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A SURVEY OF PUPILS LEARNTHC BHCLISH AS A

SECCHD LANGUAGE IN THE CITY CF TORONTO PUSLIC SCHOOLS

(Research Depnrtmént in Cooperation with the
Fublic School Principals' Association)
INTRODUCTION

Rising numbers of pupils racedeith the task of learning
English as a sscond language in our schools has brought about a greater
awareness among educators of the problems invol#ed in second~language
learning. This awareness in turn has led to an expression of the nesd
to qbtain objective information about these pdpils as a first step toward
developing‘the most efficient msans of teaching them. |

Humerous articies1 have been written on the subject. Most of
the articles, however, are primafily descriptive-ih nature. They are also
frequently concerned with the problerms of particular ethnic groups, suéh
as Spanish-speaking pupils in the Southwestern ﬁnited States, rathsr than '
with non-English-speaking children in general. ‘The reports are, accord-
ingly, of limited usefulness.

Wnile research findings are of gfeater vaiue in that théy.p:o-
vide objective inforuation, the amount of suéh information is limited.
Of the researck work that_has been dore, a godd.d;al has been concerned
with the effect of bilingualism on the measurement of intelligence. Thus,

Darcy (1953) has compiled a comprehensive review of one hundred and ten

4
1

such studies. She concluded that bilingualists suffer from a language
handicap on verbal tests of intelligence but that this disappears when
the test is non-veroal.
: /
1 For a representative sample see Cohn (1960), Gordon (195%), Perlman
(195%), Abraham (1957), Hickey (1956), Johnson (1956), Vallacz (1956),

Patterson ard Joyce (1955), Pankoke and Earnes (1954), and Rowan,
Kendall, and Stroud (1950).

S
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Comparatively little research has bsen directod at irnveshi-
gating the effect of bilingualism on school achieverent. Singer {1956)
nas attempted to summarize the work that has been dcne. On uhs basis of

available evidence he concluded thas:

(a) Bilingualism has a detrimental influence on school achievement in
- the early years of slementary school, especially in the verbal sub-
Jjects such as feading and spelling. This handicap may pérsist

through the grades if the curriculum and teaching is not properly
adapﬁed to the bilinguals' needs apd if the language spoken in the
cormunity differs from the medium of instruction. Howevsr, bilingu-
alism does not appear to fesult'in'any retardation in ths pupils’ | ; ‘
fundamental academic aptitudes.
(b) Learning to read in two languages simultaneously may be dstrimental
| when the first language conflicts with the seccnd in the various
aspects béing learned. However, when there aré common elements
betﬁeen the languages thére is likely to be some positive itransfer
of training.
It is 51gn1f1cant to note uhat with cne etcentlon the ;iﬁdings
cited by S1naer in 1956 ars daued at or prior to 1940. A survey of ths
literature, furthermore, suggests that very little work has been done
since 1955,
The primary purpose of the study reported here was to provide
an actuarial picture of the extent and nature of the non-English-speald.ng
population in the Toronto Public Schools. The study attempted to ascer-
ta.u the correlation between the rendlrg level and gralu level of these
Pup-ln. So"e indication of their mobility was also sought. Such infor-

mation would have immediate value for organizational and administretive

4
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purposas; however, it would provide as well a basis for the establis

_:ien: of bypothesas conzerning the proovlam of second-lanzuagse learning in

In & survey of cities with 100,000 persons or more it was
founi that non2 of the majdr cities in Canada or the Um’.ted Statés, with
the possible exception of Nsw York, had carried cut a similar study. The
New York study (1958), waz concerned primarily wi th the Puerta Rican
population ard onl:,f ef-ondarll,/ with other non-English-speaking groups.
Yo effort was mads to subdivids these other pupils according to _their

language grduping but_ instead' they were simply coasidered together.  In

a sense, therefore, the present study is sorething of a pioneer work.

PROCEDURE
The information was g‘.thnrad in the form of a thirtee n-question
quest'normalre2 which was filled out by the pupils' teachers 1n"e‘ach'of
ninety—-one public schools during the spring o 1961.' For the pu.rpbses
of tne study a vupil was designated as non-English-spee;king if he or sne
enitered the Toronto Public S_c‘nools at | anry © .u.. ﬁomt without a workir;g
knowledge of English. A working knowledge of English neant the ébili.ty

to speak and understand English.

RESULTS

The data have been summarized under seven headings.

1. Poculation Size:
It was found that 11,273 pupils could oe classed as non-English-

speaking. This figurs represents approximately 153 of the entire Toronto

2 A copy of the questionnaire is presented in Appendix 1.
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Fublic Schuol population at the time of the study. Cf these 11,273

pupils, 5,913 were males and 5,355 were females.

Table 1 indicates the distribution of the population and the
proportion of males and females in each of six Inspectoral Districts
into which the Toronto Public Schools are subdividad.3 Tha loéatiori of

these Districts in the City is 'preéented‘ invFigure 1. Gensrally spealking,

' the position of Districts one %o six is fi'omi east to west, ’with Districts

~one and six including the schools in the easterrmost and westermmost

parts of the City resgectively.

TABLE 1
DISTRIBUTION OF MALE AND FEMALE LOH-E:GLISH-SPEAKING

PUPILS IN THE SIX INSPECTORAL DISTRICTS

District | 1 2. 3 4 5 6

Hales 265 | 322 | 269 | 1903 | 1410 | 1749

Females {262 | 288 | 230 | 1759 | 1281 | 1535

Total | 527 | 610 | 499 | 3662 | 2691 3284

From this table it .is evident that the bulk or 85.45% of the
non-English-speaking pupils'were concentrated in the schools of Districts
four, five, and six, that is, in ths western section of the City, rather

than being distributed evenly throughout the scheol system. Furthermore,
| as in the populaticn 25 a whole, each District had o rore or less groater
number of males then females.
3 It is important to note that certain changes have Geen made in the

4
1Y)
organization of the Districts since the completion of the study in
1961, -
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then each of tﬁe sehools was considared sope_rately,‘ it was
found that they all hed soma non-English—slpeaking pupils. iiowsver, the
schools had twenty or less, tuentj-three .,chool., nad more than two hun-
dred. All the sc_haols having more than two hundred of thess rupils were
in Districts four, flV\,, and .Ji . Only one school in these Districts
(Brant) had fewer than twenty pupils. In only twénty—twd of ﬁb.e ninety=~
one schools 'was there a greater mumber of female pupils than ﬁales.

A complete summary of the n’..unber of non-EnglJ.sh-snea}n.rg puozls
in each school is provided in Anncndi 2.
2, Pupils' Aze: | N

The é.ges!* of the grsat r"agorlty of the mupils (94.11% for
meles and 94.62% for females) ranged from six to fifteen yea.rs} it was
found that within this age range the distfibution of pupils of both
sexes at the different age levels was fzurly un.fo-...,althaugh there was
a somewhat larger percentage of older pupils (pupils aged eleven to
fifteen) than youn er pupils aged six to t-=n. The mee.nbage for the ropu-
lation was 10.79 years, with means of 10.84 and 10.74 fer ize males and

females respectively. This informetion is presented in Table 2.

4 As indicated in question four of the questionnaire, the pupil's birth
year rather than age was requested. This introduces a certain amount
of ambi gul uj' in the results, since 2 pum.l born in 1950, for exanple,
mey be either ten or eleven years old in 1961 depending on the month
of his birth und the time of year uhe questionnaire was completed.
Therefore, in speaking of the pupils' ages we mean their approximate
rather than their exact ages.
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TAELE 2

» DISTRIBUTIOYN OF ACES GF HALE AED FEMALT FUPILS

Age Males | Females Ags Males
(Years) & % (Yfears) | &

53, | .02 22 | .07
46 | .02 21
45 o 20

2 | 02 || s

40 17

39 | | 16

36 | 15

% | | 14

33

32
3

30
22

23

27

26

25
24,
23
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Soma pu;dils are indicated in the tablo as being ahove the age
of f.wc-m’ty. As can be saen they comprised only a very small perf:ent‘a-.;-;e"
of the total pepulation (.515 of the males and .85% of the females),'and
it is obvious that they would not be atterding classes in the regalar
school programme. Furthermore, when ain analysis was doﬁe by Disﬁri-:ts s
it becone épparent that they were concentrated almost entirely in one |
~ Districy, (four), with only ‘ona other pupil iridica'l;ed in District |
six. |

Table 3 provides the percentage of male pupils and Tablas 4 the
peréentage of fermale pupils at the'different agé levels for the six Dis-

tricts.

