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; CHAPTER ONE o
¢ : )
‘ . B { The Research Problem L
. pﬂﬂ‘m T
N Intréduction :
Thére have been several Lgngitudinal studies

of French immersion (FI) language programs of the type

‘ found in Montregl} (Bruck et al,, 19?5; Genesée, "1975;
Cohenf 197&' Swain, 1972). The results of these studies
" ) suggest that these programs of 1nstructlon are successful
in mq;ntainingnatlve language skllls as well as developlng
in children the ability to speak, understand and learn

i . . 9
1n the French language. How9ver, there has been 1o

~

systematic attentlon glven to the academic characteristics
of children who~drop ouﬁuof,FI or who do not participate ”

'in the FI program for other reasons.*These two groups
. >

4
’

. ‘foh an English stream in an'otherwisé French immersion
social-educational strdétuke.
"There is a popular suggestlon in the FI school
. communlty that chlldren in the Engllsh stream of a FI
school are affected ‘negatively by their 51tuatlonﬂ Since
, these children‘do not part}cipgte in the fiore prestigidus
French immersion program,.there is the belief that they

receive an inferior quality of schooling. No empirical '

v - ‘
* ' v &

Partial costs of this study were covered by CASA grant
Project 24l-142, Proféssor Arpi damallan, Concordla"
University Department of Educatlon. y .
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' + 2 “
evidence exists to support “this suggestion as far as
rd

this investigator is aware. This study attempts to shed

emp1rica1 light on this popular notion by comparing
children educated in the English stream of a FI school
with_'children educated in a regular school in which

the language of instruction is Enéxish and iri whioh -
there is no French immersion .program, 5 ' A
The Learning of French in Quebec\ d

. In order to provide the reader with some
tfa'clgground for understanding‘th\e emphasis and prestige
associated with FI schooling in Guebec, a brief
discussion of the Quebec cultural setting and the current
focus on the learning of French tollows. ')// |
- Cultural situations in which bilingual education
e)&ists differ along many dimensions, such as, which
language is being introouoed as the target language, .or,
whether or not bilingual education is being requested
- : by a majority or minority group, In the case of minority
i ) .. group request, there may be present an effort to halt
’ - an assimilative jrocess - the bilingual education -
k e o being a response to a réal or imagined threet of ‘
| extinction of a native culture or language. Differences
.also occur in the degree of political pressure that
/* . » is applied regarding languages learned and spoken and
in terms of openly acknowledged linguistic need, ( Mackey,

“

L in Allen, 1972) SIS y

. . .
- .
-~ : " L . »
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In Quebec the var;ous cultural groups have
their own desired level of billngualism or idea of
the form/ that bilingual education should  take, The
means or type of educational program appropriate to
the achievement of bilingualism for one group may be
inappropriate or inapplicable to another group. For

example, French immersion programs beginning in

kindergarten may be succgésful with upper middle

class Anglo-Saxon children, while ‘periaps ;ﬁtsﬁccessful
wi‘tih thildren of poor immigrant families. The
bilingual education issue ik complex, as is the
cultural .situation in Juebec,

e There are two major language groups in Quejec
re\presenting two cultural groups, each of which

has, historically, shared both the role of the

B ma jority and the role of the minority group. At t

present time, the numerical majority, the French,

.show some characteristics typical of minority

\

‘groups' in its effort to preserve the language and

culture against possible loss through assimilation
or economic and political domination by the Enlgish-.
8 A
" The ;language of the government has gerfral¥y been

French, but the language of business transaction




i

" was little systematic effort towards bilingual education

‘{he unilingual English student and no real

L 4 N\ ' . ) —~—

./ . o
and commerce in general has )éeen Eﬁglisﬁ. The - F'rench
fazl' out-number the English in Quep’eci In terms of i
territorial rights betwien the French and. the Englilsh.
the French were here first, This fact has had a
profound effect on subsequer'xt social hiétory;

Under 'the terms of\ the British North America
Aqt of 1867', separate school systems based on rél‘.{gious
affiliation were to be provided, The educational
Bysten} that evolved in Quebec was divided along religious
and Tanguage lines which resulted in English Catholic

and French Catholic school systems, in addition to an

Engiish Frotestant system, Until recently, there

in either system., Befare the 1960's the English '

Protestant system, although teaching French as a

second language from the early grades, was unconcerned

by the fact that its graduates were ot functionally e
Qilingual This situatlon may have persisted for 80 .

long because there was an employment market for

~




"

. empha51s on blllngual requlrements. In the m1d 1960 s

__ " this bYegan to phange and polltlcal presoures in the

Quebec economy began to focus on billngqgl.competency.
. . . o '
The English community became sensitive to these pressures

; at about the kime that they were openly articulated.and

»

§ ‘ efforts' to produce bilingual students became more ‘
. common, Subsequently, parent demand for FI programs ¢

\> has increased continuwilly until at the current time

Fs v v v umr s S

twenty of the elementary schools in the Protestant

School Board of Greater Montreal now offer French

R Mgk

*»

{ .
immersion programs. (PSBGM enrolment lists, 1970-1975)

' In schools ,providing F I from kindergarten through

partlclpatlon in the program at some point after the
first year or two. These children become part of an
§ English stream in a FI school.
% ‘ Although there is some.varigtion rom school
&

to séhoo} in the exact organizational stricture of the -

FI progra@, generally all pupils in the school at the
.| . '
. kindergarten level are instructed entireiy in the

French language. The amount of English instruction

-
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increases after the first grade until by grades five

and six about fifty percent of each day is ‘taught in

" French, Engllsh réading 1nstructlon is normally

'delayed until grade two on the theoretlcal premlse /

that it is best that the reading skills be,established

first in the second language, There are indications -

that wheh this is.aécomplished; as'is expected by

about the gradé fWo~level then the attainment of
Engllsh readlng skllls comes almost automatlcally.
(Tucker, 197h) ‘ 19 v

Teachers in the 1mmer51on pro rams behave as
1f they were monolinguals 1n “the target language and
there 1s.no-translatlon made in the.classroom. Children
who have 'agked for and received this specialized

oa

program of bilingqga education are nbrmally native

English speaking and of the upper or middle -class.

Children whose native ‘tongue is French have not been
systematically integrafed:into the program.
Typically, startihg at the gpade orne level, a
small English-taught class is formed within the FI'
school, This stream isscomposed of‘qhiidren who have .
dropped-out of the FI as wcll as of children who entered
%he'school too 1a£¢ to be included inﬁthe program, |

#

The size of jhese classes_increases over the six years.'

o B i Byt - 5 T
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- at the grade one level did have a choice regarding

. 7 ' ' .
~of elementary school until they make up approximately . D e

one-half of the sdlool population, The FI school

" gelected for this investigation offered no choice

o s !
regarding. language of instruction at the kindergarten

level. The alternative English instruction public

'school was inconveniently located. One may speculate

that.in the presence of strong negative attitudes on

the part of parents, that several conveniently located
private schodls'presented an option, particularly ® ’

for members of the spcio-economic level of the o

population in this study, Children entering the school

/
\
3
= et RASart B s e SETERA M L it
.

language of instruction{ By grade two only English

language instruction was available to newcomers, ‘ '

. language of instruction is Enghlsh for all pup;}s{//\ ’//i:>

The’Re#earch Defined
This research is an exploratory stﬁdy of some t
personal and background variables (intelligence,

acadenic achievement, freguency-of occurence of :

¢

-t g e ane?

learning and behavioural problems, parental attituées

regarding bilingual education énd parental educational
aspirations) which may differentiate children who

are eduéated in the’English stream of & IFI school S

from children who attend a reéular school in which the

Data for three'groups of subjects,.(l).drop/pu%s from

, | ’
FI (2) children who never were in FI aan(é) children ‘ ;

educated in a non-immersion school were analyzed to
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the pame school board that did not have a FI program,

* administered. The parents of the children completed

determine if any of these factors are related to their

educational situation,

-

Two groups of children were selected fram grades,
five and six in a FI school. (Appendix A) Group 1 was
composed of thirty-one childgen who had hroppediaut-
of FI at some point prior to the grade threé level, ‘ i
Group 2 was made up of thirty;two children who had never "
been in FI, who had enﬁered the school too late to ﬁe
inqluded in the F;énch program or who had entered at
the grade one level and had opted for the English
language instruction class. These two groups are
separate fof tﬁis stﬁdy but in actuality are combined ////
in the same classrooms. A third group, numbering 4

thirty-four children, was selected from a school within

The curriculum of the\English classes in the FI school

was basicaliy the same as the non-immersion s@hool.

Both gchoo}s were located in similar neighborhoods.
Intelligence and achievement tests wére

a questionnaire. The teachers rated each child on two

scales (Abpendix b) for the presence br'absénée of

learning and behaviour problems. The data was coded

and programmed using the Statistical Package for the
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1. Social Sciences (ﬁﬁe. et al,, 1975). Chi square, .

analysis' of variance and t-test were the procedures

-«

used in the statistical analysis of the results.
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CHAPTER TWO

Review of the Literatgé&&\xxw

A review of the literature yiglds extensive

information on bilingual education programs, language
learning, second language learningd@%d on evaluative
studies of language immersion programs. Very little
literature exists howeQer, on the particular problem

this study is attempting to investigate. We can examine’
‘fhe overall theoretic¢al and structural framework of

e thch this study is a part but little or no attention

has yet been given éo the 5001al—psychologlcal ramlflcations
of several gomponent aspects-of bilingual education— __ - _
programs - for example, voluntary or involuntary norn-
participation in a second:language‘pfogram in a particular
schooli Factors associated with dropping out of language
‘immersion prograﬁs and attitudes surrounding non-
participation have not been examined systematically.

References to these matters in the literature are

nonexistent. In this study hypotheses have been developed

from what has been established and reported on bilingual

education in general and specifically from findings of
evaluative studies of French immersion programs in
Montreal. Therefore, the folloging éaction presents some
background information in order to clarify the problem

L4

“being examined. €
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The _following discussion will cover (a) bilingualism
and bilingual education defined; (b) social-psychological
factors' in second language learning; (c) evaluative

studies of French immersion programs, in an attempt to

delineate the problem being studied and the hypotheses

. )
developed.

