
TRANSITIONING FROM LI TO L2 READING: 
PATTERNS, AT RISK PROFILES, AND SUCCESS 

INDICATORS OF STUDENTS IN FRENCH IMMERSION 

By 

Renee Bourgoin 

B.A. University of New Brunswick, 2000 
B.Ed. University of New Brunswick, 2002 

M.Ed. University of Victoria, 2006 

A Dissertation Submitted in Partial Fulfillment of 
the Requirements for the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

In the Graduate Academic Unit of Education 

Supervisor: Joseph Dicks, PhD, Faculty of Education 

Supervisory Miles Turnbull, PhD, Bishops' University 
committee: Patti Peterson, PhD, Faculty of Education 

Examining Board: Paula Kristmanson, PhD, Faculty of Education 
Jose Domene, PhD, Faculty of Education 
Carmen Poulin, PhD, Dept. of Psychology 

External Examiner: Tara Fortune, PhD, University of Minnesota, Center of 
Advanced Research on Language Acquisition 

This dissertation is accepted by the 
Dean of Graduate Studies 

THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW BRUNSWICK 

November, 2014 

© Renee Bourgoin, 2015 



Abstract 

This article sty le dissertation focuses on gaining a better understanding of 

individual reading differences amongst second language students in order to help 

identify immersion readers at risk for reading difficulties. Set within the political 

context of controversial changes to the delivery of early French immersion in the 

province of New Brunswick in 2008, this study explores key second language issues, 

particularly with respect to accessibility to French immersion for various types of 

learners, the identification of and support for students at risk in French immersion, 

and first and second language reading development. More specifically, teachers' 

assessment of students' first language reading abilities as it relates to the suitability 

of French immersion for a wide range of students is explored as are students' first 

and second language reading experiences as they transitioned into French 

immersion. Findings shed light on the ability to identify students who may be at risk 

for reading difficulties in their second language using first and second language 

early literacy indicators and profiles, the role of cross-linguistic transfer, and 

students' knowledge of and use of strategies. This study contributes to the field of 

second language education by adding academic knowledge to the French immersion 

debate. This study may also be influential in changing perceptions of French 

immersion as an elitist program by outlining the potential for greater inclusivity in 

the program. 
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Chapter 1 - Introduction 

It has been estimated that over 75 % of the world's population speaks more 

than one language and a great number of this population reads multiple languages. 

For many students around the world, language immersion programs have become a 

viable and popular schooling option. In Finland, Hungary and Australia for 

example, immersion programs provide an opportunity for students to 'immerse' 

themselves in the learning of a minority language such as Swedish and French. In 

Spain, Wales and New Zealand, immersion programs are offered in an attempt to 

revitalize the threatened Catalan, Welsh and Maori languages respectively while in 

Hong Kong and Singapore, English immersion enables students to learn English 

(Johnson & Swain, 1997). 

In Canada, early French immersion finds its roots in St. Lambert, Quebec, 

where the program was first developed to provide Anglophone students with a 

chance to become bilingual by learning subjects such as sciences, language arts, and 

mathematics in French (Lambert & Tucker, 1972). This rich second language 

environment simultaneously engages students in academic and "cognitively

engaging communication" (Genesee, 2007a, p. 655). From its beginnings in the 

mid-1960s, the program has continued to grow in popularity and has become an 

integral part of Canada's educational landscape. Supported by over forty years of 

research, 350,000 students are currently enrolled in the program (Canadian Parents 

for French, 2010-2011). In New Brunswick, over 17,000 students were registered in 
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French immersion (FI) at the time this study took place, representing 23% of all 

eligible students in the province. In most Canadian jurisdictions, early FI begins in 

Kindergarten or Grade 1. Parents make program decisions early on in their 

children's schooling as to whether or not to enroll their child in immersion. In most 

cases, program decisions are made before formal literacy instruction begins. 

Background and Context 

In 2008, the New Brunswick government announced significant changes to 

the delivery of French second language programs. Among the changes, the 

province's Grade 1 early FI program was eliminated and replaced by a delayed FI 

entry-point at Grade 3. The New Brunswick government's decision to change the 

delivery of its early FI program was in part due to the streaming effect argument. 

When higher ability and higher socio-economic status children choose to enter the FI 

program in greater numbers than the English-only program, inequalities between 

immersion and English classes are often created, resulting in a steaming effect. As 

Genesee (1992) explained, "where such splits have occurred, calls have sometimes 

been made for the elimination or curtailing of immersion by those who have chosen 

the non-immersion option because they feel that the best students are being pulled 

into immersion leaving a weakened, inferior 'regular' program" (p. 200). 

Some have referred to the inequalities between both publically founded 

programs as segregation (Willms, 2008) arguing that streaming occurs with respect 

to special needs, social class lines, gender, ability, and behavior ((Willms, 2008; 

Worswick, 2003). More specifically, students on special education plans, students 

of lower socio economic status, boys, students who perform better on cognitive and 

2 



language skills measures, and children with problems associated with inattention, 

physical aggression, or anxiety/ depression are more highly represented in the 

English program. 

Dicks (2008), a leading researcher in the area of French second language 

education, acknowledged that streaming occurs to some degree in schools that off er 

Fl, but that this phenomenon derives from and is affected by public policies ( or lack 

thereof) as well as economic and social forces. He argued that although a certain 

amount of streaming tends to occur, "it does not mean that there is something 

inherent in the EFI [ early French immersion] program that causes this to occur" (p. 

4). Instead of simply blaming, dismissing, or eliminating Fl, policymakers should 

concern themselves with questions such as: 

Why do more parents of lower socioeconomic background not choose Early 

French Immersion for their children? Why are 17% of students in NB 

schools on a modified instruction program? How are these students 

diagnosed? What are the root causes of these problems? What resources are 

available to address them? How many students transfer out ofEFI and why? 

What procedures and resources are there to assist these students so they can 

remain in EFI? (p. 4). 

Nonetheless, the government of the day agreed with Willms (2008) "that the current 

[New Brunswick] system segregates children in terms of their social class 

background and ability, and this has a detrimental effect on children's learning" (p. 

1 ). According to government documents, the elimination of early FI and the 

adoption of a 'universal' English program would result in heterogeneous classes of 
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children of varying abilities levels during their foundational years (i.e. Kindergarten 

to Grade 2). Essentially, it was believed that this would eliminate streaming in the 

primary grades and promote equal opportunities for all students (New Brunswick 

Department of Education, 2008). 

The government's restructuring of French second language programs also 

emphasized its intent to develop solid literacy skills in students' first language in the 

primary grades in anticipation of increasing literacy achievement results on 

provincial assessments and other standardized tests (New Brunswick Department of 

Education, 2008). As the government document, Revised French Second Language 

Model, states: 

This Universal Program respects the importance of children achieving a 

strong foundation in literacy in their mother tongue, particularly reading and 

writing, during the early years of school. Research studies show that a 

student's reading ability at the end of grade 3 is a more accurate predictor of 

school success than any other variable, and that programs designed to correct 

reading problems beyond third grade are largely unsuccessful (Pikulski, 

1994; Wasik & Slavin, 1993). This time will also be used to assess students' 

learning needs and provide supports to address early learning challenges (p. 

1). 

By providing a universal K-2 English program intended to promote strong English 

literacy skills and provide early interventions to those in need, the government felt 

that parents would be better positioned to make informed program decisions as their 

child prepared to enter Grade 3. As it explained, "by the end of grade 2, many 
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students have developed a strong foundation in their first language literacy skills, a 

positive factor for success in immersion. Many students will have received 

interventions addressing diagnosed learning difficulties ... " (New Brunswick 

Department of Education, 2008, p. 2). 

Statement of the problem 

Two significant issues permeated the government's FI reforms: firstly, the 

relationship between first language literacy skills and second language acquisition 

and secondly, the inclusion or lack thereof of students at risk for learning difficulties 

in French immersion. Although research has consistently shown that learning 

through the medium of a second language poses no detrimental effects on students' 

first language literacy d~velopment (Cummins, 1984; Genesee, 1987, 2007a, 2007b; 

Swain & Lapkin, 1982; Wiss, 1987), concerns still persist. It is a commonly held 

belief that learning a second language should only take place once students have a 

firm grasp on their first language literacy skills for fear of putting at risk their 

normal ability to read and write. Second language programs such as early FI "have 

raised a number of educational and research questions because they contradict the 

commonsense notion that initial reading and writing skills should be taught in a 

language that students already know" (Genesee, 2007b, p. 1). 

The New Brunswick government shared this apprehension and was also 

disconcerted by immersion's high drop out rates and the effects of streaming. It is 

common for students who are experiencing learning difficulties to refrain from 

enrolling in, or transfer out of FI. Students who transfer out of immersion tend to do 

so primarily because of difficulty relating to language arts (Boumot-Trites, 2008; 
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Keep, 1993 ). Similar to first language findings, reading ability and reading 

comprehension skills seem to be major contributors to students' success in Fl. 

When immersion students experience reading difficulties, these can lead to 

frustration, feelings of failure, and loss of self-esteem, often leading to an exit from 

the program (Bournot-Trites, 2008; Bruck, 1985; Keep, 1993). The early 

identification of immersion students who may be at risk for reading difficulties is 

therefore crucial to providing remedial help as quickly as possible (Bournot-Trites, 

2008) in order to address issues surrounding access to and retention in Fl. 

Theoretical frameworks 

Cross-linguistic transfer. 

The concept of cross-linguistic transfer has long been a key underpinning of 

second language research. It provides this study the necessary framework to 

examine children learning two read in English and in French. Previously defined 

narrowly as the "potential influence that one language has on another language" 

(Kohnert, 2008, p. 77), the concept of cross-linguistic transfer has since broadened 

due to a better understanding of the second language reading acquisition process and 

more in-depth analysis of the research. Moving away from examining transfer 

solely on the basis of the impact, positive or negative, that one language has on 

another, transfer is now understood as a learner's ability to utilize already acquired 

resources when learning a new language. As Koda (2008) explained, "prior 

experience is regarded as a reservoir of knowledge, skills, and abilities that is 

available when learning literacy in a new language" (p. 71 ). 
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Cummins' Interdependence Hypothesis (1984, 2000), an important theory in 

second language literature, describes the processes involved in cross-linguistic 

transfer. It stipulates that, with enough exposure and motivation, transfer will take 

place from a learner's dominant language to the second language. This is because 

even though surface features such as grammar and vocabulary of different languages 

may differ considerably, these languages function as one single integrated process in 

the brain. This single integrated process, referred to as the Common Underlying 

Proficiency (CUP), mitigates the need to learn literacy and cognitive skills anew for 

each new language. Moreover, it supports the claim that simultaneously learning 

two languages poses no problems for the learner (Cummins, 2000; Edwards, 2009). 

When applied to reading, this hypothesis suggests that, "learning to read is 

accomplished only once, and that after learners have matured in their ability to read 

in their first language, the combined L 1 linguistic and cognitive resources transfer to 

the second language and do not need to be relearned" (Grabe, 2009, p. 146). 

Cummins proposed the Threshold Theory as a way to explain the conditions 

by which first language resources can transfer to second language learning and vice

versa. This theory suggests that certain thresholds of language acquisition need to 

be met in order to avoid negative consequences of learning two languages and to 

benefit from its positive effects (Edwards, 2009). Additionally, it assumes that a 

more developed first language facilitates second language acquisition and vice versa. 

Studies examining the Threshold Hypothesis have shown that a more developed first 

language aids in the learning of a second language in situations where a child's first 

language is considered a minority language. This is because in these cases there is 
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the threat of replacing "the use of one language with another" (Edwards, 2009, p. 

60). However, in additive bilingualism contexts such as FI programs, students first 

language is not threatened and consequently, first language (English) proficiency is 

not impacted negatively. In fact, evidence has pointed to an increased level of first 

language abilities in immersion students when compared to their monolingual peers. 

Theoretical models of reading. 

In order to contextualize more current reading research, a review of the 

Reading Wars of the 1960s and its impact on reading theories and instructional 

approaches is needed. The Reading Wars debate centered primarily on reading 

because "until recently the term 'literacy' was often interpreted to refer to reading, 

and more particularly, to the learning of reading by young children" (Street & 

Lefstein, 2007, p. 62). Two approaches commonly referred to as phonics and whole 

language polarized the debate for the better part of the last five decades. 

On the one side, more traditional theorists argued that the key to reading 

acquisition was in formal and systemic instruction and the "explicit teaching of a set 

of skills" (Edwards, 2009, p. 66). Through the explicit teaching of phonics, letter 

recognition, spelling-sound relations and practiced reading, students would learn 

how to "break the code" (Pressley, Yokoi & Rankin, 2000, p. 11) making it possible 

to read. As Adams ( as cited in Street & Lefstein, 2007) explained: 

Most of all, learning to read is not natural. Rather, it depends critically on 

certain insights and observations that, among many if not all children, are not 

forthcoming without some special guidance. In particular, to read with 

fluency and comprehension children must develop a functional 
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understanding of the alphabetic basis of English print along with working 

knowledge of its spellings. (p. 66) 

It was believed that this approach to reading would result in the automaticity of 

producing and recognizing words. Once students reached this threshold, reading 

instruction could then shift to the teaching of comprehension strategies that included 

linking text to prior knowledge, reacting to text through self-questioning, visualizing 

content and summarizing. On a theoretical level, it was understood that reading was 

a mechanical process by which readers "decode precisely (in the case of English) 

from left to right, from letter into words, and from words into larger grammatical 

units in retrieving the writer's meaning" (Eskey, 2005, p. 564). These 

conceptualizations came to be known as bottom-up models of reading (Goodman, 

1967). Pattern recognition, letter identification, and lexical access are processes 

attributed to bottom-up reading models (Bialystok, 2001 ). Within this view of 

reading, letters, syllables, and word recognition not only supersede meaning, but 

form the building blocks for overall text comprehension ( Giasson & Theriault, 

1983). 

Some criticized this conventional view of reading acquisition because they 

felt that it ignored the content and background knowledge that readers bring to the 

reading process (Grabe, 2009). Goodman and Smith, founding fathers of the whole 

language movement, argued that reading skills are a direct by-product of what 

occurs naturally within a literacy-rich learning environment. This framework 

emphasized the strategies needed to make meaning from print. Importance was also 

placed on knowledge of how both language and the world work rather that the 
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mechanics needed to decode. As Goodman ( as cited in Street & Lefstein, 2007) 

remarked, "lots of participation in talk is what makes it possible for children to learn 

oral language. And lots of writing and reading make it possible for children to build 

written language" (p. 76). Top-down theoretical models were used to explain these 

processes which were grounded in the understanding that readers bring a vast body 

of knowledge to the reading process and that text comprehension starts even before 

readers start looking at the words. Viewed in this way, reading involves the constant 

process of constructing and verifying hypotheses because readers "mak[ e] use of just 

as much of the visual information on the page as they need to confirm and extend 

their expectations" (Eskey, 2005, p. 565). In other words, readers draw upon their 

experiences and personal knowledge to make hypotheses about the content of the 

text (Comaire, 1991; Grabe; 2009; Van Grunderbeeck, 1994). The process of 

identifying letters and syllables is only activated when required (Giasson & 

Theriault, 1983). 

Research conducted on the effectiveness of both whole language and phonics 

approaches unveiled interesting findings. On the one hand, classrooms using a 

whole language approach appeared to be stimulating for students, which led to 

positive attitudes toward literacy and an increased "understanding about the nature 

of reading and writing" (Pressley et al., 2000, p. 12). However, standardized test 

scores measuring decoding, vocabulary, comprehension, and the writing 

development of students in classrooms using a whole language approach proved 

disappointing. On the other hand, students in explicit phonics instruction 

environments fared better on standardized tests. However, it was revealed after 
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careful analysis that many of these classes were using "many elements of whole 

language" (p. 12). These findings led many researchers to call for a multifaceted 

approach and a more blended view of reading instruction. As Edwards (2009) 

explained, "there was strong support ... for the notion that no one method of teaching 

reading was suitable for all children; a balanced approached, using a variety of 

methods, was required" (p. 67). 

The term balanced literacy emerged from the rubble of the battle between 

whole language and explicit phonics instruction. As Pressley et al. (2000) noted, 

"effective instruction often integrates whole language, letter- and word-level 

teaching, and explicit instruction of comprehension processes" (p. 12). Interactive 

models of reading were devised as a compromise between the juxtaposed bottom-up 

and top-down reading theories. According to Van Grunderbeeck (1994), "within the 

act of reading, there is always a relationship between the reader and the text" (p. 8). 

Interactive reading models stipulate that both bottom-up and top-down processes 

work interactively, simultaneously, and continually to support one another. Both 

sets of skills are available to the reader who is processing and deciphering text. 

Within this framework, the reader adopts different reading strategies based on the 

extent of contextual information found within the text (Carrell, 1998). 

A balanced literacy approach not only centers upon the interconnectivity of 

oral communication, reading and writing within literacy instruction, but also 

advocates for multifaceted teaching approaches needed to support these abilities. As 

Morrow and Tracey (2007) explained: 
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Balanced instruction is grounded in a rich model of literacy learning that 

encompasses both the elegance and complexity of the reading and language 

arts processes. Such a model acknowledges the importance of both form 

(phonics, mechanics, etc.) and function ( comprehension, purpose, meaning) 

of the literacy processes and recognizes that learning occurs most effectively 

in a whole-part-whole context. (p. 62) 

It would appear that literacy practices have moved away from looking at specific 

abilities (i.e., reading, oral, and writing) in isolation from one another, viewing them 

instead as working symbiotically with one another. For example, "what we learn in 

and through oral language can be put to work in reading and writing, and vice versa" 

(Pearson, Raphael, Benson, & Madda, 2007, p. 45). By bridging the gap between 

the traditional view of literacy instruction and the whole language approach, 

balanced literacy aims at a balance between form and function, between explicit 

instruction and natural acquisition, and between the ability to decode/encode and the 

ability to create meaning from text. 

The act of reading. 

Comprehension is at the core of all reading tasks. In and of itself, reading is 

not a goal (Van Grunderbeeck, 1994) because the act of reading begins and ends 

with meaning (Clay, 2001; Fountas & Pinnell, 2001). Readers engage in reading to 

search for, learn, understand, integrate, evaluate, and use information (Grabe, 2009). 

The process of constructing and/or reconstructing meaning from print and problem

solving requires readers to gather and relate to one another" ... a sequence of cues 

from printed text ... " (Clay, 1991, p. 22). This process requires a complex set of 
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operations involving word recognition, fluency, a large recognition vocabulary, 

language structures, inferences and connections to background knowledge, 

comprehension monitoring and goal setting (Grabe, 2009). Reading requires both 

automatic and conscious mental activities (Alderson, 2000). 

Readers need to develop inner control over reading processes by using 

language, gaining concepts about print, attending to visual information, and hearing 

sounds in sequence (Clay, 1991). Strategies, that is the baggage of knowledge 

organized and integrated within a learner's long-term memory (Van Grunderbeeck, 

1994 ), are also an important component of the act of reading. Strategies are used to 

"make learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, more self-directed, more effective, 

and more transferable to new situations" (Oxford, 1990, p. 8). They are consciously 

controlled efforts and procedures undertaken by a learner during goal-driven, 

purposeful activities of resolving problems or attaining objectives (Chamot, 2005; 

Comaire, 1991; Wenden; 1987). Koda (2005) underscored the importance of 

strategies for reading by explaining that "processing skills alone do not make readers 

proficient" (p. 205). In other words, readers draw upon sources of information (i.e., 

meaning, language structures, and phonological and visual information) and use 

strategies to search for information, monitor, and correct their reading. 

