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Early French Immersion: How hasthe
original Canadian model stood the test of time?

Marjorie Bingham Wesche

More than three decades ago, in 1965, a well-resedrexperiment began in a St.
Lambert, Quebec kindergarten which was to helpneetur understanding of how
languages are learned and how they can be sucltggsafight (Lambert & Tucker
1972). Early French immersion - as it came to Bedasought to redress the failure of
English school programs in Quebec to bring Engdigbaking children to high level,
functional French language proficiency. In Quebas,elsewhere, school programs
were notoriously unsuccessful at bringing mostdrkih to functional proficiency in a
language other than that of their home and widemroanity. The succeeding decades
were, however, to offer an alternative. Thankshihsights and excellent research of
those who led the St. Lambert experiment, and tongt institutional and public
support for French second language education, thmersion approach has
increasingly offered English-speaking Canadiandrbit a route to lasting second
language skills. From the twenty-some children e St. Lambert kindergarten,
enrolments in Canadian French immersion programsasit count stood at over
325,000 half of them in Ontario (Canadian Parepts Arench 2000, p. 53). This
translates into over 10% of the students in Endgbsiguage schools studying French
(who themselves represent some 55% of elementdrgobcstudents and 47% of
secondary school students) (Commissioner of Offitianguages 1998). Current
programs are now receiving the children of thet fysneration of French immersion
students, and some are even taught by immersiaugias. Canadian immersion has
been particularly influential because of the mdtiaa research which has put it under
the microscope in its various forms for the pasy8ars, and documented it in several
thousand reports to school boards, articles, bbalters, masters and doctoral theses,
and books. This vast literature permits a retrobpe@nalysis of what the immersion
experience has taught Canadian educators and etibeus L2 learning and teaching.

This chapter will revisit the original St. Lambextperiment and similar early French
immersion programs in order to recount their kegtdiees as well as their social
contexts and outcomes. Then, other immersion antentbased language teaching
formats which share some but not all features ofyearench immersion will be

considered. Finally, the question will be addressedo which program features and
contextual elements have proven essential for ®@fecschool second language
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learning across settings, and which, while lessciatu have been shown to
significantly influence the success of school laaggilearning.

The discussion will focus on programs for majorignguage learners, proficient
speakers of the dominant local language, who stuslycond language for cultural and
occupational enhancement rather than out of ndge3sieir explicit goal is "additive
bilingualism" (Lambert 1987), the development ofhilevel second language (L2)
proficiency while maintaining native proficiency their first language (L1). School
L2 programs for minority children, often referrem ds ‘submersion’, bring additional
complications and require a far more complex anatecd-specific analysis than is
possible heré.

1. Prototype Canadian early French immersion model

1.1 Program features

Certain assumptions about second language acquisviere basic to the original early
French immersion (hereafter EFI) model. One was ybang humans are naturally
equipped to acquire language knowledge incidentslyhey hear it in the context of
daily activities, and that this ability diminishgsadually as children grow older. A
second assumption was that, to become fluent,relnildeed very frequent and varied
exposure to the second language for an extendeodpef time. One of the greatest
obstacles to the success of most school languaggegms lies in the limited amount of
time which can be devoted to language instructianthird assumption was that
language should not be taught formally as a systeun, rather should be made
available to learners in the context of activitrdsich engage their interest, and which
require language comprehension - and eventuallpdyztion. Thus ideal conditions
for second language learning to be incorporated swhool instruction were: 1) an
early start - as early as possible; 2) intensioatextualized exposure to monolingual
use of the L2 over a period of years, and 3) mutigaactivities which engage the
learner in understanding and using the target lagguThe corresponding instructional
features of EFI were, and remain:

» the earliest possible school starting agee., age four to six, beginning in
kindergarten or grade one),

* intensive L2 exposure over an extended pefii@d, initial provision of all school
instruction through the second language by a napeaker teacher, followed by a
bilingual phase with at least half the instructinrthe L2 over six or more years of
elementary school), and

1 Schooling for such children in the dominant lolgadguage, their L2, runs the risk of promoting
'subtractive bilingualism' in the absence of stromggoing support for maintenance and
development of their L1.
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» use of the L2 to teach the school curricul(ira., student learning of substantive,
varied and motivating school subject matter throtighL2, including L2 language
arts).

When the first EFI programs were conceived, tha ittat a child's very first school
experience would be in an unknown language wasaigltheir most controversial

feature. In fact, the most radical solution proddey EFlI was finding a way of

providing enough school time for children to becditnent in another language — by
delivering most school instruction through the nuediof the L2.

1.2 Contextual features

In addition to the explicit features of EFI, thavere a number of contextual features
present in the St. Lambert program and many sulesedtF| programs across Canada
which researchers only later identified as impdrtarperhaps even crucial — to the
success of these programs. Certain characterdgdtite learners themselves and of the
relationship between the two languages involvedewieund to influence success in
school language learning, while the nature of itteoel system and the surrounding
sociolinguistic context was a key element in thiéiation and implementation of an
EFI program:

« Learners were majority language speakessrrounded by their own language
when interacting with peers, at home, and in thrgelacommunity. There was
therefore no threat to their continued developne¢iiinglish language skills nor to
their identity as English speakers. Furthermorerafeveral years of instruction in
French, English language arts was introduced ab@o$ subject.

« Learners were all in the 'same bqat that their proficiency as speakers of the
instructional language was very limited. Becausehtd, teachers naturally made
linguistic and pedagogical adjustments to ensuaie $tudents learned their school
subjects, i.e., the teachers provided "compreh&nsiput” in the L2 (Krashen
1985). The learners also shared the same firstubegey which ensured social
solidarity among them.

