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" SUMMARY

I: PURPOSE S . ’ e
The “purpose of .the study was to investigate the.effects of different
kindergarten options . ‘on subsequeﬁt academic achievement in French
immersion programs. The spéc1f7c focus was on the issue of whether
there was any academic advantage to full day (FD) bilingual
kindergarten, involving a half-day of English and a’ half-day (HD) of
French,'compared to HD French or HD Eng]jsh kinderggﬁten. h

- / -
« ! . . .

scope
The §cope of the study was limited to an examination of existing data,
. #ncluding further analysis of these duata where apprapriéte Data
outside the centext of French immersion programs (e.g., for .egular
English programs and programs for francophgne students) were not within
. the scope of the study. ///DQ ) ’

The data base 'copé:sted of the numeréus' evaluation: of French
immersion programs carried out éyring the past decade both in Ontario
and across Canada as a whole. In Ontario, the major evaluation efforts
have involveéd the four Ottawa/Carleton school systems. The QOttawa
Roman Catholic Separate School‘!%ard (ORCSSB) and The Carleton Roman
Catho]1c Separate School Board (CRCSSB) both operated FD bilingual

kindergarten programs, whereas the two public systems, The Carleton -

Beard of Education (CBE) dnd The Ottawa Board of Educatior (O0BE),
‘operate HD French k1ndergartens Data involving -a_ 'FD b‘31rgual
k1ndergarten were also ava1lab1e from the evaluation af The Stormont,
.Dundqs. and Glfngarry (SDG) County Board of Education K1ndergartern

programs. ‘
H
Underlyigg Issues

Although no other eva]uat1ons ‘were located which involved" a FD
"bilingual klndergarten, data from other stud1es were relevant to the
jssues underlying the FD bilingual vs. HD French or English question.

.The two primary issues are: )

“
' @

9
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(a) whéther , exposure ‘to_ Frénch at’ the kindergarten level is

ihpcctant for subsequent academic achievement in an immersion program;

.and R \‘ o ‘ . v

- . ‘ »

(b) uhether exposure to English at ‘the kindergarten level is
1mportant for subsequent“academ1c ach1evement in an immersion program

-

The assumpt1on under]yang FD b111ngua1 k1ndergartens is that
exposure to- both languages is important. The assumption underlying HD
Fréﬁch k1pdergarten i's that exposure to Engl1sh nedium 1nstruct1on 45‘
hnnecessary at the k1ndergarten Ieve],.wh1le that underly1ng HD Engl1sh

. k1ndergarten is that exposure to’ French is unnecessary at the

kindergarten level. K .

.

" A third issue is whether .or not there is any differential effect
for FD bilingual vs. HD. French or English kindergartan for students
from different sqcioeconomic or Tlinguistic backgrounds. ‘Because of

) se]f-§e1ection ,factors in most immersion programs,' the majority of

students have tended to come from-middle-class ang]ophqhe backgrounds
an¢ thus little research evidence’ exists relating ‘to this issueS
However, it is current]y &n 1mportant one in boards uch as the ORCSSB,

where a large maJor1ty of students enter the 1mmers1on progra@ (SQ%.
English, 50% French, from kindergarten).

Limitations in Examining Issues

It is possible to examine the effects of FD bjlingual vs. HD French
kindergarten options only by comparing ydata obtained in different
evaluations involving different boards of education.‘%omparisons across
boards are ipevitab]y'confounded by possible student, teacher, cur-
riculum, and board-policy differences. For example, the comparison of
the CRCSSB and the ORCSSB with thke CBE and the OBE involves a com-
parison of Catholic and non-Cathoi}c students. Curriculum also varies
across boards, as does. the proportion of time spent with the medium of
each language in different grades:

The fact that different teams of researchers carried out the
evaluations in the CBE and "the OBE, -the CRCSSB, ‘and thg CRCSSB
contributes Yo the difficulties, since different tests were often used.

viii



" and those that were identical were not always'administered at the same

time. . o . l

*

tThese consldexat)Ons prec]ude further statistical analy51s of tﬂé‘
*across-board" data. Instead, the procedure followed was %0 review-the
research data re]evany/ZO the underlying issues and to evaluate any
general trends that emerged_/in_ the ‘acrdss-board coimparisons‘ in the
light of the possib]e confounding factors as well as in the contaxt’ of
trends that appeared from w1th1n-board comparlsons of varloup kinder-
garten optlons _ s . .

s 4

I1. RESULTS

FD Bil 1ngua1 vs. HD EngﬁWsh Kindergarten 7

At the klndergarien level it was p0551b1e to éompare the refults of
the CBE and the OBE HD French kindergarten w1th “those of the SDG Fb

'b111ngua1 klndergartens At the grade 1 level the CBE and the OBE data
" (Swain and Barik, 1976) were compared with the data from the ORCSSB‘

(Edwards and Casserly, 1976) .and the CRCSSB (McInnis and Donoghue,
1976) programs. Because English language arts was introduced in grade
2 in the CBE and tke OBE programs, but only in later grades id- the
ORCSSB and the CRCSSB p?‘brams .comparisons of Eng]1sh ach1evement

. across boards at grades 2 and 3 were not meaningful. .

No diffeneaceé were apparent between FD and HD programs at the
kindergarten level on the Metropolitan Readiness Test or on the OISE“
French Comprehension Test. Slight differences in favour of the CBE and )
the 0BE (HD) programs were found at the grade 1'1eved, preﬁpgably on
account of general board factors rather than kindergart1; program

Al

differences. .r
It was concluded that there was no evidence i the data examined

for any superlorlty 1n outcomes for FD blllngual as compared to HD
French klndergarten _ Although thisr f?ndlng; is obviously tentatlve
because - of. the p0551b111ty of confounding factors, lt'kf cpns;stent
with the fact that in virtually every evaluation.of French immersion in

- Canada, amount of exposbre'to English has shown little or no relation-

ship to level of ultimate attainment in Engfish. -

¥ » .
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/ e FD Blhn{fa] vs. HD Engdish K1ndej_arten ) e

v g It was passible to examine -the effects of FD bilingual vs. HD [-glish,
' kindergarten in -the 1n1t1a1 cohort of the ORCSSB evaluation (Edwards
‘ and Casser]y,1/97l(1976), owing to the f/a(t that not all students who
} . entered the Jrade 1 immersion program had been enrolled in FD bilihgual #
4I_undergargten. The evaluation foHowed -the progress of these students N
. from grades 1~fto 3. However, the numbers involved were relatively >\
_ small (e- s N=15 in grade 2 1mmers1og w10 had experjenced a HD English
\ k1ndergarﬂen), and in grade 3 the students in immersion and in the
75- mlnute program ' were- (./mbmed for analys1s 'of kinllergarten group

L4
» r ! .

differences.
! - .. -

No, clear trends emerged in the compar1son of FD b111ngua1 vs. HD

-

English groups at the grade 1 leyel, posS1b'Iy because as Edwards and .
Casserly suggest, the studerts who had exper1enced the HD' program wer\\r
~ concentratgd .in certain schools, and teachers may have made special

o
efforts to make up any poss1b'|,g def1c1enc1e$ of ihe1r kindergarten
year However differences in French. skﬂ],; wpre apparent between FD -
. bilingual and HD Englistr groups’ in grades 2 and 3. These differences
e were ‘mainly on variables derived from teachers'  rating scales of ~
/performance in French and from the.French story creation task.
» . . ’ .

These trends were interpreted as tentative evidence that exposure
to French in ki.dergarten influences subsequent performance in French. -

.a Yy

HD French vs. HD English Kinderlrten g . N

_Further ev1dence that exposure to French at the k1ndergarten level is .
1mportant for subsequent French achievement cories from the evaluations v

of immersion programs in the Wellipgton County, Elgin County, and' ‘
Freder1cton New Brunsw1ck boards of education. In the Wellington

@{y evaluation (0'I1ver et al 1975 1976) students who entered the

‘ immersion ‘program In grade 1 after a HD Enﬂ'hsh kmdergarten performed
considerably worse'1n Fm listening comprehens1on than grade 1 )

g

.students .in the fo]'lowin ortcwho had had HD French k1ndergarten . p

A
Compar1son of the E'Igln County. grade 2 scores on the OISE French

:'~ _ Comprehension Test (Barik, 1976) with tho$e of the ORTSSB “program
(Game, 1979) allows the " effects of FD bilingual vs. HD Eng'lish




- klnderbarten to Qe assessed in the context of early- partial 1mmersvbn ~
C programs. . The E]gln County score of 12.5 Was cons1derablyfbelow the -
ORCSSB score of. 25.9! suggesting that lack of exposure to French in
‘kindergarten has} influenced the performance of the Elgin County ..
students. - ' o , ’
T . The Fredericton early total immersion program was not preceded by‘
,any formal klndergarten since kindergarteps are not a part of the ‘New
Brunsw1ck publfc school system. Comparisons of students performance
in French at grades 1 and 2 and also at. grade 6 {Gray, 1980; Gray and ,
Cameron, 1980)rsuggested‘;hat students performance’ wa; below that of

students who had experienced ahFrench k1ndergarten
~ .o
However, not<all stud1es conform to this trend. An evaluation

conducted by the Protestant School Board of ‘Greater Montreal (1973)
4 found no differences in French or English achievement between grade 3
students who had attended a HD French as compared to a HD English
kindergarten. These findings suggest that with compensatory efforts.on
the part of teachers and h}ghly iﬁtivated students -the Tag in French
skills as a result of 1'ck of eXposure at k1ndergarten level can\be
overcome. However, the, report points out that "all groups selected’for
assessment originated from the middie-class level from homes "actively
_ in favour Of French immersion and with parents who participated keenly
‘. with schoo] objectives and pract1tes regarding the education of the1r
children through immersion" (p. 1) In other words, lacx of French ‘at.,

' f kindergarten may not be overcome to the same extent by students with

-

different background characteristics.

It was concluded on the bhasis of these findings/that‘exposure to
French at Kindergarten appears to influence subsequent performante in
French. However, under some condﬁtionsﬂ it appears to be possible for
‘stullents who -did not experience French kindergarten to close the gap in .
French skills. ; R

AN

) . -
Kindergarten Options for Ethnic Minority Students -

", No studies have examined' the question of whether FD Vs. HD kindergarten
programs ‘have differential effects for students with different back-
-ground characteristics. However, withipn the cantext of FD programs, a

. L4 .

S
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study carried out by Egyed (1973) reported that Italian background
'studént§’made less academic progress in a French-English FD bilingual
kindergarten prégram than in either FD English or HD Italian-HD English
programs. This study suggests that different kindergarten optibns can
have ‘differential ohtcomes from low socioeconomic ethnic pinority
" children as ‘compared to.middle-class anglophone children.

-~ . . .
Conclusions v ’
r ' - Three main conclusions emerge from the present research: : ,

- : - 1. Exposure to Frerch at the ‘kindergarten level, whether in. D
bi]inqga] or HD French programs, is important for-students' Subsequent
. progress ip acquiring French language skills. .

él For thg types of students typically represented {n French

. immersion evaluations, exposure to English at fﬁe'kindergarten level

/ . appears: to be relatively unimportant for subsequent acadumic
' - achievement; in other words, for these students, a FD bilingual kinder-

_garten entails little or no academic advantages compared to a HD French

2o

" kindergarten.

