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This is the.third and final evaluation of‘gyree.Ffencp-'

. oo 7‘,3‘7\‘5'

e e . c .. .
language educational programs presently being-offered to English=
. ) \ s ° . "
speaking children-enrol:FH in the elementary schoals of the

South Shore Protesta@t egional Sghgg%;gbard, The three programs

under study are: (d) a ﬁrencﬁdhs-a—séédhd—language (FSL) alter-

: native, taught for one perlod each day in an otheqw1se conven-

-

Ho
tlonal English program where‘Engllsh is used as the sole language.
T

‘ of instruction, (b) a Grade 4 French,lmmer51on program in which

-

Aa.pupil follows the traditional English curriculum from Kinder-
garten to Grade 3, but as of Grade 4'i§'i_ oduced to French as
the séie Language~of instruction for the year, and (c¢) an early
Bilingual prégram where French is used as the sole language of
instruction from Kindergarten éhrough Grade 2 aqd with both Eng-
lish and French used as separate languaées of instruction: for

different school subjects from Grades 3 through 6.
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The first evaluation (Cziko, 1‘9759—foéus'éa‘ ‘on the effects

of the early blllngual and Grade 4 French 1mmers10n programs on
. ’ . ?\‘ 'l. -
the language ahd academlc skllls of pu911Socomplet1ng Grade 4.

k--o

It was - Yfound the the exclus1Ve use of French as - the language of

’ : 1nst§uct10n durlng Grade'4 had no measurabre detrlmental effects

» .
- “ . ® .

on the development of the . native- 1anguage skllls, the academlc

achlevement, or the measured 1nte111gence of - the puplls partlci— o

pating in the Grade 4 ;mmerslon program. Although these puplls 32

did not perform as well as the early bilingual puplls on most

. N i . .
- French=language measures, there was nevertheless some evidence

»

that their one year of French immersion had had a positive effect '

on their acquisition of French-language skills, especially'their

-

' reading ability. Pupils in the eariy bilingual program‘demond
strated an impressivexproficiency in French and agadn the program
had no measurable detrimental effects on the development of their

«natlve language skllls, academlc achlé;ement, orkintelllgehceiwﬂhtﬁfﬂ'mmm
It was also found that reading skills, orlglnally_developed

' through one language or the other, were transferahle to the other -

language regardless of which language the puplls were' first

- K
- 2%

taught to ‘read (021ko, 1976). -

The second (Cziko, Holobow & Lambert, 1977)1was gbth a '
follow-up and extension of the first. In addition to re-evalu- ﬁﬁégaﬂ
ating the languagé skills and academic achievement of the same o

pupils at the end of Grade 5, new groups of pupils in the same .

programs were tested at ‘the end of Grade 4 as a means of assess- .

r -
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ing the reliability of the first evaluation. Furthermore, there

" were two major changes in the testing of these pupils. First,

, French landuage tests were administered to all groups-including
4 N - L. .

" those in the'FSL!program, permitting us to . guage the Frenqh-lanwl
guage skills of pupilsxin the more traditional FSL program, and §

to better document the effects of the Grade 4- 1mmers1on program_

. on the development of French—language Skllls. Secona, a questlon-

. “_: naire designed to measure attltudes towarﬁ selected ethnollnguls-

-
.

e N tic groups. was adm1n1stered to alL groups to 1nvest1gate +the

-
. -
~ X H s

. W affectlve qonsequences of the three programs under study., The '_:

g
H v

S
Xl

~

“ . results of thlS secOnd evaluatlon generally replicated those of
. P v .

the prev;ous-year. Nelther the early brllngual nor the Grade 4

% . - .

. ) Frenéh 1mmerslon program was'found'to have any lastfng detrlmen-'

tal effects Qn the development of Engllsh natlve language skllls.

<.

N

" DPhis _was true both tq the pllot group at the end of_ Grade 5. and

[N —— C R S

. the follow-up group{“t the eqd of Gradé' 4'1 The~brade 4 immer3ion

» °

A4 .y, . n‘ 4

program was also found to be effectlve in® sxgnlflcantly 1mprov1ng
I‘t\. _
the French-language skllls of the puplls 1n thls program and this
P : “q 0
higher level of 1anguage competencerwas malntaxned throﬁghqut

[

,

~—:  Grade 5, despite the fact that English- had been re= 1ntroduced as

a

the language of instruction and French—language 1nstruct10n had

‘been maintained at a much reduced level. The Grade 4 immersion

. . ¢
program, however, was in general not as effective as the early

blllngual program in fostering French-language competence. There
‘ was also evidence to suggest that both the early bilingual and

. S

-
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Grade 4 immerSion programd had had a positive effect on those

children's att%tudes toward French €anadians. - . .

3

For the present report the same pilot and follow-up groupsz\\\\d\\\
now atotne end of Grades 6 and 5, respectively,”wefE'administéred" L

“o

tests of nonverbal inteliigence, Freneh-language skills, and the

same attltude questionnaire ugsed last year. Several of the same -

Ty
follow-up groups athrade 4 'were giyven again so that we could

Frenchvlanguage tests that had been admlnlstereu to the pilot and

= -

better compare "the development of French—language skllls of Chll—

o

‘ dren 1n the three programs over a period of one (for the follow-

up groups) or two years (for thé pilot group). We did not, “how-

ever, administetr testsiof English-language skills or academic
B ' ‘; s : ' . 2 .
achieyement since results of the previous two years had clearly

V

~1nd1cated that ne1ther the early blllngual nor. the Grade 4 immer-
- ) 7
sion program had any long-term adverse effects on’the nat1ve— - ‘

g language development or academic achievement of children in these .
. - - % T ! . .

4

programs.

Method

v

-

Subjects - ) _ \ : e

The performance of eight groups of pupils was evaluated.

The majority of pupils within each group had ralso been included

in one or both of the.previous evaluations (Cziko, l975:”Cziko,

Holobow, & Lambert, 1977). 'Table 1 provides an outline of the

© 1

£

_amount of French language instruction provided for each group.

In addltlon, a more deta11ed descrlptlon of the e1ght groups is

-provided below. ° .
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Grade 5 English Controls (5E). This group comprised 22
English-speaking children who had fgllowed the‘conventionalaEng-
N » }' . v »

lish-language curriculum since Kindergarten or Grade 1. All

. -

“school subjects were téught in English with the exception of one
’

.daily 40 to 50 mlnute class of French-as a-second-language (FSL)

Flfteen children in this .group had been 1ncluded in 1ast year s

« evaluation at the end of Grade 4. -

Grade 5 Immersion (5I).- The 41 ﬁnglishrspeaking-children

‘included in this group had followed the conventional English-

/o
\//(‘

R .

language program from Grades 1 through.3. °This program included
approximately 40 to 50 minutes of FSL instruction per day. At
Grade 4, however,'the children entereé a one-year French immer- =

s

51on program in whlch all school ﬁubjects were taught 1n French

except for one dally 35 minute class of English Language Arts.

‘e

This program was established to ‘give 1nten51ve training in French
to -pupils who had not tagen part 1p an early 1mmer51on program.

At Grade 3, these chiigren again followed a conventional English-
1anguage curriculum, but in addition to the dally class of ad-
vanced Féi instructicn, :hey received 1nstruct10n 1n either mathe-
matics or science, in French. feventeen ghildren from this group
had been tested in 1ast—year's'evalﬁation. The remaining 24 -
puprls had aleo-taken the one-year Grade 4 immersrpn program,

*which- had been introduced into another school in the academic

“year 1975-1976.

e et e g
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" This group comprised 36 Eﬁglish4

. s /
. -Grade 5 Bilinguals (5B).
speaking children who had followed the early bilingual program

sirice Kindergarten or Grade 1. In these grades, French was used

daily class of English Language Arts was introduced. This had

_ _incredsed to 70 minutes per day at Grade 3, and -85 minutes-at —— —

Grade 4. At Grade 5 French Language Arts and mathematics were

both taught in French with English as the language of instruction
for all other school subjects. Of this group, 19-had been in-
cluded in last year's evaluation. - )

Grade 5 French Controls (5F). ~ The 34 French-speaking

i

children included in this group had followed a conventidnal

’

French-lahguage'curr1cuLum—ézééﬁt—for“approximate%y—%Omminuteskf
of English-as-a-second-lahguage (ESL) instruction per day‘from

Grades 1l through 4 and 45 minutes of ESL 1nstructlon per day at

Grade 5. Twenty-flve children of this « group had been tested at

Grade 4. )
a 4

Grade 6 English Controls (6E). This group comprlsed 24

English-speahing children who had followed a conventional English-
language curriculum with 30 to 45\minutes of FSL instruction per

.day from Grades 1 through 6.
tested in the first evaluation at the end of Grade 4.