¢

Bilingualism Defined

Bilingualism will be defined here as the abiljity

of a speaker to produce complete and meaningfull

A

utterances in a lan ﬁage other than the mother tongue.
970)

(Anderson & Boyer,

There are two basic types of bilingual ‘education

i
+

programs; those in which the goal is development of

equal facility in two languages'with é'simultaneous :
appreciation for the values and trgaitions of béth
languaae groups, and secondly, tﬁose‘in which the goal R
is oné of language shift, in which instruction in the
mother tongue is used in”the early grades for the

explicit purpose of easing eventual transition to

full use of a second lanqguage. The divergent goalsipf.
bilingual education programs provide a basis, for.
theoretical controversy and unéerlie differing pedagogical\
practices. Much of the literature available has to d

with the second type of program - lagguage shifﬁ =

et

which type tends to be particular fo minority and w *

\d

.
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immigrant group situations. The goal of most FI

programs as,. developed in Quebec in the last ten years
. ’ ~§
is of the first type m%ptioned above, although the

social structure presents a unique cultural and
s -
linguistic situation. ‘ '

-

Mackey (Andersson & Boyer, 1970) ‘differentiates /

type of bilingual education programs along yines of

/

 differing curriculum patterns. For example; he :asks if

the medium of instruction is single or daal and whether
there is emphasis on maintenance, development or tranfer
of language use. Stern 11973{ distimguishes between
individual or personal bilfhgualism and institutional

bilingualism. .He notes the existence of different

levels of bilingualism and that awareéness of such levels

provides direction to €ducation planning by focussing
agtention on the range of possible goals. Stern feels

that bilingual education ought to be structured in

terms of the objective - the level of bilingualism
desired by one or several parts of the society and in
- - '
e

terms of the means or methods with which the objectives
\ ¥

can be achieved.

Some researchers (Tucker, 1974) believe that Nee,,

in any community in which there is a need to continue
or create a bilingual si@uation, that priority in
\

% o
education should be given to the language that would

v




language learning.

3

, ) - 13
be " least likély to develop spontaneously. Stern (1973)

states that it is not an impossible paradox to depand
protection of French in Quebec and at the same time’
to develop a bilingual eduéation policy for all.\He
sees lipguistic diversity and the protectioﬂ'and

development of one}language as potentially supportive

of each &ther. However, he feels that language diversity

‘must be an accepted part of the value sys;gm or

bilingual ?ducafion will operate in a social vacuum.
\

Some Social-Psychological Factors in Second Language

Learning
)

In the literature on second language learning,
theé focus of discussion varies from the physiqlogical
to the social-psycholpgical. In this study we are
concerned with the person primarily as a solial unit,
residing within‘a rather unique cultural setting and
educated in a sbeéific organizationgl context. In our
search for ‘dimensions which might be relevant to

children who drop out of a second language learning

situation or who do not elect to enter that situation

or who are not eligibie, we propose to examine factors

which have been identified as correlat?s of second

A

Gardner and Lafibent (1972) maintain that the

successful seconq‘languagé\learner m&@% be psychologically

3 -\
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¢ . .
prepared to adopt aspects ,of behaviour which characterize

4

members of the other linguistib group. . Motivation to

1

' learn the language is thought to be determined, in part,

by atti?udes towards the other group and towards

fgrejgn pggpleﬁin general and is an important determinant
of the student's orientation to thes learnirf task -
itself. Orientation is said to be "instrumental® if

the underlying purpose of learning the language is

utiiitgrian. Orientation is "integrati?e",}f the

n» .

ultimate desire is to be@gme an accepted pember of the
other group. The type of orientation developed. was
found by~these authors to be generated in the family:

but it was also found that intelligent and linguistically

.gifted people wem more likely to have an integrative type

of motivation.

When a population is ethnically diverse as in
Quebec,” a sensg of ethnic affiliat'on;is a noticeable,
feature of the culture. Frasure et al. (1975) noted
that contact with members of a different group is thﬁugﬁt
to give\rise to greater awareness of one's own group
membership. In Quebec language is the major determinant
of cultural identity'for the two major ianguage groups.

These authors theorized that when identity is closely

tied to language spokeﬁ. the po§sibi%ity that intergroup

éontact.might be'additive' rather than 'subtractive’

&

~
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or that one could become comfortabiy bilingual and -
bicultural might be disregarded if the person's language
is thought to be in a threatened state.,
‘Whether obsefvations such as the above are \

relevant in the case of young children is open to

« question, However, since in the early years parents
S~ .

-

\\
are generally instrumental in the decision process and

[

since motivation to learn is thought to be tied closely

A

40 the home environment and the attitudes prevalent

there, such views are relevant and worthy of consideration

y

here. ‘ .
§a

Edwards and Macnamara (1973) found a strikingly

positive attitude on the part of students and teachers

-~

towards theiLearning aof French ip Quebec and towards

knowing more about and being part of the French community. .

They also found that'those liviné outside of the urban
area férmed a subgroup showing a strong preference for
knowinglthe‘local form:of the ‘French language: This was
tentatively interpreted aé reflecting the need for .
ease in commﬁnicatﬁn in a.locale in which there was
daily contact with members of the other group. The
implication here.is that this dally ¢ontact Pncreased
the integrative type of motivation..In Segalowitz's

words (1975) they felt a *communicative”.nged, or in

\

Frasure' s words .they were looking upon the experience

-

ty
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early French immersion programs to shed more light on

16

as an additive one, ' . : \

None, of these studies deal directly with second . =~

iahguage learning in young children and although the

-

findings are of particular interest'regarding adult

'attitudes, we must turn: to recent evaluative studies of

N

the subject matter of this study.s

Evaluative Studlies of French Immersion Programs

Several longitudinal.studies have been done on

language immersion programs of the type found ‘in Montreal R

such as the St. Lambert Project, now past.its tenth

> .
year (Bruck, Lambert, Tucker, 1973, 1975); the Calver

‘City program (Cohen, 1974) which was patterned after

the St. Lambert Project; the Toronte French School
(Swain, 1974) and the Ottawa Roman Catholic Separate -
School Board study by Casserly an& Edwardskl973) + The
Tresults of these studies tend to }eplicate each other.
Some of the major findings of these investiga tions are

summarized below.

. (1) Intelligence and aptitude make contriputions

to0 second language learning that are indgpendent of
motivation and attitude,.' According to Gardner and -
Lambert (1972) attitude and motivation are of prime

. . ) ]
importance in a child's learning of a second language.

(2) There is no émpiric.al evidence to




G o7

<5« whmerr o Eo TV

17

substantiate fears that FI bilingual' education programs
. ¢

_ have any negative cognitive effects on the learner.

’

Results indicate ’tHat there appears to be no confusion

.or‘retardation in native language skills in spite of

the fact that initial‘readiﬁ% takes plaée in the second:
language and feading in +the child's own,languagelis
delayed until the second grade, at which time the skills
in the second language‘aré expected to be establis ;d,

In the evaluative studies it has been found that ojfce

AN

reading ability to the child's own language. In addition,
\\;:,L’ ' , ' .
children in a French immersion program were found to

attain achievement scores comparable to children

-learning the same sybjects irf their own language.

(Tucker, 1974) ... . R K
(3) There is some évidence to suggest that

children who are exposed to more than one language and

who are successful in the second language YZilingual

programs, exhibit greater verbal flexibility and

enhanced creative ability than is thought to have been

likely to occur without the second 1anguagé exposure.

(Segalowitz, 1975)

.
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The Role ofVIntelligencé in Second Language Learning

L) ‘ M - .

,/f/ chause:intelligence is the _best known predictor .
v, . . o7 ¢ '

of academic achievement, it will be treated independently )

-

in this section of the discussion. Some early studies .
‘ #

as reviewed by Genesee (1975) showed bilinguals to ’

S sy e

perform less 'well than monolinguals on intelligence

tests. However, it is reported that most of thh\early. d

. -

studies were not well designed and attempted to look

1

.at the influence of bilingualism on intelligence rather
than the influence of intelligence on second larguage =

> . learning.

1] r

Genesee” (1975) reports that in 1946 Mal@erbe '

o N . . . o O
found that low intelligent children in bilingual {

schools performed better on achievement tests than a \

4 A N

“low I.Q. group in a unilingual school. Dockrell and

= een 87 Bttt S st en Akt AR e b S S SR T

~

Brqssear (1967) also found that intelligence was not

- e

©

. , Closely tied to improvement in any of the second

-

language skills, Based on such work. intelligence is

thought to be of more importance in formal instruction

situations. Polich .and Genesee (1975) studied below

% average intelligence children in both FI and non-

: - . ;

% immersion programs. The low I.Q. childreg wer¢/ found / »
» . i |

"to comprehend as much spoken French as the above *

average I.Q. students in the FI ‘and the FI children )

" of low I.Q. were no further behind in English language

skills than were the low I.Q). children who were not in FI.
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(2) Students of below average 1nte111gencq beanlt

second language is _taught in an informal manner K . N

w ok
“sTo qubte Genesee's summary statements:

" (1) Factors other than pqrely intellectual ones may .-
4

contribute to successful second 1anguage learning. °

o NI

from participation in bilingual or immersion schools

by acqulrlng second language skiPls which are superlor

~

to those of their peers following regular 'French !

. “ o
as a second language' courses.

[N

Aé) Below average I Q. students may be able to masteéer Lt

- -
~

certaln aspects of, the French 1anguage to the same °

4]

extent as average or above average I.Q. studgnts.
- - o
(4) Below average I.Q. students do not suffer any

differential natiyo ianguage deficiencies as .a result
of part1c1pat10n in blllngual oY immersion programs.
(Gegesee,°l975, P- 16) B _ ‘ . . )
thgse findings tend to confirm previous reports | o
by Garéﬂer and Lampert (1972) ohat intellectual
factorsyare not the most important factors in second ‘ ;i
1an;oqgs learnlng, rather attltude and motivation may ‘be ‘

equally xmportant This 1§\most ev1dent when the

rather than in a highly .structured and formal manner.

o
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raised, It appears that more than one language can be °

«échool{ng in an English-téught class, usually within

program,

20 «

Several. broad generalizations can be ‘drawn from

the ,research done in this field and questions are also

* handled by a ghiid in his schobling. In the proeess of

aequiring a. second Janguage, intelligence ahd aptitude

aré not ghought to/be as 1mportant, partmcularly for
interpersonal .flyency, as are motivation and attitude.

However, style of ~teaching - formal versus informal,

is thought to bela central element. . ’

.

. A.deficit of the studies mentioned above is their

lack of information pertaining to children'who start

~

in an immersion program, but whe, for one reason or

another, discontinue participation and continue their

’

" the same school. Furthermore, 1t seems from the

prece ding llterature review, in partlcular w1th regard

to data on intelligence and achievement thaE,thé reasons

for the formation of a drop out group are not at all

clear, Children who have dropped out of FI have not

been compared to children in a non-immersion setting,

o

nor has a droplout group been compared to other members

of their classes who never took part in the French

.1

~
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’ . * The evaluative studies on the immersionﬂprograms
: [

;: tend to examine the efficacy of the programs as e

? ‘ .demonstrated by the surv1vors - chlldren who have ,

received a hlghly organized, well publlclzed. thoroughly

> e

planneg, coordlnated. research monitored educational
program. One of the major findings of these studies is

- ' that there is no evidence of neéative cognitive effects

R e e
N d

on the learner, The possibility that negative effects

\
!

