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French immersion (FT) has existed as an alternative approach to education in
the leaming of a second language in Newfoundland and Labrador for over twenty
years. Both Early French Immersion (EFI) and Late French Immersion (LFI) have
shown significant growth since the early days of their inception to the present.

have i d, learning have i d, teachers have become

more qualified and experienced with the French immersion situation. Results from
kindergarten through grade twelve show very good progress for those who remain in
the program. There are strong support groups in place throughout the province for
those who need reassurance or guidance.

However, since the late 1980's enroiments have generally decreased in both
entry points EFI and LFI. Factors such as family mobility, due largely to the economic
state of the Province, have impacted significantly the number of students enroling in
FI: and the number leaving FI from grade to grade. Results of FI have also come
under some criticism. Class size is declining; therefore, FI may not be an option in
areas where numbers are 0o low to warrant the program.

Even though many areas of the province have worked hard to build FI in their

schools and advocate it in their ities, it will take th i support of all
involved in the process to ensure that FI remains a viable option for the children of

Newfoundland and Labrador.
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Introduction to the Study

Since its inception in St. Lambert, Quebec in 1965 to the present day, French
Immersion (FI) in Canada has grown significantly. It has been the subject of much

5y and debate i i approach, ion results and

Through the programs and courses, ive national test results,
teacher qualifications, achievement in French, along with a wide variety of attitudes
and opinions, FI has demonstrated both strengths and limitations. All of these factors,
plus the geographical distance between schools offering FI and French-speaking
milieus, have been a concern for educators across Newfoundland and Labrador.
However, the main goal still exists, to provide an education program to the students
that will enable them to function in French upon completion of high school, without
negatively affecting their first language development.

Selected school districts prepared evaluation reports from 1977 to 1985; then

there were provinci: i which i in FI

dating from 1985 through 1992. These reports include an account of tests

test results, ions and ions for different areas of the

province and for different school boards. However, there has been no synthesis
developed which gives an overall picture of FI schooling in this province from its
inception to 1996. Also there are many unanswered questions such as: Are EFI and

LFI in this province still i ing in Is i inuing today?

Have there been changes in FI or its delivery? Have there been changes in the



evaluation method? To what extent have the recommendations made about FI been
followed? Have the goals of FI been achieved?

In Canada there has been much debate about the efficacy of FI and many
criticisms of its effects have been raised. Several researchers and educators all across
Canada such as Harley and Swain (1989) Lyster (1994), Obadia (1995), Day and
Shapson (1994) are continuing to study FI and suggest changes in teaching strategies.
Hallsall (1996) states that more English should be introduced at an earlier grade.
However, others, such as Hammerly (1989) claim that FI has not achieved its goals.
In Newfoundland and Labrador it is possible that these developments have had a
negative effect on the FI options here.

1995 marked the thirtieth year of FI in Canada, while Newfoundland and

Labrador y years of FI ion. FI settings in Newfoundland
and Labrador tend to be smaller in numbers of pupils, located in more rural areas and
more isolated from a French milieu than those in other parts of Canada. In addition, it
has been difficult for school boards to obtain teachers appropriately trained for French
Immersion. Yet, much support has been given by parents, administrators and
organizations such as Canadian Parents for French.

Evaluation is a crucial process for the growth and development of our
education system. It allows a way of capitalizing on the methods that achieve
expectations and a means of analyzing and improving the areas that do not. Flisan

alternative approach to education in the province; therefore, during the early stages of



the implementation of FI, much attention was given to its evaluation to determine its
strengths and limitations. An evaluation of the present status of FI (EFI and LFI) with
regard to the current statistics on enrolments, courses, teaching units and test results
from the Department of Education will show the reality of FI today, give an indication
of the developments in FI and determine to what extent improvements from
recommendations were realized.

In jon, the study will ize the i ion gathered in order to

examine the viability of FI and indicate if indeed it will continue to be a feasible

approach to education in and Labrador.

Definitions:

French Immersion (FI) refers to the educational alternative offered in the
province of Newfoundland and Labrador whereby students follow a curriculum taught
primarily in French. There are two options in FI.

Early French Immersion (EFI) begins in the kindergarten year and continues to

the end of Level I (Grade 12). The of i ion in French diminishes as

students progress through the grades.
Late French Immersion (LFI) begins in Grade 7 and continues to the end of
Level 1L In the school districts where both EFI and LFI are offered students from

both programs are combined in the same class from Level I (Grade 10) to Level I11.



Program is used to refer to a subject area studied such as, for example, the
Mathematics program, or the an?nis program.

Course refers to a subject area at the senior high school level, several of which
comprise a program. For example, the senior high school Frangais Program consists of
the courses: Frangais 1202, Frangais 2202 and Frangais 3202. This terminology is
adopted in order to maintain consistency with the documents published by the

D of ion in and Labrador.




Review of the Literature

Even though the teaching of a second language through an immersion
approach dates back more than 5000 years (Germain, 1993), the first FI class for
English speaking children in Canada began in the school year of 1965-66. It grew out
of the concern of a group of Quebec anglophone parents who wanted to have their
children learn English and French. In the 1960’s, there was much political activity as
Quebec’s quiet revolution marked the political, economic and social changes in the
status of French in the province of Quebec. At the same time, French became an
official language in Canada. Therefore, it seemed evident that the need to
communicate in French would be required by more people. Rebuffot (1993) states
that middle income English Quebec parents wanted their children to experience more
French in their lives. Parents envisioned a curriculum whereby 5-year-old children
would attend school in which all subjects were taught in French, so that in the Fall of
1965, FI started as an experimental kindergarten class in St. Lambert, Quebec. The

objective of this experi; ion was to promote i il ism for children

by using French as the language of instruction for all, or most, of the school subjects.
FI spread quickly throughout the country such that by 1976 F1 existed in the

nine provinces outside of Quebec with several school districts in most provinces being

involved: British Columbia (5), Alberta (8), Saskatchewan (2), Manitoba (5), Ontario

(24), New Brunswick(4), Prince Edward Island (1), Nova Scotia(2), and
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Newfoundland and Labrador(1). In the school year 1977-78 the total enrolment in FI
in Canada was 37,835 and FI was offered in 237 schools. In 1995-96, the enrolment
was 307,034 in 2,113 schools. In 1996-97, the enrolment was 312,057 in 2,146
schools. The greatest number of schools offering F1I at the present time is in the
province of Ontario while the least number of schools offering it, excluding the Yukon
and Northwest Territories, is in Prince Edward Island. In the two regions of the far
north, the population is very scattered and the enrolment under 600. The enrolments
per province have grown significantly since 1977-78 while over the last two years, the
enrolments have been generally stable as indicated below in Table 1 (Annual Report by
the Commissioner of Official Languages, 1997).