¢

Grade 6 Immersion (6I), The 13 children of this group,

like their 51-counterparts, had partioipated in the one—yearu

immersion program at Grade 4. At Grade 5, English was used as

-,

Ten children of this group had been .

<3
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the language of instruction for all subjects except for approxi-
mately 40 minutes of advanced FSL instruction per day and 50:

minutes per day of mathematics instruction given in French. At

Grade 6 theseﬂchildren followed a cohventional English-language

¥y

curriculum with French instruction limited to 30 to 45 minutes

of FSL 1nstructlon per day. All 13 students had been inclyded

in the two previous evaludtions. . : -

T Grade 6 Bilinguals (6B). The 33 Englishfspeaking pupils CL

of this group had followed the early bilingual program with French

used as the sole language of instruction in Kindergarten and Grade

1. At Grade 2, English Language Arts were,ﬁntroduced“as a 60

-

minute daily class which increased to 70 and 85 minutes at Grades

——— 3 and_4, respectively. At Grades 5 and 6, English was used as

the language of instruction for all school subjects-except for

approximateiy*ﬁﬂ“miﬁufes per day of FSL and 50 minutes of: mathe-
matics instruction per day given in French. This was' the third »
time 26 students of this group had been evaluated.

Grade 6 French Controls (6F) ., This group 1ncruded 38

French-speaking children,l13 of whom hadjbeen tested two years
previously. ~Like the pupils of Group 5F, these children had

recelved all of their schooling in French, w1th the exception of . -
1 .

one daily class of ESL instruction from Grades 1 through 6.
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Materials :
) M .
rl

A bgttery of group and individual tests designgd to measure

. " nonverbal imtelligence, French-Iangauge_skills,and attitudes to- -

. : 4 , \
-\ ward selected ethnoiinguistic groups was administered to the pupils o

<1 N P

i in May, 1977.
/o . .

/// e Nonverbal Intelligence. Sets B, C, and D of Raven's. Pro-

= gressive Matrices (Raven, 1958) were administered to all eight

groups of pupils. This test is’designed to measure nonverbal )
intelligence and  except for.simp;e instructions giveh ?y the
. tester does not involve the use of 1éh§gqge. Each puﬁil was - (

given a question booklet and an answer sheet and given 30 minutes
P - ° - "
to complete the 36 items of the three sets. The number of cor-

14

 rect responses out of 36 made up, each pupil;s score. . e e e
) ) - .
French Vocabulary.—The synonym- subtests of both the Grade

e e T T . IS
5-and . Grade 6 Test de Lecture "California" were administered to

- all groups. For this multiple-chqice test of 50 items, five
choices each, the pugils were instructed to select the word;from‘

l-— éﬁbng the five dlternatives presented the one that was closest

in meaning to the first word.\. Each pupil's score was the number

of ¢orrect responses out of 50.

French Reading Comprehension. The Grades 5 and 6 pupils

were administered the same reading comprehension test that they

had written the previous year when the& were in Grades 4 and 5,

respectively. This test was adapted from a paragraph compre-

:“hension tést originally developed for Grade 7 FSL students by

~-
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Gardner, Smythe, Kirby, and Bramwell (1974). The test consists

of five short passages each followed by three or four multiple-

¢ choice questions. Groups 5E, 51, and SB were presented with

English questlons and answers to the Prench text ; Groups 5F, ﬁE,

61, (B, ahd 6F answered the same guestions translated into French.

i

Pupils were given 30 minutes to complete the 17 multiple-choice

-

questions. Each pupil's score was he number of correct responses

L3y
e .
~

out of 17. ' . . E °

French Cloze Test. Two short three-paragraph stories taken .

from French fourth-grade readers were the basis £or the cloze test. -~
administered to the Grade 5 pupils:%;EhiS»was*tHejsame*test they
had wrdtten—the“pfé?ioﬁswgearfr The first sentence of each story’
was left 1ntact, thereafter, ‘every flfth word was deleted and
replaced by a blank of unlform length. The pup11s were instructed
tofirst read through the entire story and then to fill in each
blank with what they thought was the best possible single word.
After completlng a short example paragraph with" the test, pup11s

were-glven 30 minutes to complete the test. One point was given.

-

' for each contextually appropriate word filled-in. The maximum
possible -score for the two stories combined was 32.
The Grade 6 pupils were given the same cloze. test they
" had written two years earlier at Grade 4. ‘This test consisted .
of a, short three-paragraph story adapted from the book Jerome - -

(Phillips, 1965)‘and translated into Frehch. The f1rst sentence

was left intact; thereafter, every seventh wora was deleted and




. » .
e . . » i - ) .
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. K "" . o .10
replaced by a blank of uniform length. Before being gdven this:
version of the cloze test, however, all Grade 6 pupils flrst\\\
recerved a scrambled version of the same test in whicH the sen-

“tences of .the story (including blanks)vwere arrahgéd in a
scrambled order as descrfhed by Chihara, Oller, Weayer,/and

»

Chavez—Oller (1977). This was done to create a cloze test for

whlch the pupils would not be able to use knowledge of the story s
context (i.e., dlscourse constraints) to flll in the blanks. "
‘The extent to which a pup11 scored hlgher on the normal compared
i:‘_v _ to the scrambled version of the cloze test was taken .as a measure
of the pupils’ sen91t1v1ty to d1sccurse constralnts wh11e readlng"

French. Although the administration Oof these tests was. the same

‘ e . M
2 »
N

as for the Grade 5 est, the exact-word crlterlon was used to

score the cloze tests of the Grade 6 pupils. ' ‘ . .
< . : '

French Blstenlng tomQrehens1on. Puplls in Grddes, 5 and 64

were administered the same listening comprehension test Fiven to -~
.them in 1976 (for the Grade 5 pupils) and 1975 (for the Grade 6 :
pupils). This testzwas developed by the Research Group of the

Instructional Services Department of the Protestant School Board

of Greater Montreal. A tape recording entitled "L'histoire de .
la Petite Caroline"-was played to the children. The story was

told once in its entirety, and was thén repeated in short seg-

R

ments, eaoh of which was followed. by one or two multlple -choice i M
- T

questions. _ ‘Each pupil’ S score consisted of theihumher of correcc -

résponses out of 17. . ’ - : A \

T 5
B 1)

*.x{k
/ sy
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French Wr1t1ng Skllls. The puplls were shown a silent

K ——

three minute film loog twlce, and were asked to wr1te a short
b v

composltlon in French descrlblng what - they had seen.

-

The’ compo—»

»

‘'sitions of.all ppplls ih“the same year ‘(including the French

* -
« - ¢

Controls) were put in random,order and given 'to” an experienced

?rench teacher to be objectively and*sﬁbjectively.evaluated in

:terms of form and context. The objective evaluation of form in;

volved tabulating-the total number o6f grammar, syntax, punctu-
ation, and spelling errors: and then dividing each by the total

number of words’in the composition. An arcsin transformation

’

was perfomred on tnese scores to normalize their dlstrlbutlon.

The number of- events 1ncluded in each composition comprlsed the

-

score for the objective evaluatlon of content. A nine-point

fratlng scale ranging from one (nul ou mal) to nine (trés bon).

o

_was used to suQJectlvely evaluate the compositions again accord-

ing to both ﬁorﬁ and content, . . . °

L]

French Speaklng Skllls. Only'those children from whom we

v - £

had collected slmllar data in the preV1ous two years were inter-

M

) vieng, Speech samples were obtained by presentlng pupils witH

a "make belleve. s1tuatlon ‘which requlred ¢ommunicating in French.

