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Abstract 

Ethnographie methods were used to document classroom processes and 

participant perceptions of French and EngHsh wr1tlng lessons in a Montreal 

French Immersion program. Classroom observations indicated that despite 

dlfferences the French and Engltsh curriculum, French immersion and Engl1sh 

teachers matntatned stml1ar tradittonal roles in wr1ting. They favored 

lingutstic form over content and responded to children's wrtting as 

evaluators of conventtons. Parttcipant interviews ln both languages 

suggested that the teachers belleved that their role was to transmit 

knowledge about language rules, whtle the chtldren perceived wrltlng ln 

school ln technocratie terms. The results of this study under1tne the need 

for French immersion language programs to emphasize process and foster 

dtaloguf: about writing in writing lessons. They further high1tght the 

importance of Increastng social interaction among teachers so that they 

receive on90in9 support as they effect change in the teaching of writtng. 
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Il 

Réstmé 

Des méthodes ethnof"aphlques ont servi à documenter les processus et 

les perceptions de partictpants dans des leçons d'écrtt'" en françats et en 

anglais d'un programme d'Immersion française dans la région de Montréal. 

Des observations faites en saJ1e de classe ont Indiqué que malgré les 

différences des programmes, les enseignantes françaises et anglaises 

adoptatent des roles semblables pour enseigner l'écriture. Dans les 

productions écrites des enfants, elles favorisaient les structures 

linguistiques plutôt Que le contenu et répondaient à celles-ci en tant 

qu'évaluateurs de structures. Les entrevues des participants faites dans les 

deux langues ont suggéré que les enseignantes percevaient Que leur rôle 

était de transmettre des connaissances linguistiques, tandis ~e les enfants 

percevaient Que l'écriture à l'école était le perfectionnement d'une 

technique. Les résunats de cette étude sou1tgnent que les programmes 

d'immerston française devraient mettre plus d'emphase sur le processus 

d'écrjture et devraient encourager une owerture de dialogue entre les 

participants de la leçon au sujet de l'écriture. De plus cette étude met en 

évidence qu'une interaction sociale entre enseignants(es) est essentiel1e 

pour soutenir l'appHcatlon d'un changement de méthodes dans l'enseignement 

de l'écrit. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTHODUCTION TO THE STUDV 

Problem Statement 

A growing number of children in Canada learn to read and write in French 

and in EngHsh in French immersion programs. French immersion is an 

optional second-language program in which French is the language of 

instruction for some subjects in the school curriculum. There is a variety 

of immersion program models that differ according to the grade level of 

entry into the program, the percent age of French and English instruction 

provided, and the subjects selected for second-language instruction 

(Genesee, 1987; Canadian Association of Immersion Teachers, 1986). 

Usually, at sorne point in the program the children have both French and 

EngHsh as language subjects. 

TraditionaJJy, reading and writing instruction in each language focused 

on systematic teachinq of discrete skHls and emphasized the distinctive 

features of language sl.5ch as phonics, spelling, grammar and other 

conventions. Recently, changes in the theory and practice of English 

Language Arts are leading to increasing disparities in the approaches 

adopted for language instruction in French and in English classes. These 

differences are MOSt evident in the teaching of writing. The focus of 

instruction ln wr1ting in Engl1sh Language Arts 15 shifting from a 

product-oriented, ski 1 lS-bul ld1ng approach to an emphas1s on writtng 

processes and strategies. This change ts a response to developments in 

theor1es of read1ng and writtng whlch have redeftned the nature of wrtttng 
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as wel1 as the teaching and leaming of writing. 

Theortes of writlng as process can be traced to the works of the Russian 

developmental psychologlst Lev Vygotsky (1962) which espouse a 

socto-cultural theory of wrlt1ng. Influenced by Vygotsky's work, Brttlsh 

researchers developed a theory that growth in writing involves complex 

interactive forces (Burgess et al., 1973; Britton, 1975). American 

researchers have sinee supported the prineiple that writtng is a proeess of 

interaction among reader, audience, text and context (Emlg, 1973; F10wer & 

Hayes, 1977; Cooper & Odell, 1978; Harste, 1980). More recently, 

researchers have come to view written language as embedded in a social 

eontext (Heath,1983; Harste, 1983), as involving a transaetional process and 

as including a negotiation of meanings between writer and audience in a 

partlcular context (Green & Wallat, 1981; Kroll & Wells, 1983). 

These theories of writing as process imply changes in methodology and 

in the role of the teacher. Theorists and practitioners of EngHsh language 

Arts are increasingly rejecting traditional approaches to teaching writing 

which support hierarehleal ski ll-bul1dlng methods, whleh alm to lmpart 

knowledge about writing conventions, and whieh foc us only on the written 

product CEdelsky, 1982>' Traditlonal approaches requlre chtldren to write 

indivldually, the teachers to correct conventtons ln written texts, and the 

soctal organization in the classrooms to be teacher-centred. Today, 

theor\sts and practtttoners support methods that focus not only on the 

product but tnclude the process of writing as weil. Writing conventtons are 

vtewed not as an end in themselves, but as a tool to clarify the content and 
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intention of writing (Sowers, 1982; Clay, 1973; Graves, 1973; Goodman, 

1986). In classrooms where teachers use writing-as-process approaches, 

children discuss and clarify their meanings in writtng with peers and/or the 

teacher. The teacher's role is to respond to children's writing on an ongoing 

basis, which fosters a child-centred social organization of classrooms. 

Some theorists of second l~nguage acquisition support principles similar 

to those put forth by theorists of writing. Theorists who propose a 

communicative competence model of second-language acquisition claim that 

in addition to learning a language code, learners deve10p socio-cultural 

competence in the second language (Gumperz & Hymes, 1964). Learners are 

said to accomplish this by interacting with native speakers of the target 

language and by focusing on the content of what is said in interactions 

(Canale & Swain, 1980; Wong-Fillmore, 1983; Savi11e-Troike, 1983). A 

number of theorists of second language acquisition maintain that language 

is acquired in the active practice of communication (McLaughlin, 1984; 

Cummins, 1984; Hakuta, 1986: Swain, 1986). 

A common principle underlies the theory of communicative competence 

in second language acquisition and those of writing as process: language 

learning is viewed as a soctal, meaning-making process. This has led some 

researchers to advocate the teachtng of wrtting as process in second 

language education (Freedman, Pringle & Valden, 1983; Cummins, 1985; 

Edelsky, 1987). 

Researchers c1atm that cht1dren in French Immersion programs leam 

French by focustng not on the form of language, but on the educational 
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content of lessons (Genesee, 1987). Vet il seems that a tradltional skt11s­

building approach to teaching wrlttng remains common in a number of 

immersion programs. This is expressed in methods that stress spelltng, 

vocabulary, grammar and stylistics in written products, giving minimal 

attention to the writing process or to the writer's voice and intention. 

It appears, then, that chtldren in French immersion programs not only 

receive instruction in writing in two languages, but may be exposed to two 

contrasting views of writing. For example, children in one language class 

May experience writing as a interactional process where the teacher acts as 

a communicative partner and instruction includes both the process and the 

product. III another class these same children may experience writing as a 

perfection of conventions where the teacher acts as an examiner and 

instruction emphasizes only writing products and correct form. 

Past research on immersion education has not indicated how chi1dren 

learn or are taught to wr1te in two languages. In fact, there have been few 

studies of the actual teaching practices and classroom processes ln French 

immersion, since most of the publtshed research has examined only the 

program's educational outcomes. Knowledge about the practices and the 

processes in de li very of the immersion curriculum would help to clartry 

problems and identify the special needs of chHdren and teachers in the 

program. Therefore, by investigating the French and English writing lessons 

in a French immersion program, this case study attempts to add to, and 

expand on a small body of Qualitative research on teach1ng and leamlng tn 

immersion educat ion. 
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Research Quest ions 

The research questions atm at identifying the content, the classroom 

processes, and the perceptions of participants in grade five/six wrning 

lessons in a French immersion program. Three general questions guide this 

study: 

1. What is the focus of instruction in EngHsh and French writfng lessons? 

a. What curriculum materials are used? 

b. Which teaching approaches are adopted? 

c. What aspects of wrtting are emphasized? 

d. What type of writing is produced in the lessons? 

2. What are the teachers' assumptfons about writing and the teaching of 

writing? 

3. What are the children's perceptions about writing and writing 

instruction? 
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Literature Beytew 

Research and prominent theories in the fol1owtng related fields form the 

basis of the literature review: French immersion education, second-language 

acquisition, development in writing, and educattonal change. 

French Immersion Education 

Research in French immersion provides a wealth of information about the 

program's educational outcomes. The literature includes some 

comprehensive reviews of studies on immersion education (Swain & Lapkin, 

1982; Cummins & Swain, 1986; Genesee, 1987). Most studies conducted in 

the 1960s and 1970s were psychometrie research pro jeets whieh emphasized 

quantitative measures of language profieiency and student açhievement 

(Lambert & Tucker, 1972; Swain, 1978; Cziko, Holobow & Lambert, 1977). 

These studies consistently demonstrated that children's second language 

skills increased considerably as a result of the immersion experience and 

that they suffered no enduring lags in their academic development. This 

was interpreted as a sign of the success of immersion education and was 

attributed to the fact that French language instruction was incidental to 

educational content; children learned French by focustng on the meantng of 

messages in lessons, rather than by studytng the features of the language. 

The literature published slnce the 1980s suggests that there are gaps ln 

know1edge about Immersion education. Besearchers have cal1ed for studies 

documenttng the pedagogica1 procedures used by teachers, the nature of 

student-teacher Interact Ions and the tntegrat ton of language tnstruct ton 
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wtth other curricular subjects (Swain & Lapkin, 1982; Genesee, 1984, 1987; 

Carey, 1984; McLaughHn, 1984; Cummlns, 1985>' 

Recent studies have provided some descriptive information about 

classroom processes in French immersion. Tardif and Weber (1987) 

investigated classroom interactions in kindergarten. Their preliminary 

findings confirmed that children at this grade level actively negotiated 

meanings with the teacher. They responded to a number of non-verbal and 

situationa1 clues to make sense of the French language. 

However, other research suggested that opportunities to freely neg(;tiate 

meanings were Jess frequent after kindergarten. Findings from c1assroolY't 

observations in a five-year study of biHngual proficiency indicated that 

lessons in French immersion were largely teacher-directed and offered 

minimal occasions for genuine peer and student-teacher dialogue (Harley et 

a1., 1987). This study confirmed that children in immersion programs 

developed stronger recepttve language ski11s Oistening and reading) in 

French than productive language ski11s (speaking and writing), and this was 

attributed to the fact that opportunities to practice productive sk111s were 

infrequent in these classrooms. 

ln an investigation of social-studies lessons, Mahé (987) documented a 

prevalence of teacher-directed activtties in French immersion. She found 

that discovery activittes were traded off for acttvities which aimed at 

developing vocabulary skU1s. Lessons onen featured presentations of 

French social studies vocabulary instead of the development of social 

stud1es concepts and inquiry skil1s. 
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Maguire (1989) conducted an ethnographie study of middle-grade 

immersion children's perceptions of English and French written narratives. 

Among her many observations, she documented a tendency for a case-study 

teacher to emphasize language rules in French writing lessons and 

conferences. She also documented that the case-study chHdren were taught 

by an EngHsh Languaqe Arts teacher and a French immersion teacher who had 

opposing views of writing. 

A pattern of immersion pedagogy emerges from these studies; it appears 

that at Most grade leve1s, immersion classes are characterized by 

traditional teacher-centred methodologies which emphasize transmitting 

language conventions at the expense of engaging children in genuine dialogue 

with a focus on meaning. Cummins (1984, 1985) and Genesee (987) wam 

that su ch practices may limit the potential of immersion programs and May 

contravene what is known about leaming and second languag-a acquisition in 

young chi ldren. 

Second Language Acauisition 

ln order to understand second language acquistion, some researchers 

have studied the early language development of children. Orawing from a 

study of second language leaming in school-aged children, Ervin-Tripp 

(981) round that the acquisition process was simiJar for younger and older 

leamers in both the first and the second language. Although the older 

leamers had a greater knowledge base. a111eamers relled on contextual 

meanings to acqutre language. 

~ r "";;;:r,j 
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Wong-Fmmore (1983) examined how young learners focused on making 

meanlng of the second language through their interactions with members of 

the target language. She suggested that children develop individual 

interaction strategies which impeded or enhanced their acquisition of the 

second language, referring to this process as the development of a 

communicative competence. 

Theorists now advocate a communicat ive competence theory of second 

language acquisition as a framework for bilingual education (Hakuta, 1986; 

Cummins, 1984; Canale and Swain, 1980; McLaughlin, 1984). They suggest 

that second language instruction which foc uses on discrete skiff mastery 

and memory drHls fails to account for how children naturally learn 

language. Cummins (1984) and McLaughlin (1984) argue that meaning-based, 

interactive teaching strategies should be adopted not only for oral 

instruction, but also for instruction in reading and writing in the second 

language. Such approaches are endorsed in the literature on reading and 

writing in the first and in the second language. 

DeveloDment in Writing 

Uke second-language researchers, theorists and researchers of wrlting 

have examined children's early language development in an attempt to 

understand the development of writlng ablHtles. In sorne of hls earHer 

studles of language Hnklng speech, wrttlng and thought, Vygotsky (962) 

advanced a soctal theory of language leamtng. Hal1tday (975) supported 

thls theory, concludlng from hls studles of chlldren's speech that language 
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learntng Is a purposlve. contextuallzed. soclo-semiotic activity. In the 

same vetn. drawtng from a longttudtnal study of language development at 

home and at sChool, Wells (986) states that children learn language 

tncidental1y, in thetr quest to understand ideas. Moreover, Barnes et al. 

(1986) claim that children use the context of conversations to make sense of 

their world and make links between observations of different events. 

ln a study of school-based writing, Burgess et al. (973) found that 

chtldren use their writing in school as a tool to solve conceptual problems 

and mak.e connections. The researchers conclude that when teachers respond 

only to the form of writing in texts rather than to the content of students' 

writing, they inhibit the educational potential for further exploration of 

ideas. In the same vein, Giroux (978) condemns writing instruction that 

avoids dialogue and is restricted to technique. He refers to this as a 

technocratie approach to teaching which he elaims stresses only the 

reproduction of knowledge and prevents children from using writing as a 

tool to learn, to think critical1y, to be creative, and to develop social 

awareness. Giroux supports a critical pedagogy that promotes process in 

writtng. 

ln a study of the composing process of twelfth graders, Emtg (1971 ) 

concluded that the basics in writing are not the conventions but the 

processes tn wrtttng. She crtttctzed instructton in schools for 

ma::irepresenting the essence of writing: 
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Most of the criteria by which students' school-sponsored writing is 

evaluated concern the accidents, rather than the essences of discourse 

--that is, spelling, punctuation, penmanship, and length rather than 

thematic development, rhetorical and syntactic sophistication, and 

fulf111ment of intent. (p. 90) 

Graves (1983) studied the development of writing among first-graders 

and he found that given the opportunity to write and discuss their writing, 

the children naturally developed conventions in writing as well as a view of 

the writing process. Graves advanced a developmental approach to teaching 

writing which emphasized writing for real audiences, engaging children in 

dialogues about their writing, and having them rework successive drafts of 

their written texts. 

A similar developmental approach to teaching the writing process was 

documented by Edelsky (987) in a bilingual Spanish-EngJish program in 

Arizona. Sorne of the teachers in this program al10wed the children to use 

words from either language when they wrote. The findings from this study 

dispel1ed such myths as: a) development in literacy is a matter of acquiring 

skills; b) writing in one language interferes with writing in the other 

language; c) the learner leams alone and the teacher is irrelevant. The study 

provided evidence that given the freedom to write, the children actively 

explored and discovered conventions in writing in both languages. Moreover, 

teaching approaches played a critical role in inhibiting or enhancing 

opportunities to leam to write in both the first language and the second 

language. 
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Educational Chanac 

ln his review of the literature on educational change, Ful1an (1980) 

concluded that change occurs along three dimensions: first, it includes 

changes in curriculum materials and instructional resources; second, it 

involves changes in teaching approaches; and third, it encompasses a change 

in beliefs and assumptions. Fullan stated that change is resisted when it is 

imposed from above or from the outside, when it is diffuse and incoherent, 

and when teachers are isolated and feel threatened. According to Ful1an, 

educational change must be viewed as ô social process and it can only be 

understood by examining the transformation in both the objective and the 

subjective realities of those involved in the change. 

Summary of the Literature Review 

Studies of writing development and of second language acquisition show 

that language learning is based on genuine communication needs. Research 

indicates that young children natura~~y learn language through social 

interaction, not through a decontextua1ized analysis of language. Studies of 

French immersion education indicate that traditional teaching approaches in 

writing instruction are not congruent with principles of language 

acquisition and writing development. Literature on educational change 

indictes that it essentially involves a process of social and individual 

transf ormat ions. 
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Methodology 

Past research in French immersion was based on empirical methods that 

e)(amined program products, but current trends in research indicate an 

attempt to docum~nt classroom interactions and teaching practices in 

immersion education. Some recent studies, which are based on a tradition of 

Qualitative or naturaHstic research in education, include classroom 

observations as an important source of data collection (Mahé, 1987; Tardif 

and Weber, 1987b; Maguire, 1989; Harley et al., 1987). In fact, Tardif and 

Weber 0987a) call for ethnographie research in French immersion to 

document educational processes in the conte)(t of immersion classrooms. 

The assumption in educational ethnography is that classroom observations 

and participant interviews provide insights, as weil as descriptions of the 

conte)(t that help to e)(plain educationa1 outcomes (Guba, 1985; Delamont, 

1984; Green and Wallat, 1981). In this case study, therefore, 1 have chosen 

to use a methodology that is within the ethnographie research tradition. 

The Role of the Researcher 

My rote as researcher was as observer-participant in a grade 5/6 French 

immersion class. The advantage of the observer-participant role was that 1 

had some fJe)(ibility to either move in close and interact with class 

members, or distance myself to watch and write fteldnotes. As a 

participant, J was able to move around the room to ask Questions and as an 

observer, 1 was able to retreat from the centre of activity to record 

observations. This dual role was also a dtsadvantage, however, as my 

freedom to choose between participation and withdrawal made it clear that 
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1 was not a full member of the class, that ! was in fact an outsider who was 

there to record what 1 saw. Throughout the study 1 was aware that my 

presence in the room during observations may have led c1ass members to 

behave different1y than when 1 was absent. In order to verify for observer 

effect, therefore, 1 cross-checked data collected from observations made 

earlier in the study, when the c1assroom members were not used to my 

presence, with observations made when they were more familiar with me. 

a1so compared the observations to my previous experiences as a c1assroom 

teacher in a French immersion program. 

Between September 1987 and March 1988 1 spent at 1east one day a week 

in a school which housed a French immersion program. 1 usually observed 

writing lessons, although on occasion 1 also observed mathematics, social 

studies and art 1essons. Wrlting lessons took place in three distinct 

c1assroom settings: writing 1essons in the regular French immersion class, 

enriched French language lessons, and lessons in the English language Arts 

class. English language Arts instruction was given in fifty-minute periods, 

from 8:55 to 9:45 a.m. on Mondays and Wednesdays, and from 10:40 to 11 :30 

on other days. The enriched French language lessons were provided on 

Mondays between 1 :30 and 2:30 p.m. Writing lessons in the regular French 

immersion class generally took place on Monday afternoons around 2:00 p.m. 