Readers read print for various purposes and need to be strategic when 

engaged in specific text-information processing (Koda, 2005). Likewise, when 

readers read increasingly complex texts, they call up strategies "to overcome 

comprehension impairments" (p. 206). Unfamiliar strategies can be learned, they 

are often but not always observable, and they "contribute directly and indirectly to 
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language learning" (Alderson, 2000, p. 308). Once practiced sufficiently through 

repeated use, a learner may start employing a strategy subconsciously and with 

automaticity, thus being used as a skill. This is not to say that skills are always 

automatic. In some cases, skills need to be learned explicitly, particularly in terms 

of addressing a problem (Grabe, 2009). 

Purpose of the study and research questions 

The purpose of this study was to explore the reading experiences of two 

groups of students as they transitioned from a Grade 2 English-only program to a 

Grade 3 FI program: (1) typically developing students, and (2) students at risk for 

reading difficulties. This study explored students' reading profiles in both languages 

over a two-year perio~ and examined the extent to which first language reading 

profiles are important factors in the development of second language reading 

abilities. 

Three central research questions guided the study and formed the basis of 

this article-based dissertation. 

1. Which practices are currently in place to support the wide range of 

students who may be transitioning into a Grade 3 FI entry-point? 

2. What are the first and second language reading profiles of at risk 

and non at risk students? 

1. To what degree do at risk and non at risk students exhibit 

similar reading profiles in their first and second language? 

11. What reading strategies are at risk and non at risk students 

using in their first and second language? 
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111. How do at risk and non at risk students differ with respect 

to their knowledge and use of reading strategies, both in 

their first and second language? 

3. To what degree can students' first language reading profiles 

identify second language students who may be at risk for reading 

difficulties? 

Methodology 

Basic qualitative research. 

This research is grounded within a constructionist epistemology. Within this 

paradigm, it is understood that meaning and knowledge are not to be discovered, but 

rather constructed as a result of interactio~s (Crotty, 1998; Merriam, 2009). In the 

literature, naturalistic, qualitative, interpretive and even constructivist approaches 

are often used interchangeably as they possess similar characteristics. This 

'collection' of frameworks operates under the premise that "meaning is embedded in 

peoples' experiences and that this meaning is mediated through the investigator's 

own perceptions" (Merriam, 2001, p. 6). Researchers who approach research 

through this theoretical/methodological lens attempt to understand the phenomenon 

from the participants' perspectives, not their own, using themselves as the "primary 

instrument for data collection and analysis" (p. 7). Employing a basic qualitative 

research paradigm enabled me to focus on uncovering and interpreting how 

participants understand the transition from learning to read in English to learning to 

read in French. 
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Choices concerning the methods by which data are collected, and the sources 

of the data themselves, were dependent upon the overall alignment of the research 

design and process (Crotty, 1998; Merriam, 2001). True to qualitative/interpretive 

inquiry, a significant portion of the data collection process was dedicated to the use 

of classroom and participant observation, think aloud protocols, and interviews. 

Regarding observations, my role was participatory in nature, moving back and forth 

from classroom observations to participant-observation with individual students in 

order to capture more detailed, personalized data. Given that learning/reading 

strategies are internal mental processes, think aloud protocols were used during 

participant observations. Think aloud protocols involved asking individual students 

"to recount their thoughts while working on a language task" (Chamot & El-Dinary, 

1999, p. 321). Finally, teacher and student interviews were conducted in an 

unstructured, individualized fashion. 

Context and participants. 

Over a two-year period, 12 teachers and 80 students from three different 

schools participated in the study. Two of the three schools are located in an urban 

area each serving a student population of over 400 students from Kindergarten to 

Grade 5. Both of these dual track schools offer the FI and English-only program 

options in Grade 3. The third school, located just outside the city, is a feeder school, 

meaning that it does not have sufficient numbers to offer a FI option in Grade 3. 

Students attending this site who wish to enroll in the FI program must change 

schools beginning in Grade 3. In such cases, students are bussed to a larger 

neighboring school that offers the immersion program. 
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A considerable length of time was allocated to the data collection process to 

fully capture the essence of this study and describe/explain the reading experience of 

at risk and typically developing students as they made the transition into the FI 

program. The Grade 2 English classes were of interest in the initial year of data 

collection. In the subsequent year, the focus shifted to the Grade 3 FI classes. In 

total, 36 classroom visits were done totaling approximately 4 7 hours of classroom 

observations. Over 280 student interviews and think aloud protocols were 

performed (140 hours of audio data) along with 20 teacher interviews (23 hours of 

audio data). A parental survey was also sent to all parents of children in the study. 

Quantitative data. 

As part of the data collection process, students were administered a series pf 

reading assessments that involved Running Records (Clay, 1993; Fountas & Pinnell, 

2001) and measures taken from the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy 

Skills (Good & Kaminski, 2003) and lndicateurs dynamiques d'habiletes precoces 

en lecture (Dufour-Martel & Desrochers, 2011) assessment kits. These data were 

mainly analyzed quantitatively in the form of descriptive statistics, correlations, and 

regressions. Early literacy /reading measures were administered in Kindergarten at 

three intervals throughout the year (Fall, Winter, and Spring). Measures were again 

administered twice in Grade 2 (Winter and Spring) and three times in Grade 3 (Fall, 

Winter, and Spring). For the most part, these data were used to (a) determine 

whether Kindergarten early L 1 literacy measures could be used to predict future L2 

reading scores and (b) examine the predictive power of early L2 literacy measures, 

administered in French, with regard to L2 reading outcomes (see article 3). In 
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addition to these quantitative analyses, a qualitative analysis of the nature of 

students' reading difficulties in their first and second languages was conducted ( see 

article 2). 

Presentation of the articles 

This dissertation comprises a review of the literature, three distinct yet 

related journal format articles, and a concluding chapter. The first article included in 

this dissertation Choosing French Immersion: So Why Would You do Something Like 

That to a Child? Issues of Advocacy, Accessibility, and Inclusion focuses primarily 

on the first research question. By describing teachers' assessment of students' first 

language reading abilities as it relates to the suitability of FI for a wide range of 

students, this article documents some of the "causes and consequences that affect 

human behavior toward, and beliefs about the phenomena" (Preissle & Lecompte, 

1984, p. 3). Given the ways in which teachers frame issues of accessibility to FI and 

the misconceptions that often surround bilingual education, this article further 

explores the extent to which the changes made to the FI entry-point facilitate a more 

or less equitable education system for all children. 

The second and third articles address the last two sets of research questions 

set out for this study. Reading Without Borders: At Risk Students Transitioning from 

LI to L2 in French Immersion examined students' first and second language reading 

development along with their knowledge of and use of reading strategies. It focuses 

on data collected in Grade 2 English and Grade 3 FI. More specifically, this article 

examines the ability to identify students who may be at risk for reading difficulties 

in their second language using first and second language reading profiles. The role 
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of cross-linguistic transfer and students' knowledge of and use of strategies in 

explaining individual reading differences among L2 students are also discussed. The 

third article, entitled The Predictive Effects of Li and L2 Early Literacy Indicators 

on Reading in French Immersion, also addresses these questions. It reports on 

additional data collected when students were in Kindergarten. It focuses on creating 

a better understanding of individual reading differences among L2 students and how 

early first and second language literacy indicator measures, administered in students' 

first and second language, can be used to identify at risk immersion readers. 

Significance of the study 

By documenting students' first and second language reading development as 

they moved from an English-only to a FI program in Grade 3, this study sought to 

explore issues of accessibility to the FI program for students at risk for learning 

difficulties. It also sought to identify ways by which to identify early on students 

who may be at risk for reading difficulties and examine emerging patterns of first 

and second language reading development of at risk and typically developing 

students. 

Through these explorations, I hope to develop a deeper understanding of how 

best to deliver reading instruction and interventions for a wide range of learners. 

Examining reading difficulties and the interventions needed to support at risk 

immersion students are in themselves, significant and noteworthy areas of second 

language research. Genesee (2007a) states that there is a "need for further research 

on all aspects of the suitability of immersion for at-risk students" (p. 676) and 

recommends placing particular emphasis on "the effectiveness of interventions for 
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students who experience difficulty in immersion as a result of reading, language, or 

other learning disabilities" (p. 67 5). 

For their part, Geva and Clifton (1994) have suggested the need for more 

research into possible parallels between students' first language and second language 

reading abilities, particularly for students who experience difficulties. They have 

stated that " ... not enough is known on the extent to which stages in the 

development of reading in the first language are mirrored in children who learn to 

read in the French immersion program, nor do we know enough about the nature of 

individual differences in the development of reading skills in L2" (p. 650). In a 

related vein, some researchers (e.g. Comaire, 1991; Tucker & Dubiner, 2008) have 

emphasized the need for more research related to cross-linguistic transfer. Questions 

about "the integration of transfer as a learning strategy" in second language 

classrooms, its explicit use by teachers, "students' level of awareness about the 

benefits of language transfer" (Tucker & Dubiner, 2008, p. 274), and the role of 

language transfer for students with learning difficulties still need to be answered. 

As the debate over the suitability of FI for at risk learners persists and 

questions concerning appropriate accommodations, approaches, and interventions 

remain relatively unexplored, there is a need for additional research in these areas. 

This particular study contributes to the field of second language education by adding 

academic knowledge to the FI debate. This study may also be influential in 

changing perceptions of FI as an elitist program by outlining the potential for greater 

inclusivity in the program. 
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Conclusion 

This introductory chapter outlined the overall framework and structure of this 

study and provided the bases for contextualizing the following three articles. Firstly, 

the context for the study was delineated and a statement outlining the research 

problem was put forth. Secondly, the purpose and the significance of the study were 

explained. It was noted that there is a paucity of research that examines students at 

risk for learning difficulties in FI particularly with regard to the effectiveness of 

intervention strategies in addressing students' educational needs. Finally, a brief 

overview of the methodology used to carry out this research was provided. 
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Choosing French Immersion: "So Why Would You do Something Like That 
to a Child?" Issues of advocacy, accessibility, and inclusion 

Abstract 

French Immersion (Fl) continues to grow in popularity and diversity across Canada. 

However, the suitability of immersion for academically challenged students has 

often been questioned. This has led some to label FI as elitist and to calls for its 

elimination or curtailment. This, and similar arguments, influenced the New 

Brunswick government to make significant changes to its official policy on French 

second language (FSL) programs in 2008. The early immersion Grade 1 entry-point 

was replaced by a delayed Grade 3 entry-point. It was argued that this change would 

promote strong English literacy skills and help parents make a more informed 

program decision by Grade 3. Students' prior performance in English became 

crucial factors in parents deciding whether to place their child in FI or not. This 

study examined the potentially critical role of Grade 2 English teachers in the 

decision-making process with respect to the suitability of FI for various learners. 

Interview data from eight Grade 2 English teachers revealed that myths about second 

language education still permeate the system in ways that impact accessibility to Fl. 

Data also indicate that English teachers may act as gatekeepers of the program and 

need to play an increasingly important role in facilitating access to FI in order to 

address concerns over inclusion in the program. 

Keywords: French immersion, language policy, academically challenged students, 
accessibility, inclusion 
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French immersion (Fl) has continued to grow in popularity and diversity 

across Canada since it inception in the 1970s. Known as an effective and successful 

approach to second language education (Genesee, 1994; Krashen, 1984; Swain & 

Lapkin, 1982), immersion programs have become an integral part of Canada's 

educational landscape. According to the most recent data available at the time of 

writing this article, approximately 350 000 Canadian students were enrolled in FI 

(Canadian Parents for French, 2010-2011). Although numbers are increasing, issues 

related to accessibility to the FI program persist because students who face academic 

challenges in school often refrain from enrolling in FI. It has been suggested that 

this phenomenon is, in part, due to such students being discouraged from registering 

in the program (Genesee, 2007a). Similarly, it has also been reported that, when 

difficulties arise, school personnel counsel students out of FI and are encouraged to 

return to the mainstream English program (Genesee, 1992; 2007a; Mady & Arnett, 

2009). This counseling occurs despite studies consistently finding that students with 

learning difficulties in FI perform similarly to students not enrolled in FI, and that 

this applies to both English language development and overall academic 

achievement (for review see Genesee, 2007). 

According to Arnett and Turnbull (2007) and Arnett, Mady, and Muilenburg 

(2014), school-level decisions regarding second language program options are often 

based on individual beliefs or personal experiences rather than sound second 

language theory and empirical research. Moreover, denying certain students access 

to FI, a publically funded program, raises practical, ethical, and moral questions. It 

also raises issues related to social justice and equity. As Genesee and Jared (2008) 
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explained, "discouraging such students from immersion in the absence of empirical 

support for such a policy is questionable on ethical grounds, because it denies 

subgroups of learners access to employment-related skills that are important in a 

bilingual country" (p. 141 ). When students at risk for learning difficulties refrain 

from enrolling in or withdraw from Fl, inequalities between immersion and English 

classes are often created. This has led to the FI program being labeled as elitist and 

to calls for its elimination or curtailment (Genesee, 1992). There have also been 

claims that the inequality between FI and English classes "segregates children in 

terms of their social class background and ability, and this has a detrimental effect 

on children's learning" (Willms, 2008, p. 1). These concerns about streaming were 

at the forefront of the New Brunswick government's 2008 decision to make 

significant changes to its official policy on French second language programs. 

Traditionally offered as a Grade 1 program option, early FI was pushed back to 

create a Grade 3 entry-point. The government argued that classroom composition of 

English-only classes in the current system was such that it needed to adopt a 

universal English program from Kindergarten through Grade 2 aimed at grouping 

children of varying abilities levels during their foundational years. The later entry 

point was also intended to promote strong English literacy skills and provide early 

interventions to those in need. The government also felt that a delayed entry point 

would allow parents to make a more informed program decision (New Brunswick 

Department of Education, 2008). 

The extent to which parents' decisions are informed is clearly connected to 

the English program and, in particular, its teachers. English program teachers' 
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beliefs and attitudes toward bilingual education, particularly with respect to the 

suitability of FI for various learners, coupled with their knowledge of individual 

student's performance in English, have the potential to sway parental decision

making. To date, very few studies, if any, have captured English teachers' 

perspectives about the suitability of immersion for various learners and the critical 

role they may play in accessibility to and inclusion in the FI program. A search of 

relevant literature found that studies tend to focus on how second language/foreign 

language teachers' beliefs systems inform classroom practices ( for review see Arnett 

& Turnbull, 2007). A few exceptions were studies that explored French second 

language teachers'/ teacher candidates' beliefs about inclusion ( e.g. Arnett, Mady, & 

Muilenburg, 2014; Mady, 2012). The perspectives of English-only teachers were 

included in one study (Kouritzin, Piquemal, & Nakagawa, 2007). However, these 

data were integrated with second language teacher data. The present study directly 

addresses this gap in the literature and reports on findings relating to English 

teachers' assessment of students' English abilities and how their interpretations may 

play a potentially critical role in the parental decision-making process and the 

overall inclusion of students with a wide range of abilities in FI program. 

Myths and misconceptions regarding second language learning 

Much of the debate surrounding FI derives from misunderstandings about 

second language learning or from context-specific research findings being applied to 

other linguistic context (i.e., minority-language speaking students learning English). 

The language portal of the Government of Canada (2014) acknowledges that 

people's understanding of second language learning is often rooted in 
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misconceptions and preconceived notions: "These preconceived notions frequently 

come from our own life experiences" or "from what we hear or read about 

controversial subjects" (para. 1). These misunderstandings have led to myths - that 

is, unproved or false collective beliefs - being created regarding different aspects of 

the FI program. According to Alberta Education (2014 ), "these myths are 

encountered by administrators, educators and parents alike and can affect program 

delivery, program promotion as well as student enrolment and attrition" (para. 2). 

Myths that have a negative impact on FI include FI being: ( 1) only for above

average students only; (2) only for socio-economically advantaged students; (3) 

sufficiently enriching for children who need the extra learning challenge; ( 4) for 

children whose parents already know French in order to support their children; and 

( 5) disadvantageous for students' English literacy development (Wall, 1999). 

The suitability of FI for all learners 

Research supports the inclusion of a wide range of learners in FI programs. 

Studies examining this question found that being enrolled in FI poses no detrimental 

risk to students' learning (Genesee, 1987, 2007a, 2007b; Swain & Lapkin, 1982; 

Turnbull, Lapkin & Hart, 2001; Wiss, 1987). More specifically, students at risk for 

learning difficulties (i.e., low academic ability, limited first language skills) 

experienced no greater disadvantage being in FI in terms of their English language 

development and overall academic achievement. Such students would face the same 

academic challenges if enrolled in the English program (Bruck, 1985; Cummins, 

1984; Genesee, 1987, 1992, 2007a; Genesee, Paradis, & Crago, 2004; Paradis, 

Crago, Genesee, & Rice, 2003). Similar results were found for students with low 
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socioeconomic backgrounds or with ethnic minority background. ( Genesee, 

Paradis, & Crago, 2004). Moreover, students at risk for academic difficulties 

achieve higher levels of second language proficiency than students enrolled in the 

English program receiving traditional core French instruction. 

Questions regarding the suitability of FI for all learners have persisted, 

however, in part because of the belief that learning a second language overburdens 

struggling learners and can lead to further difficulties. Arnett (2003) explained that 

most French second language students with learning disabilities (LD) who receive 

support, "do so for alphabetic language-related challenges, either in oral language, 

reading, or writing ... it is not surprising that many people believe that the 

.introduction of a second language would create even more problems for students 

with LD" (p. 1 77). 

However, research examining specific learning disabilities in immersion 

supports inclusion (e.g., Cummins, 1984; Genesee, 1992; 2007a; Genesee, Paradis, 

& Crago, 2004). When comparing immersion and non-immersion students with 

similar language related disabilities, Bruck (1978) found that "it was taking the 

disabled children in both programs longer to attain basic literacy and academic skills 

than their non-disabled peers, as would be expected given their disability" (p. 65). 

In terms of their linguistic, cognitive, and academic development, immersion 

students with language disabilities were progressing at a similar rate to their English 

peers with similar disabilities; that is to say that students with specific language 

disabilities have the ability to learn two languages (Paradis et al., 2003). 
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First language development and FI 

Another commonly held belief is that learning a second language should only 

take place once students have a firm grasp on their first language literacy skills for 

fear of putting at risk their normal ability to read and write. As Genesee (2007b) 

noted, second language programs such as immersion "contradict the commonsense 

notion that initial reading and writing skills should be taught in a language that 

students already know" (p. 1). However, research reaffirmed that students' first 

language literacy development is not hindered by the fact that they first learn to read 

in French through the immersion program (Cummins, 1983; Geva & Clifton, 1994). 

Although immersion students may initially lag behind their unilingual peers in the 

development of English language skills, they rapidly catch-up once English 

instruction is reintroduced in the upper elementary grades (Genesee, 1987, 2007a; 

Swain & Lapkin, 1982; Wiss, 1987). In some cases, immersion students even 

surpass their English unilingual peers on middle school English assessments 

(Turnbull, Lapkin, & Hart, 2001 ). One explanation for these outcomes is that 

different languages not developing in isolation from one another in the brain. 

Certain concepts and skills learned in one language are transferable to other 

language learning contexts. In fact, more than 150 studies on second language 

acquisition reveal that bilingual children's thinking skills are often more adaptable 

and flexible due to students' practice of processing information in not one, but two 

languages (for review see Cummins, 2000). Cognitive benefits to learning a second 

language have also been reported, including greater non-verbal problem-solving 
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abilities, heightened creative thinking skills, more flexible thinking, and greater 

metacognitive awareness (Bialystok, 2001; Fortune & Tedick, 2003). 

