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While new programns in French continue to be - . oo
implemented and while older .programs continue to expand at
considerable rates, v individuals involved with the implémefitation
and development of 1aﬁbuage prograns appreciate sufficiently the -

various views which exist vis~a-vis the teaching of French as a i
sécond language in Ontario, as well as in other parts of the - ,
Dominion, beliefs. which may.promote or arrest further activity. This
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THE POLITICAL SOCIAL CONTEXT OF mmvrme AND DEVEIDPING SECOND
bt o — LANGUAGE-PROGRAMS-—

) T . . ,"f . ’ .‘ ,(' ‘
PUJ-‘OSE OF THE STUDY - AN
|| ’ + ./"’ ‘ ‘\ ) ’ .
" in several pu:ovira’:es of ¢ among them Ontario, the .
tlachmg of French as a second guage is eecpanding In spite

‘o this mcrease, few mdiud/ual:: involved either di.rectly or
fmda.rectly “#th th:l.s type of programing understa:ﬁ all of the "
forces wh;.ch influence positively its implementatmn and subeequent
expansmn or COI}vésely those which oc:k or limit both its initial

r acceptance and eontlpued

attenpts to identify which forces

e and which tend to arrest it; it also
or views are generally held by sn.}pporters and
y held by the non-supporters of various forn% of

“u

F.rench-l anguage instruction. :

;whiChare

mjDEmeONs
N/

/ & force as defined herein is a view .which a person holds

towards the teaching Of French as a second language: it may be a
}ltive force, a view which is supportive of the teaching of
- Prench, or it may be a negative force, a view which is not supportlve
h Qf the teaching of F.rench. An example of a positive force, ‘or-view
is the following: PThe learning of anothér language suth as French
heli:s me to understand my own language bet ", Here is an example
“of a negative forte or view: "Learning French makes children mlable
to know their own native language in depth". A supporter o{
Program*is any per(sen who will undertake at least one activity

k]
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- actors in these many encounters included trustees, senior personnel
. of school systéms inclhing p:;mcipals and ooordinators of various

-~ . s * / ' »
-2~ ,-:’/

designed to implement a. new and/or develop an sta.ng Frengﬁ-

language program; a,non-supporter is any persory who will undertake ’ !

at least one activity designed.to arrest the ementation of a .
.- . i tk‘.
new, French-language program and/of .the devel t of an existing one.

Needless to say, a number of individuals arej neither,supporters nor

non-supporters; they will not undertake activities for or against™

. ¥

the program. S~ ‘ | .
While a number’ of theones or nodels,<e g. Iewm'.s Force
'F:Leld Theory, were used to gu:l.de the initial investigation upqn

whichthismre re\centsmdylsbasedaswellfs toassist:,ntm

eE Y WA
explanation of data gathered u'%the first instame, : imary "
mode’of inquiry énployed invthis latter, Lrgoavour A s that of W
field methodology. The‘euthors, familiar with/ ianguege

mstruct:pn, study the topic frcm close
setting(s) from as many., ’i)efspectives as

in its real-iife
e. A nmn]:':er of

.
in.formation consulted ut by far, the gl:‘eatest
proportior; of. the daj was’ ‘garnered through observations hade'at ¢
meetingsarfdduringdiscussions,overonehundredinmmaber t '
- involving more ‘than a dozen school systems in at least fouy ¢ )
. istinctly different geographical, regions of the provinée} e ... .

