Native American language groups that have had success in revitalizing their indigenous 

languages.  Aha Pūnana Leo, Inc. also had connections with language policy makers, national 
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research, and networking at the local, national, and even international level (Rawlins et al., 

2011).  The Hawaiian indigenous language has now the same official status as English in Hawaii 

(McCarty et al., 2008).   

 Navajo.  The Navajo language originated around the New Mexico area, which is where 

the Navajo Nation currently exists and also around the four corners of the United States, where 

New Mexico, Colorado, Arizona, and Utah meet.  The Navajo language is sometimes referred to 

as Diné, according to McCarty, Nicholas, and Wyman (2012).  The Navajo Nation is the second 

largest indigenous nation in the United States containing almost 300,000 members (McCarty et 

al., 2012).  This indigenous language, like all the others in the United States, faced harsh 

language policies as a result of English dominance and globalization.  However, the actual 

number of Navajo speakers is estimated to be around 80,000 to 150,000 (McCarty et al., 2012).  

Like many other Native American language communities, the Navajo were worried about the 

dominance of English in the United States and wanted to do something to protect the Navajo 

language from dying out.  Despite many language policies, the Navajo community has created 

many Navajo bilingual and trilingual schools that unite Navajo and English, and sometimes 

Spanish, due to the high population of Spanish speakers in Southwestern United States.  One 

example of such schools is the Puente de Hózhǫ school, which immerses students in English, 

Spanish, and Navajo (McCarty et al., 2012).  The Navajo have always had a strong belief in their 

indigenous language, and according to Hernández-Ávila (2003), discusses that it is important to 

know your language, in this case Navajo, because one will only be recognized as a Native 

American if he or she actually knows the language.   

 Welsh. The Welsh language is the indigenous language found in Wales, United 

Kingdom.  This language was, at one point, not accepted as the official language of Wales, due 
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to harsh language policies against it.  A major campaign to keep Welsh and revitalize it began in 

1952 by Trefor Beasley, when he and his wife bought a cottage in an area where many people 

could speak Welsh, but received a tax notice in English (Berdichevsky, 2004).  He demanded 

that the notice be written in both English and Welsh.  This was one event that jumpstarted the 

campaign for an official language status for Welsh.  This successful language revitalization 

program uses four categories of language planning in order to keep Welsh alive (Baker, 2011a).  

Most programs use only status planning, corpus planning, and acquisition planning, but Welsh 

considers a fourth dimension to language planning, which is usage or opportunity language 

planning (Baker, 2011a).  This involves using both top-down and bottom-up approaches to 

language and they aim to increase the usage of the Welsh culture and language in things such as 

sports, leisure, technology (Baker, 2011a).  The Welsh also increase language use in the area of 

social networking, economic interactions, education, work, and employment (Baker, 2011a).  

This language has been quite successful in being revitalized, and the increase of Welsh in 

schools is a major part.  Welsh has also been successful because of the use of it on television, 

especially in the news (Berdichevsky, 2004).   

 Māori.  Māori is also a grass roots language revitalization program (McCarty et al., 

2008).  By the 1970s, this language had declined in status and only the elderly and socially 

isolated spoke it (McCarty et al., 2008).  It was reported that only five percent of people spoke it 

as of 1975 (McCarty et al., 2008).  In schools that revitalize the Māori language, language and 

culture are intertwined and embedded at a young age, even in the preschools (McCarty et al., 

2008).  This fosters high proficiency levels in not only the children, but also the teachers and 

other adults involved.  This program helped to influence many language revitalization programs 

throughout the world.  These successful examples of heritage language revitalization can be a 
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basis or model to follow for those heritage languages that are still in the early stages of full 

language revitalization efforts.  

Attitudes Toward HLM and Language Revitalization Efforts  

 When new programs take place, such as programs to help revitalize languages and 

cultures, there are often reactions from the community in which these programs exist.  Many 

community members may support these programs and advocate for them, but sometimes, these 

reactions may not always support or be in favor of the programs.  It is important to look at three 

levels of HLM support, including community attitudes, teacher attitudes of those who are 

involved in teaching the language, and finally the students’ attitudes who are participating in 

these types of programs.  According to Skutnabb-Kangas (2003), “community initiative and 

involvement seems to be decisive for revitalization to work” (p. 82).   Previous and current 

examples of heritage language maintenance and revitalization efforts, in addition to the attitudes 

and opinions either for or against these programs, can help other language revitalization efforts, 

such as the Seneca language, to improve or strengthen their programs.  Community, teacher, and 

student attitudes will be looked at more closely.  

 Community attitudes.  Community attitudes of the area in which language revitalization 

and HLM programs are very important play a key role in HLM revitalization efforts.  The 

community is important because they have the larger numbers of people to advocate for or 

against these programs.  McCarty, Romero-Little, and Zepeda (2006a) found that many who are 

of Native American heritage value the importance of keeping their heritage language alive, and 

one person is quotes as saying, “We’re Navajo. That’s our language. We need to keep on talking 

[Navajo]” (McCarty et al., 2006a, p. 666).  Another community member of the Navajo stated, 

“…I wish for us not to lose the language for our children’s sake… We are made up with our 
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language… Who will we be when we have lost our language?” (p. 666).  Another questioned 

what would happen if the speakers of an indigenous language died by saying, “I think [the 

Indigenous language] is a very precious thing, and that they [tribal citizens] should know – I 

should know” (McCarty et al., 2013, p. 169).  All three of these community members, as well as 

many more, see the danger in losing their heritage language if something is not done soon.  

Another community member said, “No one speaks Navajo. They only Speak English now” 

(McCarty, Romero-Little, & Zepeda, 2006b, p. 37).  This shows that many community members 

see English as being the most popular and common and their indigenous language as having a 

much lower status and popularity.  

 Teacher attitudes.  Teachers of Native American heritage languages also have strong 

attitudes and opinions on their indigenous language and the efforts being made.  Many teachers 

in Romero-Little’s et al. (2007) study placed a high value on knowing their heritage language 

and also wanted that for their Native American students as well.  However, they felt that the 

students placed more importance on learning and knowing their indigenous language (Romero-

Little et al., 2007).  These teachers also expressed “language shame” (p. 611) about speaking 

their native language that they have seen in their indigenous students.  In addition, teachers say 

that indigenous languages are “largely absent” (McCarty et al., 2013, p. 163) from indigenous 

youth.  McCarty et al. (2013) goes on to say that their students were indifferent to learning their 

heritage indigenous language.  Oftentimes, these youth were labeled as being Limited English 

Proficient (LEP) because of their dialect that is greatly influenced by the local indigenous 

languages (McCarty et al., 2013).   Also, some of these students were seen as being delayed in 

language development because of it (McCarty et al., 2013).  Other teachers’ attitudes on 

indigenous heritage languages are on the topic of curricula.  Some are saying that indigenous 
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languages are not seen as important in many schools, and are being reduced (McCarty et al., 

2013).   

 Student attitudes.  Student attitudes on HLM efforts can be and extremely important 

voice in language revitalization efforts because they are the ones who are directly learning the 

heritage language that is being preserved.  In the McCarty et al. (2013) study, a 14 year old 

student understood the importance of learning and knowing his indigenous language and said, “I 

want to learn it real bad…I just want to learn my language because I think it is a big important 

part of my life if I am going to be a Native” (p. 170).  Lee (2009) conducted a similar study on 

language attitudes of Pueblo and Navajo youth.  Lee (2009) found that many students felt great 

respect towards their heritage language and that it is even sometimes necessary for spiritual 

practices.  This study also found that these Navajo and Pueblo youth were embarrassed that they 

had very limited ability in their indigenous language (Lee, 2009).  In addition, the dominant 

language, English, was seen as more important for “progress” (p. 314), and that their indigenous 

language was viewed as having a lower status.  There is a struggle of identity among these youth.  

They do not know which language with which to associate; the majority language or their own 

heritage language.   McCarty, Romero-Little, Warhol, and Zepeda (2009) also studied the 

attitudes of students learning their indigenous language.  They found mixed attitudes from the 

students.  Some of the students saw English as being an important language, while some saw 

English as a “language of colonization” (p. 300), and that it killed their Navajo language.  Other 

students felt “most comfortable” (McCarty et al., 2013, p. 166) speaking English as opposed to 

speaking their indigenous language.  McCarty et al. (2009) also found that there were mixed 

attitudes about their own indigenous language in regards to being ashamed of it.  They found that 

most attached their heritage language to their indigenous identity, but at the same time, valued 
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English (McCarty et al., 2009).  McCarty, Nicholas, and Wyman (2012) also concluded that 

many youth are proud of their heritage language and value it, but also feel the pressure to know 

English and to use it.  These mixed findings among indigenous youth shows that there is a lack 

of indigenous language and culture education.  Therefore, the need for the opinions on heritage 

indigenous language revitalization is crucial.  

 Keeping all of this in mind, my research questions are, therefore:  

(a) What are the feelings and attitudes of Seneca language teachers towards the language 

planning efforts being made to revitalize the Seneca language and culture? 

(b) What are the feelings and attitudes of students learning the Seneca language and culture 

towards the language planning efforts being made to revitalize the Seneca language and 

culture?  and 

(c) Why do these teachers and students think it is or is not important to revitalize this 

language? 

 

Methodology 

 This research study aimed to discover the attitudes and opinion of school administrators, 

teachers, and students in schools around Western New York that offered Seneca language as a 

class about the current Seneca language revitalization efforts.  These schools were found through 

informal internet research.  The teachers were recruited through email and the students were 

recruited through a visit to their Seneca language classes.  The data collection was accomplished 

through a survey asking for these attitudes and opinions.   The data was then analyzed and 

conclusions were made based on the data.  Implications and suggestions for further research 

were then discussed to conclude this study.   
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Setting  

 This research study took place in four different school districts in Western New York.  