Context of the present study and research question 

Because early FI usually begins in Kindergarten or Grade 1, parents make 

program decisions early on in their children's schooling as to whether or not to 

enroll their children in immersion. In most cases, program decisions are made 

before formal literacy instruction begins (i.e., Kindergarten or Grade 1 ). The present 

study took place in New Brunswick, a province where the FI entry-point is delayed 

until Grade 3. As a result, for 3 years, from Kindergarten until the end of Grade 2, 

all students receive their instruction in English. With this delayed entry to 

immersion, students' prior performance in English and, in particular, their success or 

lack thereof in Grade 2 are important factors for parents deciding whether or not to 

enroll their child in FL Although district meetings are held to better inform parents 

about second language program options, many Grade 2 teachers face questions 

relating to FI and second language learning. This study examined Grade 2 English 

teachers' perspectives on issues relating to the suitability of FI for a wide range of 

students and the ways in which teachers framed issues of accessibility. Given the 

misconceptions and myths often surrounding bilingual education, I addressed the 

following research question: Which practices are currently in place to support the 

wide range of students who may be transitioning into a Grade 3 French immersion 

entry-point? The use of the term 'practice' in this question was deliberately not 

clearly defined at the onset of this study. This was due to the nature of the data 

collection process and the need to explore "themes or issues that develop over time" 
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(Creswell, 2008, p. 61) and report on the shared beliefs and practices of Grade 2 

English teachers. 

Methodology 

Following similar work done in the field (Arnett, Mady, & Muilenburg; 

Mady, 2012), semi-structured teacher interviews and parental questionnaires were 

used for data collection purposes. The results presented in this article are part of a 

larger study that explored the reading experiences of typically developing students 

and students at risk for reading difficulties as they transition from a Kindergarten

Grade 2 English-only program to a Grade 3 French immersion program. 

Documented in this larger study are the extents to which first language reading 

profiles are important factors in the development of second language reading 

abilities. This larger study included the use of classroom observations, student 

interviews, think aloud protocols, and assessment data. Those findings are reported 

elsewhere (Bourgoin, 2014; Bourgoin & Dicks, 2013). 

Participants. 

Eight Grade 2 English teachers were involved in this study, seven of them 

were working within two dual-track elementary schools and one was working in a 

single-track English school. In the latter case, students wishing to enroll in FI in 

Grade 3 would be transported to a dual-track school nearby. All eight teachers were 

female. Table 1 provides the demographic backgrounds of the participants. The 

work experiences of teachers ranged from three to twenty-five years. Six of the 

eight teachers had spent their careers teaching exclusively in the English stream 

while the other two had some prior experience teaching in French second language 
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contexts. However, at the time the study took place, all eight teachers were teaching 

Grade 2 in the universal K-2 English-only system created a few years earlier. 

Table 1. Demographic Background of the Participants 

Pseudonym Years of teaching Second language FI teaching 
expenence expenence expenence 

Carrie 6-10 years No No 

Barb 11-15 years Raised in bilingual home Yes 

Tanya 0-5 years Former FI student No 

Jess 0-5 years No No 

Molly 0-5 years Former FI student Yes 

Kim 11-15 No No 

Wendy 11-15 No No 

Carol 20-25 No No 

The study also included the participation of 83 parents. At the time data 

collection took place, the parents all had children in Grade 2 attending one of the 

three schools in the study. Their children were enrolled in the universal K-2 English

only system created a few years earlier and all were in the process of making 

program decisions about their child's schooling regarding the Grade 3 French 

immersion entry-point. 

Procedures and measures for data collection. 

All eight teachers participated in semi-structured interviews, which were 

conducted in the spring. The mean number of minutes for the interviews was 5 8 
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minutes. Teachers were asked to respond to questions relating to students' English 

reading development and progress in Grade 2, which included the following: (1) 

describe the students' reading development this year; (2) describe the types of 

interventions the child might have been receiving; and (3) describe the student 

(personality, interests, interesting facts, etc.) All interviews were audiotaped and 

recordings were transcribed. Within the context of these discussions, teachers 

shared their perceptions regarding the suitability of FI for the various students in 

their classes. In some cases, teachers offered their thoughts, without being 

prompted, on whether they felt a student should enter FI. In other cases, such 

discussions resulted from the interviewer posing questions such as: "Is the child 

going in immersion next year?"; "What are your thoughts about this child for next 

year?"; and/or "How do you think he/she will do in Grade 3?" (see Appendix A for 

teacher interview protocol). 

During the interviews, teachers also made reference to their involvement in 

the decision-making process and shared first-hand accounts of parents' rationales 

regarding the FI program option. For a more comprehensive examination of 

parental perceptions, questionnaires were sent to all parents of students attending 

one of the schools involved in the data collection. Parents were asked to respond to 

the following question: Are you considering enrolling your child in grade 3 FI? 

Why or why not? 68 of the 83 parents (76%) responded to the open-ended question 

while 15 (24%) declined to answer. The open-ended question provided parents the 

opportunity to express, in their own words, their opinions and rationales regarding 
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the FI option. Responses to this question were coded and were helpful in 

understanding parental motivations and beliefs regarding FI. 

Data analysis 

Audiotaped interviews were transcribed and analyzed. Pseudonyms were 

used throughout the data for teachers and students. The analysis was focused on 

teachers' specific comments regarding the suitability of FI for the various students in 

their classes. Rather than grouping the data by question, data were broken down into 

'units of analysis' and organized by individual and groups of students. Each unit of 

analysis was comprised of a statement concerning a particular reason or a particular 

child. Units of analysis were then coded through the use of seven emergent themes 

and patterns. This was achieved by identifying similar phrases, relationships 

between variables, and distinct differences between subgroups of students (Mertens, 

2005). At this point in the data analysis process, a secondary analysis was done by 

another researcher to confirm emergent themes and patterns. Finally, units of 

analysis were organized into coherent categories: FI and typically developing 

students, FI and academically challenged students, teachers' involvement into the 

decision-making process, and insights in parental decision-making process. 

Results 

FI and the typically developing students. 

When discussing the suitability of FI for the students in their classes, Grade 2 

English teachers relied heavily on students' academic progress and achievements to 

form their opinions. Without exception, teachers believed that FI was a good 

program option for all students considered academically strong or gifted. Comments 
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such as "Oh yes, she's just one of my top students if not the top!" (Carol) and "I 

think it's a good choice, she's strong academically" (Tanya) were used frequently 

when discussing the suitability of FI for such students. In a few cases, teachers 

believed that the FI program would provide a necessary enrichment opportunity for 

students considered academically strong or gifted. In the following excerpts, one 

teacher described why two of her students should enroll in immersion: "I think FI is 

a good choice for Mark. He needs a challenge, he's bored in the regular [program]" 

and "Bruce needs to go in FL Definitely, I'm glad he is! The challenge! He needs 

something" (Tanya). 

Although all teachers' expressed that FI was suitable for academically strong 

students, opinions differed with respect to students considered 'average'. Most 

teachers felt that such students would do well in the FI program because they 

possess particular personality traits or learner characteristics. Being hardworking, 

independent, and motivated emerged several times as being an advantage to second 

language learning: 

Carrie Excerpt 1: I think that they all would have been fine. I mean I 

have a class that is really independent. They're really good 

workers, so I think they all would be fine. 

Excerpt 2: I think she would have been fine [in FI]. She'll be 

fine either way. I mean she's a good student. She works 

really, really hard. 
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By the same token, Grade 2 English teachers saw a lack of motivation or inability to 

work hard as hindrances to learning a second language and more importantly, as 

reasons not to enroll in Fl. 

Carol He shouldn't be going in. I just think he's capable but he 

doesn't really want to do the work, he's kind of lazy. 

Tanya Oh, he should never go in Fl. He's doing well to get his work 

done here [in English]. We have a lot of motivational things, 

little punch cards and stuff and rewards that he gets, stickers, 

time out breaks. He needs all that to get anything done. His 

focus is really, really, really poor. 

In addition to being motivated and hard working, teachers felt that students' 

attending and listening skills were important factors in determining the suitability of 

FI for some students. "Kirk shouldn't be going ... he has great difficulty attending" 

(Carol). Molly echoed similar sentiments when hearing about one of her students 

having been enrolled in French immersion for the upcoming school year: 

Molly I think a lot of us were shocked to hear that. The doctor said 

he was ADHD ... he is behaviorally challenged, defiant. He 

has selective hearing ... he can't sit still, he loses 

concentration and he's unfocused. He can't sit for long. 

The ability to grasp concepts quickly and easily was also mentioned by a few Grade 

2 English teachers as an important learner characteristic for second language 

learning. 
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Tanya ... like she needs extra time to do that [math and writing]. 

And so you need extra time to learn the French and kind of 

get the whole, you know. And she gets it done but, I don't 

think it was the right choice. I'm worried about her. 

Carol No, I wouldn't suggest him ... Understanding certain things, 

concepts, it's not quick. He may require extra support to 

grasp concepts at times so now if it's presented in a different 

language. 

The fact that some students required additional time to complete tasks in their first 

language was cause for concern when discussing the suitability of FI for some 

students. These teachers felt that learning in a second language, in and of itself, 

requires additional processing time. Consequently, FI would exacerbate or intensify 

the needs of students who already require additional time for task completion. 

Although the majority of teachers felt that average students would do well in 

FI, one teacher believed that, to go into the program, students had to be doing very 

well academically. "Trina is not a FI candidate either ... I just don't think she's as 

strong as the other kids" (Tanya). Students described as being at grade level were 

not deemed 'good candidates' and this teacher did not feel that FI was an appropriate 

program option for these children. 

Tanya Excerpt 1: I don't think that was the right move for Kris at all 

... I don't think they should have done it. I was surprised 

when I heard that she was in it ... I mean her reading is at 

grade level but to me to go and do a second language your 
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reading should be really, really good, really good if you're 

going to tackle a language. 

Except 2: No, I don't think Edith should [enter FI]. She is 

another one that's just at grade level. She's at an N reading 

level now. So technically that's 'superior performance' but 

it's not. To me she's at 'appropriate development', she's at 

grade level. 

In addition to being academically strong or possessing particular learner 

characteristics/personality traits, some teachers identified parental support as an 

important indicator of students' future success in FI by making comments such as "I 

think he'll be ok. The mother is very for this [the FI program]" (Carol) and again, 

"her mom's a teacher or is a literacy coach or something like that, so she does well" 

(Tanya). Parents' knowledge of French was mentioned in a few instances, but to a 

lesser extent than other emergent factors. "Her mother is a French immersion 

teacher. She thinks she'll be ok because she'll have the home support" (Kim). 

FI and academically challenged students. 

When describing the suitability of FI for students who struggle academically 

and/or are not meeting grade level expectations, only one teacher felt that the 

language of instruction may or may not make a difference in the overall literacy 

development of the child. 

Carrie If she goes to Fl, orally Lisa will be fine. She can do all of 

that. I think with written and reading she's going to struggle; 

if she stays in English, she' 11 struggle. If she goes to FI, I 
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don't think it's going to make that much difference. Either 

way I would say that she would still continue to be a 

struggling student. I mean would she gain if she stayed in 

English with her English skills? I don't know. Possibly. Is 

she going to be further behind in her English because she's 

doing FI? I don't know, maybe. 

The majority of teachers, however, were less likely to support the inclusion of 

students with learning challenges in Fl, particularly when these challenges impacted 

students' first language literacy development. Some comments referred to students' 

academic performance in general, such as "Hunter would not be my 

recommendation ... he's one of my lowest students" (Carol). 

Particular concerns were expressed though when teachers felt that students 

had not developed sufficient first language literacy skills to undertake the learning of 

a second language. Teacher Jess explained that she had particularly concerns with 

respect to one student: "Ashley would be my only concern I think ... Just in that her 

reading and her writing are not at grade level. .. She's just below". Tanya also felt 

that students' lack of first language literacy skills would hinder their ability to learn 

a second language. As she explained "Kris' writing ... she struggles now. She 

can't write in English, how's she going to write in French? Other teachers shared 

similar concerns. 

Carrie But once it gets into trying to transfer, I don't know that the 

skills she has now are strong enough to pull her along or if 
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she'll be back to starting at square one. I don't know it'll be 

interesting to see, very interesting to see. 

Carol Luke struggles in English. So why would you do something 

like that to your child? ... I don't think he's a great candidate 

but I'm not an expert, so he could prove us wrong. 

The need to continue acquiring first language literacy skills was for these teachers an 

important reason for not enrolling in FI and going as far as to advise parents. "I 

recommended [ to the parents] that Hunter continue to develop his first language you 

know, see what happens when he hits Grade 6" (Carol). 

Teachers' involvement in the decision-making process. 

Grade 2 teachers described being asked to be a part of the decision-making 

process by parents concerned about their child's abilities and wanting the teacher's 

opinion on whether or not to enroll their child in FI. Teachers spoke of being 

'questioned' and one teacher described being pressured into telling parents what 

they should do. "Some [parents] really wanted my opinion and wanted me to tell 

them ... another parent was like really pushing me to tell her what to do" (Tanya). 

Teachers remained divided on whether they should provide their opinions on the 

matter. One teacher decided that if parents would seek her opinion, she would offer 

it to them. As she explained: 

Carol I said I didn't think it was a good idea [for their child to enter 

immersion]. . .! mean I make these comments because I'm just 

being factual. I know it's the parents' decision, but any parent 
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that did ask me I said to them, you've asked me and I will 

answer honestly, this is my opinion. And I did do that. 

Conversely, three other teachers who were asked their opinion during the decision

making process felt that they could not tell parents what to do, one way or another. 

Insights into parental rationales for choosing FI. 

According to interview data, parents seemed comfortable sharing with the 

Grade 2 teachers their thoughts about their child entering Grade 3 Fl. Consequently, 

teachers became privy to some of the parental rationales behind the decision making 

process which included opting for the program for socially related reasons such as 

friendships and class composition. "The parents that have come to speak to me about 

their decisio.n, it's based on friends [going in immersion]" (Wendy). This teacher 

also shared that, in at least a few cases, parents were choosing immersion because 

"they knew no [ children with] behaviors are going in", alluding to the streaming 

effect. In another case, the teacher explained that parents were choosing Grade 3 FI 

over the English stream because they were unhappy that the English class would be 

a combined Grades 2-3 class. 

Interview data analysis revealed only a few instances where parents shared 

with Grade 2 teachers their desire to place their children in immersion for second 

language related reasons. However, parent questionnaire data provided additional 

insight regarding this finding. Table 2 illustrates the coded parental responses 

related to why they were choosing to enroll their child in FI. Although mentioned 

infrequently to teachers, the majority of parents reported placing their children in FI 

because they valued the importance of learning a second language and the benefits 
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associated with bilingualism. Interestingly, parents did not self-report registering 

their children in FI for reasons mentioned previously by the Grade 2 English 

teachers such as class composition or social inclusion. 

Table 2: Parents' Questionnaire Responses- Reasons for Enrolling Their Child in FI 

Reasons given 

Parents valuing bilingualism: Importance of learning 
and communicating in a second language 

Provide job opportunities 

Living in and/or desire to stay in bilingual province 

Child is interested in learning a second language 

Sibling currently in FI 

Part of heritage/language preservation 

Broaden learning experience and personal development 

Parents were former FI students 

Provides a challenge 

Child is successful in his/her first language 

Parents can help the child 

Cognitive benefits 

Better results when starting second language early 

Provides a better understanding of the world 
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Number of times 
mentioned 

28 

13 

9 

9 

7 

6 

6 

4 

4 

3 

1 

1 

1 

1 



Additional teacher interview data revealed that some parents were 

apprehensive about choosing Fl. "A few of these parents are putting them in with 

the question mark of"we'll see". They wanted to know if they had the potential of 

pulling them out if they wanted to" (Wendy). Tal<lng a wait and see approach to FI 

suggests that parents see the decision as a temporary one. In some cases, it appeared 

that some parents felt that learning French would add an additional strain and 

overwhelm or overburden their child: "Their final decision was to keep her out 

because her math is so weak". This perception is corroborated by parental responses 

to the questionnaires. Table 3 summarizes parental reasons for not choosing FI for 

their children. 

Table 3: Parents' Questionnaire - Reasons for not Enrolling Their Child in FI 

Reasons given 

FI would not be beneficial 

Concerns about child having a difficult time or being 
overwhelmed 

Concerns about child falling behind or not being 
successful 

Child struggling in their first language 

Parents do not speak French and cannot help 

Child has a learning disability 

Important to excel in first language prior to learning a 
second language 
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Number of times 
mentioned 

2 

3 

4 

4 

2 

1 
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According to both data sets, parents reported similar reasons for not choosing FI as 

those provided through teachers' accounts. 

Discussion and implications 

This study explored English teachers' beliefs and perceptions about FI being 

a viable program option for their students and the extent to which these beliefs may 

be influenced by "the larger sociocultural and sociopolitical contexts that shape 

attitudes toward foreign language learning" (Kouritzin, Piquemal, & Nakagawa, 

2007, p. 221 ). The findings of this study revealed that English teachers possess 

strong and largely unsubstantiated beliefs about second language education, 

particularly with respect to the suitability of French immersion for a wide range of 

learners. It appears that for English teachers, overall strong academic abilities were 

of highest importance when determining not only students' suitability to undertake 

the learning of a second language, but also the necessity of such a program for these 

students. For some teachers, the immersion program was seen as a way to provide 

strong students with needed enrichment. However, French immersion, in and of 

itself, is not an enrichment program (Arnett & Mady, 2010). In fact, gifted students 

enrolled in FI "require enriched learning opportunities just as they would in the 

English stream" (Wall, 1999). 

The emphasis placed on strong academic abilities as a catalyst for second 

language learning was followed by students needing to possess certain personality 

traits including being independent, hard working, and motivated or having particular 

learner characteristics such as good listening skills and the ability to grasp 

concepts/material quickly. This finding indicates that English teachers seem to 
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uphold a more traditional view of language learning by reinforcing good language 

learner 'universals', that is conceptualizing language learners' identities as "their 

fixed personalities, learning styles, and motivations" (Norton & Toohey, 2011, p. 

419). Much of the research aimed at identifying psychological characteristics of 

good language learners was conducted in the 1970s and 1980s. These studies found 

that certain factors could account for some of the variance in the proficiency attained 

by good second language learners. These included ( 1) a high tolerance of ambiguity 

(Naiman, Frohlich, & Stem, 1975); (2) a strong drive to communicate (Rubin, 

1975); (3) a naturally inhibited personality (Horwitz & Young 1991; Naiman, 

Frohlich, Stem, & Todesco, 1996; Rubin, 1975); (4) empathy (Naiman et al., 1996); 

(5) attitude and motivation (Gardner & Lambert, 1972). These findings are in 

contrast to more recent understandings that second language learners' identities are 

fluid, context dependent, and context producing. As Naiman et al. (1996) affirmed, 

"the successful or good language learner, with predetermined overall characteristics, 

does not exist. There are many individual ways of learning a language 

successfully ... the existing stereotypes do not apply" (p. ix). 

More recent studies have also focused on how second language learners and 

second language teachers assume and shape notions of second language learner 

identity and community (for reviews see Baker, 2011 and Kanno & Norton, 2003). 

Apart from teaching in a system that offers education with two functional-linguistic 

orientations, most English teachers do not have direct teaching links to second 

language programs. Finally, the home environment, that is parental support for 

learning in general and parents' knowledge of and/or valuing of French, were found 
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to be important variables in determining the suitability of FI for students, although to 

a lesser extent than previously mentioned factors. 