-

pxog:;ms, as well as parents and teachers in favcmr of aﬁd Opposed
. to. Erench language instructmn, ‘especially French langnagé inmers.wn e
ams. Newspaperaccountsnorethantmhmﬁredmnmnberfm .
, over two &zen newspapers,and the minutes of at least twe.}a ﬁchool IR
board meeb{ngs in approximately a dozen school systems oonst;tuted 5,

] . . . )
o _;i.’ .:" . > 4 ‘, - r. v, M L L
. . -, ! * [l B L . —
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' v a .seco.nd key data source. A third source of mformat:.on was
brief interactions, sometimes called J.nformal mterviews, with . N
) representatwes of all of th faforanentio(:ed groups. Finally, |
vhile scholarly. x-‘.;r:ltings were not used extensively in this o -
* project, nonetheless, -a certain number were oonsulfed.
It is m'portant to errphasize that there are recurrmg
valld;ty Mm this smdy Major jdeas and observations
| were venf:.ed by checkmg documents and/or through focused C o
| interviews., When venf:.cat:.on was mlattamable, the idea was

L
dropped or ‘\:he authors note that it is not verlfiable at the

present time,

PARAM'ETERSOFTHE:TE‘:ACI-I:&IG.OFFRE!\ICHASA
SECOND LANGUAGE IN ONTARIO

In a recent-study of views related to French 1ang‘ua§e '
programs and the support which various constituencies might give
such programs, Dithamel (1973) recorded the réither rapid growth ‘
French programs in Ontario elanentary schools. Acoording -
to Ontario Ministry of Educatlon statista.os, a comparison of ¢
th.J.s sityation at the elementary panel as it existed then with
that in exi.stem:e today v;oilld indicate an additional significant

mcrease in programs of French as a second 1anguage

Currently, there arq bas:.cally three types of French . :'
lanquage ‘programs being offered in the sdpols; these are core, Lo

%

'extension, and impersion. , ‘ ' l-.




‘A core. program is.a forty m:i.nute period of French or less,
‘Irost often given daily. An en-cte.nged prograrh may include the above ”
: l:u.t.:.t v.ould also have at least one .othar subject. such as socz.al
‘studles csr sore other, taught in the P.ranch—language. An nrmersion/
progran is one where French is used as the language of instruction
for at least one ha.',l,f the school day, it may also involve add:.tional
' time n‘p to a whole school day. )

" With’ respec:t to increases in F.re.nch-language .mstruction,
it should Ige noted that 311 1973, almost 600,000 papils Fet.:eived
 French-lafiguage instruction, whereas today, slightly ,c';':rei:‘saz,ooq
students rece:.v’e J.nstruction in the French language - an inm.l'ease‘
of about 6-1/2 pef cent. In 1973, slightly over 5, 000 students
were enrolledin ench 1anguage irrrne.rsion programs at the

. elemantary 1%\:\31 in 1977, nore than 12 000 ’pupils are e.nr,olled
_in this s typfaofprogran'\ fnincreaseofgverl:’&perc‘:ent.;
mt:itm:;to note as well that thése incfea;\es in the

school ].nent during this same fOur year span Whi.‘l.e sim:.lar - ) -
stai‘:i'st' { are as yet mava:.lable concerning mcreases in ?/

‘ teas:‘hing f extended French-language programs, it is nonetheless

apparem:'. t growth here Has also bee:n rapid, roughly half the -

_rate ;>f experiencedmimersn.on programs* - ’_ ..
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Yet, in spite of this significant mcrease in ‘French

\
language mstructlon, the authors observations, readings, and

—

dlscussa.ons suggest that many individuals at M@f_the. e

mal hzeramhy fail/i:o appreciate or to understand

clearly the many\support and non-support fact:f@ which may

" influence' the mplementata.on and subsequent ega.nsion of French_

immersion programs, Further, a rapid pdrusal of a. randan

'selectlon of newspaper art:.cles published in the Ottawa area

/‘
during the current year lends additlona.l. support to this al~

legation', in spite of, as will ‘be denonstrated éhortly, thé

crlta.cal jmportance -of 1dennf1ab1e support and non-sup{aort

‘factors 3 they affect ,second—language mstructiOn ' .
2

(1935) indicates that in order to be able to

undérstand and prédict behaviour as accurately as possible,. .
. A=, .
“the state of tﬁepefsonapdo’f ;he-"eﬁ'v’i?omnent mist be taken '

into account, What are the forces. Operating w:.thin a certain
e;wm:)nnent o the beliefs that individuals hold vis-a-vis a ‘
particular ‘phenomencn such as E‘reﬂch-language programs; Qme'
bellefs that various groups hold concerning the san'e msue?