» The program was optional, and learners were thotulweers’' whose parents had
made an effort to get them into the program ancevpessitive about it and about
their learning French. This support and encouragémebably led to children's
enhanced motivation for immersion learning.

» Both languages were valued by parents, the immediammunity, and the larger
society exhibiting high levels of "ethnolinguistic vitali' (Giles et al. 1977). This
ensured wide social support for learners.

* The two languages were typologically relgtedth many cognates and a largely
shared writing system; they also represented vemlas cultures, with broadly
shared belief systems and values, daily life pastenolidays, and artifacts ranging
from Barbie dolls to snowmobiles and maple syrupelé&f & Tardif 1991). This
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common background minimized the linguistic and unalt gaps that children were
expected to bridge when learning their school culum through the L2.

« School funding and decision making was under lpodtical control, which meant
that parent activism could lead to innovation icdlbschool programs. A well
organized and informed group of parents, suppdrtedxperts in the field, could
convince a local school board to experiment witheav program such as EFI,
which, if successful, could be maintained.

* Native speaker teachers of the immersion languages wiidely availablevho,
although they were not specifically trained in inmgien teaching, were
experienced in teaching the required curriculum wailling to do this in French
instead of English.

« 'Authentic' pedagogical and other source materials native speakers of the L2
were plentiful Even though most materials for native speakaygired adaptation
of language or content for the immersion contexie ttask of curriculum
development for French in Canada was far lightantit would have been for
another target language.

Subsequent studies of immersion type programs reoeadi the facilitative effects of all
of these contextual features for language learrandgast at initial stages, as well as
certain long-term limitations of such instruction.

1.3 Outcomes

The well-known pattern of outcomes for early imn@msprograms elsewhere in
Canada has been highly consistent with the resafltthe St. Lambert program
(Lambert & Tucker 1972, Genesee 1987, Halsall 1988lyvé 1991, Lapkin et al.
1991). In general, outcomes for EFI can be summdraver the longer term as 'two
for one', that is, EFI students achieved both & Hayel of L2 developmenand
mastery of school subject matter equivalent to dfiagimilar students studying through
their L1, English. These results hold for matheostigeography and other social
sciences, science, and the other components okldraentary school curriculum
including English L1 development. The only appaldagtexperienced by EFI learners
during elementary school in comparison with simitudents learning a parallel
curriculum through their L1, English, is a tempgrame, in the area of English
language arts (reading, writing and spelling).

English language development in fact never stopmguEFI, in or out of school, and
three years of instruction entirely in French frdamdergarten through grade 2
produces no long-term negative effects on Englisth ar literacy skills. EFI children
do, however, on average experience a lag in stdizear test performance on English
literacy skills from the time of immersion prograentry until English instruction is
introduced. This is normally overcome within theayan which a daily English
language arts period is begun (i.e., generallyhbyeind of grade 2), the only exception
being English spelling, for which catch-up may reg@another year (generally the end
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of grade 3). Thereafter, EFI children's Englisht tesores are similar to and may
surpass those of similar English program childi@eriesee 1987, Lapkin et al. 1991,
Bournot-Trites & Reeder 2001, Turnbull et al. 2Q04) longitudinal, comparative
study (Harley et al. 1986) indicated enhancemegeakin English language and study
skills of EFI students compared with matched Emghsogram students by the end of
elementary school, while a study of former EFI dhaglish program students at
university (Neufeld 1993) suggested that early imsiom confers an advantage in the
use of figurative language and metaphors in English

Children also maintain their English cultural idgntin immersion, which is not

surprising, as in most cases programs are locatedtherwise English language
schools, and most children have little or no cantath French out of school (Van der
Kielen 1995). Moreover, there is evidence that Ehemmersion, particularly EFI, has
a positive and lasting effect on children's ati@sidoward French Canadian culture
when compared with those of children in English goaons (Lambert 1987,

MacFarlane & Wesche 1995), reducing perceived babsiance and encouraging
spontaneous contact with francophones, French &g®unedia and francophone
culture.

With respect to French second language (L2) legrrearly immersion results are very
positive when compared with other school languaggnams. During their elementary
school years EFI children develop highly functiomsalademic and social language
skills in both oral and written French which alltem to do their schoolwork at their
age and grade level, and which in the case omiisteand reading approach native
speaker norms by the end of elementary schoohdrdng run these skills have been
shown to be quite robust (Wesche 1993a). All type&rench immersion programs
consistently lead to far stronger French proficient all skills than do traditional
(forty minutes per day) French programs. Both tbheng starting age and the far
greater total school exposure time than in othemptdyrams appear to contribute to
this result (Edwards 1989, Halsall 1989, Lapkialet991).