These school districts were given pseudonyms to protect the confidentiality of the participants 

and the schools involved in this study.  They were named School District A and School District 

B.  All of the schools are located on or near the Cattaraugus Indian Reservation in Western New 

York.  They include both rural and suburban settings.  

 School District A.  School District A
1
 covers a mostly rural area and is located near the 

east end of the Cattaraugus Indian Reservation in Western New York.  The school is located in 

the valley of the village in which it resides.  This school district enrolls around 1,300 students in 

grades Kindergarten through grade twelve.  There is an elementary school building and the 

middle and high school buildings are combined into another building.  In the middle school and 

high school, there are around 650 students enrolled in total.  Of the total enrolled in the entire 

district, 25% are American Indian or Alaska Native, 1% are Black or African American, 2% are 

Hispanic or Latino, 68% are White, and 4% are Multiracial.  In addition, 38% are eligible for 

free lunches and 12% receive reduced-price lunches. 

 School District B.  School District B is located in a rural setting in Western New York 

on Lake Erie.  This school district is situated near the southwestern end of the Cattaraugus Indian 

Reservation.  This school district is comprised of one elementary school, one middle school, and 

one high school, all of which are located in the same building complex.  The entire school 

district enrolls around 1,000 students.  The middle school and high school enroll a total of 476 

students.  Of the entire school district, 15% are American Indian or Alaska Native, 1% are Black 

or African American, 2% are Hispanic or Latino, 1% are Asian or Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific 

                                                             
1 All data for the school districts presented here comes from the New York State Education Department (NYSED), 

2012.  
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Islander, 68% are White, and 13% are Multiracial.  In addition, 38% are eligible for free lunches 

and 9% receive reduced-price lunches.   

Sample 

The intended sample that may be potential participants for this research study include 

Seneca language teachers of the schools, students taking Seneca language classes, other teachers 

and administrators at these schools who are not involved in Seneca language classes, and Seneca 

government officials.  The teachers, administrators, and government officials were at the adult 

age level, ages 18 and up.  The students were between 12 and 18 years old.  The gender category 

included both males and females.  The ethnic background included those students and/or teachers 

of Native American descent and those of other ethnic backgrounds for those teachers and 

administrators not involved in Seneca language classes.  All of the subjects reside in Western 

New York.  

Participants   

The participants in this study included thirty-one school administrators and teachers of 

both Seneca and other content areas from School District A and School District B.  In addition, 

there were three student participants, two studied at School District A and one studied at School 

District B.  Of the teachers and school administrators, there were fourteen male participants and 

seventeen female participants.  In addition, four of the teacher and school administrator 

participants were currently teaching or learning Seneca at the time of the data collection.  The 

remaining twenty-seven participants were school administrators or teachers of other content 

areas.  One adult participant indicated that she was 18 to 25 years old, three indicated that they 

were 25 to 30 years old, seven said that they were 30 to 35 years old, two said that they were 35 

to 40 years of age, seven were 40 to 45 years old, two indicated that they were 45 to 50 years of 
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age, and seven said that they were 50 years of age or older.  Many indicated that their ethnic 

background was White/Caucasian, which totaled 25 adult participants.  Four adult participants 

indicated that they were Native American, and two said that they were both Native American and 

White/Caucasian.   

For the three student participants, all were currently enrolled in and learning the Seneca 

language in their respective schools.  There were two females, one from School District A and 

one from School District B.  The other student participant was male, and he was from School 

District A.  All three student participants indicated that they were fourteen years old at the time 

of the study and data collection.  The one male participant from School District A indicated 

Other when asked his ethnic background, while the one female participant from School District 

B indicated that she was Native American.  The other female participant from School District A 

indicated that she was Native American and Latino/Latina/Hispanic.   

Instruments 

 The instruments used in this research study included both a survey and a set of semi-

structured interview questions.  The survey consisted of twenty questions in which the 

participants chose the response they thought was most appropriate by either circling their choice 

or marking with an X (see Appendix A).  To ensure reliability and consistency, all of the willing 

participants completed the same survey.  These questions were chosen based on three key themes 

from the research questions, and were adapted from previous studies (Ely, 1986; Shaaban & 

Ghaith, 2000, 2002) to fit the needs of the study (see Table 3).  Questions 1 through 4 were 

omitted from the theme discussion because they inquired about general personal information, 

including age, gender, ethnic origin, and whether or not the participant was teaching or learning 

the Seneca language.  
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Table 3 

Survey Question Themes 

Theme Questions 

Value of languages 5, 6, 7, 8 

Language ideologies 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15 

Language revitalization efforts 16, 17, 18, 19, 20  

 

 

The first theme that was chosen for the survey questions was the value of languages, 

which corresponds to questions 4 through 8 on the survey itself.  This theme was chosen for the 

survey because it helps to answer the last research question of this research study.  By finding 

out how much or how little the Seneca language is valued in the community and in the school 

setting, teachers and students can form attitudes and opinions on the use of the Seneca language.  

Attitudes and opinions about a language lead to language ideologies and beliefs, which is the 

next theme of the survey.  Questions 9 through 15 covered this theme and were chosen because 

finding out the participants’ language ideologies and beliefs was one of the main focuses of this 

study, and they helped to answer the first two research questions on attitudes and beliefs 

regarding the Seneca language revitalization efforts.  Therefore, the last theme was language 

revitalization efforts.  This research study also aimed to find out the opinions of the participants 

on the current Seneca language revitalization efforts, and questions 16 through 20 covered this 

theme.  

The Seneca government officials, school administrators and principals, and the Seneca 

language teachers completed this online through Survey Monkey.  The students who participate 

will complete this survey on paper in their Seneca language classes.  The last question is open-
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ended and asks participants if they have anything else they would like to say or discuss about the 

research topic that may not have been addressed by the objective-type survey questions.  

 The semi-structured interview questions were for any adult (Seneca government officials, 

school administrators, and Seneca language teachers) who wished to participate beyond the 

survey (see Appendix C).  The interview consisted of six semi-structured questions asking 

participants about their attitudes and opinions on the current efforts to preserve and revitalize the 

Seneca language in Western New York.  These questions were open-ended and were also 

considered semi-structured.  The reason why is because there were only six questions, and based 

on the direction of the interview, the researcher may have wished to ask more questions or 

modify the manner in which the questions were asked or modify the wording of the questions.  

The interviews were audio recorded and then transcribed to ensure validity of the results and so 

nothing is missed.  

Procedure 

This study involves research in the schools, including the Administrators, teachers, and 

students participation.  The nature of this research is both quantitative and qualitative.  The 

surveys and responses comprise the quantitative aspect, while the interview questions and 

responses comprised the qualitative aspect.  

Getting teacher/administrator consent.  After initial approval was received from the 

administrators regarding being able to conduct the study at their site, a consent form with the link 

to the online survey was sent to the teachers’ and administrators’ email addresses, which was the 

recruitment for participants (see Appendix C).  If the teachers/administrators chose to participate 

in the survey and clicked the link in the email, the first page of the survey was the consent form 

for those taking the survey online (see Appendix D).  By reading the first page and clicking to 
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the next page, participants agreed to participate in the survey.  The participants then completed 

the survey, answering only the questions they wished to answer.  At the end of the survey, there 

was a question asking if the participants were interested in talking more about their attitudes and 

opinions about current Seneca language revitalization efforts with the researcher.  If they 

indicated yes, they were given contact information so as to schedule dates and times to do the 

semi-structured interview (see Appendix C).  

If contact was made, interviews were scheduled at the convenience of the participant.  At 

the scheduled interview, the participants first received another consent form related to the 

interview portion of the study (see Appendix D).  The interviews that took place were audio-

recorded.  The participants were then asked the semi-structured interview questions from 

Appendix C and the interviewee’s responses were recorded on a portable recording device.  

After the interview was completed, the recorded interviews were then taken by the researcher 

and transcribed using a transcription machine.  

Getting student consent.  The students were only asked to participate in the survey 

portion (on hardcopy paper) of this research study and were not offered the option of the 

interview.  In addition, consent was granted first by the school administrators, either the 

superintendent or the building principals, then consent was granted by the research institution at 

the college from which the study was created, then finally, with the Seneca language teachers. 

Once an acceptable time was identified, the researcher then went to those rooms with the consent 

forms for the students and a large manila envelope.  The students were then asked to read and fill 

out the consent form and put it on the corner of their desks (See Appendix E).  These student 

consent forms were reviewed while on site.  Should a student have responded that yes, they were 

willing to complete the survey, they were then handed two parental consent forms to be taken 
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home with them (see Appendix F).  One is for the parents to keep, the other for the student to 

return if their parent(s) sign their approval.  If a student did not sign the form, they did not 

receive a parental consent form.  All consent forms, signed or unsigned, were collected and put 

into the large manila envelope.   

The researcher returned 2-3 days later to the same classroom.  Any student who brought 

in a signed parental consent form was given the paper version survey to complete (see Appendix 

B).  All parental consent forms were collected and placed in a manila envelope.  For the students 

who were eligible to take the survey, the researcher then went over the directions with them, and 

then they were given about 15-20 minutes, or less, to complete the survey.  When they finished, 

they put their unidentifiable surveys into another large manila envelope that was provided by the 

researcher, which was sealed to protect confidentiality and to prevent anything from happening 

to the surveys.  

Results and Findings 

The return rate for the surveys that were sent to teachers and administrators was 39%.  

There were 79 surveys sent out and 31 were completed from both School District A and School 

District B.  Since this survey was online and anonymous, it is not known whether the participants 

were from School District A or School District B.  The return rate minimum goal was 25%, or 

about 20 completed surveys.  Therefore, the goal was positively exceeded by 11 surveys.  