The results of this study suggest that English language teachers do play a 

potentially important role in guiding parents in their decision-making process about 

the FI program option. According to Dicks and Kristmanson (2008), "parents and 

decision makers often seek sound information about the best choice for their 

children or jurisdiction" (p. 16). As the findings of this study revealed, parents . 

sought guidance regarding this decision by turning to their children's English 

teachers. Although teachers remained divided about the extent to which they wanted 

to play an active role at times describing feeling uncomfortable, one teacher felt it 

important to take the opportunity to be an influential agent in the process. When 

recommendations were made, they included discouraging parents of students who 

face academic challenges from entering the FI program. Moreover, teachers felt 

strongly that struggling students needed to further develop their first language 

literacy skills before undertaking the learning of an additional language. 

Unfortunately, these recommendations are not grounded in second language 

research. As Genesee (2008) affirmed, "at present, there is no evidence to support 

decisions or policies to exclude immersion students who face challenges owing to 

general academic or first language learning difficulties on the grounds that they will 

experience greater success in an English program" (p. 13). Students with specific 

language impairments (Bruck, 1982; Paradis et al., 2003) as well as those with 

specific reading impairments (Bournot-Trites, 2008; Geva & Clifton, 1994; 

MacCourbrey, Wade-Woolley, Klinger, & Kirby, 2004) have been found to have the 
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ability to learn two languages. In fact, denying students with learning challenges 

entry to an immersion program "corresponds with a lack of respect towards a 

person's educational rights" (Alberta Education, 2007, p. 2) and what is more, these 

students "would benefit inordinately from learning another language because it is a 

significant job skill" (Genesee, 2012, p. 5). 

There is a need to reorient socially and politically constructed norms that 

hinder access to second language learning toward collective support for the 

immersion program. As of now, "Canada has a publically funded school system that 

offers enriched forms of education but it restricts access to it" (Genesee, 2012, p. 5). 

There is a need to continue promoting immersion classrooms as inclusive 

environments where students of different socioeconomic statuses and students with a 

wide range of difficulties including those with learning disabilities, low levels of 

academic abilities, and behavioral challenges "can learn successfully with integrated 

education that is adapted to their particular needs" (Baker, 2011, p. 346). 

Parental questionnaires focused on parents' rationales for choosing a 

particular program option rather than potential influences on their ultimate decision, 

making it unclear to what extent teachers' recommendations impacted parental 

choices. However, from the results of this study, we see a clear pattern emerging 

with regard to English teachers' beliefs and popular myths about FI that may impede 

particular subgroups of students' access the program. There is evidence to suggest 

that English teachers of students about to choose whether or not to enroll in FI may 

act, to some extent, as gatekeepers of the program. By holding certain beliefs and 

sharing misconceptions about immersion with parents, there is evidence that at least 
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some English teachers are helping propagate myths about second language 

education. As a result, parents are being misadvised about the FI program option 

available to their children. Although this is more than likely an unintentional act, the 

sociopolitical influences guiding the current educational system in New Brunswick 

cannot be ignored. As Baker (2011) explained, "Teachers and education 

administrators are not only affected by political decisions and processes, they also 

deliver and implement those decisions and processes" (p. 374). 

The overarching view of teachers may, in part, be attributed to policy 

decisions made at a higher level. The decision to remove the Grade 1 entry point 

was predicated, in part, by a desire to focus on "children achieving a strong 

foundation in literacy in their mother tongue, particularly reading and writing, 

during the early years of school" (New Brunswick Department of Education, 2008, 

p. 1). This misplaced rationale coincides with the commonly held belief that 

learning a second language should only take place once students have a firm grasp 

on their first language literacy skills for fear of putting at risk their ability to read 

and write in their first language. These types of policy rationales reinforce myths 

about French immersion learning that researchers and others involved in bilingual 

education have been challenging for many years. Most recently, Graham Fraser, 

Commissioner of Official Languages, has publicly acknowledged that he "believes 

that all Canadian children should have the opportunity to become bilingual. As an 

inclusive society in a bilingual country, we must understand the importance of 

inclusion in French immersion education and leave no child out" (2012, p. 2). 
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Conclusion 

Thirty years ago, Cummins (1984) recommended ways in which to make FI 

more accessible and suitable for students at risk for learning difficulties. He called 

for the adoption of second language teaching strategies appropriate for students of 

varying ability levels, accessibility of appropriate remediation and intervention 

services, and widespread dissemination of proper research on this topic. To date, 

studies have focused on the first two recommendations and important grains have 

been made in these areas of research (e.g. Arnett, 2003, 2010; Arnett & Fortune; 

2004; Bournot-Trites, 2008; Fortune, with Menke, 2010; Jared, 2008; Rousseau, 

1999; Wise & Chen, 2009). However, this study reaffirms that myths about second 

language education continue to persist in the Canadian education system and that 

these myths continue to shape attitudes toward second language learning and 

influence decision-making. A renewed emphasis is needed in this area with a focus 

on the education of school personnel and decision-makers who have not traditionally 

been viewed as key players in issues of accessibility and inclusion in immersion. As 

potential gatekeepers of immersion, English teachers in particular, informed by 

sound research, have the ability to advocate for an immersion placement for students 

with a wide range of academic abilities. 
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Reading Without Borders: At risk Students Transitioning From Ll to L2 
in French immersion 

French immersion (FI) programs are an integral part of Canada's education 

landscape. The pedagogical underpinnings of this second language approach focus 

on learning the language, learning about the language, and learning through the 

language. Students learn literacy and content areas such as mathematics, sciences, 

and social sciences using the second language as the medium of instruction. 

Supported by over forty years of research, FI is a viable and popular option for many 

students, including the 350,000 who are currently enrolled in the program (Canadian 

Parents for French, 2010-2011). With this increase in popularity, many FI programs 

are populated by a wide range of learners, including those at risk for learning 

difficulties. According to Genesee (2007) 'at risk' students are defined as having 

"language, literacy, and academic difficulties or who are likely to experience such 

difficulties, whether they stem from clinical factors (reading disability or language 

impairment) or from non-clinical factors (generally low levels of academic ability)" 

(p. 656). 

Studies examining the suitability of FI for academically at risk students, 

although limited, have consistently shown that at risk students are at no greater 

disadvantage when enrolled in FI, both with respect to their English language 

development and overall academic achievement (Bruck, 1982; Cummins, 1984; 

Genesee, 1992; 2007; Genesee, Paradis & Crago, 2004). Unfortunately, many 

young students either choose not to enter FI or exit the program because of academic 
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difficulty related primarily to language arts (Bournot-Trites, 2008; Keep, 1993). 

Reading, in particular, seem to be major contributor to the success of FI students. 

As they progress from year to year, students are expected to read increasingly 

complex content in French. Academic success can be jeopardized if French reading 

skills are inadequate. The early identification of students who may be at risk for 

reading difficulties is crucial to providing remedial help as quickly as possible 

(Bournot-Trites, 2008). However, difficulties can arise when attempting to identify 

such students in second language contexts. Waiting to diagnose students until they 

attain a certain level of proficiency in the second language can lead to under

diagnosis while identifying students too quickly can lead to over-diagnosis (Geva, 

2006; Wise & Chan, 2009). Because languages do not develop in isolation from one 

another, it has been recommended whenever possible "to collect information about 

the children's competence in both languages" (Genesee, Paradis, & Cargo, 2004, p. 

211 ). Given these considerations, this study seeks to examine FI students' 

experiences with reading acquisition with regard to development in their first 

language and in French. In particular, the author seeks to create a deeper 

understanding of the differences between at risk and high performing beginning 

second language readers by examining the range of strategies employed by learners 

at different levels of ability. 

Reading differences 

Effective and strategic readers. 

Proficient readers understand the purpose of the reading task and the options 

available to them. They adjust for different reading purposes and to changing 
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conditions (Paris, Lipson & Wixon, 1994). Skilled readers appreciate the value and 

purpose of reading because they understand practically and consciously how it 

works. Skilled readers recognize that they are part of the reading experience. 

Alternatively, weaker readers are too busy being told how to do it instead of being 

given the opportunity to discover what reading is (Meek, 1991). Strategic reading 

requires readers to adjust to different reading conditions and text features. However, 

knowledge of strategies and the extent to which these are applied, adapted, and 

adjusted, varies between strong and weak readers (Grabe, 2009; Paris et al., 1994). 

Contrary to poor readers, skilled readers consolidate effectively their understanding 

of the reading process because they have strategic control over the reading task 

(Clay, 1991). They adapt and accommodate for the demands of the reading task by 

monitoring for and remediating comprehension breakdowns quickly. They use 

linguistic and cognitive resources to anticipate and retain information (Koda, 2005; 

Paris et al, 1994 ). Good readers can recognize words automatically without having 

to analyze their individual components and thus they are able process print with 

fluency. They are also able to predict words or groups of words based on the 

context, the language structures, or their prior knowledge. At a more global level, 

skilled readers focus on meaning by making predictions, synthesizing, and inferring 

(Comaire, 1991; Fountas & Pinnell, 2001). 

Students who have strategic control over the reading process understand that 

the effectiveness of strategies is dependent on the particular reading situation. They 

apply strategies to new situations and know why they are doing so. They rely on 

prior knowledge to aid them with unfamiliar or difficult reading passages. 
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Moreover, when strong readers encounter a problem, they are able to draw upon 

their strategies in an integrated way and use them appropriately in combination with 

one another instead of overrelying on single strategies (Koda; 2005; Pinnell & 

Scharer, 1987; Saint-Laurent, Vesina, & Trepanier, 1995; Van Grunderbeeck, 1994). 

Having strategic control over the reading task, that is having cognitive 

control over strategies, is referred to as metacognition (Grabe, 2009; Van Gelderen 

et al., 2003). Metacognitive skills related to the act of reading include such 

processes as self-monitoring, self-regulating, predicting, verifying, and coordinating 

other cognitive processes (Saint-Laurent et al., 1995). Metacognition also refers to 

learners' ability to think about their own cognition: "If cognition involves 

perceiving, understanding, remembering, and so forth, then metacognition involves 

thinking about one's own perceiving, understanding, and the rest" (Garner, 1994, p. 

716). The act of reading draws upon metacognitive knowledge, metacognitive 

experience and metalinguistic awareness (Garner, 1994; Kuo & Anderson, 2008) 

and, according to Bialystok (2001 ), the term metalinguistic can be further separated 

into three categories: metalinguistic knowledge (knowledge about language), 

metalinguistic ability (the ability to use knowledge about language), and 

metalinguistic awareness ( attention to the explicit properties of language). 

By using metacognition, strategic readers go beyond basic comprehension 

because they "engage in sophisticated search processes ... are strategic in relation to 

their goals for reading ... and have the processing resources to reflect critically on 

what they read" (Grabe, 2001, p. 18). They engage in this process even before they 

start reading. They understand the purpose of reading and resolve difficulties, 
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reflect, evaluate, and integrate information in various ways throughout the reading 

process (Grabe, 2009). 

Poor readers lack or have inadequate cognitive and metacognitive strategies. 

They also have a harder time adapting their strategies to the reading task because 

their use of strategies is not as flexible as it is for strong, strategic readers (Geva & 

Clifton, 1994; Saint-Laurent et al., 1995). As a result of having limited strategies, 

many struggling readers compensate by overusing strategies that are familiar to them 

or they isolate reading strategies from one another instead of seeing the relationships 

between them (Saint-Laurent et al., 1995; Van Grunderbeeck, 1994). Moreover, 

some weak readers may have learned various strategies, but are unable to draw on 

them independently during reading tasks (Giasson, 1995). 

Reading ability differences. 

Differences in reading ability have been the subject of several studies, many 

of which have examined factors that may help explain these differences, including 

students' attitude toward reading. Positive attitude toward reading has consistently 

been found to be associated to frequency of reading (Sainsbury & Schagen, 2004 ), 

reading enjoyment, and higher reading achievement (McKenna, Kear, & Ellsworth, 

1995; Mullis, Martin, Kennedy, & Roy, 2007). Other environmental, social, and 

behavioural factors such as motivation, self esteem, peer influences, attitude toward 

school, family history, and home literacy environment have also been linked to 

students' reading ability levels and achievement in school (for review see Logan & 

Johnston, 2009). It has also been reported that girls have better reading abilities than 

boys (Mullis et al., 2007). A consistent finding is that girls, irrespective of school 
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age groups, have a more positive attitude toward reading than boys. This finding has 

been found to widen with increasing age. Girls also learn to read more quickly and 

engage in the act of reading more frequently than boys do (Coles & Hall, 2002; 

Smith & Wilhelm, 2002). Positive attitude toward school and, in particular, toward 

reading, may account for girls' high frequency in reading and better reading ability 

(Logan & Johnston, 2009; McKenna et al., 1995). 

Perfetti' s bottleneck hypothesis draws attention to the processing time 

required for reading. Good readers process very quickly and therefore, maximize 

processing time. However, poor readers fail do to this adequately (Raymond, 1988). 

Weak readers have difficulty discerning pertinent information from the rest of the 

text and as such, spend much time on irrelevant details. Moreover, to the detriment 

of comprehension, too much energy is spent on trying to recognize many words 

(Van Grunderbeeck, 1994 ). The competition between decoding and comprehension 

( or as they described, form vs. meaning) is a result of the lack of automatic control 

over the reading task (Bialystok & Ryan, 1985). A lack of coordination between 

form and meaning, the inability to relate form back to meaning, or the nonautomatic 

recognition of form can all jeopardize reading abilities. 

The Matthew effect may also help to explain individual reading differences. 

Underpinning this theory is the understanding that "reading itself is an important 

contributor to the development of many language/cognitive skills" (Stanovich, 2004, 

p. 458). Readers who read well and have a good vocabulary, enjoy reading and thus 

continue to do so. With more exposure, learners further increase their reading 

abilities and continue expanding their vocabulary. The cumulative advantages of 
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reading include the development of general knowledge, vocabulary, syntactic 

knowledge, and comprehension abilities (Stanovich, 2004). When students do not 

have sufficient reading strategies and lack automatized decoding and work 

recognition skills, they do not enjoy reading. This leads to less motivation to 

undertake reading tasks or complete avoidance of reading. Vocabulary development 

slows down leaving weak readers falling further behind their peers with respect to 

their reading (Geva & Clifton, 1994; Stanovich, 2004). 

Second language reading research. 

The literature on linguistic transfer suggests that bilingual students who read 

strategically in one language also do so in their other language (August & Shanahan, 

2006; Geva & Clifton, 1994) and that first and second language reading skills are 

closely correlated (Dressler & Kamil, 2006; Skutnabb-Kangas & Toukomaa, 1976). 

Readers who use good meaning-making strategies in one language transferred these 

strategies to other languages (Genesse, Geva, Dressler & Kamil, 2006). Strategies 

that are metacognitive in nature have been found to transfer across language 

(Durgunoglu, 2002; Van Gelderen et al., 2003). 

Metacognition and metalinguistic awareness are essential components of 

second language reading development (Kuo & Anderson, 2008). Strong second 

language readers use metacognitive strategies to plan for and monitor their 

comprehension of texts (Chamot & O'Malley, 1994), understand how to use 

appropriate strategies when difficulties arise ( Anderson, 1991 ; Cornaire, 1991 ), and 

effectively use a combination of strategies (Macaro, 2001 ). Instead of translating 

every word, strong second language readers use metacognitive knowledge and 
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strategies to plan for and monitor their comprehension of texts (Chamot & 

O'Malley, 1994). They also understand how to use appropriate strategies when 

difficulties arise (Anderson, 1991; Comaire, 1991). 

Weak readers, on the other hand, have limited or inadequate knowledge of 

reading strategies. They tend to over rely on phonetic decoding, spend too much 

time on details (Chamot & El-Dinary, 1999), and overuse strategies such as using 

prior knowledge and scanning for cognates (Macaro, 2001 ). This is in contrast to 

higher-achieving students who use background knowledge, inferences, predictions, 

and elaborations to see the greater picture. This suggests that, to some extent, top

down processes are better developed among strong second language readers. 

Stronger second language readers also use effectively a combination of top-down 

and bottom-up processes. 

As for past reading experiences, when students with varying degrees of first 

language reading abilities begin reading in a second language, gaps appear between 

groups of students. As Koda (2005) explained, "initial differences among beginning 

L2 readers with disparate L 1 reading ability tend to widen during L2 reading 

development, simply because they begin their learning from an uneven footing" (p. 

190). Strong readers are able to effectively exploit previously acquired knowledge, 

skills, and abilities (Chamot & O'Malley, 1994). This aids second language reading 

development because "prior literacy-learning experience fosters an explicit 

understanding of what is to be accomplished in the task, and this, in tum, may 

expedite the process by allowing learners to be more reflective and strategic" (Koda, 

2008, p. 74). 
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Research questions 

In light of these findings on cross-linguistic transfer and the need to address 

concerns over the timely identification of second language students at risk for 

reading difficulties, this study explored the following questions: (1) To what degree 

do at risk and non at risk students exhibit similar reading profiles in their first and 

second language? (2) How do at risk and non at risk students differ with respect to 

their knowledge and use of reading strategies, both in their first and second 

language? and (3) What can be learned from students' first language reading profiles 

in terms of identifying second language students who may be at risk for reading 

difficulties? 

Method 

Context and participants. 

This study took place in a FI program that begins in Grade 3. Students 

received their instruction in English starting in Kindergarten until the end of Grade 

2, at which point, they chose to either enrol in FI or continue in English. This 

unique context provided an opportunity to explore students' French reading 

development with the understanding that they were entering the second language 

program having had three years of formal English reading instruction. Students 

from three elementary schools, who were transitioning from Grade 2 English to 

Grade 3 FI, were invited to participate in a larger research project. In total, 56 

students (20 boys, 36 girls) participated in the larger scale study. 

From that larger scale research, four at risk readers and four typically 

developing high performing readers were randomly selected to provide preliminary 
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insights into differences relating to students' reading development, and in particular, 

their use of reading strategies. In order to identify and categorize high performing 

readers and students who were at risk for reading difficulties in their first language, 

Grade 2 reading data were used. The purposive random sampling included only 

students who were Canadian-born and spoke the English language exclusively at 

home. Table 1 outlines the demographic background of the students included in this 

study. Pseudonyms have been used for all participants. 

Table 1. Demographic Background of Participants 

Pseudonym Type of reader Gender 

Allan At risk Male 

Lillian At risk Female 

Owain At risk Male 

Luke At risk Male 

Marcelle High performing Female 

Heidi High performing Female 

Gwen High performing Female 

Jessa High performing Female 

An independent samples t-test was conducted for the total number of participants 

(N=56) to compare reading fluency achievement results in boys and girls. There 

was a significant difference in the scores for boys (M = 91.6, SD= 23.85) and girls 
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(M= 119.28, SD= 30.71), t (54) = 0.96, p = .001. These statistical findings may 

explain to some extent the greater number of boys in the at risk category. 

Procedures and measures. 

Data were collected over a two-year period. Students individually met with 

the researchers in Grade 2 while they were still in the English program and in Grade 

3, once they had enrolled in FL During each of these sessions, students completed a 

number of reading tasks. Some tasks were designed to assess students' performance 

on reading measures while others assessed students' knowledge of and perceived use 

of reading strategies. 

Assessment of Reading Skills: In Grade 2 English, prior to enrolling in the FI 

program, students were administered the Oral Reading Fluency .measure from the 

Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills-DIBELS (Good et al., 2004). This 

subtest is a norm-referenced, standardized English reading assessment used to assess 

students' reading fluency skills. Designed to assess students' accuracy and fluency 

rates through a timed task, the Oral Reading Fluency assessment tool required 

students to read aloud as much of an English reading passage as possible in one 

minute. Words read correctly were counted to determine accuracy and speed of 

reading (fluency rate). Individual words read by the student were scored using set 

benchmarks. The alternate-form reliability of this subtest ranges from 0.89 to 0.94, 

as reported in the scoring guide (Good & Kaminski, 2003). This task was repeated 

three times during the end of Grade 2 session by using different reading passages. A 

similar measure, using a French version of DIBELS, the lndicateurs dynamiques 
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d'habiletes precoces en lecture-IDAPEL, was administered at the end of the year in 

Grade 3, once students had completed one year in FI. 