One of the first definitions of F1 describe it as, * a situation where children of
average linguistic and cultural identities who have no other contact with the French
language than in the school setting are placed together in a class where the second
language is the language of instruction” (Cummins and Swain 1986). It was often
termed “bain linguistique” or “linguistic bath.” Rebuffot (1988) describes immersion
as a particular type of situation in the teaching of a second language, a pedagogical
regime and an innovative program of studies, and also as a new approach attempting
to bring closer first and second language pedagogy. Probably the best definition of FI,
‘which is a form of bilingual schooling, is that of Stern (1978). He defines bilingual
education as “schooling provided fully or partly in a second language with the object in
view of making students proficient in the second language while, at the



Table 1
Second-Language Enrolments in Canada
Popu 11::-.: " Schools
Enrolment Offering
Enrolment Immersion
Newfoundland | 1977-78 | 156,168 67,791 95 3
199596 | 110456 64673 5074 52
1996-97 | 107,150 635525 4984 51
PrinceEdward | 197778 |  27.628 16,495 T
Island 199: 24422 14683 27
1996-97 | 24433 14683 n
Nova Scotia 197778 | 198.097 88,991 127 3
1995.96 | 163.706 93,09 10916 105
199697 | 163,300 93.430 10,957 105
New Brunswick | 197778 | 101,550 70629 3179 £
Srudents 1995.96 | 90708 7181 15880 114
FSL 199697 | 89281 72,589 15751 i13
Quebec 197778 | 248.855 17754 177 na
Studewts taking | 1995-96 | 99 35551 35551 165
FSL 1996-97 | 100,044 35,780 35,780 165
Onurio 197778 | 1,950,308 883269 12,764 160
199596 | 2115512 165782 150,005 1.063
1996-97 | 2,152,930 1,193,883 153,741 1089
Manitoba 1977.78 | 221408 85619 1667 13
199596 | 195,131 96, 18999 99
1 194,070 97413 19,171 100
Saskaichewan 197778 | 216248 53.804 407 2
199596 | 197,155 108893 10,404 »
198400 109223 10,418 k]
Albera 197778 111338 na
1995-96 170, 2667 m
1996-97 174,112 2719 175
British Columbia | 1977-78 161,110 1,301 15
1995-96 277902 297184 230
1996-97 283647 29729 234
Yukon 197778 2285 na na
1995-96 4062 452 3
1996-97 4220 473 3
Northwest 1977.78 | 12717 3200 na na
Teritories 1995.96 | 17470 3381 508 4
1996-97 | 17.8% 3465 521 4
Toul 197778 | 5,178,753 2240949 37.835 237
199596 | 5110466 2713901 307.034 2113
i 5,160,330 2774218 312057 2146
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same time, maintaining and ing their i in the first language and fully

their i ™ (Stern 1978). In contrast to FL, Core
French or Basic French is defined in the Report of the Policy Advisory Committee on
Erench Programs (1986) as * a program of instruction in which students study the
various aspects of French language during a regularly scheduled time slot as is done in
other subject areas”. The Annual Report by the Commissioner of Official Languages

for 1996 states that “although someti ived as less than the more

intensive immersion, Core French continues to be the way most young Canadians learn
their second language™. The Bain Linguistic :A Core French Fxperiment at Churchill
Alternative School (1993-94) concludes that an experimental intensive Core French
program improved students’ listening and speaking skills markedly and their self-
confidence when using their second language. However, this report also says that all
FI options (EFI, LFI, MFI, etc.) consistently lead to far stronger French language
proficiency than does Core or Extended French.

There are generally three options for French immersion:
(Rebuffot, 1993)

1. Advanced Immersion, which was also called long or early immersion,

because it started in Kindergarten or Grade one (EFI).
2. Middle Immersion(MFI) which began after first grade but before the sixth

grade.



3. Late Immersion, also called short immersion, which was offered in the
sixth, seventh, or eighth grade (LFI).
Most immersion options in Canada fall into the first category EFI, while a smaller
number are LFI. MFI is not widespread. In Newfoundland and Labrador, there are

only two options in FI. EFI, beginning at Ki and LFI, beginning at Grade 7.

Genesee (1987) identifies four objectives which apply to FI in Canada:

1. To give the students a functionally competent ability in oral and
written French.

2. To favor and maintain, a normal development of their first
language, English.

3. To permit them, also, to learn the knowledge of their own age and at their

own level in school in the other subjects.

4. To develop among themselves a respect and understanding towards French
Canadian people, their language and their culture, while still preserving
their own cultural identity.

These objectives generally have formed the basis for the development and evaluation
of French Immersion.

Early reactions to FI were very positive while later ones have been more

reserved. The first evaluations came from Cummins and Swain (1986), Genesee
(1987), Lambert and Tucker (1972), Lapkin and Swain (1984), and Swain (1979).