However, the ultimate return rate goal was to get 50 to 100 percent completed surveys returned.   

There are a few possible reasons why the return rate was low.  One reason may be due to 

the fact that many school teachers and administrators do not read their email often, and perhaps 

either did not see the email, or it did not send.  Another reason may be that many teachers and 

administrators did not have the time to complete the survey.  Even though it took most about 
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three to four minutes to complete it, some teachers and administrators might have thought it 

would take too much time out of their very busy schedules.  A third reason may be that the 

survey link was not accessible either at school or at home.  Sometimes, schools block certain 

websites.  In addition, some teachers cannot access their school email from home.  Finally, a 

fourth possible reason could be that the teachers and administrators, especially those not 

involved in Seneca language learning or of Native American descent, may not have thought this 

survey pertained to them because of the reasons above.  Also, many teachers and administrators 

may not know much about the current Seneca language revitalization efforts, therefore causing 

them to think they are not qualified to answer the survey questions.  If more teachers and 

administrators had completed the survey, there would have been a higher rate of validity in the 

survey data and it could have been beneficial to the growing research on language revitalization 

efforts for indigenous languages.  

The return rate for the surveys that were sent to the students was very low at 4%.  In total, 

there were 69 students from School District A and School District B who had the opportunity to 

complete the survey, but only 3 in total did the survey.  In School District A, there were 46 

potential participants.  Of the 46 potential participants, only 2 students participated.  This was a 

total of 4% for the return rate for this school district.  For School District B, there were 23 

potential participants.  Of the 23, only 1 student participated in the research study, for a 4% 

return rate for that school district.  There could be many possible reasons why the return rate for 

the student surveys was extremely low.  A few possible reasons will be listed here.  One possible 

reason for the low return rate among the student sample and participants may be due to the multi-

step process of the research.  For students who are in the adolescent age range in middle school 

and high school, participation in this study might have seemed like a long process with the 
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consent forms and the amount of time the survey may have taken.  Another possible reason 

might be due to the parental consent.  The students may not have been able to get parental 

consent or may have simply forgotten this step to do the survey.  Finally, a third possible reason 

may be the lack of knowledge on the current Seneca language revitalization efforts.  Students 

who were potential participants were as young as ages 12 and 13.  They might have not learned 

much on this topic, and thus felt like they could not participate in the research study.    

Data Analysis 

The survey was 20 questions long plus one short open-ended response item (see 

Appendix B).  The first four questions asked general information about the participant, including 

age, gender, ethnicity, and whether or not the participant was teaching or learning the Seneca 

language and culture.  Questions 5 through 8 were Likert Scale questions, that asked participants 

to rate how the Seneca language is valued from 1 to 5, 1 being Not Valued At All and 5 being 

Very Valued.  Question 9 asked participants to indicate which language, out of English, Seneca, 

or Other Language, they felt was the most important for use in various areas of life.  If 

participants indicated Other Language, he or she indicated which language it was in Question 10.  

Questions 11 through 15 used the five-point Likert scale again, but this time they had to rate the 

importance of the Seneca language based on their own ideologies.  This scale was from 1 to 5, 1 

being Not Important and 5 being Very Important.  The last four questions, Questions 16 through 

20, were ones that asked participants to rate their agreement with the current Seneca language 

revitalization efforts using the Likert Scale.  The rankings went from 1 to 5, 1 being Strongly 

Disagree and 5 being Strongly Agree.   

Once the surveys were completed and collected, the results were first put into a Microsoft 

Excel spreadsheet.  Each of the participant’s responses was recorded.  The teacher and 
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administrator participants, even though anonymous, were given pseudonyms.  These 

pseudonyms were P1, P2, P3, and so on until it reached P31, which was the number of total 

participants for the teacher and administrator portion of this research study.  Then, another 

spreadsheet was created for the student portion of the research study.  The students were also 

given pseudonyms to protect confidentiality.  The student pseudonyms used the same method as 

the teacher and administrator pseudonyms, but used the letter S instead of P.  They were S1, S2, 

S3, which was the total number of student participants.  Once the first two Excel spreadsheets 

were created with all of the participant responses, a new Excel spreadsheet was then created, 

which categorized the questions into the three themes mentioned earlier in the review of 

literature (see again, Table 3).  The themes were:  Value of Languages, Language Ideologies, and 

Language Revitalization Efforts.  Each theme in the Excel spreadsheet was color-coded.  The 

first theme, Value of Languages, was color-coded in purple.  The second theme, Language 

Ideologies, was color-coded in green.  Finally, the third theme, Language Revitalization Efforts, 

was color-coded in pink.  Questions 1 through 4 were omitted from the theme categorization 

because they were general questions about the participant.  Questions 5 through 8 were 

categorized under the first theme, Value of Languages.  Questions 9 through 15 were put under 

the second theme, Language Ideologies, and Questions 16 through 20 were put under the third 

theme of Language Revitalization Efforts.    

After the survey results were categorized by theme, the results were then broken down by 

Likert Scale ratings for each theme.  The total percentage of each Likert Scale rating for each 

theme was then calculated and put into a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet.  For example, the 

percentage of participants who responded Not Valued At All, Not Valued Much, Neutral, Valued, 

Very Valued, and No Response for each theme was calculated.  Then, the overall percentages for 
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each individual Likert Scale rating were then averaged.  After that was completed, the overall 

percentage was then calculated for each Likert Scale response.  

Theme One: Value of Languages 

 This theme was on the value of languages.  The languages that were discussed in the 

survey questions were Seneca and English.  This theme corresponds to questions 5 through 8 on 

the survey.   

 Teacher and administrator responses.  Figure 1 shows the overall averages for each of 

the Likert Scale responses for the first theme, Value of Languages.  This included Questions 5 

through 8 from the survey.   

In Figure 1, the majority (59%) of participants indicated that overall, the Seneca language 

and culture were valued in both their school and their community.  About 23% did not really 

have an opinion, and marked Neutral.  On the other side, 14% overall felt that the Seneca 

language and culture was not valued much in their community and school, and 1% believed that 

Seneca was not valued at all.  Only 3% did not respond to this question. 

 

 Figure 1. Overall percentages of Likert scale responses for theme one: Value of 

languages for teacher and administrator responses.  
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 Once the overall Likert Scale responses were analyzed, the next step was to look at each 

individual question within this theme more closely.  The overall percentages for each question in 

each theme were then calculated to look at each question separately for this theme.  The overall 

percentages for each theme were then put into a pie chart.  Questions 5 through 8 are shown in 

the figures below (see Figures 2 through 5).  

In Figure 2, over half of the participants indicated that the Seneca culture and tradition 

were valued in their school.  In addition, almost 40% said that the Seneca culture and tradition 

was very valued in their school.  Both of these statistics show that School District A and B both 

value other cultures and traditions.  Three percent did not have an opinion on this and another 

3% did not respond.  Only a small percentage (3%) said that the Seneca culture and tradition was 

not valued much in their school, and no one said that it was not valued at all.  Overall, the Seneca 

culture and tradition was said to be valued in these schools.  

 

Figure 2. Question 5: In your opinion, how valued is the Seneca Native American culture 

and tradition in your school? 
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The next question from the survey in this theme asked how the Seneca culture and 

tradition was valued in the participants’ communities, as indicated in Figure 3.  The majority of 

the participants (39%) did not have an opinion on this, and marked Neutral.  However, almost 30 

percent agreed that it was very valued in their community and 13% said that it was valued.  In 

addition, 16% said that it was not valued much and no one said that it was not valued at all.  

Only 3% did not respond to this question.   

 

Figure 3. Question 6: In your opinion, how valued is the Seneca Native American culture 

and tradition in your community? 

 

In Figure 4, which shows the results from Question 7, half of the participants indicated 

that the Seneca language was valued in their school, while 20% said that it was very valued in 

their school.  About 24% felt neutral about this question.  Only 3% said that the Seneca language 

was not valued much in their school, but no one said that it was not valued at all.  Only 3% did 

not respond to this question.  This question shows support for the Seneca language in School 

District A and School District B.   
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Figure 4. Question 7: In your opinion, how valued is the Seneca language in your school? 

 

The responses to the last question in the first theme are displayed in Figure 5.  This 

question asked how valued the Seneca language was in the community of the participants.  

About one-third of the participants said that the Seneca language was not valued much in their 

community.  An additional 3% said that the language was not valued at all in their community.  

About a quarter of the participants said that they were neutral about this question.  Another 

quarter said that the Seneca language was valued in their community, on the contrary, but only 

3% said that it was very valued in their community.  The remaining 3% did not respond.  The 

results of this question were quite mixed.   
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Figure 5. Question 8: In your opinion, how valued is the Seneca language in your 

community?   

 

Student responses.  Figure 6 shows the overall averages for each of the Likert Scale 

responses for the first theme, Value of Languages.  This included Questions 5 through 8 from the 

survey.   

 

Figure 6. Overall percentages of Likert Scale responses for Theme One: Value of 

Languages for student responses. 
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In Figure 6, the majority (44%) of participants indicated that overall, the Seneca language and 

culture were valued in both their school and their community.  However, only 7% of participants 

indicated that the Seneca language and culture were very valued in their school and community.  

About 25% did not really have an opinion, and marked Neutral.  On the other side, 24% overall 

felt that the Seneca language and culture was not valued much in their community and school, 

and none believed that Seneca was not valued at all.  Everyone responded to this question.  

Just like in the teacher administrator portion of this study, once the overall Likert Scale 

responses were analyzed, the next step was to look at each individual question more closely.  The 

overall percentages for each question in each theme were then calculated to look at each question 

separately for this theme.  The overall percentages for each theme were then put into a pie chart.  

