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Introduction e ’ c |

4

- M -‘\

For thé past severaT years both the genera] pub11c ‘and professional’

< educators have shown cons1derab1e interest in French as a second
I 1anguage (ESL) for Eng11sh-speak1ng students The teaching of.French O
K in Ontario scﬁools has been 1ncreas1ng to an extent that surprises many
people. For .example; 60 percent of- e1ementary schoo] children from’ v

Junior K1ndergarten to Grade 8 stud1ed French in the1r school curriculum
in 1980 - 81. At -the secondary 1eye1 the percentage of the’ total

/>

enrolment studying FSL is smaller; but the numbers. are none the Jless
large, w1th over 32 percent of - the students enrolled in Grades -9 to 13
receqv1ng FSL 1nstruct1on in the 1980 - 81 schoo] year. ‘What 1s
' s1gn1f1cant w1th respect to these enrolment f1gures is that, in sp1te
" of a genera] decllne in student enrolment, the overall percentage of
students tak1ng French from Jun1or Kindergarten to Grade 13 has
continued ta increase over the past four years‘_

"Purpose of the Report -

3

There are several reasons for producing a report ons FSL educat1on at
s " - this time. The overall purpose is to provide an overview of French
re " programs in 0ntar1o schoo]s and to 1nd1cate the progress made 1in
o helping children ach1eve a more mean1ngfu1 grasp of the language and a
better understand1ng of the culture and%her1tage behind it. The second

purpose i to review the directions taken by the M1n1stry of Education

with respect to its program poj1c1es, curriculum and support materials;

« financial incentives and grants offered to school boards, and financial
assistance both to-teachers for professional deve1opment—and to students
for exchange and trayel. “'Jhe third, and perhaps -mos{ important,

h -purpose is to summarize the response by Ontario school boards to the .
various Mnn1stry 1ncent1ves initiated since 1977, .the degree to which

' Students from Jun1or Kindergarten (JK) to Grade I3 have participated 1n'

FSL progirams, and the hours of instruction they have accumulated in

.~ Core, Extended and 'Immersion programs. . ~ . . b - +




- o accumuiated hours. Additional

\ Sources of Data g . - -

* x

French*]anguage programs for En§11sh -speaking students in e]ementary
_and secondary schools. The two principal sources of these data have
been the School September Report and the Planning Outline for Programs

in French as a Second Language.

«
L

<, . e e

The ‘Schoo1 September Report provides statistical data ‘on the
number of students enrolled in the Core, Extended, ‘and Immersion (fu]] .

and part1a1; programs in, elementary and secondary schools in the

1)
. : For a number of years the M1n1stry of -Education has ‘collected data on .
‘province. This information is used” 4n the ca]cu]at1on of general

legislative grants. .
e N ‘ } . B d

<&
¢ s

The Schoo] September Report furn1shes enrolment data by grade and

by hours’ of 1nstruct1on for the current year*for all elemantary schoo]
students enrolled in FSL programs. The Ministry also maintains a ).
record of" the Merage accumulated hours -of instruction by gr'ade1 for
elementary schools offering a Core Program. This record of accumulated
hours -is updated annually. In addition, the Ministry co]]ects the
averag€ number of hours -of French instruction accumulated by grade as*
of , September 1 of eaCh year for e]ementary schools offering more

extensive FSL programs. .

) Enrolment ‘data for secondary schools 1is collected annually by
~ grade, by number of credits irmfhe 3ubject of French, and by ranges of .
anormat1on is co]]ec}ed on the total’
pumber of students taking courses in other subjects where French is the -
1anguage .of instruction both by grade and by thé correspond1ng “total

- h g
- .

number of credits.

. - "y . ) s
“~
. . ot PRI
. . . . ‘” Lo Py
‘9 L 3ad . © '/ »
%%; ) 11 Qundor Kindergarten to Grade 10 -and special edocation (Junior
¥ , Kindergar}en to Grade -6 _and frades 7 to 10). .

3’ . . re® o
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+ Background of FSL Programs in Ontario

..Brief'History. of FSL in'Ontario -

.
- .
. .

+

' »
The Education Act of 1871 had a special bearing’ on:the h%story‘ef

modern-language instruction in the province in that *modern languages
were for the first time recognized as secondary school studies. In
earlier educat1on acts, the .only. foreign 1anguageé specifically.
pent1oned had been-. Latin and Greek. By g1v1ng French and German a
prominent place in the Ontario high schoo] curriculum, the act of 1871

- called attent1on to their 1mportance and led' the way to their rise,

D 'S
f1ve years 1ater to a status of .curricular equality with the languages -e
of Greece and Rome. . . . ' 4

[l
\

v . &

For severa] decades French 1nstruct1on continued to-be strictly.a o
secondary schoo] subject until* the ear1y 19305, when it ;35 1ntroduced,

into the e1ementary school grades by the Ottawa Public School Board

Until the mid-1960s permission had to be obtained from the Ministry of
Educatioh to~offer it at the elementary level. By ,1965 the response,

was considerable, with nearly 167 000 elementary school students .
studying "thé language in schools operated by 231 public and separate
schoo] boards. -

‘

In 1966 scheol boards were authorized to offer FSL courses in

~ Grades 7 and 8. and, in the following year, perm1ss1on was extended to

4 3

include ald eiemeniary grades. The possibility of 1ntroduc1ng French, v

instruction throughout .the elementary grades . was ‘one " of the ‘major -

curriculum changes of the 1960s. T, , " B
/ R ]

During-the.same decade French was in nany secondary schools a
cémpu]sory subject for those students entering Grade 9 under the

Reorganized Program (Robarts' P]an)z, although schools were allowed to
- " . . , . /

. .
. >
.. . .
2>
- - . s

2. In the four-yeér program Grade 9 students were perm1tted to take
" another subject” in *lJieu of French, provided that a suff1c1ent 3
number of pupils declared’ with the1r parents' concurrence ' that
they had no intention of procekding to university (Ontario Depart-
ment of Education, ‘Requirements for Diplomas 1962 -~ 1963: Circular
H.S5.1 [Toronto: Depaq&nent of‘Education, Ontario, 1962]). .

. & . o T * M
» - L ' ’
. . . 3 . .
. * - * - K - -t £
T . - . -
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A second ;eport from the Ministry, entitled P]ahning Qutline for

Programs in French as a,Second Language has been required annually frem
" all school boards since 1977. This report provides informatjon oh the

‘types ‘of programs offered from Junior Kindergarten to Grade 13 the
various textbooks used, board evaluation policies, and teacher
qualifications. The purpose of the report is‘to ensure that there is a
rationale" for each school board's FSL programs, that the texts used !
conform 'to the .approved listings in Circular. 14 and that program

s 4

’ . materials are well sequenced throughout the grades .

.
[

. ‘One additienal form, the Student Record of Accumd]ated Instrdotion
in FSL (Form ME 198),- is established _ for each stud%nt enrolled in an
elementary or secondary schoa’l program and is retained by the schoo] in 4
which the student is reg1stered The information recorded for_each
student 1nc1udes the grade in which the student is registered, the
A{‘ . ~ number of hours of instruction received in the subject of French and
other subJects for which.the student recejved 1nstruct1on in French,
and the total number of hours accumulated in FSL by the end of each

school year or summer course. . ' ,

[ N \
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continue the former prog%am' identified in Circular H.S5.1 as "Cont1nu1ng

. Programs of Study", until the 1965 - @p school year.” Many students
continued study1ng French . 1n the Senior grades in order to’ sat1sfy
admissien requ1rements for 0ntar1o un1vers1t1es

-~

°

Ktvthe present time the government p011cy on FSL 1nstFuct1on at
the e1ementary level allows school boards the latitude of determ1n1ng
whether and when to introduce the- subJect, and wiich programs--Core,
Extended or Immersion--to offer.’ However, Grade 4 was recommended as
the minimum starting point for French in é memorandum dated August 29,
1980, to directors of education and prinEipa]s of schools. (See.
_Appendix A for a copy of the memorandum.) Thus, “students today may
receive at least 1200 hoyrs of FSL instruction by Grade 13. This s
the minimum considered necessary for basic profic{ency in the 1anguage.

At the seeondary level, courses j[{°Core French (or Extended
French, if. it §s available) may be taken for credit towards the’

Secondary School Graduation ‘Diploma (Grade 12) or Honour Graduatjbn :

Diploma (Grade 13). Credits earned at the secondary school level can
also be used to fulfil admission requirements for post-sécondary-
,programs of fered in un1vers1t1es &nd co]]eges in Ontario dnd elsewhere

in Canada.

-~ ¢ ‘

~

The Gillin,Report (1974)

In June 12]3 %he Ministerial Committee on the Teaching of French was

. announced by the Minister of Education, the Honourable Thomas L. Wells.
The main purpose of thé committee was to review the aims and objectives
of the French language courses in the schools and to discuss curriculum

materials and techniques' ‘for teaching French to English-speaking’

students in Ontario. The chairman of the: committee was Mr. Robert
Gillin of the Ministry's Western Ontario Regional Office in London.
Eleven other ~educato}'s from across the province: répresenting all
levels of education, were also members of the committee.

\

]
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In 'the course of producing its report, the committee invited all

school boards to submit suggestions for improving French programs. It

- et

v

appeeTed directly to co-ordinators and consultants in French employed
by boards and to Ministry _consultants in the regional offices. The
educqt1ona1 bodies .surveyed included the Ontario Secondary Schoo]
HeadMa§ters' Council, and elementary principals' assoc1at1on§, teachers
federations, the 0ntar1o Modern Language Teachers' Assocfation, and the
Ontario Federation of Home—and School Associations.

. -
- - e

1)
. - 1

¢

Subm1ss1ons were ‘received- from all perts of the pravince,
repreSenthg a]] of the groups that ~had been invited to respond.
_Although few respondents supported the reinstatement of French as an
cbligatory - subject in secondary schools; French was given strong

i endorsement as "a valuable component of the curriculum. One widely

/
perceived need brought to the committee's attent1on was the 1ack of
.sufficient opportunity for students to- use French in reaT~11fe
sttuations and to exper1ence face-to face commun1cat1on with speakers

of French. '” Other suggest1ons were that French should begin in the

e]ementary school, preferably in the Primary grades, and that more tjmep

than a twenty-m1nute daily period was needed
&

. - 9
~The committee's report, commonly referred to as the-GilTin Report,
was completed in September 1974. It stated.the purpose and place bf

French in the curriculum for Eng11sh speak1ng students with c]ar1ty and

. - . A

fores1ght

-
. ’

s ’

. In"Canada, French &3s a pr1va]eged p]ace Like English, it
1s a ]anguage ofuworld stature., It is the mother tongue of a.
quarter of our fellow: Canad1§ns and one of the two official
languages. of our _country. . Learning both the Tlanguages
encourages the growth of communication and respect, both of ,
which are needed to bind this nation together . It is the
basic r1ght of every child in this prov1nce to learn French -
by the best available methods .fgr as many school years as-he
can-profit from the exper1ence —y

SN

-

Id

3. Ontario, Ministry of Educat1on Report of the Ministerial Committee
won the Teach1ng of French (Toronto .v1n1stry,of Education, Ontario,
1974) pp. 20, ZI o

é
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Following rece1pt of the comrmttee S report the Mini's.try of
Education undertook a caréful analysis of its contents and invited

\commeIBts and reactwn from thg ﬁe]d Consideration was given to

submissions from teachers' federatlons education assoc1at1ons and the

public at 1arge In addition, th\e Ministry of Education studied the‘

1ega1 and’ cdst 1mphcat1ons of the recommendations,/ and analysed’ the
ava1]ab1]1’cy of quahﬁed FSL teachers. Second-language programs-in
other jurisdictions in Canada- and Great Britain weréﬂso mvestlgated

Te

in the course of- developing a new policy for FSL education.