1 was able to enter and leave a11 three classroom settings at will, was 

free to mov~ around, and a1so made contact with a number of staff and 

parents who worked in the school. 1 regularly spent recess and lunch 

periods with teachers in the staff room or in their classrooms. 1 also 

observed the children tn the school yard and in the lunch program. 
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Phases of the Study 

Figure 1 represents the three overlapping data co11ection phases of the 

study. During the ftrst phase of the study, from September 1987 to 

December 1988, four atms gutded my vtsits to the school. 1 intended to 

1) develop sensitivity to fieldwork and sktl1s in data co11ection techniques; 

2) establish a rapport with the members of the school; 3) develop an 

understandtng of the generaJ context of the research site; and, 4) select 

five children for closer observation in later phases of the study. 1 observed 

the three participating teachers, a parent-volunteer, and a11 the children in 

the grade 5/6 French immersion cJass. The fieldnote records 1 collected 

tncJuded general observations and narrative summaries of informaI 

conversations. In addition, 1 col1ected school board documents and 

instructlonal materials which were later used as written sources of 

information to describe the context. 

During the second phase of the study, from November 1987 to February 

1988, , observed the five participating children as they worked in language 

lessons in the regular French immersion class, the enriched French language 

lessons and the English Language Arts class. My foeus of observation was on 

describing the content of fessons and classroom processes. Data collection 

in this phase included observations and informai conversations recorded in 

fieldnotes as weJJ as audiotaped open-ended interviews with staff members 

and teachers. 
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PHASE 1 PHASE 2 PHASE 3 
Sept '87 - Dec '88 Nov '87 - Feb '88 Jan '88 - Mar '88 

Document collection--------------------------------------------------------------

Informal interviews of parents, staff and children-------------------------------

Fieldnote recordings of observations of 23 children 
in grade 5/6 and 4 participating adults------------------------------------------

Selection of 5 participating 
children-------------------------

Fieldnote recordings of observations of 
5 participating children and 4 participating 
adults-------------------------------------------

Collection of writin~ samples--------------------

Open-ended formal interviews with staff----------

Open-ended fonnal 
interviews with 4 
participating 
adults---··--------

Open-ended formal 
group interviews 
with 5 children----

Figure 1. Phases of the Study 
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The final data collection phase of the study took place between January 

1988 and Harch 1988. My focus was on uncovertng the chi Idren's and the 

teachers' perceptions of writing and writing instruction in French and in 

EngHsh. 1 recorded observations and informai conversations in fielOOotes, 

audiotaped individual interviews with the teachers, audiotaped group 

interviews with the five children, and coJ1ected writing sampi es. 1 

triangulated the data as follows: 1 compared and cross-checked interview 

information provided by the chUdren with the interview information 

provided by the teachers and other participants and compared this to the 

observations 1 recorded in fieldnotes. 

Modes of Data Col1ection 

The four modes of data collection 1 used were fieldnotes, intervi.,ws, 

documents and writing samples. 

Fieldnotes 

1 recorded fieldnotes by hand during observations and immediately 

fol1owing informai conversations. 1 divided fieldnote pages into three 

columns with the fol1owing category headings: Observational Notes, 

MethodoJogical Notes, Theoretical Notes. 

ObseryationaJ Notes were anecdotaJ commentaries of observed events. 

For examp)e line 05 on page 7 of observational notes taken November 23, 

1987 stated: "Bill 1S writtng quietly. He seems to be copying a paragraph 

from a reader: MethodologtcaJ Notes were personal reminders about further 
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questions to be an~':~ered or statements about dtfficulttes encOllltered in 

collecttng data. For example, next to the above Observational Note, the 

Methodologie11 Note stated: -Ask htm to show me the text and explain what 

he's doing: Theoretjcal Notes were attempts to build categories, make 

cross-references to other f1eldnotes as well as to Hnk observations to 

theory and to Hterature. For example Theoretical Notes recorded following 

an informaI conversation w1th a teacher January 4, 1988, on line 4 page 9 

read: -Teacher doesn't see biHngual1sm as an enrichment. Does she hold to a 

J1nguistic interference theory of language learning?- ln all, 213 pages of 

fieldnotes were recorded by hand. 

Interviews 

Throughout the study, 1 engaged members of the school in 1nformal 

interviews whtch took the form of conversations wherein 1 asked questions 

about the French immersion program. the school and the communtty. French 

or Engl1sh was spoken dependtng on the preference of the informants and 1 

recorded their responses in fieldnotes accordingly. My purpose ln informaI 

interviews was to casually elicit information which participants might be 

more reticent to provide in formaI interviews. 

ln order to obtain more in-depth information, 1 conducted eight formaI 

open-ended interviews which 1 audiotaped. Of these, six were individual 

int"rviews wlth staff and two were group interviews with the five 

partlcipating children. 1 asked open-ended Questions about French 

Immersion in general and speCifie questions about teachlng pradlces ln 

French and ln EngHsh. 1 asked the parttctpattng teachers and the flve 
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chtlc:tren to explain what took place in writtng lessons and to gtve their 

perceptions of writing and writing instruction. My intention was to eJ1cit 

participant beHefs and conceptions as weil as their interpretations of 

events. 1 Jater Hstened to the audiotapes and using a dictaphone­

transcriber, 1 transcribed onto a word processor. The interviews of the 

participants produced ninety-nine pages of text. 

1 examtned the transcripts to find recurring themes and emerging 

patterns in participant responses. My reviews of each interview provided 

further questions to be asked ln following interviews. 1 presented the 

transcriptions of interviews to a11 the interviewees, incJuding the children, 

for their reviews and comments. The interviewees claimed to be satisfied 

that the transcript ions accurate Jy reflected the interviews. 

The conventions 1 used for transcriptions are as follows: 

Short pauses are indicated by two asterisks: Um** yeso 

long pauses are indicated by three asterisks: At this stage? *** Oh 

Unclear utterances are indicated by Minaud";bleM in 

parentheses: to keep it (inaudible) in French 

Body language or relevant behavtours are indicated in parentheses: 

Beg, borrow and steal. (Laughs) 

Simultaneous talking is tndicated by a parenthests notation between 

different speakers: 

Bill: 1 just think it out** 1 think it out in my mind and write on paper. 

[ 

Erica: Va. 

A sample page from the transcrtpts is gtven in Appendtx A 
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Ooc\IDents and Wrtting Samples 

1 collected documents related to French immersion, immersion programs 

in Quebec and the school board throughout a11 phases of the study and , used 

them as background materlal for the context descripton. 1 used the 

children's writing samples as evidence to describe what was produced ln 

writing 1essons in the three c1assroom settings. In January 1988 the 

participating teachers agreed to save samples of the five chlldren's written 

productions. In March 1988, , collected and photocopied the samples. 1 

referenced the samp1es with the initia1s of the author and the classroom 

from which they were collected. 1 then categorized the samp1es according 

to type of written production such as ditto sheet, research project or story. 

Gaining Entry and the Participants 

The Teachers and Members of Staff 

Maryse teaches in French immersion at Manor school, the site of this 

study. she received her Bachelor of Educat ion from the department of 

second-1anguage education at a 10ca1 Eng1ish university and she has taught 

in French immersion for the Weaton Board for nine years. 

J4S Maryse has al10wed researchers to work ln her c1ass in the past, 1 

thought that she might be wilHng to participate in thts study. 1 contacted 

her by phone ln the last week of August 1987. Durtng our cnnversaUon, 

Maryse indicated an tnterest in parttctpattng tn the study, so we arranged to 

" 
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meet in September. The followlng narrative segment from fteldnotes 

describes my first visU to the school and my meeting wtth Maryse: 

Narrative Segment 1: First Impressions 

1 entered the school at 12:30 p.rn. during the lunch hour. The halls and 
bulletin boards were gaily decorated with fall themes. The school was 
relatively clean and the classrooms appeared to be well-equipped. 1 met 
Maryse in the hall as she walked toward the staffroom. We exchanged 
introductions and she explained that she was g01ng to have an 
unforseen ten minute meeting in her room. She invited me to sil at a 
table at one end of the resource room which serves as her c1assroom 
while she attended to the comrnittee meeting. After the meeting Maryse 
sat with me and explained her assignment this year: She 1S a French 
immersion resource teacher; this is a recent1y-created position. She 
works with small groups of children who need remedial help in French. 
Maryse either works with children in their regular class or they leave 
the regular class for an hour each week to work in the resource centre. 
One of the groups is composed of eight chi ldren from a combined grade 
5/6 class and they are given enriched French language 1essons which 
focus on story writing. Mme Cousineau, a francophone 
parent-volunteer, helps the children wtth translations of words and 
phrases during these enriched language lessons. The children also use 
dictionaries to help with spe11ing. Their stories are kept in file 
folders and are 1eft on Maryse's desk. 

(Fieldnotes,88/06/28) 

We agreed that 1 wou1d return to observe the grade 5/6 children while 

they part1cipated in the enr1ched French language lessons, in writtng 

lessons in their regular French immersion class, and in EngHsh Language 

Arts lessons. My flrst Impression of Maryse was of an artlculate and 

dynamfc indfviduaJ. She was frlendly, easl1y volunteered Information, and 

appeared to be Quite comfortable in her role as a teacher. She expressed 

warmth and sens1t1v1ty 1n her 1nteract10ns w1th chUdren, freQuenUy stood 
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close and touched thetr anns when she spoke wtth them. She appeared to be 

on good terms wtth both French and Engl ish staff members and she was 

active in the school's informaI organization. 

Mme Cousineau, the parent-volunteer who worked with Maryse in the 

enriched French language lessons, was formerly a grade five teacher in a 

francophone school near the island of Montreal. She obtained a teaching 

diploma in the 1950s from a francophone teachers' college in rural Quebec. 

Mme Cousineau came into the school to help Maryse teach the enriched 

French language lessons. She was unassuming and spoke in a soft tone when 

she worked with the chi ldren. 

Ruth, the teacher of the regular French immersion class, was assigned to 

the school for one year to replace a teacher on matemity leave. She had had 

long-term substitute positions with the school board for sixteen years, both 

in EngHsh and in French immersion classes. Ruth received her teaching 

degree from a local English teachers' college in the 1950s. Although fairly 

fluent in French, she had an English accent and she was more comfortable 

speaking English. Ruth interacted warmly with chi1dren and staff, smiled 

easily, and generally got along weil with everyone. She openly shared her 

persona) Hfe with her students to the extent that she once had the whole 

class over to her home on a country farm for a weekend. Ruth spent most of 

her free periods correcting or preparing work in the staffroom where she 

actively tnteracted with other staff members. 

Cheryl, the EngHsh Language Arts teacher, began working for the school 

board a few years after emtgraUng (rom England ln the late 1960s. She 
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received her teaching degree from a university in England, and she was 

fol1owing night courses in education at a local EngHsh-language university. 

Cheryl was new to Manor school where she taught Language Arts to three of 

the senior French immersion classes. She also taught music, as wel1 as 

moral and reHgious studies to other groups. IniUally Cheryl felt uneasy 

about my presence in her classroom but after several observations, she 

became more receptive and open about her perceptions. Cheryl held strong 

opinions which she expressed freely; she was sometimes brisk and 

business-like in her interactions wlth other staff and students, yet she was 

also warm and pleasant with the children in her own classroom. Cheryl was 

a discipllned worker, who spent much of her free time in her classroom 

working or organizing materials for lessons. 

These four adults who taught the participating chl1dren writing, 

appeared to be hard-working, caring individuals. They often worked during 

their breaks and lunch hours, giving the impression that they were waging a 

constant baUle against time. They easily engaged in conversations about 

the children in their care, openly discussing the accomplishments and 

problems of individuaJ chHdren and expressing genuine concem for them. 

Both the principal and the secretary were the main gatekeepers in this 

schooJ and were valuabJe informants about the school community. On a 

second visit to the school 1 met the principal and although the meeting was 

very brief as she had someone waiting to see her, she gave me a warm 

receptlon and explained that Manor school was open to researchers. Her 

enthusiasttc wei come was explained in part byan unexpected second 

meeting wtth her; she was invited to present her recently-completed 
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master's thesis in one of my grlduate seminars at the university. This 

indicated to me that she was familier wlth research methods and ft 

explained why she supported research projects in her schoo1. The principal 

appeared to be dynamic and althogh she was very busy, 1 often saw her 

chatting and laughing with teachers in the staffroom during recess and 

lunch breaks. 

The secretary was also friendly and very helpful during our frequent 

contacts. She readily provided information and openly expressed her 

perceptions, yet she was considerably more reserved about what she said in 

the formai interview situation. The other teachers on staff were pleasant 

with me during informai contacts in the halls and in the staffroom. A few 

teachers even invited me to observe activities in their classrooms. 

ln a study of teacher interactions in French immersion, Cleghorn 0981 ) 

documented conflict and ethnolinguistic clustering among staff. During six 

months of visits to Manor school, however, 1 observed mostly positive 

interactions among staff as they exchanged information, joked with each 

other and offered to help one another. Nevertheless, some English and 

French staff referred to instances of inter-group tension in the schoo1. The 

secretary described occasional conflict ln meetings in the fo1Jowing way: 

·Wel1, 1 don't think it's on purpose ** at ail. ** But ... vou know when 
in our school council ... the French Immersion teachers will come up 
with something they want to be done ** and of course al1 the English 
teachers wil1 get their backs up, but they don't really understand H .... 

1 mean it's almost like two different worlds goin9 on in one school: 

(Open-ended Interview 88/01/04) 
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As was also documented in Cleghorn's study, staff members deferred to 

the EngHsh language during conversations between French and EngHsh 

speakers. It was clear that Engl1sh staff and their interests dominated the 

school's orientaUon. This was evident in comments made by members of the 

staff. For example, the principal referred to the school as "an English 

school with a French program· (Open-ended Interview, 88/01/18), and a 

French immersion teacher recounted how she was told by an Eng1ish teacher 

that she should speak English to colleagues in the school because this was 

an Eng1ish school CFieldnotes, 88/02/08). The staff in this dual-track 

school had to deal on a daily basis with sensitive issues related to how 

language defines social roles. 

~ 

y 
The Chi ldren } 

1 

r . 
t, ln October 1987, 1 consulted with Maryse and selected five children for 
1 

r closer observation. These children were part of the group of eight students .' î 
who participated in the enriched French language lessons with Maryse. The 

background information for the chi1dren was obtained in informaI 

interviews with the children and with the teachers. The children's ages, 

grade levels and languages spoken at home are given in Table 1. 
1 , 
f-
t 

Bi 11 was the only boy in the enriched French language lessons. He was an 

t attractive, articulate child who I1ved with his parents and his eighteen-
~ 
~ 

year-old brother. His parents emigrated from Korea after the birth of his f, 

l 
~ ( brother. Bt II expressed a high level of interest in his surroundings. At 
~ 

l~ times he appeared to be interested only in playing with and teasing his 

classmates. He onen helped others upon request or at Umes advised them 
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wtthout being asked. His frequent playful moods were tnterspersed wtth 

intense concentration and a high level of productivity. Bil1's three teachers 

agreed that he was quite bright. Both the EngHsh teacher and his regular 

French immersion teacher wondered if he were not belng challenged enough 

by the grade rive program; they beHeved that he was not worklng to the best 

of his abiHties. 

Erica was tall, sHm, and had long blond hair. When she spoke French, she 

had a strong Engl1sh accent and her speech was interspersed with English 

words. Erica said that she hated tests because they Mmake Vou fee1 so 

nervous, Vou don't know if you're going to pass or failM (Fieldnotes, 

88/01/25). She lived in a townhouse near the school with her father, his 

girlfriend and her ten-year-old brother. She visited her mother at her 

downtown apartment on weekends. Her parents were Canadian-bom 

anglophones. Erica was very a1ert and eager1y answered questions during 

directed lessons in aH of her classes. Both her English teacher and her 

regu1ar French immersion teacher said that she 10ved to write and that she 

was very conscientious about doing her assignments as asked. Maryse 

reported that Erica developed interesting ideas in her stories. 



~ 

Table 1 

Languages Spoken at Home, Grade Level and Age of Participating Children 

Age in Sept. 187 Grade Level 

Bill 10.4 years grade 5 

Erica 10.9 years grade 5 

Denise 11.1 years grade 6 

Linda 10.9 years grade 5 

Al ison 11.10 years grade 6 

Languages Spoken at Home 

Englhh, Korean 

English 

English, French, Arabie 

English 

EngHsh 

N 

'" 
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Denise was a petite, dark-haired chtld. She lived with her parents who 

came from Egypt, her twelve-y,ar-old brother, and her twenty-two-year­

old cousin who had come from Kuwait to pursue university studies. Denise's 

oral French was more fluent than her peers. She was easily distracted and 

usually chatted with neighbours during language lessons. According to 

Maryse, she had some prevlous social problems. Both her English teacher 

and her regular French immersion teacher described her as having Httle 

initiative; she did what was expected, no more. 

Linda was a friendly, vivacious black student. She llved with her parents 

and her four-year-old brother. Her parents emigrated from the West Indies 

before her birth. Linda's dad spoke both French and English which may 

explain why Linda's oral French was fair1y fluent in relation to her 

c1assmates. She cOllfidently volunteered answers to questions in every 

c1ass. She was quite dramatic, 10ved to perform, and she often asked to 

read her writing to the group. Her teachers described her as being 

independent and mature. Her English teacher reported that she wrote well in 

Eng1ish and Maryse explained that Linda had "une fierté d'écrire" 

(Fieldnotes, 87111/00. 

AHson was a reflective, qUiet-spoken child who l1ved with her parents 

and her fifteen-year-old brother. Her parents emigrated from the United 

States before her birth. She was ta11er than the others, physicaJ1y more 

mature and wore braces. Alison enjoyed painttng in her free time; she ltked 

horses and poetry. She generally chose to work aJone ln school although she 

dld parttctpate tn discussions. AHson's regu1ar French immersion teacher 

said that she was begtnntng to use French sentence structures tn her wrtting 
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instead of wrtting direct translations from Ei1glish. Her Engltsh teacher 

explained that her wriUng in Engl1sh was wel1 developed; she used 

sophisticated language and sentence construction. 

AH five children Hved in townhouses or bungalows near the schoo1. In 

each case, both of their parents worked and most were profess10nals. These 

children were meeting with success in the French and EngHsh language 

programs. They were ail considered by their three teachers to be high 

achievers, and yet they differed in personaHty traits and in family 

backgrounds. 

These children and the four adults who teach them writing are the 

primary participants in this case study. Over the year, the chiJdren learn 

about writing in French and English in three settings for lessons. The focus 

of this research Is on describing the content of French and English writing 

lessons, the classroom processes, and the perceptions of the participants. 
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CHAPTER Il 

THE CONTEXT 

ln this study 1 view language and writtng instruction as embedded in a 

"context of situation-. The concept -context of situation" can be traced to 

Malinowski (923) who suggested that language does not exist in isolation, 

but is given meaning through social interaction in complex settings. Later, 

Firth (964) described "context of situation- as a set of dynamic and 

creative relationships between the environment, human behaviour and 

language in use. This concept was elaborated by Halliday (1978) who 

claimed that language is experienced in relation to a background of persons 

and events. According to Hal1iday "context of situation" refers to features 

in both the immediate and the more remote environment that are relevant to 

the language in use. It is withtn this framework of language in "context of 

situation" that , examine the background of the wrtting lessons in a French 

immersion program. In this chapter, , describe socio-htstorical and 

educational features of both the larger environment and the Jocal setting of 

the study. 

, define the immersion program in this study as embedded in two Jarger 

overlapping contexts: Canada's bilingual education phenomenon and Ouebec's 

education system. French immersion programs operating in Quebec are 

unique in that they serve a minortty-language group in a provincial system 

that ts predominantly French, whereas elsewhere in Canada the programs 

are set in systems that serve an EngHsh-language majority. 

" i " .. (,..." 
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Caoadtan Immersion programs 

Htstorically, the founding French and Engllsh language groups of Canada 

have had dtfferent perspectives concerning group r1ghts, language of 

education and Hngu1stic surviva1. The relationship between the two groups 

has been charactertzed by competition and conflict (Cleghorn, 1981>. At 

various points in Canadian history, and particularly in the 1960'5, attempts 

were made to reduce inter-group tensions and to assure the security of each 

language group through laws and official policies governing language use in 

Canadian institutions. 

ln 1969, the Federal government enacted the Official Languages Act 

which recognized French and English as the two official languages of the 

govemment of Canada and related institutions, thereby officially 

sanctioning bi1ingualism. An outcome of this policy was increased 

govemmental support for second language instruction in French and in 

English, including bilingual education (Genesee, 1978). In 1970-71 a federal 

program, the program of Official Languages in Teaching was created under 

the administration of the Secretary of State. Over the years it has awarded 

2.5 biJ1ion doJ1ars to the teaching of minority and second languages (Peat, 

Marwick et al, 1987).1 

A varlet y of new language programs was developed and lmplemented wlth 

the benef1t of federal support. Among these was the 1965 Safnt Lambert 

e)(pertment, the flrst French Immerston program, located near Montreal. 

