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Preamble
The Croll and Lee FSL report has recommended the total elimination of Early French Immersion
in New Brunswick schools. This report has stimulated an intense and emotional debate in the
public. When we initially read their recommendations, we were surprised and curious as to why
their results and conclusions were so different from those of previous reports prepared by
education experts in NB and elsewhere in Canada. Consequently, we decided to read the report
carefully. In the process of doing this, we found that it is a deeply flawed document which fails
to provide valid evidence in support of the sweeping policy changes that its authors propose. We
also found the biased tone used, in what is presumably an objective report, to be troubling. Here,
we systematically point out errors in both analysis and interpretation by copying sections of the
report into the document and commenting on them. When possible, we provide alternative
analyses to document our findings. We restrict most of our comments to quantitative aspects of
the report, though at the end we also provide general comments and suggestions based on our
analysis. We hope that the NB government will read this document and seriously consider the
points we raise. Based on much of the public reaction to this document, we are very concerned
that most people are simply accepting the conclusions of the report at face value, and that those
who question it are criticized as having an agenda or belonging to a special interest group. The
flaws in this report are significant and are of particular concern if the government is considering
acting on its main recommendations.
We have copied relevant sections and page numbers from the FSL report and pasted them below.
Comments on each of these sections follow directly after the pasted segments.
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“Overview of issues”:
p. 23:

Response:
The math is flawed here. The decline in late French immersion (LFI) in number of students is
30%, not 4% (1462-1020/1462). The 4.6% is the decline in “proportion” of total grade 6 children
in the program. Hence, the implication that the program has declined by so little in view of a
much larger overall enrollment decline is incorrect. Controlling for overall enrollment declines,
the relative decline in the program is approximately 21% (i.e., 4.6%/21.6%=0.21). If enrollment
decline was solely responsible, there should have been 162 students lost (1462*11.2%). Instead
there were 442. This means that enrollment is responsible for only 37% of the decline. The way
this is presented is misleading – an apples and oranges comparison.
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p. 24:

Response:
We see the same math problem here, but the outcome is reversed – EFI enrollment (# of
students) has dropped by 9.6%, whereas total enrollment has dropped by 13.6%, which means a
small proportional increase in EFI (as noted in the table). Therefore, in this case, the decline
observed is completely explained by declining enrollments, and in fact relatively more parents
(though likely not significantly more) are choosing EFI.
So the bottom line from these 2 tables is that LFI is in decline and EFI is relatively stable or
slightly increasing. We are not entirely sure if that was the point the commissioners wanted to
make, but it is clearly the case.
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“The programs”:
Core program
p. 35:

Response:
Two points arise when looking at this table and associated text: 1) Given that the oral proficiency
test is not compulsory, how can one conclude that only 189 students were still in French in grade
12? Is this actually the case? Even if it is, many students could easily have taken French through
grade 10 or 11, and if assessed, some may have met the goal. Assuming all the others did not get
anything out of the program is wrong. 2) The purported downward trend of those students
meeting intermediate proficiency is not real – a linear regression of percent meeting the level
against year shows absolutely no trend (r2=0.01, p=0.85), which means that there is absolutely no
correlation between year and success rate for intermediate proficiency. Two bad years simply
cannot imply a downward trend. We do not in any way want to imply that the core program is
working, because it does not seem to be, but at the same time we need to point out inaccuracies
in analysis and interpretation.
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Response:
This would be fine if there really were only 189 students taking core French in grade 12. What
are the actual numbers? It’s clear that few took the test, but again, what about others who may
have dropped out shortly before grade 12, or those in grade 12 who opted not to write the test?
The only way to adequately assess this is to make the test mandatory for all students at whatever
point they stopped taking French, and wait a few years to see how people are actually doing.

Early French Immersion:
p. 41
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Response:
The attrition rates are calculated incorrectly in this table. Cohorts of children need to be followed
across years, rather than looking at different grades with in a year. Not doing so ignores interyear variation in registration. The correct attrition rates for children starting school in 1997
through 2002 (the last group for which there is grade 5 data) are as follows:
cohort
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002