A nmnber of aut‘horltjkes_, am:ry themw:)lman (1960) ' CrOOkstDn
and Blaesser (1969)., elaboraj:e this 1dea. they show, that an

understanding of the belief system of yarious' af::to;:s can assist RN

. -
-t : . . ey
" .
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in develc::pmg or arresting an idea. Inthis particular study
.the point be:mg made is simple: the mplemntationhard/or .
fdevaoprent of any French—language pmgram Wlll unleash a
' nmnber of forces which support or i.nh1bit this move. An
awareness of the existence of these varz.ous beliefs or forces
‘with such programs ¢
’( ' Since the views vhich people hold vis-a-v:.s French-
language programs may provﬁeat Ieast some indication of how
" fmach support or mn-gupport’ these-prograns might receive were
ths_.hy tQ be e:nither i:.rplenented tc>r expanded in a parti.éular
Jurisdiction, it would seem beneficial for those irvolved with
1 che‘se programs o be able to recog'nize the beliefs which
ind.wiﬂuals hold reqardmg themn. - _
The following is a résumé presented in six sectmns, of
‘the foroes disoovered by Duhamel in his m‘st recent study of
-this igsue, particularly- as they affect early imersion programs,
for exarcple, at the kindergarten level or in the prm\ary grades,
'Ihisendeavourismeffect, upi%ldatmandan
extension o? a previcus investigaticn ‘completed in 1973.

{
It should be noted that éven ﬂwughtrpany statements

-

which will be made refer particularly to primary French-language
education, many of .them are equally applicable to other models of

is an asset to anyone who is involved or may beccme involved "&.
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_represent accurate factual data. This issie insfead ill be o

" VIEWS HELD VIS-A-VIS' THE TEACHING OF FRENCH '

‘mechanisms can be acqu:.red rmore easily at an ‘early age.‘ Parents Y . -

—‘7-

E’&:epéh-language instruction, for example, core and extended"

programs. As such, the authors have r;oﬁ.al.mys identified the j
specific program(s) to which a particular view might refer.
‘ Prior £o proceeding with the identification of the views S

or forces suppor ting or inhlbiting the m@larenta_tion and/or
developrent of F&:emh—ianguage programs in different milleuslr
it is crucially important to stresg that the writers have made | '.:_
no at‘t'aptﬁto differentiate which of the various statements ‘

P s .
made by the participants may represent myths from those which

the subject of a futire paper. - ’

- vk

1. Efficiency of Fr h-I;anguage Programs
. Other ‘I‘han Core, pecially Immersion : -

T

Duhanel (19?3) reports a rather m.despread dlssatlsfactlon
with t;:adltlonal methods of seoond 1anguage instruction and the
related view that nmlersm prog‘rams, particularly for primary
dnusion plplls, are considered bymany as a much more viable . *
approach to bilingualism than are other instructional models. S
This:position is often repeated in 1978. Four factors are
identified as relating to this efficigrcy view. First, both S

practical experience and research data argue that new speech

who abcept this view tend n general to be supportive of :i.rrmersion
prog‘rams, particularlyl those given to children { an early age

N
\
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e . .‘ _ Second, hﬂividuals who attribute greater success in ‘i_\i
achiéving bilingualism, i.e., lasting linguistic development,
Lo the immersion model as opposed to more traditional approaches
_of second language teaching are also generally support:.ve of
isiners o progrags. A : N
‘:‘ Third, individuals w0 believe that longer exposure ¢
the\a{ge,t 1anguage is benef:u.cial to the achievarent of fluency
in tha.t_ language are 1ikely as well to be’ support:.ve of mrersion
program.e\ especially p&:ograms introduced at an early. age.
N Emrth,,masocmtywherechildrenaremeasinqu .
“ ,exposed)mawiderangeofeduc nalexperiencesandprograns-‘
k/,'\ before attamma formal school age, many individuals express the

ir children; hence, they view immersioh prog&ams with instyuc~ ~

1 in & language other’ than the child's rmother tongue - as a rore

]
d&si.rable, ,e ' stimlatmg and challengmg learning enviromment. s

e - . - . oy
‘\j ' ' - .. 2, Characteristics of Programs \ '