Not surprisingly, EFI children's language skillsosh certain shortcomings when
compared with those of French native speakers @Qfeg& Wesche 1991, Harley
1992, Wesche 1993a). Immersion children tend to roeee restricted vocabulary,
largely limited to domains experienced in schomlpveruse high frequency verbs, and
to show L1 influences in their production grammidailey 1992). They also tend not
to initiate conversations in French, but ratheuse it reactively, when required, such
as in school or on excursions to areas where Frisngpoken (Genesee 1987). While
some claim that there is an "immersion dialect"alihinay reflect some "fossilization"
of non-standard forms (Harley & Swain 1984, Ly<t887), research has demonstrated
that even immersion students who lack wider contaitt native speakers continue to
progress toward native speaker norms throughowohnskecy school (Harley 1992).
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The limitations of the immersion context for deymtent of native-like speaking and
writing skills have been hypothesized to lie in Swmmewhat restricted contexts for
communication offered by the school setting; insight pedagogical focus on
production, and on correct and appropriate languege the limited number of native
speaker models (teachers), specifically, the laickative-speaker peers (Harley &
Swain 1984, Lyster 1987, 1990); and the fact tisattaldren get older they are more
likely to imitate the language use of their classahan of their teachers (Tarone &
Swain 1995). Researchers and educators have sougyg to overcome these
limitations through greater emphasis on speaking) &rting activities to improve
fluency (Swain 1988, 1995) and on "form-focussedks embedded in communicative
activities to improve accuracy (Harley 1989, DaySkapson 1991, Kowal & Swain
1997, Lyster & Ranta 1997, Swain 2001). It also egpp that language contact
experiences with francophone peers are highly alelsrfor the development of
conversational fluency and more native-like oral amitten usage (Vignola & Wesche
1991, MacFarlane 1997).

Regardless of the immersion classroom's limitatioBBl students from diverse
backgrounds develop high levels of L2 proficiendyilerdeveloping their English (L1)
proficiency and academic knowledge as well as dolai students who receive their
instruction through their L1. When compared withestschool programs, EFI may be
seen as the most effective means of school seemgiidge instruction yet developed
for majority language children (Laurén 1994, p. 4).

2. Other formsof immersion

While early immersion has taken a particular fortnoas Canada and yielded highly
consistent results, it is not a program that leisislf to universal application, even
where advanced, functional L2 skills are a widetyight educational goal. In the
ethnically heterogeneous and highly mobile pubtba®l populations of Canada's
large cities, alternatives to multi-year, cumulatiprograms are necessary. A further
issue in some parts of the country is the lackvailability of native speaker teachers,
appropriate materials and other teaching resoukaeally, not all parents wish to give
so much priority to second language learning. Timaersion idea has thus taken other
forms in other contexts. How do these other fornfitedfrom EFI, and what does
experience with them reveal about the programmatid contextual features which
characterized the original model? Which features @ow seen by researchers as
essential to successful school language programs?

2.1 Later starting ages

The success of EFI inspired the establishment leéraiorms of French immersion in
Canada, including 'middle' or 'delayed’' entry (M@&darting at grade 4, age 9), and
‘late’ entry (LFI) (starting at grade 6 or 7, agelP), both of which, like EFI, have
engendered considerable research. All three typgs bwith a 'monolingual phase' in
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which most or all instruction is given through th2, French. Like early immersion,
middle and late start varieties prepare studemtbifimgual secondary school programs
in which approximately a third of the course waskaken through French.

Findings of some forty studies comparing early &tdr starting ages for Canadian
French immersion programs were synthesized in ewewof research on immersion
entry points for the former Ottawa Board of Edumat{\Wesche et al. 1996)Vith
respect to language, academic and other attitudmaicomes the following
comparative patterns were found for different imsiar starting ages (Wesche et al.
1996):

French language skills

From group comparisons of EFI, MFI and LFI immenrsithrough grade 8/9, it is
apparent that learners in each of the three prage successful in mastering levels
of functional French proficiency which far outdista levels gained in regular (40-60
minute/day) programs. As would be expected from riatively longer intensive
exposure to French, EFI students generally outperfdFI students, and MFI students
tend to outperform LFI students. EFI students tenlave an advantage in message
focused, face-to-face oral language use, and tortréygher self-confidence in using
the language. In spite of the apparent advantageSFI, many MFI and LFI students
catch up to EFI averages by grade 8 on readingvamiten grammar measures,
perhaps due both to self-selection for such prograynstudents already successful in
regular French programs and overall school achiem¢nand to greater pedagogical
emphasis on analytical (versus experiential) ircstbn and use of written materials
with these groups (Dicks 1992). In a replicateddgtof EFl and LFI students who
were subsequently placed together in bilingual séany programs from grades 9-12,
by the time of graduation no measurable group wiffees in any French language
skills were found (Wesche 1993a). Even so, gradgdiF| students tended to retain
higher self-confidence than LFI students in theal tanguage abilities. It is not known
whether their proficiency advantage at grade 9 @dwadve been maintained had they
continued their French immersion schooling in aasafe program.

Academic achievement

Studies from various parts of Canada found no megatffects for EFI or MFI
elementary school immersion students in mathemasicence and social studies
achievement when tested in English, although inesoases students in earlier grades
had lower scores when tested on the same subjdtdrnmaFrench, their language of
study. LFI students with limited previous Frenciktiaction (e.g. 20-30 minutes/day)
appeared to experience a temporary initial lagradg 6/7 academic achievement, but
none of the studies reviewed showed EFI/LFI acadatifferences as of grade 12.
Less is known about MFI grade 12 academic outcofmessstudies at earlier grade
levels tend to show MFI linguistic and academiccoutes between those of EFI and
LFI students (Dicks 1994).