’ s




- Researcli Projects inFSL

. . i © T
_sResearch Co]]oquium in Ottawa (1976) ,

In April 1976 the Ministry of Educatian sponsored a research colloquium
N 1n Ottawa entitled A]ternat1ve Programs for Teaching French 4s a Second
.Language in the Schools of the r]eton and Ottawa School Boards. The
colloquium' brought together approx1mate1y 300 persons from all levels
1nc1ud1ng M1n1stry officials,
federal government

of the educational sy tem, trustees,

school board officials and adminisirators, teachers,
6bservers, and members of‘the genera] public. Also present were three

i?gét analysts from other countr1es Dy, Clare 'BurStall,
researcher and author of the reporp Pr1mary French in the Balance pOF

thé National Foundat{on forg Educational Research in England and Wafles;

”prom1nent

. ?rofessor John B. Carroll, from the University of Northern Carolinapand

aathor‘of'séVeral publicatiens .on language including The Teacﬂing of

- French as_a Foreign Language ‘in Eight Countries; and Professor w&;ia M.
’ Rivers of. Harvard University, author of A Practical‘Guide the
Teaching of French. - . ) : o ‘.

2

A major purpose of the co]]oqu1um was to exam1ne the f1nd1ngs of
" several
Capital Region in order - to ass1st the M1n14try in fnam1ng po11cy in

research prOJects study1ng French- programs in the National

areas such as'curriculum, evaluation,
important ‘purpose  was to he]p school .

funding, and research.

Anothér \

. "
)dec1s1ons ) o

As a result.of federa] grants ‘of two

boards with their programming

v
5

i1lion do11ars per year- for

the’ school years 1973 = 74 and 1974 - 75, the four boards of education

in. the Nat1ona1 Cap1taT Reg1on4
approaches to the teach1ng of Fren
" the prov;nce made
' detailed evaluation of _experimental

levels.

- *

\-./ a

wene ab]e t exper1ment with different

d1t1ona1 funding provided by

it possnb]e for’ these four boards to undertake a

programs at a variety of grade

-

<

4. The Carleton Board of Educat1on Car]etpn.Roman €atholic Separate .-
School Board, Ottawa Board of Education, and Ottawa Roman Catho11c

Separate Schoo] Board ) .-
s ) r e

O
o . . / ! 13 ) \ : ‘*.;"";‘-'
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_with the Tiiplementation

‘Other Research in Ontario . 8 .

Over the course of the three-day ¢olloquium, reports were made by

" the principal {nvestigatore of six different research teams. = These

were folTowed by comménts from the guest analysts. An opportunity for

&5 - .
general .discussion was provided “to these members of the -audience,

researchers, and M1n1stry of Educat1on off1c1a1s who w1shed to jdin in
the d1scuss1on and raise quest1ons from the f]oor 0ff1c1ais and

languege co-ordinatorg from of. the four boards co- opemat1ng*ﬁn the

research were also present
,exper1menta1 ‘French programs. *
"\\«7 - -
From the Ministry's perspective the co]]oquium was an unqualified

-
- ~

success. The message "-conveyed focused on (a) recogn1t1on of three

types .0f programs for the teaching of French as a second language; (b) .

thF 1mportance of the ampunt and di'stribution of time devoted to FSL

,and (c) costs as amajor cons1derat1on whern estab11sh1ng a]ternat1Ve'

programe in addition to a s1ng1e proggam for all students.
. - . \ -

14
The stage was set for the* M&p1stry of Education to develop. a new

proghem in FSL for Ontario students, evo1v4ng from th extens1ve
research findghﬁs and from -the reactions of the speakers and de]égate§
to the colloquium. ‘

Since the first government-funded research project in FSL was launched
in 1971 a number of projects encompass1ng a var1ety of top1cs have
rece1ved M1n1stry support The subjects addressed by researchers have
included +(a), the h,eva1qat1or1 of. French -Immersion programs, (b) a
comparison of ’the\\effectivenesé of ga]ternative methods of teaching
Freﬁch (c) a study of ch11dren W1th learning d1sab117t1es in Pr1mary

Immers1on *(d) the costs of establishing a new program in FSL, and (e)
the d%ve]apment of the FSL pool of the Ontario Assessment Instrument
" Pool. : . . z

R - '
7 : :
« - -, °
R N -
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to r late- the1r experiences in connection
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"These and other research projects, which reflect the practical
approach to educational reseafch adopted in Ontario in recent years,
have proved to be of con51derab1e assistance. The ‘Findings have
identified areas of the program that need ref1nement and have drawn
attention. to practical COns1derat10ns for planning new 'or expanded

programs at the level of the "individual scboo] board. ,

¢ -

What has become clear -over a span of several years, however, is

that educational research does not give easy, ready~made solutions.

" Thete are many problems of interpretat{on, evaluation design, and

statistical apalysis for which the general pub11c has, little

‘app?eciation.‘ There is alse the problem of assessing the effect of
-

important var1ab1§§, such as teaching strategies ‘and the curriculum
materials used. In ‘some cases‘questions arise for which there are no
1mmed1ate answers and- that thus requ1re further research. The Ministry
is cont1nu1ng, therefore, to seek solutions to issues considered to be
of high priority, with a view'to bui]dind a solid foundation for French

" -language . instruction in elementary and secondary education in. the

years to come. /} M ™

\' L_/~
A bibliography of Ministry-funded research in FSL is provided in

4

Appendix C. - ' _
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I"rogram Policies Introduced by the Ministry of Education

] o ' 2 -
Responses frqm. the field to the Gillin Report were overwhe1m1'ﬁgly é’ﬁi-
positive, not onTS/ from offjcia]‘ bodies representing trustees, teachers,g',,
adminjstr‘ative, officials, and ofher groups, but also from many"

» individuals having an interest in FSL instruction in Ontario schools.
Full cons1derat1’on was given to these views by the Ministry * m

*

deve]opmg its new policy for FSL programs.

In its p]z;nm'ng the Ministry vas able to utilize the oﬁgoing
findings of several major research projetts wh1ch had been startgd as ‘
early as 1971. Support and encoq{agenienv\(%:e exper1menta1 progrqms/
provided by guest analysts, language eduta , and board officials
attending the 1976 research colloquium, in Ottawa, guided the Mfmstry
in its decision to 1ntroduce new program initiatives.

A a
_Representatives of the" Ontario Teachers' Federation, Ontario .
School Trustees' Council, -Bntario Association of Education Administrative
Officials,-and Ontario Catholic Supervisory Officers' Association were 7
given‘}/nformation about the program in advance, before th‘e detai]_).i‘were
set in ‘p]ace.‘.Comments- and agvice from®™these groups weré then

incorporated in the publication Teaching and Learning French’as a Second

Language A New Program for Ontario Students. (Torqnto:_ Ministry of"
Educatwn Ontario, 1977) i

Goals of the Program

This ngv./ program,"' 1ntroduc,ed by the Ministry 1n X977, was des1gned to
encobrage school boards, . by means of s1gn1f1cant and 1dent1f1ab1e'
grants: and ather 1ncent1ves to increase the availability and depth of
programs in French for pupils in elementary and secondary schools. The

[

goals of the 1977 policy statement were as -follows:

-

(1) to increase the ‘basic level of know]edge of French among all,
% - or most English- speakmg pupils;




-

. '(2)°_‘to pravide increésed"oppc;rtunities for those studends who
PN .
have the des1re .and capafnhty to achieve a meaningful level -
) -~ of b111ngua11sm and pe | /
(3)’ to develop in our young people an incréased épbreciation for
the presence of French as a maJor cultural e‘rement in Canadian
19fe.0 T , .
) o ‘ * .\ .
The program is based on a large degree of flexibility as it
R ' 'apph"es' to local school boards. Whereas the government has -provided -

incgntives to encourage -school boards to expand and improve French

jnstr;uction 1';1 their schools, the nature and extent of the progr'amé is

each individual school_board's prerogative, based on the needs and
% wishes of its constituent citizens.

On the basis of research findings, it is apparent that there is
ngither a single best way of learning French, nor one best age for
beginning the study of French. : hIt is ‘also evident that there are

o varying opinions, perhapgeequally valid, among éducators, parents and
'students, as to the degree of "bﬂiﬁgua]ism", or facility with the

! French languagethat ought to be viewed as a standard. Certainly there('\

is agreement that not all young people can be, or should be, expected
‘to achieve equal levels of proficiépcy; nor is it t:he_ Ministry's aim to
_make every student fui]y bilingual. Such a high degree of achievement
%n RS requires a correspondingly high dégree of ongoing commitment on
the part of the Tocal school board, the parents, and the student.

~
.

5. Ontario, Ministry of Education, Teaching and Learning French as
, R Second Language: ' A New Program for Ontario Stud,ents (Toronto
. %M‘mstry of Education, Ontario, 1977) p. 2.
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On the one hand, it is important thaf a full rande of oppgrtunities'
be provided for English-speaking young people who want to 1ehrn:£o
speak French fluently. On the,gthér hand, it is equally important that
students wanting ta achieve only a basic know]edge of French be able to
do so. At both ends of this spectrum it is important ihat .our young
people be given every opportunity to acqu1re a basic empathy with
French-speaking Canadians and an understand1ng of the1r culture. _This
range of opportunities encourages an atmosphere of _cord1a11ty and
‘mutua1-respect_which is appropriate to the heritage of our province and
our nation. I

0 . ’ —\
‘Three Recognized Programs

i q

1

The Ministry of Ed jon has defined three types of instructional
" program, which are de ermined by the amount of 1nstruct1ona1 time

provided and the basic approach used in the classroom: .
N -~

v

A Core _programs des1gnate‘ a basic pattern~ of instruction in

French as a.second, 1anguage whereby students take a regular
per1od-of instruction, usually twenty to forty minutes each

] y )
day. . .

3

Extended programs include both a Core phoéram in French aS a

second language and one or two other subjects in which French
is the languag€ of instruction. - ;

'
<

— .

/ " . . ‘ o‘ 3
Immersion grograms are those in which mqst of the instruction

 given uses French as the language ‘of communication.?- Tine
allotments may vary, afthough a frequent pattern is to expose
students" to 1intha11y total immersion in the first few years
of the program, and then to reduce the immersion time in
subsequent years unt11 a relatively equal ba]ahce“ between
French and English is aph1eved. '
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", throughout the province.

- ~ 3
- ™~ g ' - :
It is. an{under1ying and fundamental principle that all three types -

. L4 ‘

“of pnpgram--Core Extended, Immersfon, and combinations thereof--are
) va11d approaches to the teach1ng of /French as a second 1anguage

It will be apparent from the tables in the section entitled s
“Implementing FSL: The Response by School Boards" that the majority of
students in FSL are enrolled in the Core program. For this redson the

. |
major ‘thrust of the Ministry has been . in the area of Core progrags. |
However, a number of research reports and program materials for Extended

|

and Iwmmersion programs have also been produced and disseminated
¥ R

N ®

Emphasis on CommuniZation $kills ~

— : _/ . g—
The pr1nc1pa] a1m of the FSL programs as stated in the Ministry o
guideline French, Core Programs 1980, is to provide opportunities for

students‘{to develop communication skills in7both-the receptive and
expressive:éspects of language. The foqf-]anguage skills of Tlistening,
speaking, reéd%:d} and writing‘wi]i be developed gradually and naturally ]
in theijogra through the’ interactﬁon of speaker and listener and
writer and reader; this is the basis of communication."

) \
hd 3

In the Pr1mary and Jun1or Divisions listening and, speaking skills

..have priority, although, beg1nn1ng in Grade 3, the redd?ga and wr1t1ng

;T

sk111§/are also to be developed gradua]]y. Students peginnin their

study of French_in the Juﬁior and Intermediate Divisions are expected

to be reading. and writing French in the course of the first year.. _ . - -SSR
There-is emphasis on cdmmunication, in vary1ng degrees,‘?ﬁ_311 three:

pfograms Core, Extended and Immers1on

4

(S . °
.
.

Yy e s £

-~
-

X ' - ' : \ o
6. French,,Core Programs 1980: Curriculum Guideline ‘for the Primary,
Junior, Intermediate® and Sénior Divisions (Toronto Ministry of
Educat1on 0ntar1o 1980) p. 4. ‘

a;"’
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.lsecond-1anguage .pedagogy.

'setting.

y. 4

.