TABLE 3

% ACZ DISTRIBUTION OF HALE PUPILS Iil TiE SIX DISTRICTS

hge ’ : - District

(Years) 1 2 3 4 5 6
45 , " - 1 .05
44, .05
36 .05
33 .05
32 .05
31 .05
30 .05
29 .11
28 .11
27 18
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AT T . cade 10
TAZLE 3 (conttd)

Digtrict
(Years 1 2 3 A 5 )
22, A1
23 .26
22 .21
21 A1
20 16 .07
19 .26 .07
18 .26 4
17 1.13 62 .58 71 .57
16 3.40 3.73 2.60 2,57 2.98 2.4%
15 8.30 7.4 7.43 8.09 | 6.52 8.12
14 10.94 9.32 | 11.15 | 10.4 11,56 9.72
13 11.70 14.60 14..50 11.25 | 10.99 1.26
12| 11.32 | 12 13.75 | 1C.19 | 10.35 9.32
11 | 12,08 | 11.%0 13.75 | 10.72 9.93 | 10.63
10 9.06 | 13.04. | 10.04 9.30 3_.'65 9.49
9 9.43 | 9.0 8.18 | 841 | 872 | 8.00
8 6.79 5,59 5.20 8.36 9.79 8.40
7 8.68 8.07 6.69 7.88 8.44, 9.09
6 6.42 4.6b 4.83 7.99 | 10.21 10.35
5 75 .31 1.86 1.94 .85 2.57
L .05
Mean | 11.05 | 1145 | 41.15 | 11.09 | 10.69 | 10.55




District

Age
(Years)
53
L6
b
42
40
39
34 .06
32 .05
3 .05
30 .06
29 A7
28 .1
26 .28
25 .34
24 34
23 .23
22 .28
21 1
20 .23
19 .28
18 .76 R .08
i7 2.67 .35 43 .40 .62 .07
16 4,.20 1.39 1.30 2.10 2.73 1.82
15 9.03 435 6.20 5.93 6.58
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TABLE 4 (cont'd)
; District
(Years) 1 2 3 A 5 6
14 10.69 | 10.76 | 12.17 9.8, | 10.77 | 10.42
13 9.92 10.76 13.91 10.63 11.79 11.27
12 9.16 14.93 10.00 10.18 10.85 9.58
i1 12.21 13.89 1.74 9.27 11.79 10.10
10 6.40 11.46 10.00 9.55 9.37 9.25
9 8.40 10.42 10.00 9.89 9.29 8.73
8 8.40 417 10.87 7.7 7.73 8.99
7 9.92 7.64 9.57 9.55 8.43 9.7
6 6.11 4.6 4.35 9.55 9.8, | 11.21
5 1.53 .35 1.30 1.88 .78 2.15
4 .06 .07
Mean 11.04 11.12 10.70 10.96 10.70 10.40
Three things should be noted from these tables:
1. In all Districts morse than ninety per cent of the Fupils were aged
six to fifteen years with the mmbers va.ry:.ng from °2 50"’ (D:strict
- four) to 95. 59% (Plstmct tn.ree) for the males a.nd from 90. 83%

‘(District one) to 97 91% (District two) for the femalas,

2. A greater proportion of the pupils were aged eleven to fifteen than
six to ten in each of Districts one, two, and three than in Districts
four, five, and six;

3. The mean ages of the pupils in each of the Districts covered a
narrow range varying orly from 10.55 (District six) to 11.15 (Dis-
tricts twé and three) for the males and from 10.40 (District six) to

11.12 (District two) for the females.
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it was found that while the mean ages of the pupils ranged
widely in the total populaticn, within fifty-three schools, they varied
only between ten and twelve yeers. Appendix 3 contains the mean age of

the students in each school.

3. Langusges Swoken:

Table 5 presents the distribution of the population in terms of

the language first spoken by the pupils. Figure 2 depicts the same in-

formation graphically.

TABLE 5
PERCENTACE DISTRIBUTION OF THE POFULATION BY THE FIRST LANCUAGE SPOKEN

01:321; Language A { 01;225 Language %
1 Italian 14 Dutch .61
2 German 745 7| Litiuanian .58
3 Greek. 16 Maltese .57
4 Polish 17 Letvian .56
5 Chinese 18 Danish <51
6 Ukrainian 5.11 18 Spanish .51
7 Porﬁuguese ' 4.12 20 Japanese . 49
8 Hungarian 3.58 21 Czecho-Slovak WA
9 Yugoslav 2.32 22 Swedish 29
.10 French 1.68 " 23 Arabic .12
11 Yiddish 1.30 " 24, Roumenien .09
12 Estonian 1.09 25 Norwegian .05
13 Pussian .62 Other 3.10
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It is clearly svident that Italien was 1? far the most common
first language spoken by the pupils, with German and Gresk placing sacond
and third respectively. It might be noted that the numbsr of Italian-
speaking students was approximately equivalent to the suz of the pupils
speaking the next ten most common languages.

Breaking the population down by Districts providss some indi-
cation of the concentration of the language groups in various parts of
the City. Whan this was dene it became apparent that there were consid-
erable variations in the percentage of the different groups in ths six
Districts. It was found, for example, that while 64.7.% of the pusils
were indicated as speaking Itelian in District six, Italian was the first

% ) )
language of only 9.02% of ths students in District thrss. Or, in other
words, while Italian was the largest language group in Districts one,
four, five, and six, it was the second largest in District thres and

only the third largest in District two. Table é contains a complete

in each of the Districts. For corparison purposes the languages are
listed in_order of their f;equency of qccurrénce in the population, and .
thé nunbers in bréckets indicate their raﬁk order for each-District.
Thus, for example, in Distriet one thevnumber'in brackets indicates thét
the Ukrainian-speaking pupils were the eleventh largest group in the

District; however, the unbracketed number indicatss that they ranked

sixth in the total population.

16
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TABLE 6

PERCHATAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE FUPILS Ii BaCH DISIRICT

BY THE LAYCUAGE FIRST SFOKE:
District
Language
| 1 2 3 L 5 6

1 Italian 27.89 (1)} 12.79 (3)| 9.02 (2)| 41.55 (1)|43.48 (1) | 64.72 (1) |
2 German 18.60 (3)] 16.07 (2) | 18.44 (1) 6.01 (5)]12.90 (2)| 9.23 (2)
3 Greek | 2448 (2)] 28,89 (1) 8.82 (3)] 4.72 (6)] 3.20 (8) ] 3.56 (4)
4 Polish 1.52 (8)| 2.13 (8)| 2.81 (10)] 4.37 (7)]10.93 (3) | 3.38 (5)
5 Chinese 2.66 (6)| 6.72 (4)| 6.61 (5)| 11.77 (2)| 1.02 (1) | 1.04 (9)
6 Ukrainian 295 (11) 98 (15) | 2.20 (12)| 3.82 (8)]10.15 (4)] 4.29 (3)
- 7 Portuguese 19 (15) | .33 (20) | 1.00 (14)] 8.30 (3)| 4.50 (5) 94 (10)
8 Hungarian 95 (11) | 1.48 (1) | 6.21 (&) 7.10 (4)| 2.16 (8) | 2.25 (7)
9 Yugoslav 3.80 (4)| 5.74 (5) 4.01 (7)] 1.37 (11)| 2.60 (7)| 2.01 (6)
10 French 2.28 (7)| 2.30 (7)| 3.61 (8)] 1.94 (10)] 1.38 (10) | 1.13 (8)
11 Yiddish 40 (18) | 2.81 (9)| .52 (14) .82 (12)
12 Estonian 304 (5)| 3.28 (6)] 8.82 (3)| .19°(18)| .33 (19)| .82 (12)
13 Russian 66 (17) | 1.00 (14)| .87 (12)| .52 (14) 45 (17)
14 Dutch 1.52 (8)] 1.31 (13)| 3.21 (9)| .27 (16)| .56 (13)| .37 (20)
15 Lithuanien 33 (20) | .20 (22)} .16 (19)] 1.52 (9) | .46 (17)
16 Maltese .82 (16) | - .33 (15) | .67 (12) | .88 (11)
17 Latvian 1.33 (10)| 1.97 (9)| 2.40 (A1) .05 (22){ .41 (18)| .58 (15)
18 Danish 19 (15) | 1.48 (11) ] 2,00 (13)] .16 (19)} .33 (i9) | .67 (1)
18 Spanish 219 (15) | 1.80 (10) | .40 (20) 63 (13) | .26 (21) .40 (19)
20 Japanese 38 (14) | .66 (17) | .80 (17)| €0 (12)| .48 (16)| .30 (21)
21 COzocho-Slovak| .19 (15)| .49 (19) | .60 (18)] .25 (17)| .28 (18)| .52 (1)