The other measure used at the end of Grade 2, Running Records, draws on 

the work of Clay (1993) and Fountas and Pinnell (2001). It documents students' 

reading in terms of accuracy, fluency, and comprehension. Students were given 

passages containing 100 to 150 words to read, each one increasing in complexity. 

The examiner took notes as students read aloud and summarized different-leveled 

reading passages. Students could choose to do the oral retell in French or in English. 

All eight participants chose to do the retell in English. Along with self-corrections, 

accuracy-related issues such as substitutions, omissions, and repetitions were 

documented. Accuracy levels were established for each text using set criteria (> 95% 

independent, 90-94% instructional,< 89% difficult) and, along with fluency and 

comprehension scales, students' L2 reading levels were determined (Clay, 1993; 

Fountas & Pinnell, 2001). A French version of this assessment, Fiche d'observation 

individualisee en lecture, was used to assess students' reading abilities in French at 

the end of Grade 3. 

Think-Aloud Protocols and Interviews: Twice in Grade 2 and four times in 

Grade 3, students were asked a series of questions related to their understanding of 

and experience with reading in English and French. The think-aloud protocol 

(Chamot & El-Dinary, 1999) and interviews were conducted in English. Think

aloud questions were posed to students directly prior to, during, and/or after they had 

finished reading. Sample questions included were: What are you thinking now? 

How did you figure that out? What are you doing at this moment? 
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Students were then asked interview questions based on the ones designed by 

Saddler and Graham (2007). In the Saddler and Graham study, questions explored 

students' knowledge of writing and were used with children in Grades 4 through 8. 

For the purpose of this study, the questions were redesigned to access Grade 2 and 3 

students' knowledge of reading and perceived use of reading strategies (see 

Appendix C for student interview questions in Grades 2 and 3 ). Additional questions 

were developed for use with the students once they entered Grade 3 FI. Such 

questions related to the transfer of reading strategies from one language to another. 

For each question posed, follow-up questions might have been used to elicit 

clarification, gain additional information, and/or provide students with the 

opportunity to expand upon their answers. Think-aloud protocols and interviews 

were audio-recorded and transcribed. 

Data analysis 

English fluency data from the Oral Reading Fluency measure (DIBELS) were 

analyzed by comparing them to the Grade 3 end-of-year French IDAP EL Fluency 

measure. Comparisons with respect to reading levels were also done using the 

English Running Record scores, administered in Grade 2 and the French Fiche 

d'observation individualisee en lecture, administered in Grade 3. These analyses 

were useful in exploring students' reading profiles and students' reading 

development in both languages. 

The analysis of the think-aloud protocols and interviews focused on students' 

recollection or perceived use of reading strategies. This analysis was conducted in 

two steps. Firstly, students' answers regarding what they were thinking and doing 
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prior to, during, and after the act of reading were extracted from the transcripts. 

Secondly, answers to questions relating to attributes of good/poor readers were 

analyzed, as were the answers that pertained to reading strategies. These data were 

mainly derived from the following questions: Why do you think some kids have 

trouble in reading? What do good readers do when they read? What kind of things 

would you do if you had a hard time with a reading assignment? If you had to read 

for someone in Kindergarten, what kind of special things would you do as you read 

to them? 

Each 'unit of analysis' was categorized in one of the following two groups: 

the at risk for reading difficulty group or the typically developing group. Each time 

a student mentioned or described strategies and/or their use, the data was coded, 

categorized, and subcategorized by type using Oxford's ( 1990) second language 

learning strategies schemata. Using this schemata, the principal investigator 

developed a rubric to code students' answers into one or more of the five different 

types of second language reading strategies: cognitive strategies, memory strategies, 

metacognitive strategies, compensation strategies, and socio-affective strategies. 

Still using Oxford's schemata, deeper analysis was conducted by the principal 

investigator to further subcategorize these five types of strategies. For example, 

cognitive strategies were further subcategorized as being part of practicing, 

receiving and retrieving messages, analyzing and reasoning, or creating structure for 

input and output (see Appendix D for additional details with respect to each of the 

five types of reading strategies and subcategories used during analysis). 
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Results 

Fluency data from the end-of-year Grade 2 DIBELS revealed important 

differences among individual students. Allan, Lillian, Owain, and Luke, for 

example, each read under 90 English words during the one-minute timed task 

placing them in the 'at risk' category for this norm-referenced measure. At the other 

end of the spectrum, Marcelle, Heidi, Gwen, and Jessa exceeded expectations by 

scoring above 125 words a minute (see Figure 1). These baseline data were helpful 

in identifying students at risk for reading difficulties because this oral reading 

fluency measure is been proven effective in determining reading competencies of 

children in the lower elementary grades (Good et al., 2004). Moreover, since first 

and second language reading skills are closely correlated (Dressler & Kamil, 2006; 

Skutnabb-Kangas & Toukomaa, 1976), Grade 2 English results were used to identify 

and track students who could be at risk for French reading difficulties in FI. 

Figure 1. End-of-Year Grade 2 English Fluency Scores of at Risk Students and High 

Performing Students 
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IDAP EL measures were administered in Grade 3 at the end of students' first 

year in FI. French fluency data from this test revealed that students were following 

similar patterns of reading development in both languages (see Figure 2). In other 

words, students who had been identified in Grade 2 as at risk for reading difficulties 

in English were again performing below their high performing peers in terms of 

French reading fluency. Students had not achieved the same levels of reading 

fluency as they had in English; however, this was arguably as a result of limited 

exposure to the second language (Geva & Clifton, 1994). 

Figure 2. Grade 2 English and Grade 3 French Fluency Scores of at Risk and High 
Performing Students 

Gr 2 English fluency Gr 3 French fluency 
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Running Records and the Fiche d' observation individualisee en lecture data 

corroborate the DIBELS and IDAPEL findings regarding students' reading 

development over time. The four students identified as at risk for reading 

difficulties in Grade 2 through the DIBELS fluency measure also performed at lower 
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reading levels in the Running Records measure (M = 21.5), whereas the high 

performing Ll readers read at higher reading levels (M= 27.5). Moreover, with the 

exception of one student (Marcelle), at risk and non at risk students exhibited similar 

reading profiles in their first language as in their second language (see Figure 3). 

Figure 3. Grade 2 English and Grade 3 French Reading Levels of At Risk and High 

Performing Students 
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The differences in reading results between both groups of French second 

language readers supported the need to examine students ' knowledge of and 

perceived use of reading strategies. Think-aloud/interview data revealed that high 

performing readers in FI expressed knowledge of or use of reading strategies almost 

twice as many times (N = 208) as the at risk reader group (N = 121). When asked 

more specifically about which strategies helped them read in French, answers from 

77 



the at risk FI group were typically limited to one or two strategies such as "I know 

my ABCs in French and I just try to sound it out" (Owain, March, Grade 3). 

Moreover, as the following excerpt demonstrates, at risk students' think aloud 

answers were short and contained little elaboration even when prompting questions 

were posed. 

· Researcher 

Lilian 

Researcher 

Lilian 

What strategies help you read in French? 

Sounding out the words ... finding the letters in the 

words. 

Any other strategies you use to read words? 

No. (November, Grade 3) 

These types of answers were frequently observed with students in the at risk 

category. They seemed to have little knowledge of the various types of reading 

strategies. Moreover, as the following excerpts demonstrate, the strategic use of 

particular reading strategies did not seem to be understood. 

Excerpt 1: 

Researcher 

Owain 

Researcher 

Owain 

Did you use a lot of strategies to read this book or not 

a lot? 

No. 

Why do you think you didn't use many strategies? 

Because I kind of look at the words and just say them. 

(March, Grade 3) 
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Excerpt 2: 

Researcher 

Owain 

Researcher 

Owain 

Excerpt 3: 

Researcher 

Luke 

And why did you choose to chunk up the word here? 

Because it's the quickest way. 

How do you know which strategy to use when? 

I don't. I just pick one. (June, Grade 3) 

What helped you understand the story in this case? 

Well, I have no idea. (June, grade 3) 

These findings seem to suggest that at risk students' have limited knowledge of 

reading strategies and their use. As the following three excerpts show, high 

performing immersion students were not only able to name, describe, and indicate a 

wider use of strategies, they were also more strategic by using strategies in 

combination with one another to ensure accomplishing the reading task. 

Excerpt 1: 

Jessa 

Researcher 

Jessa 

At first I didn't know what that [ word] meant or that 

one meant. 

Le soleil fait briller les crystaux de neige. How did 

you figure it out? 

Crystaux sounds like crystal ... snow crystals! And 

Then ... what does the sun do to snow crystals? It 

makes them brilliant. And what's brilliant in French 

... briller. (June, Grade 3) 
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Excerpt 2: 

Researcher 

Marcelle 

Excerpt 3: 

Researcher 

Jessa 

Researcher 

Jessa 

What strategies were you using to read that book? 

Stretching the word out and sounding it out and 

because in French and English there's a lot of words 

that sound exactly the same ... so I know that word. 

(November, Grade 3) 

What do you think it means, Je ne voulais pas ecraser 

les fleurs? 

Couper, dechirer, ecraser (she points to her teeth). 

They cut, your canines tear and they mash. 

When did you learn about your teeth? 

In the last unit we did in science (March, Grade 3). 

When comparing both data sets, high performing students had the ability to draw 

upon their strategies in an integrated way when facing reading challenges. These 

readers are strategic in their use of reading strategies and understood that the 

effectiveness of strategies is dependent on the particular reading situation. However, 

at risk readers viewed reading strategies in isolation, one from the other, instead of 

seeing the relationships between them (Anderson, 1991; Comaire, 1991; Koda, 

2005; Saint-Laurent et al., 1995; Van Grunderbeeck, 1994). 

Types of reading strategies. 

Both at risk and high performing second language readers expressed 

knowledge of all five types of second language reading strategies: cognitive, 
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metacognitive, memory, compensation, and socio-affective (Oxford, 1990). 

However, the data indicate that the degree to which these strategies were called upon 

varied between both groups of readers (see Figure 3). For example, at risk readers 

relied more heavily on cognitive strategies (69.4%) than all the other types 

combined. Although high performing students also relied on cognitive strategies 

(52.9%), they drew upon wider ranging types of strategies, including a greater 

percentage of metacognitive strategies. 

Table 2. Knowledge of and Perceived use of Strategies in Terms of Types 

Cognitive Metacognitive Memory Compensation Socio-
affective 

At risk 69.4% 4.95% 18.2% 4.1% 3.3% 

High 52.9% 15.4% 24% 6.25% 1.4% 
performing 

Moreover, upon further analysis of the cognitive subcategories, it was revealed that 

at risk second language readers overwhelmingly used two lower-level cognitive 

strategies: breaking down the words into its parts and getting the idea quickly using 

pictures ( 69% ). High performing readers also drew upon these two cognitive 

strategies (42%), but used other cognitive strategies including deductive reasoning 

and transfer (15%), which at risk readers never used (0%). This indicates that a 

greater range of any one type of strategy could be attributed to differences between 

at risk and typically developing second language learners. 
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Role of metacognition. 

Data also revealed important differences between at risk and high performing 

FI readers in terms of their knowledge of and perceived use of metacognitive 

strategies; in particular, strategies used to ensure that the reading goal had been met 

(see Table 2). High performing readers reported using metacognitive strategies three 

times more (15.4%) than at risk readers (4.95%). Transcript quotes further support 

the extent to which metacognitive strategies were being under-utilized by at risk 

second language readers. 

Excerpt 1: 

Researcher 

Lilian 

Excerpt 2: 

Researcher 

Owain 

Researcher 

Owain 

Excerpt 3: 

Researcher 

Allan 

Researcher 

How do you know that what you're reading is right? 

I don't. 

When you got to this word, how did you know you 

read it right? 

I don't. 

Do you have any strategies to figure out if you said it 

right or not? 

No, not really. (June, Grade 3) 

How do you know if you got the words right or not? 

I don't. 

So do you sometimes think, I wonder if I got that right 
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Allan 

Researcher 

Allan 

or wrong? 

Yeah you think about it mostly every time I don't 

know a word. 

What do you do when you're thinking about it? 

Nothing. (June, Grade 3) 

Beginning second language high performing readers were much more likely to 

exhibit metacognitive knowledge about reading and were better able to describe 

their thinking and reading processes. Their answers were typically longer in length 

and were more descriptive. 

Excerpt 1: 

Jessa 

Reseacher 

Jessa 

Researcher 

Jessa 

Excerpt 2: 

Researcher 

Jessa 

Reseacher 

I said maison instead of magasin 

And how did you figure it out? 

I saw the 'g'. 

What did you think when you saw the 'g'? 

That can't be maison ... that can't be maison ... maison 

does not have a 'g'. (March, Grade 3) 

So you sounded the word out? 

Yeah and asking - like you know how I stopped here 

and said it again. 

So why did you do that, like went back and reread it? 
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Jessa 

Excerpt 3: 

Researcher 

Marcelle 

Excerpt 4: 

Researcher 

Gwen 

Excerpt 5: 

Heidi 

Researcher 

Because I didn't know quite what it was. I wanted to 

make sure I would know the word better (June, Grade 

3) 

So you weren't sure about this word. 

Because if I say it really fast like Par-toit, then I'm 

like, that doesn't sound right because I went too fast. 

Maybe I should do it slower. So I'd be like par-t-out. 

(March, Grade 3). 

What helps you understand? 

You can look at the title ... and you know it's going 

to be about school, l' ecole. So let's say I start reading 

and I come up to ecole and I know it's about school 

and I said the zoo. We are going to the zoo. That 

would make no sense cause how the title is ecole and 

you're talking about the zoo. (June, grade 3) 

I like reading in French. Sometimes if I get stuck on a 

word, I can read the sentence over again. 

How do you know if you need to read it over again? 
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Heidi 

Researcher 

Heidi 

Researcher 

Heidi 

Excerpt 6: 

Marcelle 

Because I feel it's wrong, like it doesn't make sense. 

Like it doesn't sound the same or feel the same. 

So how do you know if those French words are right? 

Because I feel like okay, it doesn't feel the way it feels 

when it's wrong. If feels the way it feels when it's 

right. 

So how do you know? 

Because I have that feeling. And I look at it. And I 

look at the spelling and I sounded it over again ... and 

it's like yeah, I know this word is right. (March, Grade 

3) 

Sometimes I know what the story is about, but 

sometimes I'm like okay, I didn't quite get that. I 

didn't quite get all the words. So then I'd look at the 

vocabulary and then I read it again. (March, Grade 3) 

By using metacognition, these readers knew why they were reading and were able to 

reflect upon, monitor, and evaluate their reading by integrating information in 

various ways. Conversely, poor readers lacked or had inadequate cognitive and 

metacognitive strategies. They also had a harder time adapting their strategies to the 

reading task because their use of strategies was not as flexible as they were for 

strong, strategic readers (Geva & Clifton, 1994; Grabe, 2009; Saint-Laurent et al., 

1995). 
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Discussion 

With regard to students' first and second language reading profiles, results of 

this study show that students entering a French second language program, having 

acquired some level of first language reading competency, were likely to retain a 

similar reading profile in French as they had in their first language. In other words, 

first language highly proficient readers were also proficient high performing readers 

in their second language. This supports other research conducted in second 

language contexts (Chamot & El-Dinary, 1999; Geva & Clifton, 1994; Macaro, 

2001 ), which found that students who read with accuracy, with fluency, and with 

comprehension in one language also did so in the other language. Similarly, 

children who experienced difficulties in these areas in one language were also likely 

to experience similar reading challenges in the other language. 

Although the number of participants was limited to eight children, this study 

points to a positive association between first and second language reading 

competency levels. This study suggests that the results of certain English reading 

assessment could be used to help identify students who may require additional 

supports once enrolled in FL These findings are important because they "suggest 

that it is not necessary to wait until a hypothetical threshold of proficiency in the L2 

is acquired before assessment of reading risk can be attempted" (MacCourbrey, 

Wade-Woolley, Klinger, & Kirby, 2004, p. 24). This, in turn, could facilitate the 

implementation of remedial reading support at the onset of second language 

acquisition without having to wait until a certain level of proficiency in the second 

language is attained (Genesee, 2007). 
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Regarding students' knowledge of and use of reading strategies, important 

differences were found when comparing at risk and high performing beginning 

second language learners. At risk readers were found to use a smaller range of 

reading strategies than their higher performing peers. They also had a more limited 

pool of strategies. More specifically, when at risk readers tried to remediate reading 

challenges, they used the same few strategies, mostly targeting difficulties at the 

word level. The findings of this study seem to indicate that the reading achievement 

levels of students can be understood, to some extent, by the differences in strategy 

use/range between both groups of students. However, other factors have been found 

to influence the amount and the choice of strategies used among students learning a 

second language (Oxford, 1994). These include motivation, gender, cultural 

backgrounds, attitudes and beliefs, age of learner, and learning styles. This study 

could not account, however for factors such as motivation, attitudes and beliefs, and 

learning styles. Gender differences may also play a role in this study's findings 

considering the larger number of boys in the at risk for reading difficulties category. 

In her synthesis of existing literature, Oxford (1994) noted that girls used a higher 

number of strategies than boys, but that boys, at times, exceeded girls in the use of a 

particular strategy. 

At risk second language readers were spending much of their processing time 

on bottom-up strategies like decoding (i.e. breaking down the words into its parts). 

Perfetti' s bottleneck hypothesis would imply that comprehension and, subsequently, 

the use of other types of strategies was compromised because too much energy was 

spent on trying to read French words (Raymond, 1988; Van Grunderbeeck, 1994). 
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At risk readers were also over relying on looking at the pictures for meaning 

making. The overuse of a limited number of strategies would indicate, to some 

extent why other types of strategies including the cognitive strategies of deductive 

reasoning and transferring were rarely reported by at risk readers. 

The findings of this study also support the need to promote the development 

of metacognitive skills among at risk readers including strategies such as paying 

attention, self-evaluating, and self-monitoring. As Paris et al. (1994) noted, "even 

when task goals are well defined and understood, children [beginning and less 

skilled readers] may fail to evoke deliberate plans. They may not be aware of 

potential actions that will achieve the goal. .. " (796). It is therefore important to 

understand strategies used by strong second language readers and share them with at 

risk readers throught explicit instruction. This can facilitate the exploitation of first 

and second language reading skills, abilities, and experiences as well as facilitate 

metacognitive awareness (Koda, 2005; Chamot & O'Malley, 1994). 

When students do not have sufficient reading strategies or lack automatized 

decoding and worked recognition skills, they often times do not enjoy reading. 

Additional student interview data indicated that this was the case for at least half of 

the at risk readers in this study (i.e., participants Luke & Allan). Known as the 

Matthew effect, when reading tasks become laborious, it can lead to less motivation 

to undertake the tasks. Vocabulary development can slow down and as such, weak 

readers fall further and further behind their peers (Stanovich, 2004). 

The data from this study were collected at the onset of second language 

acquisition thus indicating that high performing students were able to effectively 
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exploit previously acquired knowledge, skills, and abilities, likely from their strong 

first language reading backgrounds. The idea of viewing the use of first language as 

evidence of resourcefulness has been described in the cross-linguistic transfer 

literature as preparedness for future learning. Genesee et al. (2006) explained that, 

"the learner's ability to generalize knowledge and abilities in the first language to 

second language literacy tasks is seen as a type of cross-language boot-strapping" (p . 