< R e

.might occur and result in students leaving the FI has
- not been examined, In effect, the findings of these &
‘ studies may not Bb gengyalizable to all students who
LE’ enter ‘FI, only to those’who have remained\in the
program. Tt is .possible that if fI drop outs had been

included in the samples of the longitudinal studies that
\

{ v findings might be less consistently positive. The
g , drop out children may eliminate from the data important
E ; negative elements worth investigation. °
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CHAPTER THREE

Hypotheses
The .tview of the literature on early French

immersion programs suggests that intelligence in not
a factor in the successful acquisition of the second
language, This finding therefore seems to suggest that

IS

intelligence is not a factor in a drop out population,

-

There is no evidence to suggest that intelligence is

Vo

other than normélly distributed amongst children ;vhb

‘y} \ did not #lect for FI or who did not have the oppprtunity
to take part in the program. We can also assume that

| intelligence is normally distributed in a regular non--
immersion school popule}tion. Therefore it is hy;;ofheéized
that no significant difference in I.Q. will be found
between the drop out group (Group 1), the group that’

' . ;ever participated in FI (Group 2) and the regular non-

immersion ‘school childrenl ((froup 3).

The literature indicates that FI children achieve
in basic skills as well as children in regular non-
immersion schools, Mo empirical evidence was found to

. support the popular belief that the qualitylof educational
ekperien&:e and resultant academic performance of ghildren
in the English stream is inferior to that of children

in the French immersion stream or to that of children

in a regular school., It is therfore hypothesized that

no significant difference in achievement will be found

4
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between Group 1, Group 2 or Group 3 as meaéured by
the lletropolitan Achievement Reading Comprehension
and lathematics Computation tests,
Since learning problems are typically associated
with lower intellilgence and/of with lower academic

achievement, it is hypothesized that there will be no

significant difference in the number of learning problems,

reported by the teachers for Group 1, Gr'oup 2 or Group 3,
Si‘milariy, tﬁere was nothing in the literature
to indicate that success in the FI programs was in
any way dependent upo;m certain behavioural character-
istics. Therefore, it is hypothesized that there will
be no significant difference in th:: number of behavigural
problems reported by the teachers between Group 1,
Group 2 or Group 3.
It would appear that if a child was placed in
a FI program that parental attitudes would havg been
positive, since the learning of a second language is
generally valued smongst highly - educated and high
socio-eéonomic status parents, There is no evidence to‘
indicate that attitude change results in drop out of
children from FI or vice-versa, Again, it could be argued
that the ‘parental attitudes of children.wr}o did not
have the FI option might well be positive, thfe only
differentiating factor being late entry to the school

because . of mobility reasons, A similar position could

’
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be postulated for the parents in the non-immersion
school since community preSSuré ir'u that neighborhood
initiated the "introduction of FI in a nearby school
shortly after the children in this s;cu‘dy began £heir
schooling. It is therefore hyp‘otheos.‘zzed thati no
significant difference in parental attitudes towards the ~
learning of French will be found among the threeh grcjups
in this study. It may be *fou‘nd, however, that such
facto?s as.length af residence in Quebel:, likelihood
of a move out of f.;uébeé, do vary atitudes to bilingual .
education in one directi;m or another, For example,
those who are likely to move from Quebec may inddcate
a Yeas intense need for ‘their children to become fully
bilingual. 'I;hese hypotheses are presented below ‘in
summary statement form; ' A
(1) There will be no significant differ‘ence in intelligence
between Group 1 (érop out children from FI).‘Gro’up 2
(chlldx*e{ who never were in FI but are in an FI school)
or Group 3 (chlldren who at{b\end a regular non immersion
school).

(2) There will be no significant difference in acHievement ,,

.

between‘G‘roup 1, Group 2 or Group 3.
(j) There will be no significant difference in parental
attitudes between the ‘t,r;‘ree g'rouyis regarding: * : . 4
() bilingual education for the children in this study.
(b) general educgtionz'al.' aspirations for these

children.,




. I . '
(4) There will be no significant difference in

- A
)
i ‘ -
A} >

1earning.prob1ems between Group 1, Group 2, or

Group 3 as reported by the téachers on the| rating

Ko
scales.

_(5) There will! be no significant difference in

behaviour problems between the three ‘gr':oups as

feported by the teachers. .

As stated previously, no study of which

this author is aware has investigated a group that

has dropped out of FI or compared them with their

25

peers in the same classes who never were in FI or to

"a group from a non-immersion school in a similar

socio-economic neighborhood.” This research proposes

L4

to look at these three groups in terms of (1) intelligence

(2) achievement (3) pargnidfit-attitudes regarding

. bilingual education and educational aspirations

for their children and (4) teacher’ rating of
learning and behaviour problems.

’

Table 1 describes the instruments to be

‘used.to test the hypotheses and indicates which

questions on ‘the parent questionnaire pe‘rtain to

each of the above wvariables.

& ’ .
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Table 1

A <

Instruments to be lUsed to Test Hypotheses -
by Dependent/Variable

{

o e AT Sanin TS T

Ravens - Metropolitan Teacher Parent

‘J Progressive, Achievement Rating Questionnaire 4
) _fatrices J’l‘es‘cs: 1&5 Scales Item number =
) \ . ® Intelligence . X ’ : 34
. i Achievement - X 2,3,13,14, 23,27 %
; Learning . ‘ ] ’ |
o Problems X 34 . 1
| . : . { i
| Behaviour ) , o !
| - . Problems - X 3w/ L
| . 4 . | Parental .
'* ¢ Attitudes - ! 12,19,20, 21,22, .
: 23,2h,25,27 1
.‘ ) . §
Some General Conceptval Probes ]
. Co - ; 4
If to receive one's schooling i}n the English ro b o
i
N stream in a FI sthool is to receive an inferior o
' education, then this should be reflected in a series
' , . of care'fuliy selected tests probing certain dimensions
.. which have been identified as potentially relevant g
;, consequences of being taugh the English stream of %
( , : i
" a French immeréion school. Weasures/of achievement and §
intelligence can be obtained and/assessed through the ~ :
: . , o . 4
! administration of standardized/tests, Attitudes of )
teachars towards children AN this English ‘stream may B

be probed through the legrning and behaviour rating
- ' scales. Péren‘.tal views of Wllingual education and 4

+ their educational expections for their children may

f
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be. obtained throug}{ a carefully consjrUcted questionnaire,

Q4 [ f
Data on personal characteristics of the child and his

family which may or may not be relevant to the

25 .

’mves‘clganon are also obtainable throug};t i8# questionnaire,
Thus differences in demographic characteristics that

_might not be known to school admiﬁistrators, for example,
ethnic origins of the parents, language spoken at home, .
-level of sc\&xooling of the parents, cah be obtained.

Some generals questions which this study is

_attempting to explore are: What are the‘ stated reasons |

\for dropping out of- the FI? How do the English stream %
:child’ren compare academically and intellectually to
children in a non-immersion g‘chool. Is there any partifular
featur; that distinguishes children who drop out from FI?
Do the parerits of dropl out children have the same or

different bilingual and educational aspirations for
r: ’ ]

L~

ayther children in the same family?
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CHAPTER FOUR

~ <

* Research Design and Procedures

The_Sample

The sample cons;s:ted of 'hinety-seven subjeéts
selected from grades fi‘;e and six in two schools 3
belonginé; to an English-i’rotestant board in Montreal,
Three separate groups were selecfed. {

Group 1 was rﬁd;e up of thirty-one children from
grades five and ';\m‘/who had dropped out of French

immersion (FI) but who had remained in the same school and

become part of-the English stream of that school. (Appendix A)

/
Eighty percent of this group entered the school at the

kindergarten level, while twenty percent entered at the

grade one level, Ninety-five percent had dropped out of.

‘the FI. by the grade three level,

Group 2 was'cémposed of thirty-two grades five

I's

and six childfen who neyer were in FI but who attended

'the same school and class€és as Group l. Eighty-eight

percent of .the subjec‘ts in this group-had entered- the

school at or prior to the grade three level,, the

*remaining twelve percent (four .subjects) had been in

the school more than two years, - !

y Group 3 was made up o'_’g thirty-four subjects,

taken from grades five and six in a school that did not

offer FI, Of thisvgroup _Qéventy-five percent had entered -

3
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‘E}om the French could introduce cqnfoundlng vanaables

all groups was, with six exceptions, made up of children

£

the school before or by the grade three. level.

"2

Groyp 2 was included in this study in order to

" differentiate factors specific to beéihg in an English-

taught class in a FI setting, from %actors associated with

drop, out from FI, Since recent entry to the English stream
such as ad;ustment t3 new class-mates, the composition of

who had»beeﬁ in the schools for two or more years or

whose drop out from FI had occurred more than two years

-

- prior, ) : , .

~ [N

The sampie was ée}ected ffom grades five and
sik because it was felt that aﬁy difﬁgrfntiating fagtors
which existed\between the groups would have had time
to accumulate and the.immediaté factors“ggsociated with

drop out from the FI would be eliminated. It was

* primarily intendﬁd that this study examine the experience

of being in the Eng}iéh-stream in a FI milieu, not a
study of reésonslfor drop out from FI, per se;

Group 1 contained seven grade four children,
Their class was a split foun/five class and they were
inciudéd in the sample iﬁ order to increase the size

of the drop out group. These children's achievement

results were eliminatedqfrom the analysig because the

”
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¥
achievement test used was not valid for that age j;g grade,

Ly

They yere. howevermjinciuggg in all othe} results/and
analyses, | —
’ . . Of note is the fact that teachers in the Ff
R ' ‘v, scﬁboi were consistently vague regarding which children ° . ]
_had or had not been in the French program. Thus school®

}ecoyds had to be referred to in order to make up the group

lists for this study. This was considered to be ‘a positive ;

: o, feature for the study as it tended to .indicate that the -

e

children were n%? pre-identified by the teachers and L
, . stereotyped as drog oufs or otherwise, :

The non-immersion school-was rated by the schqol ® .-
“. ' board as serving a similar Rﬁﬁulation as the school that

\ . .
Groups 1 and 2 were taken from., However, the clagses in

this school were found to have-'a large percehta e of -

[P ST LI,
.

first generation Greek children who were buss to school

. from another neighbqrhobd. These children weye eliminated

e

2 , from, the sample. At the time of the sample selection it
-5 o was therefore .believed that the demograph%c prof%}é of
vﬁ . " the sémple gfoups'would be very’s{milar in tefms of
socio-economic class and ethnic backgfound, l

Measurehent of - Variables ‘ ) “t -

C. . §
i . . P ) . b
The Ravens Progresgive lMatrices test was used . i

to test intélligeﬁce. (Ravens, 1956) This test is

¢ 4 )

s
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* particularly designed for use with young children. It

LY

can be used as a group test and is considered to be
relatively language free, Administraqtion and scoring
pro,ckéduresl as specified in thg ma/rmal were followed.
Raw scores were converted into standardized pércentile
points using the tables provided for this in the manual,
* This was necessary because of the age range of the
" sample and the fact that the Ravens test does not
pi‘ovide an 1.Q. score, |
The Metropolitan Achievement. Test, Intermediate
.Battery, Parts One and Five (Reading Compféhension and
l\;'lathematics Computation) (Durost, et al.,, 1970) was
used to assess achievement, Administration and scor ing
procedures as specified in the manual were followed,

Because/ of 'the two different grade levels present in

" the sample, the achievement results were analyzed with

reference to grade level,
‘ ‘A questionnaire (Appendix B) was developed by the
write;:‘ to obtain data on certain dimensions believed
relevant, 'such as parental attitudes towards bilingual
education and educational a{spirations of parents for- (’
cheir children, The questions were designed using the
multiple choice format and parents were reque_sj;ed to
check one response per question. The first twenty-seven

questions were answered by the parents of all three groups

r
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- . :
and the last ,eight questions py the parents of Group 1

on;y,‘The questionnaires were faken home by: the children

and were agccompanied by a covering letter (Appendix C).