-6 -
TABLE & (cont'd)
District
Larguage
1 2 3 A 5 6
22 Swadish 295 (11) | 1.15 (14) | 1.00 (14) | .05 (22) | .11 (22) | .30 (21)
23 Arabic .19 (15) .33 (20) 14 (21) L1 (22) .09 (23)
2/, Roumanian 33 (20) | .20 (20) | .05 (22) | .11.(22)| .03 (24)
25 Morwegian .19 (15) .20 (22) .03 (25) .08 (25) .03 (24)
trer 8.54 8.20 15.63 2.43 1.19 1.71

Table 7 presents the percentage of ths population speaicing one,

two, three, or four languages other than English, and Table 8 orovides

this information for each of the six Districtis.

TABLE 7

PERCENTAGE OF FUPILS SPEAKIHG 1, 2, 3, OR 4 LANGUAGES

Mumber of

Languages

1 90,82

2
3 1.29
L
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FERCEITACE OF PUFILS IM THE SIX DISTRICTS
SFEAXINCG 1, 2, 3, OR 4 LANCUAGES
Yiumkter of District
Languages 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 87.48 85.25 86.57 90.33 91.75 92.381
2 11.39 | 13.11 | 12,33 | 7.78| 6.95 | 6.00
3 95 1.64 .60 1.72 1.03 1.07
4 .19 S .16 .22 A2

Most pupils (90.82%) were fcurd to speak cnly one language
wvith the number varying fr_pm a low of 85.25% in District two to a Mgh
of 92.81% in District six. It is interesting to note in this commsction
that Districts four, five, and six contain the largest percentage of
pupils speaking only one language and =lso tne greatesf rercentage of
pupils who indicated that Italian was their first language.

into Can Year of Scheol Admissicn:

4. Ysar of Entry

In the population taken both as a whole and by Districts more
than one-~half the pupils i-nd‘ico.ted they‘ entered Canada and were admiﬁted
into a Toronto Public Sch601 between th;é years 1'956 é.nd 1960.. ‘Thus, |
60.84% of the population entered Canada and 79.66% were admitted to
school during these years. Similarly, for the Districts, the eatry
figures for this period ranged from 53.73% (District three) to 66.87
(District fcur) and the admission figures varied from 77.52% (District
two) to 82.44% (District four).

L greater percentage of the population entered Canada in the

most recent two-year period, that is 1959 and 1960, than in any other,
L 4
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and thz greatest percentage were 2dmibled into schesl just cesenily in
. 1960.1" With a faw excepticns this was found to b2 the case whon the
) pupils were considered by Districts.
Gsnerally speaking, there appsarsd to bs a lag of more or lass
one year between the pupils' entry into Canada and their admissicn into a
Toronto Public Schcol. The mean year of entry into the couniry was found

5

to ba 1956.90 as compared with 1957.87 for the year of school acémission.
In the six Districts the differences in the time elapsed betwsen the mean
years of entry and admission ranged fron .£2 years in District ome to
1.09 years in District six.

Finally, a rather large percentage (13.83) of ths non-Inglish-

speaking pupils were indicated as having been born in Canada. Trhe taree

rost common languages spoken oy thnem were Italian, Ukrainian, and Polish
. in that order. Again, as in the population as a whols, the perceatage

.of Itelian pupils was oy fazl the largest of any of the language grcup's,

c;omprising more than one-third of the total number. Takls @ contains

a complete summary of the language svoken by these pupils.

4 Because of the time of the survey the entry and admission figures are
: not complete for 1961.

5 For obvious reasons those pupils who were classified as having osen
. "~ admitted in "1951 or prior" could not be included in the computation
of the mean year of admission. Inclusion of this group would have
lowered the mean; nowever, the effect would have been slighi since
they comprised only .61% of the total populatioa.,

ERIC | | 20




-9 -
TABLE 9
PERCENTAGE OF PUPILS BORM IN CANADA
SPEAKTING THE VARIOUS LANGUAGES
Oigz‘if Language A 0§2:: Language 4

1 Italian 39.76 l 14 Japanese .96
2 Ukrainian 15.09 14 Russian .96
3 Polish 8.16 14 Yiddish .96
4 Ghinese 6.87 17 Czecho-3lovak 77
5 German 5.72 18 Maltese .51
6 Greek 5.01 19 Dutch .26
7 Estonian 2.8 20 Arabic : .19
8 French ] 2.3 21 Danish .06
9 Lithuanian 2.12 21 Morwegian . .06
10 Yagoslav 1.61 o2 Spanish .06
11" | Portuguese 1.54 21 Swedisn .06
12 Latvian 1.41 25 Rounanian .00
13 Hungarian 1.22 Other 1.41

When the population was considsred by Districts, the distri-

bution of the Canada~-born pupils was fourd to range from a low of 10.18%
in District two to a high of 16.09% in District thres.

The break down of the population in terms of year of entry
into the country and year of school adnission is presentad in Table 10.
The sarme information for each of the six Districts may be found in

Appendix 4.
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IHTO CANADA AND YEAR OF SCHOOL ADWISSICH

Mean Year of Admisaion - 1957.87

Admission Year
Engry | 1991 ¥ - 1 NN ) | Tota1
Yoor Praz.gr 1952 11953 [1954 {1955 | 1956 | 1957 | 1958 | 1959 | 1940 |19%1 | ¢
Brnint s | 7| a9 el e8| .o3]1.32] 16| 2.7 | 56| .12 |13.63
1908 .01 .01
1945 .01 .01
1946 | .01 .01 .01 .03
1947 | .04 .01 .01 .06
1948 | 07 | .04 05| .01] .01 .03] .ot .01 ] .01 .24,
1949 | .08 | .13 | .19 .08 .01] .01 02| .o1| .01 .52
1950 | .09 | .24| .23| .28] .16| .04 .05 .02| .02 .02} .02 1.17
1951 | .29 | .38| .38 .39| .35| .20{ .07| .03| .c6|- .0z 2.19
1952 671 0] 39| 49| .29] :20] .07] .00 04| .02 2.86
1953 1.64 | 76| .53) .57) 4| .9 .10 .13) .01 4.37
1954 2.35| .89 56| .48 49 26 .20 5.23
1955 2.5111.04| .58 .53| .55| .36] .03| 5.60
1956 5.411 1,88} .92 .85 41 041 9.8,
1957 8.19| 1.65| 1.50| 1.39| .07|12.80
1958 8.55| 2.15| 1.48] .13]12.31
1959 10.66| 2.57| .17{13.40
1960 11.70] .79 [12.49
1961 3.04| 3.04
Totel % | .62 |1.63 |3.30] 4.74|5.62 9.09{13.24 | 14.13 | 19.05 | 24.15 | 4.45
Yean Year of Entry - 1956.90
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Examination of the number of schoolé attended by the non-
English-speaking pupils gives us en indication of their rmodility. A5 is
evident in the questionnaire the population has been subdivided for %his
purpose into two groups: thoss pupils who attended only Toronto Public
Schools, and those who attended Separate and/or Metro Schools as well as
Toronto Schools. .

It was found that the great majority of the students, that is
82.29%,. attended Toronto Schools aione, and of these almost two-thirds or
61.05% attended only one school. The mean number of' schools at vended was
1.59. By ccmparison, the remaining 17.71% of the population who attended
'other' as well as Toronto Schools had e mean number of 2.97.