The following quest1on frequently arises: What level of communi-
cat1ve competence can an average student be expected to ach1eve by the,
end of. the secondary school program? The answer to this 11es in the
amount of exposure proVided in the course of each student's school

career. The mofe hours a student spends’onagrench the higher his/her Vo

-level of ach1evement will be and the greater 1anguage proficiency he/

~

she is Tikely to attain. . ) . .

a

-
A Rev1ew and Evaluation Bu]]et1n pub11shed by the M1n1stry
entitled

Testingz

Communicative AApproaches to " Second Language Teaching and

presents an in-depth analysis of commun1cat1ve approaches to
This bu]]etfh prov1des a thorough examin-
at1on of commun1cat1ve approaches It ‘examines the various theories of -
commun1cat1ve competence that have been proposed and discusses their
re]at1ve advantages and disadvantages for core French programs. It
also includes ja theoretical framework for comfunicative competence and .

examines its implications for second-language teaching and testing.’

‘Given their limited time span, Core programs restrict tHe number
of minutes  each stédent is able to spend within a class acquiring “the
various communication sk111s Extended programs, which use Frepch as a
medium of instruction 1n one- or more subJect areas, provide additional
scope for students to 1mprove the1r communication skills.: However, «
Immersion programs offerlstudente the greatest oppﬁrtpnity for acquir-’
ing communicative; competence because of the_intensity of the program .

and the increased use of French both inside and outside of the school

'

-~

Regar&]es! of which of the three types of program students follow, - - 4
there -should be opportynities beyond, sthe boundaries of the -school for
them to practise their growing knowledge of French. This might occur

v
4 l ¢ w *

\

~ »

-

7. .Michael Cahale and Merrill Swain, Communicative Approaches to '
Second Language Teach;gg and Test1ng, Review and Evaluation Bulletin, T
~vol. 1, no.5 (Toronto: Ministry of Education, Ontario, 1979).

/ “
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in conversation with French-speaking members 0% the community or
. through exchanges with French-speaking studeht in order to live for a
period- of t1me in- homes in which all communication is in the French.
1anguage In addition to these approaches it is well within the rea]m
of possibility for most students in, 0ntar1o to make an effort to view
French- 1anguage f11ms and television, to read French language newspapers,
per1od)ca15, and beoksz and to correspond y1th]French spea§1ng pen-pals.
. . : - .
Exper1ence in and exposure tQ the French language in a c]assroom
'sett1ng, coupled w1th opportun1t1es sucq as those described above, can
only serve to improve students overall fac111ty in* the tommun1cat1on
skills. . : . N

-
€

g i

Curriculum: Textbooks_ and Support Materials

>

z

The program of instrugtion and the textbooks and support materials
se]ected for use in the classroom are vital ingredients in the tqach1ng
and learning of French. Schoo] boards have the flexibility to determine
th&ir own French programs, "as well as the grade 1eve1 at which each

prggram’ is 1ntroduced School boasds are a]so respon$ible for
designing the1r own FSL programs based on French, Core Programs 1980
and for se1ect1ng from Circular 14 the textbogks to be used. The
choice of text for use in class depends on “several criteria- the age

and matur1ty of the students, the number-of hours of French 1nstruct1on

accumulated, and the 1evél of difficulty of the course. 4\
I -7
» ~

The anistry publication Frénch, Core‘Programs 1980 is the basis
. 13

for curriculum Plannigg at the board level. It is a ‘comgrehensive
docnment that offers directions and-suggestions “for th!‘organizatiOn ]
courses of study in Core French ih'the’brimary, Junior,”intermediate,
and Senior Divigions. Its policy section~in61yde£ a statement of the
broad goals of- education in Ontario‘and shows how these gqa]s can be -
realized through classroom - activitiws designed to meet Objectives

regarding language skills, the i:ructure and functﬁoning of _Tanguage,

and culture. The Ministry has encCouraged boards to study the: gu1de11ne
to exam1ne their existing Core programs, and then to take ap ropr1ate

*

steps to begln 1mp1%mentat1on of the gu1de11ne by September 19 1.

N

s -
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Selected support and resource mater1a1s for teachers and students
" are 11sted in the b1b11ography .of French~\Core Programs 1980. = The

materials for teachers are organ1zed accerd1ng to three categor1es ‘
d1ct1onar1es, grammars, and texts .on pronunc1at1on ) The reference
works\ for students use include titles of. dictionariés and basic

' vocabutary 1ists. ‘ ) e * ' )
J < * 0 : s 7 - ‘
@ ) . . g-) o '

The annual publication Circular 14 includes a chart listing by
. division those textbooks approved for FSL Inc]uded w1th each entry 1n
the chart are the accumu]ated Hours afe French.1nstruct1on cons1dered
necessary for students to be ‘able to use each program or text
etfective]y The- chart is published "as a conven1ence for
adm1n1strators and teachers in" making °their ,text selections from
CiFcular 14 to - deve]op we]] sequenced _programs consistent w1th the

Ministry guideline. : ‘

/

" In order to monitor French® programs across ghe province, the
Ministry. has since 1977 required dchoo boards to complete -and .

submit the Planning Outline for Programs in French as a Second Language. -

Information is required on the’ bas1c texts used, 1nc1ud1ng the t1tig\
and level of a book'in a series. Th1s 1nformat1on is to be recorded‘
for each grade from the Pr1maryi%hﬁéu aaigg 3en1or Division for every
school and fam11y of schools w1th1n ab rd 'S Jur1sd1ct10n Boards are
then asked to indicate whether the textual*ﬁatgnaa]s ysed are listed in
Circular 14 and, if not, ‘whether thdSe th%y*p]an to use have rece1ved}
approval from the Ministry of Educat1on " Any schooJ board cons1der1ng
"the use of FSL textual materials that do not cgnform to the hours
. stipulated in the C1rcu1ar must first obtain Mlﬂsstry approva] By
mon1tor1ng 1nformat10n“c011ected annua!ﬂy i the p]ann1ng out11ne the
Ministry has been able to observe first- hgnd*éhe curr1cu1um offer1ngs
of each board, to commun1cate=w1th board.off ials about any ‘concerns ~
that exist, and ‘to ga1n a perspect1vef on FSL programs across the

" province. ' L B -
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o In addition.to the basic materials for Core French prpgrém§ listed

< . b ahy C1rcu1arx14 and its supplements,> an inventory of supplementary
‘ French mater1a1 or Core French programs from Kindergarten to Grade 13

is avaj1ab1e in the publicatioh Resource List for French as a .Second

. . 7 .
< Language: Core Program.8 P?int,‘ visual and "recorded materials

cohsidered for inclusion by the seleg¥ion committee were evaluated on
* the bas1§ of several criteria 1nc¥6§f:g (a) the -suftability of their
conteht w1th regard to the social and intellectual maturity of the
‘;’//w students in each division; (b) freedom from racial bias; (c) eedome
. ‘ from - sex- stereotyping; (d) the1r su1tab111ty for independent .
;a 1nd1v1dua] stuJZnts _or sma 1 groups of students; and ﬁ‘e) then'/'{ﬁj

- suitability for instructional use with a whole class. <:

. N : .
I;\\YésngSE to requests for support materials for use in PSL )
, Immersion and Extended programs the Ministry of Education unded the
. ////—“p%1nt1ng and,déstr1but1on of curriculum support materials deve]oped by
"« the Carleton and Ottawa boards of education for use in thefr Immersion
' and Extended programs. These materials are available, as ‘a referencg to
ass1st curr1cu1um planners and teachers in the deve]opment of Immersion

. or Extended ‘programs.. Each school, and schooT . board p]ann1ng,_;he

the materidls on request.

T LLanning Materials Development #lafi ~ ) N

The purpose of the Learning Materials Deve]opmeht Plan is to éﬂcburage

introduction: of. such programs wiJ]/Bg/prov1ded with a complete set of

2

>

‘the deve]opment and production of Canadian learning materials. It is
des1gned primarily to meet the need for learning mater1a1s that m1ght
not otherwise be produced under prevailing market. cond1t1ons The plan
has been in operat1on s1nce 197% and has resulted in the product1on of

- substantial pr1nt and non-pr1nt 1earn1ng -materials for Fs\_programs

- »

- <

< =

8. Resource List for French as a Second Languagg Core Program, Primary,
Junior and Sen1or D1v1s1ons (Toronto: Ministry of Education, Ontafio,

S

’

1979). !
o . N ‘ i
Q \ .
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,Learn}ng materials such as readers, films; and modules’ have been
produced for Core French Programs with a ¥iew to extending -students'
knowledge of French-Canadian- Tanguage and culture. Similar materials
have been produced for Extenaed programs, for courses jn subjects other
than French, when these~are taught in the French language to English~
sﬁ%aking students. - -

..

\\_&

k. . .

k3

Cu]tﬁral‘kits containing materials for reading, listening, writing
and/or speaking activities, accompanied by audio and/or visual support.

2 . s
-9
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Financial Incentives and Grants o, ’ .

e, -
3 N o
:

Ontario's Funding Plan- _ ' oL

v
’

An expanded fund1ng plan was introduced to accompany the new program
for FSL announced 1n 1977. Grants =for the suppért of programs. at the
e]ementary and secondary school levels cont1nue to be based on three
criteria: student enrolment, the type of program offered, and the
amount of instructional time accumulated by students.

-

.
&

The aim of the funding plan 5 to use provincial grants as major
\‘/financial incentives in ordes %5 encourage school boards to:

'

1. improve and expand'their Core programs in elementary schools,

with a view to getting students started early on a daily “
French program; "
¢ . 2. improve and expand their secondary schoo] programs in Fre;z;/

/

in order to mot1vate more students to cont1nueww1thlfrench

; / :
3. improve:;hd expand the opportunities for students to pursue
‘ higher. 1evels of achievement -in French by taking Extended-or

Immersion programs. ) . .

" The grant pfeh\je based on the concea} that the more instructional .
time a student receives in French, the more 1likely it is that he/she
will achieve f]uencywﬁp the.1anguage, Generally, the more hours of

Fredch instruction studénts accumulated. in- the course of their.school-

careers, the larger is the province's grant to the school board. Each
of the three programs--Core, Extended, and Immersion--is a valid
app}oach and is- considered to be an integra]"part of the overall
" program of FSL, with each board determining its own offering in terms

of one or more of these approaches. . ) : S

* ¢ t

- - ©
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~ Table 1 illustrates how accumu]éted hours over the couése of " the
school year10 are calculated according to the.amount.of daily instruc-

tion11 in ¥SL.

~

U

r'd

- -

. " Table 1: Instrictional Time by Type of ESL\Prdgiah

- - R -

¥ ~

I
I
I
| . o . NS
{Type of Instructional time . Instructional ‘time
I
A
I
I

program . im minhutes per day . in hours per year

’ A ¢

<
°

Core 11 . 20 miputes or more per day, 60.hours or hore~n§n
< but less than 40 minutes year, but less th?n 120

I

I _per day ‘ hours per year
| s

I

I

|

I

I

I

I

I

I

i I

|

' o
\\\\\\\\\*i?ré 22 40 mingtes per day -- 120 hours per year I?

. | ' |

. I

: l

I

b

I

I

|

|

I

I

I

-

| Extended .More than 40 minutes per = _,. more than 120 hours per
. day,. but less than 135 year, but less than 405
o . Winutes per day hours per year

I

I

I .

| Immersion 1° 135 minutes or-more per 405 hours or more per

) ) day, but less than 230 - year, but less than 690 | ,
_ N minutes per per day hours per year = ae
M 4 b ) ¢ ° ’

p

| Immersion 2° 230 minutes per day, or 690 orunore_hdurs pers ~-
- - .. more : year’ ‘
I .

e-

¢

.
Dieth

1. Anything less than twenty minutes per day or less than-;%x
year is not recognized for grant purpoSes. g
. ~ . . "‘i‘
In the supporting tabulations and charts, Core 2 enrolments {120 hours
per year) are reported in the Extended category (120 to, 404 -hours).

ty hours per

Immersion 1 is referred to in tabulations and charts as “partial -
- Immersion". . - s *

* o - .
Immersion 2 is referred /io in tabulations and charts as_ "Full
Immersion". - s ~\- }

o

»
- . .

: - ~ .