Language attitudes
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Canadian French immersion students generally repast positive attitudes toward
their immersion programs, as do graduates of hajioa bilingual programs which
follow elementary and middle school immersion iastion. This is especially true
with respect to EFI students. As noted earliereaesh on EFI has provided some
evidence that in comparison with regular languaggmmams, immersion supports more
positive student attitudes toward francophone celjtleads to reduced social distance,
and promotes the desire for (if not always theizatibn of) spontaneous contact with
francophones (Lambert 1987, MacFarlane & Wesch&)199

Overall, EFI, MFI and LFI programs (all with 80-1%00f instruction initially in
French) appear to work quite well for the somewt@hplementary clienteles they
attract. A strong case can, in fact, be made fecheol board to offer both EFI and a
later starting program in tandem to accommodate ilmadchool populations and
individual differences of students. However, frofaaguage planning standpoint, it is
important to note that wherever EFI is offered tbge with MFI or LFlI, it attracts and
retains a far larger, more socially and acadenyichllerse student clientele than either
later-starting program. Thus early total immerdmas particular appeal for contexts in
which the societal goal is for a large proportiowl &road range of children to develop
functional skills in a second language. Even thoatnisk students are somewhat
under-represented in most EFI programs comparedegmlar English language
programs, many academically below-average studamsnonetheless successful in
developing their French skills in EFI and may perfaelatively better than in regular
(one period a day) French programs, especiallynduthe first, pre-reading years
which emphasize contextualized L2 oral communicatibater entry programs,
particularly LFI, generally attract an academicatyonger clientele who have been
successful in regular (‘Core’) French programs.sThwhile all three starting ages for
immersion programs appear to work well for the raldes they attract, EFI retains
some important advantages.

2.2 Lessintensiveexposuretothel 2

A variety of so-called 'partial immersion' optiohave also been tried, such as 50/50
programs with half the instruction in the L1 andfha the L2 (alternating the
instructional language between mornings and aftereoor every second day), and 75-
minute a day '‘extended' French programs similamemy U.S. partial immersion
programs. Such programs make it possible to exglwemportance of intensity of
instruction, and the question of how much L2 expess needed to ensure adequate
language development for learners to be able totaiai grade level learning in their
other academic studies.

2.3 Early start and lower initial intensity

Early start programs using a half English/half [efeformat have provided a test of the
importance of the second essential feature of theL&mbert study, an initial
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'monolingual phase' versus an initial 'intensiveeloOne Ottawa area school board ran
a 50/50 EFI program in all its 23 elementary schdmm the early 1970s to the time
of Board reorganization in 1997 (Ottawa Roman CathSeparate School Board
(ORCSSB) 1993, 1995). This early partial immerspmwagram involved equal use of
English and French as instructional languages kmaergarten/grade 1 through grade
6, with middle school and secondary school follgmpuograms. French language arts,
social studies, the arts, physical education amehse were taught in French, while
mathematics, religion, family life and English larage arts were taught in English.
Instructional time totaled 2925 hours by the endgoiide 6 (as compared with
approximately 4680 for EFIl). The program was inthdo be 'universal', i.e., for all
children, in a school board characterized by a Ipgttentage of families with neither
English nor French as home languages, as well stsfeng population with many
families moving into or out of the region duringethchildren's elementary schooling.

It was found over time that up to 20% of elementdngdents (varying according to the
school, approximately half of them second langusgeakers of English) had to be
accommodated in other ways during French instroctso that although the program
was intended for all students, local schools hafino alternative arrangements for
some. The program nonetheless worked well for nstsients, leading to French

language results at the end of elementary schawldem those of 75-minutes/day
extended programs and those for EFI. During a 189&w of a plan to move to 50/50

middle French immersion (ORCSSB 1995), parents sdostrong support for the

existing program — and for even greater intensitfrr@nch instruction. Parents also
tended to support establishment of alternative nqamog for some students such as
those from non-English backgrounds, a position Wwhiwost educators in the study
favored.

These findings demonstrate that a second languagbe effectively taught in a 50/50
program, but that gains vis-a-vis early 'total' iemsion will be lower, or roughly
commensurate with the relative total time sperihenL2. The results also indicate that
early intensive L2 learning may not be appropri@eall children, including those
from third language backgrounds who are not yefigiemt in the dominant local
language; thus such programs should be optional.

2.4 Later start, short exposur e, non-academic school content

For three years in the mid-1990s, the former Ott&ward of Education tried an
experimental one-year, half-day French programni@ school for a class of grade 5/6
students in Core French, called thean linguistique('language bath’). Its purpose was
to improve the French oral skills and self conficeof students who had been in 40
minutes per day of Core French throughout elemgrganool. Thebain linguistique
increased exposure to French from the 120 hour @argram to 450 hours for one
school year, after which the students were to metarregular Core instruction. The
hope was that an 'intensive dose' of French waedd ko long-term improvement of
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Core French program outcomes. Students spent haif day in French, working
within the French second language curriculum andyitey out certain school
activities (e.g., music, recreation). Academic suty§, however, including English,
mathematics, and science, were taught in English.