One should recall in this connection that the mean year of
admission into the Toronto Schools was found to be 1957.87 and that this
survey was carried out.in the spring of 19461. This means that the wupils
who attended only Toronto Schools, that is roughly eight out of every
ten non-English-speaking students, 'abtended a2 mean nueber of 1.59 schools
in approximately a four-year period.6

Table 11 provides a suzmary of the mumber of schools atiended

by tbe pup:.ls in the two groups.

6 Inclusion of the 17.71% of the pupile who attended other as well as
Toronto Schools would tend to raise the mean year of adwission for
the porulation somewhat since presumably a considerable number of
these pup:.l.:. would have attended trn other scnools before enrolling
in the Toronto Schools.
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TABLE 11

P SCHCOLS ATTENTE

School
Systen

Schools Attended

4 5

) 7 & 9

Toronto
only
(9277)

€1.069

25.62

8.87

3.00{ 97| .23 | .13 | .08 |.02

’

Toronto
and
Other

(1996)

46.94

27.45

14.13 7.26

2.15

1.25 | .60 | .15

2.97

%

X - mean

Considering the population by Districts revealed that in every

case at least thrse-quarters of the pupils attended only Toronto Schools,

with the numbers varying from 75.55% in District

District five.

PERCENTAGE OF PUPILS IN EACH DISTRICT ATTENDING

This information is presented in

TABLE 12

three to 83.76% in
Table 12.

TORONTO SCHOOLS O#LY,
OR SEPARATE AND/OR METRO SCHOQLS AS WELL AS TGRONTO SCECOLS

‘ School District

System 3 4 5 6
Toronto ,

only 80.65 81.31 75.55 | 62.17 33.76 | 82.70
Toronto

and 19.35 18.69 | 24.45 | 17.83 16.24 | 17.30
Other ‘

The mean number

of schools attended by the pupils in eash of

the Districts varied from 1.51 (District four) to 1.79 (District two)

for the Toronto School pupils, while the range for %he Tother! school

)

2 -




rupils was Irom 2.82 (Cistrict four) to 3.19 (bistrict two). The Dis-

trict means and the distribution of the numbsr of schools attended by the

iwo groups are indicaled in Tables 13 and 14.

TABLE 13
PERCENTACE DISTRIBUTION CF TCRONTO SCHOOL PUPILS

I ZACH DISTRICT BY HUMEER OF SCHOOLS ATTENDED

Schools Attended
District ; —
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 X
1 60.71 | 23.06 |10.59 | 4.00 |1.41 24 | 1.63
2 50.81 | 29.23 | 1411 | 4.23 | .81 .20 ] .20 | .20 .20 | 1.7
3 53.36 | 28.65 | 9.28 | 2.12 | .53 | .27 | .27 | .53 1.62
L 64.24 | 25.32 | 678 | 2.69 | .70 | 7| .03 | .03 | .03 | 1.5
5 57.5L | 25.55 [10.60 | 3.99 |1.60 | .40 | .18 | .13 1.89
6 62.85 | 25.33 | 8.47 | 2.25 | .77 | 18| .15 1.54
" TABLE 14,
PERGENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SEPARATE.AND/OR METRO ‘AS WELL AS
TOROITO SCHIOL BUPILS IN EACH DISTRICT BY NUMBER OF SCHOOLS ATTENDED
: Schools Attended
District -
2 3 4 5 6 7 g | 9 X
1 51.96 | 18.63 [13.73 | 9.80 | 3.92| .98 98 | 3.9 |
2 £1.23 | 24.56 [ 17.54 | 11.40 | 1.75] 2.63 | .88 3.19
3 37.70 | 36.07 | 13.93 | 5.74 | 4.92] 1.64 3.09
A 50.08 | 27.57 | 12.40 | 6.28 | 1.84] .92 | .77 | .15 { 2.89
5 | 46.91 | 2.9 [16.02 | 824 | 1.60] 1.37 | 92 3.00
6 45.60 | 29.58 | 14.26 | 6.69 | 2.11] 1.23 | .35 | .18 | 2.98
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ads level appeared ito have a markedly dispro-

e , vortionate share of the non-Englisi-speaking population. Thus, ths dis-

tribution of pupils in senior kindergarten to grade eight was found to be

rore cor less uniform ranging frem 8.01% in grade eight to 11.77% in

grade four. The mean grads of the pupils in grades one to.eight was
L3,

The number of pupils found in junior !d.z:dergarten,7 opportunity,

academic vocational, ard other special classes also was quite comparable,

varying only from 1.06% (academic vocational) to 1.69% (opporturity). In
this connection -attenticn should be drawn to the fact that only L.15% of

the ripils required special help in the form of the opportunity, academic
vocati’onal,v or other classes.

Table 15 contains the percentage of the pepuiaticn in each of

the different grade levels and speciel classas.

7 Ounly thirty-six schools had a junior kindergarten class.
¥ y J

FullText Provided by exic [N
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PERCELTAGE DISTRISUTION OF THE FOPULATIOM BY GRADES

CGrade )
1 11.42
2 10.79
3 10.49
VA 11.77
5 11.57
6 10.90
7 9.03
8 8.01
Jurior
Kindergarten 1.60
Senior
Kinderga=ten 10.27
Opportunity 1.69
Academric
Vocational 1.09
Other 1.37
x
(1 - 8) 431

When the population was examined by Districts, the geﬁeral uni-
formity of the éistribution of the pupils in the reguiar grades and in the
special classes tendsd to break down. To take the extreme case es an ex-
ample, in District two only 6.89% of the students were in grade eight as
compared wiik 17.21% in grade five. Furthermore, rather considerable inter-
District differences were found in the percentages of pﬁpils at each particu-

lar grade or special class level. The magnitude of these differences veried

from 7.10% to 1.44% at the grade three or academic vocational class levels




respectively. On the other hand, hovever, the mean grade of the students in

grades one to eight ranged only frem 4.23 (District six) to 4.59 (District thrase).
The percentage of pupils attending the special élasses, excluding

junior kindergarien varied from 1.20 in District three to 4.92 in District

four. It is interesting to note in this connection that Districts four

five, and six contained the largest percentage of purils attending these

classes and also the greatest percentage of Italian-speaking pupils.

The distribution of the pupils oy grade and their mean grade

level for each of the Districts is presented in Table 16.

TABLE 16

PERCINTAGE DISTRIBUTION BY GRADE OF THE PUPILS IN EACH DISTRICT

District
3 4
9.82 | 11.61

Grade

10.02 | 10.82

15.03 | 11.36

10.02 | 10.95

11.02 | 11.09

12.42 | 10.54

11.42

8 12.22

Junior %0
Kindergarten ' -©

Sznior
Kindergarten

Opportunity

Academic
Yocational

Other




Peading Achievsment:

Of the 9,454 rupils in gradss one to eighi, 1.813 were =sti-
mated by their teachers to be reading at an above grads sight level
while the remainder were reading at a mean level of 3.65. Tha m2an
reading level for the students in opportunity, academic vocational, and
other special classes was 3.64. Pupils in junior ard senior kinder-
garten were not reading as yet.

The mean reading level of approximately 3.65? for the pupils
in grades one to eight means that they were reading at a lsvel roughly
eight months below their mean grade level since it will be remembered
that their mean grade was found to be 4.31.

Taking the population by Districts, the mean reading level of

the pupils in grades one to eight ranged from 3.51 in District six to

4.28 in District three. Agair, comparison of the mean reading and grade

levels for each District irdicates that the greatest difference was .
approximately nine and one-half rmonths in District one while the smallest
was about three and one-half months in District three. The mean reading
level for the students in opportunity, academic vocational, and other
special classes varied from 2.13 (District five) to 5.70 (District.

one). Table 17 contains the mean reading levels of the pupils in the

two groups in each District.

8 The exact rsading levels in terms of actual grades for the 1.81% of
the pupils in grades one to eight who were reading at an above grade
eight level were not determined. These students, therefore, could
not be included in the calculation of the mean readirg level. Hed
they been, the mean of 3.65 would have been raised somewhat.
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Opportunity,
Acadsmic
Vocational,
Gther Classes

In addition to determining f,he mean reading level for the non-
English-speaking pepulation, an enalysis was made to ascertain the proopor-
tion of these pupils who were reading at, above or below their grade level.
It was found that about one-third or 39.00% of the rupils in grades one
to eight fell into the'below grade leveln category. Exanined by Districts
the numter of pupils in these grades reading below their grade level

varied from a low of 24.89% in District three to a high of 44..[7% in Dis-

trict one. Table 18 contains the percentage of the ropulation in grages

one to eight reading at, above, or telow grade level, ernd Table 19 prc-

vides the same information.for the population subdivided into Districts.

