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THE "GRADUATE" STUDY
INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE

The Board's request for a full-scale study of New Canadian
students in.the Toronto schools also asked for --

'...a comparison of the methods being applied
and the resulis at Main Street School as
opposed to the programmes being conducted
elsewhere."

It islnot necessary tofspecify.the variety of students in these

programmes; they vary in age, prior‘education, prior instruction in English
and even their homes vary as to the amount of English spoken and the
, . |

" educational background of ﬁarents; The descriptive report2 has indicated

the range of'students" bac}ggrounds and environments.

Main Street, since>1965,_has presented a full—time programme
of "cultural‘immersiun." Thls'school'has studentskmainly in the eastern
Part_of the City‘who were 12 years of agevor older. There is a low student/
teacher ratio and freedom from fixed:curricula'and examinations.

Givins Public School was presentwng a slmllar programrie at the

. same tlme, hOWever, it served only 1ts own school dlstrlct and the speclal

‘feprogramme was run w1th1n a. regular school : Th1s type'of operat1on 1s;now‘

often referred to as a»"receptlon centre" or a "mini—Maln Street " - Given

‘the small sample of students avlilable for the study wh1ch was requested

i o

‘v'4and the slmllarlty of the programmes ' the two chools, at that tlme, 1t

”seemed w1se to place them together 1n vontrast to the w1thdrawal programme.‘

Report of Students 1n Toronto Schools 'lToronto..Board ofmhducatlon
for the Clty of Toronto, Research Department ‘1969.:{,




”taklng 1nto account age and sex, were used to select a matched sample of ’

*w1thdrawa1 "graduates” for comparlson purposes. -

‘because of the relat1vely sma]l numbers 1nvolved the valld compar1sonS'r
pposslble would be llmlted to a spec1f1c age range' comparlsons WOuld also S ' i

”‘f;be 11m1ted bv the te 7th Were used Somehgeneral comparlsonsgwere made ;3,'

3 Programmes w1th1n secondary schoo]s are w1thdrawa1 programmes but 'iu}m‘-')';;i.g

-2 -

The withdrawal method is the other major kind of progroamme: i
operation in schools across the City. It is a4 puri-—time programue; non-
English speaking studentsgare placed in & regular clusns to benef it from
contact with English speaking‘students and they are rcgulur]y withdrav
from their classes for speciai English instruction (ususlly once 4 duy).

The two major programmes are different in the»numbers and Lhe

age groups they serve, The withdrawal programmes,most of which are loc:utnri

- in the elementary schools,3 serve the largest number and have been in operution

longer., The Main Street programme serves’thé over 12-year age group, and
includes many students in a secondary school. age range. The recephion
centres at present are serving some children under 12. !

Ttv-was decided,that a‘comparison of results of these programmes
ta be'objective and meaningfulﬁmustjbe made‘between students who had been
in thebprogrammes and had "graduated“ to regular.classes. Results would
be assessed both in terms of test performance and teachers' assessments
of the students. |

‘ Since_there were far fewer Main Street ”graduates” than withe‘

drawal ”graduates," even though Givins was'included it was decided to

start with the Main Street'graduates'uslng as many of these students as

'tposslble in the study The maJor language groups found at Maln Street

~

As the selectlon for these two samples was not random, and

there are fewer of them and they are more recent
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bétween these groups and the City-wide population in Grades 5, 7 and 9.
Tﬂis Qas possible as the stddents for this substudy completed the same
métefiéi at the same tiﬁe as the large random sample, described in a
previous reporf (see previous reférence, Students of N§n~Canadian Origin:
A Descriptive Report of Students in Torontb Schools, 1969).. Reports
currently in preparation wiil examine the progress of New Canadians whd

were part of this large representative population.




PROCEDURE

Obtaining the Sample

Records at Main Street® showed that students who had "graduated"
i.e. entered full-time regular classes, represented six predominant langnage
groups, -~ Chinese, Greek, Italian, Pslish, Fortuguese and Yugoslavian. - Most
of these students were born between January 1, 1950 and December 31, l?SA;
birthdate with half ysar intervals, was also used as a criterion for
matching subJects from W1thdrawal programmes.. The match;ng’criteria for
the two kinds of "eraduates" were thus six language groups, ten age. groups,
o and two sexes; Thls provlded & possiibllity of 120 different categories

~ of Main Street students. | .‘.. ‘ jfy |

Possible matches to the Maln Street "graduated' were selected from
' thevrecords ofrjunior‘and senior elementary schools (because Main Street
served the eastern half of the City, an attempt was made to draw, mcst of

the matches from the eaSUern half also) using the w1thdrawal method School

| 'records prov1ded the destlnatlon,of the students who had "graduated" from’

the spe01al Engllsh 1nstruct10n programmes." Because Main Street was des1gned
“to serve students over 12 years of age only a small proportlon of the many:

' w1thdrawal'graduates'1n the Toronto schools could be matched on age. In

,h‘other words, many of the students in w1thdrawal prcglammes are younger

than the Maln Street students. Results of thls study then cannot safely
‘;tbe generallzed to YOungor students.; Rather, thls 1s a study of "older"
’jfstudents learnlng Engllsh as a second language._ A POSSlble sample Of

:‘;fapprox1m&tely 450 students from both programmes was 1dent1f1ed The next

":‘;step was to verlfy whether they Were stlll at the school of destﬁnatlon

4 GlVln Publlc SCh°°1 also PrOV1ded some students to 1ncrease the
. representatlon of the sample.-’c e :

i T S A St o e e+
Mt T A N



-5 -

listed in the original records. The possible sample was considerably‘
reduced as a resuit of students having left school,lmoved.out of Toronto,
transferred to Separate Schools, transferred to the fem Toronto schools
not involved in the New Canadian Study, or placed in a sperial English
class in the new schools to which they transferred. Wherever possible;
the students_selectedkfor this special substudy were tested with the
4 randomly selected classes involved in one of the o:her substudies. The
testing involved administration of an extensive Student Background Question-
naire, a battery of performance measures_and a rating by the teacher of each
‘student.” In three instances,ra school which had no randomly selected
'classes had several of the identified "graduates," and here they were tested
separately. | - k ' , ;
Incomplete test materials (Questionnaire and tests) resulted
o in.a further ioss of students. The final sampie was_2§7qstud ;us,nearly
_two-thirds of the maximam sample‘possible if there had‘been no attrition
or difficulties. .‘

s
.

Sample Problems

For several reasons the adequaconf the "matching" obtained for
,this»study and the- comparisons made in it must be treated cautiously.‘ - ' GQ
As prev1ously noted the selection of w1thdrawal programme"graduates
‘was’ conceptrated in the eastern half of the City as: this was the area served
’ by Main Street However,‘earlier studies and reports have noted that New
- Canadian students‘tend to be more concentrated 1n'the western half of the-
City Thls, coupled w1th the fact that w1thdrawal programmes terd to serve
ca slightly younger age group than does Main Street, 1mplies that the w1th- ‘,-" "éyf
‘drawal sample obtained regardless of how well-matched, cannot be considered‘

“‘igfhfully representative oi the w1thdrawal graduates"across the City

A :;”S,SSGQ Appendixlforlafcopyﬁof'the5Student Background'Questionnaire;:,‘
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Another problem was that some students had been served by both -
- programmes. It was necessary to include within the 287 students of the
'sample, 30 who had been exposed to both programmes. 0f the 30, 16 had
started in a Withdrawal programne. Tne other 14 had attended Main Street
(or Givins) first and later transferred to a withdrawal programme. The
students were classified in terms of where they received most of their
instruction in‘English as a second language. On this basis, 511'30 were
classified as Main Street "graduates" and none as withdrawal "graduates."”

Additional analyses were done later to ensure that these students
did not affect the direction of the findings.‘ , |

The thlrd caution arises in the degree of "closeness" obtalned
1n-match1ng on the factors of sex, age, and language group As was pointed
out, there were 120 categories available to classify the Main Street
students‘for matchingvpurposes. For each category in which there were one
 or more Main Street students, as many matches as possible were found.
The two groups were adequately matched on the basis of the "intake" records.
However, slightly less than two-thirds of these students were available
for testing when‘the study was conducted. Statistical tests showed that
the sex proportions (Table 3) were nighly‘similar and age proportions
(Table 2) moderateli similar However, the 1anguage group proportlons
_snowed a notlceable dlfference, as a result of attrltlon the two groups
uere not well*matched on the bas1s of 1anguage.f The resu1+1ng composﬂtlon

of the groups (from’whom data. were obta1ned) is detalled in the follow1ng

sectlon.

. Sample Description

‘ ,. ..w“ i

Data6 were obtalned on 287 students - 180 were 1dent1f1ed and‘

:classufled as "graduates" of a w:Lthdrawal programme, 10’7 as "graduates"

6 Data were partlally 1ncomp1ete in that a- few students were not nresentd
for all of the tests. All students completed the Questlonnalre.‘<"

AN A et K S AR ARG R e o
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of’a Main Street b}ogramme..‘Of these 107 classified as Main Street, 42
had attended Givins Public Schooi wheré a similar prograﬁme had been in
operation since 1965. |

The report is based on these 287 students. The native languages
spdken by the students in the two samples are presented in Table 1, ages

in Table 2 and sex in Table 3.