There was some early reststance to tts tmplementatlon, but thts QUtckly 

dtsappeared as the POSItIve results of the program were publ1clzed (Lambert 
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and Tucker, 1972). 

Parental pressure led to the Implementation of the Saint Lambert 

program and was responsible for the establishment of a number of 

Immersion programs across Canada. English-speaklng parents who wanted 

to ensure that their children become bilingual formed a national association 

(Canadian Parents for French, 1979>' Over the years, this association has 

disseminated information about French second language education, has kept 

parents updated on current research in bilingual education, has marketed 

French immersion programs, and has served as a politicallobby group. 

French immersion is defined in this study as a program that allows 

children to acquire French as a second language through instruction of 

sUbject-matter in that language. Although a number of the curricular 

subjects are taught in French, students generally receive some instruction 

in English Language Arts which, with some exceptions, 1s provided at every 

grade level in the program. Usually immersion programs are housed in 

English language schools referred to as dual-track schools, meaning that 

both a French immersion and an Engllsh stream operate in the same building. 

The follow1ng goals guide immersion programs: 

The program aims to develop a level of bilingualism which would al1ow, 
1n addition to the mastery of the first language, the development of 
Hnguistic competence ln the second language. The students would thus 
be able to communlcate ln both languages on a personal and 
professional leve1. 

(Canadian Association of Immersion Teachers, 1986) 

Moreover, the underlying aS5umption of immersion education 15 said to be 
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-that the students' education should be the same as that of students in 

regular English programs offered in any given school system, with the only 

major difference being the language through which the teachers and the 

students communicate in the classroom- (Swatn and Lapl<in, 1981, p. 4). 

Since the implementation of the first French immersion class, 

immersion education has expanded rapidly to a11 Canadian provinces. Table 

2 provides recent enrolment statistics for French immersion programs. A 

ntJmber of immersion program models now exist and the selection of one 

model over another is frequently a controversial issue for parents, teachers 

and administrators. This is particularly true in Ouebec where issues such as 

the amount of exposure to the second language and preservat ion of the 

mother tongue are Quite content ious. 
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Table 2 

Enrolment Changes in French 1 mmersion programs 

:t.u.c ImI. Enrg)m~nt Fr~n~h ~~r~~otlg~ 
S~bgg) iD EOgli5h Imm~l:5igD g( E)iglbl~ 
Pgg~lltign Prggrlm::i EDrglm~nt Pgg!.llitign 

Canada in Imm~r::iigDa 
(excluding Quebec) 

1977-78 3,910,857 3,697,976 20,081 0.511 
1986-87 3,560,609 3,227,833 184,345 5.181 

Percent age of change: -91 -13" +818" 

Quebec 
1977-78 1,260,983 203,967 17,754 8.001 
1986-87 1,037,174 101,856 18,391 15.291 

Percentage of change: -141 -451 +41 

aln Quebec the eligible population consists of those who qualify for 
English language programs under the provisions of the Charter of the 
French Language (Si11 101), whereas in the rest of Canada, the e1tgible 
population is the total school population. 

(Adapted from: The Commissioner of Official Languages' Mnull Reggrt 
.l2a2; Gouvernement du Québec, StaU::itiaue::i de l'éducltign [gré::icglaire, 
orlmlire. ::iecondlirel Ministère de l'tducation, édition de septembre, 
1985; Gouvernement du Québec, PriDcioale::i statistiques de J'éducation 
[::iecteur de::i jeunes effectifs sCO)aire5 de5 réseaux oubliqyes et 
oriyés), Ministère de l'tducation, 1987.) 
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The popularity of immersion programs has led not only to their rapid 

quantitative expansion but also to a number of administrative problems: 

1. Potential conflict in both the internai and extemal environments of 

the school between anglophone and francophone groups who perceive the 

expansion of immersion programs as a threat to first language instruction 

(Oison and Burns, 1984>. 

2. An inability to find sufficient administrative and teaching personnel 

competent in French (Oison and Burns, 1984>. 

3. A lack of material resources designed specifically for immersion (such 

as appropriate reading materials for middle-grade immersion students). 

4. A lack of formaI training of teachers and administrators for 

immersion programs (Stem, 1986; Rebuffot, 1988). 

5. Inadequate supervision of programs and of personnel due to language 

barriers between unHingual anglophone administrators and francophone 

personnel. 

6. Concerns about the implications of the Canadian Charter of Rights and 

Freedoms in cases where children are refused access to immersion based on 

ability levels or where chi1dren in immersion programs are not provided 

special services such as French special education classes. 

7. Criticisms of the suitability of pedagogical practices adopted in 

immersion programs (Cummins, 1985; Mahé, 1987). 

The above problems are just JateJy receiving attention by concerned 

groups and are being addressed in some of the recent literature on 

tmmerston education. The future expanston of tmmersion programs may be 

htndered by the above problems as we1J as by tncreastng competttton from 
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other popular educational altematives, such as programs for the gifted and 

creative or performing arts programs CHenchey, 1988), or even new 

innovations in the regular French-as-a-'second-Ianguage (FSU curriculum 

offered in Engllsh schools. 

White problems plague French immersion programs in particular, the need 

for second-language education in general is likely to grow for as Bain and Yu 

(987) indicate: 

UNESCO demographers estimate that by the year 2000, six out of every 

ten people will either have moved from one country to another or from 

one region to another of the same country and, in sorne cases, will be 

using or studying in a language other than their mother tongue. (p.216) 

Thus second language education of one form or another and pedagogical 

issues related to second language programs will continue to be a major 

concern for Canadian educators, researchers and policy-makers in the 

future. 

French Immersion programs and Education in Cuebec 

The conflicting relationship between English and French language groups 

has been most dramatic in Cuebec where each group has felt threatened by 

the other. One of the major contentious issues has been, and continues to 

be, language rights. 

ln 1977, the Charter of the French Language (BtllIOn establlshed French 

as the only officIai language of the provInce and Hmlted access to EngHsh 
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language schooling. The purpose of the Charter was to protect the French 

language in Quebec within the context of an English-speaking continent. 

Attempts by governments to modify the terms of the Charter have received 

strong opposition especially regarding bi1ingualism in public signs. In a 

political and sociolinguistic context where there are great concerns about 

the future of the French language and fears of assiml1ation in the EngHsh 

culture, bilingual education is therefore perceived by some to represent a 

threat and has not receivcd official support in Quebec, although personal 

bilingualism is valued by MOSt francophones and anglophones alike. 

For Quebec anglophones, however, bilingualism represents more than 

personal enrichment; it is a necessary prerequisite for employment and for 

full participation in the Ufe of the province. French immersion programs 

provide not only an educational pa th to bilingualism, but also a means to 

secure a continued Englisha language acculturation. Genesee C1977b) found 

that immersion students maintain a basic identity with EngJish-speaking 

reference groups and Cleghorn (981) has suggested that French immersion 

programs have English language maintenance as an important though latent 

social objective. Immersion programs can thus be said to provide the 

English-speaking community with a French education which is of a 

non-assimilationist nature. For some anglophone parents, the fear of 

assimilation may be the unspoken impetus for selecting a French immersion 

education rather than opting for a French education through the local 

community francophone schooJ. Therefore, immersion programs May also 

serve a socio-politicaJ purpose for English-speaking Quebecers. 

Whtle French immersion offers a means to acquire sorne level of 
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proflclency ln French and to malntaln English language skills. not ail 

anglophones are ln favour of or support immersion education. Some 

anglophone teachers and parents perce ive the e)(pansion of immersion 

programs as threatening English language education. 

Opposit ion to immersion programs ln Quebec is a 150 voiced in the 

francophone academic community. The validity of immersion programs is 

challenged by some linguists based on studies which indicate that 

immersion students have weak productive language ski11s and continue to 

maintain an English-language identity after completing the program 

(Connors et a1.. 1977; Ménard & Connors, 1979; Bibeau, 1988). The 

researchers claim that Montrea1's French immersion programs are to be 

evaluated according to their capacity to produce graduates with native-Hke 

fluency who can integrate in the francophone milieu. 

Researchers in Quebec are divided as to the goals of second-language 

education in general, and opposing orientations in research reflect this 

division. On the one hand, Ménard and Connors (979) as well as Bibeau 

(1988) state that the aim of second-language education ought to be the 

integration of minorUy-language groups into the majority-language milieu, 

and they criticize French immersion programs for their failure to achieve 

this. On the other hand, Genesee (1987) and others clatm that the objective 

of immersion education ought to be the maintenance of identity with the 

mother-tongue reference-group whl1e acquiring some level of proflclency in 

the second language. 
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Language education in Quebec must conf orm to the terms of the Régimes 

Pédagogiques, Quebec's mandated comprehensive curriculum that covers aIl 

subjects in elementary and secondary education. According to the Régime~ 

second-language instruction in English is to be provided as of grade four, 

while second-language instruction in French is to be given as of grade one. 

ln addition, French immersion programs may be provided, but EngHsh 

immersion programs are not permitted. 

Although the Régimes al10w for French immersion programs, there are 

no official curricula for subjects in French immersion programs. The Ouebec 

Ministry of Education recognizes French immersion as experimental 

second-language programs for eligible anglophones. Although the programs 

have existed in Quebec for over twenty years, they continue to have 

experimental status despite the fact that a Ministry report recommends 

that the official position on French immersion programs be revised and calls 

for new policy guiding the implementation of immersion programs (Danan et 

al., 1980). 

Ministry programs and Curriculum Documents 

ln the absence of official programs or curriculum documents for French 

immersion programs, local school boards independenUy create their own 

curriculum documents. For language instruction, attempts are made to 

adapt the immersion curriculum to the official Mtnistry documents for 

French-as-a-first-language (Prog-amme d'étude. primaire. français. Québec, 

1979>, for Engltsh-as-a-ftrst-Ianguage <Elementary School Currjcylum: 

Engllsh LaoQUage Arts. Québec, 1983>, and for French-as-a-second-Ianguage 
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<programme d'étude. primaire. français langye secQnde. Québec, 1979). 

Generally in Quebec's immersion prQgrams, the official French-as-a-secQnd­

language prQgram is not referred tQ as much as the French-as-a-first­

language prQgram. This is because the secQnd-language dQcuments are 

directed tQ traditional second-language programs and they are not thought 

to be appHcable to a French immersion context. 

The Ministry programs for French and for EngHsh are different in their 

assumptiQns about language and in their pedagogical orientations. 2 The 

English program advocates "Whole Language" which is based on social 

theories of Janguage as process and integrates the four Janguage arts 

(1istening, speaking, reading and writing); the program for French-as-a­

first-Janguage acknowledges that a relationship exists among the language 

arts, yet it recommends instruction of discrete Janguage skills; and the 

pro gram for French-as-a-second-Janguage advocates "J'approche 

communicative" which recommends the integration of the language arts, but 

its accompanying curricuJum guide states that to facilitate instruction, 

language should be broken into distinct skills. 

It should be noted that the Quebec Ministry's French and English language 

programs were deveJoped independently and were written by committees 

which had little or no contact wlth one another. The ethnolinguistic 

differences in pedagogicaJ orientations are underHned by the tact that 

Quebec's francophone and angJophone educators belong to different 

professlonal associaUons and there is limited diaJogue between the two 

groups abtlut educational concerns. The fact that the documents fQr the 

Engltsh language programs represent a departure from the theoretical and 
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instructional orientations of the French language programs may not have 

been entirely anticipated by central Ministry curriculum planners. 

Interpreting and integrating the recommendations in Ministry documents 

are, therefore, difficult tasks for local French immersion curriculum 

writers who often work in isolation from immersion educators in other 

boards. Local French immersion documents May vary according to the 

personal educational assumptions of document authors and according to the 

educational priorities of each school board. 

The Setting and the Research Site 

The School Board and the Immersion program 

The Weaton Board is a Protestant school board situated in suburban 

Montreal where the majority of residents of the local community are 

middle-class anglophones. The French immersion schools in the Weaton 

Board are representative of immersion schools in general as they tend to be 

located in predominantly English Middle cJass communities (Swain and 

Lapkin, 1982). Members of the Weaton Board cJaim that the schooJ board has 

achieved prominent status for the high academic test results of Us students 

and the Weaton Board is generally recognized for Us implementation of 

innovative programs. 

There are nineteen elementary and three secondary schools in the Weaton 

Board. One of the secondary schools 1S French; the others are EngHsh and 

they provlde French immersion course options. Sixteen elementary schools 
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are designated dual track, and in these schools the French immersion stream 

1S usually larger than the EngHsh stream. Three elementary schools are 

designated écoles primaires Wh1Ch means that they provide instruction only 

in French with a period of Engl ist .-as-a-second-language g1ven dai ly 

beginning in grade four. In the Weaton Board's "écoles primaires" an 

overwhelming majority of students are native anglophones. 

The Weaton Board offers what is commonly referred to as a middle 

immersion program. This is defined as: 

An approach beginning in grade four or five and continuing at least until 
the end of high school ~. The percent age of instruction in the second 
language should be apportioned as follows: 

grades 4-6: 801 to 1 OO~ 
grades 7-12: 501 to 80~ 

(Canadian Association of Immersion Teachers, 1986) 

From kindergarten to grade three, a11 instruction i5 in English except for a 

daily period of French-as-a-second-language. As of grade four, students 

may remain in the English stream or be placed in French immersion at their 

parents' request. The organization of fir5t and second language instruction 

in the elementary schools of the Weaton Board is represented in Figure 2. 
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English Stream 

Levels: Kindergarten ta grade 6 

French-as-a-second-language 
instruction: 

- 30 minutes daily in 
k inde rga rten 

- 60 minutes daily in 
grades 1 to 6 

~- ----- - ---------~-------

French Immersion Stream 

Levels: Grades 4. 5 and 6 

Language of instruction: 

- grades 4 and 5 
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60% instruction in French (mathe­
maties. social studies, sciences 
and French language) 
40% instruction in English (Language 
Arts, music and physical education) 

- grade 6 
50% instruction in French. same 
as grades 4 and 5 with mathematics 
taught in English 

Figure .. ? Weaton Board 1 s Engl ish and French Inmersion Programs 
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ln 1972, the first year French immersion was implemented in the school 

board, 35" of parents opted to place their chi ldren in immersion. By 1985, 

the number had increased to 75150 that the French immersion program has 

become larger than the English language program in this board. In the early 

years, only above-average-ability students were admitted to French 

immersion (as was the case in many programs elsewhere), untiJ research 

indicated that students of al1 ability levels could benefit from the 

immersion experience (Bruck, 1978; Cummins, 1979). 

ln 1986, a controversy arose about the amount of French and English 

instruction provided in the Weaton Board. The debate was publicized in the 

English-Ianguage newspapers and focused on the question of increasing 

French instructional time. Those against the change saw this as a further 

threat to the quality of English language services in the board and some who 

favoured the increase also proposed that the board of fer an early immersion 

program option. 

ln response to this debate, a new school board policy concerning French 

language instruction was adopted, restating the board's commitment to the 

middle immersion program mode1. It stated that students of al1 abiHty 

levels were to be admitted to immersion at any grade level in the program 

ane: suggested that remedial instruction be provided for immersion students 

e)(pe:-ienctng dtfficulty. This poltcy also tncreased the amount of French 

instruction in the Engl1sh language program to 26. of the total tnstructional 

Ume. 

Although it was htstorically an EngJtsh language school board, the 
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Weaton Board ts tn transttton. Today, tts largest sector ts a btHngual 

program, namely the middle French immersion program, and its French 

sector, wtth a curriculum for native francophones, is expanding. The 

differences in ethnolinguistic and educational realities are occasionally 

expressed by tensions between interest groups in the internaI and external 

environments of the Weaton Board. 

The School Board Curriculum Documents 

The goals of immersion education for the board are given below as they 

are stated in the school board document for the French immersion program: 

Cours d'immersion. de la 4e à la 6e année 

Buts par ordre de priorité: 
1. Développer chez l'apprenant l'habileté à utiliser la langue 

française comme un outil de communication, d'expression et de 
réflection. 

2. Développer et maintenir chez l'élève une attitude favorable à 
l'apprentissage et à l'utilisation du français. 

3. Développer l'acquisition d'habtletés, de techniques et de 
connaissances dans les diverses disciplines figurent eu progremme. 

4. Sensibiliser l'élève au mi lieu francophone au Québec. 

(Weaton Board Curriculum Document -1, p. 18) 

These goals, listed in order of priority, indicate that the most important 

objectives for the immersion program are acqulring French and instilJing a 

positive attitude to the French language. Leaming the content of the 

dtfferent subjects in the curriculum is lIsted as a third objective; the goal 

that is given the least prtortty is sensitizing students to Quebec's French 
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The curriculum document also outltnes changes in the materials and in 

the approaches used the the Implementation of the immersion program in 

the school board. Figure 3 is adapted from the document and represents the 

changes in immersion in the school board. 

The curriculum document provides profiles of immersion students at 

each grade level and gives guidelines for instruction of oral, aurai, reading 

and writing skills according to grade leve1. It is to be noted that while the 

document states that grammar is not an end in itself, a method of formai 

grammar instruction is nevertheless recommended. This method is 

different from the traditional teaching of French grammar ln that teachers 

are not e)(pected to cover all rules. The document suggests that teachers 

have children observe and discuss grammatical patterns in written te)(ts 

rather than memorize and write grammar rules. 

The same document also lists twelve verbs that the children should be 

taught to conjugate by the end of grade si)(. This predetermined 

instructional content contrasts with the basic premise of the French 

immersion language program which is said to be ·un programme centré sur 

les intérêts et les besoins spéCifiques de l'élève· (Weaton Board Curriculum 

Document 111, pA). Sy indtcat ing that a specified number of verbs is to be 

ta'Ight, the document May lead teachers to ·cover the curriculum- by 

systematical1y teaching the listed verbs instead of responding to the needs 

of the chtldren. 

-~ ... , 
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1972 

1985 

Conséquences 

~tatériel 

Choix de matériel didactique 
commercial assez restreint. 
Matériel institutionnel 
thématique et pluridis-
cipl inaire. 

Nouve~u matériel répondant 
aux besoins d'une clientèle 
québecoi se. 
Production de dossiers 
thématiques, suite à un 
relevé des intérêts des 
élèves. 

Adoption de matériel de 
français langue maternelle 
Adaptation du contenu 
conforme à une pédagogie de 
la langue seconde. 
Excellent choix de matériel 
thématique, surtout en 4e 
année. 
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Approches 

Approche mixte: pédagogie active 
et méthodologie audiolinguale. 

Approche communicative: 
- 1 e message d'abord, 1 a forme 

ensuite. 
- tolérer l'erreur. 
- la grammaire n'est pas une fin 

mais un moyen. 
- contenu plus varié, plus près 

du vécu de l'élève. 

Programme centré sur les 
intérêts et les besoins 
spécifiques de l'élève et adapté 
à ses capacités. Le savoir 
faire d'abord, le savoir ensuite. 

Figure 3. Changes in Immersion Materials and Approaches 

Adapted from: Weaton Curriculum Document #1. p.1S. 
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The Weaton Board a150 has a document (Weaton Board Curriculum 

Document -2) for evaluation of wrtttng at the French immersion grade six 

leve1. It presents quantitative correction scales to be used for grading 

children's written work. In addition, the document provides a number of 

composition tests with corresponding quantitative evaluation scales. 