TABLE 18
PERCENTACE OF THE FOPULATIOH IN GRADES ONE TO EIGHT
READING AT, ABOVE, OR BELOW THEIR GRADE LEVEL

Grade
Level

At




T4BLE 19

FERCENTAGE OF FUFPILS I THE SIX DISTRICTS READING

AT, AEOVE, OR BZLOW THSIR GRALE LEVEL

Reading Achievement

District
At Above | Below

1 LT.45 8.09 | 44.47
48.0% | 12.57 | 39.34
51.97 | 23.14 | 24.89

51.39 9.11 | 39.50
51.72 | 10.75 | 37.53

(<) B0 IS B IR S B N VI B V]

50.17 8.81 | 41.02

Yhen the pupils' reading level was further examined in relation
to each partiéular grade level, it was found that in grades one to eight
more pupils were reading below their level in grade five than in any
other grade while, as perhaps expected, the fewest rumber (17.37%) were
reading below their grade level in grade one, Generally speaking, the
trend appeared to be one of an irregular increase in the mumber of stu-
dents reading below grade level from grades one to five, followed by e.
decline and levelling off in grades six and set-r:en and g further decline
in grade eight. At the same time it is interesfing to note that the rum-
ber of pupils reading above grade level increased from grade one (2.01%)
to grade sesven (23.77%), only to drop off in grade eight. Table 20 pre-
sents a complete summery of the percentage of the population in grades

one to eight reading at, above, or below each grade. .

|
. |




AT, AFOVE, OR BELOW EACH GRASE LEVEL

Grade Reading Achievement

Lavel

At Above | Below

1 80.62 2.01 | 17.37

68.78 | 2.55 | 28.67
60.63 7.43 | 31.94

46.37 110.73 | 42.90

37.05 [ 11.84 ] 57.11

36.02 | 15.45 | 48.54

27.01 | 23.77 | 49.21

BN lwvm I~ WD

4L.35 1 11.75 | £3.90

Examination of the population by Districts indicated that, with
the exception of District four, the general trend in the percentage of
pupils reading below grade level evident in the population as a whole was
not apparent in the Districts. thernore the inter-District differencss
in the percentage of the students at the eight grade levels covered a
rather wide range. However;‘it was found that in every District, grade
one contained the fewest number of youngsters reading below grade level,
and that in four of the six Districts grade five had the greatest percentage
of below grade readers. In addition, as in the entire population, the
greatast number of pupils were reading above their grade level in grade
seven ard the fewest number in grade one in each District (except District
three). A break dewn of the percentage of pupils in grades one to eight
reading at, ebove, or below their grade for each of the Districts is pre-

sented in Table 21.
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Finglly, an analysis of teachers' estimates of pupils! ra2ading
achievenent according to various language groups is shown in Table 22.
Five language groups were found tc be in excess of the 397 level in teras
of pupils who were below the grads level. These language groups ware:

1. Maltese

2. Greek

3. Portuguess
L. Italian

5. Yugoslav.

TABLE 22
TEACHERS' ESTIMATES OF READIHG ACHIEVEMENT ACCORDING
T0 VARIOUS LANGUAGE GROUPS

Language At Above | Below N % Below
Arabic 9 1 3 13 | 23.08
Chinese 254, 4 163 463 | 36.29
Czecho-Slovak 15 | 10 14 39 35 -96
Danish 33 6 15 54 27.78
Dutch 36 10 22 63 | 32.35
Estonian 1 56 38 20 114 | 17.54
French 87 19 63 169 37.28
German 571 213 259 1043 2L.83
Greek 271 34 | 293 598 | 49.00
Kungarian 205 | 70| 103 | 3718 | 27.25
Italian 1978 | 200 | 1903 | 4081 | 46.63
Jepansse 2| 7| 10| | 2273
Latvian 28 17 11 56 | 19.64

Py




Language

Lithuanian 37 10 S 56 16.07

Maltese 14 3 28 L5 | 62.22

Norwegian 2 1 3 33.33

Polish 273

~]

W

179 527 33.97
169 349 48.42
17 64 26.56

L)
w

-
0 (o

Portuguess 170

vRus sian

Roumanian

o

-
N
O

22,22

Spanish 30 6 15 51 | 29.41 |
Swedish 14 9 9 32 | 28.13
Ukrainian 297 97 127 521 | 24.38 |

Yiddish 75 14 47 136 | 34.56

Yugoslav 103 22 93 223 41.70

Other 168 43 111 327 | 33.94

SUMMARY CF THE MAIN FINDINGS

The criterion for designating a pupil as "non-Englisn-
speaking" was tkat he or she was ad.'nit.ted to the Toronto Public Schools
at any time point withcul a werking knowledge of English, whether bor -
outside of Canada or not -- a working knowledge meaning thé ability to
- speak and understand English. In the study it wes found that 11,273
pupils or roughly 15% of the entire Public School populaticn’a't the time
of the stﬁdy were designated as ﬁbn—English—spea.king as defined above.
The limited criterion precludsd a survey of pupils who were bilingual
or multilingual with a working knowledge of English establiished at school
entrance. The present study, therefore, .was concerned principally with

those pupils whose lack of Englisnh resulted in special problems for the

5
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scineels in terms of providing extensive individual atiention, arranging
for spacisl grouping or trezating achievement problens in school subjects.

The survey revealed that all the schools had soms of these
pupils. Heaviest concentration was found tc be in Inspectoral Districts
four, five, and sixjo which includad 85% of the non-English-speaking
pupils.

The mean age for the population was found to be 10.79 years
with most of the pupils falling ir the 6 to 15 age range. The pupils
were more or less m'ifomly.distributed at the different levels within
this range, with, however, a somswhat greater cencentration of older
pupils, aged 11 to 15 than younger pupils aged 6 to 10.

Italian was by far the most common first language. The
number of Italian-speaking pupils was equal to the sum of the next ten
most common lenguages. The Italian-speaking population was found to
be concentrated in Inspectoral Districts one s four, five, and six.

English was found to be the predominant second language learned
by the pupils. Approximately 90% of the non—Ehglish-speaking pupils weare
reported as having only one llanguage, 8% were reported as havig two
languages and 2% as having thres or nore languages.

More thar helf the pupils included in the-sﬁz*:ey were gdnitted -
to Toronto Public Schools between the years 1956 and 1980, A greater
percentage of the population entersd Canada in 1959-60, wit.h the greatest
percentage of pupils being admitted into school in 1950. The task of
the school in meeting the nseds of non-English-speaking pupils is thus

not transitory but psrsistent and perhaps increasing.

10 Subsequent to the survey the Inspsctoral Districts were re-organized
in September, 1961,

e Y AR
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Over 13% of the pupils surveyed were boran in Canada and came
to school without a working lmnowlsdgs of English. More than one third

(393) of this group were pupils whose first language was Italian.

During a four-year period, non-English-speaking pupils attended -

a nean nunoer of 1.59 schools. This fact suggests in relation to the
over-all picture a comparatively stable population in terms of mobility.
About 82% of the pupils attended Toronto Public Schools only and 179
attended Toronto and other schools not under the jurisdiction of the
Board. 4 lag of‘ approximately ona year was found to obtain between the -
pupils'! entry to Canada and their admission to Toronto Public Schools.

The non-English-speaking pupils were found to be more or less
unifornly distributed in regular grade classes. Age of the pupils
appeared to be the principal criterion for asﬁign:r’.ent to grade level.

A mean grade le{rel of 4.31 was found in terms of assigmment of
non-English-speaking pupils to grades one to eight. Teachers' estimstes
of reading achievement showed a mean grade level of 3.65 -~ approximately
eight months beiow the mean grads level assigned.

Thirty-nine per cent of the non-English-speakirg pupils in

grades one to eight were found to be bslow their grade level according

to their teachers! est.iﬁates of reading achievement, while approximately

50% were at their grade level and approximately 10% were ‘above the grade
level. liore of these pupils weré reading below their level at grade five
than in any other grade, and the fewsst number were reading ovelow grade
level in grade one. Certain language groups showed a preponderance of
numbers who were belov their grade levels. These groups were: lMaltess,

Graek, Portuguese, Italian and Yugcslav.