TABLE 1

NATIVE LANGUAGES OF STUDENTS IN THE MATCHED'SAMPLES -

Number of Students o

Native L ]
© apguage Main Street School Withdrawal Classes

_Greek Lo 31 or 29.0% | v 2/ or 13.3%
Ttalian | 27 pr_25.2% 45 or 25;O%f
Pdrtuguese 26 or 24. 37 60 or 33.3%
Yugoslavian _" » . 9 or 8.4%  7 or 3.9%
Chinese ’ o o 8 or 7.5% 28 or 15.6%
Polish :  bor .63 16 or 8.9%

TOTAL 107 or 100.0% 180 or 100.0%

Chi-square = 15.69

A value:of,15.09 is requireaffor'significance attthe .01 level.
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| ' , .~ TABLE 2

DATE -OF BIRTH OF STUDENTS IN THE MATCHED SAMPLES

Number‘of Students

Main Street School  Withdrawal Classes

Year of Birth

1950 January - June ' 2 or 1.9% 0 or 0.0% .
July - December 8 or 7.5% 10 or 5.5% e
1951 January - June 12 or 11.2% 11 or. 6.1%
July - December 14 or 13.1% © 23 or 12.8%
1952 January - June .18 or 16:8% 27 or 15.0%
2 July - December . 13 or 12.1% 33 or 18.3%
Jamary - June 13 or 12.1% © 23 of 12.8%
1953 _ o
° July - December 19 or 17.8% 22 or 12.2%
; January - June 6 or 5.6% 18 .0or--10.0%
95 ‘ ' .
, b July - December z or 1.9% 13 or 7.2%
3  TOTAL ; 107 or 100.0% - 180 or 100.0%
Chi-square = 9.3% (baséd on yeérly intervals) -y

ke

A value of 9.49 is required for significance at the .05 level.
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TART™ 3

'NUMBER OF ° 'S IN MATCHED SAMPLES

(Number‘of Students

Sex 4 -
' Main Street School = Withdrawal Classes
Male R o . 59 or 55.1% . 96 or 53.3%
‘Female C 48 or 44.9% 84 or 46.7%
TOTAL 107 or 100.0% 180 or 100.0%

'

Chi-square = .059

A value of 3.84 is required for significance-at the .05 level.

As ‘can be seen, the ages and‘the proportion of males and females
in the two groups remalned s1mllar in sp1te of attrltlon - Variation was

! 3 . .
found w1th respect to native language The Chinese and the Portuguese were

‘con81derably overrepresented and. the Greeks‘were cons1derably underrepresented
1n the w1thdrawal group.’ Nonetheless,’the groups seemed sufflclently

¥.51nllar to warrant cont1nu1ng the data ana1ys1s Randomly dlscardlng
'subJects from the ovez'represented language categorles would not change7
the results greatly but would greatly reduce sample size if age and sex

-lwere kept balanced Furthermore, as the study was concerned with the
progress of students in ‘the usual heterogeneous groups found in schools

1t was belleved that to be educatlonally valld,dlfferences had to be

large, certalnly large enough to show up 1n sp1te of dlfferent ethnlc

' orlglns In other words,”age and sex were cons1dered to be the more
important of the-matchlng‘crlterla o It is worth repeatlng that closer
match1ng 1s not poss1ble because of the great var1ety of students learneg“

ing Engllsh ds . a second language.“ N
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Sample Characteristics

The data from the QueStionnﬂire (see Appendix) made it possible
to compare the two groups on a variety of characteristics not available
from the school records when the samples were drawn. The results of these

additional comparisons are briefly presented below.‘ It will be observed

B
-

that there‘are no significant differences between the groups on most of

‘o o

the variables.

1. Language Learned Before E;glish

As would be expected no student in either group learned English
~first; the overwhelming proportion of‘both‘groups learning another language
first. A few students in‘each group (3.7% of the Main Street "graduates"
‘and 2.8% of the w1thdrawal group "graduates”) stated that they learned

e

another language and English at the same time.

2. E_glish Spoken in the Home f

In this category, no studentslived in homes where Englioh was
spoken "always. Three quarters ot each group (74 6% of the Main St eet
) "graduates” and 75.0%,of the withdrawal:group‘ﬂgraduates“)-stated»that*
,‘English was spoken "sometimes.' iThe:remainder. or one—quarter of each

| group, stated that English was "never”,spoken in their homes.

3. Amount of English opoken on Entrz to School in Toronto ,
Again, as would be expected from the fact that all students'

were in speCial English classes, no student claimed to have spoken English

- 'when he commenced School in Toronto. However,\16 8% of the Main Street i

‘"graduates" and 20 6% of the withdrawal group'graduates"stated they could
speak "some” English. This estimate-of "some” must be considered a minimalv

one because of - their presence 1n the special English programmes. L
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4. Classes in English Outside Canada

Consistent with the replies noted in the previousvparagraph,
it was found that lO.A% of the Main Street-"graduates"and'S.S% of the
withddawal grour y.- " s" reported thatvthey had received some- form
of instrﬁction in ougaish before coming to Canada. Furthermore, 4 Main

Street students and 5 w1thdrawal students actually reported three or

four years of 1nstructlon in Engllsh bef01e coming to Canada.