grade 1
1822
1876
1881
1905
1830
1783

grade 2
1618
1686
1701
1717
1670
1642

grade 3
1490
1577
1574
1595
1564
1528

grade 4
1406
1487
1491
1522
1502
1457

grade 5
1346
1417
1443
1449
1437
1401

actual attrition
(%)
26.1
24.5
23.3
23.9
21.4
21.4

attrition noted in
report (%)
34.1
32.6
39.8
31.7
26.4
20.5

We see from this that the report substantially overestimates attrition in the elementary years in all
except 2002 and misrepresents the extent of loss of children at this point in the program.
p. 43:
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Response:
Again, we see a peculiar use of enrollment figures in that it does not take into account inter-year
variation in cohort size. As before, the authors should have used longitudinal analyses of single
cohorts to work out attrition rates, i.e., they should have followed classes over time. This could
be challenging given that quality of data was low a decade ago, but it is still possible to follow
year classes through a few years and observe trends. We reiterate that these data as presented
do not represent attrition rates unless you look at the tables on a diagonal. It is difficult to
do with grades 6 through 8 omitted, but the data exist and this could be tested appropriately. We
worked through some of this in a comparison with late French immersion below.

p. 43:

Response:
This makes sense, but there are two troubling aspects to it: 1) The commissioners talked a lot
about the attrition rates for EFI as a major problem for it, and assumed that if students didn’t
proceed through grade 12 the program failed and they did not achieve any proficiency. This is
inaccurate – if they stopped after grade 9 or 10, they may very well have achieved intermediate
plus proficiency or higher, but it was never checked. More on this topic is coming up. 2) The
proposal to make some courses available in either language (see recommendations in the
document) would negate this concern – under the new scheme these same students may very
well not “drop out”. Hence, attrition in EFI would decline as a result of implementing the
“flexibility” aspect of the report with respect to high school courses. One of the
recommendations would therefore “strengthen” EFI under their method of assessment.
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p. 44

Response:
Again – is this everyone in the program? What about those who stopped in high school? Had
they been assessed, numbers would have been higher, and many would likely have reached
intermediate plus. So, it seems the report is measuring success of the program as receiving a
certificate rather than testing how much French the children who went through all or most
of it actually learned. Presumably we should be more concerned with actual learning than
optics and certificates to hang on the wall. As indicated above for core French, students should
be tested at whatever point they leave the program. We suspect that results would be radically
different. See p. 14 below for more on this table.
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p. 45

Response:
It isn’t clear to us what the inflated 2006-07 numbers refer to, but it is clear that for some reason
the commissioners decided to use 2005-06 students (391) against initial enrollment of the 06-07
cohort – dealing with two different sets of students. An earlier table refers to the 06-07 numbers
as being inflated by approximately 140 – so why not reduce the 554 by that, for a number of 414,
rather than a clearly inaccurate 391. Further, the claim that only 22.8% of EFI students met
intermediate plus proficiency once again ignores all those who were not tested – and it
would be hard to argue that many EFI students who pulled out in grade 10 or 11 would not meet
this goal. Given that one of the major attrition points is high school, failing to at least
acknowledge this point demonstrates serious bias. Surely we are not going to destroy a
program because a large number of students got what they needed from it, but didn’t feel
the need to get a certificate.
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Comparison of EFI and LFI:

Response:
These two tables purportedly show massive differences in attrition rates between the two
programs. However, the data are meaningless because, as before, they ignore age cohorts. For
example, we have 1146 grade 9 EFI students in 2004. That cohort is down to 845 grade 11
students by 2006, for a loss of 26%. By ignoring the cohorts (which is mathematically
indefensible), the authors suggest that the 2004 grade 9 year class was down to 618 students
by grade 11 (a loss of 46%), irrespective of the fact that they are now counting different
students who are two years younger. Using the same group for LFI, we see that in 2004 there
were 1068 students in grade 9. That cohort had dwindled to 795 student by grade 11 (2006), for a
loss of 25.5%. Their equivalent calculation compares 1068 to 868 (grade 11, 2004), for a loss of
18.7%. In an effort to work out how serious the bias in this reporting method was, we followed
all year classes possible for either 2 or 3 years. The same cohorts were examined for both groups
(i.e., comparisons were identical for EFI and LFI). Following are the appropriate tables
(values from the above tables following age cohorts):
EFI:
cohort
2004 grade 9
2004 grade10
2004 grade 11
2005 grade 9

grade
9
1146

1188

grade
10
1031
973
1131

grade
11
845
740
618

grade
12
613
548

Actual
attrition (%)
26.3
37.0
11.3
4.8

Attrition as would have been
calculated using the report’s
approach (%)
46.1
52.1
24.6
13.2
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LFI:
cohort
2004 grade 9
2004 grade10
2004 grade 11
2005 grade 9

grade
9
1068

914

grade
10
953
988
806

grade
11
795
816
868

grade
12
771
675

Actual
attrition (%)
25.6
22.0
22.2
11.8

Attrition as would have been
calculated using the report’s
approach (%)
18.7
17.9
6.6
-4.3