Lapkin and Swain (1984) deem FI successful since English skills are not negatively



affected, receptive skills in French are clearly native-like by the end of elementary
school and immersion students studying other subjects in French perform as well as

those taught these subjects in English. On ing the level of ication of

fourth, fifth, and sixth grade FI students, Genesee (1987) puts forward the fact that FI
students show a high level of functional mastery in French. Generally it was felt that
the objectives of FI were being met.

The negative evaluations of FI such as those of Foidart (1981), Bibeau (1991),
Lyster (1987) and Hammerly (1989) focus on the French production of the students.
Lyster (1987) states that by being expected to acquire implicitly the second language
within learning conditions that are not entirely ideal, immersion students have indeed
learned to communicate, but do so, not truly in the second language, but rather in a
fossilized interlanguage. Bibeau (1984) claims that not only is the French of
immersion students radically different from that of their francophone peers, it is in fact
an artificial language void of cultural relevance and riddled with serious errors in
syntax, vocabulary and pronunciation.

It seems that, in the beginning, many were pleased with the fact that students
were communicating well orally in both languages. Listening comprehension was also
high. As time went on, however, because students were attaining a much higher level
of development of communication skills in French than were Core French students,

with native were adopted in the evaluations. Being

compared to native francophone learners showed obvious differences in outcomes.
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The francophone students instructed in their mother tongue were more adept in their
use of French than the anglophone student who had been instructed in French as their
second language. These differences caused some to claim that immersion was a
flawed pedagogy (Hammerly, 1989). Other researchers have attributed these results
to a number of causes including the nature of the FI classrooms, the difficulties
inherent in learning a second language, the lack of a supportive cultural milieu and, as
well, the need to develop a more effective pedagogy specific to the immersion
classroom.

Rebuffot (1993) cites a number of studies of the capabilities of FI students in
the areas of listening, speaking. reading and writing. It is interesting to note that both

positive and negative aspects of FI have been reported since its inception.

Positive Results

Lambert and Tucker (1972) write of the early immersion students that their
comprehension skills developed more easily than their productive skills. They could
understand the language but they could not speak it well. In reading, they were as
good as a control group of francophone students. Their ability seemed to be in what
Lambert called “lingistic detection” and association of pictures and words. Their
amount of vocabulary was good and there was no significant difference in their

auditory skills. Harley and Swain (1984) record that, in 1977, grade six immersion
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students had positive results in listening to texts and radio programs which indicates
that students had reached a satisfactory level of language proficiency. Harley and
Swain conclude that this result demonstrated that the students had reached a level of
competence equal to that of francophones.

Genesee (1978) states that grade four and grade five students tended to have
the same results in vocabulary as francophone students. He also found favorable
results in grades four and five vocabulary and written comprehension, grade six silent
reading and grades four, five and six listening skills.

In 1979, Swain reports equally favorable results. These results show the
superiority of the students over those in Core French. Swain (1979) concludes that
listening and speaking skills approached those of native speakers. In 1983, Genesee
reports that at the end of grade six, oral and written abilities of immersion students
were on par with those of francophone students in the same grade in Montreal.
Lapkin and Swain (1984) say that the receptive capabilities, by the end of elementary,
were almost at the level of those of francophones and that all immersion schools were
more successful than dual track schools. An article about high school achievement
(Cummins and Swain, 1986) reports claimed that listening skills results were exactly
the same as those of francophones. Cummins and Swain suggest that it takes six or

seven years to attain a mastery in French.



More Reserved Evaluations

Foidart (1981) finds unfavorable results in FI. He says that FI students showed
difficulty with understanding spoken French outside the classroom situation due to the
rapidity of the language and their limited vocabulary. Academic language learning
does not provide experience with the language spoken outside with francophone peers.
Bibeau (1991) finds the same results. It is also reported that, for more advanced texts,

FI students are not as good as francophones (Hammerly, 1989).

Oral and Written Production

Lambert and Tucker (1972) state that in 1966 the oral production of FI
students is definitely poorer than that of the control group of francophone students.
This is in the areas of general expression, grammatical accuracy, liaison, rhythm,
intonation and the retelling of stories orally. The same findings were reported in 1968

and at that time they added that iation, such as the ion of the French

nasal, was problematic. In 1969, gender errors were reported as frequent, as well as
errors in contractions, tense and number. Lambert and Tucker (1970) find that when
using francophones as a reference, FI students are not achieving as well in oral
production. In 1972, a linguistic study rated the French of FI students below the
average for francophones in ease of the language, flow, grammar, rhythm, intonation
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and pronunciation. However, despite their lack of language accuracy, FI students are
developing reading. writing and understanding unequaled by Core French students. In
their oral p ion, the experi group approached the language

of francophone students. The use of French by students of FI in social situations was

not readily distingui: from that of

None the less, this analysis was not shared by all concerned. Spilka (1976)
says that FI students often searched for words when putting together sentences
grammatically, that they made more errors, and that their correction of errors was

more noticeable. The mastery of gender did not appear to improve with time. In

1991, Rebuffot found that in oral and written ion, students were
difficulty with interference from English.

Some researchers have found that certain errors appear to become fossilized.
Swain and Harley (1984) maintain that mistakes are not always fossilized, yet
classroom lessons are not always retained either. Calve'(1986) believes that it is the
lack of pedagogical follow-up that leads to fossilization. FI students produce more
childlike turns of phrase. They have numerous errors of omission and addition and the
interference from first language thought processes causes problems. They use
standard French and not many idiomatic expressions. They do not possess linguistic
‘maturity in French; however, this is still not a deterrent to communication. Overall,
the French of francophones is more homogeneous than that of FI students who show a

wide variation in production abilities (Rebuffot, 1993).
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Spilka (1976) and Bibeau (1984) indicate that success in French exams does
not mean that students of FI possess adequate linguistic capabilities. Lapkin, Swain
and Argue (1983) determined that regular contact with francophones was necessary.
FI students show gaps in their speech due to hesitation, use of stereotype phrases and
stilted language with a strong foreign accent and grammatical errors. It is said that
their skills go beyond the traditional French language class but are still far from those
of francophone peers. FI achieves an adequate level of performance to attain

in a frz i but F1 is not teaching students the

y for them to mix with francophone speakers
(Genesee, 1987). Opinions on the abilities of FI students differ. Some say that they
can communicate well in French while others concentrate on their sociolinguistic

limitations (Rebuffot 1993).