10. Ontario Regulation 546/73 requires that there.be a mifimum of 185~ -
instructional days in the school year. | v

E ]

.11., Ontario Regy]étion 704/78; section 3(1), stipulates that the school .
" day be not less than five hours, including a recess or interval but P
not Thcluding a lunch break. : ‘

-

e °

<

1y
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The Ontario grant p]aﬁ is based on the hour$ of FSL instruction
'accumulatéd by each elementary and secoﬁdary school student. Each
school board receives a perceﬁtage of the amounts recpéhized for

- provincial grants baséd on 1océJ assessmeqtnstrength; with the balance ¥
" raised locally thrOughimunicipa1 taxes. For detailed iﬁfgpﬂatﬁon on the
provincial grant plan for the various‘?SL,'progrﬁmé; see Regulations
\ngera1zLegi§1ative Grants for the current year: o -

W

- - .Grants for French Learning Centres

For three successive years, 1977 to 1979, the Ministry of Education

made available épécié] grants of up to $1000 for each vacant classroom

tp an elementary school converted into a French Learning Centre. The

funds were for thé,purchase of au&io~vi§ua1 equ}pment and teaching aids

in order to provide an atmosﬁhere conducive_to learning the language.

Approximat@]y 3000 suc ,cehtres were established iﬁ schools throughout
. the‘proviﬁce over thatéi

;_ -

time. period. =

Federal Contributions!

'S - LA TN

.
}Be "Federal-Provincial Agreement on Bidingualism in Education makes
provision for federa] cgntributions to the provinces fonginstruction
in the second official’ language and for education in the minority
official 1anguage: Contributions are of two types:’ :ﬁﬁrmu]a and
non-formula. | Formula ymehts are based on the pupil enrolments in
FSL and FML (Eygnch:as a miﬁority'1anguage) classes, and the average
per-pupil cos}l}ﬂi_gdhcation. Non-formula payments are pnoviﬁed for

spécﬁg] programs §uc%7‘as teacher bursaries, ~and bilingual exchanges

’ -

for Ontario pupils in FSL classes with French:sbeakfng pupils from
& . Quebec 1earn{ng English as their second official language. Details of
. these and other programs are given in the next two sections of this
,‘pub1ication. . ‘ C o, - )

®.,

s,

IS

The federal formula: contributions to Ontario in suppért. of FSL
instruction, including immersion classes, are presented in Table 2.
Also included in the table are the Province of Ontario additional

grants to school .boards in support of FSL instruction.
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Jable 2: Contributions From Ontario1 and the Federal Government in , \\
Support of FSL Programs at the Elementary and Secondary Levels, 1977-81.

-

oo Provincial Grants to School, Federal Formula PayWents
Year - Boards for FSL ° in Support of FSL -
($ Millions) . ($ Millions)" .
1977 27.704 . ] 10.943
\ N :
_ 1978 o 41.774 : f)‘ 12.897
* 1979 44,022 - . 10,719 ~
v ° ' :
1980 (estimated)  44.916 11.086 -
1981 (projected)  50.100 . | 11. 300 ,

o

1. A portion of-local education taxes is applied to FSL programs.
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Professional Development Opportunities for Teachers

- "’ 3

- ‘
- .

-a‘The Ministry of Education sti u1etes by regulation that teachers of FSL

Y qua11f1cai1ons in French in add}k1on to~the basic
teach1ng c t1f1ea1e Moreover, financial incentives are available to
school boakds and to individual teachers to fac111tate access to
. rs and workshops stress1ngre1ther FSL teaching methods

:hold the neces

courses, semi
or the improvemept of f]uency in French.

Through the faculties of education of Ontario universities both
p_ é:e-service nd in-service training in the teathing of: FSL are offered
during the school year and at summer courses. Many school boards also
provide in-seryjce ;pportun?ties Qér their teachers during the course
. of the school fear. A condition of acceptance to most of the faculty
of. education cerses is demonstrated competence in the French language.
The . Ministry. of Education, in co-operation .with the federal .
author1ty, also prov1des financial incentives to enCourage FSL teachers -
to takﬁ@advantage oﬂ‘prdfess1ona1 development opportunities. Infermat1on ~
on several of.the programs is provﬁded‘be]ow.

Teachers' Summer "Language Bursary Program 5 '

- . i ) “
Federal funding is available through the Ministry of Colleges and
. Universities to assist teéEhens of French as a second language to take

short-term, full-time summer courses, usually of six weeks'ndyrqtion,

to improve the quality of their teeching. These funds aré also used
Sa to provide an immersion course at La'Pocatiére Quebec, for Ontario
teachers of French as a second 1anguage This summer program for up to
100 teachers is current]y adm1n1stered by the George Brown Co]]ege'of'

Applied Arts “and Techno]ogy N . .
- N\ ‘ Y e , e

Ontario- Quebec 0ntar1o-France and 0ntario-Be1gium~Teacher Exchanges
A , R
3 » i -
These programs enab]e 0ntar1o teachers ‘of FSL™ to exchange teach1ng
" positions for one full year “with teachers of Eng11sh as a second . .
‘ 1ang ge in “the other Jur1sd1ct1ons\‘ One’ of the obgect1ves of the .

- programs is to assist in the professignal development of teachers &

B

R : tnrgugh immersion in a second language and culture.’*

ERIC . - .& ‘ 29 - . . -
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Professional Development Fund for FSL Teachers

PN A S

R

]

The Ontario Ministry of Education provides subsidies to school boards
to assist fhem in §en@ing teachers. to the professional development
seminérs, short courses, & and out-of-town conferences of such
6rganizatfoh; as the Qntario Modern Language Teachers' Association and
- the Canadian Assocjation o% Immersion Teachers.

. Canada-France Reciprocal Summer Tourse -

- — b B -~
-t Y
- b
- .

In co-operat1on with the federa] M1n1stry of Externa] Affairs gnd the

Faculty of Education of the University of Torgnto, “the Ministry of

- Educat1on offers a .course for teachers of. English rom France. This
‘ course” is in rec1procat1on for a free four-week summer course wh1cn the
authorities in France have offered for a number-.of years to 0ntar1o s
elementary and secohdary schpof teachers.of FSL.
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Student Exchange and Enrichment Opportunities
™ (Y
There is widespread agreement on the necessity foT FSL students to have
out-of-classroom real-life experiences in the French 1language and
'cu1ture. ‘The Ministry of Education adm1nlste§s several student exchange_

programs and provides major subsidies to some outside non-profit
organizations and school boards for bilingual exchanges.  Such
opportunities are made available in order both to motivate students and
to provide)practica] expeviences.fOr them to use Fren¢h.

Ontario-Quebec Class Twinning . : ‘ =

-
s

Co-ordinated by the Ontario-Quebec Permanent Commission, this prograﬁ
offers teachers the opportun1ty to match the1r class with-a peer c]ass
in the other province.” Through the exchange of letters, prOJects,
‘tapes video cassettes, and films, “and possibly through subs1d1zeﬁ
visits, students in Ontario”and Quebec get to know each other and to
develop understanding, tolerance, and respect.for each others' language
and culture.

-
-

summer Language Bursary Program for Students
A fedéra]]y funded ‘bursary pfagfgm administered by the M%histry of
Colleges and Universities, is, available ta’éover.the cost.of tuition as
well as board and lodging for students taking six-week summer immersion
courses in Frerich. ~ Students graduating from Grade 12 or 13 are eligible,
along with students from universities and colleges of applied arts and
techno1dyy- _ - .

Fellowsh ps for Studying in French , ~ S, "
Felldwshxps of up to $2000 are#aJai]a%]e'to~secondary school graduates
for thé first year of study at a French language or bilingual Canadian ,
universitQ, a college of- applied arts and~ technology, or in.- a ¢
profess1ona1 program at a French-1anguage CEGEP in Quebec. Rec1p1ents
must agree to select at least 80 per cent of the1r courses from those
in.which French is the language of 1ns%£yct1on.

“
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Ontario-Quebec Three-Month Echangg
* A second program co-ordinated + through the Ontario-Quebec Permanent
Commission, this exphange offers a Grade 10 or 11 Ontario student ﬁ'the
opportunity to spend three months of the school year attending a
secondary school in Quebec and 1iVing with a "twin's" family. In
return, the Ontario school and family offer the same opportunity to the .
éi? " Stwin® from Quebec. This ?fchangé opportunity is available for up to
200 Ontario students per.year.

D—

. Ontario-France Three-Month Exchange v . '

4

-

This program, organized by the Canada-France Mixed Commission, is based -
“on the Ontario-Quebec exchange program described above. Up to seventy
_ Ontario students at the Grade 11 and 12 1 .

pate during the sachoo1'year.~~

evels are e]igible to partici-

AN - _

. Ontario-Switzerland Two-Month Exchange

~. /d w . . . )
This pilot project is similar to those described above and involves

some thirt§ students from Ontario-at the Grade 11 and 12 Tevels..

L]

—

Short-Term Student Exchanges ) \J,/"f/
a Most of the, short-term ‘exchanges  are organizéd through nop-profit

ofgani;ations,'syéh as the.Bilingual Exchange Secretariat and

Visites Interprovingiales. The Minist}y of Education gives major‘
“subsidies to "these organizations and, in addition, provides financial .
assistance to school boards whose FSL teachers arrange bilingual
exchanges thfough their own personal c%ptacts. The Office of “the

¢

SeEretary of State and Open House Canada also share in the funding of °
A ,

‘these exchanges. . S
- . * .- ’
* . Second Language Monitor Program =T ~ )

’

“A" number of students from universities and colleges in Ontario are
-engaged each year to assist elementary and secondary’ FSL teachers in
the classroom. These second language monitors converse in French with

N LS . R -

- ' ) [

« . * . - . \ s . .
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) small groups of stud;ants, motivating them to speak French in,a\natura1
" conversational situation and to learp more about French Cana{: The
~ ~“program is “funded by the federal Department of the Secretary of State

and is co-ordinated nationally by the Council of Ministers of Education,
e - Catfada. ' ) : ) . ) )
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. Jmplementing F.'SL: The Response by School Boards  « e
. / : ) -

) Enrolment Patterns . i 7 - ‘Sx

A ufp;ul 1nd1cator of how e’tens1ve1y FSL programs have been 1mp1emented
in -elementary and secondary schools is the pattern of enro]ment of ‘
" English-speaking students. Thet dctual numbers and 'participation rates
of Engiish-speaking‘students enrollgd in FSL classes are reported in
three Mifferent ways in the tables that follow: (a) for, e]ementary and
secondary schools, (b) by. gfades from Junvoq’K1ndergarten ‘to Grade 13,
. .and (c) by type of program (i.e., Core, Extended and Immersion). More

' deta11ed statistical data are available in Append1x B." . .

~

A4
- ‘ . . .

‘3“ From the combined enrolment ot eiementary and secondary students l
it can be seen that the participation rate in FSL ‘has increased steadi\y
year by year: from 42.4 percent in 1971 to 50.6 per cent in 1980, or

A ]
approx1mate1y 8 per cent overa]] (see Table 3) . .

At the e1ementary level gains in the number of students _taking FSL
have been 1mpress1ve While the t 'a] Eng11sh speaking* e]ementary : ‘
a enro]ment 'decreased from' 1 347 058 in 1971 to 1 139 038 in 1980, FSL . =~
) enro]ment 1ncreased by 119 635. The part1c1pat1on rate for this period C

grew by approx;mate]y 18 per cent.

o

°

At the secondary'1eve1 to

.

a?\Engligh-speaking enro]ment increased

unt11 1976, when 1t‘began itg declipe. °Over, the course of the decade
FSL enro]ment f1uctuated ‘with the overall part1c1pat1on rate remaining

.

. ' within the 34 per cent to 40 per cent range. ‘o,

-
- -
<

The. highest participation ®ates have océurred in Grades 7 and 8 L

Y

where, for the 1979 and 1980 school years,”over 98 per cent of the
A . students were enrolled in FSL programs (see Table 4).

) X _ ) , \ - .
g . The largest 'single. dec11ne in FSL enrolment occurs each -year as - - f
. students move " from Grade 8 to . Grade 9. The major reason for this ‘.