Each child'was interv1ewed 1nd1v1dually and was told to imagine

. -

that he‘or she was a salesperon who needed to sell an item (such

as a book, a plant, or anothexr famlllar obJect) for not less than

‘five dollars. “The 1nterv1ewer played the role of a rechtant

customer and ‘began by offering to buy the item for a much lower

~
<

-

7
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"was used to assess each child's, self-view and his attlpudes,ggward

,éhree greups of people: 'EngliSh Canadians, French Canadians,

‘were performed on all measures of 1ntelllgence and French-language K

~lingual, and French control) as the independent variable. In

-

price. The child had to ccnvince the interviewer that the item

»

|
|
!

was actually worth' five dollars. The interviews were tape-
recorded, and éenerally lasted between 2 and 5 minétes. The
recordings were then randomly presente@ to two Frehchfspeaking
university graduates who inaependently rated each speaker on ) .

scales of pronunciation, grammar, vocabulary, ability to communi-

Q

cate, and.comprehension (i.e., how well the pupil understood the

interviewer). Each scale ranged from one (nul ou mal) to nine
\ l : . ! \
(trés. bon) . _ , \ )
\
\
tlonnalre cons1st1ng of 13 blpolar, seven~-point ratlng scales

Attitudes Toward Varlous Ethnollngulstlc Grougs. A ques~’

IS

and European French,»ksee Lambért, fucker & dAnglejan, 1973). The
questionnaires were administered to the chlrdren of all «eight
groups, each group ratlng his own ethnollngulstlc group flrst The
English- speaklng children (Groups 51, 61 SB, 6E, 61 and 6B) were
adm;plsreredrthe English version ,of the questionnaire while phe

French ¢°ntr“15‘(cr°ubs 5F and 6F) completed a French version of
the same questionnaire., - k . o
) ' - ook .

~F
Stat1st1cal Procedures it i

—— - [BURIA . ¥ e e e, - = < - e e e e g

For each grade level, separate one-way analyses 6f variance

sk111s w1th group (English control, Grade 4 immersion, early b1—

el . ’

Ed

r\“
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cases where there were significant groupleffects, multiple t-
tests were computed comparing the performance of Groups S5F w1th
Grc p SB Group 5B with 5I, and for those tests admins1tered to
Group 53E as well, Group 5I with Group 5E. Analogous tftest’com-

parisons were made for the Grade 6 groups. Although these .com-

‘parisons were not statistically independent, it was thought that

these a~priori comparisons were appropriate, since results of
the two previous evaluations showed that in general the French

controls performed best on tests of French-language skills fol-

‘ lowed in order by ‘the early bilingual groups, the Grade 4 immer-

‘sion groups, and the English controls. A two-way analys1s of

LY -

variance was performed on the cloze test scores of ‘the Grade 6

pupils. In this case, with group and cloze test (normal and

scrambled versidn) as the independent variables with -repeated

measures on cloze test.

>

One of the objectives of this evaluation was to document

-

the development of French-language- skills of the pilot and follow-

ld /

yp groups over a two and one-year oeriod respectively. We were partij

o

cularly interested in examining the performance of the pilot and

A

follow-up Grade 4 immerSion groups to see if these pupils had

retained the French—language skills they had acquired during

*

reading comprehenSion, cloze, and listening comprehenSion tests’

administered this year were the same tests administered to the

pilot group two years previously and io the follow-up group one

.t
S

14 . o .
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° year perviously. A two-way analysis of var1ance ‘was performed- s
R 1
on each test for the pilot and follow—up groups separately, thh

group (English control, Grade 4 1mmer51onr early blllngual, and“
French control) and year of adminstration (1975 and 1977 for the,'
pllOt groups; 1976 and 1977 for the follow—up groups) as  inde-

¢ pendent variables with repeated measures on year of admlnlstra- - T LE
\\

tlon taken into-’ cons1deratlon Thus, only those puplls who had

- R

wrltten a test qn the two occaslons were included in the. analys1s

ol that test. Accordlngly, the means from these analysesw with

/
reduced sample sizes, are not necessarlly the same as correspond- T

1ng means from the previously descr1bed one-way analyses of

variance. ‘. ’ : S -
A : ) .

To analyze the results of the attltude questlonnalre, a ”

>

four by four analysis variance was rarried out’ for each of the
13 tra1ts, with the concept belng rated (i. e., myself Engllsh -3.“
Canadlans, French Canadlans, and European French) and the groups .
: maklng the ratlngs(l e., 5E, 5I, 5B, and‘oF or af the Grade ‘6
- level, Groups 6E, 6I, 6B, and «6F) as the 1ndependent varlables; .

-~ g Py

In those cases where a slgnlflcant 1nteractlon was found$jtheﬂff
N
differences among all 16 means were tested us1ng the Newman-~Keuls
procedure% To ensure that the responses of the French control
- groups would belrepresentative ofﬁFrench:speakinnguebeckers,

questionnaires completed by pupils whose parepts were born out- T

side of the Prov1nce of Quebec were not 1ncluded in this analys1s.W

-

~ [
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Results and Discussion: Grade 5 Pupils .

A summary of all test results of the Grade 5 pupils is
present d in Table 2 and it is th1s table we draw on for the

follow1ng summary and dlscus51on of results.

5
- ;
L I

- Intelllgence

No significant. group effect was found for the measure of:

.‘"‘

““nonverbal intelligence (Raven's Standard Progressive Matrices).

As in the two previous evaluations we have found no evidence to

suggest that either the early’blllngual or Grade 4 French immev-

v

«

‘ gence-of pupils”enrolled in these programs. Furthermore, the
French and English control pupils appear as a group to be as
et 1ntelllgent as the Engllsh-speaklng puplls in the early blllngual

and Grade 4 1mmerslon programs maklng them in th1s respect appro-

- ‘prlate‘controls."‘f
: :

e Y e ———— e e

French Language Skills

- r

Slgnlficant group effects were found for all 13 measures
of French-language skills. In addition, all s1gn1f1cant group

dlfferences found, us1ngfmu1t1ple t-tests, were in the predicted

-~
s

- better than 5I, or 5I better than SE.’ However, the only measure,
#ﬂg ) j\

o - on which all three of the above predlcted group d1fferences‘%ere

- — e

. . . -

)
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s1on program has any adverse or enhancing effects on the 1nte111-

A

dlrectlon, el Group S5F performed better thau 5B, Group 5B — T

o~

=gy e
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found was the objective measure of French writing form. For

most of the tests (uocabulary: cloze, listening comprehension[
wrltlng form and content ratings, and the comprehenslon, pronun-
c1atlon, grammar and vocabulary ratings of French speaking skills),
Group "SE performed better than 5B, and Group 5B better thar. 5I,
but Group 51 d1d not perform bétter than Group SE On the test
of French readlng comprehens1on the predlcted dlfferences were

Le found among Groups 5E, 5I, and 5B, but Group SF dld not score

s1gn1f1cantly higher than Group 5B on this test.™
tive measure of French writing content there were

differences among Groups 5E, 5I, and 5B, although
” [ . .

.

formed significantly better than the three groups

For the objec-
no significant
Group S5F per-

of English-

Finally, on the rating of
P
Freénch communication skllls, Groups SFjand 5B were rated signi-
Kl '%1

hflcantly hlgher than Groups 5E and 51, w1th no.significant dlffer-

speaking pupils on this measure.

ence between Groups(5F ‘and 5B nor between Groups SE and S5I.

In comparlng these results to those of last yéar s evalu-

-5

ation, we f1nd that this year s follow-up Group 5B scoredf51gn1

flcantly lower than the French controls on almost all measures

of French 1anguage skills, as”was the case with the pilot Group T
5B ,of 1ast year. However, this year s GroupLSI was not rated
s1gn1f1cantly higher than the Engllsh controls on any of the flve
~rat1ngs—of French speaking skills whereas last year—sTGroup~51~,,-J;
did score higher than.the English control. Furthermore, this

year's Group 5I was rated significantlyviower than Group 5B on .