The average actual attrition over 2 and 3 year blocks for EFI was 19.8%, and for LFI
20.3%. This is not total attrition because with the limited data available, students could not be
followed for more that 3 years. However, for consistency, we calculated those same values under
the mathematically flawed calculation scheme used in the report. They were 34.0% and 9.7%,
respectively, for EFI and LFI. The method used provides a gross misrepresentation of the
data – claiming there is a huge difference when in fact there is none. Clearly one of the
main reasons cited to dismantle EFI in favour of LFI is based on incorrect and inaccurate
analysis. The two programs have similar attrition rates.
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p. 46-47

Response:
There is exactly the same serious problem here as was documented above. This table does not
measure persistence from entry in any way, because they are dealing with 5 different cohorts of
children in each within-year comparison. Following cohorts, the same comparisons that were
completed in the previous section are possible. Numbers are identical – persistence is simply the
inverse of attrition. In other words – persistence within the high school years does not differ
among the two programs. Again, the argument is false and data are presented in an
incredibly misleading way. We lack data to evaluate earlier years’ persistence in the two
programs.
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p. 47

Response:
Given the clearly much higher achievement levels of the EFI students doing grade 12 proficiency
tests, how can it be that differences dissipate by grade 12?

pp. 48-49

Response:
It is not surprising that if you lower the bar, more students will get over it. This statement
essentially says that LFI students can meet the objectives of the core program – not a ringing
endorsement of the LFI program, and it certainly doesn’t put it ahead of the EFI program.
p. 49

Response:
As demonstrated previously, the attrition rate of EFI is no higher than LFI, at least at the
high school level. The statement may be true, but the situation should not be blamed exclusively
on EFI attrition.
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Student achievement of French language skills:

Response:
Using the numbers and percentages provided in the above two tables, we calculated how many
actual students achieved the various levels of proficiency in each year for each program (bearing
in mind that this is a serious underestimate because testing was voluntary and many students
dropped out near the end). We compared these numbers statistically with the following results:
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Method
early
late

Number of students

600

400

200

0
basic
basic plus

intermediate
advanced
intermediate plus

Proficiency level
Error Bars: 95% CI

This figure is the actual number of students in each of the two immersion methods meeting
particular levels of proficiency, averaged over all years of available data. This is calculated as
percent meeting a particular level x number of students (from tables 10 and 13). So, this means
that if a student met intermediate proficiency, he/she was also counted as having met basic and
basic plus proficiency. We employed a repeated measures analysis of variance with year as the
subject, method as the within-subjects factor, and proficiency as the between subjects factor. The
difference between the two programs varies with proficiency level (method by proficiency
interaction, p<0.001). For basic levels, significantly more students were present in LFI than EFI,
reflecting the fact that virtually all students in both programs attained those levels, and there
were more students tested from the LFI group. Number of students attaining intermediate
proficiency did not differ among the groups. However, for both intermediate plus and
advanced proficiency, there were more students from the EFI stream than LFI (post hoc
paired t-tests, p=0.004 and p<0.001 respectively), reflecting the fact that they did achieve
better outcomes, even with the reduction of students tested.
Perhaps a better analytical approach is to calculate how many children in total meet particular
proficiency levels (i.e., combine LFI and EFI numbers calculated above), and compare that to
what would have happened if all these children had gone thorough the LFI program (which is
what is being proposed). To do this, we took all children in FI and calculated numbers attaining
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particular proficiency levels based on the LFI percentages. In this way, we are comparing total
output from the current dual system with what would happen under a single LFI system.
Following are the results:
Approach
current
all late

1,200

Number of students

1,000

800

600

400

200

0
basic
basic plus

intermediate
advanced
intermediate plus

Proficiency
Error Bars: 95% CI

This figure shows actual numbers of students tested under the current system, and projected
numbers under the proposed system. Bars are averages across years. Using repeated measures
ANOVA as described above, we see that the difference between the two approaches varies with
proficiency level (approach by proficiency interaction, p<0.001). Post hoc paired t-tests for each
proficiency level indicate no differences through intermediate, but significantly fewer students
reaching intermediate plus or advanced levels under the proposed system than currently do so
(p<0.001 in both cases). This translates into about 270 students each year doing worse, and
this is likely a substantial underestimate of the possible loss in proficiency given that not all
students are tested. If intensive French worked and many more students were attracted into LFI,
this deficiency may be mitigated somewhat, but it is hard to imagine a scenario under the new
system where more students would come out speaking at an intermediate plus or advanced level
than currently do so.
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p. 50 – a comment from a parent

Response:
Are core classes larger than FI classes? The commissioners seem willing to present this
comment, but there are no data to back it up. It would be interesting to see the numbers. Caps do
not differ, and last year in our son’s school, many FI classes were at the cap.