Despite the fact that immersion teachers in the Weaton Board have at thelr 

disposaI the two above-mentioned local curriculum documents, teachers at 

Manor school explained to me that they must nevertheless locate and modify 

materials for daily use in their classrooms. While there is a wealth of 

French children's literature and French-language instructional materia)s in 

Quebec, these are generally written for native francophones and the 

language level is above the level of immersion students. Materials at a 

more basic level are usually not suitable for the interests of ten-to­

twelve-year-old children in middle immersion programs. The teachers in 

this study claim that speciflcally appropriate children's literature, resource 

books and nov,ls are lacking. In fact, 1 observed that the school1ibrary has 

only two bookcases with French books. 

OIson and Burns (984) have documented that the lack of appropriate 

materials 1S a common complaint of immersion teachers. In response, an 

increasing amount of contemporary materials specifical1y designed for 

immersion students is now becoming available on the market. But many of 

these are produced outside Quebec, which explains why some teachers in 

this ~tudy report using French materials imported from other provinces. 

Regarding English language Instruction, the Weaton Board's curriculum 

gutde for EngHsh (Weaton Board Currtcuhm Doc""ent -3) supports a -Whole 
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Language- approach to EngHsh Language Arts instruction as def;ned in the 

Ministry's official program for EngHsh (The Elementary School C\lTiculum: 

EngHsh Language Arts I-YI. Ouebec , 1983). The board's curriculum guide 

(Weaton Board Curriculum Document -3) for EngHsh Language Arts cites the 

Ministry program in defining its orientation to language instruction as: 

teaching the language arts in relation to the growth of the individua1 

and in the context of social situations. l istening, speaking, reading and 

writing must be seen in the contexts of one another and must occur in 

situations which are meaningful and functional to the chl1dren. (p. 3) 

The school board is committed to implementing a IOWhole Larguagell 

approach in Engltsh-Ianguage programs in its schools.3 

The School 

Manor schoo1 islocated on a fairly quiet street facing a row of well-kept 

bungalows. Behind the school is a ten-storey apartment building. The 

school is fJanked on two sides by a block-Iong city park. There is no fence 

between the asphaJt schoolyard and the lawns of the park so that students 

have easy access to the park's large play structures during recess breaks. 

The school is a one-storey, red brick building with the school's name and 

school board logo brightly displayed above the main entrance. A fJoor plan 

of Manor school is provided in Appendix B. The school is designed in a 

T-structure typicaJ of Many elementary schools. The main entrance opens 

into a hall with the central school offices to the immediate right and the 

gymnasium to the immediate left. 
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Manor ts a dual-track sehool with an Eng1ish stream and a French 

immersion stream. The grade level group1ngs and class sizes are given in 

Table 3. There are five French immersion classes and ten Eng1ish classes in 

the school, and a1though there are fewer immersion classes, they aecount 

for one-third of the total school population. The English grades range from 

kindergarten to grade six and the class sizes tend to be sma11er than twenty 

students. 

Table 3 

Grade-level Organization of Manor School 

Engl ish Stream 
Grade Leve) Class Size 

Kindergarten 

Kindergarten 
Fami1y Grouping 
(Grades 1,2,3) 
Grade 1 
Grade 1 
Grade 2 
Grade 2/3 
Grade 3 
Grade 3/4 
Grade 5/6 

19(am) 
'7 (pm) 
15 
19 

19 
19 

23 
19 
25 
20 
.!.§ 

Tota): 211 

Totai. Schoo) Population: 332 

French Immersion Stream 
Grade Leve) Class Size 

Grade 4 
Grade 4/5 
Grade 5 
Grade 5/6 
Grade 6 

27 
22 
25 
23 
~ 

Total: 121 

Whtle the student population 15 composed mostly of anglophone chUdren, 

there t5 a small number of chtldren of Japanese and Ftmtsh or1gin whose 

r ' ,~ • 
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parents work for foreign-owned companies located near the school. These 

students generally attend the school for only a few years until their parents 

are transferred elsewhere. They are usually placed in Englfsh classes yet 

they are considered to be English second language students. 

The parents of students ln the school are regarded as having high 

expectations for their chUdren's education and they participate in the 

schooJ. The staff's perceptions of parents are indicated by the foJ1owing 

excerpts from an interview with the principal: 

-The Home and School and School Committees are both very active 
groups. We have a ** a large number of volunteers **. If they're not ah 
** comfortable with what we're doing here they're certainly not the 
kind of ** this group would not sit back and go along with it. They 
would ask sorne questions. 

(Open-ended Interview, 88/01/18) 

On a number of occasions 1 observed mothers either preparing teaching 

materials or baking with smal1 groups of chiJdren in the staff room. 1 also 

observed children ard mothers interacting in the lunch program. Four 

mothers work in the lunch program with sixt Y participating chlldren (an 

other students go home during the 90 minute lunch break). Overall, a high 

leveJ of parental involvement is evident in this schooJ. 

The French Immersion Class 

The grade 5/6 French immersion class is composed of five boys and three 

girls in grade S, plus seven boys and seven girls in grade 6 for a total class 

slze of 23 students. The Umetable for the class Is provlded in Figure 4. 
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Monday Tuesday 

8:45 Eng1ish Histoire 9:15 
- -

9;15 Soc. Studies 9:45 

9:45 Epe11ation Gr. 6 Phys.Ed. 
10:15 Gr. 5 Sci.hum. 

10:30 Arts English 11:00 

11:00 
11:30 

1:00 Maths Français 1:30 

1:30 Français Drama 2:00 écrit 

2:00 Français Maths 2:30 

2:30 Gr. 5 Phys.Ed. 
3:00 Gr. 6 Sci.Nat. 

------

Figure 4. French Immersion Grade 5/6 Timetable 

Wednesday Thursday 

Eng1ish Maths 

Français Library 

RECESS 

Maths English 

LUNCH 

Français Français 

Drama 

Français Sciences nat. 

o 

Friday 

Eng1 ish 

Dictée 

Phys. Ed. 

Maths 

Sciences hum. 

Ut 
N 

1 

1 

, 

1 

1 
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Throughout the study 1 observed that the students in this class are 

generally cooperative, they respond to teachers' directives, and their 

interactions wlth peers and other members of the school are usually 

positive. Although a grade 5 French immersion class is located near this 

one, the other grade 6 French immersion class is in another wing of the 

school, as is the English grade 5/6. Neverthless, the children participating 

in this study report having friends in the two other senior French immersion 

classes as well as 10 the English grade 5/6 class, 50 that friendships do not 

appear to be divided along language streams in this school. This may be due 

to the fact that students in the school were together in the regular English 

stream before entering grade 4 and friendships were formed at that time. 

This 1S different trom dual-track schools with Early French Immersion 

programs where students are separated into two streams from kmdergarten 

on, and where children tend to form friendships primarily within their own 

1 anguage stream. 

The Contexts for Writing 

ln the beginning of the school year, the principal arranged for a group of 

eight children who were deemed of high ability to leave their regular grade 

5/6 French immersion class for one hour per week, and participate in 

enriched French language lessons with Maryse and Mme Cousineau. The plan 

was to then reverse the arrangement in mid-year and provide remedial 

instruction for a group of students from the same class who were 

experiencing difficulty in French. This was not pursued, however, because 

Maryse was appointed a French immersion consultant for the board during 

the course of this study. When she left the school in December, Mme 
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Cousineau continued working with the same group of children and a second 

group was never se lected. 

For these eight children writing instruction i5 provided in three separate 

settings, and over the year they are taught by four diHerent adu1t5. One 

setting for writtng 1S the enrtched French lessons with Maryse and Mme 

Coustneau. A second setting for writing instruction is the regular French 

immersion class with the teacher, Ruth, and ail the other chiJdren in the 

grade 5/6 class. A third setting for writing is the daily English Language 

Arts lessons with Cheryl. 

The writ;ng lessons are e)(perienced by the participating chiJdren in 

relation to a background of overlapping historical, socioliguistic and 

educational conte)(ts. At a local level, the lessons are embedded in three 

separate settings for language instruction within the French immersion 

pro gram of Manor school. At a broader level, the French immersion program 

is embedded in Ouebec education and in Canadian immersion education. 

Features of ail levels of the surrounding environment define how language is 

taught and learned in the writing lessons in this study. 
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CHAPTER III 

THE WRITING LESSONS 

The findings of the study emerge from the fieldnotes, the samples of the 

children's writing, and transcripts of open-ended interviews with the 

participants. 1 describe the findings according to three categories: the 

content and process of writing lessons, the teachers' beliefs, and the 

children's perceptions. In this chapter, 1 present an interpretive summary of 

the findings relating to the French and English writing Jessons. 

Lessons in the Regular French Immersion Class 

ln Ruth's classroom, it appears that she and the children pay little 

attention to classroom decor; they haphazardly leave textbooks, notebooks 

and belongings scattered in various places around the room. Ruth displays 

the children's artwork on bul1etin boards that she changes infrequently, and 

she occasionally leaves ongoing artwork exhibited on a shelf or a table. 

There is no classroom 1 ibrary and there are no learning centres in the room. 

Floorplans of this room and of the two other classrooms are provided in 

Appendix C. 

Classroom ~rocesses 

Writing lessons general1y feature whole-class instruction during which 

Ruth moves around the room and children sit at their desks. The following 

typicaJ episode i lIustrates the focus of instruction and the types of 

classroom processes that prevatl in the reguJar French immersion class: 
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Narrative Segment 2: The Regu1ar French Immersion Class 

Ruth is standing at the front of the room and the children are sitting at 
their desks. She asks them to describe a happy event. A few children 
vo1unteer persona1 accounts of happy events. Ruth then gives the 
fol1owing task: The children are to write about a happy event, they are 
to use verbs in the past tense, they must vary their sentence structures 
and they shou1d take care to write neatly. Some children begin writing 
on 100se-leaf papers that they have taken out of their desks. The 
others chat or listen to Ruth who answers clarification questions. 
Then Ruth moves around the room and helps individua1 children with 
prob1ems with spe111ngs, translations and verbs. The class is fairly 
quiet now as most chHdren are busy writing. Some ask each other 
questions concerning translations or spelhngs. One girl whispers to 
another in EngHsh: -What's mischievous?- Her neighbour looks up the 
word mischief in her English-frenc,", d~ctionary and says: -Malicieux-. 

CFieldnotes, 88/01/04) 

The lessons can be categorized into a four-part seQuence: First, Ruth 

presents the sub ject of the lesson and she exp1ains the task at hand; second, 

she allows for a brief question-and-answer period in which children clarify 

what is expected of them; third, Ruth usually has the children work alone on 

seatwork; and finally, she concludes the 1esson by addressing the who1e 

g"oup again to correct the assignment together or she signa1s an end to the 

lesson by asking chlldren to submit their work to her. 

The writing lessons normal1y consist of activities that reQuire some 

form of language manipulation llke practicing mechanics such as verb 

conjugation, spelHng, grammar, vocabulary. or reviewing conventions such 

as the format for writing a letter. Sometimes Ruth has the children 

compose stories or short texts based on a topie that she has selected 
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beforehand. She puts time and effort into preparing these 1essons, drawing 

from schoo1 board documents for inspiration to stage a -mise en situation­

-- that is, some type of lead-up to writing such as providing a reading text 

or engaging in a discussion. 

During two of my visits, Ruth asks the cht1dren to work in coHaboration 

with peers. In one 1esson the children work in pairs to discuss a paragraph 

on a ditto sheet, and in a second 1esson Ruth forms groups of three, 

directing the children to read and discuss stories they have written. In this 

lesson, Ruth explains that she wants the chi1dren to "read their stories to 

each other and correct the grammarH before they write a "good copy" to 

submit to her (Fie1dnotes, 88/02/08). 

When teaching writing, Ruth focuses on ensuring that the children spell 

words correctly, that they use the proper form of the verbs and follow the 

grammar rules they are studying. Ruth has the chi ldren engage in 

structured, careful1y-control1ed writing sessions. 

The Teacher's ResDonse to Children's Writing 

As the children write, Ruth usually moves from one individual to another, 

responding to the form of their written texts with comments such as the 

fol1owing: 

1. "Maintenant tu dois regarder chaque mot. Demande-toi: Est-ce Que 
l'épellation est correcte? Est-ce Qu'il y a un point et une majuscule? Est-ce 
Que tout est au passé-composé?" ** "Regarde Joseph, tu as écrit 'a al1é', 
est-ce Que c'est 'a allé' ou 'est allé'?" (Fteldnotes, 88/01/04). 
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2. - 'J'ai entendu que tu as visité', -qu'est-ce qui manque?- (The student 
adds an accent to the last letter of -visité-.> (Fieldnotes, 88/02/08). 

When Ruth reads her students' finished composit ions J it 1S to grade them 

according to a scale as indicated in the fol1owing fjeldnote excerpt: 

Narrat ive Segment 3: Ruth's correct ion scale 

Ruth showed me how she used a scale to guide her in correcting the 
-happy story- compositions. This scale is an adaptation of a similar 
one presented in the School Board Document -2 for evaluation of 
writing in French immersion: 

histoire et vocabulaire /10 
passé-composé /5 
paragraphes /3 
ponctuat ion /2 
accord des adjectifs et verbes ~ 

total: /25 points 

(Fieldnotes, 88/01/11) 

Ruth under1ines mispeHed words in pencU while she reads the written 

productions and she writes the standard form. She writes summary 

statements on written productions such as "Bravor, "Bene Écnture'" or 

"Très S1enr One of the chi ldren, Erica, summarizes how Ruth corrects 

stories: "Well, sometimes Mme S. (Ruth) wrltes two mistakes, um ** bravo, 

and then she shows Vou how many ml stakes you have ** she ** concentrates 

more on ** how we spell it and stuff like that." (Open-ended Group 

Interview, 88/02/19). 
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The Written Prodyctions 

ln early January, the participating teachers agreed to collect the five 

children's wrltten productions. Maryse and Mme Cousineau set aside the 

writing folders and samples of stencils from the enriched language lessons. 

Cheryl provlded the children's English binders and their writing that was 

posted on wal1s or placed in displays. Ruth collected the children's writing 

in a folder. In March 1988, 1 photocopied ail the writing samples and 

returned the originals to the teachers. 

When 1 colJected the folder from Ruth's French immersion class, she 

apologized for the fact that it contained few samples, saying that she 

forgot to keep the children's writing and that the contents of the folder did 

not represent ail the writing that was produced in her class. The folder 

contained three thank-you letters to Maryse for her participation in a 

weekend outing ten pages of sentences used to practice conjugating verbs, 

weekly spelling words, and photocopied comic strips under which the 

children had added their own scripts. The folder also included ten stories, 

sorne of which were based on open-topics and others which were inspired by 

predetermined topics. The teacher's handwriting appeared on ail the written 

productions, either to cross out errors in spellings or grammar and include 

the correct form next to the error, or to indicate that a point was 10st due 

to a mistake, e.g., in one of Bi1l's stories next to the words "Michel a 

réponds" the teacher wrote "-1/2". In addition, the teacher's handwritten 

correction scale appeared at the end of the stories. 
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The three letters represented one occasion when the chtldren wrote for a 

real audience. Half of the remaining samples were exercises in which the 

chlldren practiced spelHng and verb conjugation. In the other samples, the 

children composed stories either by following the teacher's guidelines or by 

composing freely according to their imagination. A11 the samples were 

corrected by the teacher. 

The samples suggested that the children produced structured writing 

assignments in the regular French immersion class. The stories were short, 

averagtng one page in length, and most reflected the teacher's chotce of 

topic. To quote Ahson's comment, the samples tndtcated that there was 

"Httle room for imagination" in the type of writing that the children were 

required to produce. A writing sample coJ1ected from the regular French 

immersion class is provided in Appendix D. 

ln summary, most of the writing lessons in the regular French immersion 

class featured structured activities such as stencil complet ion and 

grammar exercises. In story-writing, the teacher usual1y assigned writing 

topics for which she gave specifie directions; her emphasis in reading the 

children's writing was on correcting conventions. The children were asked 

to follow directions to produce pre-determined texts or answers to exercise 

questions. The observations and the interviews did not reveaJ evidence of 

participants responding to the content or clarifying meanings in their 

writing. 
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The Enriched French Language Lessons 

Lessons with Maryse 

The enriehed French language lessons are generally held in a room 

designated as the resouree centre. This room is used partly as a storage 

are a for old textbooks and teaehing supplies, but it is wel1-organized, has 

tables, desks and chairs, and is decorated with sorne French posters. The 

French resource teaeher, Maryse, shares this spaee with two other teachers 

so that they each have their own desks and fiHng cabinets in the room. Until 

Christmas, Maryse and the parent vo lunteer, Mme Cousineau, worked 

together with the chi Idren during the lessons. Un der Maryse's supervision 

lessons toeus almost entirely on story-writing. 

Classroom Processes 

There are eight chi Idren in the enriched language lessons. As this is a 

smal1 group, the lessons take place in an informai atmosphere. Maryse 

usually begins by greeting the group as a whole and giving instructions. 

Then the children begin writing while Maryse and Mme Cousineau move about 

the room and work with individuals. The children move around freely, sit 

alone or with friends and chat with neighbours, yet they nonetheless spend 

most of their t ime writ ing. At the end of the one-hour period. the chi Idren 

put their stories in their own wrtttng rolders that they deposit on Maryse's 

desk before Jeaving. 
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The children generally work at their own pace, developing fi story over a 

number of lessons if necessary. Occasional1y, Maryse gives the ehUdren a 

time-limit in whieh to write a story on a specifie topic. For e)(ample, she 

asks the children to write a Halloween story in one half-hour and read it to 

the others at the end of the lesson (Fieldnotes 88/10/26). Usually, 

howeYer, Maryse aIJows the children to write about any topic they are 

interested in. The following typical episode i11ustrates how these writing 

lessons proceed: 

Narrative Segment 4: The Enriched French Language Lessons 

The children are all seated and writing. Maryse and Mme Cousineau 
moye trom child to child, pausing briefly to help with translations, 
French expressions, grammar and speIJing. Linda reads her incomplete 
tirst draft of a story to Maryse. Maryse interrupts her reading to ask 
questions such as: "Est-ce qu'on dit le boite ou la boite?" When Linda 
finishes reading, Maryse goes oyer her story with pencil in hand to 
correct the grammar, the spel1ing and the punctuation. 

(Fieldnotes, 88/11/23) 

Although most often the children write individually, at different times 

some col1aborate to write a st ory. Maryse also encourages the children to 

reDd their ~torie~ in-pro9re~~ to the group. Occa~ionally the chl1dren help 

each other by suggesting ways to continue writing a story: 

Narrative Segment 5: Collaboration in Writing Lessons 

Maryse asks two girls if they want to read their story to the group. She 
explains to the others: "Elles sont en panne. Elles ont besoin d'idées,· 
The two chHdren take turns reading their colJaborattve story to the 
group. When they've tinished reading, one says: ·On a besoin d'idées: A 
number of chtldren give them suggestions as to how to continue the 
plot of the story. 

(Fieldnotes, 88/11/23) 
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Oespite the fact that the stories are generally free-tapic, Maryse gives 

specifie instructions as to what she is looking for in the stories. The 

following segment illustrates what Maryse emphasizes in writing: 

Narrative Segment 6: Maryse's Instructions for Writing 

The children walk into the resource room, take thelr story fUes from 
Maryse's desk, sit down at a desk or table and begin writing. Maryse 
stands up near the blackboard at the back of the room to address the 
group: "On va seulement corriger l'orthographe et non le sens des 
phrases .... Je ne veu)( pas QU'on passe notre temps à copier et à 
recopier. . .. Gardez la page assez propre. Vous avez le choix pour la 
deuxième histoire, ça va être un petit ltvret ou une histoire où l'on 
s'engage à suivre un format, par exemple un contrat, un mystère, une 
histoire avec un certain nombre de personnes. Tu dois faire une 
descript ion bien précise de ce que tu veux faire et après l'on vérifie si 
tu as fait cela." 