5. Educatlon in Canada: Out51de Toronto

It was found that all Maln Street "graduates" had commenced

‘the1r Canadian educatlon in Toronto.k Rmong the w1thdrawal "graduates,

6 students (or 3.3%) had recelved at least one year of 1nstructlon in

Canada before transferring to a Toronto school. T

6, ‘Night'SchoolvAttendance

dAoart'fromndayVClasses with:special English programmes; students
have access to other programmes to learn Engllsh as a second languace One
of these is nlght school Attendance at n1ght school was sllghtly h1gher
for the w1thdrawal graduates" (19.5%) than for the Maln Street “graduates"

(13.1%) but thls dlfference’(1.e.jattendance.vs. non—attendance) was not

“s1gn1f1cant.

7. Prog;amme (Secondarv School)

Because of the d11ferent programmes avallable at the secondary

'"school level and because dlfferences were found on thls varlable between

‘Canadlan born and non—Canadlan born students7 the programme was compared

“for two groups.‘ Slxty-nlne (64 D%) of the Maln Street "graduates" and

98 (54 4%) of the w1thdrawal "graduates" wvre located in secondary schools

lehe dlstrlbutlon of the two groups among the programmes showed no

‘lkslgnlflcant dlfference (see Table 4)

7 Researcthepartment;~ ‘Students of Non—Canadlan Or1g1n A Descrlptiwe
Report ‘of :Students in Toronto Schools.v Toronto: ~Board of Educatlon for
the Clty oP Toronto, Research Department 1969, ' : :
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TABLE 4

NUMBER OF STUDENTS IN DIFFERENT SECONDARY SCHOOL PROGRAMMES

&
L)

ol

;Number of Students

Programme . ,
~ Main Street School Withdrawal Classes

Two Year - o ‘ 2l or 19.6% k 39 Qr‘21.7%'
Three Year ‘ o o 4oor 3,7% L 10 or. 5.5%
Four Year . . 250r23.4% - 31 or 17.2%
Five Year ; ‘ A C 19 or 17.8% ' 18 or 10.0%
Not Yet in High School - 38 or 35.5% - 82 or 45.6%
TOTAL | 107 or 100.0% 180 or 100.0%

“s;Chi—square = 5.876 (for the four hlgh school programmes)

A value of 9 A9 is. requlred for 51gn1flcanceat the .05 level.

8. Summer School Attendahce

‘ Unllke nlght school the attendance of the two groups at summer
'1school showed some dlfferences, though not 51gn1flcant (See Table 5.

4Thls is- 1mportant to keep 1n mlnd because 1t was the W1thdrawa1 "graduates"'

- who' tended to have sllghtly more summer school 1nstructlon.

-
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TABLE 5

Si KR SCHOOL ATTENDANCE OF THE MAIN AND WITEDRAWAL "GRADUATES"

Number of Students

- Attendance -
‘Main Street School  Withdrawal Classes

Did Not Atftend. ‘ 50 or 46.7% 59 or 32.8%

Attended 1 Summer 40 or 37.4% ., 78 or 43.3%
»Attended 2 Summers ‘ , 17 ors15.9% 41 orv22.8%

Attended 3‘Summers - . Oor 0.0%.  2o0r < .1%

TOTAL - -~ 107 or 100.0% 180 or 100.0%

Chi—square 5‘7.69

A value of»7.82 is‘requirediforrsignificance»at.the,.OE,lejel.

| 9.' ural[Urban Ba ckground L

' Another factor on. Whlch the groups showed a dlfference“was that

of rural/urban background Table 6 shows that a hlgher proportlon of

“Main Street School "graduates" than w1thdrawal "graduates" had come to .

beoronto from an urban background;‘ Thrs mlght tend to favour the Maln Street

graduates”xas an - urban background mlght ass1st in adaptlng to: Toronto
- TABLE 6

f THE - RURAL/URBAN BACKGROUND OF THE “GRADUATES" ;*’“

Background g N“WPG?JinﬁtudentS:: S

"":*TMain}Stféét'Séhéqi;*fwiﬁhafawalbclassés\,'

Ufban o 1‘,§}{gffbhif“-~‘ 51 or 47 7% ';f‘ 65 or 36 1%

S Rwal ' 56 or’ 52 3% 115 or 63 O/o :

"TOTAL ;f’i“]]f,g;;}1ﬂf§};;;”“;?1b7fof‘1oo;o%{biiﬁ .118656f'1OO}0%7:;"'

v ,QChl -square = 3.85° " o SR ‘ o
v Alvalue .of 3. 84 is. requlred for s1gn1flcance at the 05 level.
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Present Grade and Age of "Graduates"