3. Virtual)y no ré?earch data exist in'regard to possible differ-
ential effects of HD vs. FD kindergartens on students with different
backgroﬂn& characteristics. E o '

"It is recommended that if future research is qndeftaken on the
éffects‘qf FD vs: HD. kindergarten, it should focus on the effects of
these .program options on students from different socioeconomic and .
1inguistjc‘backg?ouﬁds. - l '

] ‘ xii
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CHAPTER 1 L .

Introduction

LY

Purpose and_Sgnpe
» . . .
‘ [y

The purpose of the preasent study was to investigate _the effects of,’

‘different kindergarten options on subsequent academic achievement ‘in

French immersion programs. The specific terms of reference- were as
follows: “ o '
) 1. To conduct a review of research on the effects s
of full-day, bilingual ard half-day immersion
" kindergarten programs on subsequent linguistic
achievement, at the end of Primary and Junior .
divisions.

~ 2. To determine if there 1is any academic
advantage to full-day ¥ilingual kindergarten
or half-day English lan§uage kindergarten
programs.

- ’

3. To focus primarily on Ontario research in the
Ottawa region, but include other relevant
research as appropriate.

4. To validate conclusions from reported data and
_ to conduct further analyses where unanalysed < 3
L} data exist relevant to the research.

A tull-day b1l1ngual k1ndergarten refers to programs where both
French and' English ‘are used as' mediums .of instruction, usua11y
1nvolv1ng the use of one language in the morning and the otheF71n the

ternoon Half-day immersion  kindergarten involves the use of
Frgnch as thc medlum of instruction in programs which operdte in either
the morning or the afternoon. ®These programs have” similar overall
obJect1ves to English™ nalf day kindergarten programs in terms of the
aevelopment of general’ academic readiness 3kills.” In addition, ot



&

course, they aim to promote the deveIOpment of ‘rencﬂ‘]anguage skills
to fac111tate students' adaptat1on to a French language curriculum at

the grade 1 level.

T@e‘scope of the présent research is limited to an examination of
existing ' data, inc]uq: g furthe?_' al, is of these data. where
appropriate. It is also limited io an examination of data in the
context of French ‘immersiof programs. Thus kindergérnen programs in
francophone schools and those in non-fmmersjon contexts are ant within

"the scope of the present study. - .

Comparison of fu114dax (FD) vs. half-day (HD) kindergarten in the
context o} regular (that is, non-immersion) programs was cariied out by ,
Biemiller (1978), who found no clear evidence for differences in’
students" subsequent academic adjustment as a function of kindergarten
experier te. However, his studyt was cross-sectional in ‘nature and

- possible differences in students' pre-kiqpergarten characteristics were

not controlled. B8iemiller (p. 95 points out.-that FD kindergarten
programs may be 1mportant for scudents who are "at risk" educationally
hecause’ of home bac.ground factors. The 1nteract1ons ‘between these
factors and kindergarten exp9r19ﬂee§;were not systemat1ca]]y examined
in Biemiller's study. \:\\«\

In the present study also, the interactioﬁZ>BEfWeen kindergart;

program and home background factors can be examined only to the extdht
that data rglevant to this issia were gathered in previous stud1e5~
Similarly, any conclusions® qrawn on the basis of the existing data
cannot be weneraiized beyond those types of students who are repre-
sented in the evaluations. ' Thus, because the majority of students in
French_ immersion programs have tended to come from middle- c]ass
angdoptone backgrounds, conclusions regarding the effects of FD. vs. RD

kindergarten generally apply only to students from similar backgrounds.
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The Data Base

The data base for <the pres@qt study cénsists of the numerous eval-

uations of‘French immersion programs carried out during the past dgcade

both in Ontario and’ across Canada as a whole. In Ontario, the most

‘extensive evaluation efforts have involved the four Ottawa/Carleton

school systems. _The Ottawa "Roman” Catholic Separate School Board

gORCSSB) and The CérletoniRoman Catholic Separate School Board (CRCSSB)

‘both operated FD bilingual kindergarten programs, whereas the two

puinc systeﬁs,‘The Carle}oy’eoard of Education (CBE) and The Ottawa .

Board of Education (OBE), opera.e HD French kindergart-ns. Data were

also dvailable for The Stormont, Dundas .and Glengarry (SbG)i County

Board of Educatiqg, whici operated.a Fb bilingual ﬁ}ogram. wever, e
. this bilingual program was restricted to the kindergarten, level and*= ~

_thus no comparisons involving this program can be’ madg at.other grade

levels. Other boards in Ontario for which eva]uigion results were

available operated HD French kindergarten programs and their| results

are generally consistent with those of the CBE and “the OBE programs.

Since the CBE/OBE data are the most comprehensive of those, evaluations |

involving HD kindergarten, they will be compared with the CRCSSB, .

ORCSSB, and SDG FD bilingual kindergarten evaluation data. .
These comparisons across boards are the only way to assess

possible differe- - effects of FD bilingual vs. HD French kinder- d

garten proarams. ever, comparisons of othar kindergarten options

the effects of FD bilingual kindergarten vs. HD Eng]fsh kindergarten

were, examined for fﬁe first cohort of students in the ORCSSB
evaluation. The Wellingtor County evaluation permits a comparison of ‘ .
tne effects of HD English vs. HD French kindergarten in succeeding

cohorts of students at the end of grade 1. ‘

"‘l’i -

A1l of the comparisons, however, must be considered tontative.-
Compqﬁisons of HD vs. FD kindergartens across boards are inevitably

confounded by possible student, teacher, curriculum, and Loard-policy
differences. For example, the comparison of CRCSSB and ORCSSB with CBE
and OBE involves a comparison of Catholic and non-Catholic students.
Curriculum also varies across boards as does the proportion of time

v
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spent through the medium of French in the eqf]y grades. Added to these
program differences across boards is the facts that the CBE/OBE, CrCSSB,
and ORCSSB evaluations were carried out bg different teams of
researcherfv who, emb]oyed different evalustion instruments and data

analysis techniques. R

Because of these various confounding-factors, it was not consid-
ered appropriate to attempt furthér statistical analysis of the data.
Such analysis would serve only to give the appearance of scientific
?recision where none exists. ]Instead, any general trends that appear

‘in the-across-board- comparisons will be evaluated in the light of all.

the bossib]e contounding factors as well as in the context of trends
that emerge from within-board 6bmparison§ of kindergarten options.

Undei]ying all the comparisons>of various FD and HD kindergarten
options 1in the present report are two basic issues: (a) whether
exbosure to French at the kindergarten level is important for subse-
quent French language and other academic achievement in an immersion
program; ~nd (b) whether exposure to English at the kindergarten level
is impoﬁggnt for subsequent achievement in English language arts 'as
well as in other subject areas in an immersion program. The assumpf%on
underlying FD bilingual kindergartens is that exposure to "both
languages is’important; the assumption und§?1yin9 HD French kinder-

garten is that exposure to Eﬁg]ish-medium instruction is unnecessary at

the kindergarten level. ' '

-

However; it should ‘be pointed out that an equally relevant issue
is whethar there is any differential effect’ for FD bilingual vs.
HD French kindergarten for students from different socioeconomic or
linguistic backgrounds. Because of self-selection factors in most
immersion programs, the maﬁority of stua2nts have tended_to come from
middle-class ang]obhone backgrounds anu thus 1ittle research eVidence

.exists relevant to this issue. However. it is curﬁedt]y an important

issue in boards such as the ORCSSB, where a large majority of students

enter the immersion program (50% English, 50% French, from kindergarten).

The point I wish tqyémphasize is that the present study can examine the
first two issuesﬁgnamely, the general effects -of French and English
time allotments at the kindergarten level, but the question of whether



FD vs. HD kindergarten options ex..t a differential effect on students
with 'different background characteristics cannot be examined because
no data relevant to this issue exist. Within the context of FD
bilingual kindergarten program® there is one study (Egyed, 1973) which’
examines d\ffer»nt linguistic program 0pt1ons for Italian background.
m1nor1ty students and this study is considered in Chapter 5.

Overview of French Immersion Evaluation Results

Before consider‘ny the specific effects of different kindergarten
options, it-is appropriate to place these options in the context of the
averall results of French immersion programs.  These results have been
well-documented and need be considered only briefly. The findings of
the CBE and OBE evaluation (Barik & Swain, 1975; Swain & Barik, 1976)
are similar to thos> of most early total immersion proarams involving-a
HD French kindergarta2n, while the findings of programs involving a fD
kindergarten can be i 'lustrated with reference to the CRCSSB and CRCS§§
evaluations (Edwards & Casserly, 1976; Edwards, McLaughlin, McCarrey &
Fu, 1978; McInnis & Donoghue, 1976a, 1976b).

Barik and Swain (1975)- outline the results of the CBE and OBE
evaluation at the kindergarten level as follows: .

At the end of thz Kindergarten year, the pupils in
the total French immersion program: " a) have
learned more French than Kindergarten, Grade 1 and
Grade 2 pupils receiving 20-40 minutes per day of
-instruction in French-as-a-second-langWage; b) are
as read to enter an English Grade 1 program a:. are
pupils who have attended an English Kindergarten as
far as numerical and English pre-reading skills are a
concerned; ) have not suffered any setback in
general mental and cognitive development relative
_to their peer: in a ‘regular English program. (p. 27)

The immersion students do not perform as well as tlie comparison group
in English langusge arts in grade 1 and continue to have some diffi-
culty with techaical aspects of English skills through grade 3.
However, by the end of grade 4, the immersion students and their
English-educated peers brvform equivalently. This appears. to be the




case even if English is not introduced into the curriculum until grade

3 or even grade- 4.

The evaluétiops of early total immersion programs involving FD
bilingual kindergarten are essentially‘bthe “same. The immersion
students tend to performylower than comparison groups in English
language arts in the early grades, but catch up by about grade 3 or 4
(Edwards & Casserly, 1376, McInnis & Donoghue, 1976a). 1In ‘the. early
partial immersion -program (50% -French K-6) currently offered by the
ORCSSB and the CRCSSB, differences between immeréion and comparison
groups in English language arts Nave tended to disappear earlier than
in the early *otal immersion program.

.

TBus, in probrams involving either FB or HD kindergarten, French
’ iﬁmersion has “been suctessful in meeting its objectiveé. Neither the
1éck of any exposure to English ;t the kindergarten level in HD pro-
grams nor the division of the day into French and English halves in FD
\ prégrams appears to have any adverse effect on students' acadcmic
readiness for grade 1. i .
, -

Report Outline

In Chapter 2 the effects of FD bilingual kindergarten and HD French
kindergarten are compared, while Chapter 3 ‘examines the effects of FD
bilingual kindergarten compared to HD English kindergarten. The
‘fourth chapter examines the effects of HD French vs. HD English
kindergarton, while the fifth chapter considers kindergarten options
- for, ethnic minority children. In the final chépter the findings and

conclusions of the stuay are summarized.




| ¢ ’ CHAPTER 2 . N
- : - . ’ . ’
Compar1son of Full- Day Bilingual K1ndergarten and Half Cay French
* Kindergarten
- Ty

It was not possible to compard the effects of FD bilingual kindergarten

—~ and HD French kindergarten within school systems, since no instazzg; of .
- these var1at10ns within the same system were found. However, eral
' comparisons across boards were possible, althouah %he\gaveats expressed
in. the previous chapter must be borne in mind in interpreting these
__comparisons. Comparisons of FD vs. HD kinderga-ten can be made only in

the context of edrly total immersion since entirely different test“?
‘ ) batteries were used in the only two partial immersion program evfl-
N uations which could have yielded a FD bilingual' vs. HD. French

) kindergarienN contrast (Edwards, et al. 1978; Edmonton Public School - -

Board, 1979). - o .