?_ » . —

»

73




all measures except the rating of French communication skills

,vwhereasulast year's Groud 5I performed as well as tﬂe,early bi-
lingual pilot'group on all ratings of French speaking skills.

In other words, this year's evaluation of the follow-up groups

©

shows g Clearer step-wise separation of Groups 5B from 5I with ;\ -
- . ' 6 &
51 fiot much different from 5E. -

It is a}so informative to compare the results or'the fol-
" low-up groups from‘rhis year's evaluation at the end of Grade 5
with their pexrformance lastfyear at tﬁe end of Grade 4, When
thls comparlson is made for the early b111ngual follow-up group,

-3 -

we see llttle change from,onetyear'to the next 1n thls group' s

gF .

performance on measures of French-ianguage SklllSJn relatlon to -

X - - g

-

the performance of the Grade 4 immersion and French control groups.-

That is, the early bilingual follow-up group generally scored . ' } -
significantly’ ﬁighér than the Grade 4 immersion folipw-up group
but significantly lower than the French control follow-up group

at the end of Grade 4 and_drade 5¢

A

When this year“-to-year-comparison is made for the Grade 4 ~~
x - . -
immersion follow-up group, However, some strikingodifferences ' ’ ’

-

i ° - . |

emerge. Although this group performed significantly better than

‘the English controls last year on the French cloze test.and all. —«

five ratings'o} French-speaking skills, there were no significant .

differences between these two groups this year on the sames mea~
sures of French-language skills. It ‘appears, then, that although .

the Grade 4 immersion pilot group retained theirredgevinﬁFrench

o
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over its English control group until the end of Grade 5, the
Grade 4 immersion follow-up group has failed to do so. Whether

th1s is due to a weakness in French language :skllls on the.part
of the Grade 4 immersion follow—up group or to unusual strength
in Freach language skills on the part of’the English control-
follow-up group is impossible to determineffrom.these resuits.*

The following developmental analyses, however, do suggest which

. 'Y

-

of these two alternatives-is more likely. : ’ .-

Developmental Analyses : Tl R

4

The results of the developmental analyses of thejfollow: .

* up groups performance on +he French reading comprehension, cloze,

and 11sten1ng comprehenslon tests are summarlzed in Table 3.

*

For the reading comprehens1on test, there were no s1gn1f1cant

3

group differences in 1976 or 1977. Groups 5B and'5F scored’bﬁ~

il

s1gn1f1cantly higher in 1977 than in 1976; there was no s1gn1f1- .

_— BS
cant differences between the 1976 and L%mﬂ scores on thlS test

-

for Group 5I.

developed better French readlng comprehension skills from the '

— s -
P

2 ) '/c",

(54

end of Grade 4 to the’ end of Grade 5.
For the 1976 adm1n1stratlon of the cloze test, t-test

~

comparlsons revealed that Group 5F scored s1gn1f1cantly h1gher

than Group' 5B, Group 5B° h1gher than 5I, and Group 5I h1gher than

™)

5B. The same significant d1fferences were found for the 1977

I3

, resultsﬁwithhthe_exceptignNthat Group 5I did not score signifi«

g

It appears, then, that all groups except Group 5I

]

cantIY'higher than Group 5E. All groups, however, did score

81gn1f1cantly hlgher in 1977 than in 1976 on this test.3

&

- *
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For the test of listening comprehension, -an analysis of

the 1976 results showed that Group 51 scored significantlp'higherq

than Group 5E and Group 5F h1gher than 5B with no significant
dlfference between Groups 51 and 5B. Of the -three comparisons
made for the 1977 results, the~only significant difference Eound
was between Groups 5B and 5I with the former scoring*higher than

’-the latter. .In addition, all groups except Group 5I scored .
significantly‘higher in 1977 than in 1976 on this test, indicat-
1ng that as for French read1ng skllls,,all groups except Group

) SI-progressed 1n their acquisition of Erenqb 11sten1ng compre-_
hens1on Skll;S from the end of Grade 4 to the end of GradeaS.4

Slnce all groups w1th the exceptlon of Group SI 1mproved

‘0

m"\s¢gn1f1 cantly f om 1976 to 1977 on all three tests 1ncluded in -

theseNdeveIOpmental analyses, it appears’ that during Grade 5

e -

I the Grade 4 1mmers1on\follow-up group- had falled ‘to keep pace

A -

,' w1th the Eng11sh control, early 1mmers*on,‘and French control

T——
S
el I

. follow-up groups in the development of French language skills.

. — —— . — - —— - - —

Attltudes Toward Varlous Ethnollggulstlc Groupg

-

>

The results for the measures of pupils' 4&ttitudes to-

wards self{ English Canadians, French Canadians, and European

Frenchjarewsummarlzed in Table 4. The rat1ngs of self 1nd1cated

»that all four groups have a comnoncsetrofihvorable views of

oy

higl
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b

nthehgelves. A significant difference was found for one trait
only-.the French controls rated themselves significantly less
talkative than d1d each of the English-speaking groups.

“ The ratings of Engllsh Canadians 'show that the three

Englishxsﬁeéking groups were significantly more favorable than

the Erenph controls on.the traits of intelligence, strength,

.

=y

SR L
N #

|

\

|

.
%

- speaking grqngel_tne_gpenehmpontrols,rateﬁ.Erench Canadians— s T

f;ienﬁiiness;~g60d-4eeks7~and calmness. 1In addition, Groups SE
‘and 5I saw English Canadians differently on the trait industri-
ous, Group 5E seeing them as significantly less industrious.

)\ s .
There’ were no significant group differences on the seven remain-
3 ° T - ; ¥
‘ N . o < B /;;a‘ﬂ’ 25
1ng traits. . o - . SN
- D . -z e "

There were, by way of’contrast, ‘many dlfferent views of Lo
3 s

French’ Canadlans, there were s1gn1f1cant dlffer_“ces for seven " -

/ s

of the thirteen traits compared to one or more of tne English- . P

T

significantly more intelligent, friendly, affectfbnate,,kindf;
good-looking, and pleasant but less talkative. 1In addﬁtion,
Group 5B had significantly more favorable views of French Can-

-
P

adians than did one or both of the other English-speaking_groups._
on the'traits of intelliyence, friendliness, and pleasantness. K

Overadll, Groups 5E and 5I seem to share common attitudes toward

“French Canadian§ and these are generally_lese favorable than those

1

'of the_ Frehch controls and sélectively less favorable than those of

—~ X

Grouia\s\ The ratlngs glven by Group 5B are qulte favora‘ole,

M - _

‘dlfferent from~those of the French controls. - - T e

e o ..On 10_0f £ ie\lltralts Group ‘5B's ratings were not 51gn1f1cantly ¢
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Significant group differences were found on ten of the

- thirteen traits for pupils' views of European French people. he
French controls rated European French people as significantiy

more intelligent, strong, friendly, affecpionate,»industfious,

-r
- .

'Kind, happy, good-looking, and pleasant than did one or more of
the three English—speaking groups,although the only;signifiognt .
difference between the French controls and Group 5B 'was on the,

| trait "industrious=lazy". Significant differences among the three

K|

L English-speaking groups were found on six traits. The English -
? . Al - »
|

X
- controls rated European French as less intelligent, affectionate;, o
—— o wen s . h = &
and industricdus than“did“Group 5B and less haﬁpy, good-lookiné, )

. and pleasant then dld both Groups §hvand 5I. Itxappears, then, ) -
that both the French controls and the early blllngual;puplls ' s

share essent1ally the sanevfavorable'v1ew of Euorpean French

‘while the Grade 4 immersion and the Engllsh control puplls appear
. =
“to ‘have lessvfavorable v1ews. o “ g o '

o

In summary, the results of the analys1° of _attitudes indi-

cate that Grade 5 pupils, who have had some French immersion ex-

perience have morefavorable views of French Canadian and European

. e

l
~ French people than those Enélish-speaking pupils without such,exfn; o -i

perience. In addition, children with the greater amount of French

.y . ha

-immersion experience (Group 5B) seem to have more favorable

>

1

. ' attitudes toward French-speaking people than the children with
less immersion experience (Group 5I). All of”the Engllsh-Speaklng
chlldren, however, appear to have a similar favorable view of them-

T vmselves and their own ethnolinguistic group. 4 % e

T e e K -

* - o b e =

e - b —
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- __ Results and Discussion: Grade 6 Pupils

Table 5 preéents a summary of all test results for the

. Grade 6 pupils. The results and discussion that follow are based

—on this table. . (

—

Insert Tah}e/s.about here

Intelllgence - ‘ . o D

. No 51gn1f1cant group effect was found for the measure of

A

<%
'nonverbal 1nte111gence.f Agaln, we flnd no evidence that e1ther

~ the: early b111ngua1 or Grade 4 1mmer51on programs has -any detrl— -

-

T mental or enhanc1ng effects on the 1nte111gence of . puplls 1n -

;;.. )

these programs, and 1t appears that both control groups, Engllsh

and French, are appropriate controls at least as far as nonverbal

1

intelligence is concerned.