In an evaluation of two cohorts in this programg students' French listening and
speaking skills improved notably during théain linguistique year, in marked
contrast to a comparison group in 40 minutes aaldyrench instruction (Wesche et
al. 1994). Their self-reported enthusiasm for Fhestudy also increased, as well as
self-confidence in using French to communicate Ine tclassroom. Somewhat
ironically, however, many of thdain linguistique students opted to enter LFI
programs in grade 7, thus circumventing the protgarmjective to improve the long-
term Core French experience. In spite of its sucaegxceeding the French language
objectives of the Core prograrbain linguistiqueoutcomes fall far short of those
achieved in the much longer-term immersion programs

In Quebec, similar one or two-semester Intensivgligim programs at the end of
elementary school to bolster Core English prograiase been well researched and
showed similar short term results (Lightbown & Spdd®94). In addition, follow-up
studies in secondary school confirm that the L2iteds developed in these programs
are well established, so that students who havetliem continue to perform better
than students who have not. In other words, a anbat period of intensive second
language exposure builds fluency which is maint@ioace students return to the
regular program (Lightbown & Spada 1994).recent study (Collins et al. 1999)
reports on Intensive English outcomes for a progfammat in which the regular
French medium school instruction is confined teefimonths and the remainder of the
school year is spent with students immersed in comcative English activities.
Compared with a model in which regular instructiorboth languages is spread over
10 years, the 'intensive dose' led to superior iEmdéarning outcomes for the massed
learning conditions. Like the comparative outcoroégarly total immersion versus a
50/50 format, the ‘language bath' experience i vench and English as second
languages confirms the value of more intensive afsthe number of hours that are
available for language teaching in school programie latter programs also
demonstrate that substantive content other thadeatia subjects can also be an
effective vehicle for intensive school languageneay. In fact, such content is almost
certainly more efficient for brief intensive intemtions with learners whose L2
proficiency is not adequate for learning gradedleseademic content. While such
intensive programs offer an attractive alternative some contexts, their language
proficiency objectives and outcomes do not rivabse of long-term immersion
instruction.

2 The project was discontinued due to funding @utd school board amalgamation, so it is not
possible to know what the long-term effects woudién been, or whether thmin linguistique
program could have been as effectively implemeimteither schools.
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3. Immersion around the world

Immersion type programs on which research findiags available have also been
established in many other languages and in schgierss around the world (see
Laurén 1994, Buss & Laurén 1995, Artigal 1997, dmm& Swain 1997). Although
these are generally confined to particular sch@alspol systems or regions, they serve
significant and increasing school populations itmeoareas. Early immersion in
Swedish, Finland's second official language (mainlythe Vaasa area), probably
represents the sociolinguistic context most simita€anada's where such a program
has been tried (Bjorklund 1997). In the United &atmmersion programs in Spanish
were begun as early as the 1960s in California (ibeth et al. 1985), and recent
statistics show over 242 current school immersioog@mms in 28 states and
Washington, D.C., mainly in Spanish, but also im w@her languages including
Chinese, Japanese, Russian, and Korean. Of tims®xanately 40% are of the early
immersion type, while 60% are partial immersiongseoms (like Canada's 'extended’
programs) (Center for Applied Linguistics 2001a).

In the 1980s, schools in Australia's largest citiegian experimenting with varied
immersion programs in French, German and Hebrewyro&which are still in place
(Clyne et al. 1995; de Courcy 1997; Clyne, thisunat). These early initiatives were
followed a few years later by the introduction ohamber of Asian and European
languages in varied immersion-type formats, stgri different grade levels and
offering varied percentages of the school day thinothe second language. Some of
the latter courses have involved single-schoolvanesingle-teacher initiatives, often
lacking the infrastructure and resources needetbfm-term maintenance. While such
programs have arguably brought worthwhile seconduage learning experiences in
different languages to many English speaking Aliatraschoolchildren, longer-
established programs continue to show what is plessvith sustained immersion
instruction (see, for example, Clyne et al 1995Cdearcy 1997).

Germany offers a number of examples of immersi@y@ms, ranging from nursery
school immersion in French, English and other laggs, to bilingual high schools in
English and boundary languages~rench, Italian and Hungarian (Endt 1992). The
most thoroughly researched program is the delagetiap English immersion variant
first established on an experimental basis in allsmanber of Schleswig-Holstein
schools on the initiative of a Kiel university teammder Henning Wode. The success of
this program, reflected in detailed research onliEimganguage outcomes by the Kiel
team (Burmeister 1994, 1998; Wode 1994a,b, 19989;1Wode et al. 1994, 1996;
Burmeister & Daniel, this volume), led to acceptaraf the program as a regular
option by the Schleswig-Holstein Ministry of Eduoat This late-starting, low-
intensity immersion-type program is quite succdssfu enhancing the English
proficiency of its academically abeymnasiunclientele.
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4. Immersion in other socio-cultural contexts

4.1 English-speaking children in Quebec French medium schools

In Quebec, provincial legislation governing thegaage of instruction requires most
children from non-francophone backgrounds, inclgdinglish-speaking children
whose parents did not attend Quebec English largsagools, to attend French
medium public schools alongside native speaketsadtthus been possible to compare
the performance of English-speaking children innEremedium schools and students
in French immersion programs in the English sclsgstem. In the former schools, not
only is the regular curriculum given in French, billtthe administrative staff and all
the teaching staff except those teaching Englighnative French speakers. English
second language instruction is begun in grade dallysfor half an hour per day.
Research in one such school (Genesee et al. 188&sée 1987) found that in spite of
the French instructional environment, much of tbeia interaction between English
and French-speaking students took place in Engbsihably because the majority of
the students in the school were L1 speakers ofiéingk immigrants acculturated to
English rather than French speakers. For this reade researchers dubbed the
program "super immersion" for anglophone stude@engsee 1987, p. 69) Their study
compared test results for French proficiency argeiosubjects of several cohorts of
grade 4-6 anglophone students with those of EFI,ddé francophone students. In
grades 4 and 5, there was an overall tendency Fbrsiidents to score as high on
French proficiency measures as did anglophone stsd® the French medium
schools, but the latter students tended to outparféF| students by grade 6 in all
aspects of French except oral production. Witheesfp their francophone peers, the
anglophone students in French medium schools peedrrelatively less well in all
aspects of French proficiency in grade 4, but impdorelative to them in grades 5 and
6 in all areas except oral production. The compaeist strong performance of EFI
students was surprising, especially consideringttiey were only receiving about half
their school instruction in French by this timecttuld probably be attributed both to
the efficacy of the EFI program and to certain fations of the French medium
program for second language speakers. In factFtéech-medium students had very
limited peer interaction with native speakers ierteh, and unlike the EFI students,
also lacked pedagogical approaches which suppdtiedh as second language
learners.