Comparison of EFI and LFI

In comparing EFI and LFI in the areas of listening and reading, LFI appears to
be inferior to EFI. LFI students possess less confidence in these areas. Overall results
of research also show that EFI is globally better than LFI for developing oral
comprehension skills, written comprehension and oral expression. In written
production, both groups appear equal. Also, students who graduate from EFI

consistently outperform students of MFI and LFI overall. Finally, students with longer
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exposure to French tend to report greater self-confidence and the likelihood of using
French (Swain and Lapkin, 1986). Of the three options, EFI attracts a far larger

number of students, and a more socially and academically diverse student than MFI or

LFI. Although at-risk students are many bel 2g
students are successful in EFI, and may perform relatively better than in Core French,
especially during the first years emphasizing oral communication. Later entry FI
options, parti LFI, attract an i stronger clientele (Swain and

Lapkin, 1986).

Research on the advantages of one option as compared to multiple FI options
underscores the different clienteles served by each, the impossibility of serving all
learner needs with one option, the sustained demand for EFI, and the need, ina
diverse, highly mobile population, to offer a later entry point. However, in
Newfoundland and Labrador, because of the small population choosing FI, there are
currently only two of the eight school boards that offer FI which offer a choice of EFI
or LFL

According to the 1996 Annual Report by the Commissioner of Official
Languages. “demand for F1 is no longer growing beyond the capacity of school boards
to staff and service it, but it is still popular. The overwhelming boom of

the 1970's and 1980’s has leveled off, but has not faded”. The Comparative
Mi Latel son Oftichy Revigaof
Recent Research and Annotated Bibliography (1996) released by the Ottawa Board of
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Education states that, “all FI options consistently lead to far stronger proficiency in
French than do Core or Extended FSL programs™.

While research results vary considerably in the assessment of F1, these results
have been mainly based on studies involving relatively small numbers of students. The
studies have mostly focused on French language production. Based on these results, it
is difficult to reach a valid and absolute conclusion about the effectiveness of FI as an
educational option. While the results of research reports are useful and help improve
FI by identifying problems, as well as extending our knowledge of the process of
second language acquisition, they do not really assess the global effects of the various
Fl options.

Even though there are those who are critical of FI, the criticisms have not been
substantial to the point where the FI options fail to be popular. As with any
educational approach there is always room for improvement, but according to the
current enrollments, FI in Canada is alive and doing well. Students are able to play,
sing, talk, share their feelings, get to know other people, socialize, etc. in English as
well as in French. Students are happy to be able to communicate naturally in their

second language and proud of achieving this (Obadia, 1995).



of French ion in and Labrador

Historical Background

The first example of F1 in this province began in 1975 on the West Coast at
Cape St. George on the Port-au-Port Peninsula. This area holds the largest group of
francophones as eleven percent of the peninsula’s population of 5,245 claim French
ancestry, having descended from French fisherman from France, Saint Pierre et
Miquelon, Acadia and the Magdalen Islands. This group is the most indigenous,

and stable ion in the province, but also the most

assimilated. Attempts at maintaining the French language and culture were hindered

by the i of culture and instituti For many years, not only

was education available solely in English, but use of the French language was often
discouraged and, at times, forbidden. The francophone community of the area, wishing
to hold on to its French language and heritage, wanted French to be the language of
instruction in their schools.

Initially, it was thought that FI could respond to the linguistic and cultural
needs of the francophone community. However, it soon became evident that, as an
educational option designed for anglophones learning a second language, immersion
did not respond to the desire of the francophone community to restore its French

language and heritage. Another francophone region on the peninsula, Mainland,
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joined in the effort to have a more effective French education for their children, and
finally, in 1987, after considerable lobbying on the part of parents from the region, and
following recommendations from a study by the provincial Department of Education
(Cormier, Crocker, Netten and Spain, 1985), the FI classes were converted to French
First Language (FFL) classes (Netten,1993). Certain characteristics of the Port-au-
Port Peninsula made this first bilingual, education option unique in Newfoundland and
Labrador, and to a certain extent, in the rest of Canada. The project is one of the few
in Canada to be situated in a rural area. It was also one of the first to be initiated in an
area with a francophone cultural heritage (Heffernan, 1979).

The next area of the province to begin FI was St. John’s, this province’s capital
city. These bilingual education options marked the real beginning of FI in
Newfoundland and Labrador. The students of these beginning immersion classes were
primarily anglophones who did not have linguistic or cultural ties to the French
language, and who were generally children of professionals who worked either in the
schools, the university, or in government. It was because the children of these
professionals attended the first immersion classes that FI was considered to be for the
elite. In 1977, the former Roman Catholic School Board for St. John's began the first
EFI class. In 1979, the St. John's Avalon Consolidated School Board began
implementing LFI and in 1981, EFI began. It was not until 1988 that the R.C. Board
for St. John's introduced LFL.