37
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INTERPRETATION QF RESUTL.TS

The present study specifies thz2 actuarial dimansions of the.
prodien faced by the Public Schools in working with non-Znglish-speaking
pupils. The survey was not particularly concerned with th2 more critical
problen of how the pupils could o2 assisted to enter into English effec-
tively.

The fact that 153 of the Public School population was classified
as non-English-speaking indicates the magnitude of the problem faced by
the schools. 1In other school systems of at lesast comparable size to
Toronto, a smaller percentage of non-English-speaking pupils bas caused
school authorities no little concern and has pronmpted them to take
intensive action. Thus, in the City of New York, less thén 1% of the
school population was represented in The Puerto Rican Study (1958).

The study revealed that non-English-speaking pupils were.
primarily concentrated in certain Districts throughout the City of
Toronto, Also, particular language groups were found to predcminate
within these Districts. These facts suggest that the problem faced by

the schools is not only second-language learning but 2 much broader

social-psycnological proolem. Value would seem to accrue from an

examination of the relationship existing between the community and the -
school in those areas of language group concentration. ther research
studies (Carroll, 1952) have shown that where the scnool is ﬁ.ewe‘d as an
abstraction removed from the particular cultural forces cbtaining in the
community, many conflicts of aim can arise that militate against successful
completion of the school's tasks.

The s.‘tudy also showed that in certain schools a high percentage

of the school population fell into the non- i sh-speaking category.

J8
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Again, studies (Tirerman and Watson, 1943) hava shown that where S22 nocu-

lation is pradominantly of one particular sthnic group, the tasks o

learning English are increased preportionately. Tra present siudy
suggests, thsrefore, that instructional msthods and school crgazization
rust bz in accord with soecii‘ preblens obtainizg in particulsr sciools
and in particular Districts.

The study showed a persistenca in the problem of aon-English-
speaking pupils in the schools. This sugveata trhat &n intensive search
nust be initiated immediately for proceaure; of teaching purils Exglish
as the language of instruction in the schools.

A relatively uniform distributiorn of pupils leerning English
as a second language wias found to ocbtain throughout the grades. Place-~
ment in the grades appeared to be on the criterion cf the pupils! azes
There is obviously no single course in Eng?;ish which would b2 eq..al
appropriate for all =ages. Other studiecs (Allen, 1953) suggest that
specific curricula and methods should be develecpad commensurate with the
learner's age level. The progranrte should, however, b2 develormental in
character with each stage confirming what has gons bsfore end prepsring
the pupil for what is to follew. |

Pupils learning English while 1'1 th2 company of younger zarsons
incur the danger that motivation may lag and failurs may be felt sirongly.
Age of the learner in an instructional groups should correspdnd as clos2ly
as possible with his pesers. His progress, in turn, should be marked bty

Success which he can immediately realize. Again, ths importance of

carefully graded instructional material is emphasized.
The survey was concerned specifically with pupils who have
difficulty ir learning Erglish as a second language. There can te no

doubt that this sampling represented only a small number of the pupils

3
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within the Public Schools who ware alrsady bilinguazl (cr multilingual)
by the tine they were adrmitted to sshool.

If pupils are already competent in two languagas, would this
proficiency make possible their learning of a third language more easily?

Ars the teaching procedures employed in English instruction of the sort

that inhibit proficiency in the child's native language? If this.

joe

3 so, ~
then thg child may be in confliict with what is occurring within his hoame
and compunity. If tha child is already proficient in a secornd languagse,
what ways might be developed to increase his proficiency in his first
le-.ngt;age ?
A nunosr of studiss (Carroll, 1952) have shown that crhildren
very quickly lose their powers in the first language unlesss there is
continual refresnment and prachtice in the first language learned. Other
social forces also obtain in this regard. Thus, whare th2z school bagins

to take an interest in the first languege of the children, this means

that parents have an increased respect for the school through its acknow-

ledgment of values in their culture carried through the language. Altncugh
[~} (] i1 =] by

this is an are=a of study scarcely touched in rasearch, thers would agrgear

to be ample grounds for experimentation.

IMPLICATIONS
1. It is obvious that co~-ordination of programmes for nen-English-
speaking pupils is essential. Although the study revealed a fair
degree of stability in pupil movement from school to schcol, there

was sufficient mohility in the population to sugzesi that some general

uniformity must be available in meeting pupils' proolems. There is

also an apparent need for some person who is qualified in second-

language instruction to give specific direction to teachers working ‘
%
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with these pupils in the schools. The magnitude of the problen
emphasizes that reliance cannot be placed solely on persons who are
able teachers in the classrcom. A special sor: of teaching is
requirad for second-language instruction. The psrson suggested would
work primarily in specific Districts but would also facilit.ahe co-
ordination in second-languages learning throughout the City.
Programmes need to be developed which are spscific to different grade
levels. For each of these programmes, design of instruction must be
a cardinal ;:onsiderat.ion. Little is known about when written forms
of the language should be introduced and how it should be introduced.
Various intensive studies are required if these quastions are o be
answered satisfactorily.

Exploration is needed in the use of mechanical aids for teaching
Er;glish as a second language. In learning a nsw language there is
need for extensive repetition and for constant and accurate modsls.

A teacher often fih:ds .the load too much to carry in mesting these
esséntial conditions. Films, tape recorders, {ilm lcecps, aad
langusge laboratories can neet many of thaese problems and can aid

the teachsr .im.measurably. Also, progra.mﬁ:ed learaing in second-
language instruction certainly merits consideration.

A number of pilot projects are suggested as the means to explore
soma of the wider social issues raised by the survey. Thus, it would
seem advisable to initiate a pilot project aimad at uniting school
and community in the common tasks of English-language learning. 1In
conjunction with this, it would also seem advisable %o initiaie a
pilot project concerned with the conservation of first languages in

the school. This latter project must not be conceived as a replace-

41
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ment for Znglish-language.instruciion but could form a basis for

expanding the Englich programme as well as the first language-powers

A pilot project Qould also seem warranted in terms cf special
school orgarizations which would extend the range of the "ouddy
system" already prevailing in the Public Schools. Consideration nay
well be given to associating non-Erglish-speaking-pupils with- English~_
speaking pupils in games, debates, plays and other inter-school
activities. It is possible that these pupils would attain a degree
of proficiency much more rapidly than if they had been left in =
school where the language spoken on the playground and in the cenm-
munity was not English. This "wider horizons" apgcroach has been
fourd to have a salutary effect on language learning (All=n, 1353)

and merits consideration.
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QUESTIOHHATRE ton-English-speaking Pupils
i ]

in the Toronto Public Ssheo

DEFINITION A child who entered the Toronto Public Schools at any time
point without a working knowledge of English, whather torn
outside of Canada or not -- a workirg knowledge meaning the
ability to speak and understand English.

This means that the child required:

(2) individual attention or
(b) special grouping or

(c) presented achievement problems in regular subjects

"He didn't krow English when he came %o us, and it took extra work anrd effort on
the part of the teachers and supervisory staff to instruct him in English."