. 161). The students in this study had had three years of formal English literacy 

instruction further suggesting that the high performing students were taking 

advantage of the cumulative effects of first language reading including the 

development of general knowledge, vocabulary, syntactic knowledge, and 

comprehension abilities. 

High performing readers reported using more metacognitive strategies 

suggesting that they have a more developed and deeper understanding of reading 

strategies that goes beyond declarative knowledge. Declarative, procedural, and 

conditional knowledge are essential if readers are to become increasingly skilled and 

proficient (Paris et al., 1994). Along with declarative knowledge, the findings of 

this study seem to indicate that highly skilled beginning immersion readers draw 

upon procedural knowledge (the ability to understand how to execute various actions 

or strategies) and conditional knowledge (the ability to understand when to apply 

specific strategies and why they are valued in certain situations). 

Conclusion 

This chapter reported on the findings from a two-year longitudinal study 

investigating second language students' reading development along with their 
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knowledge of and use of reading strategies. The aim of this study was to compare at 

risk and high performing second language readers with respect to their knowledge of 

and perceived use of reading strategies in Fl. Our analysis revealed patterns of 

reading development across both languages and important differences between 

ability levels ( at risk and high performing readers) within this second language 

context. The major findings revealed that: (1) students followed similar reading 

profiles in both languages; (2) high performing second language readers described 

using a greater number and range of reading strategies and deployed a greater 

range/number of consolidated strategies when facing difficulties; and (3) high 

performing readers drew more evenly across a wider range of reading strategies 

including cognitive, metacognitive, memory, socio-affective and compensation 

strategies. These findings have important implications for the teaching of reading in 

French second language contexts, particularly with respect to the relationship 

between reading difficulties in first and second language and the role that effective 

use of strategies plays in reading performance. 
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The Predictive Effects of Ll and L2 Early Literacy Indicators on Reading 
in French Immersion 

Abstract 

This study explored the predictive effects of within- and cross-language early 

literacy indicators with regard to second language (L2) reading achievement in a 

Grade 3 entry-point French immersion (Fl) program. Kindergarten students (N= 83) 

in a regular English program were administered English early literacy measures. 

Three years later, once students entered FI, 56 students from the original cohort were 

reassessed using French literacy measures. This allowed for an examination of the 

long-term connections between first language (Ll) early literacy indicators and L2 

reading outcomes. Regression analysis revealed that L 1 early literacy skills relating 

to aspects of phonological awareness and, more importantly, alphabetic knowledge 

were significant predictors of L2 reading even when school-based L2 learning was 

delayed several years. With respect to French literacy indicators, knowledge of the 

alphabet and related measures were again significant predictors of L2 reading 

performance. The predictive effects of French indicators were significant even in the 

first few months of Fl. These results provide additional information about the 

predictive effects of within- and cross-language early literacy indicators and the 

extent to which they can be used to identify students who may be at risk for reading 

difficulties in their L2. 

Keywords: at risk readers, cross-linguistic transfer, early identification, Ll and L2 
literacy indicators, L2 reading outcomes 
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The acquisition of reading skills is a major contributor to success in school. 

Unlike oral language, reading is not innate (Adams, 1990): it requires the acquisition 

and mastery of literacy-related skills such as phonology, vocabulary, morphology, 

and grammar (Geva, 2006). With appropriate instruction, most students continue 

acquiring the necessary skills needed to undertake increasingly complex reading 

tasks. However, for students at risk for reading difficulties, targeted instruction is 

needed to ensure the consolidation of early literacy skills (Hawken, 2009; National 

Reading Panel, 2000). When students begin reading in a second language (L2), the 

gap between typically developing readers and at risk readers widens as a result of the 

already existing disparity in students' first language (L 1) reading skills (Bourgoin & 

Dicks, 2013; Koda, 2005) and because stronger L2 readers more effectively exploit 

previously acquired knowledge, skills, strategies, and abilities (Chamot & O'Malley, 

1994). 

The early identification of students who may be at risk for reading 

difficulties is crucial to providing targeted remedial help as quickly as possible 

(Bournot-Trites, 2008; Clay, 1991; Fountas & Pinnell, 2001; Hawken, 2009; 

National Reading Panel, 2000). The benefits of early identification for students at 

risk for learning difficulties are well documented and are linked to focused 

interventions and improved student achievement (Wise & Chen, 2009). Attempting 

to properly identify at risk L2 students can be difficult and the screening process can 

be especially challenging because beginning L2 students are still in the process of 

acquiring basic L2 listening and speaking skills. Moreover, typically developing 

characteristics of L2 learners often parallel those of students with language/learning 
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disabilities, making early identification more complicated for students in French 

immersion (FI) and other L2 contexts (Fortune, with Menke, 201 O; Kohnert, 2008). 

As a result, the process of identifying at risk L2 students is often postponed 

until students attain a certain linguistic threshold in their L2 (Geva, 2006; Wise & 

Chen, 2009). This practice delays the implementation of interventions even though it 

is well documented that reading abilities are major contributors to school success 

(Cunningham & Stanovich, 1998; Geva & Clifton, 1994; Juel, 1998). When 

students experience reading difficulties, it can lead to frustration, feelings of failure, 

and loss of self-esteem. FI students can use this as a rationale for exiting the program 

(Bournot-Trites, 2008; Mannavarayan, 2002). 

The present study was designed to identify within- and cross-language early 

literacy predictors ofL2 reading achievement and report on their long-lasting 

predictive effects. The extent to which English and French early literacy indicators 

can predict L2 reading outcomes was examined through longitudinal data. Given the 

importance of early identification in the implementation of targeted interventions, 

this study also explored how early L2 predictive indicator measures can be 

administered at the onset of L2 language learning to help identify L2 students at risk 

for reading difficulties. These findings, along with findings from similar studies 

(Comeau, Cormier, Grandmaison, & Lacrois, 1999; Erdos, Genesee, Savage, & 

Haigh, 2010; Haigh, Savage, Erdos, & Genesee, 2011; MacCoubrey, Wade-Wolley, 

Klinger, & Kirby, 2004; Tingley et al., 2004), are important to avoid postponing 

remedial help. Through the proper and early identification of at risk L2 readers, 
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students can reap the benefits of early interventions, thus narrowing the gap between 

them and typically developing L2 readers. 

The role of cross-linguistic transfer 

Studies examining cross-linguistic transfer have found that L 1 and L2 

reading skills are closely correlated, meaning that early literacy skills, including 

phonological awareness, can transfer across languages (Comeau et al., 1999; 

Dressler & Kamil, 2006; Durgunoglu, 2002; Genesee, Geva, Dressler, & Kamil, 

2006; Geva, 2006; Riches & Genesee, 2006; Skutnabb-Kangas & Toukomaa, 1976). 

The concept of transferability between languages is an important finding because "if 

children can establish basic concepts of phonological awareness in any language, 

then reading will be facilitated no matter what language initial literacy instruction 

occurs in" (Bialystok, 2001, p. 170). Other early reading skills that have also been 

found to correlate positively between languages include syntactic and functional 

awareness, decoding strategies, word recognition, and comprehension strategies and 

abilities (Genesee et al., 2006; Geva 2006; Geva & Clifton, 1994). Due to the fact 

that "certain literacy concepts and strategies ... can be universal and operate across 

languages" (Durgunoglu, 2002, p. 192), some insights and skills learned in one 

language need to be learned only once, after which time they can be applied to other 

languages being learned. There is also evidence suggesting that L 1 phonological 

processing skills are not only correlated with identical skills in L2, but also 

correlated with L2 decoding abilities (Erdos, Genesee, Savage, & Haigh, 2013). 

In addition, sources of individual differences in L 1 reading abilities such as 

phonological awareness (the ability to identify, compare, separate, combine, or 
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generate sounds), phonological access (the ability to rapidly recall objects, numbers, 

colours, and letters from long-term memory), and phonological memory (verbal 

working memory) have been associated with individual differences of L2 readers 

(Comeau et al, 1999; Erdos et al., 2013; Erdos et al., 2010; Genesee & Geva, 2006; 

Lesaux & Siegel, 2003). Positive correlations have also been found between LI and 

L2 levels of reading achievement. Bilingual students who read strategically in one 

language tend to do so in other languages as well, while students who experience 

difficulty with reading in the L 1 tend to exhibit similar reading profiles in their L2 

(Bourgoin & Dicks, 2013; Bournot-Trites & Denizot, 2005; Dressler & Kamil, 2006; 

Geva & Clifton, 1994). 

The role of Ll predictors in assessing L2 readers 

Alphabetic knowledge (that is, letter name and letter sound), phonological 

awareness, and alphabetic principle (the ability to link both of these skillsets 

together) are foundation blocks of early LI and L2 reading skills (August & 

Shanahan, 2006; National Reading Panel, 2000). These early literacy skills, 

particularly skills related to alphabetic knowledge, are well recognized as reliable 

predictors of future L 1 reading skills in many languages including French and 

English (Adams, 1990; Hammill, 2004; McBride-Chang, 1999). These skills can be 

measured before students begin to read, thus helping with the identification of 

students who may be at risk for reading difficulties (Bowey, 2005; Geva, 2006; 

Wagner et al., 1997). 

Identifying predictors of decoding and reading comprehension in French as a 

second language is important to ensure the implementation of early interventions 
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and remedial services (Bournot-Tries, 2008; Jared, 2008). Recent studies examining 

the possibility of using L 1 early literacy predictors to predict future L2 reading 

achievement have found evidence that English measures of phonological awareness 

correlated positively with L2 word reading (Comeau et al. 1999; Durgunoglu, Nagy, 

& Hancin-Bhatt, 1993; Erdos et al., 2010; Tingley et al., 2004). There is also 

evidence that phonological measures and other L2 early literacy indicators such as 

the knowledge of letters can be used to predict future L2 word reading and 

comprehension ability (Erdos et al., 2010; Haigh et al., 2011; Jared, Cormier, Levy, 

& Wade-Wolley, 2010). Moreover, studies have found that Ll phonological 

awareness and phonological access (rapid automatized naming of letters) can be 

used to distinguish between strong and at risk L2 readers (MacCoubrey et al., 2004; 

Erdos et al., 2013), and thus could be used to identify L2 students who might be at 

risk for reading difficulties. 

The present study 

This study took place in a setting where FI begins in Grade 3. Students enter 

school in Kindergarten and are instructed in English until the end of Grade 2, at 

which point they choose to enroll in FI or continue in the English stream. From 

Kindergarten to Grade 2, students are taught exclusively in English, and students, 

with perhaps the exception of allophones, first learn to read in their L 1. Using this 

unique context, this investigation focused on identifying L2 students at risk for 

reading dif~culties using within- and cross-language early literacy predictors ofL2 

reading achievement. 
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The study first examined whether L 1 Kindergarten early literacy predictors 

could account for the substantive variations in FI students' L2 reading abilities. 

Considering the context of this study, a prospective research approach, rather than a 

concurrent approach, was used to determine the predictive effects of L 1 literacy 

indicators on L2 reading ability. Unlike other studies that administered Lt literacy 

predictors to students already in FI, this study administered L 1 literacy indicators 

before students entered the program. The study then focused on whether early 

literacy measures, administered in French in Grade 3, could yield predictive effects 

and, additionally, how early those L2 literacy measures could be administered in the 

L2 context. Through these examinations, the long-lasting predictive effects of 

within- and cross-linguistic early literacy indicators relating to phonological 

awareness, knowledge of the alphabet, and the alphabetic principle could be 

determined. 

Methods 

Participants. 

Recruitment efforts focused on primary school-aged children who intended 

to enroll in the Grade 3 FI program in the province of New Brunswick, Canada. 

Parent consent was obtained for 83 students attending three different schools. 

Participants were part of a larger study examining the development of L 1 and L2 

reading skills specifically as they pertain to cross-linguistic transfer of reading 

strategies, reading profiles, and metacognition. Two of the three schools were 

located in an urban area, each serving a student population of over 400 students from 

Kindergarten to Grade 5. 
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Longitudinal quantitative data were initially collected from all 83 

participants. However, three students were excluded from the final analysis because 

they moved to another school district. Another 23 students decided to remain in the 

English stream in Grade 3, thus rendering their Kindergarten data irrelevant for the 

purpose of this study. The remaining sample (N= 56; 35 girls and 21 boys) included 

students of various academic abilities, including typically developing students and 

students at risk for reading difficulties in their first language. Such at risk factors 

were either associated with specific learning disabilities and impairments ( clinical 

factors) or other learner-related factors such as low levels of academic ability (non 

clinical factors) (Genesee, 2007). 

Time line. 

Early literacy skills were assessed in English in Kindergarten using measures 

administered at three intervals throughout the year (Fall, Winter, and Spring). These 

same students, originally assessed in Kindergarten, were reassessed in Grade 3 after 

enrolling in the Grade 3 FI program. They were given a new battery of early literacy 

predictor measures in the Fall (October-November) and in the Winter (February

March), this time administered in French (see Figure 1 for timeline of assessment 

measures). In the Spring of the same year in Grade 3 FI, students were given three 

French reading achievement measures. 
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Figure 1: Timeline and Assessment of DIBELS, ID APEL, and Running Record 
Measures 

Measures administered in English 
in kindergarten (DIBELS) 

Fall Winter Spring 

Initial &ound L&bf naming 
Letter naming Phoneme segmentatiOn 

Letter naming Nonsense words 
Phoneme segmentation 
Nonsense words 

Measures administered in French 
in Grade 3 Franch immersion 

(IDAPEL and Running Records} 

Fall Winter Spring 
(ootoome measures) 

Letter naming Oral reading fluency 
Phoneme~ ReteU fluency 
Nonsense words Running Records 

Phoneme ti 
Nonsense words 

These measures were used to (a) determine whether Kindergarten early Ll literacy 

measures could be used to predict future L2 reading scores and (b) examine the 

predictive power of early L2 literacy measures, administered in French, with regard 

to L2 reading outcomes. 

Measures and procedures. 

English early literacy predictor measures. 

Early literacy measures relating to phonological awareness (two tests), the 

alphabetic principle ( one test), and knowledge of letters ( one test) were administered 

at different interval points in Kindergarten. These norm-referenced, standardized 

measures were taken from the DIBELS: Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy 

Skills (Good & Kaminski, 2003). In Grade 3, French versions of these measures 

were administered. Norm-referenced tests are important for the design of this study 

109 



because they are matched with standard scores that can be used to identify students 

who may be at risk for reading difficulties. 

Four benchmark measures were included in the English Kindergarten 

analysis. As a phonological awareness measure, Initial Sound assessed students' 

ability to recognize the initial sounds of words. The Letter Naming measure, a 

precursor to the ability to understand and apply the alphabetic principle, examined 

phonological memory. Phoneme Segmentation, a phonemic awareness indicator, 

assessed students' ability to segment words into individual phonemes. Finally, the 

Nonsense Words measure examined letter-sound correspondence and phonological 

recoding skills of the alphabetic principle. For all measures, students' response times 

and/or responses were scored according to standards established in the administrator 

and scoring guide (Good & Kaminski, 2003). 

For the Initial Sound measure, students were presented series of four pictures 

and asked to identify the pictures beginning with particular sounds. The alternate

form reliability of this subtest is 0.72, as reported in the scoring guide (Good & 

Kaminski, 2003). It was administered once in the Fall of Kindergarten. For the 

Letter Naming task, students were asked to name as many randomly ordered letters 

as possible within the allotted time. It was administered in the Fall, Winter, and 

Spring. The alternate-form reliability of this subtest is reported as 0.88 (Good & 

Kaminski, 2003). The Phoneme Segmentation measure required students to verbally 

produce the individual phonemes of three- and four-phoneme words. It was 

administered in the Winter and Spring. The two-week alternate-form reliability for 

this subtest is reported as 0.88 (Good & Kaminski, 2003). Finally, for the Nonsense 
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Word task, students were asked to produce the individual sounds of pseudowords: 

words created from randomly ordered vowel-consonant (VC) and consonant-vowel

consonant (CVC) combinations (e.g., sig, rav, ov). It was administered in Winter and 

Spring. The alternate-form reliability for this subtest is reported as 0.83 (Good & 

Kaminski, 2003). 

French early literacy predictor measures. 

Once students were in Fl, three experimental subtests from IDAP EL 

(Indicateurs dynamiques d'habiletes precoces en lecture) (Dufour-Martel & 

Desrochers, 2011) were used in the Fall and Winter of Grade 3 to test early literacy 

skills in French. IDAP EL, a French version of the English DIBELS, measured 

phonological awareness, knowledge of letters, and the alphabetic principle, all of 

which are founded on the same theoretical principals as DIBELS' benchmark 

indicators. The procedures and guidelines in the French and English versions of the 

subtests mirrored each other. Predictor measures used were Denommer les lettres 

(French Letter Naming), Segmenter des phonemes (French Phoneme Segmentation), 

and Lire des non-mots (French Nonsense Words). 

French reading achievement measures. 

To document students' L2 reading outcomes, three French achievement 

measures were administered in the Spring of Grade 3. Two measures, the Oral 

Reading Fluency measure and the Retell Fluency measure, were taken from 

IDAP EL. Designed to assess students' accuracy and fluency rates through a timed 

task, Oral Reading Fluency required students to read aloud as much of a French 

reading passage as possible in one minute. Words read correctly were counted to 
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determine accuracy and speed of reading (fluency rate). Retell Fluency, used as a 

comprehension check, required students to do an oral summary of what was read 

during the Oral Reading Fluency measure. Individual words used by the student 

during the retell were scored using set benchmarks (Good & Kaminski, 2003). Both 

tasks were repeated three times using different reading passages. 

The final measure, Running Records (Fiche d 'observation individualisee en 

lecture), draws on the work of Clay (1993) and Fountas and Pinnell (2001). It 

documents students' reading in terms of accuracy, fluency, and comprehension. 

Students were given passages containing 100 to 150 words to read, each one 

increasing in complexity. The examiner took notes as students read aloud and 

summarized different-leveled reading passages. Along with self-corrections, 

accuracy-related issues such as substitutions, omissions, and repetitions were 

documented. Accuracy levels were established for each text using set criteria (> 95% 

independent, 90-94% instructional,< 89% difficult) and, along with fluency and 

comprehension scales, students' L2 reading levels were determined (Clay, 1993; 

Fountas & Pinnell, 2001). Internal reliability was a= 0.88 for both Winter and 

Spring Running Records. 

Results 

Descriptive statistics for each Kindergarten measure are shown in Table 1, as 

are the measures administered in Grade 3. Internal consistency reliability analysis 

indicated that all measures were highly reliable for this specific sample (17 items: a 

= .90). Cronbach's alphas for each measure are included in Table 1. 
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for all Kindergarten Variables 

N Min Max M SD a 

K-Fall IS 48 2.00 50.00 17.75 9.58 .90 
K-Fall LN 48 2.00 51.00 25.69 12.95 .89 
K-Winter IS 48 14.00 87.00 34.25 13.94 .90 
K-Winter LN 48 20.00 77.00 46.90 12.57 .89 
K-WinterPS 48 15.00 65.00 40.71 12.55 .89 
K-WinterNW 48 13.00 159.00 40.67 21.58 .90 
K-Spring LN 48 34.00 85.00 56.15 13.63 .90 
K-Spring PS 48 14.00 75.00 53.65 13.58 .90 
K-SpringNW 48 22.00 101.00 48.02 17.17 .89 
03-Fall ISa 55 4.00 58.00 22.23 10.37 .90 
03-Fall PSa 55 5.00 57.00 34.95 9.52 .90 
03-Fall NWa 55 .00 148.00 70.30 29.30 .90 
03-Winter PSa 54 25.00 64.00 40.03 8.21 .90 
G 3-Winter NWa 54 34.00 150.00 79.83 27.55 .90 
03-Spring ORFa 38 37.00 138.00 85.21 25.47 .89 
03-Spring RFa 38 10.00 96.00 39.34 19.14 .89 
03-Spring RRa 54 3.00 30.00 15.33 6.13 .89 

Note. K = Kindergarten, 03 = Grade 3, IS= initial sound, LN = letter naming, PS= 
phoneme segmentation, NW= nonsense word, ORF= oral reading fluency, RF= 
retell fluency, RR= running record, a= internal consistency reliability. aFrench 
measures. 