CFieldnotes, 87/10/05) 

ln this case Maryse clearly states that for the sake of expediency, she 

and Mme Cousineau wll1100k at spel1ings, not at meanings, when reading the 

stories. The emphasis is on getting a product finished in order to move on 

to the next st ory. Maryse's instructional foc us is to have the children keep 

specifie things in mind while writing, such as "mettez beaucoup d'émotion 

dans vos histoires et n'oubliez pas les paragraphes", or "mettez trois à si)( 

adjectifs dans vos histoires". 

The Teachers' ReSDonses to Children's Writing 

When they read the children's work, Maryse and Mme Cousineau do not 

focus on correcting al1 the errors; they let many slip by wtthout comment. 

Yet thetr responses are mostly dtrected to the form of language and rarely 
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to the content of the stories. The two adults respond to the grammer. the 

spelling, the vocabulary and the punctuation in children's stories wtth 

remarks 1 ike: 

"C'est l'imparfait? Quand tu commences avec l'imparfait, c'est pas 
mieux de continuer avec l'imparfait?" 
"J'aime ton histoirel Le vocabulaire est très riche .... Maintenant 
reliS-la seule pour trouver les fautes d'orthographe." 
"Oh attends, ta phrase est trop longue: 
"Je vais relire ton histoire et je vais souligner cinq mots que tu peux 
corriger tOi-même." 

(Fieldnotes, 87/09/28) 

Both Maryse and Mme Cousineau ask the children to ctarify what they 

rnean to express in their stories when the meanings are unclear because of 

awkward translations of English terms. Otherwlse, 1 observe few responses 

to the content of what the children wrlte except for comments such as: "Oh, 

c'est bon'" or "Le titre est assez éloquent!" Once, after reading a child's 

story Maryse asks: "Qu'est-ce qu'l1 y a dans te paquet?" This is the ont y 

time 1 observed one of the two adults asking a question that would lead the 

writer to expand on what is written. 

The Written Productions 

The writing samples collected from lessons with Maryse consisted of 

seventeen stories that covered ditferent topics and varied in length trom 

one to six pages. Some stories contained a "contract" page in which a 

commltment was made by the author to introduce a certain number of 

characters in the story and include a specifie number of adjectives and 

veros. Maryse's and Mme Cousineau's handwriting appeared on the stories 
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where they had written the correct form near errors in the children's 

writing. The samples suggested that in lessons with Maryse. the chtldren 

produced writing that was inspired from the children's own selection of 

topics yet there were constraints placed on the content of the stories. A 

sample of writing produced in the enriched language lessons with Maryse is 

given in Appendix E as ·Writing Sample A-. 

Lessons with Mme Cousineau 

Following the Christmas holidays, Maryse left the school and the chi Idren 

worked alone with Mme Cousineau. The enriched French language group then 

met either in the lunchroom or in the resource centre when it was not 

occupied by another teacher. Under Mme Cousineau's direction the Jessons 

no longer involve story-writing but focus rather on a systematic instruction 

of vocabuJary and grammar. 

Classroooo processes 

The followtng typtcal eptsode tllustrates how the enrtchec:1language 

lessons w1th Mme Couslneau proceed: 

Narratlve Segment 7: Typlcal Lesson wlth Mme Couslneau 

Mme Couslneau beglns the lesson wlth a sharlng tlme about what the 
chlldren dld over the weekend. Each chlld speaks for a couple of 
minutes. Then she has the chlldren flnd words rrom a long nonsense 
word wrltten on the board. FOllowfng thls, Mme Couslneau glves a brier 
explanatton or the three groups or French verbs, -les verbes en 'er', 'Ir' 
et 're'·. Next they take tums readlng thelr answers to Quest Ions on a 
nomework stencil that ls a copy of a page from Alain De Bray"s 
grammar book. When they've tlntshed revtewtng the homewortc, Mme 
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Cousineau gives a stencil like the one above as homework for ne)Ct 
week. This conc 1udes the 1esson. 

(Fie1dnotes, 88/01/18) 

Lessons with Mme Cousineau feature oral presentations, group work on 

grammar exercises, corrections of homework stencils and short 

presentations of grammar rules. The children do not keep their completed 

stencils in any specifie place and they are usual1y discarded after the 

lesson. Essential1y, these are dril1-and-practiee sessions with a foeus 

entirely on technique and memorization of facts. 

The Written Productions 

The writing samples col1ected from the enriched French language lessons 

with Mme Cousineau included four pages of grammar dittos. These dittos 

were copies of pages from Alain De Bray's Petit code grammatical and they 

were al1 traditional structural exercises in grammar or voeabulary drills. 

The writing samples suggested that the chi1dren wrote only unrelated brief 

sentences or single words in lessons with Mme Cousineau. A ditto sheet 

given in the lessons with Mme Cousineau is provided in Appendix F as 

"Writing Sample B-. 

Two contrast ing pictures emerge from the enriched second-language 

lessons. The first picture is of a four-month period when chi1dren write 

stories with Maryse. Maryse appears to be incorporating current approaches 

to teaching writing with traditional approaches. Aecording to the current 

approaches, she has chtldren write for longer periods of time, keep their 

writing in folders and she responds to thelr writing on an ongoing basis. In 
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keeptng wtth the tradtttonal approaches, her focus tn respondtng to wrtttng 

ts a product-ortented concem with error-correctton. A second ptct," of 

the errtched French language lessons Is of a later shc-month period when 

the chtldren work wlth Mme Couslneau. They no longer write stories but 

instead they review grammar rules and pracUce speaking. 

The Englisb Language Arts Lessons 

The children have a daily one-hour period of English Language Arts given 

by Cheryl in her own classroom. Cheryl pays special attention to every 

detail of classroom decor, frequently changtng bulletin boards and displays 

that exhibtt the children's wriUng. She has organized a number of 

attractive language centres that are identifted by sjgns invittng the children 

to examine the displayed materlals. The classroom 1ibrary is composed of 

over five hundred books that are shelved under subject headings. 

ClassroomProcesses 

As part of her language program, Cheryl engages the chtldren in drama, 

individual and team research projects, frequent silent reading of library 

books, interviews with peers and people in the community and numerous 

wrtttng experjences. Writing includes a variety of acUvities such as 

(tJlIng-ln stenctls on vocabulary or word games, composfng sentences ustng 

weekly spelltng words, answertng readfng Questtons, wrfttng books reports, 

wrtttng-up Interviews, f1111ng-tn summary charts, wrltlng texts for 

research proJects, and dtrected or free-toptc story wrtttng. A typtcal 
dtrected wrfUng lesson ts t l1ustrated ln the followtng epfsode: 
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Narrative Segment 8: Directed Writing in English Language Arts 

The ehildren have just spent a weekend at Ruth's place in the country. 
Cheryl wants them to brainstorm about the experience. She asks a 
number of Questions such as: "How did you fee)? Then what? What 
else?" She surnmarizes each response in one word that she writes on 
large experience paper. She says: "What 1 would tike Vou to do is write 
about it and we're going to put it on a frieze opposite your (elassroom) 
door. 1 don't want and then, and then, and then. It would take too long 
to write a11 about it, so 1 suggest that you piek certain events that 
you'l1 describe. Write on loose-leaf. Now, your name and pieture will 
go wfth it. Everyone will be reading it. 1 want Vou to write 'we', it's 
not a personal account. Absolutely no Olympie writing today. We are 
taking time out to write our experiences together." Most children begin 
writing i ldividually. Sorne chat about their experiences over the 
weekend. Cheryl moves about the room and whispers to mdivlduals. 
While correct ing one student's work, she puts penci Iled dots under 
mispelled words. She asks him: "Why don't Vou include a concluding 
sentence to sum it ail up?" As the English period ends, Cheryl says: 
"It's to be completed tonight for tomorrow. We'll put it on sheets to 
put on a cardboard." The lesson ends as the chlldren trickle out of the 
class. 

(Fieldnotes,88/02/08) 

Cheryl generally begins lessons by addressing the class and giving 

instructions. She gives a brief who le-group lesson on some aspect of 

writing which relates to the task at hand ~'Jch as reviewing common 

salutations before she has the chi1dren write letters. Then the ehlldren 

often write alone at their desks. Sometimes Cheryl encourages the children 

to work in pairs on colJabortive projects when they're doing research. At 

other times, she lets the children select their own language activity such as 

writtng a story individually or in pairs, ftntshing a pro ject, reading a novet, 

or preparing a book report. The children usually complete unfintshed work 

during these periods. At such times, the chi1dren are free to chat, move 
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around the room at will and explore the learning centres. The chlldren leave 

their completed assignments in a bin on Cheryl's desk. Cheryl encourages 

the chi ldren to have their' peers read over their stories before submitt ing 

them to her. She either returns the corrected writing to the children to 

insert in their English binders or she displays it around the classroom and in 

the hal1s. 

She also makes clear her expectations as to what the children should 

keep in mind while writing as illustrated in the following segment of an 

free-topic writing lesson: 

Narrative Segment 9: Free-topic Writing in English Class 

Cheryl directs the children to continue working on the free-topic 
stories they began yesterday. Speaking to the whole class, she says: 
"Do Vou have a storyline? 15 there a dialogue? Remember to separate 
quotations from the story with quotation marks. Do Vou have 
paragraphs? 15 your story a biography, a mystery, science fiction? 
Remember there's no need to use the word "said", thEfe are plenty of 
other words to use unless you absolutely have to use said. Vou can have 
someone else reread your story for you." Most children begin working. 
Four boys move over to the carpet and sit on cushions under a table to 
read each other's stories. Bill reading his friend's story asks: "Who 
said that?" The other boy answers: "Danny said that." Bill: "But you 
have to say who said it." Erica and Linda are writing ùt their desks. 
Erica asks Linda: "What would Vou say about a box that's shaking?" 
Linda answers: "11'5 moving." Erica: "1 already said that. Listen." 
Erica reads the last paragraph of her story. After suggest ing a number 
of words, Linda tells Erica to ask Cheryl, which she does. Denise is 
busy re-writing her horror story. She explains to me that two other 
girls and Cheryl have read the draft of her story: "Both girls told me 
it's good. Cheryl thinks ifs revolting. They corrected the grammar 
mostly, the words .... They asked me about this sentence, 50 1 put 'the 
door' back in because 1 had taken it out." 

CFieldnotes, 88/03/02) 



o 

o 

70 

Cheryl alternates between controlHng the children's writing and giving 

them the freedom to choose thetr activtty. Overall, she provides 

opportunities to engage in a wide variety of language e)(periences in EngHsh 

class. 

The Teacher's ResDonse to Children's Writi0!J 

Most of the comments Cheryl makes when she reads over stories relate 

to the form of language with special emphasis on vocabulary and style. For 

example, after reading one of 811l's stories Cheryl e)(claims: "Sounds neat 

'disi11usionment' in there! WeB done! 1 think perhaps the only thing YO'J 

could do is make two paragraphs." Yet there are occasions when Cheryl 

responds to the messages communicated in stories by making comments like 

"That's revolting!" or "1 think that bobsledding is just fantastic! Don't you?" 

(Fieldnotes, 88/03/02). Other than these types of summary statements, ! do 

not observe Cheryl encouraging the children to e)(pand on ideas or clarify 

meanings when she read~ their writing. 

Cheryl corrects the chlldren's flnlshed storles by uslng a correct Ion 

scale stml1ar to the one Ruth uses. The followlng IS the scale she used to 

grade one of the1r stor1es: 

Introduction: 15 
Ma1n 1dea: /5 
Conclus10n: /5 
Vocabulary: /5 
Sentence Construction: J!j, 
Total: /25 points 

(Fleldnotes, 88/02/15) 
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The Written Productions 

The writing samples collected from the English class included research 

projects, pages of answers to Questions on readings, lists of sentences 

using the week's spel1ing words, summaries of readings, personal reactions 

to the Olymptcs, folktale summaries, învented tait tales, book reports, 

language dittos, interview reports, one page of language detinitlons, journal 

entries, comic strips with pictures, texts written and designed by the 

chi Idren and twenty-seven stories that ranged trom one to thirteen pages. 

Sorne stories were written on a word processor while the others were 

hand-written. The teacher's handwrltîng appeared where she made 

corrections on the lists of sentences, the answers to questions and the dîtto 

sheets. She had underlined mispelled words in the stories and in some 

places she had written in the correct form. Her comments and evaluation 

scales were written on small pieces of paper stuck onto ail other 

assignments except the journal entrles where she wrote personal responses 

to the children. A writing sample from the English Language Arts class is 

provided ln Appendix G. 

The samples indicated that the chi1dren did most of their school writing 

in their EngJish class. In all, 321 pages of written text were collected from 

this class which represented a greater amount of writing than the sum total 

of the sampJes collected from the settings for French writing lessons. Some 

of the sampJes reflected teacher-control over the content of writing WhlCh 

allowed for only brief written responses. Other samples, such as the 

stories, the tall tales, the interviews, the journal entries and the research 

projects reflected ttlat the children were allowed to use their imagination 
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and explore different forms of language. 

ln summary, Cheryl provides occasions for a variety of language 

experiences, ranging from highly structured stencil work to free-topic story 

wrtting. She alternates between directing children's activities to allowing 

them llberty of chotce. Cheryl generally acts as an evaluator when reading 

children's texts and she responds primarly to the form of written 

product ions. 

Comparative Summary of the Writing Lessons 

ln the regular French immersion class, Ruth maintains control of the 

content of children's writing. She provides opportunities to practice 

language skil1s in short, fragmented activities. In the enrlched language 

lessons, Maryse glves the children an opportunity to write stories over 

longer periods of time than is permitted in the regular French immerSlon 

class and she lets the chiJdren have a greater degree of freedom to select 

their own topics for writing. Mme Cousineau, on the other hand, does not 

have children compose texts, instead she has them talk about or work on 

structured exercises to practice language conventions. Cheryl offers the 

Most varied possibiHties for language experiences with more time and 

freedom to select and sustain activit ies. As with the other three adu1ts 

though, Cheryl emphasizes form and conformity to language conventions 

when she reads children's writing. Ruth, Maryse and Cheryl make sorne 

attempts to roster cooperation in writing by having children engage in 

collaborattve discussions wherein they revise their writing or offer each 

other suggestions to compose stories. Nevertheless, the overall focus in 
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these discussions is on correcting convent ions. 

Thus the major finding relating to the writing lessons is that despite the 

fact that the teachers rely on French and English documents that are based 

on different assumptions, the ~rench and EngHsh lessons do not differ 

according to the language of instruction. Differences do not emerge a10ng 

language llnes but instead they emerge from one setting to the other. The 

lessons in each setting differ in the amount of time allotted to composing 

and in the variety of writing experiences provided. The wriling lessons in 

both languages are slmilar ln that the instructional focus Is on the form of 

language in the written product and the teachers respond to writing as 

evaluators. In the writing lessons in both languages then, the ultimate 

purpose of writing is to perfect technique. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PARTICIPANT BELIEFS AND PERCEPTIONS 

The participants talked about their beliefs about writing and perceptions 

of writing instruction during our conversations and in open-ended 

interviews. 1 intervlewed each of the teachers mdividually and 1 

interviewed the children as a group. 1 assumed that the children would fee1 

freer to express their views in a sett ing where they had the support of their 

peers, than in an interview alone, where they might feel pressure to please 

the adult intervIewer ln this chapter, 1 provlde interpretlve summaries of 

the partIcipants' perceptions and bel1efs, drawing from excerpts of the 

fieldnotes and segments of the interviews transcripts which reflect their 

typical responses. 

The Teachers' Beliefs About Writing and Writing Instruction 

Ruth: Teacher of the Regular French Immersion Class 

Ruth relates that she teaches writ ing by having children engage in 

activities that she describes in such terms as, "taking a verb and an adverb 

and having chi Idren bUild a sentence around it", "reading storles and having 

them answer Questions to the storles", journal wrlting on the weekends, 

composing as a group on chart paper, "writing things that they expect of me 

and things that 1 expect of them", writing short book reports, and writing 

résumés of newspaper articles. Ruth explains that her sources of 

inspiration for teaching are "other teachers", "sorne of the books that we're 
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given from the board", and ·conferences when 1 can·, She says that she uses 

whatever resources are available, referring to her scramble for materials 

and help as -beg, borrow and stear (Open-ended lnterview, 88/02/29), 

Ruth describes writing and the teaching of writing in the following way: 

IntervIewer: ... and how do children naturally learn to write? 

Ruth: Um ** by ** wanting to express their feelings ... another way of 
** e)(pressmg what they're thinking and telling stories and te11ing more 
about themse Ives ... 

Interviewer. What should the teacher do when teaching writ ing? 

Ruth: Ah ... 1 think to give, by givmg them thmgs that they know to 
start, and then lett ing them bui Id from the known, not. .. to just jump 
them into a story. 1 think that's too difficult, at the beginning, just to 
you know ** write a story. 1 mean you have to guide them more than 
that in in French, whereas sometimes in EngHsh they'lI go ** only a 
few children will do that in in French on their own. Ah ... 1 guess to 
start them with the unknown and have them do It, with the known and 
have them buiJd from that. 

(Open-ended Interview J 88/02/29) 

Although she describes writing in expressive and interactive terms, Ruth 

perce ives the teaching of writing as a process of gradual1y allowing 

children to write. She believes that if teachers let children write on their 

own in a second language, the task may overwhelm them. Ruth's views are 

consistent with her teaching practices in the regular French immersion 

class where she l1mits and careful1y controls the children's writing 

experlences. 
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MIryse: Telcher of the Enriched French Language lessons 

Maryse's descriptions of writing and the teaching of writing are also in 

keeping with her classroom practice as illustrated in the following 

interview segments: 

Interviewer: J'aimerai ... Que tu me parles de l'apprentissage de 
l'habileté à écrire en général. Ou'est-ce Que c'est? 

Maryse: .,. c'est l'habileté à ** devenir consigne. ** Etre capable de 
mettre ses euh ** ses idées sur papier. Donc ça veut dire euh ** être 
capable ... d'organiser ce Qu'on a dans ... sa tête. J'pense qu'avant tout 
c'est ça, c'est une ** habileté à s'organiser. 

Interviewer: Comment est-ce que l'on enseigne l'habi leté à écrire? 

Maryse: Mais je pense qu'on enseigne à écrire, en donnant ... une 
liberté de choix .... Alors c'est toujours un exercice d'essaie et erreur 
finalement. C'est sûr Que j'ai pas je veux pas la perfection pour 
commencer 1 à. ... 

Interviewer: Est-ce Qu'jJ y a Quelque chose qu'on ne devrait pas faire? 

Maryse: Oui, commencer euh ** par ... mettre trop d'emphase sur la 
grammaire. Ou J'enseigner de façon euh ** traditioneJle-là euh ** 
je-tu-jJ-nous-vous-l1s. Je pense Qu'iJ faut donner ... les directives 
très simples aux enfants pour commencer ** mais exiger ces 
choses- là. Par exemple euh ** avec "des" puis avec "les" on met un "s" 
et de ça ne pas démendre de ça puis pas en laisser sauver un ... ce qu'il 
faudrait pas faire non plus ... c'est trop d'exercices structuraux. ** 
Faut en faire un peu, mais je pense qu'on peut toujours garder une ** 
une moyenne là .... 

(Open-ended interview, 88/01/25) 

Maryse defines writing as a cognitive and motor activity that involves 
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organizing ideas, putting thoughts on paper and conforming to conventions. 

Her perceptions of teaching can be seen to involve two contrasting 

conceptions: one portrays teachers allowing for trial-and-error 

exploration, and the other has teachers transmitting knowledge and focusing 

on conformity to conventions. She beheves that the teacher must give 

chi ldren freedom to choose what they write about and the teacher should 

teach grammar without giving an abundance of structured excercises. Her 

views are reflected in the enriched French language lessons where the 

children generally select their own topics for writing and there is no 

systematic instruction of grammar, although the teachers do focus on 

grammar and other conventions when reading the stories. 