French Lanéuage Skills

- ~t B
‘Significant éroup effects were found for all 13 measures -

@

of French lahguage skills administered to the Grade 6 pﬁpils. In

— addition, all 51gn1f1cant group dlfferences that were found by

means of t-test comparisons were in the predrcted dlrectlon. Thus,
on any partlcular test Group Qg performed significantly better

—than Group 6B, .Group 6B better than 6I, and/or Group 6I better

& »
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except that Group 6F did not perform better on these measures than

~ — 23
than 6E.” All three of the above predicted di fferences were , found
for the scrambled and uormal verSionscf the cloze test and for
the objective measure of French writing form. Furthermore,
Groups 6I, 6B, and 6F scored significantly higher on the Jrormal

verSion of the cloze test than on the scrambled verSion, indicat-

ing that the pupils in these groups were able to use the discourse

‘information present in the normal cloze version to fill in the

missing words. 1In contrast, there was no significant increase in
per formance on the normal over the scrambled cloze versions for’
Group 6E. o S -

The vocabulary and listening comprehension tests were the

, only measures on which Group 6I did not perform Significantly

better than Group 6E. However, Group 6F did perform better than

. .-Group- 6B and Group 6B better than Group 6I<on this test. On the

reading comprehénsion test and on both the form and content rat-

ings of’writing skills, all predicted diffeiences were significant,

\

-
o

Group 6B. On the objective content measure of French writing

skills, Group 61 scored significantly better than Group 6E but

there were no significant differences between Groups . 6F and 6B or
between Groups GB and 6I. Finally, on all five measures of French
speaking skills, Group 6F was rated Significantly higher than
Group 6B and Group 6B was rated higher than Group 6I. The French'

speaking skills of Group 6E were not evaluated. . g

~ - - re

o
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In comparing the e 'lingual pilot group at Grade 6 with
o) u themselbes at the end of Grade 5, we find that at the end of Grade 5
they scored significantly lower‘on the test of reading comprehension T
than. the French:control group and no different from‘the Grade.4 L
immersion pilot group.° At.the end of’ Grade 6, however, the early
. 'Jbilingual pilot group‘performed as well as the French control group
-on this test and significantly higher than: the Grade 4 immersion
pilot group at the Grade 6 level. The, early blllngual pilot group
also caught up to the French controls pver thls time per;od on the N
ratlng of wrltlng form and pulled away from the Grade 4 immersion ”
. pilot group ‘on the,objectlve measure of writing content and,the gram- -
e mar, 6ocahulary, and\communiﬁation ratings of French speaking skills.
- It appéars, then, that this group advanceg more’ rapldly during "
-Grade., 6 in French-language competence than either the Grade 4 immer-
‘'sion pilot, group or the French controls. The Grade 4 1mmerslon pllot
group scored significantlf higher than ‘the English controls on the
reading comprehension and cloze tests both at the -end of Grade 5 and
6, suggestlng that they had retained thelr edge in French-language §§

s -

readlng skills even two, years after their one year of French immer- L

»

" sion experience- . e

Insert Table 6 about here

. -
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aéministratiOns of the listen comprehension test, Group 6I did .

T

&

Developmental Analyses e S §

The results of the dwvelopmental analyses of the pilot . -
gronps' performanoe on the French’reading coﬁprehension, clo;e, : -

and listening comprehension tests are summarized in Table 6. The

analysis of thé,readingfcdbbrehension test results showed that -
/'/
all groups tes’ed (Groups 6I, GB, and 6:) performed significantly

) betteyx on this test in 1977 than 1n 1975. However, there were no

significant’ group differences for either the 1975 or 1977 results

N 4 5 .. , . - ) Y
of this test. . :

2
L

% o
]

A . . .
On, the cloze test* Group 6F scored signiffcantly higher

than Group 6B and Group 6B higher than 61 on both the 1975 and °* T

1977 admlnlstratlons of thls test. Furthermore, all three groups °

tested scored sxgnlflcantly hlgher 1n 977 than 1n 1975 on thlS,

’v
6 - ’ 3 N "
test., - . ’ . -
nt ? - “ 13 .
\ =

?inally; while Group 6F scored significantly higher than

¥}

Group: 6B and Group 6B higher than bI on both the,1975 and 1977

-

not score significantly higher than Group 6E cn either administra-
tion of this testf In addition, there was no evfdence that any
g roup scored olgnlflcantly hlgher on this test in 1977 than in

1975.7" -

» L2
-
- - f Fd

These results indicate that Groups 6I, 6B and 6F all seem

to have progressed at approximately the same rate in their acquisi-

tion of French laﬁguage skills, and this is so in tune case where

all groups scored at the same level at the end of Grade .4 (reading

’ ¢ < !

26
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comprehens1on test) and in the case where the groups were at quite

different levels as of Grade 4 (cloze test) It is not clear, '
hawever, why Groups 6E, 6I, and 6B d1d not show any s1gn1f1cant

1mprovement on the listening comprehenslon test. scores at the end,

Y «

of Grade 6 compared to their scores at the end of Grade 4. Al~

though Group 6F also did not show signifitant improvement from

o

Grade 4 to 6, this may merely mean that the test was much too easy

: for them, s1nce pupils recelved very close to perfect scores on

N o

both admlnlstratlons of the llstenlng comprehens1on test.

Attltudes Toward Selected Ethnollngulst1C'Groups X

R < L

A summary‘of.the Grade 6 pupils' views of self, EnglishJ'
Canadian, and“European French iswgiven'in Table 7. With regard

~to self ratlngs,kthere w%s only ohe significant group d1fference

A.lp

the Engllsh controls rated themselves as s1gn1f1cantly stronger

¥

than‘uld Group 6I. In general, all four groups have s1mllarly

-~ d

d favorable v1ews of themselves.] “” ' .

On the rat1ngs of Engllsh Canadlans, s1gn1f1cant.d1fferences

et were found for’ f1ve of the 13 traits. The French controls rater

English Canadlans as less 1ntelllgent, less strong and less godd— ~

o = , e

looking than did Groups 6E and 61I. The French-controls also rated

Engllsh Canadlans as less pleasant than did. Group 6I. It is inter-

- -
0 v

est1ng that on these f1ve tra1ts the ratlngs of the early blllngual

-4

group,‘ (Group 6B) d1d not differ s1gn1f1cantly e1ther from the

Lo "ery—favorablemratlngs.of;Groups_ﬁE and 61 or the more negatlve
ratlngs,of the French controls; in each case, they fallhBetween

. . ° r these two extremes.
’ N .

. 4
. - - —e , . . R .
LS . ‘ ‘ - ) -
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Signrficant!dlfferences were found for 12 of the 13 traits_ - -

” M
- : ' . 3 . ' -

on the ratings of -French Canadians. The French controls rated

French Canadians more favorably than did one or.more of the Eng- ‘ .

[

N lish-gpeaking groups on all traits)exceptl"talkative - nontalka-"
PO !