—

The comparisons within the ‘contéxti - of early -total -immarsion
involve. the ORCSSB (pre=1975) and CRCSSB programs with FD bilingual
kinderdartens, and The Carleton Board of Education (CBE) and The Ottawa
Board of Education (OBE) programs with HD French. No kindergarten data
are available from the ORCSSB and CRCSSB evaluations (Edwards &
Cassderly, 1976; ‘McInnis & Donoghue, 1976), and thus comparisons
between thege boards and the CBE and OBE evaluation finds (Swain &
Barik, 1976) are made only at the grades 1, 2, and 3 levels. However,
The Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry (SDG) Count, Board of Education
(Cornwall) operated two FD b%]ingual kindergarten options whose effects
were compared by Swain and Barik (1978). These two 'kindergarten
opt1ons were: (1) an alternate half-days approach, in which instrqc-
tion was in° one language for half the day (A.M. or P.M.) and in the
other language for the other half of every school day; and (2) an

' alternqte'full-days approach, in which instructior was in one language
for the duration of one day -and in the other language for the duration
of the following day, with Ehe baﬁtern repeated subsequently. The data

.

18




%

from both the ,SDG alternate half-days approach”and a!t;rnate f#11-days
approach - are compared with the CBE and QBE HD French kindergarten,

since both SDG approaches are equivalent to FD bilingual in terms of
 time allotment to French and English.

A possibility which must be borne in mind in interpreting the
conbarisod of HD and FD kindergar}én is that soffe children enrolled in
a HD kindergarten program may also have attended a HD program in a

private kindergarten (for example, Montessori). No data were col]ectgd.

in the evaluation of the CBE and OBE -immersion program in regard “to

this’ possibility, and thus it is not known how many (if any) of the |

students involved in the CBE and 0BE evaluation attended a private HD
kindergarten in addition to the French immersion HD kindergarten
program. Clearly, this would effectively constitute a FD ﬁFBgnm«Aand
would inyalidate the comparison of HD and FD programs if a substantial
number of CBE and OBE students in the evaluation cohorts did attend an
additional HD program. Thus, any-general trends which might appear in
the comparigon of HD and FD kindergarten must be interpreted extremely
cautiously pecause of the possibility of confounding factors.

r

The groups of children for which data are available in the four
-evalwations are shown in Table 1. The comparisons will be.carried out
by ‘grade level for English, French and Math achievement. Within each
board the cells involved in compar1sons will be designated as follows:
CBE/OBE AK =_ CBE/OBE Evaluation Year“}§71/72, kindergarten group;
CRCSSB B2 = CRCSSB Evaluation Year 1974/75, grade 2 group#and so on.

Kindergarten Comparison (SDG.vs. CBE/OBE)
E 2 B

_ The kindergarten options in the SDG pyogram”have been outlined earlier.

- The Otis-Lennon Mental Ability Test (Primawy 1 Level, Form J) and-the
Metropolitan Readiness Tesés (Form A) (MRT) were administered in both
the SDG and CBE and OBE evaluations. Both evaluations were car;ied out

'by the leingualﬁEducation Project at OISE. Differant versions of the
French Comprehension Test (FCT) were given, but Swain and Barik (197%)
provide dcta comparing the performance of SDG students with those in a
HD French kindergarten.



, | - ~ IMBLE L

' Evaluation of bBE/OBE, CRCSSB, ORCSSB, and SDG Early Immersion Programs: ' \

" Pata Available for Comparing the Effects of FD Bilingual versus HD French Kindergarten | ) L

E. 1] - .- ' \\,

r : ~ :

| Grade! CBE/DBE CRCSSB ORCSSB SDG

‘ ! | Evaluation Year Evaluet'ion Year B Evaluation Yegr

‘ A B c D A B ¢ A~ B - C
K |71/72 72173 ~ 75/76 %
1 |(71/72 72/713 73/74 73/74 74/75 . '70/71 71/72 |

o, 2 72/73 73/74 74/75) 13/74 74/75 71/72° 72/73 j
3 73/ 74775 7475 175/76% 2/73% R
* The CRCSSB and ORCSSB C3 gpoups received a different battery of tests from both the* CRC§SB B3 group and
) s the CBE/OBE C3 and D3 groups, and thus the performance of thete groups, cannot be compared

- . . . w i
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. TABLE 2
‘» N - y A v ' B -
& , . IQ, MRT, and FCT Camparisons at‘51ndergarten\\\
CBE/OBE $DG \
| ’ Variables A B A}A ‘B ‘ \
s —
| .o ‘ | '
| 1Q 115 111 115
‘. - P .
MRT (raw scores) 66 66 62
FCT (raw scores) 26 28
; “
% 1. A = alternate half-days approaéh ” ‘
é, B = alternate full-days approach \\\¥
L - c .
A .
, [ 3
” v
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" The dzta presented in Table 2 suggest that there is little differ- .

ence between the school readiness of students who have: followed a FD
bilingual (SDG) procram and that of students who have fo]lowed a HD

Frgnch (CBE/QBE) program. Both grouigiqr? of s1m1l§r IQ and pérform A
cogparably on the MRT. According to Syain ahd Barik (1978, p. 8), the S
FCT scores of the SDG stqunts are similar to those of students in a HD

French k1ndepgavten : = o

SN . : -

Grade 1 Com@arisuﬂ '

Grade 1 Programs, The -CBE and 0BE. grade 1 classes’ were taught

‘entirely in French, but in both the CRCSSB and ORCSSB, refigious

education was,taught in English by English-speaking teachers.for twenty

. Winutes per. day. 1]] other subjects were taught in French.

e ’ s 4 C ' - o
Inte]ligence and Achievement Measures; . ¢ ‘ ’ /
In the CBE and OBE eva]uat1on (Swain and Bar1k 1976) the: fol]ow;ng ‘
measures were gdm1n1stered Otis-Lennon Menta] Ability - Test, »

Elementary I Level, Form J the Metropol1tan Ach1evement Test, Primary
I Battery, Form A (1963 ed1t1on), 1nvolv1ng word Knowledge, Word

.DJocr1m1natpon, Read1ng, and Ar1thmet1c Concept: and Skills: subtests;

Test de Rendement- en Franmcais (Grade 1); and French Comprehension Test 4

(gxperimenta]:form) _ ;?\__./

*

The following measures were administered in the CRCSSB eva]uat1on
:?Ltlnnls & Donoghue, 1976): Lorge-Thornd1ke Intelligence Test, Leval
1, Form A (group. Al); Otis-Lennon Mental Ability Test, Elementary I-
Level, Form J (group- Bl); Metropolitan Achievement Test, Primar§ I
Battery, form F. (1971 edition), involving Word Kmwoledge, Word
Analysis, Reading, and Magthématics, subtests; Tests de Rendement,
Premiere 1969-70 edition; and French Comprehension Test (experimental o

form, group Al, fimal form, group Bl). @

The following measures were administered in the ORCSSB ‘evaluation
(Edwards & Casserly, 1976): Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Test, Level
1; Tests de Rendement; and“Metropo]itén Achievement Test (MAT), Primary
I Battery (same subtests as the CBE and OBE‘evaluation).

. | ‘11 ',




ﬁhe scores for the CBE and OBE, CRCSSB, .and ORCSSB grade 1
students on. the MAT and IQ measures are presented in Table 3. The MAT
scores are given in both standard scores and perkentiles. - The groups

could not be meaningfu compared on the, Testsﬁ de Rendement, since-

different editions of the test were used in the three evaluations. and
the test was administered in June in the CBE ard OBE evaluatioﬁ,
whereas in the other two evaluations it was administered between March
and May. -The Montreal norm1ng group received the test in March.

However, it was possible to ‘compare CBE and OBE group Cl with CRCSSB
group Al on the French Comprehension Test (FCT) (1973[74 version).

=

N L

-Grade 1 Results. - ¢

Since different ed1t1ons of the MAT were g1ven to the CRCSSB students
as compared tg the ORCSSB and CBE and OBE students, the standard scores
cannot be directly cofpared across these°§roups. However, comparison
of the percentile scores 6fALhé CBE and OBE and CRCSSB does not suggest
any clear pattern of_advant;ge for either group. The IQ of the CBE and
. OBE groups is similar to that of the ORCSSB group Bl Cbmparison of
these groups’ of the MAT suggesté that the ORCSSB group performs at a
slightly lower level on all subtests. This is likely because of
student or board-wxde characteristics .wh1ch are mot controiled ‘by

equating groups on IQ Comparisons of the CBE-and OBE with the CRSSB

on the FCT shows no,d1fference.

. & . ~ .
In summary, there is no evidence®in the'grade 1 comparisons that

dents who have attended a FD bilingual kindergarten pr1or to French

,1mmers1cn experlence any academic advantage as a resylt The cavedts

.exg:essed earlier, however, should be borne in mind in interpreting
th b

e compam sons. . a

8
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Gradq ? and 3 Comparisons -
Y. _

Grades 2 and 3 Programs. The CBE and OBE program introduced sixty
- minutes of English language arts per Jay at the grade 2 level, but
English language arts was not introduced until grade 3 in the ORCSSB
program and not until gradg 4 (for group B3) in the CRCSSB program.
Religious education continued to be taught in English in grades-2 and 3
,of'thege boards. These Rrogram d1fferences obv1ous]y limit the in-
ferences that can be drawn about the effects of k1ndergarten exper1ence
on,Eng11sh language skiils at the grade 2 and 3 Jevels. ®

Intelligence and Achievement Measures.

The CBE and OBE evaluation used the Otis-Lennon Mental Ability Test,
the MAT Primary II, Form A (group B2), Form F (groups C2 and D2), MAT
Elementary, Form F (groups C3, D3), and the FCT (exper1mental version
group C2, final version groups D2 and D3).

The CRCSSB evaluation used the Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Test
Level 2, Form A) for group A2 and the Otis-Lennon Mental Ability Test
for group B2. The MAT primary II, Form F, was used for groups A2 and
" B2 and the MAT Elementary, Form F, for group B3. The FCT experimental
version was used for group A2, and the fin.l version for groups B2 and
B3.

The ORCSSB used the MAT Primary I1, Form A, for ‘groups B2 and C2.
No IQ measures were administered to the g.ade 2 classes, and a dif-
T
ferent battery of tests.was given to the C3 group.

~ The MAT was administered in May and June in the CBE and OBE
eva]uat1on in April "and May in the CRCSSB evaluation, and’ between
March and June for group B2 and in January and February for group C2 ip"
the ORCSSB evaluation. These differences should obviously be taken
into account in ,interpreting standard score differences among the
groups.

[
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- TABLE 3 s

\

IQ, MAT, and FCT Comparison- at Grade 1

Variables CBE/CBE _ CRCSSB = ORGSSBL
i v Al Bl Cc1 A1 B1 Al Bl
192 109 109 14 | 10 109 103 112
- wr’
) Word . 46 (40) '46 (40) 51 (60)| 38 2) 37 (38) | 40 (35) 46 (30)
Knowledge
. Word 48 (45) 47 (43) 52 (63)] 35 (34) 35 (34) | 42 (40) 44 (30)
’ -~ Discri.mi%ation/
Analysis
2 Reading 45 (38) 44 (35) 47 (45)] 38 (44) 37 (38) 27 (04) 38 (18)
Arithmetic/ 51 (65) 51 (65) 52 (70)] 40 (46) 38 (40) 47 (70) 49 (60)
53 Mathematies ! : —
FCT (raw scores) 46 45

CPrSSB scores are those obtained by the English background FD kindergarten subgroup.