\ " T » . : _ .
' . It is generally accepted that innovations of all types are
N~ frequently regarded with caution andgqettation by numerous
S mdividuals simply begause-. of the Ct@racterdi:ta.cs pecullar to any
"g:.ven change 'I‘he study undertaken identified several suCh

attrihutaﬁ that were found to mﬂueme support or non-support of

LY

French—-language pmgrams and part:.cularlx French imersion prograrrs
througl'xout the prcv:mce o . -

' i0
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A key concern in many instances 'is ‘the expense of French-
language program's in general:, While this question is somewhat

L3

) problemat:l.c in terms of definition; i. eq. oost to whom,
'relatlve to what, the evidence suggests that,where inmersion /

pmgrams are believed to cost more than other second language
programs, there is a strong likelihood of additional opposition
; -

" to the immersion model of instruction. In fact, French immersion’

programs have on occasion been accepted only'with tﬁe stipulai;.ioz{
that funds allotted to them are.guaranteed not to exceed those

'allotted to regular or traditional second 1anguage programs.

A more specific aspect of this larger J.ssue-of cost “Focuses
on the 1ea:ming and teaching materials required to equip an
e::tendad“ French-language program and an imversion Clasm; ‘
these, being on the whole sc:rrewlmt more expensive than those requ:i.red "
for o subject areas simply because there is a smaller market
for Ffench-;-language materials requ:ired.in these programs than.

™

exists, for English-language materials needed in regular classrooms,

_ Opposjrtion to the extended and immersion instructional, rrodelhas .

¢

-sometimes stamed from this situation. Closely allied €0 this

concem with costs of learning and,teaching materials for such -
programs, is, the question of availability. as well Mmemus persons

expressed apprehension that necessary French-language textbooks R
and the like do not ex:.st in sufficient quant:.ty to ensure adequate

distribatz.on, as such, these same mdiv:.duals tended to oppose the

A

mplarmtation of extended-andzor immersion programs. , o -

1]
H III*I\'I!-J: atsa
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" even eliminated. Two, there-was. fear that F&:erich—lénguage extended ~

'an%g both educators and paremts ‘that the quality o'f teaching .in

_rrodel would really benej__t only children of superior iut'.ellectual . ' r '

programs, stems from the belief of some parents that unless they

~ People voicing opposition to'extended and frmers ich

prtb;granis in" general also i‘qdlcated a host of other conceerns

‘which led them to que;;ion the expansion.of these edycational = ' .
fodels. One, there vas soie fear that, due to possible higher . -
expenditures nec:essit;ted by the unique nai:.ure of extendeg S A ‘;i‘
or’ immersion. programs as well as other types of French lan |
prograns,” reqular English lanquage proggamsmtlun the school - t &
c?:rriculum might be negatively ai::fec:'t.ed;\ i.e., nes:‘:r{cted or possibly

orimmersion programs might recelve certain %nﬁlmg for example, — .

5

restricted pzpil-teachei' ratio, not equally available to those A

invsived in the regular school program, Three, a suggestion that el
there, is a scarcity of adequately trained persomnel to staff ' A

ﬁnch-language ams was acconpanied by a certain skept:’.cism

these programs is' perhaps -inferi 'i&hen cowupared,wlth that of the .~

reqular proﬂram Four, var grolips expressed ‘the view ‘that not
A\ .

all children. were optimally suited to the type of learm.ng 2

experience offered ip second ‘language programs, especially the
fmmersion model. Specifically, there was concern that the non-gifted 2
child or thesé with special learningbdisabilitjieﬂ.{-h might do less well - ° '_

f

in French-language programs as they might otherwise in the regular
one; often, these same ind:.viduals felt that the immersion instructional