Maryse explains that she draws her inspiration for teaching writing from 

the Weaton Board Curriculum Document It 1 for the French immersion 

program: 

Maryse: Si tu veux je suis les objectifs de (Document ·1) .... Dans ce 
sens-là je vais je vais utiliser la ** la démarche à suivre par exemple 
euh ** on est supposé euh ** avoir des objectifs précis pour l'écriture, 
comme à la fin de ** la quatrième année l'enfant sera capable de 
décrire une personne, un animal, une chose. Alors dans ce sen~-lit je 
vais suivre cette démarche-là ... je suis les objectifs de la 
commission scolaire. 

(Open-ended Interview, 88/01/25) 

Maryse was a member of the committee that wrote the curriculum 

document. She has kept informed about current approaches in second 

language pedagogy, she 1S curious about trends that she observes in English 

language teaching, and she has read Donald Graves' book Wrtttng: Teachers 
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and Childr=en It Worfs. Maryse is sensitive to what she refers to as ·les 

nouvelles tendances" that is, "J'approche communicative" supported in the 

French immersion curriculum (Weaton Board Document -1) and the "Whole 

Language" approach espoused for Engl1sh Language Arts eWeaton Board 

Document -3). Maryse tries to make links between them. Her impression at 

the time of this study is that "Whole Language puis l'approche 

communicative c'est pas mal la même chose" (Open-ended Interview, 

88/01/25). It appears that Maryse is trying to reconcile the differences she 

has seen in the French and Engl ish documents and observed in the teaching 

practices in both streams of her school. 

Mme Cousineau: Parent-volunteer in the Enriched French Language Lessons 

Mme Cousineau describes writmg and the teaching of wnting in techmcal 

terms as iHustrated ln the fol1owing mtervlew segments' 

Interviewer: Comment est-ce Que J'enfant apprend à écrire? 

Mme Cousineau: Apprendre à écrire ** correctement ** c'est là que je 
vois ... la difficulté avec ... 1'immerslOn française.. . Ça devrait se 
faire graduellement à partir de la première année. l'enfant commence 
... en premlère année lCl, Ils ont quand même une heure de français par 
jour ** langue seconde. Apprendre les deu)(, un peu ** apprendre l'oral, 
qui est sûrement plus important. ... en même temps commencer à 
apprendre ... récrit. MalS Sl en langue seconde, s'ils apprennent à 
parler, puiS 11s apprennent au fur et à mesure, Qu'ils mettent une règle 
de grammaire, 11s commencent à faire l'accord des verbes, ils le 
sauraient en Quatrième année .... 
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Interviewer: Alors, quel est le rôle du professeur ... ? 

Mme Cousineau: Le rôle ** c'est de tout enseigner à J'enfant à parttr 
** que ce soit graduellement à partir de la première année. Qu'ils 
apprennent à construire des phrases correctement. En même temps 11 
doit ... enseigner (inaudible) à enrichir le vocabulaire, 11 doit enseigner 
les règles de grammaire, J'accord des verbes, l'accord des adjectifs. 
Moi je pense Que ** si ** la première année ferait enfin ** une partie 
du programme ** les deuxièmes contmuent et puis euh ** rendu en 
Quatrième et cinQuième ils vont être beaucoup plus prêts. 

(Open-ended interview, 86/02/19) 

Mme Cousineau sees a problem with writing instruction in the mlddle 

French immersIon program; she bel1eves that the children have to leam a11 

the grammar rules in grade flve when they begin wrlting. As a solution, she 

proposes that children be taught grammar rules systematicaJJy as of grade 

one in order to be ready to write in grade five. According to Mme Cousineau, 

the teacher's role is to teach all the rules of wrlting. She clearly views 

learnmg as a mastery of skills accomp1ished through deductlon and teaching 

as a systematic transmission of knowledge about technique. 

Mme Cousineau e)(pla,"s where she draws her inspiration for her views of 

teaching writing. A few years ago her daughter's French Immersion teacher 

sent home Alain De Bray's Petit Code Grammatical for the child to work on 

in the evenings with her mother. Mme Cousineau is impressed wlth the 

book's systematic presentation of grammar and she believes that it provides 

e)(cellent teaching material for the immersion program. She worries that 

chi Idren in immersion programs make a number of errors in reading and 

writing that remain uncorrected by teachers and conseQuently "l'enfant 
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apprend à écrire avec ... un nombre de fautes ... dans ** chaque classe­

(Open-ended Interview 88/02/19). Thus, her use of Alain De Bray's book is 

an attempt to remedy the situation by providing a sound base in grammar 

rules. 

Cheryl: Teacher of English Language Arts 

Cheryl describes writing and its teaching in the following manner: 

Interviewer: Can you tell me what writing is ** in general? 

Cheryl: . . This is a ** combi:1ation of thoughts that ... the se children 
have developed trom every aspect of living, both from their reading ** 
the discussions in class, thetr expertences at home. .. 

Interviewer: How do children naturally learn to write? 

Cheryl: Well of course this is a process which begins way back in 
kindergarten ... and is encouraged whenever, wherever .... as they get 
through the school system of course. they ah ** are required to put ... 
certain restrictions on it, in that there are ** certain writing rules and 
regulations .... While some do pick up, without being taught ... it still 
has to be shown ** on the whole 1 think .... 

Interviewer How do children learn to write ln school? 

Cheryl: .. , it's sort of an osmosis pro process, 1 think ... the teacher 
cleverly guides them into the. . the certain patterns ** that one has 
to follow .... They can observe this •... it's already leamed, they just 
need to be reminded. 

Interviewer: '" What is most important in writing instruction? .. 

Cheryl: Weil' have this ... pet hang-up about vocabulary. And ... as 
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far as ,'m concemed, ... good vocabulary is ... the Most important 
process ... in writing .... , think mainly it's to surround the room with, 
wlth ... Hteracy ** and vocabulary ** interesting ideas .... make the 
whole thing interesting anyway. 

(Open-ended interview, 68/02/29) 

Cheryl views children's writing as a developmental process, as a product 

of thelr reflections on personal and collective experiences. Cheryl 

describes her personal bias ln the teaching of writing as having a "pet 

hang-up about vocabulary". She al50 believes that it 15 essential for her to 

correct ail spelling errors in the children's writing as she states: "If the 

word isn't underlined, they'lJ simply continue to mispeJl the word: 

(Open-ended interview, 88/02/29). Like Maryse, Cheryl has contrasting 

perceptions of teaching: On the one hand, she views teachers as restricting 

children's exploration of language and imparting knowlege about rules and 

regulations in writing, and on the other hand she sees teachers as 

stimulating children's interests and extending their experiences with 

language by providing a rich literacy environment. 

Cheryl explains that she is MOSt influenced by the Ministry of Education's 

English Language Arts Curriculum Guide and by the units in the Board's 

English Language Arts Document (Weaton Board Document -3) which she 

claims to foJlow "sometimes strictJy, sometimes loosely". She says that 

sorne of her ideas for teaching writing either "come to me naturally", "come 

after serious thought on the sub ject in hand" and somet imes her ideas are 

based on the children's interests. (Open-ended interview, 88/02129). 
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Summary of the Teachers' BeHefs 

ln the interviews, the teachers have more to say about their roles in the 

teaching of writing than about writing itself or about theories of writing. 

Although they briefJy discuss what they beHeve writing is, they provide 

more detailed descriptions of their views of writing instruction and they 

easi1y elaborate on their teaching approaches. Other than Mme Cousineau 

who describes writing as a purely technical activity, the teachers define 

writing as a cognitive and interactive process. Yet ail four adults descrlbe 

the teaching of writlng as an activity ln which teachers impart knowledge 

of language rules and ensure that ehildren's writing eonforms to 

conventions. At the same time, both Maryse and Cheryl also view teachers 

as providing chiJdren with opportunities to select their own topies and 

explore writing. 

Recall that in the enriched French language lessons, Maryse provides the 

children with more Ume to write in their second language than is eommonly 

do ne in the other French immersion lessons. In English language Arts, 

Cheryl also implements a varied language program and provides much 

opportunity to write. Both teachers view their practices as a change from 

the traditional teaching of writing. In Ruth's regular French immersion 

class and in Mme Cousineau's enriched French language tessons , both 

teachers adopt a Jinear ski Ils-building approach to teachtng wrtting. Ruth 

attempts to Jiterally apply some suggestions put forth in the school board 

curriculum documents for writing in the French immersion program. Mme 
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Cousineau reacts to problems she sees ln chlldren's wr1tlng and relies on a 

grammar text, given to her by a French immersion teacher, to develop her 

lessons. 

What emerges from the interviews is that the teachers individuaJly 

interpret the curriculum materials that are available to them. And despite 

the fact that they deveJop their approacht's to teaching writing on their 

own, a11 of them assume slmilar tradit ional roJes as evaluators of chl1dren's 

writing and focus on technique in writ ing instruction. 

The Children's ResDonse to the Lessons 

ln two open-ended group interviews, the chi ldren had much to say about 

how writing is taught in the four settings for writing lessons. They 

summarized }essons in the regular French immersion class in the following 

way: 

Interviewer: Comment est-ce (1I1'on vous enseigne à écrire en français? 

Erica: Dictée. 
{ 

Linda: Oui. 

Interviewer: Pardon? 

Erica: Dictée. 

Interviewer: Oui. 

Linda: Les verbes. 

-



o 
Erica: Ou les tests. 
[ 
Bill: Oui. 

Alison: Et les exercices. 

Interviewer: Pardon? 

84 

Erica and Linda in chorus: Les exercices. 

Denise: Tu dois beaucoup comprendre ta grammaire et tes verbes que tu 
écris en français. Après écrire avec une bonne écriture. 
[ 
Erica: Oui, on doit étudier pour une semaine dix mots et un petit peu 
regarder tous les soirs .... 

l1nda: Elle tout le temps dit qu'est-ce que tu dois écrire. 

(Open-ended Group Interview, 88/03/02) 

The children describe the French writing lessons as a collection of 

exercises and tests used to verify their knowledge about spelling and 

grammar. Alison's comment reflects how the children respond to lessons 

involving story-writtng: 

Alison: ln French ** in French it's difficult because ... she gives us a 
subject as weJJ, and she goes "you have to do this like this". This week 
she gave us a story about a wa Ilet and a bicyc le. Except that do~sn't 
leave much to your imagination (inaudible). And 1 said to the teacher: 
"But 1 dOfi't rea Ily 1 ike ** the story. 1 don't rea 1 Iy get into wri t ing a 
story just about a bicycle." 50, she said vou can change the blcycle 
part. 

(Open-ended group interview, 68/02119) 

Alison has the confidence to express her react ion to the teacher's 
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suggested toptc and SM attempts to negottate for more control over her 

writing. But Alison is an exception most of the chtldren simply conform to 

the teacher's expectattons even though they may have l1ttle interest in 

predetermined topics that 1ack relevance. 

The following is how the ch11dren view the enriched French language 

1essons wtth Maryse: 

Alison: Je pense qu'on peut écrire plus avec Maryse et c'est plus 
amusant. 

Interviewer: Pourquoi c'est plus amusant? 

Bill: Pas pour moi. 
[ 
Alison: Parce que tu peux avoir beaucoup de ** d'idées. 
[ 
Unda: OuI. 

B11I: Non mais pas pour moi parce que ** tu dots fatre l'histoire ... en 
une demie heure. 
[ 
Erica: Pas tout le temps. 

Bill: Oui. Parfois elle dit qu'est-ce qu'elle voulait, et tu dois le faire. 

Alison: Et c'est difficile. 

Interviewer: Qu'est-ce qui est difficile'? 

Erica: Pour le faire juste dans quinze minutes. 
( 
Linda: Pour écrire dans ** oui**. 

Erica: Tu dois pense [~ et ça prend qutnze minutes et après tu dots 
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écrire. 
[ 
Altson: En anglais on a 
[ 
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Linda: Oui, et tu dols chercher dans le dictionnaire et tout ça. 

Erica: Oui, et tu dols 
[ 
Interviewer: Alors qu'est-ce que vous préfèrerlez avoir, au lieu de 
juste quinze minutes? 

Denise: Prendre ** une heure ou deux heures. 

Bm: Non, comme ** si tu n'as pas fini J'histoire en une heure ** une 
autre leçon tu peux continuer. 
[ 
Linda: OuL 
[ 
Alison: Oui. 

Interviewer: Vous préfèreriez faire ça? 

Ail in chorus: Oui. 
(Open-ended Group Interview, 88/03/02) 

These chi1dren frequently refer to their dictionaries when writing which 

may be due in part to the emphasis on correct spe11ing in French writing and 

also an insecurity about writing in a second language. In very brief writing 

sessions there is little time for reflection and for exploration of language. 

ln principle, the longer writing periods al10w chi1dren the time to do this, 

but in this case, the relative freedom to develop writing over an extended 

time may be constrained by the role that the adults play in the writing 

process. 
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The children explain that the adults' roles ln the enriched language 

lessons 1S to correct their stories on a conttnuous bas1s before they are 

completed: 

Interviewer: 50 what did Vou do with Maryse? 

Erica: Write stories. 
[ 
Bi 11: Write stories. 
[ 
Linda: We wrote stories and then she'd come along and corrected them. 

Alison: (inaudible) 
[ 
Erica: Mrs. Cousineau helped out. 

Interviewer: What? 

Denise: Before we wrote the whole story, she'd come in the middle and 
correct so we wouldn't have a lot of mistakes to correct at the end .... 

Erica: Va, 1 ike in English 1 just get one or two mistakes and then MM in 
French 1 get like ** rive or 
[ 
Linda: Va. Vou write the same sentence and Vou get ** ten. 

(Open-ended Group Interview, 88/02/19) 

The children do not think of wrlting in terms of expressing thought and 

communicating messages but rather in terms of producing, counting and 

correcting errors. They seem to beHeve that close adult supervision is 

necessary to maintain sorne control over the production of -mistakes" so 

that the correction task will not be overwhelming. 
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The chi1dren clatm to find the new format for enriched language lessons 

with Mme Cousineau easier than writing stories with Maryse and they 

explain why the focus lS no longer on writing: 

Interviewer: Et alors quand vous comparez les deux ** ce Que vous faisiez 
avant avec Maryse et ce que vous faites maintenant ** qU'est-ce que vous en 
pensez? 

Erica: ... On a ** on juste écrit ** avec Maryse. 
[ 
Linda: Oui, on écrit plus avec Maryse et avec Mme Cousineau on fait les 
exercices. 
[ 
Denise: Oui. 

Interviewer: Et qu'est-ce que vous pensez de tout ça? 

Bill: C'est différent. 
r . 
Erica: C'est plus faciJe, les jeux. 

Linda: Je pense que c'est ** plus bon de savoir comment parler que 
[ 
Bi11: De lire. 
[ 
Erica: Oui, tu dois savoir ... parler ** avant de ** faire des histoires. 

Linda: Oui. 
(Open-ended Group Interview, 88/03/02) 

These chi Idren have spent the first part of the year writing stories in 

their second language and now they no longer write but instead they talk, 

play word games and fill out answers on ditto sheets. The children 

interpret thts change in instructional focus to Mean that they need more 
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practice in their oral French and readtng before they can wrlte. They 

conceive that a second language 1S acqu1red in Hnear oral, reading and 

writing stages. They seem to believe that they cannot write well enough to 

be al10wed to write, and they need to return to oral and reading stages of 

second language acquisition. 

The children report that they feel insecure about their abiHty to 

communicate in French; they e)(pect to be judged and found wanting as 

illustrated in the following excerpt: 

Alison: Sometimes 1 feel sort of self-conscious about my work, 
showing it to French people because they might think: "Oh, this kid 
doesn't know much." 
[ 
Linda: Va, 1 know, even in talking if Vou go ** like ** wel1 in the school 
1 don't really mind because they know that 1 can't speak French real1y 
weJI. But if Vou go ** if Vou go out somewhere else and Vou ** talk to 
a French person, they'll look at Vou 1 ike ** "Hein?" 

Alison: Va, and they'l1 say, "What is this person saying? ** That's verl 
bad grammar." 

(Open-ended group interview 1 88/02/19) 

The children are sensitive to how the adults respond to their efforts to 

communicate in a second language and in the first language as welt. The 

following episode il1ustrates how the children are aware that their EngHsh 

teacher reads their stories to evaluate their Hnguistic competence: 
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Narrative Segment 9: Correction of Stories in Engltsh C12lss 

Linda is writing. 1 ask her what will happen to her st ory when it is 
finished. Linda explains that it will be corrected by the teacher and 
"she'l1 teU Vou jf ifs good or bad, and if ifs good Vou put it in your 
Olympie fol der or else you recopy it and put it in". 

(Fieldnotes, 88/02/29) 

The chi ldren know that vocabulary is a high priority for Cheryl when they 

write: 

Interviewer: ... what's most important ** in writing in English? 

Linda: Your grammar ** and your punctuation. 

Denise: How Vou use the words. 

Linda: Making ** making make sense ** in one sense. 

Interviewer: Making sense. 

Unda: Ya ** sentence construction. 
[ 
Erica: Well, Vou can't use ** the same words a11 the time, like and then 
and then. 

Alison: Va, like ** 1 like to use a lot of big words .... 

Erica: Va. It's better ** if Vou use ** long words. 

(Open-ended Group Interview, 88/02/19) 

These chndren have jdentjfjed Cheryl's focus on vocabulary and form in 

writing, they know what she is looking for in their stories and they know 

how to satisfy her. The children perceive that the major purpose of writing 
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18 s1mllar in Engltsh Language Arts and in French lessons; the main 

objective is to perfect language techniques. 

The Children's Comparisons of French and Engl ish Lessons 

The children not only identify the focus of instruction in each setting, 

but they also compare the requirements for wrtting. When asked to compare 

the writing lessons in English and French, the children summarize the 

lessons in the followlOg way: 

Interviewer: 50 would you say that ... the lessons are simllar in 
English and in French? 

Bill. Well11ke ** you do IHee ** l1ke stories and stuff like ** and 
while you're in French *if you do like *if sort of spelling and you don't 
do much stories ** you don't do really stories. 

Interviewer: No, what do you do? 
[ 
Linda: You do like ** exercises ** and in Engllsh you do stories. In 
English Vou do a whole long story ** when in French you'd just be doing 
exerc1ses and how to conjugate this verb or something. You wouldn't be 
writing a whole story yet. 

Erica: (inaudible) you concentrate mainly on the verbs and stuff lilee 
that in the stories. 

Allson: And you're always looking stuff up in the dictionary .... 

Interviewer: Where does the 1dea matter? 

Linda: Well in ... EngHsh. The idea matters more in English 'cuz all our 
wrlting ls all correct and stuff .... 
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Denise: ... (Cheryl) doesn't come around every five minutes .... 

Interviewer: She doesn't. What does she do? 

Denise: She just ** corrects ft. ... 

Linda: We al1 give ** we al1 give our stories in or whatever we've 
written and then she corrects it. 

Erica: And then we do a good copy .... 

Linda: ... In English the teacher know5 that we knows ** that we know 
what it means, 50 
[ 
Alison: Va. 

Erica: She just lets us go. 

Linda: Va. 

Alison: Va, she just says: "Okay, write a story". 

Erica: Or on this particular subject. 
{ 
Bill: Va (inaudible). 

(Open-ended Group Interview, 88/02/19) 

The chlldren perce ive that they write more stories in English class. They 

report that in French the focus js mainly on verbs and spel1ing. Even when 

writing stories in French, they report that their attention is on conjugating 

verbs and speJJing correctJy. They believe that the ideas matter more and 

that they have more freedom whiJe writing ln EngHsh class, but this Is only 

because they have mastered the techniques of writlng ln that language. 
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Although they acknowledge thet thefngllshte8Chet.Uows them-t~ wrlte - --- -- - - --­

unlntemJpted, they see her as havlng the same role as the French teachers 

--she Is an evaluator of thelr flnlshed products. 

The Interviews suggest that the chtldren beHeve that ail thelr teachers 

are Jooklng for mastery of form ln thetr wrtttng and they know what 

partlcular conventions each teacher tends to emphasize. They percelve that 

their teachers read their wrlting to evaluate how Il ,:onforms to standard 

form. They also belteve that adults encourage them to write on their own 

and emphasize ideas in writing only when they have reached some level of 

mastery of the techniques of writing. 