\ Ninety percent of. the questionnaires were returned.

4 Two rating instruments were developed by the

author whié¢h required each subject's teacher to rate the
child; on a seven.point scale for,learning problemé and
for behaviour problems. The scales ran from (1) which ‘

represented none to (7) which represented severe.,(Appendix D)

. Procedures

o«

Meetings were held in{tially with the principals
and teachers of both schools in order to expléin the
nature and purpose of the study and to disgﬁ§s\g;ocedures.

Because of current teacher unrest over contract negSftaxigns.

—~—

some slighf.resistance was encountered. For example, in
the regular non-immersion school, fhe investigator was
requested to qdminiséér the tests to the entire class
rather than to the selected subjects within eagh class,
which Was done. This may have provided a positive feature
for‘the.étudylsincé it meant that there was no singling
out of specific. children f:f the test situations.,

Testing was carried out over a three week period.

& .
The non-immersion school group was given the Ravens

Progressive Matrices test and the two parts of the

{
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" difficult to handle their curiosity without either

The Ravens Progressive.Matrices was always given first.

_appearing too seCretive“orvdivulging information which .

Y

o
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Met%opolitéh Achjevement Tesp in six different sessions,

on three different days. Groups 1 and 2 were also

A'f

tested over six sessions,  These children were taken'from
their clgésroomspinto spaée provided for fhe testing. ¢
The %eét g ituations themselves, however.lprovided a
mixed group of both drop outs'and children who had
né?er Been in thé French immersion program. . -

-

l All tests were administered by the investigator.

»

’

The children enjoyed doing this test and it seemed to

help establish a friendly and cooperative atmosphere,

‘especially when it was understood that the test§ would

a

have no bearing on their schooling and that the qhiiﬂren

were assisting,in a research project, It was somewhat

might raise anxieties. One class in the non-immersion

group school seemed more concerned than the others

‘ abouttthe tests. Similar subjective observations were

noted in -the cases of the teachers involved with these -
classes - the teaqper of the more anxious class appearing
eager to let the investigafor kgow what a good class

she had. The other teacher in thié school demonstrated

a friendly Qonfid%nce in° his ‘students. Nevertheless, it

- N
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éis.believed that a good effort was obtained.in‘all the
groups. v
The parent questionnaires were glven to each
child by the investigator at the end of the 1ast test
session, Each child was given one-to-one verbal
instructlons “to: have'thg questlonnalre filled out that
evening and returned to the teacher the follow1ng day.‘
- The rating seales were designed to provide an
index of teacher attitudes towards children in the
English stream of a FI school as compared to attitudes
of teachers towards the children in the non-immersion
50h001; As Qgtéd earlier, the teeehers were not aware
of which children were drop outs from the French and

which were not. On the rating scales then, the names

were llsted randomly, by class,and were notfldentlfled

o Fas

\ by group,as defined 1n~t¢£s study, Thelteachers were

3
——

" asked to COmplete these scales qulckly, without reference
to t;%ir records, The intent here was to obtaln as
subjective an evaluation as possible .as a reflection

of attitudes. - o

Statistical Analyses . ) . '
‘ Frequency dlstrlbutlons were flrst obtalned for
each group on each'varlable as well as for the comblned

groups, and the data checked for'errore. Simple cross -

5
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» -tabulations of the data were khen.made using the )

» )

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences {Nie et al.

1975). The five percent level of signifidance was taken

as the criterion of significance, T-tests and analysié

of variance were used on the intelligence and achievement

" measures,
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CHAPTER FIVE .

Resul{:s

'

0

[ This chapter presents the resuf%; of this

investigation, which attempted to identify fﬁctors
: éifferentiating children being schooled in an English
stream in a French-immersion school when compared to
those attending a non-French immersion school;‘The
question as to whether or not-such differences, if .
preéent, pertained primarily to the drop ou£ group .
from the French immersion ‘was also examined,

. Findings will Se presented and discussed under
the follpwing—headingSL

7

1. Demographic characteristics of the sample.

3

2, Intelligencé

3, Achievement

4, Parental At&itudes

5, Teacher ratings of (a) learning problems

and (b) behéviour.probléms.

Demographic Characteris?ics

At the time of the selection of the three groups
to be studied, it was believed that the demographic
. features of the two schools from which the samples were
drawn Qould be similar, since the schéols had bgen

matched in terms of school board socic-economic

categorization and children of certain minority immigrant

grouﬁé had been'eliminated from the sample, The non-

I
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*immersion school and the French immersion school

.neighborhoods were‘simiiar with regard. to type of home, '

prokimity to the downtown area of the city, language
spoken and reput;d socio—economicnlevel of the residents.
Both schools were considered to be éerving upper middle
class neighborhoods. ‘

Th? data obtained throug@ the parent questionnaire
&telded more specific‘information 06 the research‘sample.

The children in the three groups came from homes with

a mean number of three childfen per family. The éges of

Pthe children in the sample ranged from nine years four »

A}

months to thirteen years., Xpaft from Group 1 which was
composed primarily of. boys (eigh;ypfour percent) thgl
sex distribution of Group 2 and Group 3 was approximately
equal, The fact that in selecting a reasonable sample

at ﬁrecise grade levels of children who had dropped out
of FI resulted in a significantly'greater proportion of -
boys, tends to indicate that there may be a sex factor
in drop out which could be investigated further. This
result supports several findings in other studies that
boys are more vulnerable to difficulty in school ‘than
are girls, Further cha?acteristics on the composition

of the groups is presented in Tables 2 and 3 which
follow. Table 2 presents those dimensions for which
Significanf aifferencesiﬁere found between the'groups

while table 3 presents the insignificant dimensions.

i
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Table 2

v

Significant Demographic Characteristics®

| " Variable Group'l Group2 Group 3 P
B % % %
| »  Father's Mother . . :
. Tongue ( 8)** . > '
| English ,100 97 60 X~"=22,98 -
. Prench 0 3 : 7 ar=4 - :
* Other 0 o .32 . p=,0001 o
(N=25) (N=31) (N=28) o i
- Father Raised(1l) : . ' :
Quebec L8 by ~-. 32 X%=26,7
Elsewhere in Can, 48 35 14 ©df=6 .
An English country 4 19 & 14 p=.0002 ;
Non Eng. country - o] 3 , 39 g
| ° (N=25) (N=31) . (N=28) :
: * Child Lived in . '
| Quebec(9) “ : C SN ‘
= . All his life 92 38 50 X“=24 4 ‘
S : ‘ Less than 5 yrs. o] 55 25 . df=10 a ;
| . Other . 8 . 7 25 p=, 006 .
| + (N=25) - (N=31) (N=28) ° 3
. Mother Raised(10) 2 )
- - ‘Quebec 64 b2 L3 X“=14,8
) . Elsewhere in Can, 24 ~ 135 18 ar=6
An English ¢éountry 8 19 10 p=.02 ¢
Non Eng. country b4 3 28 . ,
(N=25). (N=31) . (N=28)° ) . . {
4 " Mother's A P :
be Schodling(13) j 2
¥ Tess than univer, 66 35 6L X"=9,9 .
University 33 . Lg 28 e df=4
. Post University - o -19, 7 p=.04
. v (N=24)  (N=31)_ (N=28)
Mother's oo ' ,
Occupation(15) I ' >
g . Housewife sk 29 1 o X"=17,9
. , ' Professional 29, sk L2 df=10

o _ Other (NL%M C’\(N],'él) MES) ‘p=.05 P

¥ See Appendix E for prmt out of signlflcant varéables
coyering all categories in the questionnaire on each item.
## Bracketed numbers refer to 1tem number in questionnaire,
see Appendix B,

Y

.
W“Wh ke -




& " Table | 3

Non—Sigqificant Demographic Characteristics ’ ' 3

39 i

Nariable

Chance of Move
From Quebec
Within 2 YVearg.(12)*
Likely B
Unlikely ‘ . 92

Father's

Schooling(14)

Less than Univ. 16
University 12
Post University- 71

Father's
Occupation(16)
Professional 5l
Managerial 37
Other ' 9

Child's Language
at Home(6

nglish”’ 100
_ Other -, 0
*Mother's Mother

Longue ‘
English . 96
French

0
Ogher (N=2&)

., Child's

" Pasition in

Family(2) @
First born 25
Second born : 12
Third to sixth:

born ) , 64

¥Bracketed numbers refer to questionnaire item number. °
See Appendix B,

v
!

38
62

é

13

.1
7

61

432
7

100

90

O\

.25
42

32

0

Gﬁgug 1 Gﬁggg 2 Gﬁiug 3 ?. ' §

25
75

e

18
53

43
L6
11

85
15

71
21

29
32

27

L4 LY

v o

(p=.75) -

(p=.64)

a
netn b v, i Sh AW K s b~
.

(p=.078)

(p=.11)
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. As can be seen from Table 2, the three groups

d!ffered signlflcantly on the follow1ng variables:

&4
mother tongue of the father; location in which the
father was raised; length of time the child had resided -

in Quebec; location in which the mother was raised;

-~ level of schooling and occupation of the mother.

€

A

v

One hundred percent of Group 1 fathers (Table 2)
gave English as the mother tongue as did ninety-seven

pércent of Group 2 fathers. However, only sixty percent

.of érpup 3 fathers gave English as the mother tongue,

The mothers (Table 3) showed a similar trend with regard
.to mother toﬁgue with four percent of Group 1, nine
percent’ of Group 2 and twenty—gight,percent of Group 3
mbt?ers étating that their mother tongue was other than
English. . |

Although not unexpected in view of the above ,

findings regarding parents' mother tongue, it is of

'note that the percentage of fathers brought up in nong-

4

English speaking countries moves from zero percent fof
Group 1 (the drop out group) to three percent for Group 2
to thlrty -nine percent for Group 3, (p=. 0002) The pattern
for the mothers. was- 1ess pronoqnced. (p—.02) .

The language spoken at home to the child was
Engiish for one hundred percent of both Groups 1 éndlc,‘
however, only .eighty-five perdent of Group 3 stated thatﬂ
English was the languagé sﬁoken most at home to thg child,

PUPVIRETRROI S Lo
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\This was an unexpected, although insignifican‘t finfling.
as 'an effort had béen made in the sample selectiig_)n to
eliminate immigrant children. .