Aslthe grcups were matched on age'(see»Table 2), it mas possible
to compare their grade distributions (i.e. where they are now, May, 1968).
These;grade dlstrlbutlcns are presented graphically in Figure -1 and
| numerically in Table 7. There was a significant-difference between thep
p‘groups;‘ ine withdrawal'"gradnates“tare overrepresented;an the grades,
. , ‘ .x;note‘especiallylérades 6‘and 7. This dramatic difference is not apparent
pif‘only averageS'are'considered : The average grade for the withdrawal
| students is 8, 3 whlle 1t 1s 8 8 for the MA1n Street "graduate." ThlS
‘dlfference is cons1stent w1th the small dlfference in average age 184.7
versus 188. L months. More than anythlng these data probably reflect the

Pact that Maln Street was preparlng students pr1mar11y for placement in

. secondary s chooms.

s e S LT s Maln Street
*7»59%7"51 e T T T CRE WlthdraWal ‘l B L

45%"‘ o o L ‘ "Graduates"m
40%"' 1 ?
3581
s
0%
lr[jfé%;*;f5€inpv
fgﬂo%m‘”jf,_

0% L—lm._

" PERGENTAGE. OF ‘GROUPS
jINfEACH GRADE

_ ”~Figufe'1' Present gradeﬁpro
o ~ffg«; programmes per cent 1n each
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TABLE 7

'GRADE DISTRIBUTIONS -OF THE MATCHED SAMPLES

Number of Students

Grade 4
Main‘Street School . Withdriwa @ ° gsus
Six - . L Oor 0.06 - l3 or l_7%
| Seven ‘ Li' ; ‘ '_.u‘ 2 or :l;g%‘ 35 or 19.4%
Eight . o B ‘ . 35“6r‘32;7% " 47 or 26.1%
- Nine y 56 or 52.3%' Uf' 88 or 48.9%
" Ten - Lo - l2 or 11,2%‘ ) 7 or 3.9%‘
~ Eleven ;.‘: 2 or_-1;9% - O or Q.O%
TOTAL . 107 apjooﬁo%;‘ 180 or 100.0%
- Average\Grade delﬁp :1 7;_ pv‘idk_dér785: R o ‘_‘8;341,1‘

‘Chl—square 26. 69fﬂh:

A value of 20 52 1s requlred for S1gn1f1cance at the .OO1 level

_ TimelSpent‘in=SpecialmProgrammes‘

The tlme spent 1n speclal programmes by the "graduate" students‘.
lls an 1mportant factor 1n the follow1ng comparlsons.; A number of dlvereeb'
~‘factors, many of them uncontrollable, affectlng the amount of t1me ‘the students

7‘spent in the programmes llmlted comparlsons betWeen groups. Some of the

3r1mportant factors related to t1mey1n'programme 1nclude students',ace on

‘*,~arr1val 1n Canada, exposure to Enghsh.before emlgranon, and amount of lngllsh

“»used by parents.‘ Numerous s001al factors such as Engllsh exposure 1n the

communlty, soc10-econom1c 1evel:of parents and attltude towards schoollno
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The most important;reason, however, for viewing the time-in-
programme only in a,general way was one of data quality. It was obvious
from an examination of indi@idual Questionnair yneﬂ“v as.that a amall
proportion of students had misinterpreted the category dealing with the
time they had spent:in the special ‘programmes (information'they had to
- recall). .The Reseas=h Department had‘recorded the students' time in

programme‘as'accurately aszossibleafrom>school records - during the sampie

selection phase.k Thmsg whers a clearly erroneous estimate (e.g., starting
date) was made,by a student, it could be correctedto the figures taken. from

schiool records. In some cases, however, the ‘information concerning t1me in

spec1al programmes :was based on teachers' estimates, The result was
that‘while most of the questionable data'couid be,verified fromwpreviously
collected‘information,~a%nntcnne—fifthupf +he',time estimates conld‘not
‘,beifully verified‘amd.may beﬁincorrect. This isa poss1b111ty because
'some errors were: detected in a few of he verlflable responses. Th1s |

‘ _dlffmculty 1s compounded by‘the fact, prev1ous1y noted that some students

- had been served by more thanxone programme.

Tlme 1n—programme,IS‘presende flrst (Table 8) w1th flgures

_ baSed!on data‘obtalned from'achool and”claSSfrecords. These flgures -
:represent “the average number of months that’students spent in thelr
respectlve programmes”durlngvthe‘crlterlon'tlmerperlod 1 e. September,
‘ 1965 to June, 196'7 (J’uly ‘forw ‘*M‘a‘in lSt’re'et‘students') These flgures may
be consmﬁered more accurate than some of the'other estlmates presented
. as they #re not based on the memory of the 1nd1v1dua1 students 1n the

: sample. _ “ o »
HNot‘aillstﬁ@&nts‘inutkefsamp;efstarted theSe!programmes in

1September,71965;‘xThe~g@mple commisted of*&@ose;whO’starteddon-or after

S R PR e s < o
- .

e
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September, 1965 and whom the school records showed had left the school's
programme on or before June, 1967 (or July, 1967 for Main Street).
As will be noted later, rece1v1ng schools for these "graduates"

- frequently prov1ded_further asslstanceuand/or special classes.