These French options quickly started to spread to other parts of the province.
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EFlin Gander in the Terra Nova Integrated School District was established in 1978.
In the early 1980's, five more school boards implemented FI ; another four school
boards joined in from 1985 to 1989 as indicated in Table 2 below.
Table 2
French Immersion Options in The Province Of Newfoundland And Labrador

SCHOOL BOARD DATE OF IMPLEMENTATION
1. PORT AUPORTRC. 1975
2. ST.JOHN'SRC. 1977 (EARLY) 1988 (LATE)
3. TERRA NOVA INT. 1978(EARLY)
4. AVALON CONSOLIDATED 1979 (LATE) 1981 (EARLY)
5. LABRADORRC. 1981 (EARLY) 1984 (LATE)
6. HUMBER-ST. BARBE R.C. 1982 (EARLY)
7. * LABRADOR WEST INT. 1983 (EARLY)
8. BAY OF ISLANDS INT. 1984 (EARLY)
9. LABRADOR EAST INT. 1984(EARLY) 1986 (LATE)
10. EXPLOITS VALLEY INT. 1985(EARLY)
11. BURIN PENINSULA RC. 1986 (EARLY)
12. AVALON NORTH INT. 1986 (EARLY)
13. CONCEPTION BAY SOUTH INT. 1989 (EARLY)

*This school district also experimented with MFI for short time.
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Student Enrolment

The number of students entering FI started to slowly climb in the late 1970's.
In the early 1980's, over one hundred students were joining FI each year (See Table 3).
The number of students entering FI continued to climb and peaked in the 1986-87
school year with the addition of 606 new students. The increase in total annual
enrolment by selected years can be seen in Figure 1 below.
Figure 1

French Immersion Enrolment Selected Years 1977 to 1995
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After 1987, the total annual numbers of students in EFI and LFI were still large, but
were starting to decline such that the lowest increase since 1976 occurred in the
school year 1993-94 with only 54 more students in the program. In the 1995-96
school year, there was an overall decrease of 44 students from the previous year. In
1996-97 there was an overall decrease of 141 (See Table 3, page 23). However, the
first decrease in total enrolments in FI occurred from 1994-95 to the 1995-96 school
year, from 5,066 to 5,022 students. This drop still only represents a 1% decrease.
The reason for the large number of students entering FI in the 1986-87 school

year may be largely attributed to its high popularity. EFI and LFI had been well
established. and teachers were better qualified and more experienced in teaching FI.
Parents, teachers, students and administrators were generally very positive about FI
and satisfied with the results. The decline in numbers more recently is due in part to
the economic state of the province over the past few years which has led to a decline
in the total population of Newfoundland and Labrador: therefore it stands to reason
that the schools would reflect this decline as well (See Figure 2, page 23). Since
1993, the population of Newfoundland and Labrador has been declining and currently
stands at 570,711 which is 2.3% below the 1993 level of 584,203. The Province’s
school population has been in decline since the 1971-72 school year and is dropping by
about 3% or by approximately 3,500 students per year (Profile ‘96-Educational
Indicators, 1996). The less positive attitude towards the results of FI and the polemic

created by the



Table 3

Number of Schools and Enrolment in French Immersion, 1976-77 to 1995-96

Year No. of Schools Enrolment Increase
1976-77 1 56

1977-78 3 95 39
1978-79 5 193 98
1979-80 6 279 86
1980-81 5 392 13
1981-82 7 551 159
1982-83 10 742 191
1983-84 11 970 228
1984-85 16 1,437 467
1985-86 26 2,015 578
1986-87 29 2,621 606
1987-88 29 3,060 439
1988-89 32 3,641 581
1989-90 34 3,980 239
1990-91 34 4,328 348
1991-92 40 4,636 308
1992-93 43 4911 275
1993-94 44 4,965 54
1994-95 49 5,066 101
1995-96 52 5,022 -44

1996-97 49 4881 -141




24

conflicting views of researchers has no doubt had a negative effect on its growth.

Figure 2: Provincial Enrolment K-12,
Newfoundland, 1945-2000
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Profile’96- Educational Indicators

Characteristics of Students

French Immersion has been criticized as being elitist because, among other
reasons, children in EFI and LFI tend to come from high income and above average
educated parents (Obadia, 1995). This was the case in Newfoundland and Labrador
when FI first began, as the children of professors, doctors and teachers were among
those registered. These were children selected by their parents because they felt that

they were capable of succeeding in FI. The Canadian Cognitive Abilities Test (CCAT)
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placed the average EFI students in the province in the 70® to 75 percentile range. As
FI expanded, it attracted students from a wider range of socio-economic background.
The average CCAT scores for EFI students since 1985 have been in the 60* to 65*
1992 there has not been any provincial administration of CCAT to students in FI.

It is to be noted that there has never been a provincial selection procedure for
admission to FI. The purpose of the CCAT was to monitor the cognitive abilities level

of the population entering EFI and LFI. This type of monitoring is important because

the ability level of the ion is an i factorin ining the types of
programs and services that are needed within French Immersion (FI Evaluation
Report, Netten,1993). However, some school districts have adopted policies for
advising parents by creating a more restrictive admissions policy as to whether their
child is suitable for admission to FI, thus further reducing initial enrolment at the
official entry points of kindergarten and grade 7.

LFI followed the same pattern. Initially, students were highly selected
cognitively; however, the average CCAT verbal score for students in this province
entering LFI in 1990 is at the 66* percentile. None the less, LFI tends to attract
students who are strongly motivated and have a strong commitment from both parents
and children. (Canadian Education Association, 1992). It also attracts students who
achieve well in school. While surveys conducted by the Canadian Education
Association suggest that there is a higher student retention factor in LFI than in EFI,
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this does not appear to be case, however, in Newfoundland and Labrador nor in some
other jurisdictions. Attrition for former LFI students is higher than for EFI students in

the Ottawa area (Carleton Board of Education, 1989).