The :hrjee groups were also found to differ
significantly in terhs o.f the length of time edch Kad
resided in Quebec (p=.006). Ninety-two percentwof the
drop out group hafl spent all their iives in Quebec, while
fifty percent of Group 3 and thirty-eight percent of
Group 2 had been in Quebec all their lives. It is
interesting to_note that the drop out children were:
alll of English speaking "parentage and had been in Quebec
tﬁe longest, had the greatest percentage of parents

f'aised in Quebec .whb indicated the least likelihood

‘of departing from the Province within two years. The

non-immersion school group had the greatest number of
parents born in nqn-Enélish'speaking countries and
whose mother tongue was .other than English. N

A significant diffgrence bétween the groups
with regard to schooling levels of the mothers was
found (p=.04). When those attending university and
those having done post graduate work are combined?.'
thirty-three percent of Group 1 mothers went to university/
wZereas sixty-four percent of Group 2 mothers did so. '
Thirty—fouf percent of Gr&up 3 mother/s weré university
educated, Group 2 mo‘ther,s are the most highlj educatefi '

mothers of any of the groups. These families, also

« 1
'
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represent those(whése children-;aq never been in the
French immergj®n beéause they had entered the schoo}
too late too be permitted entry to the program,
Uﬁfortunateiy, .we do not know—how many of those would
have selected FI, given the opportunity. The higher
level of schooling of mothers in this group could be

" related to the higher professional status of both the
K mothé%% and the fathers of this'group‘and to the higher |
rate of mobility, as indiecated by the number of years
children in Group 2 had resided-in QueBec and this group®s
high likelihood of a move from Quebec. |

Over eighty peféent of both Group 1 and 2 fathers
wenl to university or beyond and,seventy~one percent of
_Group 3 fathers did likewise. Group 3 fathers had the
l%ast schooling,

Considering.the 6verall hiéh levels of schooling,
especiélly of Groups 2 and 3}, the high number of profes- '
_sibnalffptherl {gnot surprising., Of interest is the
difference on this dimension for the mothers, with-
fifty-four‘perbent,Pf‘Group 2 motﬁers claiming to be
professionals, compared to forty-two percent of Group 3
mothers and twené;—nfne percent of Group, K1 mothers (p=:05).
Fathers did not diffef significantly‘with regard to ‘
occupational positions, although Group 3 has fewer.

3

professioles. ) ‘ .0

Although the question redarding the likelihood

& s
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’ bll:mgua‘l and be the most 1ike1y group 't;o press for

of a move from Quebec showed no significant-difficrcnces
between the groupé’, it 1s interesting that once again '
Group 1 gave evidence of being permanent Eng11=.41 speaking
residen;t;s. It would be expected that if families regard
Quebec as their permanent home that they would reallze

I

the need for their children to become functlonally

*

an educatlonal system that would render this possible,

In fact French 1mmers:.6’n programs were 1nit1a11y

instlgated by parent pressure.

Intelligence “ « \

" Table 4 presents the results of t-test analysis
c;f the Ravens P_.!.'UEL'ESS.‘L"V‘E Mabrices Tesl adninisiered
to the groups in this study, The t'able first shows (
'the grades. combined and then treats them separately. )

Table la

I

T-test Analysis of Ravens Progressivg Matrices Scores

Grades 4,5 and 6 Combined

Group N X t.value -~ df probability

1 31 50,09 -2,39 ° . 59 .020
' 2 ‘. 30 65.1“0 ‘ '.‘ '
o "N -
% g% , 28:32 -2.83 . 61 ' .09_6
2 30  65.40 b0
' 3 ‘- 32 68'31 —lu’u 60‘ 0663

P I T %
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> lable 4 b Grade 4 o
X

f:‘ !
¢
g»
1
4
%‘

tevalug ! nrgxaﬁﬁliix':'

: 1 3.9 -1.76 090
: 2 ) 15 9.0
: I . - S
“ 1 Lwh}s 53.9 :
3 12 9250 -2.}61 28 L01h N
2 15 + 69.0 |
': > “ ' Table & ¢ Crade 6 ) |
| 4 Group N X t-value af probabfility
by . —————
| .
B 1 9  29.88 5
iﬁ . s 15 61.8 -3.25 . ‘ 22 004
i
5 1 9 29.88  _ \
2 15 61.8 - o
——— : N '
As can be seen in Table 4, ‘the mean intelligence j
percentife scores for Group 1 differed‘Significantly -

from ‘those of Group 2 and Group 3/ p=.020 and p=7006)

Within the grade five level alone, a significant

difference’ existed only between Group 1 and G;‘oup 3
¢ (P=+014)(1t will be noted that the mean for Group 3

at grade five is 76.2*,‘\while at grade six it is 61.3.)

Within the grade six level alone there is again a

Yl ARl

/ s significar;t diff:arence between Group 1 and Group 2(p=,004)
o and Group 1 and‘l Group 3 (p=.,004). R . ‘ }’
. Table 5 suppt?rts the abm’re findings, using the

,(/ more complex statistical technique, AILQVA.

1

-
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CANOVA . Ravens Propgressive Matrices: Total Sample

Main Effect Sum of Mean Sig,
Squares af Square F of F

Group 20.705 2 10.353 5,744 ,005

It can be noted that when the grades are
combined (Table U4a) the mean for Group 1 is 50.09,
~ However, when the grades. are treated separarely as in
Tables 4b and he, the mean for Group 1 at grade five
is 53.9, but at grade six it is 29.8, This low grade

six mean for the drop out group is difficult to interpret

unless it is related to the small N for grade six. However,

it should be noted that grade six drop outs were, on the
o average thirty points below elther of the means for the

e T bt SNBRPAA ab gt =~
[} M

other two groups.
| These results raise many questions. particularly
in view of the reported finding that intelligence is not
' . ' . a ma jor factor in the.suceessiul learning of spoken
French in FI programs (Genesee. 1975). The relationship
of 1ntelligence to coping with instruction in a second

<
P
A A A NASRILD N bt

language was not a central question in this study. It
‘was the opinion of the FI school principal however,
that ‘lower intclligence is not a primary factor in drop

out from FI -~ rafher, "social"” problems of one kind or

another were suggested as the main cause, Parents’

responses, as can be seen-in Table 6, indiéated that

-

academic difficqlti&S, were the major factors

in their ohiih{s"leaving the ,French-taught ’

. —— 2 2 i o 48 A
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3 . program and their moving' to the English~taught stream.
) <L
&

¢ Table 6 ' : .

o

Parental Reasons for Child Leaving the FI Program* o

: ) Reason** % )
- Academic Problems . , -
' " Teacher Problems 5
-Concern Over Child's Progress 10 |
Parents Opposed to Early FI 5 ‘
Learning Disability 26
Program Put Strain on Child 10
- Other i3 \
(N=19) ' NT o
. | L
g 1 -~
Children in this study who dropped out of FI '

3
t |
| ~ had significantly lower 1.Q.'s than children, who did nét
| have the opportunity to take part in such a program -
E but who attended thg same school and classes and ‘had ‘

the same teachers and curriculum. This finding sugéests

that hbt all low-I.Q. cﬁildren are successful in a FI
" program and that some, at least, drop out. .

Another study might attempt to examine the . ‘, i ‘
question of how low I.,0Q. children who remain in FI
differ from low I.Qﬂ children &ho drop out.‘ Perhaps

the lower I.Q. of the drop out group in this study results

more from a diminished cognitive capacity in areas

<

* Although 25 of Group 1 parents completed the questionnaire,
five parents denied that their children had been in the

FI, although the school records showed otherwise. One n.a. -
** Question number 34 of Questionnaire, see Appendix B.

o
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o

specifically related to language acquisition, oral
communication and expressive competency, whereas the
low’I.Q. children who can cope with FI may be due to

) ~ R
Jognitive difficulties less related to the learning of

»

«> a second language.

/ Although the .Ravens intelligence test is

considered relatively culture and language free, there L.

is also the question as to whether this'tést discriminates
» . . . ’
‘against children who may have visual or perceptual problems.

Further investigation using other intelligence tests
’ » . i .
_might clarify which characteristics are associated with .

b .
drop out versus remaining in a French immersion program.

It appears from o%; findings in thgs.stuay regarding

intelligence that certain' factors or -perhaps negative
consequences not dealt with-in previous studies of
immersion programs' may be hidden in a population that

leaves$s those programs. Furéher study of such children is -

~ 4 - ]
S

indicated. : ' : “

Achievement ) . ‘
© The results of t-test, ANOVA and ANCOVA anélyges

are presented in Ehe tables below. Table 7-shows,

that for grades five anhd six combined there.waé no
signifiégnt‘difference between the groups on the reading
comprehension”test, but siqnificént differences did occur .
bétween broups 1 and 2 (p=,011) and Groups 1 énd 3 (p=.012)

b
) 3
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on the mathematics computatibn test.
, Table 7 .
T-test Apalysis - Achievdiment - Grades Five and Six
’ Reading* Mathematics*
Group N X | t-value p?ob. X t-value prog.
1 233169 g gy 2L.78 565  .o11 “
2 32 35,37 25.65 \
: 23 31.89 3 95 056 21.78 " 5 59 . .012
3 32 36.03 25.71 v
2 32 35.37, _ 44 66 25.65 -.04 .966
3 32 36.03 . 25.71
: r
. When the grade levels &ere analyzed separafély,
thére was a significant difference between Group; 1 and'
2 {(p=.03) and Groups 1 and 3 (p=.02) on tbg reading test
(éable 8) at the grade five level bup not at the grade 6

level (?able 9y,

For the mathematics test, significant

differences were found between Groups 1 and 3 (p=.011)

at the grade fivel level only (Table 8). Thus according

to these findings we can say that a significant diff

L]

does exist between the groups on both achievement tests

but when analyzed by grade level this significance

occurs only at the level of grade five.

*Maximum possible score on the M,A,T. Reading Comprehension
Test was 50, on the Mathematics Computation test it was 40.

f
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Table 8

T-test Analysis - Achievement - Grade Five

Reading Mathematics

Group N X ‘ t'-value  prob., X t'-value prob.
1. 15 29.0 21,15 .

"2.28 003 ‘ “l.s“’ ol
2 17 34.88 23.47 %
1 15 29,0 21.1

-2,45 .02 . -2.75 ,011
3 1k 35,42 o 26,28
2 17 34,88 . 23,47 .