. abrupt drop 1s that in e1ementary schoo]s all students norma]]y take
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- . e .
FSL instruction.when it is offered. Howeve#t in Grade 9, and continuing T

through each grade of secondary school, the FSL p?ogram is only @ne of

several 0pt1ona'| curricular subjects that- are all compet1 ng for nts. .
- \ . M - - ~
R Severa] schoo'l boards operatmg FSL, programs in Jumor K1ndergarten

and Kindergarten classes have low participation rates, albéit with \ '
. gradually increasing enrolment. . In Junior K1ndergarten the rate has
N increased from 1.6 per cent in 1977 to 6.1 per cent in- 1980 and in

Kindergarten the -increasé has hfen from 14.1, per cent to 16 0 per cent.

© » L’ .o

Enro'lment in spec1a'| education classes in Grades 1 to 8 has shown
a steady growth year by year: from 25. 1 per cent' in 1977 to 31 3 per
cent in 1980. Enrolment figures,have risen from 8440 1n=’19z7 tq 11' 205

in 1980 (see Table 2 in Appendix B). C s
- - - £
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1 1971-80

“Table 3: Elementary and Seecohdary Eng]iléh-§peakinﬁ‘§udénts Enrol1éd in French as a Second Langua~ge
’ AN . . . . -~

- Tolta1 -- * E]emen}‘a"ry T Tota]_‘ t o Seco,ndéry_ ' ) — Total
o e]edentary enrojmen's?'i‘n FSL " secondary enrplment in FSL . \e1ementary2 and se,conaary-
-enrgiment - JK to Grade'8 . - enrolment  °  Grades 9 to 13. " Enrolment in FSL

Year (JK fo Grade 8) Number iﬁercent Grade§ 9 to 13 Number Percent " Number Percent

Al

~

347 058 - 553 100 _ 41
337 874 © 580 646 ' 43.

. . . ,‘,
568 788 - 259 791,  45.7 812 891 ., 42.4
575 118 234 367 _  40.8 815 013, T 426
579 538 219 030 37.8 804 847 © 42,5
586 289 ¢ 210 128 "35.8 805 582 © 42:8
603 324 214 073  35.5 846 843 '

- 609 648,  -218541 . 35.8 852 184
.608 218 220 357 .36.2 ~ 883 257
607 910 © . 226 595 373 ' 896 827.

'599 848" 215 771 36.0 886 871

"jge 775 201 578 ©  34.2 874 313

!

; 1971

—/’;////19?2
1973
1974

™ 1975
1976
1977 .
1978
1979
1980

-

316 224 585 817 44
297 112 - 595 454 . {s.

4

282 498 632,770 49,

257 393 , 633 643 " 50.
. Y 4 \
227 561, 662 900 _  54.

188 954 * 670 232 56,
157 834 671 100" 58

139 038. 672 735 ™  59.
J @

.Q

i

1

L R I T

o
H O b O B WL G

=

- 4 s

)

\\ 1. - Includes students taking "Si,ity or more hours bf French each year.’
> LN - : . . ‘- ~ .
2. _.Ineludes studengs in Special Education classes.

Source: Ministry of Education, Management Information Systems Br'anch, November 1981.
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Table 4: Participaiioﬁ Rates* of English-Speaking Students in FSL Programszgpy Grades, 1977-80

Grade 1977 1978 11979 ) 1980
Jﬁnior Kindergarten -1.6 2.5 . 3.0 6.1
Kindergarten 14.1 15.3 15.9~ 16.0
Grade 1 28.1° 34.8 36.3 36.8
Grade 2 29.0 32.1 " 36.4 37.4
.Grade 3 39.1 41.8 ' 7 44.6 47.9
Grade 4 _ 46.6 -, 52.6 56.3 57.9
Grade 5 . 59.9 63.9° . 65.7 66:3
Grade. 6 84.1 87.0 i 90.2 94.7
Grade 7 97.2 97.9 99.2 99.1
Grade 8 ~97.3 98.2 98.6 ~ 98.7
Total Grades 1-8 « 61.4 64.1 66.2 . 67.6
Special education . 25.1 27.8 30.0 31.3
Total JK-Grade 8.including i

special education 54.0 56.4 . 58.0 59.1
Grade 9°, - - 49.5 51.4 49.1 47.7
Grade 10 . 40.1 40.2 39.5 37.6
Grade 11 - , 30.6 31.7 30.6 29.7
Grade 12 23.6 24.5 23.8 22.8
Grade 13 ~ . 22.7 24.6 24.2 23.2
Total Grades 9 - 13 36.2 37.3 36.0 34.2
Total JK-Grade 13 __ 48,1 49.9 _50.5 . 50,6

’

1. Per cent of students enrolled in the program, based on”Table 2- in Appendix B.

«2. Includes students taking sixty or more hours of French per year.

3. Includes students enrolled in Grades 9 and 10 of Roman Catholijc separa%e schools.

Source: Ministry of Education, Management Infqrmation Systems, Branch, November, 1981.
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Enrolment by Program - y

t ~7
Since 4977, when Core, Extended\and Immersion programs were forma.Hy
recodnized, the Ministry of Edu ation has collected enrolment data
- éhnua11y from all school boards jn the provi%ce. The response across
Ontario to the\varibus FSL program§ in the elementary grades over a <«
four-year_time 9eriod will be of interest to school board peréonnq]T-
senior officials, administrators, and tedchers--as well as to parents
and the general pubT¥c.- . ]
. ' ’ , . ‘ . )
The largest block of English-speaking -students enrolled in FSL
- have taken the Core prbgram, beginning in 1977 with 87.7 per cent of
the total enrolment, but dropping graduai]y‘yeér by year to 72.5 per
' « cent in 198G (see Tab1e~5)._’The Extended program attracted the second
highest percentage of students beginning with; 9.4 per cent in 1977 and
- _increasing year by year to 23.0 per cent in 1980. The Towest enroTment
figures were in the Immersion programs (partial and full) whéere combined
ﬁercentages totalled 2.9 per cenf-for 1977 and grew-to 4.4 per cent in

PPN

1980. (For detailed information see Tables 3.1 to 3.4 in Appendix B.) I

"« A comparison of the actual growth of each df the three‘programs
" from 1977 to 1980 is illustrated in-Table 6. It depicts the gradual
escalation ingenro]henf for the ‘total FSL program and indicates how the
Core, Extended, and Immeﬁsion programé haQe»fncreased or. decreased over

- ‘the four-year time' period. .

B -
- A
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Elementary (JK-Grade 8) English- Speak1ng Students Enro]]ed in French as a Second Language by Type
of Prog;gm, 1977-80

\

3

= - 1977 - <

L

- - 1978 - - - - 1979 - - - - 1980 - -
FSL enrolment

-Number ~  Percent

FSL enrolment
Number Percent

‘ FSL enrolment .
Number  Percent +

. FSL enrolment
Number Percent

:ICore (?07119

| hours) 574 020  87.7 533 229 . ' 80.7 501 227 75.9 479 385 72.5

i |
! |
I ]
| |
| |
| |
| |
| ° | |
|Extended (120~ ‘ S . ]
| 404 hours) ‘61 276 .9.4 | 103 ¥49 - 15:7 | 131 398 " 19.9
I | .
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| [
| |
| |
| |
| |

7

152 422 23.0°
| .
|Partial Immersion

| (405-683 hours) 9 434

I . [ .
'IFu;?h?ﬁmegsionz
. 1(690 or more
| hours)
|
| e
|Total, - . 6 sl .
{ ' == —=

1. Anth]ng Iess than twenty m1nutes per day or sixty. hours per year is not recogn1zed for grans$ purposes.
! >

-
.
&

12 696 - 1.9° 16183 - 2.4

11 333 - 1.7 13 580

660 707 100.0 660 727 100.0 661 530

I I
I I
I |
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
l. b
-l I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
| I
I I
I I
I I

7

‘2. Jun1or K1ndergarten and K1ndergarten students taking 405 hours or more of French ‘per year are 1ne¢uded -
in Full -Immersion, o .

Source: Ministry of Educétionf Management.Infoymation Systems Branch, November 1981.

o~
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French as a Second Language by Type of

Percentage of Elementary English Speaking Sqtu.denQEnrolled‘in C
Progiam’ 1977 - 1980, %

L
<

1 Refer to Tables.3.l to 3.4 ir{.Appendii'B

& B ) : P
. Immersion - Partial and Full '
405-689 hours and %0 hours or more '
[y , \ @
) / . Extended - 120-404 hours N » )
- £
- - Core - 60-119 hours f- . .
- ) 9' B ) - ‘
2 : ~
- s e S R
] S12% oA 7
0% | A }
1. 13.8%1
. /
. -k
0% — o
, % " -
0% .
10% — N
, K /
R 1 ( 1978 * 1979 1980

’

.
z

. 2 percent based on the total‘l"lln&gﬂsh speaking enrolment (JK-8) taking FSL

‘Source: Ministry of-Education,
Management Information .

Systems Branch, April 1981.
. . N .o
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Starting Grade . . ' . ,

The grade in which FSL ‘prdgrams_ were f1;rst introduced by school boardg—f 2

changed somewhat over the years 1977Fto 19?0,_as Table 7 illustrates., |
The most notable chénge‘ was in the concentdgtion of school boards'_'_

|

introducina FSL at the Juhior ‘Kindergarten level, where from 1979 to
1980 the increase was from seventeen to twenfy-‘eight school boards.
¢ Clearly the majority of programs are launched ds early as Grade 1. It - '
is also ’i‘nf‘.eresting to note that the number of school boards offering
-no FSl programs decreased :year by year, from thirty-five in 1977 to,
. twénty-seven in 119802 Included in these figures are severdl Roman
Cathdlic separate s'c;\oo'l bo:a‘r‘d‘s that have French-speaking students only

and "a number of district school area boards that have small student

populations. _ , <—\

While the figures in Table 7 indicaté the number of S¢hool boards

C.
Y

that int'roduéed FSL programs at each grade 1fye1,\:they' do not imply

that all schools. within a- board necessarily ihtrodu\c\ed a program at

that grade Tevé]s For example, a board m'ay, ha’ve introducea an Immersiﬂon .
program in selected schoo1§"in Grade 1_ and.a Core program -in all its;
schoo]s'in Grade 4. In this case Table 7 iEie'ntifies only Grade 1 as - .-

L

the starting grade. Sy - . .
w7 '

/.

K <
A} .
s <
2 © d - . ~ - [
- ¢ ~ .
- R
. . i -
! v
. . t - ~_ . )
’
- h f ' "
D ' ~
v
[} . \
» ¢ o N [« Y t
- . - @ &
QA
. T
. - ]
s £
- »
- N
13 ¢ T
3 . ‘ L}
N .
a} .
~
.
. .
’
- > ‘I
*
- -
’ ]
g -
; 43




-\ - =
Elementary Schools .
‘ Grade N 7 1978 1979 . 1980
- . Junior Kindergarten 18 ' 21 . 17 28
Kindergarten ' 45 55 55 52 ..
Grade 1 .. / ‘ 34 27 32 22
yr / - , .
Grdde 2 . ,:} 3¢ 9
Grade 3 . 7 ‘ 5 6 7
* . " Grade 4 8 100 - 10 6
" {/Grade 5 / ooy I A 9 8 .
Grade / 7 6 . - 6 &
/Q-Gre7 - s 3 5 ‘
' rade éC;'~ . ’ z/ . 1 - - 1 - t//;::)-
No French as a second L < - “
. -language offereds 35t T 321 Loyl
Toté} number of box js ' .
*in the province . 174" ° 174 174 170
- o ’ v \ '
¥ - - + s
Inc]dﬁes Roman Caih011c school boards that have French-speaking stu-
dents only-and a number of district school area boards that have small
student popuTations. . ‘.“
“T"‘*“—“‘i**§ggggg*‘Management~{nformatTon-Systems—Branchw~M1n1stry40f Educat1or,
‘ November 1981. : - .
.. . 1

- g

g, T

- S {

Table 7:” Distribution of School Boards, by Starting Grade, of French as
) a Second Language - September, 1977, 1978, 1979 and 1980
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Evaluating Student Achievement and Program o

. Setting the Stage ‘

-
)

Discussions about the development of .instruments to assess the teaching
and learning of FSL wére initiated by the Ministry in 1977. 1n the
course of these d1scuss1ons several th1ngs became 1ncreas1ng1y clear.
First, given the prominence placed by the Ministry on the teach1ng of '
communication skills, later to/ be reflected in the FSL guideline, Jf'

o

-French, "Core Programs 1980, any testing program should -reflect a

»
" similar emphasis. Second, given the lack of clarity of what was meant
) 4 ‘ M - ‘. ; - . % ‘ '
\™  ~by communicative competence and communicative performance, research was .