»

-

abilfty. . ] : L

Still another source of resistance, nost often to inmersion )

themselves are fluent in the target lanalage, they will be incapable. ' o .
- . 1o A\ S
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of assist:mg their ch:.ld should he or she enc‘ounter dlfficult:l.es

or learnmg problems within the mnersa.on envi.ronment Ssome
parental opposition to exl:ended or imnersion programs also stemned
" fromsthe buss:.rgof chlldren enrolléd in such pa:ogram, and the
comomtant social dlsruptiveness that mlght occur - when establ:.shed A
];aer groups are hroken up so that.a chlld may attend a\program in

a school distant from his emn neighboa.lrl'xocx:’hand separated fran .
his’ fr:.ends who remain in tlhe regular school stream, ] Some parents' '
objected as well to the imental ;Letuq:e of extended programs or
Ofinitielmmersionprogr aizdthegeneralladiofsmmd;

factual informatmn a.‘r:ou ese - approaches 0 education and thej.r
possible eff'ects on the ch:.ldren exposed to them. _Continuity .
also emerged ab a critical issue among parents tryx%‘to establish R
the merits of inmers:n.on programs, at tl‘ie time of the investigatiom

there was little or no ,evideﬁoe that boards had up to 1 that point given
parénts any kind of assurance regardmg thg contihuation of an

irrf?eréion program within the system once begun. E\thherrrore, among
parer);,anticipating révee and hence the tf:ansfer of their children

during” thej.r elementary school cai*éers from one school system vhere .

=

umsersion programs were offered tQ another or others where a ;mﬁ.lar

-

-

program might be unavailable to them, there was a noticeable \ <
"hesitation to enrol ﬂ'neir children in French immersion programs '

-

due to pOSs:Lble negati\fe effects upon the children, not necessarily

df the extended or inmers:.on program per se, but more pa::t:.cularly
- of the disruptive nature of such a drast:l.c chpnge, especially -

fx‘om irrmersion to regular c}.assroom enviromnents While o . ™

parents expressed le>s‘s anxa.ety regardmg this 1ssue vis-a-v:.s

- . . ¥

o r ."-13 .
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extended Prench-language programs, similar ooncerns Were

. .nonetheless voiced by some individuals T

-y

A Finally, certain J.ndividuals madntained that a half—day

2‘

of ‘compléte immersion at the Kmdergarten level, or a full day at

.thegradellevel,wasinfactt@omxcﬁe:q:osuretoanewlanguage

for ymmg ctg.ldren.
chlldren might experience under ‘these conditions suggest that the

Conce;:ns about stress and frustrations which

time factor may indeed be a cz;itical element influéncing the support
or non-sgpport of the trmersion educational model.

S
. 3. Job Security.

-

~ " Conments of respondents with regard & inC:reasas ﬁﬁamh-

' language instruction indicated that a highly significant area of

'oomern among many educators, senior si:afflr 1:,::ustees.r and among ~

scme pa}ents as well, was that of jOb security. Mmerous ﬁiai'vidua}s,

fearing the future POSSlblllty of Englislr—speaking educators being
required to upgrade t:heir 1inguistic oompeteﬁce 4n the target
language, in this :i.nstance, F.l:ench, vo:.ced opposition & both .
existjng extended and immersion programs and rrore en;phatically
totheexpansionof thaseprograns Therewasooncernaswell

. about staff transfers which might be neoessitated by expandmg

- French—language extended and imnbrsion prograrrs,,amile this was

most f?quently a coment from teachers thenselvas, there were
also parents who shared this concern because they feared the

. possibility of losing valuahle teachers in reqular programs to the .
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def:riment of theirgchild'g educational devemfxfent A small "
number of persons also Opgosed extended and urme:sion programs
onmegroundsthatbemgunquallfiedasteachers ﬁersut:h, they -
m:.ght be forced to £ill othet teacher roles than those for which
* they ‘had in fact been trained Other fatets of the- Job security

-quest:.onmrelat:.onto extendedandmrers:.onprogramscerrtred

. _on foreseeable job losses in an era of economic restraints and

"i,-.