-.19 .852 ~1.55 .13
3 14 35,42 26,28 ) >

Table 9
T-test Analysis - Achievement - Grade Six A
Reading Mathematics -
Group N X t -value  prob. - X t -value Qprob.
1. 8 3675 4 8hig 230 5 93 .067
2 15. 35.93 : ‘ 28.1
1 B 36,75 oy oy 230 _ gy .395
3 18 36,/50 25,27 ‘
lf B

2 15 259 -17 868 . 281 1 3 .195
3 .18 36.50 25.27

N The differential achievement results for grades

five and six are difficult to interpret. As noted

earlier, the intelligence différences were more

pronounced at the grade six level. However, it is at

the grade five levelxthat significant differences occur
Lo

on the reading and fiathematics tests (Tables 8 and 9).
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- significance levels while sex,and projected level of

50
This finding is replicated with the use of the more
detailed statistical procedure. analysis of variance. on
which again, the greatest differences are te be found
at the grade five level orf both the ?eading and the
mathematics tests, (Table 10) ’ '

Elsewhere in this study éertainndemographic

-and personal variables were found to differ significantly '

' between the three growps. Those which were thought ’

likely to have a begring on & child's achjevement
(intelligence. sex, level of mother's chiollng and
projected‘level of child's schooling)‘were introduced
into an ANCOVA as control variablee. (Table 11)

Intelligence and level of mother's schooling affected the -

child's schooling had no significant effect at all and
are not shosm in Table ll It will be recalled khat the
drop out group was composed largely of boys.

Although the findings .on achievement give a
somewvhat mixed set of results, we can cemclude-thét
significant differences did exist between the groups

on both measures of achievenen{, particularly at the grade

five level. Thu% the hypbthesis that no significant . ¢

differences between the groups would occur on reading

[
or mathematics achievement can be re jected, but with

’

"some qualification. - ‘ : . :
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Table 10

ANOVA: Achievement Raw Scores g <

Reading Comprehension Mathematics Computation

Grade ~ F- Significance k3 Significance
"4,5,6 1,929 150 4,128 .019
5 3.412 - ,041 4,177 .02l i
6 - 024 999 1.973 .151°

Table 11 )

ANCOVA: Achievement Raw Scores

Covariate Reading Comp. Ma-thematics Computation
" Grade 4,5,6 F Sig. - F, Significance

Ravens g, o7 008 14,06k .001

Mother's

Schooling L,065 o045 - . 1h5 .999.

Grade 5 - N\ ) .

Ravens 14,153 ,001 18.826 .001

Mother's '

Schooling - .755 .999 1.489 230

Grade 6 . N ,

Ravens 4,324 ,oul 7.577 .010

kother's <\ ‘

Schooling = 5,472 ,025 1492 «230

As can be seen 'in Table 11 the significance'.

;evels'on both the reading comprehension and mathematics

computation tests are affectéd'ﬂy controiling for intelligence.

Level of mother's schooiing does not affect the signficance

levels exceft in the case of grade six reading comprehension

test where signficance changed from p=.999 to p=,025,
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Parental Attitudes . : ’

Table 12 shows that-a significdnt differente ‘ -
: _ : . .
Nwas found between the three ‘groups on three parental

attituée variables: parents®' bdilingual wishes for the

child;’plaﬁs fer the child's échdolipg‘hﬂfthe:grade

seven level and parents' estimate of the child's
eventual total level of schooling/

Table 12

~

Significant Parent Attitude Variables*

Variable Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 significance '
| (N=25) (N=31)" (N=28)" - (T\
. '70 % o
. Bilingual

Wishes for

Child(21)** 7 - :
ull Bilingualism‘36 61 82 X“=15 .

Less Than Full X : _ afr=8
Bilingualism .64 39 18. p=.05
Plans for '
Grade 7_(25) )
Grade 7 FL 16 ' b6 63 . x2-0
Regular High af=12
School 20 10 14, p=.01
Private English ‘ *
_High School 36 30 11
' Other 28 . 14 12

Estimate of
Child's total

~ Schooling(27) .. 2
.Less than Univ. 28 13 22 X"=31
University 68 62 59 af=20
Post Grad, Univ, & 24 - 14 p=.0l

¥ See Appendix £ for print out of all categories given
in the questionnaire and full variable names and labels.
** Bracketed numbers refer to questionnaire item number.
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As Table 12 in¢icates; parents of Group 1
children (the drop out group) had significantlly lower :
bilingual aspirations for their children than did parents
of either Group 2 (those vwho never were in FI) or Group 3
‘(the n 0 ~-immersion schlool group) ., It is possible thg?}:
the érop out experience may have modified parental )
views. of a child's capabiiities ‘of learning French
and c'onsequently parental wislhes in this regard may
have beer: altered. This possibility seems to be '
corroborated by the sign; ficant finding (p=.01) on
pérental piaps for the child at the grade seven level.
At grade seven children in this’ sého‘c>l board again have

-

the opportunity tb choose a specialized French immersion

* program for one year only. Sixteen percent of parents
of children who had dropped out of the FI expressad
the intention of putting their childreh in this FI
program at thejgrade seven level, while forty-six.

. - \percent of brbup 2 garents and sixty-three percent ;>f ’

\m.,\

~Group 3 parents chose this option.,
! Q

]

It is interesting to speculate as to why Group. 2

parents would differ from parents of Group 3 in their

bilingual wishes for their children, Again referring to )

Table 12, it can be seen that sixty-one percent of Group 2

-

e

parents. and'eighty-t?\vo percént of Group 3 parents state ,

that they would like to see their children become fully

J
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. s5h
bilingual. It may be that contact with a FI milieu

has had a qualifying effect on Group 2 parental
. L A A\ ~ 3
attitudes towards French 1earning or it may be. that the

likelihood of moving from the province affects attitudes

to French learning.

+
-

Parents of Group 1 have quite high educational
aspirﬁtions for‘fheif chiléren as measured by estimated
level of wschooling that the child would attain. However,

-

their aspirations were not as high as Group 2 or Group

i

3 parents where it is seen in Table 12 that nearly one-,
quarter of Group 2-pafen€s expect their children to
atfend.po§t graduate university and foufieen percent

of Groyp 3 parents.forsee this possiblity. This is in
comparlson to only four percent for Group 1 parents

estlmates of their chmdd s likelihood of attendlng

‘post graduate school. y

v

The hypothesis that no significant differences

q

would occur between the three groups regarding
parental attitudes towards bilingual edudation- and

educational aspirations is rejected.

Table 13 shows the non-significant parent
attitude ‘variables,

e




o e s A -ty oy v
Q

* “Variable

O R

)

Table 13 L .
Non-Significant Parent Attitude Variables*

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3

(N=25) (N=31) (N=28)
% % %

Chance of Move

.
O ARA . A IR s Pt Vrrap W

from Quebdbec

Within 2 -yrs,(12)**

#See Appendix E for ﬁrint
*# Brackpted numbers{refer£
\

¥

B R D S N U N

l
|
i
|

& ’ﬁ '

=

Likely 8 38 25 s
Unlikely 76 51 7 (p=.065)
Other 16 11 3

Bilingual Wishes

for Other

Children .in.

Pamily (22) )

Different 28 . 19 10 - .

. Same 72 81 90 (p=.057)
Child's interest : N
in Learning(23) _

Very High 2 32 25 _

‘Medium or Low 88 68 75 (p=.17)
Child's Interest

in Learning © -

French (24

Very High b 9 .10 _ ‘
Medium or Low .86 91 90 (p=.29)
Mother' s'¥irench ' ‘

Self Rating (19)

Fluent 8 . 10 N

None at.all 20 38 (p=.%40)

In between 72 52 ‘

Fafher‘é French ° \ .
Self Rating(20) C . !

Fluent . | = 16 ‘29 o
None at all 24 36 (p=.32)

In between 60 35

ut of all categories given .
o questionnaire item number,

ol
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Lo Parents of children in Group 1 rated thgér

=
. ?

children's interest in leafning as lower than either

‘of “the gther . .two groups (Table 13), Alﬁh?ugh this

difference was not significant, it is interesting to note.

that motivation was highest Ln,&goup 2 - thirty-tvo .
percent were considered highl; motivated comﬁa;ed to
twelve percent of Grouﬁ 1 who share the same classes, °

‘ The,pafent“a dssessment  of the child's interest
in learning French follows a similar pattern as intéfest

in learning in general, however, here the extremes are

fmore pronounced, with only four percent of Groupigy
1
being

nine ﬁercent of Group 2 and ten percent of Group
regarded as having high interest levels in the learning
of French:.thsidering»the data,available‘from previous
studies on the importance of motivation in second
language learning (Gardner & Lambert, 1972), yhese
f?ndiﬁgs are of note, ’

Whether or not the differences betweéen the groups
in interest levels in 1earniné and in the legrning of
French are related to the drop out experience or factors
causing drop out in the first place, could be more
directly investigated ;n'a subsequent study by putting
-more pre;isé questions to parents of drop outs,

As can be seen in Table 13, Group 2 parents rate

<

whemselves highegt of all groups with regard to

o

’
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fluency in French., Close'to one-third of Group 2 -
fathers claimed to be fluent in French and sixteéﬁ
percent of Group 2 mothers:-claimed such fluency., Parents
in the'wnon-immersion school were the Ieast capable

of speaking French with close to forty percent of

bsth fathers and mothers unable to sfeak ény,French at
all. Group 1 parents.appea; to be the most cawtious in °
rating their French speaking skills, 1ndicat%ng the

smallest percentages at both extremes of the scale,

_ Perhaps Group 2 families, being the most mobile, have

‘encountered situations conne¢ted with eccupational

mobility that created the need or motivatién to learn
Frenq.. or;'alterﬁatively. the g}eater ?obili%y of this
group could be tied to previous.ability to speak_the |
language. The moderate ratings of Group 1 parents‘codld
éimg}y be a reflection ofAbeing.in}a better position

to rate themselves accurately, having been in this
province'thg longest (in fact, primarily rooted here)
an& having’been exposgd to rather ﬁoon teaébing of -
French over a long period of their own schooiing.

In general the parents of all groups had, 31m11ar

bilingual w1shes for other children ln the family.

'Howgber. alth not significant, there was a

suggestion that the more exposure a parent had had to

FI the more likely he was to qualify his bilgagual

R
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wishes for other chjldren in the family. As can be
5

seen in Table 13, twenty-eight percent of Group 1
parents have different blllngual wishes for other
children :m the famlly, while only nineteen percent of

Group 2 parents and ten percent of Group 3 parents

expressed having such different bilingua‘l{ishes for ‘ ok
the other children in the family. »

It is possible that parental atti‘tudee change as
a consequence of the drop ‘out factor, If parental e
attitudes toward€é French learning ;r towards early

/ FI programs had been negative when their children

o RO PSR KL o v W TR Ay s,

started school, such parents could have chosen to

% ; .
send their. children to one of several nearby private )
- \r o

“ -schools. Besmes, if the attltudés of Group ﬁ. parents, .

- . .« were basically negatlve one would expect those attitudes -

NP UNUG
<

\ to be consistént for all children in the family, and’
~\ this was not the case, In additlon. when asked for ' {
reasnons for the child changmg to the English stream J
, .- from the FI, fifty-_eight percén‘t of the parents‘ef
\ _ " the drop outs gavj/academic problems or leaNying ‘
. disabilities as the reason, Only one parent admitted to

. being opposed to early FI.

;. Learning and Behaviour Problems . v .