»tlve" in which Case there was no s1gn1f1cant dlfference. Among
the Engllsh-speaklng groups, the Engllsh controls rated French
. . Canadlans as significantly less affectionate and less‘proud than-

did'the early immersion group and less intelligent,-less strong,

less friendl&; lessfindﬁstrious, less Kind, less happy, 1&ss o -

self-confident,'less good-looking,iand less pleasant than did,

e1ther the early blllngual or the Grade 4 immersion groups..” These

~

results plus the~fact—that~theeearlylblllngual gropp dlffered

o 51gn1f1cantly.from the French controls on only two traits (frlend-' LT

< ly and good looking) while the Grade 4 1mmerslon' groupmand Engllsh

- o~

" controls —differed slgnlflcantly from the French controlé on slx o

23 ‘.Y

and 11 of the traits, respectively, suggest that-English-speaking .
e . ' ‘ . -3
pupils in French immersion programs have more favorable.attitudes

y -
L[4

.. ____ toward French Canadians than do Engllsh-speaklng puplls w1thout*th1s ex-

T T e i e e e

perlence, and the longer the *immersion experlence, the more favor- r

’ able the attitudes.- ’

¥

- . ¥

‘Significant ‘group* dlfferences were found on flve of the

ratlngs of European French people. The Engllsh controls rated the o

~ ’ \

European French as less frlendly than d1d the ear3y bilingual
. group, less klnd than dld the French controis, less 1ndustrlous ’

than dlé elther the early blllngual or the French control groups,

¢
° ’
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°* and less intelligent and less strong than did the rade -4 immer~

.

sion, early bilingual or the French control groups. There

"no s1gnificant differences among these latter three groups on . s

&

their ratings of European Frenqh people.,
s Overall, itvappearsvthat for these Grade 6 English-speak-
: ¢ -

ing children, French immersion experience is related to favorable’

-

B -
- et -
C ey,

1
1
¢ views of both french Canadiars’and European French. At the same 1
time, the eariy bilingual and Grade 4 ihmersion pupiis are no dif-
ferent from the'English controls in their common.favorable;views
of7thensei9es and their own‘ethnolinguistic'group:— ' S

- %,
I3 v

Insert Table 7 about here ;' - - -

Summarx .

- - S » The results of this eualuation in conjunction with those

of the two preVious evaluations permit us to make a series of L
: Fs

concluding statements about the effects of these thre=. elementary-

- . school alternatives for, teaching French to English-speaking pupils.

e . -
- .- .- ~ —

—_— o_‘l,“_There is _no_evidence that either the early bilingual

or Grade 4 French immersion program has’ had any adverse effects on -

the native-language development, ‘academic achievement, or intelli-

i %

? ' gen0° of children in these program Although .in the first evalu-

ation we found.that the rate of growth of. English vocabulary for
- children,in the Grade 4 immersion program lagged behind that;of'

Ehildren in the’conventional English prograh during Grade 4, the

v
.

1, &

= by
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~ventional English language program from Kindergarten on.

. ‘ ‘ ’ 29

4 - .
results of the second evaluation suggest that this was a temporary

[

effect since by the end of Grade 5 these children had as good ‘a

knqwledge of English vocabulary as ‘those who had followed a con-

ES

-

.\\\\g;\>ilthough the, Grade 4" immersion prograﬁ‘has shown itself -

"to be effeGEIVe—in fosterinQ the development of French-langnage

~

Skllls, it is not clear whether these .skills are ma1nta1nedcafter

e

the ch11d returns to a program that puts .relatively 11tt1e empha-

i,

sis on French-language 1nstruct10n. Children in the Grade 4

H

1mmers1on pllOt group seem to have retalned,thelr edge in French-

language skills th;ough the end of Grade 6, even though they had

recéived no, special French instruction at all during Grade 6. In

P

contrast, it appears that children in the Grade 4 French immersion
follow-up éroup have by the end of Grade 5 lost most of the &d-
. § *

vanced French-language skills they had demonstrated at the end of

. 4

their ‘rade 4 immersion year: We can not determine what program,

teacher, or other classroom variables may have contrlbuted to:

these dtfferences between pilot and,follow-up groups, although it,

seems clear that a more intensive follow~-up program‘to the Grade
\

4 immersion program 1is necessary to ensure a malntenance of hlgh-

% ]

+level F ench -language skills and to ensure their deve10pment

w

*hroughﬂut the elementary school years. ' - R

e

3, The early- b111ngua1 program, starting at Klndergarten,

apparently has a deeper impact on the ‘French-language skllls of -

Engllsh-speaklng children by Grades 4, s, and 6 than the 1mmers1on’

~,(

l
|
-
3
|
|
|

A
e

2 s e <1

<
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program startfng at Grade 4. This difference manifests itself .

in all areas of French-language skills (reading, writing, listen-

ing comprehension,'and speaking). Early immersion also
appears to have a deeper and more favorable effect on pupils'’

-]

att1tudes toward French-speaklng people - (see paragraph 5 below).

4, The results of the two-previous evaluatlons indicate

L <

that the order in wh1ch languages are .1ntroduced for learning

’

to read has llttle.or no effect on the development of reading“
: . R

skills. Our_ findings indicate that reading skills developéd -

through theﬁuse'of one language are transferred to the language

subsequently 1ntroduced, regardless of wh1ch language is flrst

-

© used’ for reading. -

-

5. The present evaluatlon has g1ven us addltronal ev1dence i

. 1nd1cat1ng that in addltlon to belng a, very effectlve and "pain-

s

less"_way of deyeloplng French-language skllls, both the early bi-

llngual and Grade 4 1mmer51on programs appear to have had a
pos1t1ve effect on the social attitudes of children’ "enrolled in

these programs., Although other uncontrolled factors may have con-

«
<,

tributed to these findings (e g., selectlon varlables and parental

LY

attltudes) the fact that the children in 1mmerslon programs have

T

developed favorable attltudes to both major Canadian ethnollnguls-

tic groups while ma1nta1n1ng positive SElf‘VleWS is certa1nly :

encouraging. ‘ . ’ v

«f

»

L4
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v

2 For the reading comprehension test there was no sigﬁificant
main effect of group or year. Since the group by year interaction

- — ' was significant however, the*simple hain effect of group for each
,of the two’ years (1976 and 1977) "and the s1mp1e main effect of

year for each of the three groups (51, SB f@hd SFlvwere.investi-

s
o

gated. There were no significant simple main effects of group\for

- either-year 1976 _6r 1977. There was also no s1gnificant simple

main effect of year. for Group 5I although these effects were signi-

<
bl >

-~ -~ ficant for both“Groups 5B and 5F- . ,

¢4

.03 ASignificant>main—effects of group"ahd year and a Significant

group by year interaction were found for the cloze test. investi~f

gating the simple main effects of both group and year revealed

kd

iy

“r

that the simple main effect of group was significant-for both
- years 1976‘and 1977. .In addition, the simple main effects of
year were significant for all four groups 1ndicating that all

groups sperformed significantly better on the cloze test, in 1977

compared.to 1976.

4 por the test of listening compréhension, significant main' '

3

effects of group and year and a significant group by year 1nter-

4

action was found . The s1mp1e main effect of group was also Signi«

-nficant at both years 1976 and 1977. 'L A S .
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3 For the test of reading ‘comprehension, the main effect.of

time was significant but neither the’main effect of group nor

the group by time interaction was significant. -

. I3
& The main effects ‘of both group and ‘time were significant but

~

the group by time interactiomns was not §}ggifig;ntmfor_theﬂclozé'

te§t. ] ‘ e " —

For th= listening comprehension test, the main effect of

group was significant butmeither the-main effect of time. nor

s v - - ‘-. .
the group by time interaction was significant,---- —
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Table 1 . ' ’ ..
’ \\\ ( .
N \ L )
Use of French in the Elementary School ProgramS' . o v

of the Eight Groups of Chlldren Tested

»

. OSE & 6E . ' 5I & 6I . 5B & 6B . 5F ‘& 6F -
(English Controls) (Grade 4 French (Early Bilingual) (French Controls)
< ~ Immersion) < B . T e

" " e

FSL (45) . FSL (451 - - All subjects . K11 subjects . S

— \ : ’ : except ESL .(30) P -

| |
" % " ‘ All Subjects "o, N - i
: : . except. ELA (60) . ' -,
" ' - " AN subjécfs : , M : ! !
./ eeei-— — exeept—ELA (70) i e |
¢ ’ o v b “ »5 //‘ |