Questions 5 through 8 are shown in the figures below. 

In Figure 7, two-thirds of the participants (67%) indicated that the Seneca culture and 

tradition were valued in their school.  The other third indicated that the Seneca culture and 

tradition was not valued much in their school.  No participant said that the Seneca culture and 

tradition was not valued at all and no one said that it was very valued, however.  Finally, no one 

indicated that they were neutral on this question, and everyone responded.    
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Figure 7. Question 5: In your opinion, how valued is the Seneca Native American culture 

and tradition in your school? 

 

The next question from the survey in this theme asked how the Seneca culture and 

tradition was valued in the participants’ communities, as indicated in Figure 8.  The majority of 

the participants (67%) did not have an opinion on this, and marker Neutral.  However, one third 

(33%) agreed that it was valued in their community but no one said that it was very valued.  In 

addition, no one responded that the Seneca culture and tradition was not valued at all or was not 

valued much.  Everyone responded to this question.     
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Figure 8. Question 6: In your opinion, how valued is the Seneca Native American culture 

and tradition in your community? 

 

In Figure 9, which shows the results from Question 7, two thirds of the participants 

indicated that the Seneca language was valued in their school, but 0% said that it was very 

valued in their school.  One third, or 33%, felt neutral about this question.  No one said that the 

Seneca language was not valued much in their school, and no one said that it was not valued at 

all.  Everyone responded to this question.  This question also shows support for the Seneca 

language in School District A and School District B.   

0% 0% 

67% 

33% 

0% 0% 

Not Valued At All Not Valued Much Neutral 

Valued Very Valued No Response 



ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS ON CURRENT SENECA LANGUAGE REVITALIZATION EFFORTS

 55 
 

 
 

 

Figure 9. Question 7: In your opinion, how valued is the Seneca language in your school? 

 

The responses to the last question in the first theme are displayed in Figure 10.  This 

question asked how valued the Seneca language was in the community of the participants.  

About half of the participants said that the Seneca language was valued in their community.  An 

additional 25% said that the language was not valued much in their community.  About a quarter 

of the participants said that they were neutral about this question.  No one indicated that the 

Seneca language was very valued or not valued at all in their community.  Everyone responded 

to this question. The results of this question indicated that, according to student participants, the 

Seneca language was valued in their community for the most part.    
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Figure 10. Question 8: In your opinion, how valued is the Seneca language in your 

community?   

 

Theme Two: Language Ideologies  

 The next theme was on language ideologies.  In this theme, Question 9 was looked at 

overall and then each part was looked at individually.  Then, questions 11 through 15 were 

looked at overall to represent the theme.  Finally, questions 11 through 15 were looked at 

individually.  

 Teacher and administrator responses.  The first portion of this theme was to look at 

Question 9, which was the importance of English versus Seneca versus Other Language in 

various areas of use.  The overall percentages for each language was calculated by averaging 

how many participants indicated English, Seneca, or Other Language.  Figure 11 shows these 

results.  
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     Figure 11. Overall percentages of importance of languages in various areas of use.  

 

 An overwhelming majority, almost 70%, indicated that English was the most important 

language for use in the nine areas of use.  Seneca was indicated for a few areas of use as being 

the most important and overall, 19% indicated this.  Other Language claimed 3% of the 

participants’ overall responses to this question.  In addition, 10% did not respond.  If any of the 

participants answered Other Language to Question 9, they were asked to indicate which 

language they meant.  Three participants who responded this way said that Spanish was the other 

language.  There were two participants who responded with something different, and they are 

thus quoted.  Participant 6 (P6) answered Question 10 by saying, “I think that it would have been 

more effective if you could have chosen English and Seneca. Either that or other languages in 

addition to English (e.g. Spanish). That is what I meant by clicking other”.  Participant 30 (P30) 

responded to Question 10 by saying, “It depends on what your native language is. That is the 
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language that is most important. Considering I am an English Language Adult, I would check 

English, but my friend who is fluent in Seneca, might choose otherwise”.   

 The next step was to look at the parts of Question 9 individually.  First, the data was put 

into a table (see Table 4).   

 

Table 4 

Average Percentage of Importance of Languages for Nine Areas of Use  

 

Area of Use English Seneca Other Language No Response 

     

Business 90% 0% 0% 10% 

Cultural Activities 32% 52% 6% 10% 

Family 58% 29% 3% 10% 

Self Expression & Image 55% 29% 6% 10% 

Medicine 81% 6% 3% 10% 

Social Activities 84% 6% 0% 10% 

Education 77% 6% 6% 10% 

Social Media 84% 3% 3% 10% 

National Identity 45% 42% 3% 10% 

 

 

Then, the data was put into a bar graph for a more visual display and comparison (see Figure 12).   
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Figure 12. Average percentage of importance of languages for 9 areas of use.  

 

For Business as an area of use, English dominated, gaining 90% of the participant responses, 

saying that it was the most important for use in that area.  The other 10% was the participants 
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activities, Seneca was the most important language for use, while 32% said that English was.  

About 6% said that another language was most important in this area and 10% had no response.  

For Family, 58% said that English was the most important language, while 29% said that Seneca 

was.  About 3% said that another language was most important and 10% did not respond.  

Around 55% said that English was the most important language for use for self expression and 

image and about 29% said that Seneca was.  Six percent said that another language was and 10% 
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language for use in that area, while a larger 81% said that English was.  Only 3% said that 

another language was most important and 10% did not respond.  The majority (84%) said that 

English was the most important language for social activities, 6% chose Seneca, and no one 

indicated Other Language.  Ten percent had no response.  For education, 77% of the teachers 

and administrators said that English was the most important, and 6% each said that Seneca and 

another language were most important, while 10% had no answer.  English also dominated the 

social media area of use at 84%, while 3% chose Seneca, and another 3% chose Other Language.  

Again, 10% did not respond.  The last area of use was National Identity.  There was almost a 

fifty-fifty split in the responses.  Around 42% said that Seneca was the most important language 

for this area and 45% said that English was.  Three percent indicated Other Language and 10% 

had no response.   

 The next step was to calculate the overall percentages for each Likert Scale response in 

this theme for questions 11 through 15.  A pie chart was created based on these results (see 

Figure 13).   

 

           Figure 13. Overall Likert Scale percentages for Theme Two: Language Ideologies.  
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In Figure 13, a large majority, 42%, did not respond to some of the questions in this theme, 

possibly because some questions did not apply to them.  About 24% overall did indicate that the 

Seneca language in the world, in education, and keeping it alive was important and 23% said that 

all of these were very important.  Only 3% said that these things about the Seneca language were 

somewhat important, and 4% said that they were not important at all.  In addition, 4% were 

neutral on these questions overall. 

Next, the rest of the questions in this theme were looked at individually.  These questions 

included questions 11 through 15.  The graphical display of these questions is in pie chart format.  

They show the percentages of the responses for each question (see Figures 14-18).    

 Figure 14 shows Question 11 individually.  An overwhelming 78% did not have a 

response to this question, due to the fact that many who did this survey were not of Seneca 

descent.  However, of those who did respond, 13% said that it was very important that they were 

taking or teaching the Seneca language because they were interested in their own heritage.  

About 6% said that it was important that they were taking or teaching Seneca because of their 

interest in their own Seneca heritage.  Only 3% said that this statement was not important to 

them.  No one responded with Neutral or Somewhat Important.   
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Figure 14. Question 11: I am taking/teaching Seneca because I am interested in my own 

Seneca heritage. 

  

 Figure 15 shows the results for Question 12, which asks the degree of importance for the 

reason they are taking or teaching Seneca to communicate with relatives.  Around 77% did not 

have a response.  However, 10% did say that it was very important, and another 10% said that it 

was important to teach or learn Seneca to communicate with their relatives.  In addition, 3% said 

that teaching or learning Seneca was not important in order to communicate with relatives, 

possibly because their relatives do not use Seneca as well.  No participant was neutral on this and 

no participant said that this item was somewhat important.   
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Figure 15. Question 12: I am taking/teaching Seneca because I want to communicate in 

Seneca with my relatives. 

 

 In Figure 16, which displays the results for Question 13, there was a mix of responses.  

Ten percent said that Seneca was not an important language in the world and 13% said that 
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mixed responses indicated that there was no general consensus in one particular response.  
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        Figure 16. Question 13: I feel Seneca is an important language in the world. 
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Figure 17. Question 14: I think studying a language other than English, such as Seneca, is 

part of a well-rounded education. 

 

 Figure 18 corresponds to the question that asked participants to rate the importance of 

keeping Seneca alive, which is the last question in this theme.  Forty-five percent said that it was 

important and 39% said it was very important to keep Seneca alive.  Three percent were neutral, 

and another 3% said that it was not important.  Again, 10% did not respond to this question.  A 

total of 84% agreed that it was an important action to do, which may show support for Seneca 

language classes and learning.   

 

        Figure 18. Question 15: I think keeping the Seneca language alive is important. 
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for use in all nine areas of use from the survey.  Seneca claimed 40% of the overall votes, while 

the remaining 5% was the choice of Other Language.  In addition, every student participant 

responded to all aspects of Question 9.   

 

        Figure 19. Overall percentages of importance of languages in various areas of use. 
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33% said that Seneca was also the most important.  For family, 67% indicated that English was 

the most important, and 67% also said that Seneca was the most important.  In addition, 33% 

said that another language was most important.  For self expression and image, 100% said that 

English was the most important language for use, but also 67% said that Seneca was important as 

well.  Sixty-seven percent said that English was the most important for medicine, and the 
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remaining 33% indicated Seneca.  The same results occurred for social activities, with 67% who 

chose English and 33% who chose Seneca.  Next, all student participants said that both Seneca 

and English were the most important for education.  one hundred percent said that English was 

the most important for social media, but also 33% said that Seneca was important.  National 

identity was more split.  Sixty-seven percent said that Seneca was the most important for this 

area of use and another 67% said English.  An additional 33% indicate Other Language.  This 

other language was said to be Spanish.   