Attrition
A considerable number of students leave FI from grade to grade in
Newfoundland and Labrador. From kindergarten to grade three, a large number of
children leave FI as can be seen in table 4, about 30-40 pupils at the end of
kindergarten and slightly fewer at the end of grades 1 and 2. Retention beyond grade
three improves but attrition continues throughout FI to grade 12.
Table 4

Early and Late French Immersion Enrolment by Grade, 1989-1995

Year K 1 2 3 4 s 6 7 s 9 10 |11 |12 | Toul

1989 | Early | S46 [473 | 445 | 462 | 426 [315 [ 213 [150 [83 |55 |49 |45 |17 [3279
Lae |- |- |- f- f- f- |- 190|156 |126 [ 124 |56 f45 | 701

1990 | Early | 490 | 505 | 440 [421 451 388 [308 [203 144 |66 |52 |44 |37 [3s5e9
Late |- |- |- |- |- - |- fosr 172 153 f110 [104 Jas |79

1991 | Early | 487 | 455 | 478 [ 413 | 418 | 426 [ 379 [ 290 | 198 | 142 |64 |45 |37 [3332
Lae |- f- |- |- |- f- |- Jus7[170 | 158 133 94 |52 |sos

1992 | Early | 473 f453 429 | 454 | 398 (400 | 399 {370 [283 | 186 | 134 90 |39 |4a08
Late |- - - - - - - 169 | 148 | 169 | 139 [ 90 |88 | 803

1993 | Early | 458 | 448 | 417 [ 399 | 427 | 364 | 331 | 338 | 307 | 278 | 164 | 101 | 56 | 4.088
Late |- - - - - - - 163 | 146 | 127 | 168 | 161 | 112 | 877

1994 | Early | 426 | 416 | 386 | 381 | 368 | 398 | 330 | 359 | 370 334 | 253 | 148 [ o4 4263
Late |- - - - - - - 188 | 138 | 135 | 109 | 119 | 114 | 803

1995 | Early [ 404 | 370 | 366 | 353 | 358 | 340 | 374 | 315 | 351 | 343 | 307 | 209 | 139 | 4229
L fume |- f- f- |- |- |- f- fus2|nes f126 {128 |38 o4 |753
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While attrition in FI is not unique to this province, there is limited research

available on F1 attrition in other provinces. Attrition from different FI options deals

only with attrition from school bilingual According to the
Educational Indicators Profile for 1993 for Newfoundland and Labrador, attrition in FI
has traditionally been high both provincially and nationally. For example, the
provincial cohort of EFI students entering kindergarten in the 1980-81 school year
consisted of 88 students. By grade seven, 62 of these students were still in the EFL.
Only 39 students from the original cohort remained in EF1 in the 1992-93 school year
at grade twelve, about 44% of the original group. Similarly, comparison of the
enrolment in LFI shows that 143 students entered as grade sevens in 1987-88 and 88
students (62%) of this group were still enrolled as grade twelves in 1992-93. Table 4
above shows a more recent indication of attrition in EFI from kindergarten to grade

six. The 1989-90 ki provincial total EFI lation was 546. This

population decreased approximately 5% each year until the original group reached
grade six with 374 students, 68% of the kindergarten cohort. LFI experienced
attrition as well with 114 of the grade 7 enrolment of 190 students in 1989-90 school
year remaining in the 1994-95 school year, a drop of 60%.

A number of reasons may be advanced for this attrition. Often, families with
young children are among those that either move to other areas of the province or
outside the province for economic reasons. FI may not be offered in the schools at

their destination. Some students find that F1 is too difficult for them due to various
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learning problems. If learning problems are apparent, there may be little or no means
to address them in French in the province. Often, at the grade six level, students feel
that this is the time to leave FI. Students must change schools because the school
does not offer the subsequent grades and some students do not wish to leave their
community. Some students and/or their parents feel that they have developed
adequate French skills at this point. The students at this age often make their own
decision as to the degree of French language proficiency they want. At grade nine,
students leave FI as well. It is at this level that students start to choose the high school
courses that best interest them and that they feel will benefit them in a post-secondary
education. If French does not fit into their schedule or their future outlook, then they
leave it out. Marks are an important factor for entry to university. If marks are lower
in FI than they might be in the regular English stream, students will generally leave FI.
There is also the limitation of what courses are available at the higher grade levels
which may be forcing a number of students to opt out of FI. Another aspect, that of
family mobility, may have contributed to the high attrition. Educators report there to
be higher mobility among families of FI students. This factor may also account for the
higher attrition rate in EFI in this province than in other parts of Canada. The
population selecting the EFI option, which spans all levels of learning readiness and
includes a wide range of academic abilities, possesses a greater risk factor for success
than does the selection of LFI. LFI students are generally high achievers and do not

risk failure. The population selecting LFI in this province may be a more indigenous



one. In addition, in Newfoundland and Labrador, there is little encouragement to
retain children having difficulty in EFI . Remediation services in French are generally
not provided, and the advice given to parents is generally to place their child in the

English stream where learning assistance is more readily available.

Comparison with other Canadian Provinces

According to the Annual Report of the Commissioner of Official Languages

(1997). by the year 1977, all ten provinces were offering FI in some of their schools

except Alberta, Yukon and itories who introduced FI later. The

greatest growth in FI enrolments seems to be in the larger provinces of Quebec and
Ontario. Of the Atlantic provinces, New Brunswick has seen the largest increase in
numbers, followed by Nova Scotia, Newfoundland and Labrador and Prince Edward
Island (Refer to Table 1, page 7). New Brunswick has a strong French population;
therefore, explaining the need for students to avail of two languages in their schools.

From reports done in Ontario as indicated in the Comparative Outcomes and Impacts

Research and Annotated Bibliography (1996) on enrolments, it seems that the ever-
increasing enrolment in EFI through to 1987 has been followed by a gradual leveling
off to the present. Overall, in Canada in the 1900's, the enormous growth of the

eighties in French second language enrolments at the elementary level, and notably in
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FI, has stabilized. Overall enrolments in FI remain high as the children of the peak
enrolment years continue to make their way through the system.