" " ALl subjects All subjects ‘ " : ’ )
5 ' except, ELA (35) except -ELA (85) . ° N o

.o FSL (45) . 'FSL (50), . ./All subjects
Math or Science (50) Math (50) . except ESL (45)
h " ) ‘ ’ FSL ( 4 0 ) R . " . / l‘ ‘ "
‘ - . /' >

”

‘French- as-absecond—language, Fnglish language - rts, and/Engllsh-as—a—second lan-, )
guage abbreviated as FSL, ESL, and ELA, respept1Vely fﬁumbers in parentneses indicate
approxlmate minutés of 1nstructlon per day.
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, o " .
) Table 2 _ s
. Grade-5 Test Results: Mean Scores R
» A
) ‘ — Group - R /
| Test , | 5E - 51 5B , SF as r
' / . o - -
Raven's Progressive Matrices 27.1 25.7 27.2 ., 25.5 . 3,125° .82 .
Vocabulary | s 9.8 §1‘i.9 —.15.6 —-23.4 " 7, ,123 ijiz.ss* )
:ggag‘ing comprehension . ]TZI—— 14.4 — 15.4 17H.'A0 3,125 7.43% o
Clore S 5.4 7.2 — 14.3—22.7° 3,124  114.55% ' . ;
Listening comprehension . 9.1 9.4 — 14.4—'15.5 % 3,124  44.36% _ s
;Vrif(:}'r;g skills . : ' ! _ T : : : :
Form errors ‘ 1.3&_-—- l.wl.6 — .51l —— .66 ~3,12:0 ' _ 46.48* A :
Form rating N 3,68 4.18 — 5.83 — 7.43 3,120 4,'0,.7'53'; , v ’
Content events.® 6.11 6.77 7.61— 9.27 -3,120 j{”‘n, 10* -
) Content rating 3.47 3.82 «— 5,47 — 7.30 3,;g0° 43,.37% I
Speaking ‘skills, A n e ) ’ B T e
. . Comprehension r "*:;5.42 T 5.63 — 7.05 — 8.257 3,67 © 15.38% « o
- Pronunciation - . , 4.67 ©  4.81 __ 6.32—8.00 3,67  -3L.41k. -
" Grammar _ 3.83 4.3‘{3 — 5.53—7.79 3,67 , 41,61+ e 7
<Vocabulary : * 358" 3.63'— 5.32—7.71° 3,67 - 37.50% ) '
. Communication -~ 7+ 3.2 3.81 — 5.47  6.13" 3,67 10.00%
, gg_jt_:_g. Means' connected by amlirfe. ;diffgr significantly (p <.05) according to a t-test. -
*p<.0l T . I : 38
, - C - - -, . R -« ’
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) ' ) . Table 3 -
Y . Grade 5 Developmental Analysis: 1976 and 1977 .Mefin Scores
- . * ) . . a
> Group . F-ratios
: > . ’ i L ) " Inter~
Test . S5E 5I - . 5B 5F Group ~ Time action

-

Reading comprehension X "

.+ 1976 - - 13,2 13.5 13.2 °
: T . P |, .2.95 - . .13 7.28%
, . 1977 ¢ - 13.4 - 15.4 16,07 (2,53) (1,53) (2,53
Clo'ge ' o o, . e
1976 : 2,73 — 4.43 — 7.76 — 16.27 . ) ) -
' T ! I | 1. 67.66% 79.45%  6.15%
. 1977 5.36 - 6.71 — 14.71 — 23,18 -(3,60) (1,60) (3,60)
Listening comprehension ) . : . . .
) , 1976 ' 5.08 — 7.31 6.42 — 12.59
: o ' | l 45.46* 111.09% 14.10*
1977 - 8.85 8.94 — 14.84 15.82 (3;66) (1,66) (3,66)

Y -

. Note: Means connected by a horizontal line differ si.gnificﬂahtly (p £.05) according to a .
t-test.. Vertical lines between means indicate a significant improvement in per-
~ formance from 1976 to 1977. © '

' . aDegr\'éesj of freedom for each F-ratio are indicated within parentheses.
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S ' > . . Tzble 4- - . . - . .
: o o | Grade 5 Meanthf:titude Ratings : I " R ;
‘Concept L
] . ‘Mysel€ ) English Canddians _ ;
Trait 5E 51 5B "SF . SE. 51 . 5B 5F
2 i .o ,
_Intelligent - stupid 6.00 5.48 5.81 5:‘46*“ , 6.19“.‘ 5.68 . 5.78 — 4.27 -
's_trong'_- weak 5.90 5.38° ' 5.67 '5.33 - 5.95 ”,5.38 5,64 — 4.40 ‘
Friendly - unfriendly, 6.29 6.28 .‘6.31 5.93 ’ "6.2,9" 5,73 6.03 — 4.93
Affectionate - unaffectionate '5.480-, 4.80 5.53 . 5.80 5.71 4.85 ' s5.22 4,93
Industrious - lazy . 5.10 4.85°  5.11.  5.27 5.95 — 4.58 4,81 ‘5.:47
- Kind .- mean L -5.75 5.93 -5.97 | 5.80 6.00  5.18 .  5.64 5.00_
Happy - sad 6.52 5.93 6.60 6.60 600 '5.45 5.50, 5,40
Proud -- humble - 5.62 ~  5.05 4.78 5.67 s.é*;i‘iT 5,03 4.81 540
Self-confident - lacks 5.29 5.18 5.64 "4.93 - 5.95 4.83 ' 481 ° 5.00
self-cpnfi_dence - o }h N - . R ' |
' Good-looking - ugfy 5.81 5.18 5'.&7. 15,07 s.95° 5% 38 5.50 — 4.27
Pleasant - unpleasant *! 6.10 5.8  8.78« 5.87,. -6.19 ° 5.20  5.44  5.00°
:',".cé-lm"-: emotional | 4.48 4.060 4.92 5.20 -  5.48 4.55- - 4.39 ©  3.80
Talkative - nontalkative 5.00.. 4.83 4:5é --.--'13.33 4.67 5.08 4.89 5.53~ _
- ° . ' ' <
. ] v } N L ' . . . @
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- : ' . - ‘Table 4 (cont'd) ‘ . vk
V" - ) -
. Concept A K - ©L
p4 , . -, - — 7 : - - . ;.— ‘ .
’ French Canadian . European French
 Frait . . . SE 5T 5B 5F . -S5E _ SI 5B 5F
~. - B . A 3 —— ) N T = P «z .-
"Ihtelligent - stupid T 3,14 3.70 — 4.83 . 4.40 - 3.33 . 4.18 . 4.67  5.33+.
_Strong - weak . 4.38 4.43 '4.53 . 5.27  _ 3.67 _ 4.200  4.56 4.87 . 7
Friendly - unfriendly 4.05 4.10 — 5.19  5.33 4,05 5.00 . 5.11 _ 6.00
" Affectionate - unaffectionate 3.81 4.18  4.44 — 5.47 3.7 4.65~ _5.06  5.87 . ..
Industrious - lazy 3.33 . ..3.45  4.33 . "4.53 3.14  4.45 3.11—5.60
. Kind --mean I 3.76 3.50 _  4.58° 5,40 4,19 ° 5.13 "  4.83  5.73. T
fHappy - sad .48 5.03. 5.42 - 5.67 4,29 — 5.48 5.36 : 5.73 .,
Proud - humble \ 4.62 5.00 4.97  5.67 - 3.81 4.25 °~ 4.86  5.53
. - ‘-, “ o - L. ::1 ; ¢ “ ) ‘
‘Self-confident - lacks 4.33 ., 4.48 4.53° " 4.73 4.90 - 4.20 4.64 . 5.80 |
self-confience . . . " ’ ' R Y I
Good~looking - ugly 3.33 / 3.75 4.31 — 5.27 3.19 = 4.15 4.47  5.13° ‘
Pleasant - unpleasant ; 3.67  3.65 4.67 °5.00 +3.90 —— 5,00 " 4.92  5.47
Calm - emotional " 3.48 3.75 3.92 4.53 . 4,05 . 3.98 4.06 4.67
© Talkative - nontalkative 5.95 5.73 . 5.25 = 4.13 6.19 °  5.45 5.08 -4.47° 7
_.4_7 e s «'—‘“—‘_,""“’"-_ . — J\ . _ -

~

"Note: Means connected by aline difféf‘ significantly (p <-05) according to the Newman-Keuls procedure.®
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Grade 6 Tgst Reqults.