These data indicate that while the relationshipvbeh time of exposure and L2
acquisition is strong, it is not linear. Ratheme on taskij.e., using the language in
varied, personally meaningful ways, is likely th#tical aspect. To be effective, the
curriculum must be adapted for the language aslitand needs of learners.
Furthermore, language exposure alone is not sefficithe curriculum must also
provide learners opportunities to use the langwaitie fluent speakers. The data also
suggest that effective L2 pedagogy can be quitectife in initial stages in the
absence of native speaker peers, and that integrdiist and second language
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speakers in the same school settinghile providing a potentially rich environment
for L2 fluency development, does not automaticédigd to interaction in the target
language between the two groups of learners.

4.2 Two-way immersion programs

A highly successful, 'upscale’ version of immersignfound in U.S. ‘two-way'
language programs, which serve approximately eguahbol populations of native
speakers from each of two languages (mainly Spaarsth English) in bilingual
programs. Following a format developed in the 1960ghe Coral Way School
program in Miami, some 248 two-way programs are rfownd in 23 states and
Washington, D.C. (Center for Applied Linguistics02®), always in locations in
which at least two significant language groupspaesent. Language arts instruction is
provided separately for first and second languampaleers of each language, and the
remainder of the curriculum is taught to mixed growf students in one language or
the other (but not both). These programs have Ieginly successful in developing
additive bilingual skills in both majority and minty language children (Christian
1994, Christian & Whitcher 1995, Rhodes et al. 1997

4.3 The European Schools

What might be classed the 'luxury’ model of imnardike multilingual schooling,
another parallel development from the late 1958'$pund in the European Schools
now in seven major European Union administrativeters (e.g., Brussels, Karlsruhe).
Their purpose is to educate the linguistically deee children of EU employees
alongside local children (Baetens Beardsmore & 8w&i85). With the mandate to
develop learners' home languages and cultural ledye while promoting a
‘European’ identity, these multilingual schools dhaecently expanded from their
original Dutch, English, French, German, Greeklidtaand Spanish languages of
instruction to accommodate EU employees from newnbes states such as Sweden.
A child enrolled in such a school will receive eksmary and secondary school
education from native speaker teachers throughast three languages, including his
or her home language, the local language and ontheofEU's official languages
(French, English or German). Students also haverskv opportunities to interact in
school with native speakers of each language.

The European schools are particularly interestimgtheir success in incorporating
ambitious language arts components in each languéméhe regular school program.
In the case of a second or third language, langaaigeinstruction is provided for a
period of time before the language is used as aumedf instruction. These schools
also provide regular contact with native speakarpand adults — opportunities also
widely available out of class. This contrasts withe experience of Canadian
immersion children, who are lucky to be involveddlass trips to French-speaking
areas or bilingual exchanges once or twice dutmagy tschooling. The importance of
these components is indicated by the results ofomparative study (Baetens
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Beardsmore & Swain 1985, Baetens Beardsmore 1898)hich, although Canadian
French immersion students gave solid performargrasie 8 European School learners
of French outperformed immersion learners of thenesaage on tests of both
grammatical accuracy and conversational fluencyeséhresults probably relate not
only to the unique curriculum but also to the chteastics of many of the students (in
terms of parents' socio-economic level, educatidreadkground and knowledge of
other languages), and to the immediate pertinehtieed.2 for both social interaction
and consequential school-leaving exams.

Needless to say, the European Schools are vennsxeeand extremely complicated
to run. However, they successfully provide mulgliial schooling to approximately
12,000 children, demonstrating what is possiblesfdrool language instruction under
favorable conditions. They are thus a beacon fdtilmgual education elsewhere.

4.4 Typologically different languages, universal application

Immersion in an L2 which is typologically distindtom the L1 offers special
challenges. One large natural experiment involvingusands of Chinese speaking
children was Hong Kong's late immersion-type pragra English (Johnson 1997,
Marsh et al. 2000). From the 1970s to 1997, Hongdggradually changed from a
dual education system of study in Chinese (Cang)nasEnglish medium schools to a
system in which some 90% of the students studiedhimese at the elementary level,
then changed to English language instruction iroiseary school. Little systematic
'bridging’ was available for students entering Emhgmedium schooling with
inadequate English skills (Johnson 1997). Nearamsasi, English-medium secondary
school instruction was given by teachers whose las Wantonese. The L1 and L2
were very distinct from one another, and instruaio policy demanded strict
adherence to the curriculum leading to school-legexams, which largely prevented
teachers from attempting pedagogical adaptatioms¢ommodate learners' limited L2
proficiency. In addition to having to adhere toicitrcurriculum sequences to be
covered, teachers were often handicapped by inatiegtnglish proficiency. To
communicate science, social studies and other obhtesed on English texts, teachers
often resorted to 'mix’ (a mixture of Chinese véthglish content words) supported by
English language texts.