All raw scores were converted to z scores. Linear multiple regression 

analysis was then used to test the long-term predictive effects of Kindergarten early 

literacy indicator measures on L2 reading achievement results. Three statistical 

models were then constructed using a stepwise regression process. 

A stepwise regression process, rather than a hierarchical process, was 

deemed the most appropriate method of analysis due to the exploratory nature of this 

research and to follow in the methodological traditions of similar work done in the 

field (Erdos et al., 2010; 2013). With so little research in existence regarding the 
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long-term predictive effects of within- and cross-linguistic early literacy indicators 

on L2 learning coupled with the wide-ranging set of L 1 early literacy variables used 

in the present study, a priori hierarchical ordering reflecting causal hypotheses could 

not be established. 

Each time one of the three outcome variables - that is, L2 achievement 

measures - was tested, all nine Kindergarten variables were entered. Similarly, three 

more separate linear regressions were performed to explore the relationship between 

early literacy predictors administered in French and L2 reading achievement. The 

five French predictor variables, administered in Grade 3, were entered in the analysis 

for each of the L2 reading outcome measures being analyzed. In total, six regression 

analyses and two post-hoc analyses (described later) were conducted for this study. 

An alpha level of 0.05 was used and retained for all statistical tests. Results from the 

analysis of Kindergarten predictors to L2 reading outcomes are described first, 

followed by results of the analysis of French predictors to L2 reading outcomes. 

Table 2 summarizes the simple Pearson correlations among all Kindergarten 

predictors, L2 reading predictors, and L2 reading outcome measures. Significant 

positive correlations were found between the majority of L 1 literacy predictors and 

L2 reading outcomes. Similarly, significant positive correlations were found 

between L2 predictors and L2 reading outcomes. 
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Table 2: Correlation Coefficients of English Kindergarten Variables, Grade 3 French Variables, and Grade 3 French Independent 
Variables 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 
KF-IS 

KF-LN .299* 

KW-IS .soi** .54s** 

KW-LN .242 .651 ** .512** 

KW-PS .373° .187 .323* .258 

KW-NW .138 .364* .180 .433** .360* 

KS-LN .311 * .100** .363* .765° .177 .215 

KS-PS .156 .412** .173 .342* .386° .362* .375° 

KS-NW .188 .402·· .243 .556° .516** .659° .383** .569** 

...... 3F-LNa .272 .129 .301 • .123 .422° .004 .053 .204 .134 ...... 
VI 

3F-PSa .222 -.067 .046 .058 .513° .165 .058 .144 .323* .130 

3F-NWa .034 .089 .073 .151 .3oo· .382** .118 .356* .379° .3 ls* .155 

3W-PSa .3ls* .203 .268 .191 .280 .384° .192 .051 .238 .139 .445** .391** 

3W-NW" .190 .103 .174 .235 .194 .012 .306* .291 * .316* .347* -.075 .533** .044 

3S-ORFa .358* .457** .304 .469° .261 .169 .686° .402* .39s* .652° -.033 .466° .138 .654** 

3S-RFa .524° .352* .399* .491 ** .346* -.041 .692** .279 .336 .634** .176 .313 .226 .545** .802** 

3S-RRa .463** .313* .433** .424** .410** .110 .sos·· .263 .236 .636** .142 .404** .191 .499** .846° .881° 

Note.·.= p < .05, ••. = p < .01, K = Kindergarten, 3 = Grade 3, F = Fall, W = Winter, S = Spring, IS= Initial Sound, LN = Letter Naming, PS= phoneme 
segmentation, NW= Nonsense Word, ORF= Oral Reading Fluency, RF= Retell Fluency, RR= Running Record, 8

• = French measures 



Pearson correlations between similar L 1 and L2 early literacy indicators 

found in Table 2 are reported separately in Table 3 for ease of access. This allows 

for the examination of possible evidence of cross-linguistic transfer across time. 

Comparative analysis was done between Kindergarten Ll indicator measures and 

Grade 3 L2 indicator measures with respect to three subtests: Letter Naming, 

Phoneme Segmentation, and Nonsense Word. Correlations were done for each pair 

of subtests. 

Table 3. Correlation Coefficients of Similar L 1 and L2 Indicator Measures 
Extracted From Table 2 

KF-LN 
KW-LN 
KS-LN 
KW-NW 
KS-NW 
KW-PS 
KS-PS 

.129 

.123 

.053 
.382** 
.379** 

.012 

.316* 
.513** 
.144 

.280 

.051 
Note. KF = Kindergarten Fall, KW= Kindergarten Winter, KS= Kindergarten 
Spring, 3F = Grade 3 Fall, 3W = Grade 3 Winter, LN = letter naming, PS= phoneme 
segmentation, NW= nonsense word. a French measures. *p < .05. **p < .01. 

The correlations of Table 3 reveal that the Ll and L2 Phoneme Segmentation 

tasks had the highest positive correlation, r = .51 (p < 0.01), of all three pairs of 

subtests. However, significant correlation for this subtest was found only between 

one English and one French test administration period (Winter Kindergarten in 

English and Fall of Grade 3 in French). In contrast, positive correlations were found 

at three of the four test administration periods with respect to Ll and L2 Nonsense 

Word reading tasks: (a) Winter Kindergarten in English and Fall Grade 3 in French 
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(r = .38,p < 0.01), (b) Spring Kindergarten in English and Fall Grade 3 in French (r 

= .38,p < 0.01), and (c) Spring Kindergarten in English and Winter Grade 3 in 

French (r = .32, p < 0.05). No significant correlations were found between 

Kindergarten English Letter Naming and Grade 3 French Letter Naming tasks. 

Early literacy indicators, administered in English, predicting L2 reading 

outcome. 

Kindergarten predictors and Grade 3 French reading fluency. 

In the regression analysis, Spring Letter Naming was found to be 

significantly related to L2 Oral Reading Fluency scores(~= .686,p < .001). The 

multiple correlation coefficient was .69, indicating that almost half (47%) of the 

variance of L2 Oral Reading Fluency scores could be accounted for by the Spring 

Letter Naming measure (R2 = .471, F(l, 31) = 27.589,p < .001). 

Kindergarten predictors and Grade 3 French comprehension. 

The Spring Letter Naming indicator also significantly predicted L2 

comprehension scores(~= .586,p < .001), as did the Fall Initial Sound measure(~= 

.342,p = .010). Together these two predictors explained more than half (59%) of the 

variance of L2 Retell Fluency test scores (R2 = .585, F(2, 30) = 21.126,p < .001). 

Kindergarten predictors and Grade 3 French running records. 

The analysis revealed that the Spring Letter Naming indicator was also a 

significant predictor of Running Records scores(~= .449,p = .001), as was the 

Winter Phoneme Segmentation measure(~= .330,p = .012). These two predictors 

accounted for 36% of the variance in Running Records scores (R2 = .364, F(2, 42) = 
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12.001,p < .001). Results also indicated the Fall Initial Sound measure approached 

significance in the model (~ = .251, p = .068) .. 

Summary of Ll early literacy indicators and L2 reading outcome. 

Three L2 outcome measures were administered, two of which examined 

specific aspects of the reading process in isolation. Oral Reading Fluency captured 

reading fluency and accuracy, while Retell Fluency captured comprehension. The 

third outcome measure, Running Records, took into account the reading process as a 

whole, that is, students' ability to read text fluently, accurately, and with 

comprehension. When examining the fluency and accuracy measure, the strongest 

predictor of L2 reading ability was the ability to name English letters in the Spring 

of Kindergarten. Again, in isolation, L2 comprehension skills were strongly 

correlated with two English Kindergarten predictors, Spring Letter Naming and Fall 

Initial Sound. When all aspects of the reading process were examined as a whole to 

determine overall L2 reading ability, the two strongest English predictors were 

Spring Letter Naming and the phonological task of segmenting phonemes, 

administered in the Winter. Fall Initial Sound measure also played a marginally 

significant role in predicting overall L2 reading ability. 

Based on these findings and the overall strength of the English Letter 

Naming measure in all aspects of the reading process, a post-hoc analysis was 

conducted by inputting only Spring measures in the regression. This statistical 

procedure was done to explore whether the phonological awareness task of 

Segmenting Phonemes and the alphabetic principle task of reading pseudowords, 

through the use of the Nonsense Word measure, would become significant. Analysis 
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revealed that, when Fall and Winter English Kindergarten indicators were extracted, 

Phoneme Segmentation and Nonsense Word did not add strength to the regression 

model. In other words, among the remaining three indicator measures, the strongest 

Spring Kindergarten predictor for future L2 reading and comprehension was still the 

Letter Naming indicator. That was the case for all three French outcome measures: 

Oral Reading Fluency, Retell Fluency, and Running Records. See Table 4 for 

coefficients and model summaries. Phoneme Segmentation and Initial Sound 

English measures did not emerge from the regression model as being able to 

significantly predict L2 reading scores in the present study, where L2 learning was 

delayed several years. 

Table 4. Summary of Regression Analysis for the Spring Kindergarten Letter 
Naming Variable Predicting L2 Reading Scores 

Model summary Coefficients 
R2 F p B p 

03-0RFa .471 27.589 .000 .686 .000 
03-RFa .479 28.499 .000 .692 .000 
03-RRa .258 14.947 .000 .508 .000 
Note. 03 = Grade 3, ORF= Oral Reading Fluency, RF= Retell Fluency, RR= 
Running Records. a French measures. 

French early literacy indicators predicting L2 reading outcomes. 

French predictors and L2 reading fluency. 

The regression indicated that two French predictors, Fall French Letter 

Naming and Winter French Nonsense Word, explained 63% of the variance ofL2 

Oral Reading Fluency scores (R2 = .632, F(2, 34) = 29.249,p < .001). More 

specifically, the Winter French Nonsense Word indicator significantly predicted L2 

119 



reading fluency scores (P = .486,p < .001), as did the Fall French Letter Naming 

indicator (P = .483,p < .001). 

French predictors and L2 reading comprehension. 

The analysis revealed that the Fall French Letter Naming (P = .506,p < .001) 

and Winter French Nonsense Word (P = .369,p = .006) indicator measures were 

significant predictors of Retell Fluency scores. These two predictors accounted for 

over half (52%) of the variance in comprehension scores (R2 
= .522, F(2, 34) = 

18.562,p < .001). 

French predictors and French running records. 

Fall French Letter Naming emerged as being significantly related to French 

Running Record scores (P = .526,p < .001), as did the French Nonsense Word 

measure (P = .317, p = .005). The multiple correlation coefficient was . 70, indicating 

that 49% of the variance of L2 Running Record scores could be accounted for by 

these two measures (R2 = .493, F(2, 49) = 23.831,p < .001). 

Summary of French early literacy indicators and L2 reading outcomes. 

From these analyses, it can be concluded that all three L2 achievement 

measures, which tested reading fluency, accuracy, and/or comprehension, yielded 

equivalent results. Knowledge of French letters and the ability to read French 

pseudowords accounted for substantive variance in how well students were able to 

read and comprehend in their L2. Two statistical models related to L2 reading 

comprehension, Retell Fluency and Running Records, identified Fall French Letter 

· Naming as highly significant on its own, independent of other indicators. In other 

words, Winter French Nonsense Word improved the predictive models, but French 
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Letter Naming was able to significantly predict very early emerging individual 

differences in L2 readers who had first learned to read in their Ll. See Table 5 and 

Table 6 for the regression analysis for L2 variables predicting Retell Fluency and 

Running Record scores. 

Table 5. Summary of Regression Analysis of L2 Variables Predicting L2 Retell 
Fluency Scores 

Modell 
Model summary 

R2 F P 

Coefficients 
p p 

G3- .402 23.553 .000 .635 .000 
LNa 

G3-
NW 
a 

Model2 
Model summary Coefficients 
R2 F p p p 

.522 18.562 .000 .506 .000 

.369 .006 

Note. G3 = Grade 3, LN = Letter Naming, NW= Nonsense Word. a French 
measures. 

Table 6. Summary of Regression Analysis of L2 Variables Predicting L2 Running 
Record Scores 

Modell 
Model summary 

R2 F P 

Coefficients 
p p 

Model2 
Model summary Coefficients 

R2 F P p p 

G3- .405 34.021 .000 .636 .000 .493 23.831 .000 .526 .000 
LNa 

G3-
NW 
a 

.317 .005 

Note. G3 = Grade 3, LN = Letter Naming, NW= Nonsense Word. a French 
measures. 
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To further examine the predictive effects of early literacy indicators as a 

function of when they were administered, a post-hoc analysis was conducted by 

extracting the Winter indicators from the regression, leaving only the Fall indicators. 

The results revealed that Fall indicators could still account for 50%, 40%, and 41 % 

of the variance of L2 reading achievement scores for Oral Reading Fluency, Retell 

Fluency, and Running Records respectively. While still exhibiting strong predictive 

ability, this was not as effective as the combined Fall and Winter measures, which 

accounted for 63%, 52%, and 49% of the variation in test results. 

Discussion 

Ll early literacy indicators and L2 reading achievement. 

This study first set out to test the long-term predictive effects of Ll 

Kindergarten early literacy indicator measures on L2 reading achievement results 

and whether they could account for the variations in immersion students' L2 reading 

abilities up to three years later. Several studies have found that L 1 early literacy 

indicators were able to successfully predict future L2 reading achievement (Comeau 

et al., 1999; Erdos et al., 2010; 2013; Haigh et al., 2011; MacCoubrey et al., 2004). 

These studies, however, were conducted in contexts where formal literacy 

instruction in the L2 began upon entry to school. In the present study, where formal 

literacy instruction in the L2 was delayed until Grade 3, questions emerged about 

whether L 1 indicators would retain their strong predictive ability with respect to L2 

reading success. The findings of the present study revealed that some early L 1 

literacy indicators did retain their predictive power despite students receiving formal 

L 1 literacy instruction from Kindergarten to Grade 2 and despite the lapse of time 
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between testing of L 1 literacy indicators (Kindergarten) and L2 reading achievement 

(at end of Grade 3). 

Alphabetic knowledge. 

The analysis revealed that students' knowledge of letters in the Spring of 

Kindergarten was the strongest and most consistent early L 1 literacy predictor of 

future overall L2 reading ability, in terms of both fluency/accuracy and 

comprehension. Recent L2 studies have used a letter naming task, a letter sound 

task, or a combination of the two to assess students' knowledge of letters. These 

studies have all reported on the overall importance of knowledge of letters in 

predicting individual differences in L2 reading outcomes, although not necessarily in 

isolation from other early literacy skills (Erdos et al., 2010; 2013; Haigh et al., 2011; 

Lesaux & Siegel, 2003). 

More specifically, the present study used a letter naming measure that was a 

- timed task comparable to a rapid automatized naming (RAN) test. This type of 

measure assesses phonological access in lexical entry - that is, the way in which 

people access information stored in the mind regarding a specific word ( Crowder & 

Wagner, 1992). The speed of lexical access is known to relate to reading (Swanson, 

Trainin, Necoechea, & Hammill, 2003; Wagner, Torgesen, & Rashotte, 1994) and 

has been linked to oral language development (Erdos et al., 2013). As such, the 

English Letter Naming task used in the present study examined not only students' 

knowledge of letters, but also the speed at which they retrieved this information. 

Considering the strength of this measure in predicting future L2 decoding and 

comprehension, it can be concluded that, along with alphabetic knowledge, the 
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speed of lexical access plays an important role in predicting L2 reading abilities. 

Similarly, strong positive correlations between alphanumeric and/or non

alphanumeric RAN measures and L2 reading ability have been well documented 

(Erdos et al., 2010, 2013; Lesaux & Siegel, 2003; MacCoubrey et al., 2004; Savage 

& Fredrickson, 2005). 

To further test the strength of Ll Kindergarten literacy indicators, especially 

those administered later in the year, a post-hoc analysis was conducted by inputting 

only Spring measures into the model. By eliminating Fall and Winter variables, it 

was thought that the Phoneme Segmentation and the Nonsense Word measures 

would add strength to the model. This was not the case, as students' end-of-year 

knowledge of the alphabet remained the only statistically significant predictor of 

future L2 reading achievement. This perhaps could be explained by the fact that 

knowledge of the alphabet is one of the strongest long-term predictors in 

monolingual English-speaking students (Adams, 1990). Moreover, this finding 

suggests that the Letter Naming measure can predict future L2 literacy skills 

independently of other important predictors including phonological awareness. This 

supports findings of studies done on monolingual populations (Burgess & Lonigan, 

1998; McBride-Chang, 1999; Wagner et al., 1994) and L2 populations (Jared et al., 

2010), which found that alphabetic knowledge independently predicted future 

reading ability. This finding also revealed that the predictive effects of this measure 

were retained over time in a case where the letter-naming task was used in 

combination with a RAN feature. 
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Letter-name knowledge requires significant amounts of rote memorization 

and repeated practice. The findings of the present study suggest that, if knowledge of 

the alphabet ( which is a precursor to the alphabetic principle) is not established by 

the end of the year in Kindergarten, students are at greater risk for L2 reading 

difficulties. As students progressed in Kindergarten, they continued receiving formal 

literacy instruction. Therefore, it can be assumed that students started to learn and 

consolidate basic early literacy skills including phonological awareness skills. 

However, the lingering gap between at risk and typically developing readers in terms 

of their knowledge of the alphabet was such that the Letter Naming measure was 

able to retain its predictive abilities in cases where L2 reading is delayed several 

years. 

Phonological awareness. 

Kindergarten L 1 phonological awareness measures, particularly the ability to 

recognize the initial sounds of words, were also predictors of L2 reading 

achievement, although never in isolation of alphabetic knowledge and not as 

consistently as expected, given the findings from other studies (Comeau et al., 1999; 

Erdos et al., 2013; Haigh et al., 2011; Tingley et al., 2004). Particularly in the case 

of phoneme segmentation, this measure would have been expected to be a stronger 

predictor considering that it is directly related to phonological awareness. 

Concurring with Haigh et al. (2011 ), the discrepancy between the findings of this 

study and other studies could be attributed in part to different tasks being used to 

measure phonological awareness. 
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Phonological awareness is complex and entails multiple building blocks that 

develop hierarchically as a function of age. It is developed through a sequence that 

moves from understanding that words are formed of syllables, that words contain 

onsets and rimes that can be segmented and/or blended, and finally that one-syllable 

words are composed of individual phonemes, the smallest units of sound (Bruck & 

Genesee, 1995; Tingley et al., 2004). In the present study, phonological awareness 

was tested, in part, by having students segment the individual phonemes of words, a 

more complex phonological awareness task than an onset-rime manipulation task. 

This could explain why segmenting phonemes was not a consistent predictor of L2 

reading ability and why isolating the task Initial Sound, an easier phonological task, 

emerged as significant in the analyses, particularly in relation to the comprehension 

measures. 