CODING
1 PUPTL'S iTAME (PRINT IM BLOCK LETTERS) SPACE

(Surnane) (Given names)
2 SCHCOL MUMBER (PUT IN CODIG SPACE) ceevenenes
3 SEX Boy (1) Girl (2)
' (PUT APPROPRIATE NUMBER IM CODING SPACE) steersvens
A PUPIL!'S YEAR OF BIRTH
(PUT THE LAST TWO DZIGITS OF THE YEAR Iii THE CODING SPACE
EXAMPLE -~ IF EORY I¥ 1956 PUT 56)
5 LANGUAGE FIRST SPOKEN BY THE CHILD ‘
(PUT THE CORRESFONDIHG NUMBER I# THE CODING SPACE)
Arabic (01) Lithuanian 14
Chinese (02) Maltese 15)
Czecho-Slovak (03) Norwegian §1 6)
Danish (04) Polish 17)
Dutch (05) Portuguese (18)
Estonian (06) Russian 19)
French (07) Roumanian 20)
German (08) Spaenish 21)
Greek (09) Swedish 22)
Hungarian (10) Ukrainian (23)
Ttalian (i1) Yiddish 24)
Japanese (12) Yugoslav 5)
Latvian - (13) Other 26) cesssessns

NUMBER, ANGUAGES WHICH THE CHILD CAN SPE

(Do Mot include English)
(PUT MUMBER IN THE CODING SPACE ... 1, 2, 3 etc-)qq
. "‘J N
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CliISTINMNITATRE Hon-English-spsaldng Pupils
in the Toronto Public Szhools

7 PRESENT GRALE
(FUT APFROPRIATE HUMBER IN THE CODING SPACE)
Grade O1 Grade 038
02 09 Junior Kindergarten
03 10 Senior Kindsrgarten
04 11 Opportunity
05 12 LA, V.
06 13 Other Special Classes
07
S ESTTMATE GRATE LEVEL OF READING ACHIEVEMENT
(PUT ESTRMATED GRADE LEVEL IN THE CODING SPACE)
Grade 01 Grade 05
02 06
03 07
04 08
(IF LESS THAN GRADZ 1, PUT IN CO)
9 YEAR OF PUPIL'S ENTRY TO CAMADA, IF NOT BORM T CANADA

(PUT IN THE LAST TWO DIGITS OF THE YEAR IN THE CODIN
SPACE EXAMPLE -- IF ENTRY TO CAHADA VAS 1954 PUT 54)

10 YEAR OF ADMISSION INTO THE TORONTO PUBLIC SCHOOLS
(PUT THE LAST TWO DIGITS OF THE YEAR IN THE CODING SPACE)

(D0 MOT INCLUDE SEPARATE SCHOOLS) '
(PO 10T IMNCLUDE METRO SCHOOLS OUTSIDE OF THE CITY OF TORONTO)

11 HAS THE CHTID ATTE!HDED ONLY TiHE SCHOOLS OF TIE TCRONTO
EQARD OF EDUCATION?

YES (1) NO (2)
(PUT THE APPROPRIATE NUMBER IN THE CODING SPACE) °

12 If the answer to Fumber 11 is YES, write in the number of
Toronto Public Schools attended, including the present one,
in the coding space.

(PUT THE NUMBER IN THE CODING SPACE)
(IF %O AMSWER PUT I A 2ERO IN THE CODING SPACE)

13 © If the answer to Number 11 is Y0, estimate the rumoer of
schools attended to date including the present sshool.

This reans all schools -- separate, private, othar letra
areas, Toronto Public Schools, etc.

(PUT THE MUMBER IN THE CODING SPACE)

(IF ¥O ANSWER PUT A ZERO IN THE CODING SPACE)

44
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APPENDTY 2
DISTRIBUTICH OF MALES AuD FEMALES I THR
NINETY-OiNE TOROHTO PUBLIC SCHOOLS

District 1 Adam Beck 12 7 19
Balny Beach 10 5 15
Bowmore Road 15 17 32
Coleman Avenue 9 1 10
Duke of Connaught 36 42 78
Earl Beatiy 25 27 52
Earl Crey ’ 6 9 15
Earl Haig 38 37 75
Gledhill 22 29 51
Kaw Bzach . 21 21 /2
Kimberley Street 14 9 23
Roden 30 | 30 60
Wilkinson 18 17 35
Williamson Road 9 1 20
District 2 Bruce JA 2 6
Frankland 49 37 86
Leslie Street 26 23 49
Lord Dufferin 22 21 43
Morse Street 5 -8 13
Pape Avenue 35 30 65
Park 20 22 42

Queen Alexandra 19 17 ‘ 36




School

District 2 Regent Park 0 2 2
(cont'd) :

Rosa Avenue 9 15 24

Rosedale 6 5 11

Sackville 6 3 9

Sprucecourt 15 12 27

Winchester 5L 36 90
Vithrow 52 55 107

Digtrict Allenby 12 12 2L
Bedford Park 3 17 L8

Brown 24 20 4,

Cottingham 8 11 19
Davisville 4’ 9 13
Eglinton 36 26 62
Hillcrest 30 25 , 55
Hodgson 17 15 32
Jesse Ketclum 23 28 56
John Fisher 25 - 25 50
John Ross Robertson 2 1 3
John Wanless 26 18 &
Maurice Cody 18 18 36
Oriole Park 3 0 | 3
Sunny View 1 2 3
Whitney 4 3 7
Digtrict 4 Brant Street . 4 6 10

Church Street 40 39 9




District 4
(cont'd)

District 5

School
Clinton Street
Duke -of York
Essei
Huron
King Edward
Lansdowne

Ogden

Orde Street

Palmerston

Ryerson Senior

Alexander Muir
Brock .

Charles G, Fraser

Dewsoﬁ Street
Fern Avenue
Garden Avenue
Giﬁins

Grace Street
Howard

Kent

_Hiagara Street

Cld Orchard
Ussington
Parkdale

Queen Victoris

Shirley Street

47

297

73
265
121
149
108
224
275

154
117
168
156
39
12
163
217
24
93
11
41
53
71
13
78

268
49
295
ya

238
138
122

93
180
260

157
107
135

144

17
143
194

26

14
A

59
10

75

556
108
592
144
503
259
271
201
404
535

311
224,
303
300
66
29
306
411
o
182
25
82
96
130
23
153




Schoal Mole Fomale Total
District 6 . Annette Strest | 53 oo
Davenport ' 156 143 299
Dovercourt | 131 118 249
Earlscourt 179 156 335
General Mercer 128 . 121 249
High Park Foi-est 11 15 26
Hughes 155 144 299
Indien Road Crescent 27 2 56
Keele Street 3L 25 9
Melurrich 252 229 481

- Pauline Avenue 68 49 117
Perth Avenue : 206 149 355
Regal Road 223 200 423
Runnymede Senior 107 97 204
St., Clair ' 19 16 35

»fﬁn
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APPRMDIX 3

HEAN AGE OF THE PUPILS IN EACH

OF THE NIMETY-ONE TORONTQ PUBLIC SCHOOLS

School Mean Age

District 1 Adam Beck | 12.11
Balmy Beach 10.20
Bowrore Road 10.16
Coleman Avemue 11.20
Duke of Connaught 12.01
Earl Beatty ;]1 .65
Earl Grey 15.53
Earl Haig , 9.65
Gledhill 10.73
Kew Beach _ ’ | 10.29
Kimberley 10.96
Roden 11.20
Wilkinson 9.94
Williemson Road 12.15

District 2 - Bruce - - 10.50
Frankland 10.06
Leslie Street 10.47
Lord Dufferin 11.56
Morge Street 12.15
Pape Avenue 10.69
Park 12.17
Queen Alexa.x;xdra. - 11.81

ay




District 2
(cont'q)

District 3

School
Regent Park
Rose Aveme
Rosedale
Sackville
Sprucecourt
Winchester

VWithrow

Allenby
Bedford Park
Brown
Cottinghen
Daﬁisville
Eglinton
Hillcrest
Hodgson

Jesse Ketchum
John Fisher
John Ross Robertson
John Yenless
Maurice Cody
Oriole Park
Sunny View

Whitasy

Brant Street

Church Street

a0

Mean Ase
12.C0
11.33
10.00
10.78
11.15
11.56
11.36

10.63
11.96
12.34

9.58
11.15
19.32

9.93
11.13
11.66
11.24
14.00
11,25
11.47

7.33
10.67

9.00

9.90

9.77




District
(cont'd)

District 5

-9 -

School
Clinton Street
Duke of York
Essex
Huron
King Edward
Lansdowne
Ogden
Orde Strest
Palmerston

Ryerson Senior

Alexa.nder Muir
Brock

Charles G, Frase;
Dewson Street
Fern Aveme
Garden Avenue
Givins

irace Street
Howard

Kent

liiagara Street
0l1d Orchard
Ossington
Parkdale
Cueen Victeria

Shirley Street

1

Hean Age

9.82
13.98
10.72
11.14
11.81
10.85
14.19
10.50

9.71
11.14

11.57
9.59
9.67
9.85

11.61

10.10

12.21
9.33

11.18

14.55

10.28

11.90
8.58

12.06

11.04
9.35




Dist
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School
Annette Street
Davengort
Dovercourt
Earlscourt
General Mercer
High Park Forest
Hughes
Indian Road Crescent
Keele Street
McMurrich
Pauline Avanue
Perth Avenue
Ragal Road

Runnymede Senior. ..