Overall, outcomes in both English language (John$887) and subject learning
(Marsh et al. 2000) were disappointing. This appéarbe a case in which contextual
variables of various kinds undermined the advargtagentensive L2 exposure. These
results demonstrate the hazards of universal agijait of late immersion, particularly
in a situation in which the L1 and L2 are very driffnt, learners enter the program
with inadequate L2 (English) proficiency to supp&mglish medium instruction,
curricular and pedagogical adaptation is not péssénd teachers themselves may not
fully master the instructional language.
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5. Content-based language instruction

In addition to the immersion variants describedvahoelated content-based language
teaching approaches exist in diverse contexts whl@re the feature of using the
target language as a significant instructional leagge for school or even university
subject matter content, together with adjustmemtpedagogy and/or linguistic input
(Mohan 1986, Brinton et al. 1989, Wesche 1993b, M&4). However, they generally
lack the early start of EFI, since they exist dtiradtructional levels, and exposure to
the second language is generally less intensive With immersion and lasts for a
shorter period of time. While some content-basearsas — particularly at the post-
secondary level — serve foreign language programs) approaches are also used for
English as a second language (ESL) instructionchoals (Snow & Brinton 1997,
Early 2001), universities and adult occupationaining programs (Wesche 2000;
Wesche & Skehan, forthcoming). Content-based ingtm has been tried with a wide
range of subject areas and occupations, eitheshiitéred' (pull-out) or mainstream
instructional contexts which offer language suppor other pedagogical adaptations
for L2 speakers. Such instruction has become popoladvanced post-secondary
English language programs which prepare internatistudents for university study
through their second language.

Innovative post-secondary foreign language programseveral North American
colleges and universities provide students withdkgerience of hearing and reading
original texts in the foreign language and in petifeg their academic or professional
skills for work in international contexts (Kruegé& Ryan 1993, Wesche 1993b,
Stryker & Leaver 1997). Anderson et al. (1993) hanade a distinction between the
goals of humanities-based foreign language appisitwhich involve social studies
and literature content from more utilitarian Enig®r-academic-purposes courses.
They call the former "language enhanced contemtucaton” to reflect their emphasis
on written and oral texts themselves, which areegadly authentic cultural documents
selected for value in reflecting particular authqgesriods, contexts and ideas rather
than necessarily as models for language learning.

In spite of their differences, all these cases Ivgubstantive disciplinary content in a
variety of fields taught through the target langai&g non-native speakers in ways that
allow students to succeed in spite of their limit&proficiency, while helping them
to improve that proficiency. As with immersion, tngtors base their teaching on
authentic materials, but these and the presentitiguage are selected and adapted as
required to make the language and new material cetmepsible to students and permit
them to learn the content. This "scaffolding” ohdaage input promotes learners'
language development as they learn new conceptsnamérse themselves in “"real-
life" uses of their second language (Mohan 1986t &é.orenz 1997). All of these
approaches to simultaneously teaching both a selamgiiage and other substantive
content share this key feature with early immersiout differ in that learners are
generally older, the intensity of second languageosure is lower, and the period of
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instruction is often months rather than years.dditzon, learners taking non-language
courses with language support in high schools andetsities also begin with
relatively high second language proficiency (sdewg

5.1 Advanced adult learners, low intensity

‘Late, late immersion’, involving academic coursekaby university students through
a second language, offers an extreme contrast Bfth Learners are young adults,
exposure is low-intensity (3 to 4.5 hours per week)d the instructional period is
relatively brief (courses last either one or twoedtimonth semesters). Learners
furthermore begin such instruction with both highkdl, functional L2 proficiency and
high academic ability.

The bilingual University of Ottawa provides an exdenof this type of program in two
target languages. It offered so-called 'shelteaedtdemic credit courses in psychology,
history and other disciplines to second languagealsgrs of French and English
starting in the early 1980s. [These courses, atthdughly successful, were replaced a
few years later by second language courses taikordlde language needs of students
who took selected academic discipline courses &ive speakers through their L2
(Burger et al. 1997)]. The original sheltered cesrsvere partially modeled on
immersion in that a special discipline course sectvas given for high intermediate to
advanced L2 speakers by the regular professorg tisensame curriculum as for native
speakers. Language support was provided by a lgegteacher who would give a
brief lesson at the beginning of each class toothice new terms and provide
previews and reviews of course content. This teraals® served a tutorial function,
helping students with written drafts of homeworlkhgdasometimes acted as an
intermediary with the discipline professor. Thesarses resembled immersion in their
emphasis on regular curriculum content taught tinostudents' second language and
serving segregated classes of L2 speakers shdrengame L1. They were taught
entirely in French to English speakers, and in Bhgko French speakers, used
authentic, information dense texts and other regotaurrse materials, and involved
spontaneous pedagogical and linguistic adjustmégtshe regular professors to
accommodate students' language difficulties.

Comprehensive program evaluations (Edwards et 384,1Hauptman et al. 1988)
showed the courses to be effective vehicles foravgment of academic French or
English L2 skills, with learner gains equal to aeater than those made by similar
students in well-taught language courses. Studeet® almost without exception
successful in their subject-matter learning, anchegaly reported greater self-
confidence and lower anxiety in using the seconduage than the comparison group,
as well as a reinforced intention to continue siglyit. This program has
demonstrated that older second language learneis lmw-intensity program can
improve their second language proficiency whilern@ay university content taught
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through their L2. However, these were not beginnsush content would only be
within the grasp of speakers with advanced L2 preficy.