The ChiJdren's Perceotions of Writing and Writing Instruction 

Figure 5 provides a summary profile of how each of the chl1dren perce ive 

writing and writing instruction. The figure is compiJed from their 

individual responses recorded in transcripts of the open-ended intervtews 

on February 19, 1988 and March 2, 1988. 
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What is writing? 

Alison l''Putting your imagination 
on paper. II 

Linda l"Ah •• 1 donlt know •• Just 
writing ..• Va ••. the 
teacher tells you to do 
something and then you 
Just write that or .. if 
you want to write, you 
jUlt write." 

Erica P'Sharing your feel ings with 
a paper." 

"Vour hand does it." 

Bl11 I(One-word reply) "Stories." 

Denise I"just your imagination" 

What do you think about 
when you write? 

"sometimes 1 might be thinking of 
ah •. one particu1ar idea, except 
ah •. 1 just get carried off so that 
1 just go with what 1 have •• " 

"you change the who1e thing of what 
you started off with in the first 
place. But it's better at the end." 

"1 always write the story first and 
then 1 write the title •.• 1 write 
something and then 1 change it so 
that .• itls even better." 

"1 think of something that 1 might 
write it .• but change it as l'm 
writing. Change the story." 

"1 just think it out in my mind and 
put it on paper." "Like the books 
1 read all together, like 1 sort of 
put them all together sort of." 

"things you've made up" 
II made from true staries" 

Figure 5. Profile of the Children's Perceptions 

fII\ 

How would you teach 
writing? 

III'd teach them the verbs and 
stuff, 1 think at the same time 
as they're talking 'cuz they 
have to use the verbs in talking 
to 1 earn to wri te. Il 

IIFirst you teach them how to 
speak first, and all the •• verbs 
and everything •• and a11 the 
punctuation •• then, Iid teach 
them to write." 

IIIn French 1 would teach them •• 
like .. vocabulary and •• words anc 
verbs .. " "But if they know it 
already, 1 would III Just let 
them write and correct it after­
wards." 

IIWell you get staries from books 
and you should make them read 
first. And then (wrlte) •• " 

"Tell them what to write and let 
them write it." 

\0 .. 

" 1 

1 

1 
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The children describe writing as a cognitive, motor activity. They speak 

of writing in terms of a relationship between thought, mechanics and paper. 

These children do not speak of writing as a means of communicating with 

others. Instead, their responses indicate that they ob jectify the writ ing 

experience in that they relate only to the paper on which they write. The 

chlldren appear to believe that the teachers' role in writing instruction is to 

first show chlldren how to master the techniques of wrlting, such as using 

verbs, vocabulary and punctuation, and then to tell children what to write, 

while acting as an evaluator of their writing. 

Ironically, while it seems that the children have a technical perception 

of writing and of the teaching of writing, when pressed in an interview, 

they were able to reflect on and articulate thelr own composing process: 

A1ison, Linda and Erica describe the internaI revlsion processes they use 

while composing; Bi 11 relates that when he writes he weaves together ideas 

he has drawn from his readings, and Denise explains that she uses real 

experiences to invent stories. 

The children were also able to talk about their conceptions of the 

relationshlp between the two languages when they wnte. In the fol1owing 

excerpt, they explain how they move back and forth between thinking in 

English and writing in French: 

Erica: C'est difficiJe de ** comme de faire les histoires en français, on 
doit pense [~..t~ en anglais et puis après, écris llli.l en français. Et des 
fois c'est difficile ** d'écrire. 

Alison: Parce que ... quelque fois ... tu peu)( dire quelque chose en 
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anglais mais pas en français parce que tu sais pas. 
[ 
Denise: Oui. 
r 
Linda: C'est pas possible .... 

Linda. Je ** je pense en anglais premièrement ** et après je dire à toi 
** et si ça va bien 
[ 
Alison: Ça change. 

Linda: Oui, ça change. ** Je trouve ah ** une autre façon de dire .... 

Bill: Je pense prf:mier, une histoire en anglais, et j'écris en français. 
Comme ** comme il Y a une autre personne ... 

(Open-ended Group Interview, 88/03/02) 

Bill describes the change between thought in English and writing in 

French as a schizophrenie experience. The children explain sorne of the 

difficulties they encounter when composing ln th€ second language: one 

problem they face 1S th1nking of an idea in English, but not knowmg how to 

translate it into French; another problem is thinking of expressions or 

structures in one language that are not used the other language. In these 

two cases, the chi Idren find strategies to get around the language 

difficulties as reported ln the following interview: 

Linda: 1 f 1 don't know how to do the whole sentence, then 1 just leave it 
out because , have a11 the verbs and stuff. But if it's just one word 1 
can just look it up in the dictionary. ** 50 it doesn't matter ... if it's 
just one word, 1 write the whole ... idea, but if 1 don't know how to 
write my whole idea then 1 just leave it out. ... 

Alison: Va, 1 ** find myself looking up in the dictionary a lot and then 1 
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forget ** what 1 was gonna say and stuff 1tke that. ... 

Erica: ln French usually ** 1 write like ** stories that ... can't really 
come true. And, in EngHsh 1 like to write more about ** ,eople our age, 
and things that happen ** that really do happen. 
[ 
Linda: Va. In French ** in French and English 1 write the same thing. 
Like, about people our age and stuff .... 

Erica: ln English 1 write ** like ** probably what happened ... things 
like getting into troubJe and things Jike that. But ... it's easier to 
write ** in French, like things that aren't true ... . 

Linda: ... But in French 1 just -write! ln ... French 1 just write any old 
thing, it doesn't matter .... 

Alison: 1 mainly write the same except ... it's** harder and harder. 
And Vou can't use your imagination as much 1 don't think .... 1 find ... 
myseJf ... worrying a Jot about grammar and stuff more in French. 

Linda: Va, in English it just cornes to you. 

Erica: Va, Vou can use your imagination ** more in English 'cuz you 
already know the words. ** Vou're worrying about the words when 
you're doing 2 story in French. 

(Open-ended Group Interview, 88/02/19) 

Two strategies that the children use to resolve language problems are 

consulting with someone else while composing and omitting ideas that are 

too problematic to express in the second language. When composing in 

French, the chl1dren report that they tend to write fictional stories about 

topics that are unreJated to them, whereas in English they write about real 

1 ife experiences. This may refJect the tact that their first language i5 their 

language of thought and 1t is more closely tied to their personal 

experiences. What the chi ldren report in the interviews suggests is that 
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they consctously choose to wrtte ·safe· stortes in the second language, 

carefully selecting content that theyare sure they know how to write in 

French. The chtldren are preoccupied with grammar and vocabulary in 

French and their concem with form sUnes their imagtnation in writtng. 

Summary of the Children's Percept tons 

The interviews with the children indicate that they can describe the 

different requirements for writing in each setting and can compare settings. 

Moreover, the children perce ive writing as a technical exercise and they 

view writing instruction as an attempt to systematically impart technique. 

Oespite their technocratie perspectives, the children can nonetheless talk 

about their own composing processes and they are able to do so in both their 

first and second languages. The children describe strategies that they 

employ to deal with the complexities of thinking and writing in two 

languages. They claim that their concern with grammar, verbs and spelling 

impedes their efforts to develop ideas in writing in the second language. 
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CHAPTERV 

SlH1ARV AND DISCUSSION 

Summary 

The Wrltjng Lessons ln Theory 

... =..., .. ~ ... ~ .. ··M~ ~·'···1 

Uslng methods wtthln the ethnographie tradition, 1 documented the 

classroom processes, the content of lessons and the perceptions of 

participants ln French and EngHsh wrlttng classes tn a French Immersion 

program. 1 found that -merlylng the teachtng of wrttlng ln French and ln 

EngHsh, there were contrasttng curricula, leamlng theorles, and Ideologies 

of language. 

Wrltlng in EngUsh 

The ltterature on wrlttng ln Engltsh Indlcates a tendency among theorlsts 

to vlew language as a dynamtc soctal process that Is meaning-based 

CEmtg,1973; Ha11tday,1978; Harste,1983; Wel1s,1986l The theorles of wrjting 

as process propose that chtldren naturally leam about wrltten language by 

focuslng on its meantng, rather than by concentraUng on Its ltnguisttc form 

(Sowers, 1982; Clay, 1973; Goodman. 1986). In response to these theorles, a 

numbM' of educators now advocate that teachers emphastze process ln 

wrlt log instruction. 
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This pedagOgte.1 trend ts renetted by the Engltsh Language Arts 

currtcuhm that ts ln place ln the Pf'C9'am examlned ln thls study. The 

cUfTtcuhm Is deflned by central Mlntstry programs and local school board 

documents. The Ouebec Mlnlstry of Educatlon's offtclal program (The 

E1ementary School Currtculum: Engltsh Language Arts I-VI, Quebee, 1983) 

recommends a Wh01e Language approach to teachlng whtch rests on 

prlnctples of language as social process. The program descrlbes the Engltsh 

teacher's role tn wrtttng Instructton as that of a facllttator who tntegrates 

wrtttng wtth readlng, speaktng, and Ifstentng whtle acttng as a 

communtcat tve partner to chi ldren. The teacher Is expected to provide a 

vartety of contexts for genutne wrtttng, to respond to the meantng of 

messages in chtldren's wrtttng, and to vtew vartatlon of standard form as an 

expression of development 1n language. The school board currtcul\lTl 

document for Engl1sh Language Arts Instructton, eWeaton Board Currtcuhm 

Document -J), supports thts approach to teachtng language as tt ts 

descrtbed ln the Mtntstry program. 

Wrttjng 10 French Immersjon 

A vlew of language as an interactive, meantng-based proeess ts also 

supported tn the ltterature on second-language acqulsttton (Gumperz & 

Hymes, 1972; Wong-Fll1more, 1983; McLaughltn, 1984, Hakuta,1986)' A 

number of second-language theortsts propose a communtcatlve competence 

theory whlch states that chtldren leam a second language by concentrattng 

on meanlngs ln soctal Interaction. This Is satd to be one of the underlylng 

assllY'lpttons of Immerston education; chUdren leam French by focustng on 



o 

: 0 

,. ... , .. 

101 

the content of commmlcaUon rather tt. the form of the second language 

(Swaln & lapkln, 1982; C""mlns, 1985; Genesee, 1987). Vet recent 

qualitative studles of French immersion classes suggest thet teachers tend 

to provlde Instruction ln distinct feat,"s of the French language, 

emphaslztng ltngutsUc form over content (Mahé, 1981; Magulre, 1989). In 

this study, such product-oriented methods are endorsed by the curriculum 

documents that are used in the French Immersion program. 

The Mlnistry program for French-as-a-first-language (Programme 

d'étude 1 Primaire 1 Français, Ouébec, 1979) was used as a foundatton for 

the development of the local school board curriculum document for the 

French Immersion program (Weaton Board Curriculum Document-l ). 80th 

documents descrlbe dlscrete language stills, key concepts, and specifie 

conventions that chl1dren are expected to acqu1re at each grade leve1. This 

assumes that language exlsts as a dlsUnct entlty, that there Is a consensus 

about language rules in French, and that the teacher's role is to ensure that 

chtldren master conventlonal form. 

The teachlng of writlng in Engltsh Language Arts appears to be 

theoretical1y ln confllct with the teachlng of writtng ln French Immersion 

classes. Vet, classroom observations and interviews of participants ln the 

French Immersion program indicate that this confllct 15 not clearly evldent 

in actual classroom practlce. 

, -~~~ 
-ij 
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The Wrtting Lessons in Praçtice 

ln the claasroom observations, 1 found that the French and English 

writing lessons were more simiJar than they were different, especial1y 

with respect to the focus of instruction and the teachers' roles; a11 the 

teachers chose to focus primarly on correct form in writing and acted as 

evaluators of conventions. The teachers rarely responded to content or 

emphasized process in writing; they responded mostly to how children used 

conventions in their written products. This was true for French and 

English teachers alike, despite the fact that there were sorne differences in 

how the lessons were organized in each setting. Each setting for writing 

instruction differed in the time that was devoted to writing and in the 

amount of freedom that children had to choose their own topics. Vet these 

differences did not correspond to language of instruction, so that it cannot 

be said that the French lessons distinctly reflected the orientations of the 

French curriculum, nor that the EngHsh lessons ref1ected the focus of the 

EngHsh curriculum. 

The findings from the interviews of the teachers indicated that they a11 

asaumed that writing instruction ia a matter of transmitting knowledge and 

ensuring that children follow language rules. The teachers had different 

ideas about the degree of restriction or freedom of choice that should be 

gtven to children when they write. On the one hand, two of the French 

teachers, Ruth and Mme Cousineau, beHeved that the chUdren's writing 

experiences should be limited and carefully controlled. These teachers had 

adopted perspectives that are assoctated wtth tradttional approaches to 
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teaehtng wrtttng. On the other hand, one of the French teaehers, Maryse, and 

the EngHsh Language Arts teaeher, Cheryl, beHeved that chtldren should be 

given ample opportuntty to write and to select their own topies. In their 

1essons, therefore, they tried to remove sorne restrictions on children's 

writing. Nonetheless, the underlying foeus on form in all the lessons 

overrode any differences in the amount of writing or free-choice that the 

children were given. 

The teachers' instructional focus appears to have an impact on how the 

children view writing. The findings from the interviews of the five 

participating children suggest that they did not conceive of writing in 

French or in English as interactional; rather, they objectified writing and 

they perceived all the writing lessons to be technical exercises. For these 

children, the purpose of writing in school was to perfect discrete language 

skills so as to pass the evaluation of an examiner, usually the classroom 

teacher. They used a number of strategies to produce texts that would meet 

the technical standards set by each of their teachers. Moreover, the 

children reported that their worries about language rules were greater in 

the second language as they were less familiar with them and they indicated 

that this inhibited their creativity in writing in French. 

Therefore, the conflict that appears to exist between French and English 

writing at a theoreticallevel is not evident at a practicallevel. Instead, 

there appears to be consistency in the practices and in the participants' 

perceptions in the French and English writing lessons. The teachers ail 

emphasized 1 inguisttc form over content or process, and viewed language 
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teaching in terms of a transm:ssion of facts. The children had a 

technocratie view of wrlting in both languages. 

Discussion 

The apparent consistency in the teachers' perceptions of writing 

instruction and in their practices can be explained by the nature of the 

Ministry and school board language programs and by the nature of the 

teachers' individual and collective daily experiences. The programs, together 

with the teachers' experiences, determined how the writing tessons were 

taught, how the children used language in these lessons, and how they 

experienced writing in school. 

The programs 

TraditionaJ1y, the English Language Arts program was prescriptive whiJe 

the French immersion program is stiJl largely so. The French immersion 

program lists linguistic forms that chiJdren are expected to produce at 

different stages and details procedures that teachers may follow to deliver 

the content of the program. The French teachers' focus on imparting facts 

about language and evaluation of end-products can therefore be seen as a 

refJection of the program's technicaJ orientation. 

The current EngJish Language Arts program is purposefuJJy Jess 

prescrjptlve. Language Jearning is described as context-embedded so that 

Jeamer needs are not predetermined. The emphasjs in this program is on 
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vtew tng language deve 10pment as a long-term process and leaming outcomes 

as broad and not easny Quantifiable. This aspect of the program May 

actually present a problem for teachers. Some English Language Arts 

teachers May cling to traditlonal methods because they are either unsure 

about the specifies of how to implement a new program in their classes. 

They May be uncertaln about the implications of different teaching 

behaviours and responses to writing, or May be uns ure about what types of 

learning outcomes to expect. 

Fullan (982) maintains that uncertainty about the operational meaning 

of a new approach May exp1ain why some teachers respond in a conservative 

way to curricular change. A focus on technique, with specifie descriptions 

of expected products, easi1y lends itself to systematic procedures and 

provides more immediate tangible outcomes than some of the relatively 

complex conceptual and social outcomes promised in the new English 

Language Arts program which emphasizes process in writing. 

Moreover, a "Quality control" evaluator role of teachers has been 

traditional1y associated with high educational standards. Some teachers 

who are expected to change their role to one of communicative partner or 

facilitator, May feel they are abandoning their responsibiUties and, 

therefore, sense their professional competence to be threatened. The 

un,:ertainty that 1s experienced in curricular change may lead some teachers 

to fT'Iaintain their famtHar role, favourtng known approaches that define 

clear procedures and are straightforward to implement. 
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The directive nature of the French immersion program May make it 

easier for teachers to implement jt in their classrooms. The 

non-prescriptive nature of the English Language Arts program and the role 

change that il implicates, May heighten uncertainty in some teachers and 

impede them from understanding and implementing it. These different 

characteristies of the programs lead some French and English teachers to 

commonly adopt a technique orientation in their writing lessons. Yet the 

programs are not the only factors that affect how the teachers choose to 

teach writing; they are also influenced by their individual backgrounds, 

their daily experiences, and the professional support that they receive in 

their elassrooms. 

The Teachers' Backgrounds. Paily Realities and Professional Support 

As a group, the teachers in this dual-track school are exposed to 

different curricula for French immersion and for English classes. They are 

thus confronted with multiple criteria for learning and differing 

ethnolinguisitie perspectives about curricular content. At the same time, 

they have limited opportunity to discuss the meaning of language theories or 

the interpretat ion of pr·ograms. Most of their t ime 15 spent in hect le 

preparation or in busy isolation teaching in their own elassrooms. 

Furthermore, the social organization of school Ufe limits their 

opportuntties to engage in peer observation or receive feedback on their 

classroom practice. Those teachers, therefore, who are wi11ing to 

chal1enge traditional teaching approaches or implement change in their 

writtng program, have a number of obstacles to overcome: they must come 
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to terms wtth multtple and controverstal criteria for teachtng wrtttng, lack 

of ttme to reflect on language or changes ln theortes and practlces, and 

ltmtted occastons to confer wlth others about ongoing concerns. 

As indtvtduals, the teachers responded to elements of their environment 

and tmplemented the writing programs withtn the context of thetr personal 

realtties. The participating teachers brought different backgrounds and 

personalities te thetr tasks, and each experienced a different setting for 

teachtng wrtting. Two characteristics that May have had an impact on wi1at 

each teacher chose to do in her writing program were the amount of 

interaction with peers that she engaged in and the amount of experience 

that she had in her particular position. 

The regular French immersion teacher, Ruth, was in the school on a 

long-term substitution contract and she dtd not perceive herself to be a 

specialist in immersion teaching. Lacking experience in this type of 

teachtng position, she chose to closely follow the directives of the 

curriculum documents and she did not attempt to implement change. Her 

intention was to master the established program and she readily sought the 

he lp of other teachers and the French immersion consultant. 

The teacher of the enriched French lessons, Maryse, was outgotng and 

she interacted with both English and French teachers. She had long-standing 

expertence in the French immersion program. She knew the program well, 

partlctpated in the development of Its currtculum, and was aware of the 

changes in the teaching of Engltsh Language Arts wtthtn the school board. 
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Maryse was interested by the changes that she observed in some English 

classes and in the Engl1sh curriculum. On her own initiative, she 

implemented some new methods in her teaching practice, recognizing that 

they represent a departure from what is commonly adopted in immersion 

classes. 

Mme Cousineau had a number of years of teaching experience and she 

came into the school specificaJJy to work as a parent-volunteer in the 

enriched French language lessons. She did not participate in the formaI or 

informaI organization of the school and therefore her contact with other 

teachers was relatively Hmited. While assisting Maryse in her attempts to 

implement a new approach to teaching writing, Mme Cousineau reacted to 

problems that she perceived in this approach and she responded by adopting 

more traditional methods when she worked alone with the children later in 

the year. 