_ TABLE 8 )

TIME SPENT IN PROGRAMME BY"GRADUATE'STUDENTS. FOR THE
SELECTION TIME PERIOD SEPTEMBER; 1965 TO JUNE o
(OR JULY FOR MAIN STREETSCHOOL) 1967 - MAXIMUM
~ TIME POSSIBLE EQUALS 22 (23) MONTHS .
(BASED ON SCHOOL OR GLASS REGORDS)

- Full-Time Programme Withdrawal Programme

 Main Street . Givins

Number of Students _ 65 R L2 B 180

TOTAL . . 107 " o

Average Number of S "f.‘f' S , N

© Monmths . . 7.8 T4 1046 P
: : L S —— o : - : i
,VTOTAL =kv-» e S L
. Average Number of ‘b"h";}ff'- % R PR ";h"" ST ‘Q-'*E

Hours Per Day 7 ',allﬁda& o allday 15 .

- e Bt

‘"* The programme 1nc1udes Art Sclence and other subJects but all ‘
" teachers are ‘teachers: ‘of. Engllsh as a- second 1anguage and’ 1t 1s
. consldered a full—tlme programme.,. : L

et AT e e 2 e

Table 9. represents the tlme—ln—programme based on students'
restlmates as. made on the Student Questlonnalre.' It was not feaslble to~f
'"arequlre students to estJJnate the1r tlme—ln—programme fO] the crlterlon o

‘"‘perlod as shown 1n the prev1ous table.- Thus, the tlme pcrlod for whlch

"_students made the1r estlmates was: 1onger than the cr1terlon perlod that

g'ﬂls, 1t covered the perlod from September, 1965 up to the tlme of data _

"*p_collectlon, May, 1968 |

It is shown that the students'estlmates correspond closely

h¢:w1th the flgures taken from school records Wlthdrawal "graduates" under—~‘

AL ot A A A e AL
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estimated their time by about one month and the Main Street '"graduates"
overestimated by about one-third of a month. (It may be more difficult

to recollect the length .of a part-time programme.)-

'TABLE 9

- TIME SPENT IN PROGRAMME BY "GRADUATE" STUDENTS : FOR THE
SELECTION TIME PERIOD PLUS PERIOD UP TO DATA COLLECTION: MAY, 1968
(BASED ON STUDENTS' ESTIMATES ON THE QULSTIONNAIRE)

Full-Time Programme Withdrawathrogramme

Main Street Givins"

Number of Students 65 42 180

TOTAL _ . | 107

~ Average Number of
Months Spent By

. "Graduates" in Pro-
gramme C

0
e

7.7 .95

Average Number of K
. Hours Per Day Spent S e T L
- by "Graduates" o callday . allday. - = - 1.6

When data were nrocessed and examlned ih detall, 1t was found that
‘.some of the Main Street "graduates" ~ece1ved additronal 1nstructlon School
o records 1ndicated that some th1rty students.had contlnued thelr spe01a1
Engllsh poss1b1y in a w1thdrawa1 programme, however, these students may. haver
1ncluded summer and/or nlght school 1nstructlon in the1r tlme estlmates.’twe
| | Table 10 ShOWS a breakdown of the Maln Street "graduates"
rece1v1ng spe01a1 1nstructlon at Maln Street only and those who receavedl

‘addltlonal 1nstructlon.}f3nw‘rt




T

, TABLE 10
ADDITIONAL INSTRUCTION FOR SOME OF THE MAIN STREET "GRADUATES“
(AS REPORTED BY STUDENTS)

L3

Main Street Plus

Additional Instruction Main Street Only Total

Number of Students 30 - 35 ) 65

AyeragevNumber of Months : ‘ ‘ :
at Main Street - ‘ 7.97 8.10. 8.03

* Average Number of Hours o “ . , :
Per Day ‘ all day ‘ all day all day

vAdditional'lnstruction

Number of Students ......... 30
Average Number of

‘Additional Months ..... con 6,87

. Average Number of ‘ | .
"~ Hours' Per Day ........ eeee 1.06 ' .

* From_Table 9.