 

Table 5 

Average Percentage of Importance of Languages for Nine Areas of Use  

 

Area of Use English Seneca Other Language No Response 

Business 100% 0% 0% 0% 

Cultural Activities 33% 100% 0% 0% 

Family 67% 67% 33% 0% 

Self Expression & Image 100% 67% 0% 0% 

Medicine 67% 33% 0% 0% 

Social Activities 67% 33% 0% 0% 

Education 100% 100% 0% 0% 

Social Media 100% 33% 0% 0% 

National Identity 67% 67% 33% 0% 
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Figure 20. Average percentage of importance of languages for 9 areas of use. 

 

 Next, the Likert Scale responses to questions 11 through 15 were examined overall (see 

Figure 21).  About 31% agreed with the importance of the Seneca language and marked 

Important.  An additional 31% indicated Very Important overall.  Those who did not respond 

made up 20% of the participants and 12% overall indicated Somewhat Important.  The remaining 

6% said that the Seneca language was not important. No one said that they were neutral about 

these questions.   
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        Figure 21. Overall Likert Scale percentages for Theme Two: Language Ideologies.  

 

 The next pie chart examines Question 11, which is displayed in Figure 22.  About 34% 

thought that it was important that they were taking or teaching Seneca to learn more about their 

heritage.  An additional 33% said that it was very important.  The remaining 33% did not have a 

response to this question.  No one responded Neutral, Not Important, or Somewhat Important.  

Therefore, the overall consensus for this question was that it was important to learn the Seneca 

language to get to know their Seneca heritage better. 
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Figure 22. Question 11: I am taking/teaching Seneca because I am interested in my own 

Seneca heritage. 

 

Figure 23 displays the results from Questions 12, which asked the participants to rate the 

degree of importance for taking or teaching Seneca in order to communicate with relatives.  

Thirty-four percent said that it was not important, but another third said that it was very 

important, in contrast.  The rest of the participants did not respond to this question.  Also, no one 

responded with the other choices of Neutral, Important, or Somewhat Important.  
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Figure 23. Question 12: I am taking/teaching Seneca because I want to communicate in 

Seneca with my relatives.  

 

 In Figure 24, which displays the responses from the student surveys for Question 13, 34% 

responded with Somewhat Important when they were asked if they thought Seneca was an 

important language in the world.  However, a third thought that it was important and another 

33% thought that it was very important.  No one responded with the other two choices of Not 

Important or Neutral.  Everyone responded to this question.   
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        Figure 24. Question 13: I feel Seneca is an important language in the world.  

 

 Question 14, which asked the degree of importance of studying a language other than 

English as being a part of a well-rounded education, is displayed in Figure 25 and also correlates 

to Table 5.  The majority (67%) of the student participants indicated that it was important to earn 

another language for a well-rounded education.  The remaining 33% said that it was very 

important.  There were no other responses.  These results show support for learning languages 

other than English to have a more well-rounded education.   
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Figure 25. Question 14: I think studying a language other than English, such as Seneca, is 

part of a well-rounded education. 

 

 For the last question in this theme, Question 15, the results are displayed in Figure 26.  

Two-thirds of the student participants indicated that keeping the Seneca language alive is very 

important.  The other third of the participants said that it was important.  There were no other 

responses to this question.  The results show very strong support for keeping the Seneca 

language alive because all say that it is either important or very important. 
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        Figure 26. Question 15: I think keeping the Seneca language alive is important.  

 

Theme Three: Language Revitalization Efforts 

 For this last theme on language revitalization efforts, each question is looked at 

individually only.  Each question contains a pie chart graphical display with a narrative.  The 

reasoning for this is that the questions are so different as far as what they ask about language 

revitalization efforts.  An overall sum of the Likert Scale responses would not be helpful and 

would be invalid to describe and explain.   

 Teacher and administrator responses.  Question 16 asked the participants to rate their 

agreement on the statement that says the Seneca language revitalization efforts are working to 

keep the Seneca language alive (see Figure 27). More than half of the participants said that they 

agree with this statement and only 3% said that they strongly agree.  On the other end of the 

spectrum, 6% said that they disagree with the statement and 3% said that they strongly disagree.  

Nineteen percent of the teacher and administrator participants were neutral on this, and 13% did 

not respond.  
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Figure 27. Question 16: The Seneca language revitalization efforts are working to keep 

the Seneca language alive.  

 

 Figure 28 corresponds to Question 17, which asked the participants to rate their 

agreement with the statement that says that the Seneca revitalization efforts need improvement.  

The majority, or 46%, said that they agree with this statement.  An additional 19% said that they 

strongly agree.  No one strongly disagreed, but 6% did disagree.  Those who were neutral made 

up 13% of participants and 16% had no response. 
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Figure 28. Question 17: I think that the Seneca language revitalization efforts need 

improvement.  

 

 Question 18 is displayed in Figure 29.  A large majority, or 81%, did not respond to this 

question.  However, 6% said that they agree with the statement that as a result of taking or 

teaching Seneca, they have become a better Seneca speaker.  In contrast, 3% disagreed with this 

statement.  An additional 10% were neutral on this.  Also, no one responded with Strongly 

Disagree or Strongly Agree.  
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Figure 29. Question 18: I feel that I am becoming a better Seneca speaker as a result of 

the Seneca course I am taking/teaching. 

 

 The results from Question 19 are displayed in Figure 30.  Again, the majority, or 64%, 

did not respond to this question because it may not have applied to them.  However, 14% said 

that they strongly agreed with the statement that said that they have become more knowledgeable 

about the Seneca culture as a result of taking or teaching Seneca.  Another 14% agreed with this 

statement, and 3% strongly disagreed.  Only 5% were neutral.   
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Figure 30. Question 19: As a result of taking/teaching Seneca courses, I feel that I have 

become more knowledgeable of the Seneca culture. 

 

 Finally, the last question in this theme of language revitalization efforts for the teacher 

and administrator participants is shown in Figure 31.  This question asked participants to rate 

their agreement on the statement that they have a better knowledge of the Seneca traditions as a 

result of taking or teaching Seneca.  Over half of the participants agreed with this statement and 

3% strongly agreed.  Nineteen percent were neutral, but 6% disagreed and 3% strongly disagreed 

with this statement.  Only 13% did not respond this time.  These results show some support for 

the success of teaching traditions in Seneca classes.  
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Figure 31. Question 20: As a result of taking/teaching Seneca courses, I feel I have 

become more knowledgeable of the Seneca traditions.   

 

 Student responses.  Question 16 for student responses is shown through Figure 32.  Half 

of the participants were neutral on the statement that the Seneca language revitalization efforts 

were working to keep the Seneca language alive.  One quarter of the participants strongly agreed 

with this, but the other quarter disagreed with this statement.  These results show that there were 

mixed feelings and possibly that the student participants did not have any knowledge of the 

current efforts going on.   
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Figure 32. Question 16: The Seneca language revitalization efforts are working to keep 

the Seneca language alive.  

 

 In Figure 33, which shows the responses from Question 17 for the student participants, 

three quarters of the participants strongly agreed with the statement that the Seneca language 

revitalization efforts needs improvement.  The remaining 25% agreed with this statement.  These 

results show great support to improve the current efforts being made to revitalize the Seneca 

language.   
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Figure 33. Question 17: I think that the Seneca language revitalization efforts need 

improvement.  

 

 Figure 34 corresponds to Question 18, which asked the participants to rate their 

agreement with the statement they have become a better speaker of Seneca as a result of taking 

Seneca as a class.  About one third of the participants were neutral on this.  Another 33% said 

that they agreed, and the remaining 33% said that they strongly agreed.  This shows support for 

the success of speaking Seneca as a result of taking Seneca as a class in school.  
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Figure 34. Question 18: I feel that I am becoming a better Seneca speaker as a result of 

the Seneca course I am taking/teaching. 

 

 Figure 35 shows the results for Question 19, which asked the participants to rate their 

agreement with the statement that they have become more knowledgeable of the Seneca culture 

as a result of taking Seneca in school.  The results were identical to Question 18.  About one 

third of the participants were neutral.  Another third agreed, and the remaining third strongly 

agreed.  This shows support for the success of culture teaching in Seneca classes.  
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Figure 35. Question 19: As a result of taking/teaching Seneca courses, I feel that I have 

become more knowledgeable of the Seneca culture. 

 

 Finally, the last question, Question 20, is shown by the pie chart in Figure 36.  Question 

20 asked the student participants to rate their agreement with the statement that they have 

become more knowledgeable of the Seneca traditions as a result of taking Seneca in school.  

Approximately one third of the participants were neutral on this question.  Another 33% strongly 

agreed with this and the rest, or 33%, agreed with this statement.   
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Figure 36. Question 20: As a result of taking/teaching Seneca courses, I feel that I have 

become more knowledgeable of the Seneca traditions. 

 

Discussion 

 The data from this research study yielded many results.  These results will first be 

discussed in terms of the three themes presented earlier from the survey questions in an attempt 

to answer the three research questions.  Next, the implications of these results will be discussed.  

Finally, limitations of this study will be explored as well as possibilities for further research in 

the future.   

Theme One: Value of Languages.   