In Canada today, much emphasis has been placed on the most effective starting
point for FI. According to the Comparative Qutcomes and Impacts of early. middle
and late entry French immersion options: Review of Recent research and Annotated
Bibliography (1996). EFI is the most widespread option and attracts substantially
higher enrolments wherever several options are offered (Canadian Education
Assoc.,1992). In this province it is rare for a school district to offer more than one
option because of the small numbers of students choosing FI. In the two school
districts offering both EFI and LFI, a greater number of students have chosen EFI over
LF1 as indicated in Table 5 below. The percentage of students enrolled in EFI and LFI

by corresponding school district is found in Appendix B.
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Number of Students by Options in EFI and LFI by School District, 1995-96

Enrolment
District EF1 LFI

K-12 7-12 Total
105 Exploit’s Valley Integrated 226 (K-10) - 226
107 Nova Consolidated 274 (K-12) - 274
110 Avalon North Integrated - 242 (7-12) 242
115 Western Integrated 237 (K-11) - 237
117 Labrador East Integrated 147 (X-11) - 147
118 Labrador West Integrated 209 (K-12) n 2| 22
129 Conception Bay South - 132 (7-11) 132

Integrated
502 Burin Peninsula R.C. 154 (K-9) - 154
508 Humber-St. Barbe R.C. 248 (K-12) - 248
510 Labrador R.C. 179 (3-12) = 179
512 Appalachia R.C. 266 (K-11) - 266
514 St John’sR.C. 1,380 (K-12) 70 (8-12) | 1450
111 Avalon Consolidated 898 (K-12) 338 (7-12) | 1236
508 Gander-Bonavista-Connaigre 11 (8&9) - 1
RC.
Total Province 4,229 793 5038
A current list of schools offering FI can be found in Appendix A.




Teacher Population

There are currently (1996-97) one hundred and ninety-four teachers teaching in

Fl in this province, one hundred and seventy-three in EFI and twenty-one in LFI

(Personal C ication, D of ion, Summer, 1997). Most teachers
are of origin; the ion of is only about twenty
percent.

The Directors of Education encourage the school boards to hire
‘Newfoundlanders as much as possible. Furthermore, school districts do not wish to
hire a teacher who cannot be transferred to teaching in the English stream classes,
should the need arise. Consequently, they prefer that teachers in FI possess a

U of the ies and ical resources used in English stream classes

in the province. This knowledge is important for two reasons. First, programs or
courses taught in FI have the same outcomes and content as the corresponding courses
or programs taught in the English stream. Secondly, teachers would probably stay in
the same school board even though FI might decline in importance. Expectations are
such that it is necessary to possess a good knowledge of English in order to be
adequately prepared to teach in all types of classroom situations, and to interact
satisfactorily with parents and other teachers.

In addition, francophone teachers of FI in the schools of this province face

certain Because the ion in and
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Labrador is about only one percent of the total population, there may not be a
for Generally, ‘who come from
outside the province are used to teaching French as a native language, and so there is

difficulty in adapting methods of teaching appropriate in French first language
classrooms to the teaching of French as a second language as in FI. Francophone
teachers who come to this province often do not stay a long time especially in the
smaller communities. Also, there is always a period of adjustment for new teachers.

In this province, seventy percent of the teachers in FI have degrees from

University of the only institution which offers p
preparation in the province. The majority have completed a specialization in French
second language and have studied at least three semesters in a francophone milieu.
Moreover, there is a fairly good proportion, around half, who has been teaching in
French Immersion since graduation and therefore has more than five years teaching
experience in FI (See Netten, 1993).

Since 1980, Memorial University has put in place a specialization in French
immersion teaching for students wishing to teach in FI. There are two specialized
methodology courses, one for primary/elementary teachers and one for secondary
school teachers. This preparation accompanies the high school and the

y BED. degree pi in education. Both p: require a

concentration (at least 8 courses) in French as a second language and three semesters

of study in a French University. In addition, it was in the mid-1980's that school
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boards, in conjunction with ial University of began to offer in-

services and institutes for FI teachers in the methodology connected with the teaching
of children in the primary/elementary grades. Before this effort of improving the
teaching of curriculum areas in FI, there were high school trained teachers hired to
teach primary children who were not familiar with the needs of the child, their affective
and social development, nor with teaching strategies appropriate to this level. Also,
teachers were not trained to teach language arts, only Core French at the high school
level. These deficiencies showed some negative effects on the initial results of the
program, but results improved dramatically with the initiation of in-service ( Netten,

1993). Unfortunately, these institutes were discontinued up to 1996.

The D¢ of ion has also to the

preparation of the teachers by the appointment of two consultants to oversee the

of and the identification of ia learning

These consultants are regularly engaged in in-service activities with the FI teachers to

initiate i ion of new and learning

Canadian Parents for French

The history of the development of FI in Newfoundland and Labrador would
not be complete without reference to the organization, Canadian Parents for French.

Twenty years ago, Canadian Parents for French (CPF) was founded in Canada. In
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1977, thirty-six people banded together to form CPF because they believed Canadian
children should have the opportunity to learn French and become bilingual (CPF
National Newsletter, 1996). The word soon spread to this province and in 1983 CPF
was established. In Newfoundland and Labrador, there are currently nine chapters of
CPF. Their mandate is to ensure that every young Canadian has the opportunity to
learn and use French. CPF has been a driving force in supporting and encouraging
French second language opportunities both in the school system and outside of it.

‘While CPF is not a part of the education system, it has been a positive

influence in both FI and Core French for the children of this province. In 1996, CPF, in

with the D of i on a student

project. The aim of this endeavor is to challenge students, parents, educators and the
wider community to reflect upon the value of second language learning. The

which are for i iate and senior high Core French students, are

threefold: to increase awareness of the connection between study of the French
language and the future career patterns, to offer information on enrichment activities in
French language learning, and to curb attrition from French courses (Levels I-III).

The project is a three-year program, which begins in Central Newfoundland and on the
Northeast Coast, then moves to Corner Brook, Labrador West, and then to St.John’s,
Northeast Avalon, Conception Bay and Burin Peninsula. Even though language arts,
math, science, and social studies have been promoted as the core curriculum for the

future prosperity of our society, students are encouraged to take advantage of French
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programs to the end of high school. since it is often difficult to include this marketable

skill in p training (CPF 1996). Other school projects include

“concours d’art oratoire’ (public speaking) for intermediate and senior high school
students, ‘rendez-vous’ for grades seven and eight, and a creative writing challenge.
Outside the classroom, CPF is involved with French summer camps, crafts, adult
literacy classes, parent information nights, French story hour and Winter Carnival in
conjunction with French week.