‘surplus teachers, limited promotional oppdrtunfties for the non- -

i French-speaking educator, and the displacement and/or unerployment
of Canadian teachers stemuing from the hiring of qualified personnel
to staff extended or immersion classrooms frcm ca.zt-of-pmv:.me and
\poss:.bly even out-of-country Generally speaking, the study
i.ndlcated that, where the e:q;ansm of Frerd':.-language programs

evoked any -concerns whatsoever with regard to tenure and job

_ semxrity, such expansion was for ‘the most, part strongly opposed,
: prlmarily by educators themselves but to a lesser degree by ‘other
: constimencies as.well, i.e.; pare's and trustees.

- N ey

: L «- 4. Outcomes of Frenckg-l'anguage Programs -

-

The study revealed a general trend aeYOSS both consfituencies

" and geographical areas such that,where French-language prqgrans were

believed to have desirable outcomes, there was a high degree of
“support for them. 2Among the benefits viewed J;p accrue ¥rom second~
language learning, especially with regard to extended and early

inmersion grograxrs, the following were the most frequently ciéed:
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eﬂi{ exposure to sedond-language .instruction K
facilitates further 1anguage acquisition in _
later life; ; P S .

- . i) earIy exposure to - second—language instruction .

enhances hoth native language development and -

_ mtellect!.tal growth ' e -
- iidy knowledge' c;f’\q second 1anguage is a requis:.te
. | for the trily "educated” individual .
. “n

individuals are <
fhe job market and thus ' )
oppotmnity to-participate in 5

£

. AT meanin ,&ndremrding work careez:s,. ST \
/\,‘ v) }glowl of a seoond-language is useful for . -
¢

N " travel g,n an increasmgly m::bile society vhich o
- stresses both, communication and travel as 1eism'e
activ tiéS. ) - ' .
, - , . \ I
- . . . . - \ .

, 0 'Fji:encn*mglish. Relations -~
F-d - .
. |' ! ! - B " . l

Supgort of French-language programs frqu.lently appeared
- to rest” upon the degree of legitimacy which respondents attributed
fvel the "French-fac;t" within Canad:.an society Those indlviduals
who viewed French as "rightfu].ly one of the founding 1anguages
of our nation x-.ere, in general, support:l.ve of Ff;mch-larguage
} g programs 'mese persons readily accepted the bilingual and bicultural

/ . . _ .
5. . Eﬁal;’:h—language Programs and Their Influence ' \
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' French language as not uniformly necessary in all parts of Canada,
' who felt that meny. Canadians have neither-the aptitude nor the '

" as .].ess than voluntary in many instarices. Fmally, there was .

- to a large extent and questions or d:.fficulties in any one domain . -

| - 15~

' oy . - | |
nature of Canéda'as ‘set forigh in the Bg:itish JNorth America Act; :
'fheyf eagerly reoOgr;ize& French as:one of Capada's 11:‘?1.o official
langquages; they erphatically stressed the hlportame and relevance .

of bilingualism as Canadian goals; as a group, they v:.ewed. second*

" language 1earnmg as a positive step in promoting understanding
between the Btr:ench ‘and English~speaking fact:.ons Of Canadian

o

society and cited eoncern for Canadian u.m.ty as a key reason
£ér ffhelr support of “such ‘an undertakiﬁg ) -
In oontrast, opposition to Frg{xgh-language programs ues

Clearly ev:u.dent among individuals who viewed‘*lmowledge of ‘the

—
des:i:r:e to 1earn French, and who v1ewed the move toward bllingualism .
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concern among those opposed to Fremh-language programs that
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n"ooncessm z of this sort to Rrench-Canadians would onIy emcourage ‘

other ic groups o make s:.milar demands upon govermrents and

I
e&ucational syste'ns, thereby increasing oEsts a.nd further fragmenting
existing educational structures throughout the c&mtry