The attitudes and opinions towards the value of the Seneca language were somewhat 

varied among the teachers and administrator surveys.  Overall, there was quite a variety of the 

overall Likert Scale percentages of responses in this theme.  The responses were closely split 

between thinking the Seneca language was valued, very valued, having no opinion, and not 

valued much, at around 25%.  More specifically, the Seneca culture and tradition was seen as 
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being either valued or very valued in their schools, with an overwhelming majority of 91 percent.  

This may be due to the fact that both of these school districts have a large population of Native 

American students.  In addition, the Seneca culture and tradition was also seen as being valued or 

very valued in the teachers’ and administrators’ communities in which they live.  A total of 43% 

indicated that the Seneca culture and tradition was valued or very valued in their communities.  

For the student results, the majority (67%) said that the Seneca culture and tradition was valued 

in their school, but only 33% said that those things were valued in their communities.  Overall, 

this shows that the Seneca culture and tradition is perceived to be alive and well, and is valued in 

the schools and communities of the participants. All of which goes back to Skutnabb-Kangas’ 

(2003) statement of the importance of the community’s attitudes and support.   

 The second part of this theme was the value of the Seneca language in the schools and 

communities of the participants.  The majority of the teacher and administrator participants, or 

70%, said that the Seneca language was either valued or very valued in their schools.  The 

student participants indicated that the Seneca language was valued in their schools, and it made 

up 67% of the student participants.  The Seneca language in the communities of the teacher and 

administrator responses was seen as being valued or very valued by only around 30% of the 

participants, whereas more than 30% said that it was not valued or not valued much in their 

communities.  In contrast, 50% of the student participants said that the Seneca language was 

valued in their communities.  These mixed responses show that students are possibly more 

optimistic about their community beliefs or possibly do not know the beliefs of their community 

because of their maturity level and age.  This goes against one of the results of McCarty et al. 

(2006a), who found that many community members in areas with higher Native American 

populations really value the indigenous language of that area.  However, these results also relate 
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to the results of McCarty et al. (2006b) that found that the community has a bleak view of the 

value of the indigenous language of the area.   

Theme Two: Language Ideologies   

In this theme, participants were asked to rank and rate their language ideologies on the 

Seneca language by importance.  The first portion asked participants to indicate which language 

out of Seneca, English, or Other Language was the most important in 9 various areas of use.  

Overall, English was indicated as the most important language for use by both the students and 

the teachers and administrators and more than half of the participants in both groups indicated so.  

Seneca was not in the shadows, though.  Overall, almost 20% of the teacher and administrator 

participants said Seneca was the most important and 40% of the student participants indicated 

Seneca for the nine areas of use.  The categories that participants for teachers and administrators 

said that English was the most important were business, family, self-expression and image, 

medicine, social activities, and social media.  The area of use that Seneca was chosen as the most 

important was cultural activities.  National identity was almost evenly split, with 42% choosing 

Seneca, and 45% choosing English.  For the student participants, English was the most important 

language for business, self-expression and image, medicine, social activities, and social media.  

Seneca was seen as the most important for student participants for cultural activities and self 

expression and image.  The areas that had an even split were family, education, and national 

identity.  For both groups, English was the most important for business, self expression and 

image, medicine, social activities, and social media.  In addition both groups claimed that Seneca 

was the most important for cultural activities. 

These results show that English is the more used language, probably because of it being 

the dominant language of the area, state, and country.  This shows that Seneca and other 
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languages are not viewed as being as important as English, according to the participants.  

However, for areas such as national identity and cultural activities, many participants indicated 

that Seneca was the most important for use in this area.  These results show that in some areas 

and places, Seneca is still being used, but may be fighting for survival against English in today’s 

world.  For social media, many participants indicated that English was the most important 

language to use for this, which was interesting because like English, social media has quickly 

and widely spread all over the world.  Therefore, it seems fitting that most people use English 

because it seems to be the wider form of communication. These findings go along with Lee’s 

(2009) findings that the dominant language, English, was seen as being more important for 

“progress” (p. 314).  In addition, the student results were mixed, much like the results in 

McCarty et al. (2009), who found that some students found English to be important, but also that 

English was essentially killing their indigenous language.  Finally, the McCarty et al. (2009) 

study also found that for their indigenous identity, many students were split.  This relates to the 

teacher and administrator responses in this study because there was almost an even split in the 

area of national identity between Seneca and English being important.  There were mixed 

feelings on national identity for the students in this study as well.  

 The next part of this theme was addressed through questions 11 through 15 of the survey.  

For some of the questions, many did not respond because it did not apply to them.  For 

participants who were taking or teaching Seneca to better know their heritage or speak with their 

relatives, the majority of teacher and administrator participants who did respond said that it was 

important or very important to take or teach Seneca to know their heritage better or to 

communicate with their relatives.  To add to this, the majority of the student participants said it 

was important or very important to learn Seneca to better understand their heritage, but only 33% 
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said it was important to learn Seneca to communicate with relatives.  These results show the 

diminishing use of the Seneca language among younger people and their families.  The 

generations that were not allowed to speak Seneca do not know the language, therefore having 

no importance to the students, who are the children of these generations, to talk to their relatives 

in Seneca.  As far as the rest of the questions in this theme, which relate keeping Seneca to being 

important in education and in the world, the results were mixed among the teachers and 

administrators, as well as the students.  Some believed that Seneca was important in education 

and in the world, and some did not.  Almost half of the teacher and administrator participants 

said that Seneca was an important or very important language in the world, but the rest said that 

it was not.  However, and overwhelming majority, or 84% of the teacher and administrators, said 

that learning another language like Seneca is part of a well-rounded education.  The student 

participants had similar results, and agreed that Seneca was an important or very important 

language in the world, and that taking another language like Seneca was also important or very 

important.  This shows that most teachers and administrators have a more narrow-minded view 

of Seneca in the world, whereas the students are more open-minded.  It also shows that no matter 

the age, most people can agree that learning another language other than English is important for 

a good education.  This relates to Romero-Little’s (2007) study where students placed more 

importance on learning their indigenous or heritage language.   

Theme Three: Language Revitalization Efforts   

In this theme, participants were asked to evaluate their agreement with the current Seneca 

language revitalization efforts.  They were asked 5 questions on this, which were questions 16 

through 20 on the survey.  Almost 60% of the teacher and administrator participants said that 

they either agreed or strongly agreed with the question that stated the Seneca language 
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revitalization efforts are working to keep Seneca alive, and 75% of the student participants 

agreed or strongly agreed.  This shows that the efforts being done have great intentions and are 

making great strides in keeping the language alive.  However, the majority of the teacher and 

administrator participants said it needs improvement, and all of the student participants agreed or 

strongly agreed that the revitalization efforts need improvement.  This means that, yes, the 

Seneca revitalization efforts have good intentions and are working hard, but they still need 

improvement.  The other three questions asked participants if they agreed that they have become 

more knowledgeable of the Seneca culture and tradition and a better speaker as a result of taking 

or teaching the Seneca language class.  Most of the teacher and administrator participants agreed 

that they have become more knowledgeable on the Seneca culture and tradition as a result of 

taking or teaching Seneca for those who did respond, but did not really agree that they have 

become a better speaker of Seneca.  The student participants overall agreed or strongly agreed 

that they have become more knowledgeable about the Seneca culture and tradition as a result of 

learning Seneca.  In addition, two thirds of the students agreed or strongly agreed that they have 

become better speakers of the language as a result of taking a Seneca language class.  The 

teachers and administrators who did not believe they had become better speakers as a result of 

taking or teaching Seneca may have to do something with language shame that some indigenous 

language speakers feel, such as in the studies done by Romero-Little (2007) and McCarty et al. 

(2009).   

Limitations 

 There were several limitations to this research study.  The biggest deficiency was in the 

student portion of this study.  The return rate for the student surveys was very low at only four 

percent.  The goal was to get more than a 50% return rate for the student surveys as well as the 
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teacher and administrator surveys.  The teacher and administrator return rate was much higher, 

but only reached a 39% return rate.  The study would have been more valid if the return rates 

were more than half of the potential participants in the sample, or over fifty percent.   

 Another limitation is the lack of participants that were interested in the interview 

component.  No one participated in the interview, which was supposed to help answer the third 

research question on why do the participants think it is important or not important to preserve 

and revitalize the Seneca language.  Therefore, the third research question could not be answered 

because none of the survey questions allowed participants to tell why they think it is or is not 

important to keep the Seneca language alive.  Only the interview questions asked this.   

 A third limitation of this study was the sample pool size.  This research study only 

collected data from two different schools that taught Seneca, when, in fact, there were other 

schools around the area that taught Seneca.  There were at least three more schools from which 

data could have been collected.  Having more schools participate would have made the research 

study more valid and reliable because there would have been a variety of settings, thus possibly 

generating more varied responses, or more support one way or the other for the three themes.  

The more support there is for language revitalization within the schools, the more support there 

will be from the community, which Skutnabb-Kangas (2003) says is essential for successful 

language revitalization.   

 A fourth limitation is in regards to the types of participants.  The actual study included 

teachers, administrators, and students of two schools from the Western New York area.  To 

increase validity and to triangulate the study, the study could have included government officials 

from the Seneca Nation of Indians, in addition to community members who live near or on the 

Seneca Nation Indian Reservations.  The original intent of this research study was to triangulate 
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the data by getting students, teachers/administrators, and Seneca government officials to 

participate.  This would result in three different points of view, rather than just two different 

viewpoints.   

Conclusions 

 It is extremely difficult to conclude this research study, since there were such a variety of 

results.  However, it is important to now look at how these various results answered the original 

research questions; again, only the first two could be answered due to the lack of interviews 

conducted during this study.  The first research question was: What are the feelings and attitudes 

of Seneca language teachers towards the language planning efforts being made to revitalize the 

Seneca language and culture?  This question is answered through all of the themes presented in 

this study.  In the first theme of Value of Languages, the teachers felt that the Seneca language, 

culture, and tradition were valued in their schools, but not so much in their communities.  For the 

second theme on language ideologies, teachers felt that in today’s world, English was most 

important for the majority of the time, with only a few areas of life having Seneca be the most 

important.  In addition, the teachers also generally felt that it was important that they take or 

teach Seneca to better communicate with their relatives and to better understand their heritage.  