CPF has regularly given support to FI in the province. According to CPF,
“the FI phenomenon has been studied from coast to coast, and with one or two
notorious exceptions, has received high grades. While it is not for every child, and
while it may not produce perfectly bilingual speakers, for the vast majority of young
people who take French Immersion, it is 2 highly effective educational experience.
Students emerge from it with the ability to communicate in their second language and

to take on more of life’s challenges™ (CPF Winter Newsletter, 1997).

Conclusion

To i ! in and Labrador it would appear
that;

1) while the total provincial FI is not i ing, there are

approximately 5000 students in FI;



2) the former thirteen school districts offering F1, now within eight new
district boundaries, are still offering it; and
3) the support groups continue to encourage and advocate FI.
The areas of principal concem in Canada, and especially in Newfoundland and
Labrador in FI seem to be 1) decreasing enrolment ; 2) blending of LFI and EFI

students in 'y school: 3) i ient student at the secondary level

to keep FI in all schools; and 4) the real and/or perceived impacts of FI on the system
as a whole. There is also, more particularly in this province the concern of multi-
grading in FI at all levels as classes become smaller.

FI has accepted its share of challenges and changes. At the same time,
considerable progress has been made, in the design, development, and delivery of FI
over the years. FI has a solid foothold in the landscape of education in this province.
“In spite of all its growing pains, F1 is here to stay because it has undeniably met with

success and increasing popularity” (Murphy and Netten, 1993)
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Evaluation Results

From 1976 to 1984, ions of FI were by icipating school

districts in Newfoundland and Labrador (See table 6). These evaluations were

conducted in co-operation with the Institute for Educational Research and

Development of Memorial University of In 1985, a provi ids

evaluation was required by the Dep of ion, and these p:

evaluations were continued until 1992. The evaluation reports, as completed under
district jurisdiction, are listed in the following table:

Table 6
Evaluation Reports by School District

School District Evaluation Reports by School Years

Labrador R.C. 1981-82, 1982-83, 1983-84

Labrador West Integrated 1983-84

Port-au-Port R.C. 1975-76, 1977-78, 1979-80, 1980-81,1981-82,1982-83,
1983-84

Humber St. Barbe RC ~ 1982-83, 1983-84

Terra Nova Integrated 1982-83, 1883-84

Avalon Consolidated 1979-80,1980-81, 1981-82, 1982-83,1983-84

St. John's R.C. 1977-78,1979-80, 1980-81, 1981-82, 1982-83, 1983-84

Alist of all evaluation reports completed may be found in Appendix C.



In order to correlate this i

with the new

of the province, information about the consolidation of school districts is given in

Tables 7a and 7b.

School Districts offering French lnmr:ﬁgn: Corresponding School District
Numbers.
Integrated School Boards Roman Catholic School Boards
105 Exploit’s Valley 502 Burin Peninsula
107 Nova Consolidated* 509 Humber-St. Barbe
110 Avalon North 510 Labrador
111 Avalon Consolidated 512 Appalachia**
115 ‘Western 514 St. John’s
117 Labrador East
118 Labrador West
129 C ion Bay South

*The Terra Nova Integrated School District joined other surrounding districts and was

renamed Nova Consolidated School District.

** The Port-au-Port Roman Catholic School District was incorporated into

surrounding districts and renamed Appalachia School District.

In 1997, with the reduction of twenty-seven school boards to ten in this province, the

thirteen of these school boards offering French Immersion were reduced to eight as

indicated in the table below.



Table 7o
Names of Amalgamated School Districts offering FI

School Districts Offering FI

Includes Former School Districts

1. Labrador

Labrador/Labrador East and West

2. Corner Brook/Deer Lake/St. Barbe
South

Humber-St. Barbe

3. Stephenville/Port aux Basques Appalachia

4. Baie Verte/Central/Connaigre Exploits Valley

5. Lewisporte/Gander Nova Consolidated

6. Burin Burin

7. Avalon West Avalon North/Western Avalon/
Conception Bay South

8. Avalon East Avalon C John's RC

Evaluations were undertaken in order to monitor the results of EFI and LFIin

Newfoundland and Labrador. While of FI had been in some

other provinces (eg. Ontario, New Brunswick), it was not known to what extent
results of the immersion experience would be similar in Newfoundland. It was felt that
the isolation of this province from a French milieu, and the fact that several schools
with FI were in rural areas, might have a negative effect on FI results. There were also
other factors, such as the lack of qualified teachers, the lack of suitably trained native

with the i

teachers, i approach, and the lack of
curriculum guides and learning resources which could negatively influence learing

In addition, admini were d about English language
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development as the province had iti i major dif ies in teaching
reading, particularly in rural environments.

Evaluations were initially modeled on those which had been conducted in other
provinces. Where possible, the same tests were used in order to make comparisons
with mainland norms. However, it became evident that valid comparisons were rarely
possible due to the variety of tests and procedures used. Consequently, the
evaluations conducted in this province became based principally on a cognitive ability
measure, a measure of French reading skills, and a measure of achievement in
Mathematics. The results of these tests were used as general indicators of whether
students in FI were achieving at levels which might be deemed to be commensurate
with their abilities and were learning the subject matter of academic areas other than
French adequately. In addition to these three areas, English language development
was also observed in grade three and in the elementary grades.

Results of Evaluations in the Early 1980's

The major characteristics of the evaluations results was their low validity. In
the early 1980's, many school districts reported satisfactory results while some school
boards in the province were reporting results below expectations. For example, the
Terra Nova Integrated School Board reported lower levels of achievement than most

other districts in the province as indicated by their reports to the Department of
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