’ v 2. The CBE/CBE and CRCSSB Bl jroups have IQ scores from the Otis-Lennon test, while the CRCSSB Al and
ORCSSB groups were administered the Lorge-Thorndike test.

3. In converting standard scores to percentiles, the middle- -of-year norms were used for the ORCSSB
group Al and end-of-year norms for group Bl. Administration dates are not given in the

26 1970-71 report, but middle-of-year norms are used ir the repo~t._ Group Bl was auninistered the
~ MAT between March and June 10, so end-of-year norms were used.
\ 4. The second MAT subtest is labelled "Word Discrimination” in forms A dnd B (1963 edition), and 2%

"Word Analysis" {n Form F (1971 edition, given to the CRCS3B). -_ —

e
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Grade 2 and 3 Results. N

Coapar1son of the CBE and OBE groups C2 and D2 with the CRCSSB groups
A2 and B2 shows the CBE and OBE groups performing somewhat better on
the MAT and equivaiently on the FCT. The OBE students have had one

,period a day of English language arts instruction.

The superiority of the CBE and ‘OBE students compared to the
CRCSSB students on the MAT is again evident at the grade 3 level (Table
5) and is also attribytable to the lack of English language arts
intruction at' the grade 3 level in the CRCSSB. Both groups again
perform equivalently on the FCT.

Conclusion

The comparison of FD bilingual and HD French kindergarten in terms of
effectc on English language arts could meaningfuily be carried out only

b ]

at the kindergarten grade levels because the grades 2 and 3

comparisons were confounded by differences between the CBE and the OBE

.and the Ottawa and Carleton Boards in exposure to English language

\arts.‘\ The kindergarten and grade 1 comparisons of‘the effects of FD
vs. HD kindergarten failed to show any advantage of FD over HD in terms
of English or French academic skills. Differences in French skills
were also not found at the grades 2 and 3 levels. However, because of
the, limitations inherent in post hoc analyses, the possibility that
differences have been obscured by confor 'ng factors cannot be ruled

out.
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TABLE 4

1Q, MAT, and FCT rrmparisons at Grade 2

€

Variables CBE/OBE CRCSSB . ORCSS3
: — T =
B c D A B B c
IQ 114 114 116 116 112 - -
wart
Word Knowledge ‘52 (73) 59 (72) 61 (76) 54 (50)‘ 52 (38) 43 (35) 42 (45)
Word Analysis/ . 55 (83) 57 (68) 60 (78) 51 (46) 49 (38) 46 (50) 46 (60)
Discriminacion { . ' .
. Reading . 50 (65) 57 (68 61 (80)| 53 °(50) 51 (40) 40 (23) 40 (28)
. ' ; .
Spelling 51 (65) 56 (48) 59 (60)| 49 (24) 47(18) 38 (18) 37 (15)
Mathematics/ 52 (70) 60 (62) 61 (66) 55 (38) 56 (44) 49 (65) 4!’(65)
Arithmetic . X . ,
FCT (raw scores) 532 3 522 373

-38

1. CBE/OBE group B2 and ORCSSB groups B2 and
took MAT Primary II, Form F.

92 took MAT Primary II, Form
Standard scords for these two forms are not directly comparable.

A, whereas the other groups

Percentile scores.for ORCSSB greup B2 are based on end-of-year norms and those for ggoup C2 on
mid-year noms. For the other groups percentile scores are based on end-of-year norms.

2. expe}imental version, max = 65,

w
.

final version, max = 45,




IQ, MAT, and FCT Comparisons at Grade 3

TABLE 5

2

Variables CBE/OBE CRCSSB
c D B
IQ 116 Co1 113
MAT :
Word Kjowledge 71 (76) 70 (74) 63 {48)
Read1ing # 70 (74) 70 (74) 66 (64)
Language 76 (68) 74 (62) 71 (52)
Spalling 68 (64) 67 (70) 58 (3?)
Mathematics 78 (72) 75 (66) 71 (52)
, :
FCT (raw score) 40 40
L : v«
-
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CHAPTER 3

#

Comparison of Full-Day Bilingual Kindergarten and Half-Day English
Kindergarten

»

The evaluation of the first cohort of students ih the ORCSSB igqeriion
program (Ldwards & Casserly, 1971, 1976) involved a copparison hetween
the performanee of students who had attended a FD bilingual kinder-
garten and that of students who had attended a HD English kinde: garten.
This cohort was in grade 1 in 1970/71, in grado 2 in 1971/72 and in
grade 3 in 1972/73. No psychometric comparison was-carried out at the:

¢ kindergarten level, but in 1969 a questionnaire was sent out by the

ORCSSB to’ school princxpals to assess the effects of FD kindergarten on
children's adaptation to school. The board was specifically interested
in monitoring whether or not fatigue might be a factor in a FD kinder-
gartun program. : ’ ' ‘

The results of this questionnaire survey could not be located by
the board, but Mrs. Adrienne Game of the ORCSSB regqrted that, according
to principals, fatigue was not a problem in FD kindergarten and
students in the FD program appeared to become socialized to school
considerably earlier than students in a HD kindergarten (personal
communication 16/1/1981). '

{The-psychometric'evaluat%on'cérried out by Edwards and Casserly
;onitored the progress from grades 1 to 3 of students in both immersion
and seventy-five minutes-per-day French programs who had previously
attended either FD -bilingual or HD English~ kindergartens. It is
important to note that two factor: are involved in this comparison,
namely, the extra half day of instruction for the'FD group, and®™the
fact that this extra half day is in French, whereas the HD qroup had no
exposure "to French prior.to grade 1. \

.
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Since an ektremely large battery of tests was administered to
-immersion and comparison (seventy-five minutes of French per day)
groups at each grade level, these tests will not be described 1in
detail. Instead, themeasures will be described in a general’ way and
discussed in more detail when significant findings are being examined.
& . .

Measures

The standardized tests administered to thd first cohort are -as
follows: Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Tests, the Metropolitan
Achievement Tests, the Tests de Rendement the Il1linois Test of
PsychoTlngu1st1c Ab1l1t1es, Canadian Tests of Basic Skills (grade 3),
Slingerland Screening Test and the Culture Fair Tntell1gence Test
(grade 3). In addition, sevéral rating scales were filled out for each
student by his or her teacher. These were the Slingerland Screening -
Test for Ident1fy1ng Children with Spec1f1c Learning D1sab1l1ty, the
Vineland Social Maturity Scales, and the Pup1l Behaviour Rating Scale.
These rating’scales were completed for each student by both English ard
French teachers. In addition#rench and English wosd association a;r_;d

story creation measures were adMinistered.
< .

Analyses

Although analyses of variance were performed at each grade level,
somewhat gifferent combinations of groups were involved. in these )
analyses at different grade levels. However, despite these variations,

a general picture of the effects of kindergarten programs emerges
across the three grade levels. The - grade 1 .analyses on whith
significant differences 1nv01v1ng kindergarten baekground appear are
summarized in Table'l. Although no differences 1nvolv1ng kirfdergarten
background were apparent on 1Q, the IQ scores of the different groups
are also shown to assist in interpretation of. the group differences on
the other variables.’ '
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Grade 1 Resuits

No s1gn1fica t differences 1nvo]v1ng the kindgrgarten groups were found
on any of tfle standardized measures (Metropol1tan Achievement Tests,
Tests de Rendement, Illinois Test of Psychol1ngu1st1c Abilities),
Differences were found on the Behaviour scale of the English Pupil
Behaviour Rating Scale (EPBRS) and on the Orientation scale of the
French Pupil Behaviour Rating Sca¥fl(FPBRS), as well as on several of
the nglish and French Story Creation measures.

The Behaviour scale covers eight aspects of personal and inter-
personal adjustment. These are (1) cooperation; (2) attention; (3)
ability to org§nizg; (4) ability to cope with change in .stressful
situations; (5) acceptance by others;_ (6) ability to assume.responsi-
b%]ity; (7) ability to complete assignment; (8) degree of tactfulness.

The Orientation scale covers four aspects of students' adjustment
labelled: (1) time concept; (2) orientation in space; (3) relationship;
(4) direction.

Stddents who had attended the FD kinder;arten were rated higher on
the EPBRS Behaviour Scale than those who-had attended the HD kindergap-
ten. The significant differences between kindergarten groups on the
Orientation scale of the FPBRS are mainly due to the differences within
the seventy-five-minute program where children’, from Frencﬁrspeaking
backgrounds who had attended the FD kindergarten were rated higher than
those who had attended the HD kindergarten.

Children from HDS kindergarten background used a greater total
number of verbs and a greater total number of different verbs in their
French ;nd English Story Creations than children from a FD kindergarten
background. However, thej also made a higher number of grammatical
errors in their English stories than children from a FD kindergarten
background. _ "

Edwards and Casserly (1971, pp. 211-212) summarize

these results as follows: ®
9

N

In summary, when the two kindergarten backgrouvunds

. are compared irrespective of subsequent Grade One prog-
rams differences are found, and among these differences
some favour the half day Kindergarten while others
favour the full day Kirdergarten. This is not attri-
buted by the writers to a lack of differential effect on

. 21




B LR R
RS
v

o T T T T sk
.

+ -

. the part of the two Kindergarten programs, but rather to
compensatory- influences on the part of the Grade One
programs. These compensatory influences may have .
contributed largely tq obliterate earlier differences.

In particular, it is noted that children from half day
Kindergarten backgrounds tended to be concentrated in
certain classes It is possible that the, Grade Cne
teachers ‘aware of this-fact may have balanced out this
possible deficit early in the year through mnghtful
teaching. ‘

In other words, few conclusions can Se drawn from the princiﬁal

"analyses comparing the HD English and FD bilingual kindergarten back-

ground groups, poss1bly because, as Edwards and Casserly suggest, grade
1 teachers may have devotéd more attention to students who experienced
only a HD English kindergarten )

However, among Italian background children in the seventy-
five-minute program, differences were found as a function of
kindergarten background. Since these findings apﬁly on]j. to the
seventy-five-minute program, they will be summarized Mriefly. The
Italian FD kindergarten group obtained significantiy higher scores on

. the Lorge-Thorndike IQ Test and on the French Pupil Behaviour Rating

Scale (Auditory Comprehension and Listening, - Spoken Language,
Orientationh, and Total Score), but significantly lower scores on the
French version of the Vineland Soctal Maturity Scale than Italian-
background students who attended a HC kindergarten

Edwards and Casserly (1971) 1nterpret the 1Q differences as "due
to parents of brighter chwldre placing them fh a full day Klndergarten ’
program, rather than to the enhfncing effect on the part of the K1n1er-,
garten program" (p. 213). Howgver, the d1fferences on other measures
in favour of thegFD group are interpreted as due td the program " For
example, they conclude that Italian background children "appear to have
profited especially from the full day Kindergarten as opposed to the
half day Kindergarten prior to Grade  Ohe" (pp.~. 214-215). This
conclusior hardly seems warranted in view of their prior conclusion
regarding the IQ differences and the, signiticant differencés in favour
of the HD group on the. French verénon of the Vineland Social Maturity
Scale.