. 6. "Old Fears" Triggeréd by French- -
N . Language Instruction '

. o

In a great number of J.nstances, the issue of . language 1s '
inextricably linked to both pollt;.cs and religion the three overlap'
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freqdently invité and provoke reaction in the other two Qomnents
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and discussions about French—~lanquage instruction were often marked

Thiee’ areas of concern emerged .in this regard
. F:.rst, there was the suggestion by same that the teaching
‘of French in schools was prﬁm.r:.ly ao?ncession 1.-6 F.ranceand ‘ ‘
'Erench imperialism; such a bel:.ef wasf ge.neral y, accompanied by a
mticeable hostility towaed France and the French language as well
: sasaf@cemmmtmbefreeofméammmcemmada
- - " Second, some individuals regard , the téacmng of French.

which in their vie.w,

the P.tench 1anguage to
. a status more prestigious than Eng,llsh even;in f‘aét, contrivute

)‘ to the disintegration of oonfede;éta.on such as it exists at .

. . ' Prese.nt - 'f: N /.'c
' Fma?iy, some individu s expressed concern that the teaching
&
T ' of Frénch was but a subtle ted

To smrmarize and qd‘enlify, it appears, eviden\t that often

persons mo*fear or mistruét tife motives of F.tance, of Quebec,

. and/or of Roman Cathollcism for whatever reasons are in’ genexal

“ Co rrostreluctanttosupporttheteaching of French on any meaningful &j
scale, and in'some cases, on any scale whatsoever These indivﬁuals
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. bz subtle though unmistakable political and rel:.gious overtones Y
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seem to prefer the "melting pot” oonc:ept to the mosaic and often
view the mtroduction and deve}\puent of sa00nd 1anguage po:ograrrp
such as French as a source of weakness an@dmunity within the
‘oountry . ‘ \

By way of contrast, there were a rmrrber of people whose
hesitancy to support French 1anguage instruction appeared bo be

. [

rooted only in theiz; gemjne concern far ‘the oontinued elustence '
and h@rcrvement of the English language and cultm:e quite apart
from cuestions of a relig:.ous or pollﬁlcal nature These individuals

,seemed sGmewhat skepti 2 that the French and English 1anguages and

thiz situation represents a delz.cate balance nearly iruposs:tble

//J
toachieveandtomintainwiﬂ:inthisvastandvariedeg?ﬁtry

i Concerns of the sort delingated herein ‘ were not

E gt

necessarily common to large gmupe of indw:.duals in any given

-

setting. Norfetheless, where such issues emerged, there appeared
to be considerable oppos:.tion to the teachmg of French in general
and, more particuiarly, to the infroduction of new and the expans:.on

of already existing French-language programs. . o \
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_' programs are both varied and corcplex and the degree Qf
' for or’ OppOS:.t:.on to, this kind of educational innovats

. data akout the instructional rrodei at rathe?"m £

" and_developing strategies to deal with_ e,
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'As the above discussion sugg&‘ats, the factorg which may

Jnflperce the degree of support or non-support for Er

instances a function of the intensity of various consti
o

convictlons w1th regard to program goals costs, sui

views held by many mdividuals, both those who™
who oppose such programs) frequently based not
hearsay, hunches,. suspicions and amotionses , \

educators in terms of planning, lnglammg and
langugage' programs in schools; the data about
factors gathea:ed in th:.s investigat:,on will

ldnguage

_beneflt to these same persons in terms of antic patjhg difflcultles

data may even

_ suggest that 'uaner'certam,circmstanceé,tﬁe inplementation and/or _
" development ‘Of certain F&:e.ncl'r-langusge programs is premature, and

fshould, in fact, be delayed until a more receptive climate can be -
developed,assmning that such a &eveloprent is both feasible ‘and

des:irahle. . : o -
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