In addition, most teachers thought that Seneca was important for education and somewhat in the 

world.  The final theme of language revitalization efforts, teachers felt that the Seneca language 

revitalization efforts were working hard, but needed improvement.  Therefore, the teachers saw 

the importance of the Seneca language, culture, and traditions, but felt that there needed to be 

more revitalization in order to keep Seneca alive. 

 The second research question asked: What are the feelings and attitudes of students 

learning the Seneca language and culture towards the language planning efforts being made to 
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revitalize the Seneca language and culture?  This question will also be answered through the 

three themes of the research study.  For the first theme on the value of languages, the students 

felt that the Seneca culture, tradition, and language was valued in their schools, but only a little 

bit in their communities.  For the second theme on language ideologies, the students felt that 

English was the most important language for use in most of life, but Seneca was almost equally 

as important.  In addition, the students felt that it was important to learn Seneca because of their 

heritage, but not to speak with relatives.  Finally, the students believed that Seneca was important 

in the world and that it was also important to learn another language, like Seneca, for a better 

education.  For the last theme on language revitalization efforts, the students felt that the Seneca 

revitalization efforts needed improvement, but also felt that they were working hard to keep it 

alive.  In addition, the students felt that they have become better speakers and more 

knowledgeable about the Seneca culture and tradition as a result of learning Seneca in school.  

Implications and Possibilities for Future Research  

 This research was intended to provide more information to the efforts being made to 

revitalize the Seneca language in Western New York.  This research study did accomplish just 

that, by providing insight on the Seneca language revitalization efforts and how students, 

teachers, and administrators feel about them.  Another goal of this research study was to examine 

the Seneca language revitalization efforts and opinions on it, which there is limited research 

being completed for the Seneca language specifically.  The results from this study may be very 

useful to Seneca government officials and language revitalization officials trying to keep the 

Seneca language alive, particularly the results show that there may need to be changes and 

improvements in the current efforts being done.   
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This research study could serve as a basis to further research in this area, specifically for 

the Seneca language revitalization.  More schools and participants could be studied in the future 

to gain a broader scope of the opinions of people who are directly involved in the Seneca 

language revitalization efforts, whether it is students, teachers, administrators, or government 

officials and language policy makers.  In addition, Seneca language attitudes and opinions could 

be looked at more deeply through observations, interviews, and more surveys.  Therefore, 

overall, this study shows the crucial need for more to be done in this area of research in order to 

fully help improve heritage indigenous language revitalization efforts not only in the United 

States, but around the world. 
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Appendices  
 

Appendix A 

Email to prospective teacher/administrator/government official participants & consent to 

participate in online survey 

 

Dear [Insert Teacher Name], 

 

My name is Gina Gautieri. I am a student at SUNY Fredonia, working toward my Masters in Education in 

TESOL. I am inviting you to participate in a brief survey, which is Part I of my Master’s Thesis Project.  

 

The purpose of this two-part research study is to determine the attitudes and opinions about the 

current efforts being made to preserve and revitalize the Seneca language and culture.  

 

Part I of the study consists of an online survey, designed to gather information about the attitudes and 

opinions on the current efforts being made to preserve and revitalize the Seneca language and culture in 

addition to more general attitudes about teaching/learning the Seneca language and culture. The survey 

takes 15 – 20 minutes to complete. 

 

Part II is optional, and will involve open-ended interviews, which would be scheduled and conducted at 

the participant’s convenience, should you choose to participate in that part of the study. Interviews may 

be audio-recorded and will be conducted individually. Part II is determined once the surveys from Part I 

are completed. The interview would last about 30 minutes to an hour.  

 

This research study will begin in the first half of 2013. It will be completed at the convenience of the 

participants. There are no direct individual benefits to your participation in this research, but the 

information will be useful to people who are trying to further language revitalization efforts.  

 

There are no risks involved in this part of the research study. Participation in this study is kept 

completely confidential.  

 

Completion of this survey is entirely voluntary and you may discontinue your participation at any time 

without penalty by simply exiting the browser. You may complete the online survey without obligation 

to participate in Part II of the study. 

 

If you agree to participate in this brief survey, please click on the link below my signature. By clicking 

on the survey link, you confirm that you are at least 18 years of age, are a teacher/ school 

administrator/ Seneca government official, and you are willing to participate in this research survey. 

 

If you prefer not to participate, you need not click on the link below. 

 

Thank you for your time! 
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Sincerely,  

 

Gina G. Gautieri  

 

SURVEY LINK: [Insert survey link here]   

 

Any questions, feel free to contact: 

 

Maggie Bryan-Peterson, Director, Grants Administration/Research Services Office 

 Phone: 716673-3528; email: petersmb@fredonia.edu 

 

Dr. Karen E. Lillie, Assistant Professor, SUNY Fredonia 

 Phone: 716-673-4656; email: karen.lillie@fredonia.edu  

 

Gina Gautieri, graduate student, SUNY Fredonia 

 Phone: 585-813-5070; email: gaut2399@fredonia.edu  

 

 

 

 

mailto:petersmb@fredonia.edu
mailto:karen.lillie@fredonia.edu
mailto:gaut2399@fredonia.edu
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Appendix B  

SURVEY QUESTIONS* FOR TEACHERS, ADMINISTRATORS, SENECA 

GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS, AND STUDENTS  

 
*Students will not be getting an online survey, only a paper survey as outlined in the procedures, so they 

will not see this orange box and instead will only see the survey questions as listed below.  

Welcome to this brief, 20-item survey which should only take about 15-20 minutes of your time. This 

research survey is voluntary, and you may answer all, some, or none of the questions.  

 

There are no risks to your participation. You may withdraw at any time, with no penalty to you. All 

survey responses will be kept confidential.  

 

If you have any further questions, you may contact me at gaut2399@fredonia.edu .  

 

By clicking 'Next' below, you are acknowledging the following:  

-I certify that I am 18 years of age or older 

-I agree to participate in this online survey 

-I understand all information will be confidential and that I may withdraw at any time without penalty to 

me. 

 

If you would not like to participate in this survey, click the exit browser button and close the browser 

window. 

 

[“NEXT”  link will be here on Survey Monkey and will lead them to the survey questions] 

 

1. What is your age in years? 13 yrs. 

 14 yrs. 

 15 yrs. 

 16 yrs. 

 17 yrs. 

 18 yrs. 

 18-25 yrs. 

 25-30 yrs. 

 30-35 yrs. 

 35-40 yrs. 

 40-45 yrs. 

 45-50 yrs. 

 50+ yrs. 

 

2. What is your gender?  Please choose one.     Male       Female 

 

3. Which ethnic background do you identify with? Please choose all that apply.  

a. Native American 

b. White/Caucasian 

c. Black/African American 

d. Asian 

e. Latino/Latina/Hispanic 

f. Other 

mailto:gaut2399@fredonia.edu
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4. Are you currently teaching or learning the Seneca language and culture? Please choose 

one.           Yes No 

 

For the following questions, please choose the number from 1 to 5 that represents the degree to 

which you feel is appropriate in your opinion. If it does not apply to you, please choose the 

phrase “Not applicable”.  

 

5. In your opinion, how valued is the Seneca Native American culture and tradition in your 

school? 

Not valued at all Not valued much Neutral Valued Very valued 
 

Not 

applicable 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

6. In your opinion, how valued is the Seneca Native American culture and tradition in your 

community? 

 

Not valued at all Not valued much Neutral Valued Very valued 
 

Not 

applicable 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

7. In your opinion, how valued is the Seneca language in your school? 

 

Not valued at all Not valued much Neutral Valued Very valued 
 

Not 

applicable 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

8. In your opinion, how valued is the Seneca language in your community? 

 

Not valued at all Not valued much Neutral Valued Very valued 
 

Not 

applicable 

 
1 2 3 4 5 
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9. Which of the languages below do you consider most important for use in the following 

areas: 

(Put an X to show which the language is your choice.)   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10. If you listed ‘other’ as a language in the previous question, please tell me what that other 

language is here:  

 Seneca English Other Language 

Business    

Medicine    

Education    

Cultural activities 

(ceremonies, etc.) 

   

Self expression & 

image 

   

National identity    

Family    

Social activities (such 

as hanging out with 

friends) 

   

Social media 

(Facebook, twitter) 

   



ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS ON CURRENT SENECA LANGUAGE REVITALIZATION EFFORTS

 107 
 

 
 

For the following questions, please rate the degree of importance to you of the following reasons 

for studying/teaching the Seneca language. Please circle the number from 1 to 5 that represents 

the degree to which you feel is appropriate in your opinion. If it does not apply to you, please 

circle the phrase “Not applicable”.  

 

11. I am taking/teaching Seneca because I am interested in my own Seneca heritage. 

 

Not  

Important 

Somewhat 

Important 
Neutral Important 

Very 

Important 

 

Not 

applicable 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

12. I am taking/teaching Seneca because I want to communicate in Seneca with my relatives.  

 

Not  

Important 

Somewhat 

Important 
Neutral Important 

Very 

Important 

 

Not 

applicable 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

13. I feel Seneca is an important language in the world. 

 

Not  

Important 

Somewhat 

Important 
Neutral Important 

Very 

Important 

 

Not 

applicable 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

14. I think studying a language other than English, such as Seneca, is part of a well-rounded 

education.  