Exceptional students:
p. 52

Response:
This table is very misleading – the authors have not taken into account the fact that there are
many fewer students in total in FI. We do not have the data to estimate the actual proportion of
exceptional students in programs. This is done for grade 2 in Table 17, but should be available
throughout. The grade 2 results certainly shows a strong skew (4.6% versus 23.6%), but is not
nearly as extreme as what is presented above. Hence, while we don’t disagree that students with
special needs are concentrated in the English stream, we would like to see extreme and
misleading values like those presented here avoided.
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p. 53

Response:
We propose here an exercise to see how the elimination of EFI would improve the current
situation where most exceptional children are concentrated in core classrooms. Working with the
above grade 2 data and estimating an average class size of 23 students (the actual number doesn’t
matter because these values would scale accordingly), this works out to an average of 5.4
exceptional students in core classrooms and 1.05 exceptional students in EFI classrooms. If
EFI were eliminated, we would have 4.25 exceptional students per classroom. While that is
slightly better, it clearly isn’t going to produce the massive reduction that many have implied.

Student success and streaming in the different programs
p. 55
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Response:
Both of the two “clear” points the authors present above are inaccurate. 1) The percentage
difference in attainment average between the two groups is so small (69.29 versus 68.23)
that it is meaningless. Further, even with the massive sample size employed (which means
statistical power would be extremely high), the difference between them is not statistically
significant, though it approached it (t-test t=1.87, 0.1>p>0.05). We calculated this value based
on the provided means and standard deviations. The fact that the authors omitted a statistical
analysis here, when they used it in so many other places, even if unintentional, unfortunately
suggests a desire to avoid showing the fact that the difference is not significant. 2) The fact that
a higher absolute number of students in the core stream attained the provincial
achievement level is not surprising given that there were 2420 more enrolled in the
program! That the authors even stated this makes it hard to take their conclusions as being
anything other than biased. Examining their footnote (above), it is clear that a somewhat
higher proportion of FI students met the standard (79 versus 72). This is the only appropriate
way to present these results, and the department of education has not been creating
misconceptions, as suggested in the report.

Response:
We performed a t-test on skewness, and, as the authors indicate, it is significantly different
between the two groups (p<0.05). We agree that the presence of exceptional children is likely the
cause of this. However, saying that comparing them in terms of proportion of attainment levels is
19

inaccurate suggests that each student should not be counted as an individual. We suspect that it
was not possible to separate children on SEPs from the general population or surely the authors
would have done that and compared the groups with those children removed.
The veiled argument that EFI is not working because EFI students are not doing better
than core students is circular. It is based on an assumption that children in EFI are stronger
students and therefore should be doing better. Perhaps that isn’t the case, which, except in the
case of exceptional students, would derail the streaming argument. Hence, we see these results as
encouraging. While the core program does not work for French language acquisition, perhaps it
is just fine for everything else, which means the demise of EFI would not help.

p. 56

Response:
Perhaps this is true, but given that they are yet again comparing two different cohorts of children,
they cannot say this. The differences are small and could easily represent year-to-year variation.
An extremely easy way to appropriately test this idea is to look at children who were in grade 2
in 2004 and the same children in grade 4 in 2006. Proportion of exceptional children could then
be compared. It is hard to see why the authors did not take this approach.
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pp. 57-58

Response:
This difference is now highly significant (t=3.48, p<0.001), but again small. Significance is a
result of the very large sample size. The suggestion that the difference is because there are now
more exceptional children in English is a substantial stretch – there are also more exceptional
children in French in this cohort. In fact, with such similar distributions for the two groups
(similar skewness values), it seems entirely unreasonable to draw this conclusion. Further, once
again across-grade comparisons are made using different children, which renders results
meaningless. As mentioned above, the authors should have looked at a single cohort in grade 2
and then again 2 years later in grade 4. It would be very interesting to see this analysis and
compare it to what they have here.
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p. 58-59