Another factor that could not be controlled uas attendance 1n.'
‘fa Toronto school prlor to placement 1n the classes from Whlch the sample'
"wasldrawn" As expected, 1t was found that some students, matched for
' 1ncluslon 1n the study, had entered the system before September, 1965
‘:It was also found that the entry dates dlffered conslderably for the
’groups “ : . ; : « o
- Table‘11 shows the proportlon of students 1n each group whov:"
' entered the system before September, 1965 The maJor dlfference between
the groups 1s not the proportlons enterlng the system before the cr1terlon
date but rather the average length of tlme that they had spent. |

A Tt i i S T e ALt K e D i Daead o a0 0 i egs e o e n s e
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" TABLE 11

TIME IN THE TCRONTO SYSTEM: FOR STUDENTS IN
THE "GRADUATE" SAMPLES

-

_ - Withdrawal .
Main Street Givins School Programme
n = 65 ' n = 42 n = 180
 Number of Students
Entering System on or . - : o v .
after September,‘1965 52 or.80.0% . 32 or 76.2%. 122 or 67.7%
Number of Students
Entering System Before ‘ A
“September, 1965 - 13 or 20.0% 10 or 23.8% 58 or 32.3%
Average Number of Years
in Toronto School f .
System Before o ‘ : 1.66
September, 1965 . : -87  ——— 4 ‘

The precedlng 1nformatlon 1ndlcat1ng addltlonal 1nstructlon
- recelved after "graduatlng" from spe01al programmes suggests that the
term‘"graduates" was a mlsleadlng label for the student samples. Some'

ﬂ:yMaln Street students recelved add1t10nal 1nstructlon after leav1ng Maln

: Street and about one-thlrd of the w1thdrawal students had been 1n the v

,'school system before enrollment 1n the classes Wthh were. sampled.‘

Fleven months elapsed betWeen June, 1967, the cut~off date for
‘fsample'selectlon and May, 1968 when the datawere colleﬂted and 1t was fomnd
v‘;,gthat some students were stlll rece1v1ng ass1stance Whl'h they reported as, =

l‘ajfspe01al 1nstructlon. (Category 14 of the Questlonnalre whlch asked the

h'gﬁstudents whether they were "now rece1v1ng 1nstruct10n in spe01al Engllsb : ‘7‘ é

‘lf'classes°") Th&e data, presented 1n Table12 is based on* students self

iffreports.‘ Whether:the asslsta ce?was actually prov1ded in ‘a spe01al classhh

t‘lS less 1mportant tha he fact'that the students consldered themselves3

‘fto be stlll rece1v1ng some form of spe01al Engllsh 1nstructlon.
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The differences among proportions in Table 12 is not significant,
but it‘will be noted that the Givins "graduates" reported the highest

incidence of continued attendancs.

+TABLE 12

STUDENTS IN THE SAMPLE STILL. RECEIVING ADDITIONAL INSTRUCTTON-
: MAY, 1968 (AS REPORTED BY STUDENTS) ‘

Withdrawal

'liMainJStreetv .Giviins School P
: o , v rogramme
Number of Students
Reporting Continued
Special  Instruction: S e : "
~in Engllsh - R4 or 36.9%2 . 21 or 50.0% 70 or 389%
Vumber of Students
Reportlng No : . o Lo ' :
Add1t10na1 Insuructlon 41 or 63.1% 7 21 or 50.0% 110 or 61.1%
©TOTAL 6507 100.06 42 or 1000% 180 or100.0%

,Chl—square 1 930

7A value of 9 49 is requlred for Slgnlflcance at the .05 level._

As noted‘earller,.one of the crlterla for Selectlng and match—r‘
ing- was.lnstructlon w1th1n a Speclflcﬁtlme perlod "Graduates".of Maln ‘
'Street (1nclud1ng G1v1ns) were selected on the ba51s of thelr ‘having been
‘ lln and out of the programme between September, 1965 and June (or July) li

:_1967 The w1thdrawal "graduates“ were Selected to the extent that school

:7l;and class records allowed for the same tlme perlod
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In summary, it can be said that the Student Questionnaires
made it apparent that the school system in responding to the students!
fvaried needs; including language instruction, had not provided two
tightly‘COntrolled and identifiably different situations. Rather,
efforts to match the samples notwithstanding, the students had a wide
variety of experiences in receiving instruction in.English as'a;second
llanguage. . | | |

In 1ight of'the data presented in this-section it shouid be
clear to: the reader that it 1s NOT poss1ble to 1dent1fy preclsely a
Main Street "graduate" group or a w1thdrawal ”graduate“ group. Even
after they 1eave speclal programmps or move to other schools, principals
and teachers continue to make spec1al prov1slons where%sultable and ‘.
'ppss;ble.

krherefore the follOW1ng resdlts‘of test performance are
1eg1t1mate comparlsons of students for whom two types of programmes

were prov1ded as’ p of thelr school experlence

s o P B T T e
f A . e T

The extent ofvarlatlon was not revealed untll the Questlonnalre o L?