TTaplels T T o

Mean Scores

N P s
’ @ - d & i o]
h 3 N " Group- TS e . '
Test’ ) .6E -° 6I  -6B.. - 6F a - F )
I o o e - . : . ’ ) VaAE -t
- Raven's Progres§ive Matrices . 27.5 29.6 - - 28.8 29.2 _3,106 1.30 .f - L
Vocabulary "12.7 134, 21.2 --29 2. . 3,102 37.29% 70 T
_Reading comprehension 10.3 — 13, 9 — 15.8 15, g~ 3,104 32.61%
‘Cloze . . ) el R ) .- _
Scrambled 3.55 — ' 6.00 — 12'36 —15|82 . Sco'r  Note - - . eeem
Normal “ n4 09-- -7..38 < 14" 12-—18.59 = " ~
Listening comprehension 8. 8 10,0 — 15.2 = 16.5 3,104 87.37% .
Writing Skills . “ ° "
- Form -errors 1.32 — 1.15 —" .87 — .71 3,101 44.44%
oy . ‘ .
" .Form rating - 3.30 = 5.25 = 6.82 7.22 3,101 28.54* -
Content everts . 6.30 — 9.00 - '8.55  8.38 3,101 4.46%
Content rating - ., * "2.95 — 4.75 — :6.58 6.86 3,101 29.63*.
Speaking skills '
Comprehension - 5.64 —— 7.00 —— 8. 42 2,40 15.47* ’
Pronun¢iation - 4.45 —"5.70 — 8,60 2,40 29.87* - '
.Grammar - 3.91 — 5.45-—— 7.45 2,39 30.48*
Vocabulary - 2.82 = 5.35 ——7.42- "~ 2,40 36.78% -
Communication - 3.82 —=5.25 — 6.42 2,40 . 11.04* L
Note: Means connected by a line differ significantly (p <.05) according to t-test.

For the cloze tést, the effects of group, F (3,101) = 114.37, test version,

F (1,101) = 70.37, and the group by test version interaction, F (3,101) =
were all significant (p <.0ij.

*p<.01
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Table 6 ot - o,
: < ‘ v : 4

Grade 6 Debelopmentgl Aﬁalysis} —1975.aq& 1977_Means.S¢ores—.

_—_— C " Group . ' F-ratios®_
. : Test . " . 6E 61 " 6B, 6F - Group . ‘3Time gg ?gg“f
& : < y N ) :
- c_ Reéding comprehension . - % ”
' " 1975 , = e 12.1 13.8 - 13,7 --& ——rm— : o
Ce e L o - | . 2.38 32.12% W14 - Lo
. 1977 - 14.5 - 16.0 15.5 - (2,46) (1,46) "(2,46) . C
.~ Cloze S T oo o “ \ L " - _
o e <1975 , -  6.18—— 10:48 — 15.92 -
coe : ) | - 43.08* 7 26.36* 1.37
‘ . 1977 o - 7.82~— 13.84 — 18,15 (2,46) - (1,46) (2,46)
Listening comprehension . . : ’ _ 9 _ T i N
1975 C . 8.56 ° 9.00 ——13.28 — 16.09 -
. . ’ 68.29*% . , - 3,96 1.45
"19977 : 8.25 9.925—14.92 —16.91 (3,60) - (1,60) *(3,60)
. Yo ‘ - i . C
’ Note: Means connected by a horizontal line differ significantly {p <.05) according to a , - !
. t-test.  Vertical lines between means indicate a sighificant improvement in per- .
- . formance from 1975 to 1977. ' o, 7 -

.

: aDegrees of freedom for each F-ratio are indicated within p§renthesf§.

*E(.Ol ’ ¢ ) ;'
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. Table 7 ¢

Grade 6 Mean Attltude Ratlngs

b3

-

. Concept }‘ (, !
) ~Myself T \ :r - English Canadians LT
'1»’ t . . - .
6E 61 6B 6F 6 6I 6B 6F
'Intel])igent - stupid " 5.79 ~ 5.33 .5.39 5.63 - Y 558 . 5.67 > 4.97 4.33
Strong -.weak 6.0 — 4.75 4.91 5.54 5.46 5.92 . 5.12, 5.08-
‘F'ri‘en"dly —u?f"ﬁ'er; ly 6.17 5 _ 6.15 5.75 | 5.96 " 6,08 ' 5.36 4.71
Affectionate. - unaféectipnate 5.54 5,25, 5. \5.54 . 5;17 5.50 5.06 .4.46
Industrious - lazy . 4.83 4,92 5.00 sl.h\‘z.zs—- 5.83 5.09 4.21
- Kind - mean’ ) 5.79 5.67 5.85 5.17 5. 6.00 5,21  4.92
" Happy - sad . 6.33 ' 6.33 5.91 5.54 5.71 5.18 5.00 °
Proud - humble 5.33 4.42 494 471 4.96 ‘ 4.54 ~
Self-confident - lacks 5.00 - 5.67° 5.24 5.04 .13 FRT)
self-confidence ’ _ Ll \ ——
 Good-looking - ugly ) 5.42 4.50  4.91 4.67 b 5\ 54 5.50 4.97 4.04
Pleasant - unpleasant 5.50 5.75 5.48 ___ 4.75 _ | 4.75
. Ccalm - emotxlo’nal o . 4.38 4.58 = 4.27 3.83 3.92
Talkati%e - nontalkat%ve ) 4,96 ‘ 4%33 5.15 ~%fz§“8 4,58

«
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- K > “%¥ « Table 7 (cont'd) ' ) .
' - s L Cancept
iy o _ Fren;h C;nadiénsj European French -_ )
2 - : " a
__'r;ai’t‘ | , 6E 6L . - 6B . 6'F~ 6E T eI _ 6B 6F
»Intglligejnt - stupid | 2.63 —— 4.25 - 4.18 5.17 2.83 —— 4.42 4055  4.38 .
Strong - weak 2,75 —— 4.42 4.36 5.29 3,21 — 4,83 "'4."39 4.42
N Frlendly - unfriendly 2.20 — 4.42 " 4,73 — 5.75 . 4,08 ' 5.17. _ 5.39 @ 5.25°
/ Affectlonate - unaffectionate '’ 3.i7 - °3.23=¥, 4.85 .529 ' 4.04 4.50 4.64 5.25 x
xnéustriogs - lazy 2,46 — 4.42 4,27 4.75 3.46 - 4.25  5.00 5.33
- Kind - mean 2,92 — 4.92° 7 4.27. 5.38  *4.08 4.58 5.00 ' '5.63 g
f{appy - sad N3.54 — 4,92 - | 5.15 5.92 4.13 500 ° -4.97 5.33
' Proud .~ humble ‘ 3.42 4.00 '  5.03 4.63 4,21 ' 4.42 4.73 5.08
Self<confident - lacks 2,88 —— 4.25 ITIR 5,71 4.17 4.58 .. 4055  5.17
ag]f-confldence g — - . "\
Good-1ooking = ugly 22,67 — 3.'_9f2 4.30 — 5.46 3020 4.17 . 4.06 | 4.63 .
Pleasant -\unpleasant.: 2.38 ~—— 4.08 4.58.  5.50 . 3.83. 4,50 4.88 513
B Calm--ﬁashmotﬁ.\c\)naL. . ‘2.33' 2.42 3.24 4.38 3.88 4..‘0'0 3.85 .21
" Talkative - r}o\ntalkatlve 6.46 6.33  5.91-  4.83: 5. 25 5.83  5.00  5.13

procedure.

- \

~

% »

0 e. Means conqecteé by a solld 11ne dlffgr s1gn1f1cant1y (E,< 05) accordlng to the Newman-Keuls
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