, I
needed to review the literature on these topics and to build a framework ‘
to yuide the preparation of test instruments. Third, the feasibility i

“of developing instruments to measure communicative skills was unknown.

ki

-
The Ontario Assessment Instrument Pool (OAIP) and FSL .y

A research project, French as a Second Language: Ontario Assessment
- Instrument Pool, was initiated in association with the Ontario Institute

_for Studies in Educatlon to respon to the areas of concern neted above

s .and to produce assessment instrumente~to aysist educators in eva]uatlng . .
» both ‘student achievement and the effe
. ~ 7/prjmary target audience for the materials was to be FSL -teachers in

«, - Grade 6 and Grade 10.,

iveness - of programs. The

0 L * v

. Initially, the researchers produced Eh:ge documents which address -
the crucial quest1on of what 1s meant by commun1cat1on skills. One |
. document, -published as. a position .paper, is ent1t1ed Communicative

Approachés to, Second Language Teach1ng and Test1ng two additdonal

Lot \

~y I J

*of

s J . . . . ’ . .
12. Michael Canale and Merrill Swain, Communicative Approaches to Second -
Languagé Teaching and Testing, Rev1ew and Evaluation Bulletin, vol.1, |
no 5 (Toront0° Ministry of- Educatlon Ontarlo 11979).

.

I
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~~ Ppapers outline the content and boundaries of communication skills and
- . 13 ’

4

assessment criteria for FSL Core Programs
' A number of educatory, représenting a broad .range of school boards
o and teaching approaches, Assisted in the dévelopment of these %nstru- J
“merits.  Draft instruments were written by\teachers and consultants from '
various school boards and by the staff associated with the projéct
Group discussions and attempts at reyis ns resuited in the e11m1nat1on
.) : . of'g}ﬁy draft instruments. Those 1nstruments surviving this process
\\Were screeried- in\c]assrooms in several boards and further revisad as

~/ -«

necessary. Before and after these scneenings instruments were_examined

. ‘ by the Subject Advisory Group (SAG), a group of FSL curriculum spe- .
S cialists who met periodically to prov1de profess1ona1 apvice on the ’,
R nature_and contents of the FSL pool. The instruments published-have
h been deehgd suitable by the SAG for use with FSL Core classes>at the
) " end of Grade 6 and Grade 10. ' : % T
cv (A v .
% » .
& »
- - y °
. * ( . ..\
AN * A // P o . M
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( v .y . . -
o S i .
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A BN
j " 12. - Michael Canale and Merrill Swain, "A Domain Desérﬁpt?g for Core s -
- : FSL: Communication Skills".. in French as a Second Language? 4
‘Ontario Assessment Instrument Pool gToronto Ministry of Education, .
Ontario,-1979); Michael Canale and Daina Green, "A Domain Descrip-. |
tion for Core FSL: :Criteria for Evaluation", in French as a Second’
o . Language: Ontario Assessment Instrument Pool (Toronto: M1n1str§ of
= - .~ Education, Ontario, 1979) , . KA
N R [ - ) .
. . : . - & ™ Jé‘

48

LR M




.

<

Contgnts and Organization of the Pgnlf’//}

" The ag8essment instruments included in the FSL pool are of many differ-

ent kinds: speaking tasks, writing tasks, tapes to listen to, passages
to read, and dialogues to participate in, to mention a few. Since

-~ formats for student responses range from multiple-choice to open-ended,

a varjety of scoring procedures have been incorporated into ‘the pool.
Commen to all instruments is their focus on communication skills, the
main concern of ‘the cyrriculum guideline Frenchlicdre~Programs 1980:

N

The principal aim of the French program is to develop ;dmmuni-
cation skills in both the receptive and expressive aspects of
language. The "four language skills of listening, speaking
read1ng, and writing will be developed gradua]]y and natural
in the program through "the interaction of speaker and list
and writer and reader; this is the basis of communication.

Each instrument is referenced'toaone'or more of the objectives
listed in the "General ‘Outline of Communication Skills" found on pages

- xxxiii through xxxix of the intréduction to the French as a Second

*thguagq( «Ontario Assessment Instrument Pool. This outline is based

on theGurricu]ym guidefh'he French, Core Programs 1980 and on the
theoret1ca] framework for communicative competence prepared by the FSL/

A AIP prOJecthstaff at OISE -

Uses ot the*Pool

f;j‘*‘:TLL—assessment*tnstrdhents in*the*ﬁSt*pooﬂ*are*inteﬁded“to-be~used‘as a

resource Jfrom which teachers of FSL Core programs in Grade 6 and Grade
10 may draw selectively. These 1nstruments are intended to supp]ement

and not to replace FSL teachers' present eva]uat1on strategies, such as.
observing students on a day-to-day basis, scor1ng teacher-made tests,i
cheeking h0mework ass1gnments and classroom prOJects, and convers1ng?

with students s1ng]y and in groups to note the1r fac1]1ty in using new
vocabu]amy and structures It js not expected that all 1nstruments

.w1T] necessarily be useg'lg,a]] classrooms, _given - the variety among

P «

-
§ . -

14. -French, Core Programs 1980, p. 4.
: : :--. ’ . ‘
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Ontario school boards with respect to. texts, covehage of lnateria1,

teach{ng approaches, student abilities, ‘and locally defined objectives. .
5»At the~$ame time ‘teachers will discover that- the poo1'does not contain

instruments on every conceivable objective for FSL Core Programs. For B

example, it is impractical to include in the boo] a separate instrument

for each vocabulary item that may be relevant, and it is impossibie to J

have a different instcument for each possible combination of vocabulary

items and sentence’structuTes The poo1 should, none the less, be of

value to teachers as a concrete illustration of some of. the assessm%nt

methods™ that are best su1ted to the communicative approach to Core FSL =

described 1n the Ministry gu1de11ne. o e o

-
’ . » [ -

' . In addition to evatuating student achievemenb,»the poo]’maylserve
As a useful tool for evaluating certain aspects of the FSL,grogram
One approach might involye topic-by-topic or skill-by-skill analysis of
a class within a program. The results cou]d be recorded and ana]ysed
for the tlass as a whole; for examp]e, the results may take the form of -
a percentage of ‘students in the c]ass who answer a multiple-cheice
question correctly, or the average score for the class on an essay-type - P
kquest1on The information cp]]ected in th1s way could assist teachers'-

h in assessing the strengths and weaknesses of their prognamsls.

- " 5
’ .

The Guideline as a Resource for Evaluation

_a__Ihe_Ehnlstny.gu1dellne_ELench, Core. Programs, 1980 includes a chapter

e eya]uat1on which provides substantial background information,
defin1t1ons and strateg1es for FSL teachers. to use in their c]assrooms.'~
Among the top1cs 1nc1uded are .principles of eva]uatnon,' types of
evaluation, reportiﬁg procedures, evaluating attitudes, -and brogram

'\\éa1uation In add1t1on, the selected list of referencee for evalu-
' lngéganguage deve]opment and att1tudes should prove usefu] to teachers

'

-~ . of FSL Core programs.

> . j -~ : ! ' 1

- . -

15. Ontario Assessment Instrument Pool, A General Introduction. (Toronto:
Ministry of Edl Educat1on Ontario, 1980) p. 20. "~ .
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of «’ Colleges and T Queen'sPark T T TR T TTT 0 T e p
. g Torénto, Ontario 1980-81: 2
. ~ Education Universities =~ M7A1L2 . . —
Ontario - ‘ ‘ ‘ . - .
MEMORANDUM TQ: DIRECTORS OF EDUCATION . /\
. <" PRINCIPALS OF BCHOOLS - .

RE: A NEW GUIDELINE FOR CORE FRENCH PROGRAMS IN THE
PRIMARY, JUNIOR, INTERMEDIATE AND SENIOR DIVISIONS

‘ The new. guideline, French: Core Programs, was

- recently sent in bulk shipments to all boards. Arrangements
should be made to distribute a copy to superintendents, and
to French éonsultants, coordinators and classroom teachers
by September, 1980. -

. The publlcation of this document is another -
" initiative taken by the Minigtry of Education to act upon
-~ the recommendations found in the Report of the Ministerial
. Committee on, the Teaching of French (1974) and to aid school
) ~ boards 1in plannlng Core French. programs that meet the needs
. ) of their local Jurlsdlctlons.

It .is the prerogatlve of a school board to deter- -
mine. the nature and extent of French programs in its schools.
Local school boards, therefore, have a large degree of
flexibility and responsibility in the development of Core
French programs. When boards are making long-range implementa-
tion plans for the 1980s’ they should note the growth of French

as-a second language in the elementary schools during the .
. 1970s and reflect this growth when planning sequentlal programs.
. .-+ The following data show the steady percentage increage all
S : elementary grade 1evels. \\. ) ,
. . o .

Percentage of English-speaking students

enrolled in French classes o ¢
.. ., Grade 1972-73 1979-80 T
Ca Junior Kindergarten/ ) 3.0 °
Kindergarten . 5.1 - -, 15.9 . .
C 1 , 15.6. : 36.3 -
- . . e e N LS
) - 2 : 18.5 36.4
¢ . ¢ . . . . ‘ -
3 : 25.2* . 44.6 -
‘ 4 30.0 . 56.3
5 439 Y 65.7
6 . ’ 6.2 - - 90.2
> 1 : 95.2 . 99.2 . \
e g ,, e . 94,1 . ¢ 98.6 L&
F : - : -
Overall % growth . 43.9 .. 58.1 . P

e ‘. .

§ - ) RS - T o~ . N BTN - -
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language progsams has been steadily increasing to the p01nt
where in 1979-80 over 90% of the students are involved 5} . .
 Grade 6. Over 56% of Grade 4 students take French and the ¢
v/,; ~Ministry encourdges boards to consider working” towards making
" this grade the minimum starting point for French. By so *
L. doing, an accumulation of 1200 hours of French can be realized
- 'by the end of Grade 13. “

e - S =2- ©1980-81: 2 I

y ’ - .

K
- These enrolment statistics show that the percentage

of English-speaking students enrolled in French as a second ﬁ

The new gu1de11ne recognizes that there are many
//// sound programs that begin in the Primary, Junlor and Intermedi-
ate divisions, - It suggests content for four programs beginning
in Grade 1, Grade 4, Grade 7, and' Grade 9. The Ministry g
encourages boards to articulate sequent1a1 programs regardless
~ of the beginning grade. 4 ‘

: Starting 1n 1979; listings of French textbooks in
Circular 14 have intluded the suggested number of hours of
previous study suitable for- effective use of eac ogram or
text. These numbers are guides, and are there to highlirght
the level of d1ff1culty of the material for school board
’ , personnel involved in planning sequential programs that may.
- have multiple starting points. When coord1nat1ng this gu1de- Y
line with Circular~14, teachers should bear in mind that in
secondary school programs the accumulated hours refer to ’ N
advanced level courses, sthosSe considered as appropriate '
preparation for courses offered for the Honour Graduation
¢ diploma. When- selectlng texts for use at the general and L
basic levels, it is necessary to make appropriate adjustments ’
to meet the spec1f1c needs and 1nterests of the students. .
[4
To supplement texts listed in Circular 14 the
Ministry published the Resource List for French as a second
L Language, Core Program, 1979, whrch provides an extensive
. _.__annotated list of French mater:.alsr ‘both prlnt and non-=print,
- - for the Core Frehch program in’'the Primary, ‘Junior, Intermedl—
ate and Senior divisions. The number of hours of French
study required before an item can g:au;ed to advantage is
indicatedy, these figures are inten to be helpful, and are
. not pres 'ptive. . . o ) '

3

~ 1

<

~

Boards are encouraged to study this: guideline, to

examine existing programs, and -to take appropriate steps to
.. begin 'to implement the guideline not later than September,

1981. Although such implementation is the responsibility of
" each school board, the Ministry will provide. advice 'and . e
clarification, if necessary, through the serv1ces of the . -
Regional Offices. - A letter .outlining ways in which this can
be accomplished W111¢be sent by Reg10na1 Dlrectors in the
near future. . .y

[

{Q ’ . s . . . ~

- J 'H.'K. Fisher, - - . .' ™ -
.- August 29, 1980. - ‘}5/ Depu Minister. e .- :
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Jable 1: Public, Roman Catho]is Separgté, Total Elementary, and Secondary Englishi-Speaking Students Enrolled in FSLl, 1970-80
_ 7 Public . " Roman Catholic Separate2 ' Total E]émentary2 . A Secandary -
. Total EsL Total FSL Total FSL Total . FSL

enrolment enrolment enroiment enrolment enroliment enrolment - . enrolment  enrolment
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent  Grades 9-13 Number Percent

<

N

1 044 819 363 573 34.8 330 444 167 182  50.
1032 629 383 484 37.1 336 715 186 272 5.
1020 974 394 435 38.6 338888 f 202 391 59.
996 565- 393 230 39.5 343 208 880  60.
975 127 399 668 41.0 . “*84d’530.:213 474  61.

w§59 326 428125 44.6 -4%52 728 223 484 63.
935 0630 4&5 214 45.5 350 493 227 560 64.
‘905 342 443 630 _ 49.0 351'601 238 675 67.
867 394 441 556, 50.9 352 571 249 556 70.
835 017 441 153 52.8 355 108 250 778  70.