T
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Grade 2 Results . T )

P

-Diffirences between FD bilingual and HD ‘English Kindergarten groups at

" the grade 2 level are somewhat more systematic and easier to 1nterpreb .

than those at the grade 1 level. A clear tendency for FD k1ndengarten
students to perform better than HD kindergarten students on measures of
French skills is indicated at the grade 2 level. This téndency appearsf"
more prominent in the immersion than in the-seventy-five-minute program.
However, because of the small number of students in the. HD immersion
group (N=15), these trends should be 1nterpreted cautiously -

The comparisons are sented in Tables 22 to 29+ and Table 31 of
the Edwards and Casserly report (1976 pp.'137 46), and these tables ares
_reproduced here. On the MAT Spelling subtest and on the English
Vineland Social Maturity Scale the Hﬁ‘kindérgartbn group obtains. higher
scores No interpretation of tnese findings is presented by the
authors ’

Al

On the Tests de Rendement (Table 7), interaétions of program and
kindargarten background were fodnd with respect tc Test de €alcul and
Total score (combined Calcul and Francais). On these subtests, higher'
scores- were obtalned in the immersion group by students from. a FD
bi]ingua]_kindergarten and 1n the seventy-f1ve-p1nute group by students
from a HD English kindergarten.

French “teachers rzted students in the FD kindergarten group as
significantly superior on spoken !anguage verbal score, urientation,
motor co-drdination, non-verbal scores, and total scores (Table 9). On-
the Fren’ word assoc1ation task (Table 114 differences also emerged in
favour of the FD kindergqrten group. Compared to the HD group, they
gave more paradigmatic responses (that is, responses of the same
grampatical form-class as the stimulus word; for example, dog - cat)

" and more semantic clusters (responses semantically related to the

stimulus word which are neither of the same form class ‘nor capable of
occurring in immediate sequence to the stimulus word [syntagmatic],. for
exanp!e eat - plate). On ten out of seventeen ratings of students'
French stories (Tables 13 and 15) significant difféMnces appeared in
favour of the FD kindergarten group.
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TABLE 6

{From Edwards and Casserly, 1971)

Average Scores and Statistically Significant Differences
of Grade 1 Children on Selected Variables Accorqigg to”

Program, Kindergarten Background, and Language Batkground

—

h

Program Kinder- | Language IQ EPBRS FPBRS English |English English [French Prench
garten Back- (Behav.) |(Orient.)| Story Story Story Story Story
Back- ground . . Creation | Creation Creation |[Creation Creation
ground y (Grammar | (No. verbs)]| (No. - (No. verbs) (No.
* errors) different different
S )l , .1, verbs) verbs)
FD 103 (72) | 26 (72) |13 (72) 3 (67) 22 (70) 9 (70) 19 (67) 7 (67
Immersion 108 (46) | 25 (46) |13 (46) 3 (42) 24 (43) 10(43) 17 (42) |7 (42)
WD E 107 (16) | 23 (15) {14 (16) | 5 (12) 24 (12) 11(i2) 15 (13) 6 (13)
) - F 102 (05) | 22 (05) {14 (05) 6 (05) 42 (05) 15(05) . | 30-(05) 11(05)
‘ A D ' E 102 (340} 25 (342) }g‘(343) 3 (61) 21 (62) 9(62) 8 (59) 3 (59)
. 75 minute - F 100 (145) 24 (142)[12 (146) | 3 (35) | 21 (35) 8(35) |13 (32) 5 (32)
) E L. 99 (338) 25.(333) 12 (332) 4 (20) 18 (20) 10(20) 4 (19) 2 (19)
! ,HD F 97 (110) 23 (110)}11 (105) 4 .(06) 28 (07) 12(07) 36 (07) 11(07)
— " ;
Statistically |Programs (P) .001 - - - .05 - .05 .001
Significant )
.|Kindergarten . 0
Differences Backgrounds (K) .Ql .001 01 .05 .05 .01 .05
Between ;
‘ Language - - - .001 .001
Backgrounds (L) -001 -01
PxK . - - -, - - - - -
PxL - - .01 - - - .0 - 38
Ju x K \ - .001 - 01 - .001 " .001
PxLxK: - .05 - - - - -
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TABLE 7

(Table 22, Edwards & Cassnrly, 1976)

N <

Average Scores and Statistically Significant Différences

of Grade Two Children According to Program, Kindergarten
Background, and Sex on the Tests de Rendement and

- Metropolitan Achievement Tests

s

Jests Je Rendement Metrogolitan Achievement Tests . -,
Progrem Kindergarten] Sex | N Calcul Frangai- otai N |Word Word Reading ‘Spelling Arith, Arith, Arith,
Background v Knowledge Discrim. Concapts Problems Total
N 63 20,05 10.92 " 30.65 62 43.58 46,81 40.06 38.92 47.54 §6.11 50.73
full Dey .
F 3o 18,77 i12.51 30,51 kb 42,56 44.92 A..15 37.21 45.32 51.76 47.44
Ir~ersion
M-l 6 19.17 9.83 29.00 6 44.00 52.0% 38,67  40.80  50.67 58.00 53.50
i «
% U] 7 | 1686 757 2483 | 7| 46.86  48.20 43.43  47.67  45.29 (51.57 47.29
M 59 9.84 $.30 15.15 244 46.21 48.80 43.39 48.82 43.35 45.56 4’.04
Full De - '
‘. F 36 10,13 4.90 15.03 227 47.06 . 50.38 45.33 51.01 44.46 45.65 43.73
75 minute .
M 20 14.40 - 5.24 19.47 3i0 45.65 48.73 42.42 48.79 43.98 48,06 45.22
L D e | _ ’ -
i Fﬂ] 27 12,11 5.31 17.22 263 47.95 51.80 45.8) 57.95  43.04 47.17 34.20
Programs .001 001 .00} . AN .05 .001 “.001  ,001
Statistically , .. .
Sians Ficart gnn:crgarz:n ves e . .0l
Differences ackgroun
Betwcen Sexes “ee ces con ver .05
. Program X .01 ren .01l . . B
Kindergarten
Progrem X
S(xcs see s e cse ese -OS .
- N
(] .
2J .

R j“ N

ks




5 " . TABLE 8
| (Table 23, Edwards & Casserly, 1976) ' .
‘ Average Scores and Statistically Sign1ficant Differences of Grade Two .Children
according to Program, Kindergarten Backyreund, and Sex on the
) Vineland Social Maturity Scales
. English and French and the I.T.P.A.
' Ty
. Vineland Vineland .
Program Kindergarten Bex N |Social Maturity Social Maturity N | Auditory Auditory Auditory Grammatic - '
Background r - Ehglish - French Reception Association Mem:ry Closure ( ]
N 70 67.76 68.14 64 35.23 38.50 19.89  36.02
Full Day .
F 42 69.89 65.41 30 40.13 - 42.31 . 45.74 46.15 .
jamersion
1] 7 75.29 65.00 7 36.71 35.86 37.00 30,14 ‘
L Da
T N 20 F 8 70.75 68.38 8 31.25 31.88 42.50 34.13
m v
. M 233 61.42 61.75 ) 60 33.92 34.58 36.17 34.17
Full Day ~$
F 206 61.91 61.45 | 35 31.89 33.11 38.31 34.37
75 minute . / -
M 318 64.69 60.79 30 30.67 34.00 40.47 31.57
1 D B <
‘ i f fere | 6s.03 59.42 | 34.27 35.73 40.80 37,17 |
Prog"..' ! ‘ cOO' ooo' ) s9 e e see i l.l/"/
Statisticelly . .. .. s el
S,mi ficant :;::;::::z:n 301 e °
Differences A I
B.tw‘eﬂ Sexes ses ses e ses e sas
- Prog"‘- .ﬂd see o-.. e s aes vs e ®
Kindergartens '
41 “.' Fcctors one eve .05 ave --: 4 AL N
. } % A S 2
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¥ TABLE 9
: ,
(Table 24, Edwards & Casserly, 1976)

' _Average Ratings and Statistically Significant Differences P
’ of Grade Two Children on the Pupil Rating Scales
- English and French according to Program,

Kindergarten Background, and Sex ’ .
- * Kinder- Pupil Rating Scale - English Pupil Reting Scale - French .
’ garten o, s ] o
Program Back- Sex | N hud. Spoken VERBAL Orient Motor Pers- NON-  TOTAL  Aud, Spoken VERBAL Orient Motor ®ers- MON-  TOTAL
. ground omp. Lang. SCORE Co-ord Soc. VERBAL 3CORE  Comp. Lang. SCORE Co-ord Soc. VERBAL SCORE
) . Beh., SCORE . Beh., SCORE _
. ’ ] 54l2.58 15.21 27.86 12.79 9.46 24.98 47,22 75.12 12,50 15.09 27.42° 13,60 9,60 26.00 J49.1% 76,7t — T
- - Full Day [ - = -
F 3]“.‘44 14,17 26,15 12,15 9,00 24.1% 45.26 71.41 12,12 15,32 27.434 12.73 10,63 25.85 49.21 76.52
immersion .
N M 1!2.29 15.00 27.29 12.00 9.00°24.86 45.5%8 73.14. 10.42 12,701 23.14 12,14 S.20 24.9¢ 44.71 67.86
MR 3 Day ! . )
F ﬂl2.00 15.38. 27.38 11.63 8,63 23.5/ 44.14 71.57 10,12 H.25m2l.38 11.75 9.25 24.63 45.63 67.00
5 . .
| 22ﬁ0l.74 t4.47 26.20 11.84 8.88 23.32 44.04 70.19 12,01 14,13 26.25 12,30 9.21 24.10 J45.71 7i.71
Full Day ,
. F-{2111.97 15.02 27.00 12,54 9.36°25.71 47.69 74.%3 12.82 15.16 27.99 12.61 9,39 26.15 48.15 75.90
‘ 75 minute v
[ ] 3061l2.0l 14.59 26.91 13.51 9.10 26.94 46.57 72.’20 15,71 13,40 24.89 12.2) 9.4 24.21 45.58 70.44
y Day 5. ‘
? F |2641<.28 15,17 27.45 12.84 9.34 26.11 4%.24 75.58" 11.94 13.96 25.86 12.35 9.20 25.88 47.44 73.34
P"og"a.’ s s o-'- new ER see avs cas s g e PR T XXR 4 coe ees s
statisticglly. .
Sign;fica:t g'":"9"§°" .es cee cee Jee  eme ede ver  eee ees 4001 001 .05 .00l ... N5 .01
4 fferences. .oackgrounds .
Setwern SCIBS ses e ass sev ess o e e e -llt X aas av e .0' e cesn see
Program X Y ol . e
Kinderg.pt‘n LN ] ade as s LN LR N ) LR N ] [ N ) " e [ ] Ios [ N ] ade i0‘ Ik L N ] LN ) a00
Prosranxse“ ' sa’e l/o- ave ses e ses as e ane ss e sdas tes ee s o 'Kl K]

i3 . ., o




. TABLE 10 ’
. \ S ‘ (Table 25, Edwards & Casserly, 1976)
- Average Scores and Statistica}ly Significant Differences for Scores of -
Grade Two by Progr Kina.rgarten Background ’
on the Word Association Test o b
) English : ; .
. ) Word Association - énglish
Program Kindergarten Syr{tagmatic Paradigmatic Semantic - Rhyming T;-ans- Idio~ Non= ‘
~ Background N \ Clusters 'Respanses format ions syncratic ,Responses ° 4
- - . .
F\l" D., 84 |°|69 8-24 |2.76 .-'7 163 '-52 I33
immersion '
i Day 14 9.21 5.57 13.64 .07 .50 1.86 - RIL I
~n 3
o
Full Day » 31 9.16 7.61 1035 ° 1.09 1.29 2,00 ¢ .2
75 minute '
| “ i Dﬂy '5 8-87 sl|3 8-60 '-'3 3-07 |I53 l27 3
: .
| :
Sltltistically P"Og"‘“ see . see ose ase 001 sse sve N
Significent . ' .
oiff.rence. :.nrrg.rf’eq [ BN ] ans e an 8 asd ase aese
Betwsen ackgrounds
P'Qw.‘.x sse v see e Xy : e LR
Kindergartern ’
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TABLE 11 A :
(Table 26, Edwards & Casserly, 1976) .
Average Scores and Statistically Significant Differercés ‘ ' «\

: ‘ for Scores of Grade Two by Program, Kindergarten )

: . Background, and Sex on the Word Association . :

Test ‘ f,
) :
’ Word Association -~ French ; :

3 Program Kindergerten] Sex| N |Syhtagmatic Paradigmatic Semantic Rhyming - Trans- idiow None

é Background Clusters lesponses . formetions syncratic Rtspons

|6 3.25 4.45 | 4.62 .57 1eS4 6436 1 10.18

? Fuli Day

‘ F 36 3.43 4-85 ' . 4-33 072 2-38 6.2. 9008

3 lmmersicn ’ .