Response:
Here the authors propose that 69.5% is meaningfully greater than 66.8%, yet offer no analytical
support for the statement. These are total numbers, so analysis on just these two values is not
possible. However, these data exist for many years. Presenting one year and claiming that it is
representative of the entire school system is a poor way to really assess what is happening.
Further, even if these results are consistent across years, it’s hard to see why they are bad. Of
course both groups should be higher, but the fact that they are so similar should make us think
that the core program is not doing as badly as thought.
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p. 60

Response:
A point here: The heterogeneity of variance is very small (note the small difference standard
deviations above; variance is standard deviation squared). It is significant because the sample
size is so large – all else equal, a test involving a larger sample is more likely to detect a
significant difference. It is more important to consider whether magnitude of the difference is
meaningful.
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Response:
This analysis is perhaps not the best way to deal with heterogeneous variances (transformation or
use of test statistics in t-test or ANOVA designed to account for it would likely be better).
However, results are almost certainly fine, because ANOVA is robust to violations of
assumptions, especially when this small. Hence, we agree that there is a significant difference.
However, we reiterate our comment that significance is a function of sample size as well as
magnitude of difference. In this case, the sample is very large and the difference relatively small.
The Partial Eta Squared (see above table) is extremely low. It means that only 1.2% of the
variation in math scores is explained by program. The authors should acknowledge how little
bearing program has on math achievement.
Returning now to the interpretation of these results: The authors state that the reason EFI
students are doing better in math is because they have fewer exceptional students. Again, that
unfortunately appears to be untestable. Further, we find it interesting that EFI students in
grade 5 seem to do a bit better in math, yet we have heard various anecdotal comments
about students having difficulty doing math in French. We think it is encouraging that the
results presented do not support that view. If there were difficulties, we might expect them
to manifest early in the school years where grasp of French is not as strong, but this is not
happening. Clearly, EFI is not detrimental to learning of math.
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pp. 60-61

Response:
This approach is interesting – we think the goal is to demonstrate that when the exceptional
children are removed, there are not really any major differences between the two streams. First –
this should be taken as good news. Again, the underlying current seems to be that EFI students
should be doing a lot better because they are stronger students, and the fact that they are not
suggests the program is not as good as everyone thought it was. We reiterate that this is a rather
circular interpretation of the results – it could just as easily be that streaming isn’t nearly the
problem everyone claims it is, and the core classrooms do work with the exception of teaching
French well.
The last analysis in this section – grade 8 mathematics, seems to be generally correct. FI students
are doing better in math by grade 8 than core students. Based on everything we have seen in the
previous tables though, we are not convinced that streaming is the only thing involved in this
trend, unless it is becoming substantially more pronounced as children progress through grades.
Teaching math in French is certainly no worse, and possibly better, than teaching it in English.
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Response:
The above statement is a stretch. We agree that there is a certain degree of streaming, especially
with respect to exceptional students, but based on our interpretation of results, it isn’t as
pronounced as the authors have implied.
A final comment on this “streaming” section – analyses are presented for only a single year.
Again, to really assess the situation, several years of data should have been considered. This
would have allowed the authors to partition variation in results. They would have been able to
determine how much was really attributable to core versus FI, and how much due to random
variation among years. Their results may very well be representative, but we cannot know. There
are more data – they should have been used.

Intensive French
In this section, the conclusions of the authors seem to match the data – intensive French does
appear to be effective at increasing French skills over a very short period of time.

Costs
p. 74.
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Response:
This is a completely biased accounting of costs. Many students drop immersion programs in late
high school, or are simply not tested. There are numerous reasons for this, which are provided in
the report (e.g. some may want to prepare for university by taking more English courses, others
can’t get the particular courses they want in French). That said, automatically assuming that
these students did not reach the advanced level, or even intermediate plus, is totally
unreasonable. Considering that with EFI, French instruction in grades 11 and 12 is rather limited
anyway, it is entirely possible that children in grades 9 or 10 are bilingual, conclude that they
don’t need a certificate, and move on. In other words, this calculation is the cost of handing
out FI certificates, not the cost of turning out bilingual graduates. The same problem exists
with late immersion cost calculations.
There is a further issue in that the bar is set at two different levels for EFI and LFI. This is
reasonable and acknowledged throughout the report. However, if our goal in doing the costing
estimates is to work out how much it costs to allow a student to speak French at various levels,
perhaps all should be considered at a common level. In other words, work out how much it costs
under both EFI and LFI to produce a graduate at intermediate plus, and a graduate at advanced.
This is as follows using total numbers and percentages reported in tables 10 and 13 for 2006 (the
same could and should be done for each of the other years to provide a clearer picture of relative
costs):

program
EFI
LFI

incremental
cost
$4,603,080
$3,111,757

total
students
assessed
554
602

#
intermediate
plus
471
277

#
advanced
233
54

cost per
student for
intermediate
plus
$9,772.99
$11,233.78

cost per student
for advanced
$19,755.71
$57,625.13

Note that these are upper estimates, because as stated previously there will be students who have
attained these levels who have not written the test. However, even considering that, it is far
more cost-effective to get students to intermediate plus and advanced levels using the EFI
model.
p. 76