813 820 439 311 54.0 358 575 254 064 70.

* 530 755  38. 531 701 -
569 756  41. 546 502 243 135
596 826  43. 553 130 . 218 187

602 118 44. 555 482 202 729
613 142  46. . 558 744 192 440
651 609  49. 573 768 1195 234
652 774  50. 581 545 199 410
682 305 54. 583 194 200 964
691 112 . 56.7 _ 581 152 205 723
691 931 '58.1 - 570 529 194 940

© 673 455  59.1- 551 207 180 875

0 OO W WS H O WD
L = e N I~ I R SV R S Ry
0N D UTW O DU W!

’

- s

1. Ingiudes studénts taking sixty or more hours of French per year

2. Includes students enrolled in Grades 9 and 10 of Roman Catholic Separate Schools.

Source:  Ministry of Education, Management Information Systems Branch; April 1981.
N, : ' . *

.

-




N
y
- <

Tabie 2: Elementary and Secondary English-Speaking Students1 Enrolled in FSL2
. B - Lo 7.

*

4

by Grade 1977 - 80

2.. IncTudes students taking sixty or more hours of French per year. "

3.' Includés students enrolled in Grades 9 and 10 of Roman Catholig;séparate schools.

o

Source: Ministry of Education, Management Information Systems Branch, April 1981. .

V4

S 1977 3 " 1979 * 1980 .
> Total Enrolment in Total Enrolment in Total Enrolment in
enrolment FSL classes > enrolment FSL classes enrolment FSL classes
Grade dumber  Percent Number  Percent Number  Percent e Number  Percent
Junior Kindergarten 38 432 601 1.6 39 376 1 004 2.5 40 891 . 1 226 3.0 42754 2 624 6.1
Kindergarten - 116 625 16 453 14,1 113 855 17 446 15.3 112 632 .17 962 15.9 111771 17 854 16.0
Grade 1 130 124 36 576 28.1 - 124 026 43 204  34.8 120 752 43 866 36.3 119 102 43 907 36.8
Grade 2 128 512 37 231 29.0 123 879 39 793 32,1 ,\117 399 42 722 36.4 114 870 42 923 '37.4
Grade 3 123 172 48 201° 39.1 125 062 52 271 41.8 /121 018 53983 44.6 114 791 55 001 - 47.9
Grade 4 120 057 55 933 46.6 121 291 ,63 810 « 52Z: 123 532 69 608 56.3 119 967 .69 424 57.9
Grade 5 122 696 73 523 59.9 19 170 76120 63.9 120 188 78 914 65.7 ~ 122 136 80 958 663~
Grade 6 128 828 108 307 | 84.1 22 067 106 258  +87.0 118 699 107 088 90.2 119 624 113,231 94.7
Grade 7 141 042- 137 196 * 97.2 30°333 127 628 97.9 123 192 122 238 99.2 119 708 118 632 99.1
Grade 8 . 144 477 140529  97.3 133”592 133 173 98.2 124 926 123 120 98.6 118 509 116 976 - 98.7
Total"Grades 1 038 908 637 406 001 420 642 257 64.1, 969 706 641 539 66.2 948 707 641 052 67.6
18- . . . .
Specidl education 33.596 8 440 34 303 "9 525 27.8 34 605 10 373  30.0 35 806._ 11 205 31.3
Total JK - Grade 8, including special (' - X : -~ ( ) .
education) 1 227 561 662 900 54.0 1188 954 670 232 56.4 1 157 834 671 100 . 58.0 1 139 038 672 735 59.1 -
Grade §3§ _165 570 '82 420 49.5 164 230 84 333  51.4 157 337 77 378  49.1 147 116 70 140 47.7
- Grade 10 153 885 ° 61 673 [ 40.1 154 179 61 975 40.2 154014 . 60842 39.5 147 104 55 248 37.6 .
Grade 11 127-607- 38 990 30.6 127 993 40 632 31.7 128 028 39 177 30.6 129 130 38 328 29.7
Grade 12 - 107-850 25-419 23.6 110 153 27 009 24.5 109 823 26 148, 23.8 113 627 25 851 22.8
Grade 13 52 306 - 11 855 22.7 51 355 12 646 24.6 .50 546 12 226 © 24.2 51 798 12 011K\ 23.2
Tota]((Grades 608 218 220 357 36.2 607 910 226 595 37.3 599 848 ‘215771 36.0 588 775 201 578 34.2
35}3'13)A . . - had
Total (JK - . 1835 779 883 257 48.1. 1 796 864 é'896 827 49.9° 17757 682 886 871 50.5 1-727 813 874 313 50.6
Grade 13) - : " e :
1. Pre-Grade 9 students are excluded. o . °

IS
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Table. 3.1: Elementary English-Speaking Students Enrolled in French as a
Second Language by Division and Type of Program, September 1980 7~
3 :

] Kindqrgartgﬁ Primary Junior Intermediate Total Percent: . Speéia]
Program . - (JK and K) (Grades 1,2,3) (Grddes 4,5,6) (Grades 7, and 8) (JK-Grade 8) (JK-Grade 8) Education ’
-~ o - ) s ‘ -~ * 1Y '¢ -~ .
-Core (60-119 o . v < - . < : -
. hours) 12 637 102 894 - 208 707 155°107 . - 479 345 43.4 8 003
- ~ W > ) - ’ ’ . .
Extended (120 "« . : . - . " :
-404 hours) 2 163 . 25926 47 778 76 555 - ‘ 152 422 - 13.8 3 201
Partial - 1 oo . . . T o '
Immersion™ - . : . - '
(405-689 hours) - - . 7 087 5793 , 3303 . 16 183 - 1.5 L
. . - - . . - o . s
. Full
, Immersion . © /- -
. o . (690 hours , . ) . :
. or more). 5-678 ’ 5924 - 1335 643 ! 13 580 1.2 X R
Total? (Core : : C )
A . to Full . . o ‘ i L
"Immersion) 20 478 141 831 K_/263\613 . 235 608 661 530 60.0 11 205 /
< * Total (English . A ' | .

~speaking ‘ y . .

, students) © 154 525 348763 - .361 727 .238 217 1 103 232 , 35 806
Per ;:ent Ly \ . ' ;
En¢olled in o C .
French . ) _ - . . .

~ classes . 13.3 40.7 . 72.9 . 98.9 "t 60.0 - 31.3

. N . . «

IS

i rM57 1. Junior'Kindergarten and Kindergarten with 405 hours or more of French are included in Full Immers‘?on.

2. Total does not include those students with less than ;ixty hours of French. ,
Sburce; Ministry of Education, Management Informatjon Systems Branch, April 1981. . Y

¢y R S, ; i < | et
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. 2. Total does not include "those students with less than.sixty imours of French.,

>

Source: Ministry of Education, Management Information Systéms Branch, ‘June 1§§0.

<

¥ - . - ', . - N ‘& ; ° o . . .
Table 3.2: Elementary English-Speaking Students Em"%’ﬁg\d in French as a - ) i
. Second Language by Division and Type 'of. Pwogram, September 1979 . “a .
/\ . Kindergarten - Primary B Jﬁnior‘ " Intermediate - ' Tgtal' < . Pei'i:ent ) Special
Program (JK and K) ‘(Gr:adE‘g. 1,2,3) gGrades’4,5,6) (Grades 7, and 8) (JK-Grade 8) #(JK=Grade 8) Education
Core (60-119 ‘ _ - Coes
hours) 12 103 104 913 211 088 173 123 e 801 227 476 8 069
Extended (120~ . . ’ \ Yo -
404 hours) 479 . 23 874 "\?7 734 69 311 - 131398 { 11.7 - -, 2 301
" 4 P.ant‘ia.' -1 . » .- . 7
Immersion : ‘ RE RPN .
(405-689 hours) - 6 923 5 894 2 332 15 149 1.3 3
] . . . . ]
_ Full fmmersion! ‘ .. = .
‘ ‘ (690" hours or . - ) . .
.more) 6 606 4 861 89 - 592 12 953 t1.2 -
- . . ', - ' e .
Tota'lz, (Core o . R .
to Full A (. " B , .
Immersion) 19 188 140 571 255 610 245 358 660 727 _ }58.8 10 373
. Total (English - T T 9 Lo, SR o T ' ] .
-t -speaking ) ) . o T . ) . .
students) 153 523 359 169 362 419 -, 248 1318 o 1123 229 . ° 34 605
Per cent ' - . o | . . .
, Enrolled in . . .o ‘ 7 .
%  French classes 12.5 39.1 %705 98.9 - “1 58.8. 30.8°
) ' ‘ - U ) %o < - . ;
- . N . ) A rS e . .
1. Junior K'indergarten and Kindergarj:éri with 405 hours or more of French are -ingzluded in Full Immersion. ;[ . R '

«~

T\ et
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Table 3.3: E'Iementary“ English-Speaking Students Enrolled in French as a

€S

. Second Language by Division and Type. of Program, September 1978 ‘ 7 ?

. Kindergarten - Primary © . ~Junior Intermediate Total _ Percent Special o
Program (JK and K) (Grades 1,2,3) (Grades 4,5,6) (Grades 7, and 8) (JK-Grade 8) (JK-Grade 8) Education \
Core (60-119 - - - g ' C

hours) .11 540 108 003 213 769 199 917 ' 533 229 -46.2 - 7' 8405 .
Extended ) . : - ‘

- . (120-4304 ° - ‘ . . . ' L.
~hours) 469 17 008 .27 385 58 587 103 449 9.0 1120 -
Partial - s . S ' ‘

Immersion - . .ok T,
(405-689 hours) - - . 6 467 . ) 4462 - .1 767 12 696 1.1 . C -
Full Immersion_l ‘ L , - . -

< (690 hours ~ : - -/ T :
or more) 6 441 3 190 572 530 ' 11 333, - 1.1 -
'l’otaﬂ2 (Core = . ..t ) . . o ’ )
to Full - N - ,
Immersion) . 18 450 " 135 268 ‘246 188 - 260 801 . 660 707 57.2 . 9 525
Total (English L '

-speaking * ) . . ; -~ e -
students) 153 231 372 967 362 528 265 925 1 154 651 34 303
"Per cent ‘ : . - : SR
Enrolled in - SR ) . L . . '
French - : * Co _ . >
c]aises 12.0 *36.3 _ 67.9 98.1 . S57.2 . - 27.8
L . % . . N s
W 1. Junidr Kindergarten and Kindergarten with 405 hours dr more of French are included in FuTl Immersion.
‘ ' B . s N — . . , . J i »
2. Total does not include those students with .less than sixty hours of French. r T o
Q Source: Ministry of Education, Manégement Information $ystems Bra}nch, March "1979. f 62 )

wor
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Table 3.4: Elementary\ﬁnglﬁsh-Speaking Students S French-as.a°. .
Second language by Division and_Type 0 pdgram, September 1977

« ; . . . . .
Kindergarten Primary ' Junior k:lntermediate . Total Percent -Special
, Program “(JK and K) (Grades 1,2,3) (Grades 4,5,6) YGrades 7, and 8) ‘(JK-Grade 8) (JK-Grade 8) Education
" Core (60-119 - . ‘ . c o
hours) 11 232 , 101 801 . 216 073 244-91F 574 020, = 48.1° 7 931

"‘Extended (120- R ~ . :
404 hours) 215 - 211 413 18 709 30 939 61276 5.1

Partial 1

Immersion .