: - Ml 6 3.33 4.67 4.00 033 . 2.67 15.67

| N i Day . \ '

| w Fl 6|, 243 3.29 3.00 29 - 1.86 10.71 9.43 .

M| 64 1.05 2.24 2,00 9. «53 4.19 20.75
o Full Doy
. Flat 1.29 2.69 117 "33 .62 3.7 20.26 .
75 minute . . .
! . “ 23 ’ .70 2.04 .-'3 -‘8 -7?1 l'r36 24096
Day .
‘ F | 20 .58 1.32 1,56 .35 .94 1.53 25.40
Pl‘ogl‘ﬂmS ‘ 001 .oo' 100‘ e l°| .00' Ioo‘
! Kindcrgarten ses 'OS " QOS esse X X ene .00‘

; Backgrounds ) .

i Statistically Sexes sva nos '.-- s .05 oos 'll! ’

E Significant . . : R
/\ Di ffercnces :.‘-og:‘”“ : B e ’ e o see b oee S

Be :ween !ndergarten ’ .
Programs b ¢ suas ave .l: ses . «05 «05 ves .
Sexcs .

: Kindergﬂrtcn X "ee sen : see LN ) one 'os "'.

| . Scxen .

A7 - - o 48



\ TABLE 12
(;:573\37. Edwards & Casserly, 1976)
Average Ratings and Statistically Significant Differences for

Scores of Grade Two Students by Program, Kindergarten
Baquround on Ratings on English Stories

A &

l Ratings on Story ~ English

Program Kindergarten Ghse of  Word - Thought Errors of g‘amatical Enunci- Rhythm Intonstion

Background - N Talking Choice . Patterns Gubstance Correctness ation . .

an 29 e

Full Day 83 3.04 2.55 2.45 2.58 2.34 2,70 + 2430 2,34 eVead ,
Immersion .

i Day . 14 3.07 -~ 2,50 12,36 2,57 2,64 2.7 2.29 2,43 20,57

L -

Full -Day 30 ‘ ' 3.33 2,73 2.53 2,60 2,63 2.7¢0 2-4‘5- 2,53 21.53
75 minute . l

ﬁ Dly 2 :'S 2-73 2.00 2.'3 2.20 2.37 2-33 '-93 & 2-00 '7-/3'3

- =
: Program esse 'rx] see e e s ses cse ses (R X
Statisticelly . N ves ves vee vee
N e p K!l‘\dﬁ"g‘l‘t.l‘\ esse sas ses ss e sae
Significant . .
Differences Backgrounds .
ht“.ﬂ [N Y aee es e see ese
Pl‘og"lﬂl X sse eo e se e se e
Kindergarten ’
| J
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- ‘ TABLE 13
(Table 28, Edwards & Casseriy, 1976) . ‘
Average Ratings and Statistically Significant Differénces for Scures

of Grade Two Children by Program, Kinacrgarten Background, and
. Sex on the Ratings on the French Stories

-

/"// -
-t . o . Retings on Story - French
. Progrem |[Kindergerten| Sex] N Ease of Word Thought Errors of Grmticn.l Enunci= Rhythm Intonation Total k
Sackground Talking Choice Patterns Substance - Correctness ation . "
3 : u el 2.16 1.97 1.89 .97 1.75 1.89 1.72 1.75 15,10
Full Dey o
. ) F 1l 2.08 1.83 1.94 1392 2.00 2,03 1.89 .81 IQ-SO
Iamersion . -
y n| 6 ~1.50 1.50 1.67 1.67 1.83 1.50 1.50 1.50 12,62
Day - . AN
F 6 20.7 2-00 '-67 2000 ' |.80 2.00 '-50 '-83 - '4-67
M| 64 1.42 1.42 1.39 1.39 1.34 1.4} 1.36 |334 11.09
Full Dey 1 . .
“ > Fla 1.80 1.76 1.73 7 1.49 1.73 1.61 1.66 . 13.49
75 minute .
y 23 1.26 1.30 - 1,22 1.30 1.22 1.26 1.09 .17 - 9.83
Day ! rs
F| 2 1.50 t.60 1.3 . 1.40 1.20 1.55 1.25 1.25 11.05
i
i’rogrus 001 +01 .001° 001 * .001 +0l .0l 001 . R 0014
Sta"isticollyj Kindergerten ves . .05 . . oee . 0l “es .05
Significent Backgrounds . . >
Differences . \
\ Between Sex .05 . .05 n' . v cae h" -9' N ses e see ?
. {ntcractions- . ces . eas e . . .% vee . ees
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TABLE 14
. ——-‘ ] -
{Table 29, Edwards & Casserly, 1976)
L
i Average Humber of Words Used and Statistically Signi€‘cant Differences fcr Scores of
Grade Two Students by Program, Kindergarten Background, and Sex
on the Word Counts of English Stories
] {
Word Counts - English
Program Kindergarten Sex N Total Total Total Total To.al Total Total Total
. Sickground ' Nouns Different Verbs Different Adjectives Diffcrent words  Grammatical
Nouns | Vert: . Adjectives Error-~
p— —— " e
M 19 44,02 34.47 27,20 13,3 9. 39 0.39 04,75 2,30
Full Day 'r
. F 33 51.55 33.33 25.45 13.55 .06 6.12 88,52 2.33
Im-ersiog—u
M 6 55.00 37.17 35.17 13.67 12.33 7.33 105,50 3.50
w s Day
i F 8 53.63 37.3§ 33,38 14,13 7430 4.38 94.00 2.75
M 49 59.£3 37.414 354514 15.27 17.88 10.45 113.22 4.00
Futl Day
" F 25 45.48 b 30.83 30.54 $3.7 15.92 7.96 93.83 3.79
* 74 minute
M- 13 50.«3 31.69 26,69 12,8 16,15 8.08 a3.08 2,58
i .
2 Dhy
’ F 13 .77 33.54 3138 17 13. 54 8.23 92.64  3.23
Statistica".y Programs see a®ae "ee N LA L N ] IOS e e 40 ‘
8 Sigﬂif'ca"t :} Klnd‘-‘"g""tcn see awe 'K] ey oo vee aewe ssae
Qifrerences Back grounds
Between R 3
S.xeq s® a0 eoen a6 [ ) ae e a9 e as e
Programs x ' L N ] aee eaee - LI ae sew L N LR
Kindergartens
Progrnms X asse sas eee cr e see ens “ee © esae
Sexes
s 93
- - 3'1
+
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A Y ™~ .
* " TABLE 15
(Table 31, Edwards & Casserly, 1976)

iAverage Number of Words Used and Statisticaily Significant Differences for Scores 6%
:Grade Two Students by Kinder,arten Background on the Word Counts of French Stories

.

Word Counts - French

Kindergarten ) " Total Total Total Total Total ., Total - Totel Total
Background N Nouns Different Verbs Different Adjectives Different Words Grammeticel

Nouns Verbs Agjectives - Errors
Full D.y 182 25166 = '7-64 14.86 7-96 5.08 3-‘2 ‘4-54 5-85
a Dey 53 17.87 12,09 10.91 5,38 3.3¢ 2.26 31.87  5.26
Stetistically 001 N, <001 «001I 001 .01 <001 «004 ces
Significant 2 * .
Di fferences
Between
Kindergraten
Backgrounds -

F
y
56

59
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Edwards and Casserly (1976, pp. 132-33) sqmmarize the grade 2
results as follows: - ’ . .

on the part of French teachers and with scores obtained
on the Fren version of the, word association test,
suggests that children whose kindergartgn background was
full day bilingual have a greater mastery of the French
language in grade two than children whose kindergarten
background was half day bilingual.

The story crizgion test, in agreement with pupil ratings

-

LY

Grade 3 Results

Probably because of further attrition among<§tudents in the immersion .
‘roup who had attended HD kindergarten, the grade 3 HD vs. FD com-
parisgn is presented for immersion and seventy-five-minute groups
combined. The general trend of these findings is sinilar to that of
the grade 2 findings insofar as the FD group exhibits superior
performance on several measures of French proficiency.

The FD kindergarten group gave more paradigmatic responses and
semantic cluysters on the English word associatic- test than the HD
kindergértén group, suggesting, according to Edwards and Casserly, more
mature language development. . On the French word association test there
were larger differences, on these measures incfavour of the FD group.

The FD kindergarten group were ;ate& higher on rhythm and made-
fewer grammatical errors compared to the HD group on the English story
creation task. On the French story creation task they used more words,
mare verbs, and a greater variety of verbs, and were rated higher'on
ease of talking and word choice than the HD group.

The FD group also had a significantly higher IQ score than the HD
group, a factor which may have influenced the results. However, one
- . would expect [Q differences to influence performance on the more
"academic" "English and French standardized achievement tests rather
than on the more subtle word association and story cr;ation measures.
Edwards and Casserly (1976) conclude that |

- *".e benefits of a full-day Kindergarten program appear
to be the slightly more mature language development of
children who have had the advantage of both English and
French Kindergartens as compared toﬂ:bpse who did not.

¥ .




Furthermore, it appears that those who receive a basic
foundation of both languages in Kindergarten are more
apt to remain in the immersion program once they begin
it (pp. 354-55).

Conclusion

Certain consideraticns éught to be borne in mind in considering these
results. On the plus side, the FD-HD comparisons yeré carried out
within the same board and’ areh thus not confounded by program and
teacher factors to the é$ame extent as across-Board comparisons.
However, the number of students in the HD kindergarten immersion
program is small, and thus comparisoﬁs involving this grouﬁ may be
unreliable. Also, the d “iculty-of drawing inferences regarding the.
effects of kindergarten program is illustrated by the relative lack of
interpretﬁble differences between groups at the grade 1 level where one
wouid have expected differences to have been greatest. It is possible
that, as Edwards and Casserly suggest, teacher compensation for the HD
group's lack of French at kinderga}ten may account for thes; findings,
but other undetermined factors may be eéqually involved. Finally, it
should be borne in mind that two factors are confounded in the HD-FD
comparisons: one. is the extra half day of instruction in the FD
program as compared to the HD program; the other is the exposure to
French in the FD progrém as compared to English only in the HD program.
It seems reasonable to attribute group differences in French skills to
the latfér factor rather\than'to the former.