 

Not  

Important 

Somewhat 

Important 
Neutral Important 

Very 

Important 

 

Not 

applicable 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

15. I think keeping the Seneca language alive is important.  

 

Not  

Important 

Somewhat 

Important 
Neutral Important 

Very 

Important 

 

Not 

applicable 1 2 3 4 5 
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For the following questions, please indicate the degree to which you agree with the following 

about Seneca language revitalization. Seneca language revitalization is the efforts made to keep 

the Seneca language and culture alive. Please circle the number from 1 to 5 that represents the 

degree to which you feel is appropriate in your opinion. If it does not apply to you, please circle 

the phrase “Not applicable”.  

 

16. The Seneca language revitalization efforts are working to keep the Seneca language alive.  

 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

Not 

applicable 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

17. I think that the Seneca language revitalization efforts need improvement.  

 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

Not 

applicable 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

18. I feel that I am becoming a better Seneca speaker as a result of the Seneca course I am 

taking/teaching. 

 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

Not 

applicable 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

19. As a result of taking/teaching Seneca courses, I feel that I have become more 

knowledgeable of the Seneca culture. 

 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

Not 

applicable 

 
1 2 3 4 5 
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20. As a result of taking/teaching Seneca courses, I feel that I have become more 

knowledgeable of the Seneca traditions. 

 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

Not 

applicable 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

Is there anything else you would like to tell me about your attitudes towards or your feelings about 

learning the Seneca language? (NOTE: THIS QUESTION WILL ONLY BE IN STUDENT PAPER VERSION and 

not the online version.) 

 

NOTE: This question below is for teachers, administrators, and government officials only and 

will only be on the online version of this survey.  

 

Would you be interested in talking more about this topic with me? If yes, please email me, Gina Gautieri, 

at gaut2399@fredonia.edu  in order to set up an interview.  

 

Thank you for participating in this research study! 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

mailto:gaut2399@fredonia.edu
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Appendix C 

 

SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS  

 

1. Why did you decide to become a Seneca language teacher? (Only for Seneca teachers) 

 

2. Why did you decide to work for the Seneca government? Do you think that it should be a 

policy that all Seneca children learn the Seneca language? (Only for Seneca government 

officials) 

 

3. How important is the Seneca language to you? 

 

4. How important is revitalizing the Seneca language and culture to you? 

 

5. Do you believe that the current revitalization efforts for the Seneca language and culture 

are effective? Why or why not? 

 

6. What improvements, if any, would you make or suggest to improve the current 

revitalization efforts?



ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS ON CURRENT SENECA LANGUAGE REVITALIZATION EFFORTS

 111 
 

 
 

 

Appendix D 

 

Consent form for participants willing to be interviewed 

 

The purpose of this two part research study is to determine the attitudes and opinions about the current 

efforts to preserve and revitalize the Seneca language and culture. This consent form is for Part II: the 

interview portion of the study. You have already completed the survey. 

 

This part of the study involves open-ended interviews to be conducted at the participant’s convenience. 

Interviews may be audio-recorded and may be conducted individually, or in focus groups with other 

teachers who are participating in the study, depending on each participant’s preference. 

The interview will last about 30 minutes to one hour.  

 

There are no direct individual benefits to your participation in this research, but the information will be 

useful to people who are trying to further language revitalization efforts.  

 

There are no risks involved in this part of the research study. You may choose to not answer any of the 

questions during this interview, should any of the questions make you uncomfortable.  

 

Participation in this study is kept completely confidential. All participants will be given pseudonyms. 

 

I, ______________________________, do hereby consent to participate in a brief, audio-recorded 

interview with the researcher, Gina G. Gautieri.  I acknowledge that I am over 18 years of age and I 

understand that all information gathered through the interview will be coded, securely kept, and remain 

confidential. Participation in this study is completely voluntary and I know that I may discontinue my 

participation at any time without explanation or penalty. 

 

_______________________________________________                _______________________ 

        Signature of participant  Date 

 

Any questions, feel free to contact: 

 

Maggie Bryan-Peterson, Director, Grants Administration/Research Services Office 

 Phone: 716-673-3528; email: petersmb@fredonia.edu 

 

Dr. Karen E. Lillie, Assistant Professor, SUNY Fredonia 

 Phone: 716-673-4656; email: karen.lillie@fredonia.edu  

 

Gina Gautieri, graduate student, SUNY Fredonia 

 Phone : 585-813-5070 ; email : gaut2399@fredonia.edu  

 

mailto:petersmb@fredonia.edu
mailto:karen.lillie@fredonia.edu
mailto:gaut2399@fredonia.edu
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Appendix E 

Consent Form for Student Participants 
 

 

Dear Student,  

My name is Gina Gautieri. I am a graduate student at SUNY Fredonia. I am asking you to take part in a 

research study because I am trying to learn more about attitudes and opinions on what is being done to 

preserve the Seneca language and culture here in Western New York. If you agree to participate, you 

will be asked to fill out a survey (written set of questions) at a later date.  

 

You will be asked some questions about your attitudes and opinions about the Seneca language and 

culture and what is being done to help revitalize and maintain the language and culture. The survey has 

19 questions where you will rank your opinion and one open-ended question. Answering these 

questions will take about 15-20 minutes, or less. 

 

There are no direct individual benefits to your participation in this research, but the information will be 

useful to people who are trying to further language revitalization efforts.  

 

In addition, there are no risks involved in this study. You do not have to be in this study. No one will be 

mad at you if you decide not to do this survey. Even if you start the survey, you can stop later if you 

want. You may ask questions about the research study at any time. You do not have to put your name 

on the survey. You do not have to answer any questions that make you uncomfortable. If you feel 

uncomfortable at any time, you may speak with your school counselor. 

 

If you decide to be in the study I will not tell anyone else how you respond or act as part of the study. 

Even if your parents or teachers ask, I will not tell them about what you say or do in the study. 

 

If you choose to participate in this survey, please follow these steps: 

1. Sign your name and write the date on the lines below. 
2. Leave the consent form on the corner of your desk. 

 

If you do not choose to participate in this survey, do not sign your name at the bottom of this page. 

You can just put the paper on the corner of your desk. 

 

Thank you very much for your time. You have been very helpful. 

 

I, ______________________________, agree to participate in a brief survey on attitudes and opinions 

about the current efforts to revitalize the Seneca language and culture. I understand that all my 

information will be securely kept, and remain confidential. Participation in this study is completely 

voluntary and I know that I may stop my participation at any time without explanation or penalty. 
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Signature: ________________________________________ Date: __________ 

 

 

Contact information for any questions: 

 

Maggie Bryan-Peterson, Director, Grants Administration/Research Services Office 

 Phone: 716673-3528; email: petersmb@fredonia.edu 

 

Dr. Karen E. Lillie, Assistant Professor, SUNY Fredonia 

 Phone: 716-673-4656; email: karen.lillie@fredonia.edu  

 

Gina Gautieri, graduate student, SUNY Fredonia 

 Phone: 585-813-5070; email: gaut2399@fredonia.edu  

 

 

  

mailto:petersmb@fredonia.edu
mailto:karen.lillie@fredonia.edu
mailto:gaut2399@fredonia.edu
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Appendix F 

 

Parental Permission for a Minor to Participate in Research 

Attitudes and Opinions on Seneca Language Revitalization Efforts  
 

Hello, parent/guardian: 

 

My name is Gina Gautieri. I am a graduate student at the State University of New York at Fredonia 

(SUNY Fredonia), earning my M.S.Ed. in TESOL, and I am conducting a research study about attitudes 

and opinions on current Seneca language revitalization efforts. I am inviting your child to take part in the 

research because he or she is a student currently taking a Seneca language course.  

 

The purpose of this research is to find out the attitudes and opinions your child has on the language 

revitalization efforts of the Seneca language in Western New York. It is also to provide insight into the 

children’s beliefs about what is being done to help preserve and maintain the Seneca culture.  

 

If you agree to let your child participate in this research study, the following will occur: 

 Your child will be asked to complete a survey asking 19 questions about his or her attitudes and 

opinions about learning the Seneca language.  

 This will take place in their regular classroom during normal school hours. 

 Your child will take part in this research study for about 15-20 minutes, or less, which is the time 

it might take to complete the survey. 

 

There are no direct individual benefits to your child’s participation in this research, but the information 

will be useful to people who are trying to further language revitalization efforts.  

 

There are no risks involved. Your child may answer only those questions he or she wants to, and he or 

she may stop the entire process at any time, without penalty. If your child experiences any discomfort, 

he or she may contact the school counselor.  

 

Confidentiality will be protected throughout the entirety of this research study. All surveys will be 

shredded after the study is complete.  

 

You have been given a copy of this consent form to keep. Please sign and return one form if you wish 

to have your child participate. PARTICIPATION IN THIS RESEARCH STUDY IS VOLUNTARY. You are free to 

decline to have your child participate in this research study. You may withdraw your child’s participation 

at any point without penalty. Your decision whether or not to participate in this research study will have 

no influence on your or your child’s present or future status at school.  

 

Child’s Name __________________________________________________________________ 

 

Signature ________________________________________  Date ___________________ 
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    Parent 

 

 

 

Any questions, feel free to contact:  

 Maggie Bryan-Peterson, Director, Grants Administration/Research Services Office 

Phone: 716-673-3528; email: petersmb@fredonia.edu 

 Dr. Karen E. Lillie, Assistant Professor, SUNY Fredonia 

Phone: 716-673-4656; email: karen.lillie@fredonia.edu 

 Gina G. Gautieri, Graduate Student, SUNY Fredonia 

Phone: 585-813-5070; email: gaut2399@fredonia.edu

mailto:karen.lillie@fredonia.edu
mailto:gaut2399@fredonia.edu


 

 
 

 