(405-689 . ’ ) )
hours) T . 5492 1 510

Full -~

.Immersion1 T

(690 hours ‘ | . ‘
or more) . : 3 29— . 272

Total2 (Core . _

to Full . ) - T D e
Immersion) 17 054 122 003 - 277 635 654 460

Total (English - , - -

-speaking . ' ’ .

students) 155 057 381 808 371 581 285 519 1 193.965

Per c;;%iv\\J ) = ;
Enrolled in

French classes 11.0 - 32,0 7 64.0 97.2  .54.8
. " -

!

1. Junior Kindergarten and Kindergarten with 405 hours or more of French are included in Full Immersion.

2. Total does not include’those students with less than sixty hours of French.

Source:  Ministry of Education, Management Information Systems Branch,.December 1980.
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Table 4.1: .Distribution of -School Boards, By Starting Grade of
French as a Second Language - September 1980

<

-

-Roman 6atho]ic

- “3 ' ’ - Public §chook ‘ - separate schbol
Grade . ) ‘ ‘ * __boards R boards *
" Junior Kindeﬁﬁhn%gn‘ ) 13 . 15
‘Kindergarten ) : “ K "1
. ‘ N -
Grade 1 T . 13 ’ 9
Grade 2~~~ Y. 8 £ 1
Grade 3 5 Vo2
| S ‘ R
Grade 4 ' . "t 3 W 3
rade 5 _ 6 ‘
. . - e ,
Grade 6 4 2%
. . .
Grade 7 2 3
Grade 8 ' - -
No French as a second - ' ' ) ' : 1 \,
language offered St 20 &> 7

Total number of boards -

in the province . 112
. > v ' ' | ’ s . .

1. Six of these boards have French-speaking students only.

Source:’ Mini?!myhid:Education, Management Information Systems’

-65”"’. . o~

" . . . \
.o .. N . .
) N i o M N

Branch, April 1981.

L

A Y

fotal .
elementary

28
- 52

v 22
4

9
7
6
B
6
5

. 27 v

170

66

-GS
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Table. 4.2: . Distribution of School.Boards, by Starting Grade of
T French as a Second Language - September 1979

- \_ - ‘Romdn Catholic
) . Public school separate school
Grade boards . : boards
s ' . . /
Juniar Kindergartén L 9~ . ¢ 8
Kindergarten | \ © 37 T
Grade 1 - : . 20 - 12
> . . [N . "
Grade 2 3 ) . - :
. Grdde 3 ' “ 3 - 3
“Grade 4 . 71 T 3
Grade 5 . A \ . 3 i
Grade 6 o, 4 - 2
Grade 7 ) R’ ’ 2
" Grade 8 ' , ST -
" No French as a .second ‘ . L ) 5
language offered S - 25 s 7
Total number of boards : A -
- 'in- the province 116 - . 58 .
- \ 3 14
N : ' ' .
+ 1. One board offers less than sixty hours of French. ’ )

A
2. §ix of these boards have French-speaking -students only. B

Source: Mafiagement Information Systems Branch, Ministry of Education, February 1980.

~
bl * . 0

v

N

*

elementhAr

Total

17

55
32

2 o o,

174




Table 4.3: Distribution of School Boards, by Starting Grade of ‘
French as a Second'Language - September 1978 .

E )

Roman Catholic

Public.school - separate school »

Grade : . boards ‘ boards” - )
Junior Kindergarten e L9 o 12 |
Kindérgarﬁéﬁ N - 38 L 17 |

_ ‘Grade 1 . 18, ‘ 9.
Grade 2 ' — 3 -
Grade 3 .3 2
Grade 4 7 3 '

~ Grade 5 g I
Grade 6 3 - 3 : o
Grade 7 . 3 .2

" Grade 8 o, T . 1 .
No Frenchd;s‘a second . ) S . St B
language offered , R 28 ' 6
Total number of boards ’ , ) ‘ ‘

".in the province . 116 . 58 : ' N

+,
s .

1. These boards have French-speak{né students only.’

’

Source: Management Information‘Systems Branch, Ministry of“Edycétibn,‘Ndvember 1980.

4 s o - . ‘
Y . i “
< . " . . . -
. 0 ¢ > > . -

Total
elementary

21
55
27
3
5
10

LS
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- Table 4.4: Distribution of School Boards, by Starting Grade of
French as a Second Language - September 1977

s+ Roman Catholjc

- y
Public school separate school

Grade boards boards
Junior Kinde;gartén 1o - .8
Kindergarten - " . ‘31 - 14
Grade, 1 19° | 15 - -
/ . &7 . - ' . . ‘ : -
~ “Gfade,?2 . 2 ) -
Grade 3 . S ) . 4 3
“ ‘ .
Grade 4 © L. 6 2
' Grade5 - . -, 8 ' 3
. J L .
= :fGrade 6 4 - 3
. (W |
" Grade 7 3 4
Grade 8 - -
" "Ne-tFrench ag a second . C. - 1
language offered ° - 30 ' 5:
~  Total gumber.of boards ‘\\,
,. ¥n the province 117 57°
. " ' - ’R
~«1. ;Thesg boardk have French-spéaking ‘students only. . ;-

Sourcg{ - Ministry of Educétion,'Mdnagemeqp Information Systems Brarich, November 1980.

R 4

RY
i '

Total
elementary

18
45
34

35

174

8§
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- o - \ Mjnistry Funded Research in

French as a Second Language Programs

1971 - 1982

[}

. Researcher/Institution’ Title of Report - -
— .
CUMMINS, A. Effects of Kindergarten Experience
0.1.S.E. : on Academic Progress in French
- Immersion Programs. (Review and
Evaluation Bulletin, Vol1.2, No. 6,
. ’ 1981)

. ‘ ON02007
EDWARDS, Dr. H.P. ‘ Research and Evaluation of Se€ond
University of Ottawa - Language (French) Programs/in the S

s ¢ Schools of the Ottawa RCSS Board |

' (Annual Reports 1971-72/and 1972-73)
q} - ON00026 and ONC0O46

Evaluation of Second Language
Y Programs: Evauldtion of Federally- ~
*  Funded Extenions of Second Language
Learning (French) Programs for the
- Ottawa RCSS Board (Annual Reports
. . 13}3-74, 1974-1975)
ON00561 and N00562

‘Some Alternatives for Teaching French
- . as a Second Language in Grades Five

-* b to Eight (1973-74) ,
. o . ONOO563

‘

3

. Evaluation of Second Language
. ® . . Programs (Annual Report -
- : ' - . 1975-76) ) '
. N ON00684

Evaluation of the Federally and
Provincially Funded Extensions of
the Secand -Language Programs in $
. , ' : the Schools of the Ottawa' Romamn :
’ , Cathglic Separate School Board -
. (1976) ’ , ‘ )
n ) *ON01047 -

74 -




-

BMORRISON, Dr.- F.

-Researcher/lﬁ?%ﬁtution~

HALPHERN Dr. G.
Ottawa Bd of Education

> B .
HARLEY, Ms. Birgit
Guest’ Editor

”

M4cNAB, Mrs. G. L.
Ottawa_Bd, of Education

I~

" McINNIS, Dr. C. E.-
. Carleton R.C.S.S. Bd.

o -~

Ottawa Bd. of Education

g

-

g

Title of Report )

Alternative School Programs for -,
French Language Learning. .

Evaluation of the Federally- ' ' .
Funded Extensions of the Second
Language Learning (French) Programs v
in the Schools of the Carleton and

?he Ottawa Bodrds of Education

)
“Theme: Alternative Programs for .
-Teaching French®as a Second -
Language in the Schools of the
Carleton and Ottawa School Boakd. "

In The Canadian Modern_ Language

Review. Vol. 33, No. 2. (November 1976)
(Published by the 0ntar1o Modgrn

ON00564

" Language Teacher s Association)

0N00664’

A Costing Model for Programs in

French as a,Second Language

(1976-77) .
- . - ONO1115

Research and Ev;}uation of Second .
Language Prograis: Evaluation of
Four Experimental French Programs .
in Schools of the Carleton RCSS < .
Board (1973-75) _ "

. ON00168 and ON0O0147
Research and Evaluation of Second
Language _Programs: Final Report

(1975-76) = D
, i  ONOO683 '

Longitudinal - Evaluation of Alter- A )

native Programs for Teaching Fren o .

as a Second:Language. Evaluation of -
the Federally and Provincially '

Funded Extensions of the Second

Language Learning (French) Programs

in the Schools of the Ottawa and

, -.Carleton Boards of Educat1on —_

(1976-79) .
. ON00648, ON01061, 0N01072 : :) ‘

French Proficiency and General o
Progress: Students in Elementary \

" Core French Programs, 1973-1980,

‘and in Immersion and Bilingual =
Programs, Grade 8, 10, 12 (1980) -
0N01657 . .

"

. ’ . 75 ) \ o e
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Researcher/Institution

‘PARTLOW, Dr. H. R.
Educat1ona1 Consu]tants

i

STERN, Dr. H. H.  ~
0.1.S.E.

SWAIN, Dr. M.
McLEAN, Dr. L.
TRAUB, Dr. R.
0.1.S.E.,

.
W

TN

N

I3

Wales (1974-75)

Title of Report

LIS

The_ Costs of Providing. Instyuction
in French to Students Studying French
as a Second Language:  In-Depth
Study of Seven Ontario School Boards

(1976-77) .
. ON00669
' R -}
, French from Age Eight, or Eleven?

A Study of the Effectiveness of the

Jeaching of French at the Primary

Level in the Schools of England and
ON00192

French Pregrams---Some Major Issues:
Evaluation®and Synthesis of Studies .
Related to the Experimental Programs
for the Teaching of French as a
Second Language in the Carleton-
Ottawa Schoo] Boards (1973-74)
ONO0569

Module Making: A Study in the

Development and Evalyation of

Learning Materials for French

as a Second language (1979)
‘ON01068

Three Appraaches' to Teaching French.
Evaluation and Overview of Studies
Related to the Federally-Funded
Extensions of the Second Language
Learning (French) Programs in the
Carleton and Ottawa Schoo] Boards
(1974-75)

N

b 0N00059 :
*
French as a Second Language:
Ontario Assessment Instfument Pool
Grades 6 and 10. (1980) ’
: ON01484




Researcher/Institution . Title of Rebort
L . '

SVAI& Dr. M. Bilingual Education in Ontario:
,LAPKIN, Dr." S. - > A Decade of Research (1981)
0.1.S.E. . ) ) . ONO01880

. -

¢ TRITES, Dr. R. L. . Learning Disabilities Found in .
University of Ottawa Association with French Immersion ‘e
. . Programm1ng (1974-7%)
- - ) ON00101
R N [ . ] . <
- - ' * Learning Disabilities Found in . '
‘ Association with French Immersion
- Programming:, a Cross Va11dat1on

- R 975-76) . c
- _ . _ ON00647 R

. 4 : Assessment of Readiness for Primary
. French Immersion (1978)
- - - ON01125

Assessment of Readiness for Primary
French Immersion: Kindergarten
. - Fo]]ow-up ‘Assessment
. . ON01565
. <
o : ‘ . " Assessment df Readiness for Primary
I . French Immensiog Grade One Follow-up
) Assessment (1 ‘
- : - ON01651 N

Primary French Immersion:
- Disabilities and Prediction of Co
Success. (Review and Evaluation

. " Bulleting, VoTume 2, Number 5, .
1981) . ‘ -
ON02053

.