Bearing these caveats in mind, there is evidence at the grades 2
and 3 levels that students who have experienced a FD bilingual kinder-
garten p}ogram have a somewhat greater facility in French than students
tends to manifest itself in the more subtle aspects of French pro-
ficiency measured by the Story C(reation and Word Association tasks,
rather than in the more academic aspects of proficiency measured by the
Test de Rendemerit en Francais.
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ZHAPTER 4

Compariscn of HaSI-Day French Kindergarten and Half-Day English .
Kindergarten

L3

. -

In this chapier the effects of entering a grade 1 French immersion
program without prior experience of French kindergarten will be further
examined. For example, in the initial year of the Wellington County
program (Oliver, Brown, & McKenzie, 1975; Oliver, Corlett, & McKenzie,
1976) one group of students entered at the grade 1 level without prior
French immersion kindergarten while. in the same year a younger group
entered French immersion kindergarten. Comparison of these two groups

.at the grade 1 level permits one to gauge the effects of HD English vs.

HD French kindergarien.‘ A similar comparison is possible in a Montreal
program where the 1initial cohort entered grade 1 without prior
experience of French kindergarten. Other immersion programs have also
started in grade 1 (for example, the Elgin County: partial immersion
program and the Fredericton total immersion program), and the relative
success of these programs compared to those which started in kinder-
garten can be examined. l

The Wellington County Evaluation

The first year of this evaluation involved a comparison between French
immersion and regular program students at both grade 1 and kindergarten
(HD) levels. The grade 1 students had previously attended an English
HD kindergarten. The second year again looked at French immersion
grad¢ 1 and kindergarten students in relation to regular program
students. The original grade 1 group was not followed through to grade
2 because the board felt that their progress could not be meaningfully
assessed since no reference group existed in other early total French
immersion programs which had experienced a HD English rather than a HD
French kindergarten (Oliver et al., 1976).

J
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The findings at the kindergarten level were similar to those of
other HD French kindergarten programs. (for example, Barik & Swain,
1975). Oliver et al. (1975) conclude that the Metropolitan Readiness
Test results "suggest that after a year spent in a French- immersion
program the chiidren are as ready to enter an English grade 1 class as
children who have spent a year in an English kindergarten" (p. 8).

¢ The scores of the two French immersion cohorts and their compari-
son groups at the grade 1 level are presented in Table 16. There were
significant differences in favour of the comparison groups in both
“years on the Metropolitan ‘Achievement Test (MAT) total scores, as well
as on the three English language arts subtests. However, the mean
scores of the second cohort were slightly higher than those for the
first cohort, and the F-ratio for immersicn-comparison mean differenczs
(adjusted for IQ differences between immersion and compafison groups)
on the MAT were considerably higher for the first cohort compared to
the second (range, cohort 1: 39-54; cohort 2: 30-37). This syggests
that despite the Enq]1sh HD kindergarten the first cohort made less
progress in English Yanguage arts at the grade ! level than the second
cohort. I e borne in mind of course that English language
arts was not taught "to either immersion group at the grade 1 level.

On the French Comprehension Test (FCT) the second cohort performed
considerably higher than the first cohort (28 vs. 20). The second
cohort is close to the grade i norm for the FCT (28.5).

In summary, the evaluation of the Wellington County early
immersion program suggests that a HD French kindergarten prior to grade\
1 immersion significantly benefits students' French progress at no cost
to the development of academic skills in English. These results should
be interpreted cautiously, however, because the cohort tﬁéf“bégan~inw,,
grade 1 represented the first yéar of a new program and implementation
'difficulties may have influenced students' academic performance.

However, two other evaluations also provide some indirect evidence
of the benefits of French kindergarten for the development of students'
French proficiency.

}
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The ‘E1gin County Evaluation

+
Barik and Swain (1974) reporflthat students in the Elgin County partial
imﬁersion program, which was preceded by a HD English kindergarten, did
not perform 1is well as the comparison group in English language arts
until gfade 3 or 4, and performed considerably worse in French than
students of the same grade level in total immersion‘programs. Their.
performance 1in French was equivé]ent to that of total immersion
students in lower .grade levels who had had similar amounts of contact
time in French. This performance -appears considerably worse than that
of students in the current ORCSSB partial immersion program which is
preceded by a FD bilingual kindergarten. In the ORCSSB partial -
immersion program students show 1little lag in the development of
English language skillls and appear to close the gap with early total
immersion students in French skills as they progress through -the
elementary grades (Edwards, McCarrey & Fu, 1980). The score of the
Elgin County students on the French C wprehension Test (FCT) at the
grade 2 level is 12.5 compared to 25.3 for the ORCSSB program (Barik,
1976; Game, 1979). LObvious]y, these across-board comparisons must be
interpreted cautiously, but the size of the Elgin County-ORCSSB grade 2
difference on the FCT does suggest the importance of French at the
kindergarten level.
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" Table 16

Wellington County Evaluation 1974-75, 1975-76; HD English Kindergarten vs. HD French Kindergarten

<

Coti'qrt 2 1975-76

 Vertable Cohort 1 197475 .

Tamersion . Comparison Immetrsion Comparison
| Otis-Lennon IQ 109 ) 111 111 108 -
. MAT (total raw score) 102 . 137 107 129

" Word Knowledge .22 . 30 .23 28

| Word Analysis ) 25 P 27 33

- Reading 16 31 38 39
‘Mathematics 39 40 38 . 39

[ 20 28

"
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The Fredericton Evaluation

Further indirect evidence for the importance of French at the kinder-
garten level comes from the evaluation of the early tota1<immersion
program in Fredericton, New Brunswick (Gray, 1980; Gray & Cameron,
1980). Because kindergartens .are not a part of the New Brunswick
public school system, children enter the immersion pr;§\@m in grade 1.
English language arts is introduced only in grade 4 and students
continue to receive 85 to 90 percent of their instruction in French

through grade 6.

The evaluation reports that by grade 6 the immersion students
perform at a comparable level to their English-educated peers in
English language arts™{Gray, 1980). However, concern was expressed at
the Yevel of performance in French. On the measures for which com-
parisons were possible, the grade 6 Fredericton students were
perfoﬁming at an equivalent level to that of grade 5 students in the
Ottawa/Carleton area (Swain & Barik, 1977). Gray points out that

the Frederictcn children have an initial disadvantage in
relation to the Ottawa area children in that the Ottawa
children have had an additional year of exposure to
French. The current data indicate that this disadvantage
is not easily overcome, and may still be affecting
academic achievement in grades five and six. It is
interesting that the difference in the performance of
the Ottawa and Fredericton children persists in spite of
the fact that the Fiedericton children receive more
French in the upper grades (1980, p. 30).

A follow-up evaluation of the'Fredericton)program in its fifth
year examined the performance of the grad@s 1 and 2 children in order
to assess the stability of the earlier results. In general, the
follow-up evaluation found that the results of the grades 1 and 2
students were comparable to those of the previous gradgg 1 and 2
cohorts despite a somewhat lower mean non-verbal ability level as a
result of the increasing range of iniellectual abilities cf students
entering the program in its fifth year. However, what is of interest
in the present context are the scores of the "follow-up" Fredericton
grades 1 and 2 students on the French Camprehension Test (FCT). The
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f' . grade  mean wa§,21.48 and the grade 2 mean 35.82. - These compare to
test norms of 28.50 (grade 1) and 37.76 (grade 2). Gray and Cameron
(1980) conclude that Wi .-

. These c¢omparisons indicate that at }hw end of g}ade two - -
the children in the Fredericton immersion programs are
still slightly behind children in other immersion
programs in French listening comprehdnsion (p. 6).

3

- the QRCSSB'e\aluation_(see Chapter 3), as well as from the Wellington

|
!
E‘ / In summary, the Fredericton evaluation adds,to the eyidenﬁe from
h ‘ County and Elgin County evaluatiods, that exposure to French at the

kindergarten level is important for subsequent achievement in French in
early immersion brpgrams. . L

+

Several other evaluations report findings relevant to
the effects of different amounts of French at the
kindergarten level. The first cohort of students in the
evaluation of the Coquitlam total immersion program in
B.C. recéived 80% French in kindergarten and grade 2 and
100% in grade 1, whereas the second cohort received 100%
. French ‘from kindergarten through grade 2. Both cohorts
* received 75% French at the grade 3 level. An analysis of
covariance was used to compare the end &€ grade 3*mean

L4 scores of these two groups ofi the Test de Rendement en
®> Francais. Shapson and Kaufman (1978) summarize the

findings of this analysis as follows: . . , .

The—Tresults indicated that Cohort II scored signifi-
cdutly higher than Cohort I, F (1, 60) = 21.3, p .0Ol.

’ . One might speculate that this difference is partly
attributable to more instructiopal time in French
experienced by Cohort II (i.e. 100% French in kinder-

- garten and Grade Two vs. 80% French in these two 'grades

' for Cohort I) (1978, pp. 592-93).
Obviously, however, other factors in addition to the slightly greater
time allotment to French in kindergarten and grade 2 might be contribu-

ting to the difference between Cohort I and Corort I1.

The evaluation of the Edmonton Public School Board partial
immersion program examined the effects of allowing students who had not

. attended French Kindergarten or grade 1 to enter the program at the
grade 2 level (Edmonton Public School Board, 1979). The majority of
these students attended a six-week catch-up program in the fall. These
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studeq}s performed less well in French at the grade 2 level, but by
grade 3 late-entry students had caught up with their peers in French
and also pérformeq ejquivalently in other academic subjects. These data
suggest that immersien students who are highly motivated and who
receive special ins}ructional atten;ion can compensate for less expo-
sure to French and catch up with their peers. Thus, we might expect
" that lack of exposure to French at the kindergarten level need not
necessarily result in lower levels ‘of achievement in French if speciai
compensatory steps are taken.

*This speculation is supported by the results of a study conducted
in Montreal by ‘the Protest;nt School Board of Greater Montreal (1973)
in which no dif%erences were found on either French or English achieve-
ment measures between two classes of grade 3 students who had attended
HD English kindergarien priér to{gnade 1 and two classes of students
who had attended HD French»i!ﬁﬁérgarten. waever,'the report points

~ out that

placing students in immersion at the grade 1 level as
opposed to placing them in immersion at kindergarten
level probably places a considerably greater degree of
stress on them as they have much less time in which to
master passive French language skills pyior to being
obliged to participate actively in th language in
school (p. 4).