St. Clair

10.15
10,41

9.42
10.19
10.31
10.75
10.22
11.50

7.57
11.32

9.97

12.32
11.37

Py
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ERCZNTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE PUPILS IN EACH DISTRICT

BY YidR CF ENTRY TINTO CAMADA AND YFAR QF SCHOOL ADMISSICM

1 DISTRICT ONE
Adrission Year
Entry e - Total
Year | and 1952 1953| 19541 1955| 1956| 1957 | 1958 | 1959| 1960 | 1961 | ¢
Prior

Borm in | S7) 14 114 2,09 2,47 3.69 11.02
Canada ‘

1949 .19 , ' 191
1950 .38 | .19 91 .57 , | 1.33]
1951 9 | 38| .38 .19 .38 1.52
1952 190 191 .95| .95 | 19 247
1953 | 14 1as| sl s | a9l s| | [ s3]
1954 3.23|1.7m1| 38| 38| .19] 38| 6.27
1955 3.62| 38| .57 .57 95| .19 6.08
1956 6.8 2.28| .19| .3| .38 9.31
1957 | 6.84 ] 1.7 951 1.7 11.21
1958 | 10.27 | 1.90] 1.14 | .19 |13.50
1959 | ‘l 10.27 | 1.52 11.79
1960 1! 14.07 [1.52 {15.59 '
1951 ' 4L.56 | 4.56
sl s | 1.71 | 5.89 |7.98 | 9.12 [11.59 [15.21 | 17.¢8 |23.19 |6.27

Mean Year of Entry - 1957.10

Mean Year of Admission - 1957.92
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DISTRICT TWO

Admission Year

Entry - Total
Year ;231 1952 [ 1953 | 1954 | 1955 | 1956 | 1957 | 1958 | 1959 | 1950 [ 1561 | ¢
Prior
Bg:;iatii: 6] .16 66 11,15 1 115 [ 1,48 | 1,151 4,27 10.18
1946 16 .16
1948 16 | .16 .16 .48
1950 .33 49 .82
1951 A6 | 49| 49 85) 49 99| .16 344
1952 491131 L3315 o | L33 16 4,26
1953 1.48] .82 .99 .99 | .33 A6 4.77
1954 2.7911.48 | 16| .49] .66 5.58
1955 2.20 {1.31 | .66 .49 .33{ .16 5.25
12)56 4,60 1 1,811 1.15 .33 7.89
1957 10.03 1.15| .99| .49 12.65
1958 9.03 | 2.96| .99 12,98
1959 11,99 | 2.46 | 14.45
1940 12.32 | .99{ 13.31
1951 3.78| 3.78
"f".gal 232 11,30 13.77 | 4.50 | 7.56 |9.85 [14.95 | 14.12 |17.91 | 20.69 | 4.93
i{ean Year of Entry - 1955.87

lMean Year of Admission - 1957.71

E




DISTRICT THRES

Mean Year. of

55

sdinission -~ 1957.35

kdmission Year
Entry 1951 Tobtal
Year | and | 19521953 | 1954 | 1955| 1956 | 1957 | 1958 | 1959 | 1960 [1961 ]| ¢
Prior
Bf;’;ﬁj: 2.21| .80| 1.61| 3.02| 2.21| 2.82| 3.42 16.09
1948 .2 .20
1949 .20 .20 .20 .60
195¢C 20| 40| .20] .40 1.20
1951 0| 60| .60 1.01 200 .40 .20 3.61
1952 1.21 11,01 [1.01 | 1.21] .40]| .20 .20 5.2/
1953 2.8211.01| .60| 1.01| .60| .42| .20 6.64
1954, 2.21| .60} .40]| .60| .40 .20 JAVA
1955 3.021 40| 60| .40) .40 .20 5.02
1956 6.24{ 1.61| 1.61 4O | .20 10.06
1957 7.65 ] 2.82| 1.01| .80} .20 12.48
1958 7.85| 2.62| 1.0t 11.48
1959 10.26| .80 | .20{11.26
1960 7.85 | .60 | 8.45
1941 3.22] 3.22
T°;3f‘1 2.21|5.03 |7.24 | 7.84110.06 | 14.25 | 15.89 | 18.51 | 12.68 |4.22
¥ean Yee;r of Zntry - 1956.40




Admissicn Year
Ioiry Total
Vaar 1951
and |1952| 1953} 1954| 1955 | 1956 | 1957 | 1958 1959 | 1960|1961 | ¢
Prior

Borndnf o5l gl 1| ur| om | 52| 1.01| 90| 2.00 | 5.28] .16 12.27
Canacz

1947 | .03 .03
1548 .03 .03
1949 08 L1 L1z e .03 .03 03| .50
1950 08| .38 .08} .14] .05 .05 .08 .84,
1951 30| .47) .25] .27 .19 11| .o5| .03| .c5| .05 1.77
1352 52| .47] .25 .25 .22) .27 .03 | .05| .03} 2.09
1952 1.40| .63} .38 | .27 WA 1 1 3.31
1954 2.03| .57 .55 .27 .4i| .30 .30 4ot3
1955 21 .83| .30 .47| .66| .38 4.80
1955 5.25 | 1.94{ .57 1.12| .85 .14| 9.87
1957 10.02 | 1.75| 1.75 | 1.53| .14{15.19
1558 9.171 2.11 | 1.72] .19{13.19
1959 11.38 | 3.50| .320]15.18
1940 12.70 | .74 113.44
1351 3.04 | 3.04
Tl 51 |16z | 2.51 |3.87] 4.26 |7.20 | 1435 |13.41 | 20.33 | 26.55 | 4.7

Mean Year’of Entry - 1957,21

Mean Year of Admission - 1958.Q7
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DISTRICT

Entry

Year

Admission

Year

1951
and

1952

1953

1954

1955

1956

19571 1958

1960

1961

Total

Born in
Canada

.04

<34

41

.78

1.491 2.72

5.62

.19

16.02

1908

.04

.04

1946

.04

1947

.1

.1

1948

.04

.04

.04

42

1949

.04

.04

.76

1950

.07

.04

11

04

.04

1.68

1951

.15

.15

2.58

1952

A

.22

.19

04

3.42

1953

o56

«52

A1

.19

4.62

1954

N
.

N
-3

<74

.15

.19

5.21

1955

2.79

1.45

I71

.37

oll—s

.07

6.51

1955

5.58

1.34

.52

.67

8.67

4.00

5.06

6.14

10.39

11.91 [ 13.94

17.49

23.

40

Mean Year of Entry

Mean Year of Admission - 1957.77

- 1956.70
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DISTRICT SIX

Adnmission Yoar
Entry Total
1951
Year and | 1952| 1953 1954| 1955 1956| 1957 1953 | 1952 | 1989 | 1951 »
Brior ’

Bg:gaéz 061 .34 .21 a6l .s5f .e5| .34 .59 2.98] 6.29 .09 |14.56
1945 .03 ' .03
1946 .03 .03
1947 .03 .03 .06
1948 .21 .c3| .03| .03 .03 .33
1949 091 151 18] .09 .C3 .54
1950 09| 18] .24| .27 .i2| .o9| .03| .c3 03] 1.08
1951 271 18] 34| .0 .40] 27| .03 00| .06 2.04
1952 670 731 .31} .o .27 09| .09| .09 .c& 2.7
1953 1.80| .79 .64| .67 43 18 15 i2 4.78
1954 2,561 1.01] .55 .67 67| .37 .15 5.98
1955 2.5211.04) 7| .52| .58 .37| .03 s5.83
1956 5.34| 2.261 1.56( 1.07 95 11.18
1957 7.23| 1.56| 1.65| 1.86| .06 [12.36
1958 8.46 | 2.35| 1.7 | .12 112,64
1959 . 9.77 | 2.38 | .06 [12.21
1960 | 10.81 | .49 |11.30
1961 2.29 | 2.29
T°§al 75 11,55 | 3.53 | 4.91 | 5.85 | 9.4 | 12.87 | 14.46 | 18.93 | 24.79 | 3.17

Msan Year of Entry - 1956.74 - ‘

'7:5363_ R ;,,.a5;f7w

Mean Year of Admission - 1957.83
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