Response:
From the wording of this statement, we get the impression that the authors think EFI is costing
too much (notwithstanding the previous analysis we conducted). While clearly core is the least
costly on a per student basis, it is also the one in which students receive the least French
instruction, so that makes sense. Given that argument, LFI should cost less than EFI. However,
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when we look at a ratio of % program cost to % student population, we see that EFI is actually
less expensive. Following are calculations using the figures presented above:
program
EFI
LFI
core

% students
19
7.7
73

%costs
28.69
16.55
54.75

ratio
1.51
2.149351
0.75

This means that a core student is only getting $0.75 of every dollar that should be allocated to
him/her on the assumption that every student should receive the same investment in French
education. Early immersion students are getting $1.51, in other words, 1.51 times what they
should be entitled to. Late immersion students are getting $2.15, 2.15 times their allotment.
These results, together with our cost per student estimates above, demonstrate that any premise
that LFI is more cost effective than EFI is clearly rejected. EFI is the better financial choice
if the goal is to produce French-speaking graduates.

Comments on recommendations found in the report:
Based on our study of the document, we see serious problems with the first two
recommendations.

Response:
If adopted, this will reduce French competence of hundreds of graduates per year,
and result in a general lowering of standards. Perhaps it will result in more people
getting over the bar, but that doesn’t mean much if the bar has been lowered…

28

Response:
This will generate poorer results (as stated above), and may very well cost more
(see financial comments above). Further, we have the following issues with this
statement: 1) Persistence is not a useful measure of success. 2) Attrition in EFI
is not more than in LFI in high school. 3) Cost estimates suggest that EFI is
not nearly as expensive as claimed, especially when learning French rather
than getting a certificate is the metric.
EFI appears to be the more economically and pedagogically sound choice.
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Response:
Implementing this, in all likelihood, would drastically reduce attrition rates in both
EFI and LFI, so this could go a long way to solving the perceived problem of
dropping out. However, it runs the risk, particularly for LFI students who have had
less time to learn the language, of reducing French proficiency. Therefore, we are
not convinced that this would be an appropriate approach.

Response:
Telling students they may not drop out will certainly make at least some of them
less inclined to sign up in the first place. Having no escape hatch is likely to be a
scary prospect for children and parents. Ensuing reduced enrollment would further
erode overall French proficiency of graduates. It seems hard to see how the 70%
goal will be reached under that plan.
Concluding comments:
We have identified many problems with this report that undermine its basic
legitimacy, and certainly make its recommendations questionable at best. We
suggest that the government should not accept the major recommendation of this
report (termination of EFI), let alone act on it. In many cases, data were presented
and analyzed in a way that was not only incorrect, but also biased the results in
favour of terminating EFI. We found no examples of errors in analysis that
supported EFI (and we did look). This one-sided approach is troubling; presumably
the goal of the commission was to generate an objective, unbiased review of
existing data. That said, there were areas where we agreed with the findings. It
appears that core French is not successful (though it’s hard to see how unsuccessful
because of the lack of standardized testing), and that intensive French is promising.
Streaming does appear to be a bit of a problem with respect to special needs
children, but eliminating EFI classrooms is not going to substantially reduce the
number of these children in each class. Rather than eliminating EFI for such a
questionable gain, a more appropriate solution would be to provide the kinds of
learning support in EFI that are now available the core program. This would ensure
an equal opportunity for exceptional children to participate in the early immersion
experience. Further, replacing core French with Intensive French seems like a good
30

idea, but it should not be at the cost of losing EFI, the program that is proven to
produce the best French speakers. Finally, loss of an EFI program in New
Brunswick, the only bilingual province in Canada, seems to be a terrible step
backwards. It will severely restrict options for families looking to move to the
province, and in some cases would likely prevent them from coming at all. It will
handicap some of our graduates in the long term, making them less competitive for
bilingual jobs relative to students from other provinces.
Numerous education experts have stated that EFI is the best program, and based on
our analysis, we fully agree.
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