Ratings of learning and behavmur problems were

~ obtained in order to provide an 1ndex of teacher : N ' j

. . ]
f, _ oo ‘
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7 -~ B B 9 ¢ , A s s —
- » 4 .
N A eerawe oy . < . N e - -
¥ > “ra -

v N ‘Lhnx; o, PO P “ -
TR , ‘iﬂ' W t o *',.‘tﬂ AT S, ' e , .
e s " + }»{.. & -M. o : . o / | . N 1

. N
SRS T



' 3 v "‘,
g %

N4

59

”atti'tudes towards childr;:n in the Eyn"glish stream of
a FI schoolband '_.to explore whether 'negative attiétudes,
" if present, V{el;.e more associated with drop out children
than children who had nevef been in the FI but were
also part of +the English strfaam. “eachers rated the
childreh By class and thus Groups 1 and 2 appeared
on the same lists with the names randomized. Thus there
was no way to identify Group 1 from Group 2 children
on the rating scales and as mentioned previously, - o
teachers 'weﬂre really unaware as.to which children had
been, in FI at one tzlme and which had not.
Table 14 presents -. the . teacher r:atings of
Jearning prob_lemsAfor‘ each group, These findings are
\also brolgen down by sex sinceb the pfesenc'e of learning
problems tends, normally, tq‘ occur much more frequently .
‘jin boys than in éirls. ‘ , A

Teacher Ratings of Ifearning Problems by Group by Sex

af=2
¢ ' P=.03 )

Variable Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Significance
' (N=31) (¥=31) (N=33)
. % 7] %
Learning ’
Prodblens )
. 2
. ! XC=
Present : 48 y 48 2L X .21 IS
Absent - 52 82 . 76 daf=12
’ p=.0h
Present in boys . 46 50 Lo » p=.85 n,s.
. (N=26) (N¥=16) (¥=15) :
Present in girls 60 L5 11 . '/xzz,? 4
(R=5) (h=15) (N=18) Lo : '

b
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‘ ' Table 14 shows that the thrée agroups dif§ered

significantly with regard to teacher ra‘gings of learning
problems (p=,04), Teachers reported twice as many - .

lear’nihg problems in Groupi and Group 2 as compared '

to Group 3. Vhether this finding is assogiated with

L

differential teacher attitudes ‘or ei;{:ectations towards

children who, for one reason or anotner, are excluded

e Tean -

from a prestige educational stream, the FI, is mere

speculatlon but deserves more 1nvest1gat10n. The

hypothesis that no slgnlflcant dli‘ferences between the

ot T BN g o

groups would exist in reference to the presence of

.

learning problems is re jected, A question underlying *
| inis part of the study was whethnér or not the <teacners ]

“would rate Group 1 h‘igimer in learning problems than

! ' - Group 2, In L.:Lighi; of the 'significant differences between
.the groups on intelligence and achievement, it is of
‘interest that both Groups 1 and 2 received equal

ratings on a scale that was méant to pick up teacher's ’

subjective evaluations of children's learning problems. o

Pl

It is also interesting to notice that close to

equal percentages of boys and girls in the English

stream of the FI school. were rcgarded as having leé.rn:‘ing

problems, Although the number of girls in Group 1 is

. . very small, it may be that girks with learning problems i

are more clearly evident in a classroom than boys. However,

. this dees not explain what appears to be a generalization
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. Teacher Ratings of Behavioural Problems
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of teacher attltudes to the girls in Group 2, who occupy _

the same classes as those from Group 1. The dlstrlbutlon

betwen boys and glrls on pﬁls dlmensron in Group 3 is

much closer to what is expected in a typ;pel clessroom.
Despite subjective $peculation on the part of

teachers and pr1nc1pals har drop out from FI is

prlmarlly assgc1ated with behavioural problems or soc1a1

adjystment" problems, GrIup 2 children who had never been

iA FI but who were in the Engllsh stream, had the
: )|

' largest reported percentage of behavioural problems

as rated by the teachers in the Same manner as were

the learnlng problems. As Table 15 shows, forty-seven

< d

percent of Group 2 chlldren were rated as having behavioural
problems, while the drop out groyp rating is twenty-two
percent, which is quite close to the reting for Group 3

of eighteen percént,

2
7

] : Table-15

0

Variable " 1 Group 1 Group 2 Group 3
(N=31) (N=31) (§=33)
% % ) LY
Behaviour
Problems - . :
" Present 22 47 © 18 v en
Absent | 78 . 53 g2y <y (p=-13)

Although there is no significant difference” K\ B
¢
between the groups'on this variable, the findings are
: - s

suprising, It is not possible to say,that .the teachers

. t
LY - -
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.of" the T"ngllsh stream in the FI school rated children -

,as hav1ng more behav10ural problems thah~2he teachers
of the FI classes since the scale was not.administered
to téachers in the FI classes, however, this would
make an interesting study. The fact that'subjective

. evaluations did not result in Group 1 being rated the

' hlghest in this regard suggests that these children
do not at this tlme of thélr schooling exhibit any

7

e 81gn1f1cant number of behav1oura1 problems.

-

\

Summa_y of Results

4

The’ drop out group had significantly lower

intelligence scores than the other two groups. The

three groups did not differ significantly in-reading
achievement but the drop out group was significantly
lower than the other two ‘groups on the mathematics
achievement test. Differential findings by grade level
in intelligence and achievement were obtained. Teachers
ramed both groups Ain the English stream as having

twice as. many learning problems as the noh-immersion
.school group, ihis was a eignificant‘finding.tThe‘
greatest number of‘behavioural problems were reported
:ior the, group that had never been'in FI. Attitudes of

: the parEnts of the drop out group differed from the s
L;attitudes of other parents regarding bilingual education.
These parents also held different educational aspirations

£or their’ children than.did the parents of the other : 7

groups, S ‘, S - <
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- CHAPTER STX

Summar® and Conclusions

. - * L[] .
The evaluative studies on the French immersion

(FI) programs apbear to examine the efficacy of the

B

programs as demonstrated by the acadeiic performance

of the children who remain in those programs. There has
! <]

' been.no extensive study of a group of children that

'dropped out of FI nor have such children been‘compared

with their peers in the same classes who were never in

FI, or to anotheryEBEEiga;}augh#-group from a non-
immeréion school serving a cémﬁarable socio-economic
neighborhood. The purpose of this study was to investigate
and comparehthese three groups in terms of (1) intelligence
(2) achievement (3) teacher ratings of learning and
behaviour problems and (4) péreﬂfal attitudes towards
bilingual qducafion and regarding educational aspirations
for their Lhildren. ; / 1
Two groups of grade five and six children

receiving their educatioﬁ in the English ‘stream of a

- FI school in Montreal were éompared with ; group from
a régular English instruction, non-immeg§ion school,
Group 1 konsisted of'thirty-one children who hadygeen
in EI'at one time, but who had drdpﬁed out and had beeP
in the Englisﬁ stream for at least two years, Group 2 k

4

were thirgy=two Ching?n who had never been in FI
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because of entry‘into the schopl at or after thg grade
one level, too late to e inc}uded in the FI program.
Groups 1 and 2 shared the same classes and wére exposed
to the same teachers and curriculum. Grdhp 3 consisted
of thirty-four childrén‘attending a school(ﬁndér the'ﬁi
‘same board as the séhoo; from which Groups 1 and 2 were-
drawn. The curriculum of thif group was the same as
that of the English stream in the French immersion school.
The RaveAs Progressive Matrices kRaven, 1958)
‘and the Metropolitan Achievement test: Intermgéiate
Battery.'Reading Comprehension ?nd Ma?hematiqs Cgmputation
tests (Durost et al,, 1970) were administered {; all
threg groups. to obtain/measﬁres of intelligence and
, achievement. A questio%naire and a rating scale, both\
designed by the investigator, were administered to
parents and teachers to secure data on background
variables and attitudes, On most vﬁriablés; cross -
tabulations of the dawoﬁ'were perfamed and the Chi squafe
test used to determine signifiéant differences between
the groups, The fivé'percent level was chosen for the T
criterion of sigrificance. Analysis of ;ariance and .
t-test wére used on the intelligence and achievemeht -
variables,
It was hjpothesized that there would be no
significant differenéé between the three groﬁbs{in )

.

intelligence, achievement, teacher ratings of learning

s At i,

A )
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i

‘ . "
and behaviour pgroblemss parental attitudes towards
- "™ilingual education or educational aspirations for

their children,-

A significant difference was found be)ween the : ¢

drop out group (Group 1) and the group that had never
been in FI (Group 2) in intelligence (p=.020) and
\\\between Qroup 1 and Group 3 (the ﬁon-immersion group)
(p=.006§; therefore the hypothesis reggrding intelligence
was rejected. Th; fact that the drop out group had the ;
lowest intelligence scOfes deserves further study to |

see if these results can be regﬁifaﬁfd The intelligence \\

and achievement scores between Groups 2 and 3 did not

diflfes wignificantly. if there is an overall negative. 3

- aspect to being in the English stream in a FI school, ;
it has- not been reflected in tpis study in either :
lowered intelligence or achievement scores for the °
children who.were never in FI. ‘ ‘

A aignificght difference was foupd‘between Groups
1 and 3 (p=.056) on the reading comprehension test

and between Groups 1 and 2 (p=.01l) and Groups 1 and 3

eyt SIS o SIS SO

(p=.012) on the mathematics achievement test when grades

e an

five and six weré combined in the énalysis. When treated

separately. significance occurred fOf grade five

on the reading comprehension test and between ,

Tk =
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Groups 1 and 3 (p=,011) on the mathematics computation

E ? ) tegt, At the graie six level there ;as no significant

| difference betﬁeen any of the three groups on éither | -
: of the achievement‘test;. However, when intelligence

; was controlled in the analysis .sigrificant

| differences were found on both achievement tests at N
[ é ' both grade levels, (reading test; grade 5: p=,0013

- . grade six, p=,044)(mathematics test,grade 5: P=.001q_
- grade 6. p=,010) Controlling for leyel of mother's

uschopling yielded significance on the reading comp-

D e

rehersion test for the combined grade levels (p=.045)
- ' and at the grade six level (p=,025). The hypothesis .
regarding achievement was re jected but wi'th come

ne &ua;ification as the findings do suggest that further \

4 o explorationlis necessary,- : ' , Lo

¢
' differences between the groups since an effort had

“

¢
-! " One disturbing finding was that of ethnic

been made to eliminate any immigrant children from
the sample, In addition thé;e were ééhef significant

‘ differences between the groups. on other demographic

! ~ varlables (fathé;'s mother tongue:ip=.00013 :location
father brought up:p=;0002; child's length of residence . .
in Quebect:,006; location mother brought upip=,02; ( ;
j e "level of mother's schoolingap=a0£;(,mothef's ] ’

| occuﬁatiodsp=.05). These findings highlight the S ‘ 9‘%
"importance of collebtiﬁé detailed g;ckgropnd data

v
o
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on students used in educational research, since .

differences in such data may confound other results,

The results of the teacher rating scales tended
~ . ‘ ‘ AN
to indicate more negative dimensions assocliated with

both groups in the Engiish stream of the FI school.