6. Back tothe basics

Given several decades of accumulated experiendetiat above and other forms of
immersion and content-based language teaching agpes, what can be said about
the original Canadian EFI model, the assumptiors thotivated it and its core
features? What do the successes and failures adriengnts with immersion and
content-based language instruction tell us about second languages can be most
effectively taught in school settings? Which featuof the Canadian model have been
readily adaptable to other contexts, and which et Substantial research supports
the following conclusions:

6.1 Early starting age

A younger start in a communication-oriented progsaith generally be advantageous
for children whose L1 is well established and cmndis to develop. Children with a
wider range of academic abilities are more sucoéssfearly immersion than is the

case in later starting programs. Furthermore, liengy oral fluency development and
self confidence in using the language tend to Wenger among EFI children.

However, many students, particularly those who aar@demically successful and do
well in regular (low intensity) early language prags, are highly successful in later
starting programs.

6.2 Intensity of instruction and continued exposur e over many years

An intensive dose of 'immersion' in a languageeisayally more effective for learning
it than the same dose spread over a longer timen Evt is a brief intervention of only
a few months, an intensive dose can give studentsap ahead which makes
subsequent low intensity instruction more effective

The total amount of exposure time to a languagdsis very important; it takes a long
time to learn a language well. But total cumula@xgosure time is a crude measure;
what really counts is 'time on task', or time speaatively learning and using the
language in varied ways.

6.3 Learning of substantive school content asa vehiclefor L2 learning

Highly motivated communication opportunities in thenguage are vital to the
development of proficiency. Activities which encage language analysis and
attention to form, including feedback on learnesshmunicative production, has also
been shown to enhance accuracy when carried audritexts of communication (for
review, see Swain 2001).
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Use of the second language as a vehicle for legqusghool subject matter works very
well for long-term programs. However, linguistic daipedagogical adaptation to
accommodate learners' limited language ability appesssential to this success,
especially at the beginning of immersion or otimemsive programs. School content is
particularly desirable in that it can accommodatéensive exposure and varied,
motivated use over many years, allowing time fog ttevelopment of high level

second language proficiency alongside grade-apitepscademic knowledge in many
domains. Non-immersion intensive programs may, heweuse other kinds of

substantive communicative activities effectivelyairschool setting, especially for less
intensive or shorter-term intervention. It appedat to be successful, these
alternatives must provide learners with engaginghmehensible language input,
sustained meaningful practice and opportunitiesnteract with varied texts and

speakers.

Interaction of second language learners with nagpeaker peers is highly desirable,
and ultimately probably necessary if they are tache native-like proficiency.
Immersion school instruction can only do so mutiere is a need for contact with
native speakers other than teachers in diversatigiis both in and out of school. In
areas where communities representing several vdarggliages coexist, specialized
programs which achieve this better than regular emson are possible. Two-way
immersion programs and multilingual schooling aweo texcellent (if logistically
challenging) models. Over the longer term, schaplin which second language
students are integrated into regular schools fav@aspeakers will generally work
better than immersion over the long term for depielg L2 skills, but second language
pedagogical support and L1 language arts instnuiotidl be needed to ensure that
academic development and first language literacyatsuffer.

6.4 Contextual factors

Contextual factors including characteristics of l@rners, the languages involved and
the curriculum interact in various ways to influentearning outcomes. Majority
language learners who voluntarily enrol in an istea program will tend to succeed
better than minority language children and 'nonsatders'. While academically able
learners starting later entry immersion progranasiiad age 9 or 12 can often catch up
to early immersion learners in L2 proficiency dgrisecondary school, a successful
later start appears to work well for a more limjtbayh ability segment of the school
population, and also depends upon appropriate ccurn and highly qualified
teachers.

The relative status of learners' L1 and the insibnal language, as well as their
typological relationships, will also affect lang@ag@utcomes. The relative socio-
linguistic status of the immersion language wiligily determine the availability of
sufficient numbers of highly fluent, including nadi speaker teachers, as well as the
availability of appropriate source materials in damguage. It will also influence



CanadianEarly French Immersion: A retrospective analysis 375

parental — and ongoing political — support for miemsive program, and thus be related
to long-term learner motivation. A target languageaich is more similar to the L1,
both linguistically and in cultural representationll lead to more rapid progress by L2
immersion learners than one which is quite differ@hese factors and the availability
of sustained program funding will influence the roenand quality of teacher training
programs which promote appropriate pedagogy forension or other content-based
language teaching, a vital ingredient if programesta be maximally effective. Finally,
the way educational systems are organized and tesiponsiveness to societal
demands will largely determine whether immersiongpams are established in the
first place, and whether there is the politicall ¥almaintain them.

7. Conclusion

For designers of school language programs, earlyeirsion, like the original
Volkswagen Beetle - the 'people's car', remainglyidpplicable. Assuming that one
can afford a car, the classic Beetle, still usethany countries, remains economical to
own and run, easy to drive and repair, and duratd#ecting good design and
craftsmanship. It can be useful in many contexts wnly minor adaptations. If one
has enough resources, a model which offers somebdtéer performance may be
found - just as the modern version of this car rsfi@ more powerful engine, greater
comfort and more safety features. Likewise, modai®red to the possibilities and
constraints of given context are also possiblehsag an all-terrain model, a station
wagon or camper. But if relative economy, durapidhd broad applicability are the
criteria, and again assuming that one has the siméreture (distributors, trained
mechanics and repair facilities, good roads angerduel) the classic VW model —
and the original EFI design — are still quite seeable. They had the fundamentals
right, and these have not changed.
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