In summary, although there are exceptions to the trend, there is
considerable research evidence that exposure to French at the kinder-
garten level influences students' subsequent academic .achievement in at
kindergarten. However, as the Prc :stant School Board of Greater
Montreal suggests, this may be .* the cost of considerable stress for
the students.
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"CHAPTER 5

Kindergartea_Options for Ethnic Minority Children

2 Prior'to French Immersion

In Chapter 3 it was noted ‘that Edwards and Cis§erly (1971) found that
grade r:Italian-backgrdund students who had attended aﬁFD kindergarten
performed better on several measures than Italian-background students
who had attended a HD kindergarten: However, these d{ffereﬁces could
not be interpreted as necessarif} due tQ the FD program. '

Other studies cast some light on the effects of different kinder-
garten options for ethnic minority students. The issue is relevant to
consider since the performance of ethm. minority students in the
ORCSSB partial immersion program was ‘r:ecendly the subject of media
attention through the release of a ripqrt that grades 5 and 6 Students
from noﬁ-English homes in the board's partial immersion program

.(attended by a large majority of students) were performing considerably
* pelow expected levels in English and Mathema.ics skills (The Citizen,
Feb. 4, 1981, p. 3). In the earlier studies carried out by Edwards and

Casserly (1976) this trend was not apparent. - However, a large majority
of ethnic minority students were in the seventy-five-minute French
program rather than the early total immersion program. The‘performance

of pthnicﬁminority students in the ORCSSB partial Tmmerﬁion programv'

- (instituted'iq 1975) was not examined in detail by Edwards and his

colieagues (Edwards et al., 1980):

OnTy“ one study has been carried out in Canada specifically
designed to investigate the effects of different bilingual kindergarten
options for ethnic minority students. Egyed (1973) compared the
progress in kindergarten of three groups of Italian-background students .
randomly assigned to (1) FD English kindergarten, (2) HD English-HD
Italian, (3) HD éngligh - HD French. Using a pre- and po%t-test design,
Egyed reported no significant differences in academic progress between
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s’ dents in the HD Italian- HD English kindergarten compared to those
in the FD English kindergarten. Thus, spending half the school day

through Italian did not interfere with students' progress ir Engh’sh.1

However, both FD English and HD Italian-HD English groups obtained
significantly higher scores than Italian-background -students in the HD
French-HD Erglish (that is, FD*bilingual) kindergarten program. This
latter group of students was reported to have mad2 =1ative1y‘ low
gains in auditory psycholinguistic_deQelopment" (Edwara. and Casserly,
1976, p. 248)- Edwards and Casseriy ‘(1976) suggest that "an all-
@nglish kindergarten program would be more beneficial to funcﬁioﬁal
speech development in these children than the current English-French
kinderéarten program (1976, p. 253). ‘

In reviewing the performance of minority-greup children in French
immersion, however, Genesee (1976) u}ges caution in interpreting these
results because of the tendency for test results at the'kindergarten
level to be unreliable. He suggests the need for a well-controiled
longitudinal study of the effectiveness of French immersion for ethnic

minority children.

One other well-controlled study relevait to the performance o
ethnic minority students in bilingual kinéérgarten programs should be
mentioned. This ostudy 'was carried out by Legaretta (1979) in
California with Spanish-background kindergarten children. She compared
three Spanish-English bilingual treatments wi.n two English-ony
treatments for their effects on the development of students' communica-
tive competence jn English. The three bilingual treatments were found
to be significantly superior to“ the twe Fnglish-only treatments in
developing Englich language skitls. 1. . most effectivelprogram was the
one with balanced bilingual usage (HD Spanish, HD English).

—_— \

1This result is comparable to that of the Italian transitional
bilingual 'program at the kindergarten level investigated by
Shapson and Purbhoo (1.77). However, the transitional program
ted into an all-English grade 1 and thus is not considered further.
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In conclustpn, this brief review of kindergarten options for

ethnic minority students illustrates the fact that very little well-
controlled research exists on the perfc?ménce of ethnic minority
students in French immersion programs. Egyed's (1973) study suggests
that a FD bilingual kindergarten proyram may be less effective for
these students than either a FD Englishsor HD Italian-HD English
kindergarten, while the potential effectiveness of this later type of
bilingua)l kindergarten option is supported by Legaretta's (1979)
findings. However, until more data is collected on the academic
performance of ethnic minori‘y students in French immersion, the merits
of different k ndergarten options must remain a matter for speculation.
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CHAPTER 6 §,

/

Conclusions

In Chapter 1 it was suggested that there are three basic issues that
need to be considered in examining the effects of FD bilingual-vs. HD
French kindé;gartens on subsequent academic achievement in French
immersion programs. These issues are (1) whether instruction in French
at the kindergarten level is important for subseqnent French language
and other academic achievement: (2) whether instruction in English at
the kindergarten level is important for English and other academic
achievement; and (3) whether t.ere is any differential effect of
various Fu vs. HD kindergarten options for students from different
socioeconomic or linguistic backgrounds. The conclusions will be
reviewed in terms of these three issues.

Importance of French at Kindergarten Level

There were repeated indications in the data examine& thhi exposure to:
French at the kindergarten level plays a significant role in. the -
subsequent academic achievement of students in French immersion
programs. For -example, the ORCSSB evaluatiop (Edwards & Casserly,
1976) reported differences in French languadgpskil1s.1t the grades 2
and 3 levels between students who had attended a FD bilingual as
compared to a HD ‘English kindergarten. The Wellington County eval-
uation (Oliver et al., 1975, 1976) reported large aiffereates in French
listening comprehension between grade 1 students who H§§n§ttended a HD
French kindergarten and those who had attended a HD English kinder-
garten. Similarly, grade 2 students in the ORCiSB 50/50 bilingual
program who had attended FD bilingual kindergarten obtained a French
listing comprehension score about twice as high as grade 2 students in
the Elgin County 50/50 bi}ingual program who had attended a HD English
kindergarten. A significant lag in the developmeni of French language
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skills also appears to characterize students in the Fredericton early
total immersion program who had no exposure to French-prior to grade 1.

There were, however, some findings which suggested that lack of
exposure to French at the kindergarten level need not necessarily
result in lower French achievement. For example, at the grade 1 level
in the ORCSSB evaluation there were few differences between HD English
and FD bilingual groups, possibly, as Edwards and Casserly (1971)
suggest, because of compensatory efforts on the part of £eachers. The
same factor probably underlies the fact that late-entry students in the
Edmonton Public School Board caught up with their peers in French after
one or two years. Also, in the Montreal program at the end of grade 3

‘thera were no differences in French or English between students who had
attended a HD English compared to HD French kinderge~ten. Im this
instance the evaluators emphasized that entering a grade 1 immersion
program from an cnglish kindergarten probably placed considerable
stress on students.

Hdweverw despite these exceptions, the overall trend in the
research suggests that exposur~ to French at the kindergarten level
plays an important role in subsequent academic progress in a French
immersion program. This conclusion is consistent with more general
‘findings frow French i mersion research that amount of exposure to
French is significantly related to the development of F;:;ir skills
(see, foﬁ cexample, Barik & Swain, 1974). Some proficiency in Prench at
the beg1nn1ng of grade 1 would intuitively seem to b€‘1mportant because
of the introduction of formal 9»adem1c content at that level.

The implications of this trend in the research findings are that
it is important to maintain inétruction in French at the kindergarten
level prior to French immersion. It is not possible to say whether or
not there is a critical amount of exposure to French in kindergarten,
for example, whecher a quacter-day would be sufficient or whether it is
important te-maiptain a half-day of French at this level. However,
based on the findings from French immersion programs in general, as
well as those in the present study, one would fexvect a significant
relationship between amount of exposure to j;z‘C: and achievement in
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~ French. Thus, spending all the half day through French should result

in better progress in French' than dividing the half-day between French
and English. P

4

An obvious consideration- here. however, is whether English skills
will suffer if there is nho exposure to English at the kindergarten
level. Thi. issue is considered in the nest section.

4

Importance of English at the Kindergarten Level -

The FD bilingual kindergarten assumes that it is important to expose
kindergarten children to instruction in both English and French prior
to entering a grade 1 immersion or 50/50 bilingual p;ogram. This
assumption appears suspect at the outset in view of the fact that
immersion students' academic skills in English have proved extremely
robust in the face of apparent neglect by the school. For-example,
English academic Aggjlls develdp quite adequately even when formal
English language &rts is not introduced until grade 4 (see Gray, 1980).
This is obviously due to considerable transfer of academic skills from
French to English.

Tnere was no evidence in the comparisons that were possible ifh the
, resent study that FD bilingual kindergarten resulted in academic
advantages in’ contrast to HD French kindergarten. At the end of HD
French kindergarten, students were as ready“to enter grade 1 as
students .in either FD bilingual or HD English kindergarten, and no
differences were apparent at the grade 1 lqvel either. '

Althoygh ‘these . across-board comparisons should be treated
cautiously, they are corsistent with the findings #n virtuai.y all
French immersion programs that exposure to English instruction bears
little relationship to performance-in English academic skills. Also,
there have been no indications in any of the large number of evalua-
tions of French immersion programs 1nvolv1ng HD French k1ndergarten
that students have suffered as a result of lack of exposure;to Eng]1sh
instruction in kindergarten. P -

In short, for the types of students who have been represénted in

" evaluations of French immersion programs to date, there is J]ittle
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empirical or theoretical support for maintaining a half-day of English
instruction at the kindergarten level in addition to the half-day of
French instruction. However, this conclusion cannot necessarily be
generalized to include those students who have been represented only
minimal’y in evaluations of immersion programs, for example, low
socioeconomic status and ethnic minority students. The possibility of
differential effects of kindergarten options on students with different
background experiences is considered in the next section.

. Differential Effects of Kindergarten Options

According ‘to Genesee (1976), the available research’ evidence would
suggest that French immersion is equally appropriate for low socio-
ecénonic and ethnic minority students as for middle-class anglophone
research on this issue since a few well-controlled studies exist. The
major reason why the performance of 1low socioeconomic and ethnic
minority students has not been examined in more depth is that they have
typicaliy not been represented in larne numbers in French immersion

- programs. However, this is currently not the case in the ORCSSB where

the vast majority of students enter the immersion (that is, 50/50
bilingual) program. '

The one research study which addressed the issue of kindergarten
options for Italian ethnic minority stddenps (Egyed, 1973) suggested
that a FD bilingual (French-English) program may be less appropriate
than other FD options (all English and Italian-English). Clearly, this
result should be interpreted cautiously pend ng furth2r research, but
it highlights just how little we know about the possible implications
of reducing the pre-immersion kindergarten experience of these students
to a ha“f-day, whether in French o. End]ish or both. For that matter,

" there is very little recent resea. h documentation regarding :he

performance ~f ethnic minority students in regular English programs
involving a HD English kindergarten. Thus, the fact t%that ethnic
minority students in the ORCSSB bilingual program are behind grade
level (The Citizen, February ‘4, 1981) cannot be attributed to the
bilingual program since we know very. little about the performance of

‘similar students in Fégu]ar English ‘programs.
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The point I wish to make is that there is little evidence for one
of the central questions in the FD vs. HD kindergarten issue, namely,
Qhether FD vs. HD kindergarten options prior to French immersion have
differential effects on students with different background characteris-
tics. ‘For students who are "at risk" educationally, the provision of
an addition.l half-day of instruction at the kindergarten level may
have greater significance for future academic progress “"in it appears
tc have for students from middle-ciass backgrounds.

Similar arguments could be made for the maintenance of FD kinder-
garten for francophcne students. A FD French kindergarten program may
be more effective in reducing the risk of assimilation and developing
students' French skills than a HD program.

A recommendation which emerges from these considerations is that
if future research is undertaken on the effects of FD vs.ZHD kindergar-

ten, it should focus on the possible differential effects of these

1. Exposure to French at the kindergarten level, whether in FD
bilingual or HD French programs, is important for students'
¢ subsequent progress in French ‘language skills.

2. or the types of student typically '}epresented in French
immersion_ evaluations, exposure to English at the kinder-
garten level appears to be relatively unimportant for subse-
quent academic achievemeént; in other words, for these
students, a FD bilingual kindergarten entails little or no
academic advantages compared to a HD French kindergarten..

3. Virtually no' researach data exist in regard to possible
differential effects of HD vs. FD kindergartens on students

with different background characteristics.
N

N
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