J
Ewice as many learning problems were reported for

broups 1 and 2 as for Group 3 (p=. 04). Group 2, the oo
roup that had never deen in FI recelved the highest

ieachqr ratings for the presence of behaviour problems, .'_
It had been the subjective judgment of the principal

of the FI school that the primary cause of dropping
out of FI was,beha&ioural difficulties of one kind or

[
another; hut this in not reflected in the teacher ratings

tu

{
Parents differed significhntly in their bilingual

in this study.

wishes for their children (p=.05) and their plans for
their children at grade seven (p=.01). Parental estimates
of the'child¥s eventual total level é} schooling also
differed significantly (p=.04), On all three variables
Group 1 parents were lower than the other groups' ;arents.
Parents. pf drop outs from FI may generaiize the child's
past dlfflculty with FI to other subject areas and

1imit expectations for the future education of their )

. children., In addition, these parents seem to devalue

subsequent 1earning of French for these children. , -

mhe fact that parents believed that the major factor

"

in thair child's dropping out of FI was academic

difficulty tends to contradict assertions of administrators

T e it
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and educators-involved in FI programs that social

:adjustheﬁt problems are the principal causes of
B ' dropping out. Whether fhis belief underlay. the
judgments of the teachers on the ratinngcales and
is generalized to the whole Engiish stream or hot,
deserves further exploration using more precise

instruments to_obtain such subjective data, -

;{ : The groups differed. fhough'not sigﬁficéhtly

so, on the degree of likelihood of moving from the
. / ’ N

province within the next two years, with pareénts of

P Y

:children who had never been in FI (Croup 2) the post
likely to ﬁoye. Only eight percent of the parents of

. CN
the drop out group indicated a likelihood of such a
: '

- - 3 N

move,

€onclusions

~ As with most exploratory studies, this research

attempted to investigatel an area of study which had

4 »
been neglected and resulted in many questions and

B R

unforseen contingencies. For example, are drop out
children from a FI program leés intelligent. than
children who stay in a FI program? In.this study it

was found that these éhildrgn are less intelligendt:

. e e e sk et
.

than children from a regular non-immersion school and
less intelligent.than-their peers in the same classes,

JIf this is generally the case, then €laims that Fi

|
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‘programs work as well with low TL.Q, children as withg '

' those with high I.Q., deserve further study. The
question of why children %rop out of Fi deserves
precisely focussed explora&ion since the indications in
this investigation were contrary to the stated opinions
of adﬁinistrators an& the general beliefs of educators ‘

" involved in the FI program,

This séudy pointed odj the need to compare
children matched for grade, %ex an& intelligence who
have dropped out of FI with children who remain in FI
in terms of the Qariables looked at in this study. It
seems from this study %§a£M§}0p)out children differ
from those eéducated in tﬁé\regular non-immersion
schooi and also that the dif{grences found yere‘greater
‘regarding achievement, at the‘é{ade five level tha; at

. the grade éix level, Whether similar differences occur

at lower grade levels ought to be explored, Whether

~. ﬁbe better performance at the grade six level represents

;. some degree of recovery from earlier difficulties is
épeculaé&on at this point.

It would appear froﬁ this research thai much
more work focussing on specific dimensions is r quired
to identify the variables thatﬂancfassociatgd with
droppingﬁputlof FI. The achiev;ment of such childrenlJ

and the quality of schoolirig\in the English stream of
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a FI school should be investigated longitudinally to

assess the impact of thg drop out event and the .

. educational conseqhences, if any, at the vgripus

grade levels, . ) . “h;[‘
Although this study investigated children from
high socio~economic settings, the implicationélof
the fipdinga may be relevant for other socio-economic
g:oups. For example, the reasons for drop out-from
FI and the possible loné term effects on the child
of parental attitudes surrounding this event should
be .explored across socio-econohic class~lines.l
Further study is needed into the implications
of the findings contained in this study for another _
reason. . There is currently planning in Nontreal to
designate certain schools as FI schools and neighboring
schools as non-immersion schools. Although such a plan
might ease certain administrative problems aasociéte¢.
with having two different 1angpage instruction streams
within one school, this plan.could r;su;t in schools
with very different intelleétugl and acheivement profiles
and possibly with a’hérmful attitudinal climate for

children attending the less prestigious, non-immersion -

schools,

TS e
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French Immersion School

Total N=820 .

: S APPENDIX A;/,_
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Non-immersion .
'School K=530
- Crades 5,6, N=165

French Imm, Stream

i English Stream, .

1" Grades 5,6 =138

.
e |

Grades 5,6,N=132

Group 2
Mever in
French °

*N=32
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o ety aague Wi gt b
.

)0 'Child's name - Phone
{ ) ) )( ) pate of Birth .
: _ Checkt0§E item only on each§§£ the folowing
guesti ons. ~
() * 1, Total number of\chiidren in fam{ly
() , 2, This'child's position in the family
’ (1) oldest (5) fifth a
f (2) second (6) sixth
}‘(3)' third (7) seventh ‘
(4) fourth (8) more than geventh
(7 ! 5. Bex / ‘
‘A "y (17 walie
'(2) female _ ,
L) 4, Grade in school ‘
. . (1) grade five
% - ’(20 grade six
(3) grade four L >
| () 5, Grdde at which the ¢hild first entered '
‘ . . ™ this school ‘ s | |

APPENDIX B .81

Questionnaire

. \

|

(5) grade %

.

(1) xindergarten

- (2) grade 1 (H) grade 5 .
(3) grade 2 (7) erade 6 o
(4) gradd 3 ] |
- & o .
~ !
\

¥

e

.



6. Language spoken most frequently to this |

child at home

(1) English. \\,

(2) French

“(3) Other: épecifye

-7, Mother tongue of the ¢hild's mother

(1) *nglish
(2) French

(3) other: speci

N. Mother tongue of the chi:ki's father ‘

(1) English
(2) Frendr

(3) Ctherispecify

9. llow long has this child lived in Quebec

(1) a1l his/her 1ifé

(2) 1 to 3 years
(3) 3 to 5 years
(ui Sfto.7 yeafé
(5) f‘to 9 years

(6) more than 9 years

(7) other
10,
(l)‘yes

¥

Was' the child)s mother brought up in Quebec

" (2) no: where

up in Quebeg;

11, Was the child's father brought

(1) yes

(:2) no: where

'd




2

}

12, What doﬂyou think are the chances of

. { °
your moving out of this province rithin the
¢

83

next two years
(1) very certain
(?) quite likely
(3)"a possibility ,
(h) unlikely . ' "
FB) extremelyAﬁnlikely |

- (6) no chance at all
(7) have no idea

" (8) other

. i v
Y b “

13.What is the total number of years of -
schooling of the mothér (e.g. high school

‘in Quebec plus two years of sectetarial"

school=13) : years, '

14, What is the total number of years of

o 4
.» schooling of the father, ‘years

15, What is the occupatioh of the mother (If
not working state any past occupatiqn. volunteer

or otherwise)

LY ’ 7
16, What is the occupation of the father
[y

L ‘ .

&

17, What is the reli;)ous affiliation of the

mother ,
(1) Protestant "‘: .
(2) Catholic
(3) Jewish -

(4) Other . "
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()

(.)

()

()

Ny,

18, Vhat is the religious affiliation,

the father

(1) Protestant o,
(2) catholic ,

(3) Jewish

(4) Other

19, Ho& wouid the mother rate- herself
rench ;peaking ability

fluent 1 2 3 4 5 6-7 not at all
20.,How would the father rate himself

French speaking ablllty ‘

fluent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 not at all

21. Do you wisih this child to

(1) become a ;Llly bdlanced bllinggal

and English B A | ;

(2) be able to get along in Frencﬁ/in

* )

world of work 3
(3) be able to Speak enough,Frgnch:%o
along in stores or restaurants

(%) ve able to ;speak enough French to

an emergency (car, plumbing, injury)
(5) be able to speak a few words in a’

in which the other person speaks no English at all,

of .

in French
the

gét
hagdle

o

situaiion

(6) It is not essential Tor this child to

"Know any French ) -

.

N

PN




4

v

»

. . ’
- (1) there are no oth?r children in the family

A

, .
s s A

' ’ . 85 .
22, Do you ‘have approximately the same as -

¥

the above expectations for the eventual
» - . ’ ‘
French speaking ability of the other children ’

W

. in your family. [ = ' -

(2) yes
(3) no: Can you give a brief expi‘asatiq? of

the néture of the dj‘ference p L '

|
g [ - A
23, Do-you see the child's interest in léarning
: ,/

as ;
(1)’1:;&;1:&_ high

(2) high .
(3) medium ) t .
(¥) low ks
(5) very low

(6) don't know N

24k, Do you see the child's interest in
flegrnir‘xg French as |

(1) véry high .
('2)\fhigh

k3) med ium

(&) low . | :

(5) vy low (;p .
(Q) don't know " \ )

\'\




N it ————————————— L e e oot ettt e ot

() | 55. What are your tentative or dec_i‘ded pltfr?s .
“ for this child at the grade seven level
(1) a regular public high school
(.2) a private school where the main language
. of ir.sstruc,tion is Eng:fish
(3) a bovarding school where the myin language
of ipstruction is English - “

- (4) a public high school where the language

WA o w

; ‘of instruction is French and the mothexr tongue

- of most of the pupils is French

L4

(5) a private schodl where the language of
instruction is French and the mother tongue’

of mo\s}t of the pupils is French

L
]

} ) N
(6) a public grade seven French immersion
school where the language of instruction is -

French and the mother tongue of the students

is generally English
, (7) don't know yet at all

3:: ~ (8) other

é . . . % '

i () 26, Has this child ever been in a French

i ,

p immersion program at any other school (include

nursery or kindergartens) or in a school where
the language of instxgué‘l‘.ion was French

h , (1) no

(2) yes: where .

.at what levels

PTIIe dmaen

R
e oy
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| 'ﬁaught classes equally available to this

- 30. .l{ge a% which the child moved from French

- .
"
- N

, . N 87
27. How many years of schooling is it o

[

A
guess that, this child will ultimately

,© omplete years

28. Were both French immersion and English-

child at the level at which entry 'was made
to this school,’ |

” .
(1) yes

‘e

(2) no: only English lénguage instruction
was available’ ().
‘(3) no: on'l; f“rench language instructiory N
was avai'lable

V4
29. Has thif child ever been in the Prench.

B

‘immersion proéram in this school
(1) no | ) ) S , . .
(2) yes

If the answer to this question is 'yes'

please complete the remaining questions,

immersion to English-taught class

(1) age 5 | ) (5) age 9 ~
(2) age 6 ©(6) age 10 ’
(3) age 7 L () age T
(&) age 8 (8) age 12 '
o , ‘5
N \
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