The Engltsh Language Arts teacher, Cheryl, had many years experience in 

teaching Engltsh. Cheryl was new to the school and she spent much of her 

free time in her classroom preparing materials or organizing the room, so 

that her interaction time with other teachers was somewhat limited. She 

had taken university courses in language instruction and she had 

participated in professional development in-services and workshops on 

Whole Language. Although she fol1owed some of the methods associated 

with Whole Language, such as providing varjed experiences with print, her 

overal1 focus and her underlying assumptions about language teaching were 

more in keeping with traditional approaches to teaching writing. 
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There seems, then, to be a relationship between the teacher's experience 

in her position, her interactions with other teachers, and how she 

implemented the writing program. Whereas llttle experience and minimal 

interaction appear to yield the MoSt conservative teaching methods, as in 

Mme Cousineau's case, Many years of experience combined with much 

interaction with other teachers May roster innovative methods, as is the 

case with Maryse. 

Once teachers have acquired some experience in a program, their 

confidence about their competence is 1ikely to increase. Moreover, once 

they know a program wen, they May begin to see its problems, discern needs 

for change and embark on change efforts. Both Maryse and Cheryl had some 

years experience with the language programs. They were in the process of 

accommodating sorne of the methods advocated in the new curriculum for 

English Language Arts, such as removing some restrictions on children's 

experiences with writing; however, they had as yet only partially 

interpreted the curriculum. They had not changed their fundamenta 1 

assumptions about the focus of writing or their ro1es in the teaching of 

writing. 

Although interaction with others seemed to play a part in Maryse's 

growing interest in alternative approaches to teaching writtng, both she and 

Chery~ would have benefited trom more pp.er interaction during their 

attempts to change. Feedback and discussion with in-class observers would 

have provtded the conttnuous support that these two teachers would seem to 
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have needed. When teachers such as these are sorting out the practical 

meaning of a new program, and receiying imput primarly through out-of­

class training sessions and 1arge-sca1e workshops, they risk experiencing 

frustration and confusion and in some cases, may even deve10p a reactionary 

response to the program as Mme Cousineau appears to have done. 

Fu11an (982) claims that interaction with peers is a critical eJement of 

curricular innovation, helping teachers to grapple with different approaches 

and develop new meanings. He outllnes the need for ongoin9 support and 

discussion whiJe change is being experienced in cla5srooms, 50 that new 

programs are not implemented only partially. As this case study reveals, 

the result of social isolation is that even the experienced teachers, who 

have sorne knowledge of new methods, resort to a product-oriented approach 

to teaching writing. Perhaps they do this without even realizing it, 

belleying instead that they are imp1ementing a process-oriented approach. 

The teachers individually interpret the curriculum and decide how to 

proceed, which in turn affects how the children experience wrlting and how 

they develop conceptions about language. 

The Children's Language Development 

The children experienced writing in the French and the English 1essons 

not as a too1 to communicate ideas or interact with others, but as an 

exercise to practice certain aspects of linguistfc form. Halliday (975) 

states that wrfting is defined by tts context, and in this case study, the 

lesson contexts define writing as a technical exercise. The children 
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understood thts very clearly, and in thts respect, they showed that they are 

sophtsUcated language learners. They were able to determlne what purposes 

wrlting ts used for ln the lessons, meantng that they understood the 

functions of language in the writtng lessons. The children were capable of 

disceming variations and the simi lar;t ies in the language used in each 

context, they could accurately identlfy the speciflc lingulstlc requlrements 

of the context and modlfy their use of language accordingly. Moreover, they 

knew how roles were deffned by language use; in the lessons, they acted as 

technicians who were expected to manipulate properly the form of language, 

while the teachers acted as evaluators of their ability to do this. In their 

understanding that wrlting was used as a test of their knowledge of 

lingulsUc form, the children had become skl11ed in composing strategies 

that faci litated the production of ·safe" texts. 

Whtle the chl1dren had learned how to read and meet the llngulstlc 

demands of the lessons, they were nevertheless limited by the view of 

language that these lessons communicated. The children were preoccupied 

with avoiding errors 50 that they were never allowed to, ln Wells' (1986) 

words, ·move beyond the status quo· and expand on their conceptions of 

language or make connections by exploring language. Instead, they 

performed writing tasks which, in some cases, they viewed as lrrelevant 

and meaningless. 

The chHdren knew that the prlmaf'1 objective of wriUng ln these lessons 

was to reproduce knowledge about language. Thelr preoccupation wlth 

gettlng the technique of writtng right so as to meet wlth approval tnhtbtted 
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both reflectton and creativtty. The children were so involved in reproductng 

techniques that this was not only l1mited to how they wrote, but this 

extended to how they viewed teachtng and learning. They had tnternalized 

the views of teaching and learning that their teachers communicated in the 

lessons and given the chance to teach writtng, the chlldren reported that 

they would do just as their teachers did. This would support Giroux's (1978) 

claim that a technocratie emphasis on mastery of conventions in wrlting 

leads to reproductive education and deprives children of the opportunity to 

develop critical thinking. 

The writing lessons in French immersion were clearly a form of 

reproductive education. The teachers attempted to transmit facts about the 

French language, rarely responded to chlldrens' meanings in writing, and 

infreQuently asked the children to clarify or expand on their messages. The 

observations in the French writing lessons confirm the findings by Mahé 

(1987) and Maguire (1989) who documented that immersion teachers 

emphasized language form over content. Because the children had Httle 

opportunity to engage in genuine dialogue in French, their opportunlty to 

develop second-language proficiency was limited. According to 

Wong-Fillmore (983), development in a second language 1s a function of 

meaningful interaction between learners and other users of the target 

language. 

Yet, the absence of genuine communication in French lessons does not 

mean that the chtldren were unable to engage in such dialogue in thetr 

second language. As recorded in the open-ended group interviews, the 
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chtldren were able talk in thetr ftrst and second languages about thetr own 

compostng processes; they recounted how they juggled two language 

systems and how they dealt wtth the problems posed by different l1ngutstlc 

perspect ives and expressions of thought. These findtngs indicate that 

chHdren were aware of the strategies they used to draw from the first 

language while composing a text in the second language. Moreover, because 

the writing lessons emphasized the surface features of language, the 

chHdren were preoccupied by the differences in the two languages and they 

found ways to simplify the task of writing in the second language by 

producing texts that did not re late to their lives. 

Although it is somet imes assumed that in the first years of a French 

immersion program children are not yet able to use their second language to 

talk about their complex language processes, the children in thls study have 

shown that they did reflect on the problems of communicating in two 

languages. This indicates that it Is possible to move beyond simple 

reproductive education in second-language writing and foster critical 

thought about language. 

Sinee it is possible for chUdren to engage in more communication about 

second-language writing than they are actual1y doing, there i5 clearly a need 

for new French immersion programs that wiH foster dialogue about writing. 

N6W immersion programs must reflect the meaning-making nature of 

sec\\nd-Ianguage acquisition and emphastze process in language teaching in 

order to avotd reducing writing to a techntcal exerctse, thereby limttlng 

chUdren's language development. Yet, as this study indtcates, the 
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development of new language programs ts not enough to ensure that these 

changes w1J1 take place in the classroom. What ts also needed is a change ln 

the social organtzatton of teaching and professional development efforts 

that support intended changes by lncreasing interaction among teachers on 

an ong01ng basls. Left on their own with little time to reflect or to 

lnteract, even the most well-meaning teachers will resort to adopttng roles 

that are most famiHar and aimlng for products that are easily Quantifiable. 

ln the end, if there is no social change for the teachers, the children wlll 

continue to experience writing and to conceive of it terms of technique. 

Implications for Eurther Research 

Based on the findings of this study, 1 see a need for further research that 

examines a number of aspects of first and second-language teaching: 

1) The teachers in this case study focus on technique in writing 

regardless of the orientations of the French and English language 

curriculum. There Is a need for research that further i11uminates the 

relationships between theory, curriculum, and classroom practice in 

language education. 

2) One of the French immersion teaehers in thls study had adopted sorne 

approaches that were endorsed for Engltsh Language Arts. There is a need 

for further ethnographie research ln French immersion programs that 

examines how changes ln the teaching of Engltsh language Arts are 

affecting teachtng practiees in the French language lessons. 

J) ln this case study, the eonsistency in teachtng practtees in the English 

and the French wrlttng Jessons ts due ln part to the persona) experlences and 
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soctal realtttes of the participattng teachers. There ts a need for further 

case studies of French and Engltsh wrtttng ln French immerston programs to 

vertfy if the tea\;nlng practtces are coherent in other contexts as we1l. 

4) The teachers in this study did not have ongolng observer feedback in 

their change efforts. There is a need for QuaHtatlve research ln Quebec 

schools that examines what impact the social organtzatlon of teachtng and 

professtonal development activlttes are havtng on the implementation of 

new Mtntstry programs. 

The participants in this study have shown me that even conscientious, 

caring teachers are hard put to implement educational change when they 

woN< in isolation in their classrooms with 1tttle avaiJable Ume to make 

sense of new programs. The partictpatlng teachers are members of a school 

with an approachable and involved principal. Moreover, they belong to a 

school board that has developed its own curriculum documents based on 

Mtntstry programs, and whtch provtdes workshops that support the 

orientattons of these programs. If the task of interpreting change Is 

difficult for these teachers, how much more difficult is it for teachers who 

are in less favourable situations? It appears to me that policy makers and 

curriculum planners at a11levels should faclJitate social interaction among 

teachers and make it an integral part of new programs. Perhaps if more 

effort were put tnto fostering interaction rather than developing curriculum 

documents, education would be seen as a process to be shared, rather than a 

body of knowledge to be deI ivered. This would make it easier for teachers 

and chtldren in French immersion to change their technocratie perceptions 

and processes in wrtting lessons to a view of language as Interaction. 

, '1 -; .... 1'1"- ( 
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Footnotes 

1. There is a variety of second language programs in Canadjan education. 

The terms second language and bilingual are commonly used to refer to 

different types of educattonal arrangements. Generally, core Eng1ish/French 

second language programs (ESL/FSL) are satd to be second language 

educatic.?n The term bilingual education is used to refer to two distinct 

educational contexts; immersion programs, where instruction is given in one 

of the two official languages, and heritage or ethnie language programs, 

where instruction is given in another language (Bain and Vu, 1987). 

2. The three Ministry programs for language dUfer in the teaching 

approaches that they advocate and in their descrtpt ions of the role of the 

teacher. The English program describes language instruction as engaging 

children in a meaning-centred exploration of language. The program states 

that the role of the teacher is not to change the child's language, but to 

provide experiences which expand on the chHd's knowledge of language. 

Accordtng to the French-as-a-first-language program, children enterjng 

school have begun to mas ter oral communication, but they have very limited 

experience with wrttten language. The teacher's role (les interventions du 

maitre) is to provide experience in oral 2:1d wrjtten communication, to 

provide verbal instruction, and to demfJOstrate how to manjpulate, observe, 

reflect on and analyze language. The program for French-as-a-second­

language 1s based on l'approche commtllicative, a second-language teaching 

approach that is satd to focus on the message tn language ftrst, then on the 

form, and the instructional content must be related to an actual situation 
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rather than arttflclally contrlved. The teacher's role ts to tolerate error. to 

expose the chtld to a rich language envlrorvnent and to provlde v .. ied 

experlences. Wht le the language arts are satd to be tnterre lated, the 

program states that oral language development precedes written language 

learning. 

3. During the course of thts study, the school board hosted Yetta and 

Kenneth Goodman, two prominent American researchers of writtng 

development in childhood who support the implementatton of Whole 

Language approaches in schools. They spent a week vtstting schools in the 

board and spoke to community and board employees. Although the workshops 

were directed to English language teaching, French Immersion teachers were 

invited and the school board consultants of ail subject areas were expected 

to be present. The researchers spent a day vislttng Nanor school. ê'S It had 

been awarded a prtze for excellence tn the EngHsh language Arts program 

by the National CounciJ of Teachers of English (NCTE>. 
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o Appendlx , 

Samole of Interytew Transçriots 

UNIT TALK THEMES 

4S3 Erica: Wrlte stortes. EIV". Fr. lessons 
( 

454 Bill: Write stories. 
( 

456 Linda: We wrote storles and then w'd come Teacher as 
457 along corrected them. evaluator 

458 Alisolt (inaudible) 
[ 

459 Erlca' Mme C. (Cousineau) helped out. 

460 Interviewer: 'Ilhat? 

461 Denise: Before we wrote the whOle story, 
462 she'd come in the mlddle and correct 50 we Focus on errors 
463 wouldnl have a lot of mistakes to correct 
464 at the end. 

465 Erlca: Va. 

466 Intervlewer: So how was that different than Eng. lessons 
467 when you wrlte in English? 

468 LInda: Weil, we donl have as many mlstakes. F ocus on errors 
469 Md you Just.. 

( 
410 Denise' Mrs. M. (Cheryl) dOesn't come arCMl\d 
471 every (ive minutes. 

( 
472 Erica: We .. we write and then .. we have 

0 473 Interviewer: She dOesnot _t does she dO? 
Teacher as 

~4I Denise: She Just .. corrects fl evaiUltor 
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Appendix B 

Floozplan of Hanor School 
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Appenduc c 

Floor Plans of the Three Clossrooms 
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Appendix D 

Writing Sample fram the Regular French Immersion Class 
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Appendix E 

Writing Sa1DDle A fro. the Enriched French Lessons 

BatA.. dA-~ 
~ ~ ~J.J~ 

JI. 'tl/.. ~ 4't' ~ ~ ~ 

~ ~ -4.:0.,0'c~ BhA.. ~ ~. 

l)Na. 1xJJ,., ~ té ~ ~ 13 oJt. 

c'- ~ ....t oJll Q,. ~ ~ ~ 
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~ p.iÂ ""' .. -4C, .... 'k/o..A- k ~ ... 

~ J.c.' ~ p.-tt ~ 4Gt ~ 

.ct JI 1.' ~ cl.t Li., ~ 

fJ(>J4 ij·.l--1"·" ~, 4. pJA .ut. 

~. 14;.. Â. rufit ~ "'- ~ 
~ ~ A ~ ~ rA- ~. 
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Appendix F 

"ri ting Sample B from the Enriched French Language Lessons 

lilflllinlilon GrQUIII 
1. 'attends --+ ........ Il a-
2. Nous bondissons --+ ltondIr . Ir .. 
3. Tu partes --+ 

... Elle Krit --+ 

5. On sait -
6. Nous offrons --+ 

7. Vous répétez --+ 

8. Ils comprennent --+ 

9. Je vais --+ 

10. Nous subissons ~ 

Application 
Dana Il chanson Flil un \GU mon bonhomme, tu peux Irouwr douze wrba Trouw ca cbaze 
verbes Il c:on.,Iêt, le tableau en tftpirant des deux exemples. 

Verbe 
1. part 

2. .nr.pt 
3. 
4. 
5. 
1. 

7. 

1. 

1. 
10. 
11. 

Un ~/Çon "." en rit/fOUi'" 
Au bord d'un ",ng. 
" ,III'pe une gr'lIOCIillt 
Ou; dil .n Il.mbl,nt 
-Lli""moi m'.n ,'lel ., il t. promet. 
Dt ",'iI" tloi. dt 'IS IOUhlils.. 

F,;, un VGICI, lnOft bonIIOIMIt 
CIl je peUl, lnOft bonhOmme 
Si lu veUI, mon bonhomme 
T. donnel le bonheur. 

Infinitif !Terminaison 

PI'" Ir 

IlIraper If 

Groupe 
3' 

1· 
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64 •• '1.'''' 
CMp'er 1 -WIII'n Will TIlet Ge ? 

-l'm golng ''''1''1 wfth nom, SI don·t pl Int. t,oubl •• -"" .... slster 
Ixcillmed. Oooh 1 hlt, mg slsttr.but IlMwlred nlttly end 1 ...... ".: 
An rlglat •• n rl"'t" 

'" nome t. Jodl end l'm 'III tyPe wIIo Clft get r'll ~ HllllfIllfS. tlalr, 
wIIJ mg fiYOUr1t. certoon 1,'Dtmls ,he ..... , .. " wes lwe fI"l flVI p Ill, 
"'le mlnut" befor. 'DennIs ,he f1eMU' WH goiIM) to come 1It,- thlrt 
WOS 1 power flll ..... Just mg luele, ,lit .. to sulle. but tMn' , • .-... 1 
wos in cherge .f ,he hoUse. so 1 wiMd mg .. end wenl uP '1 'M .UIe t. 
try to Und semethlng to do 

Chapter 2· Th., CIft·t Be!I 
1 WIS moylng 'OIN bOxes, when 1 IlOt Iced tliis ,.elt big "'YSI.'. 

100klng box. whlch had rnany swltelles and buttons on It. l "",,,,_ 

" ' 

~t ton. onet • dOOr slld open 'rom , .... boxI 1 w.nt Inside 0' ,Ile .... , Md the 
door 'Iommed shut. t pr'S$'d IMtller but''''' aM tM box lIegIft t''''.1 
f.1t Ille. 1 was ln the mldelle of an 'ert ..... t. 1 rt tliis ,e.nl sc., 
fpellng ,flet 1 wos loslng mg mtnd. Flnelly il stoppe' slletl ... _ My W'S 1 
r.lIeved The door .Ud open, and l,te. out of the box 1 must If 
d.Uniteiv been 1 .. ,"9 mg minci. beceuse 1 WIS not ln IllY .lUe ..,...P, 1 
was et a bob.I.'gh treck, wbtrt • CenHten bahled w., 10' .. t. 'ICI ntlt. 
This ln Just could not be t,.. 

1 begen to IlOt eround a bit, w .... 1 noUetd someone 1' __ '" In 
schelo' btfort. 1 thought Il wo, 00119 Anet .... e' lM agIo' Iw",II.lth' ,. 
thl,ty yeer, oldl 1 must of ~,n golng crezv 1 w",t 0'If'f to tilt ... tMt 
'ooleed familier to me and .st., "lm, " 'ou mu,t '''Inle l'm crut. '" ... yeu 
happ.n to H Deug Anetln?" "1 don·t thlnt VOU',. crezy It .n. " c.sr l'm 
Ooug AnaIc'n. - T"I. ,. denn".ly wes not ,_, Il "'"t be. ft IIIIIt .... 
~ 96411 1 ~ pat bact ln li"'" 

Chapt ... )- What A P.lfIeI 
, WI. fleltng '0 .tr.,.. elIout thl. whole ,,,",,Ienee. 'hl' 1 Just ..... to 

rest '(If' 1 minut., .. 1 begen tD "lin on the ("'Icliln btbs'ltlgtl , ... t. Ylc 
Emery. J(Ihn Ernery, Ooug Anetln, OlMI P,'er ICi'" were. .1"1" rl* 1 WIS 

ln SlIch cI .. p thought about 'hl. whole ,n.' '''', 'hlt 1 didn" ftl"lf 'hl' 
tMy hIcI to ride rl",t now or 'IleY would lit dtsQIIIltnl4. l'oII!I ANtaR 
yelled to me •• Plllse. W. haYl to race now. gel Il'' 0' 'M _'''1 
bllnlcPd twlct, and 1 got up. "l'm Y~'Y'orry, pleese ,tM1 tilt '.1,"1 stated 
Thfoy ,tort", to NI. then they.n Jumppd ln and ,..., wcre .'fI 

WIIen tM wllol •• r:ee. WI. 0'1"'. Ylc,,-. Deug. end Ptt" IMMIlllllllf'ttt 
IeDr', 'heV hod won thl O.,..lc gold metIIlJ 0' CWH 1 .1,."" ... t"" 
wou'" 1 An ... tllly ",,'m ''''Ir madtls, Dnug Mltln Cime .. t ... .. 
s.'d,- 1 .. VOU CM st ... whUe ... ctl ... t. wl'" us • (lit 1 .eN .... ft 
wet Ume 1"'1' lit runn'" off. end wlI" ''''1 1 ren '0 thl ... J ..... .. 
one Md noU* "II end got .M ............ lM ."on .... , .... "1. 
t .. t.,... lM ........ ta. ... "lM t ... , As,. _Il ... ,t .... 
'M" •• N ..... II1II ••• Met 1ft .. ltue. 

"'WHA~AYE_ 
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