‘data was analysed.‘ The follow1ng is: therefore NOT a comparlson of ;ust,_

i £ e AT e e 0 g
o M

the programmes. Indeed such a- comparlson 1s 1mposs1b1e w1th1n the

present 'student body. . BT

IS SEPN
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RESULTS

- The performance data for the student 'samples of this report
were collected on the same measures8 that were used in studying the
25% sample of Grades 5, 7 and 9. The test performance of the two groups
(Main Street and Withdrawal) is presented in tables without separating sub-
-groups on ‘the basis of language, grade; age or sex. A second analysis, |
presented graphically,,does subdivide the groups by age.
'The'analysis'of the'test data‘was‘based onlgroup performance,

. for several reasons. Some students were absent for one or more of the
tests and ah analeiskby subgroups such'as.language group or.grade would
have led to comparisons involving so few students as to be neaningless -

‘-;.in some'cases. Thevmatchingiofdsamples was'planned to make such general
ycomparlsons between the two'groups reasonable.
Table 13 reports the average scores obtained by the two groups

‘on ten measures. Only the test of Computatlonal Skill showed any

.statistically‘signlflcant dlfference ‘Thls modest dlfference favoured
'._the w1thdrawal group.: None- of thelother n1ne measures showed any differ-
';'}ence of e1ther stat1st1cal 81gn1f1cance or 1mportance‘1n terms of academlc

i achlevement

. The measures: (tests and teacher ratlngs) are descrlbed in’ the report
fentltled "Students of" Non—Canadlan Orlgln A Descr1pt1ve Report of -
,4'Students in Toronto Schools," Research Department, 1969 Performance
" on-these. measures prOV1des 8 partlal p1cture of school success, the"
ytfratlngs by teachers prov1de 1nformatlon about the ‘student's progress
. in_ the regular classroom.- Other’ aspects of" personallty ‘and ad3ustment
L iare. ‘not included; although the1r 1mportance is acknowledged. They

i could not be adequately cons1dered"n th1s phase of the study.,._
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Ten graphs (Figures 2 through 11) present the performance;
informapion in morevdefail. ‘Thevstudenﬁs have been divided into five
age ranges. The reader is cautioned that some of these groups contain
only a few students. In addition, the average performance for the same
age ranges is presented for the city-wide sample, which did not éo past
Grade 9. This presentation shows ‘clearly the small differences in test
performance between the two “gréduate" groups., It also suggests the
degree to which both:gréups weré sfil} different from their age mates

in Toronto schools.
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SUMMARY

This report compares two groups of students who entared and

"graduated" from-a Main Street or withdrawal programme in which English

was taught as a second language. The two samples were matched on the

factors of age, sex and first (native) language. Atirition and the variety

of provisions made for individual students.restrict any comparisons

between programmes. In general the differences between tne samples, in.

age and sex, vere few and the similarities in background Vere Numerous so

that the_matching was considered adequate for the purpose of general

comparigons of achievement. ~ | : .
Some 1initations vere inkerent in the study. Prior education

and instruction in English could not be’controlled It became evident

 while student data were be*ng collected and analyzed that a student could

not be clearly labelled or categorized as just a Main "gradua+e" or just
a w1thdrawal "graduarte.” Other programmes and resources in the Toronto
school‘systom,caution againsf this simple categorization. Inhother words,
some students had other insﬁrucpion‘in English» iucluding sumner school“p
"Other 11m1tatlons concerned the age groups whlch the varlous programmes »
.dattempted to serve, maklng 1t dlfflcult tu generallze the performance, .

"bespe01a11y of the selected w1thdrawal sample to all w1thdrawal ”graduates n

Also the populatlon Of Maln Street 1s not Droportlonally representatlve

- fgof the 1anguage groups across the Clty.»: _f;ig :

Acceptlng the adequacy of the matchlng between thc groups there

‘)“dqufare stlll other restrlctlonstbased(on the test measures used There are, SR

”;afvarlety“oﬂgcrlterlafconsldered 1mportantj1njassess1ngwthemsuccess;ofla,,']ff
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are reflected.in'the data which are reported. Academic progress and
success‘in school, as rated by the teacher were the foci ofythis study.
Later reports willi elaborate on the measures and cons1der the progress
of students w;th_varlous backgrcunds.. Interv1ews will prov1de addltlonal .
data‘oni"adjustment " |
| . The results showed no.slgnlflcant dlfferences between thc Main
. Street "graduates" and the W1thdrawa1 "graduates" in performance on any
of the standardlzed tests w1th the exception of a small statistically.
‘51gn1f1cant dliference on the test of arlthmetlcal computation. This
’difference favoured the wtthdraWal ”graduates;" On the average, ‘though
" these two groups -of ”graduates" Were hlghly s1m11ar they had not yet |
. 4reached the average 1eve1 performance of students in recular classes
who were the | same age.‘ ‘
o Students who had ”graduated" from e1ther programme were frequently

:3,prov1ded w1th further ass1stance 1n Engllsh as a second language. Leav1ng

: :_“ a SpeClal programme dld not mean the termlnatlon of help for these students.
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