Moreover, this research supports Tingley et al.' s (2004) claim that several 

variables, including the amount of exposure to the target language and the type of 

instruction received, may impact the relationship between L2 learning and 

phonological awareness. In addition, the amount of prior L 1 literacy exposure and 

instruction may have an impact on this relationship. Although students in this study 

were beginning language learners in Grade 3, they were not beginning literacy 

learners. L2 reading outcome measures were administered in the Spring of Grade 3, 

three full years after the last Kindergarten indicator measures were administered, 

likely having an effect on the predictability of some indicators, particularly those 

developmental in nature and/or those impacted by instruction. 
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Alphabetic principle (pseudoword reading). 

The findings from the present study revealed that L 1 Nonsense Word 

reading, as a predictor measure, had little statistical significance in predicting future 

L2 reading fluency, accuracy, or comprehension. It is important to note that most 

studies have used pseudoword reading as an outcome measure rather than an 

indicator measure (Erdos et al., 2013; MacCoubrey et al., 2004), thus limiting the 

capacity of understanding L 1 pseudoword reading as a predictor variable. These 

findings are, however, aligned with a study conducted by Jared and colleagues 

(2010), which also found that pseudowords had little predictive effect on L2 reading 

achievement. These results suggest that other predictor measures are better suited to 

help identify at risk L2 readers. 

Overall L2 reading ability. 

Contrary to many other studies, which have used measures such as nonsense 

word lists or graded word lists to assess L2 reading outcomes (Comeau et al., 1999; 

Durgunoglu et al., 1993; MacCoubrey et al., 2004), the present study administered a 

more comprehensive battery of L2 reading measures to examine overall reading 

ability. Comprehension is understood as being at the core of all reading tasks. In 

other words, reading is not a goal in and of itself (Van Grunderbeeck, 1994): it 

begins and ends with meaning (Clay, 2001; Fountas & Pinnell, 2001). Hence, two of 

the three outcome measures used in the present study assessed students' overall L2 

reading ability including comprehension, while only one measure, Oral Reading 

Fluency, focused specifically on reading fluency and accuracy. 
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With respect to fluency and accuracy, the Kindergarten Spring Letter 

Naming measure accounted for substantive variance in how well students read L2 

text. With respect to comprehension, L 1 letter naming was found to be the strongest 

predictor. However, it is on the reading comprehension outcome measures that L 1 

phonological awareness indicators contributed most meaningfully to the study' s 

predictive models, particularly the task of isolating initial sounds of words. In fact, 

the combination of L 1 predictors was more meaningful than any single variable to 

predict L2 reading comprehension. This result may be explained by the processes 

involved in text comprehension. The act of constructing and reconstructing meaning 

from print requires the rapid recognition of words, a fluency in reading sentences, an 

understanding of the structure of the language, a substantive vocabulary, and an 

ability to make inferences and connections to the text to and from prior knowledge, 

all while being strategic in monitoring one's reading (Grabe, 2009). The presence of 

additional L 1 early literacy indicators in the strengthening of L2 comprehension 

prediction models supports the fact that many literacy processes are functioning 

simultaneously and that students are calling them into play for comprehension 

purposes. Erdos et al. (2010) reported similar findings. 

French early literacy indicators and L2 reading achievement. 

The present study was also designed to examine whether early literacy skills, 

assessed in French in Grade 3, could yield predictive effects considering students' 

prior L 1 literacy experience and to determine how early these measures could be 

administered to help identify L2 students at risk for reading difficulties. Given the 

fact that students entered FI in Grade 3 with formal L 1 literacy experience, findings 
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showed that French early literacy indicators could be used very early on to predict 

L2 reading achievement. 

Alphabetic knowledge and alphabetic principle. 

The finding that knowledge of French letters was a strong predictor of 

overall L2 reading ability was consistent with the findings of a growing body of 

literature about L2 predictors (Erdos et al., 2010; Haigh et al., 2011; Jared et al., 

2010). What was particularly revealing, however, was the emergence of French 

pseudoword reading as a strong predictor of both L2 decoding and comprehension. 

As stated previously, L 1 pseudoword reading, administered in Kindergarten, was not 

a significant predictor of L2 reading achievement. However, when administered 

simultaneously in French, as students started to acquire L2 literacy skills, it 

increased in significance. It, along with French Letter Naming, accounted for 

significant variance in L2 reading achievement. The L 1 Nonsense Word measure 

was likely not a strong predictor of L2 reading because students had not yet acquired 

enough letter-sound correspondence and phonological recoding skills of the 

alphabetic principle in Kindergarten, making it impossible to differentiate between 

typically developing readers and students at risk for reading difficulties. One 

hypothesis explaining the strength of the L2 Nonsense Word measure may be the 

cross-linguistic transfer of reading strategies. It can be argued that, given the context 

within which the present study was conducted, students brought from their L 1 a 

functional awareness of decoding strategies and used their L 1 decoding strategies 

when faced with simple one- and two-syllable French pseudowords. That L2 reading 

ability is, in part, dependent on individual L 1 literacy experiences is supported by 
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numerous studies that have reported on the correlation between first and second 

language reading skills (Dressler et Kamil, 2006; Geva & Clifton, 1994; Skutnabb

Kangas & Toukomaa, 1976). The analysis also found significant positive 

correlations between L 1 and L2 Nonsense Word measures, more so than any other 

measures administered. 

Phonological awareness. 

The phonological awareness measure of segmenting French phonemes was 

not a significant independent predictor of overall L2 reading ability, at least not 

when administered in the early stages of L2 learning. One possible explanation for 

this finding may relate to the complexity of the particular phonological awareness 

task chosen for this study. Although students entered the FI program in Grade 3 with 

what can be assumed were fairly developed L 1 phonological awareness skills, they 

likely did not possess a strong enough understanding of the individual sounds of the 

target language to be able to segment L2 words into individual phonemes. Although 

a few studies have demonstrated that phonemic awareness is a strong precursor to 

the acquisition of reading skills for bilingual populations (Dungunoglu et al., 1993), 

alphabetic languages possess certain particular phonological characteristics (Bruck 

& Genesee, 1995). Consequently, the ways in which graphemes relate to phonemes 

or how letters map onto sounds differ in French and English (Ziegler, Jacobs, & 

Stone, 1996). When attempting to perform the phoneme segmentation task, many 

students in the present study often segmented words into syllables rather than 

phonemes, a lower level of phonological awareness. These findings indicate that L2 

students need specific L2 instruction with respect to phonemes to move to higher 
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levels of phonological awareness in their L2. Targeted instruction is needed due to 

the lack of phoneme recognition in their L2. 

Overall L2 reading achievement. 

Contrary to what was found concerning L 1 predictors, L2 predictors were the 

same for fluency and comprehension. Again, one explanation for this finding is that 

students' previous Ll literacy experiences had an effect on the predictability of L2 

indicators. More specifically, students in the present study entered the immersion 

program at a time when they had a better understanding that the act of reading is, 

above all, a comprehension task. Some researchers have explained this as the 

transition from learning to read to reading to learn (Culican, 2006; Rose, 2005). This 

finding also speaks to the links between decoding skills and comprehension 

(Bialystok & Ryan, 1985; Raymond, 1988; Van Grunderbeeck, 1994) and further 

points to students drawing on their individual L 1 linguistic, cognitive, and 

metacognitive resources to help them with their L2 reading. 

French early literacy indicators and beginning L2 learners. 

Administering the predictor measures twice in Grade 3 FI allowed the 

comparison of the accuracy of predictions made in the Fall to those made in the 

Winter. The analysis revealed not only that early literacy predictors, administered in 

French, could be used to predict L2 reading outcomes, but that these indicators were 

able to predict, very early on, emerging individual differences in L2 readers. 

Although French Nonsense Word reading, administered in the Winter, was a 

significant predictor, the Fall French Letter Naming measure was found to be highly 

significant on its own, independent of other indicators. Although the combination of 
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Fall and Winter measures was more accurate than Fall predictors alone, Fall 

predictors still accounted for between 40% and 50% of the variance in L2 reading 

achievement. Erdos et al. (2013) reported similar findings. This further supports the 

recommendations that there is no need to wait until students acquire a certain level 

of L2 proficiency before certain assessments are attempted and remedial 

interventions are given, although phoneme segmentation seems to be one area of 

exception. 

Conclusion 

This study examined the long-term predictive effects of Ll and L2 early 

literacy indicators on overall L2 reading achievement. Although the findings 

reyealed that individual predictor variables differed in predictive powers, the study 

found that students who need additional support in learning to read in the L2 can be 

identified using early literacy indicators, both in their L 1 ( administered before L2 

learning) and early in their L2 (administered concurrently to L2 learning). These 

findings offer additional credence to studies examining the predictive powers of 

within- and cross-linguistic early literacy indicators, although most of these have 

examined the use of L 1 indicators and L2 learning simultaneously. The study 

provides insight into the intricacies of L 1 and L2 literacy predictor measures with 

respect to the complexity of the tasks involved and the aspects of the reading process 

being targeted. Studies exploring the use of L 1 and L2 predictor measures to assess 

L2 reading are limited. This, compounded by the use of various measures to assess 

similar aspects of the reading process, justifies the need for additional research using 

more streamlined L 1 and L2 indicators across studies. 
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Chapter 5 - Conclusion 

At the time this study was initially conceptualized in 2008, the New 

Brunswick government had just announced significant changes to the delivery of 

French second language programs. Among the changes, the province's popular 

Grade 1 early French immersion program was replaced by a delayed French 

immersion program beginning in Grade 3. The government's decision to eliminate 

early French immersion created a flurry of public debate. Many parents, language 

experts, educators and interested citizens weighed in on the issue. Newspaper 

headlines on the issue were rampant: "French Data Bamboozling Parents, Students, 

System" (Toner, 2008, C7), "NB Groups Slam Plan to Cut Back French Immersion" 

(Morris, 2008), "Pressure Mounts to Maintain French Immersion" (Klinkerberg, 

2008, Al), "Group Ready to Fight for Early Immersion" (McHardie, 2008, A3), and 

"Commissioner Warns About Axing Early Immersion" (Dunville, 2008, Al). This 

public debate drew attention to a number of issues troubling the province's 

educational systems including the lack of proper support for students with academic 

difficulties, the seemingly elitist and exclusionary nature of the immersion program, 

the province's poor showing on standardized literacy tests, and classroom 

composition, particularly in terms of social class background and ability. According 

to government documents, pushing back the early French immersion entry-point 

would eliminate streaming in the primary grades, develop solid literacy skills in 

students' first language in the primary grades in anticipation of increasing literacy 
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achievement results on provincial assessments, and promote equal opportunities for 

all students (New Brunswick Department of Education, 2008). With such changes 

in place, the government felt that parents would be better positioned to make 

informed program decisions as their child prepared to enter Grade 3. 

Within this politically charged context, and with important concerns about 

key education issues being raised, I felt it important to undertake a study examining 

the interplay between some of the issues raised by this decision: accessibility to 

French immersion, support for students at risk in French immersion, and first and 

second language literacy development. This study placed particular emphasis on 

reading and the development of reading abilities of learners of varying academic 

abilities. As noted previously, reading ability and reading comprehension skills are 

major contributors to students' success in school, whether students are in unilingual 

programs or in bilingual programs such as French immersion. As students progress 

from year to year, they are expected to read increasing complex content. Academic 

success can be jeopardized if reading skills and strategies are inadequate. Reading 

difficulties can lead students to experience frustration, feelings of failure, and loss of 

self-esteem. For those students in French immersion, it can result in many leaving 

the program (Boumot-Trites, 2008; Bruck, 1985; Keep, 1993). 

I decided upon the use of an educational ethnography to explore the 

transition of Grade 2 students from learning to read in their first language to learning 

to read in a second language because this methodology features prominently in such 

research areas as language learning, bilingualism, the cultural context of teaching 

and learning, and learning differences. I set out to describe "the context, activities 
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and beliefs of participants in an educational setting", collect data relating to 

educational processes, and interpret the findings within the whole phenomenon 

(Preissle & Lecompte, 1984, p. 17). I wanted to communicate to the reader 

participants' shared beliefs, practices and behaviors, describe "the group within its 

setting", and explore "themes or issues that develop over time" (Creswell, 2008, p. 

61). 

A return to the research questions 

The themes or issues that emerged from this study formed the basis on the 

three articles. The first article of this dissertation, Choosing French Immersion: So 

Why would you do something like that to a child? Issues of Advocacy, Accessibility, 

and Inclusion, addressed the first research question set out for this study: What 

practices were currently in place to support the wide range of students who may be 

transitioning into a Grade 3 French immersion entry-point? This article described 

teacher beliefs and practices particularly as they relate to the suitability of French 

immersion for various learners. The second and third articles of this dissertation 

focused on the final two research questions of this study: (1) identifying and 

comparing the first and second language reading profiles of at risk and non at risk 

students, including reading development over time and knowledge and use of 

reading strategies and (2) the degree to which first language reading profiles can 

help identify second language students who may be at risk for reading difficulties. 

Reading Without Borders: At risk students transitioning from LI to L2 in French 

immersion shed light on the relationship between students' first and second language 

reading development. It also described students' use and transfer of reading 
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strategies across languages, the role of cross-linguistic transfer, and students' 

knowledge of and use of strategies in highlighting individual reading differences 

among L2 students. The final article, The Predictive Effects of Li and L2 Early 

Literacy Indicators on Reading in French Immersion, reported on the ability to use 

first and second language early literacy indicators such as alphabetic knowledge, the 

alphabetic principle, and phonological awareness to predict future second language 

reading achievement results. 

Synthesis of research findings 

These three articles, while quite distinct with respect to the nature of data 

collected and their focus, contribute to a broader ethnographic view of the transitions 

from Ll to L2 reading. In effect, these articles complement, build upon one another, 

and offer different perspectives to contribute to a greater understanding of the 

transition of Grade 2 students from learning to read in English to learning to read in 

French in Grade 3 French immersion. The overarching emphasis of this study was 

to identify ways by which to identify early on students who may be at risk for 

reading difficulties and examine emerging patterns of first and second language 

reading development of at risk and non at risk students. By doing so, I wanted to 

develop a deeper understanding of how best to deliver reading instruction and 

interventions for a wide range of learners in French immersion. 

Unexpected results from the data revealed that, before such a comparative 

analysis could take place, there was a need to report possible barriers to the inclusion 

in and participation of some at risk students in the immersion program. The 

widespread existence of beliefs and practices grounded in myths or traditional views 
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about second language acquisition points to a need for education about issues that 

potentially limit access to French immersion and contribute to abandonment of 

French immersion for various types of learners. Moreover, the first article highlights 

beliefs about and attitudes toward second language learning that influence and are 

being influenced by the sociocultural and sociopolitical context of this study. These 

findings have a direct link to this study as they may help shape current student 

demographics in French immersion. 

The second and third articles, which examined the links between students' 

first and second language reading development, build upon each other in such a way 

to provide distinct insights into the identification of second language students who 

may be at risk for reading difficulties. Findings from both these article support the 

claim that there are important lessons to be learned from students' first language 

early literacy and reading experiences. Locked away in immersion students' first 

language reading experiences are clues that can help in the identification of students 

at risk for reading difficulties. Not only do students of varying reading abilities 

exhibit similar reading patterns in their first and second language, but important 

early literacy skills previously acquired in one language have been shown to have 

predictive abilities in identifying who may be at risk for reading difficulties in a 

second language. This kind of evidence makes it possible to implement remedial 

assistance at the very early stages of French immersion. 

By documenting the reading experiences of typically developing students 

and students at risk for reading difficulties over a number of years, this study 

addressed the need to learn more about "the nature of individual differences in the 
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development of reading skills in L2" (Geva & Clifton, 1994, p. 650). I found that 

individual reading differences of the immersion students in this study predate their 

entry into the program with respect to both early literacy skills and their knowledge 

and use of reading related strategies. There is much to gain by tracking immersion 

students' first language reading development. Moreover, the findings of this study 

offer additional support to the concept of cross-linguistic transfer, particularly as it 

relates to metacognition and meta linguistics. Stronger immersion readers were 

better able to call upon meta-strategies to help support the acquisition of second 

language reading abilities. This study pushes discussions of cross-linguistic transfer 

toward a recently developed research paradigm called 'preparedness for future 

learning'. As Genesee, Geva, Dressler, and Kamil (2006) explained: 

The concept of preparedness for future learning emanates from current 

theories of transfer ( e.g. Bransford & Schwartz, 1998) that view the learner's 

use of knowledge from the first language as evidence of resourcefulness; that 

is, the learner's ability to generalize knowledge and abilities in the first 

language to second language literacy tasks is seen as a type of cross-language 

boot-strapping. Viewed from this perspective, transfer could entail not only 

corresponding or analogous skills, but also meta-linguistic or meta-cognitive 

skills that emerge from competence in the first language. (p. 161) 

These findings regarding cross-linguistic transfer, along with other findings of this 

study, have helped identify ways to better address specific reading needs in French 

immersion. This study seems to indicate that at risk immersion readers have not 

developed the same levels of sophistication with respect to meta-related reading 
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abilities, nor have their prior experiences in English, from Kindergarten to Grade 2, 

helped in narrowing the gap with respect to the amount and range of reading 

strategies that they effectively deployed when encountering reading difficulties. 

Implications for policy and decision-makers 

The New Brunswick government's decision to push back the early French 

immersion entry-point to Grade 3 in 2008 was based on the argument that "the 

current system segregates children in terms of their social class background and 

ability, and this has a detrimental effect on children's learning" (Willms, 2008, p. 1). 

This argument serves to reinforce the notion that stronger students enter French 

immersion and weaker students do not. Within the new system, all students from 

Kindergarten to grade 2 received all formal instruction in English. This policy 

emphasizes the development of solid literacy skills in the student's first language, 

but further promotes the misconception that students should have a solid grasp over 

their English literacy skills before undertaking the learning of a second language. 

Given this top down policy from the Department of Education, it is not 

surprising that, as this study revealed, some teachers within this system also share 

these views. The English language teachers involved in this study possess strong 

and largely unsubstantiated beliefs about second language education, particularly 

with respect to the suitability of French immersion for a wide range of learners and 

notions of needing strong first language literacy skills to access French immersion. 

It remains unclear whether the decisions made by policy makers reflect popular 

beliefs or whether teacher beliefs are influenced by the larger sociocultural and 

sociopolitical contexts. It is also possible that it is a combination of the two. What 
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is evident, and what this study reaffirms, is that myths about second language 

education still persist in our education system. These myths continue to shape 

attitudes toward second language learning and have the potential to influence 

inclusionary practice. 

Misconceptions about second language education need to be properly 

addressed when drafting education policies if the system is to support appropriate 

second language program options for a wide range of students. The findings of this 

study are an indication that there continue to be barriers to the participation of some 

students experiencing learning difficulties in French immersion, and that more needs 

to be done to promote immersion classrooms as inclusive environments where 

students with a wide range of difficulties "can learn successfully with integrated 

education that is adapted to their particular needs" (Baker, 2011, p. 346). Advocacy 

efforts for students with exceptionalities in second language programs are underway 

in some jurisdictions. As Manitoba Education (2007) states, "students with special 

needs have the same entitlement to be in the French Immersion Program as in any 

other program ... " (p. 9-1). Supporting such advocacy efforts is essential because it 

"provides students with the best learning opportunities that will meet their needs by 

removing barriers to their participation" (Alberta Education, 2009, p. 1 ). While 

advocating for students with exceptionalities in immersion, it is also important to 

advocate for appropriate support services for these students (Ontario's Ministry of 

Education, 2001). For example, Saskatchewan Learning (2005) provides 

administrators and teachers with a list of support services needed and available to 

accommodate and support various learner needs in French immersion. 
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Implications for educators 

The role of non-immersion school personnel. 

The education system also needs to consider the role that English teachers 

can play in advocating for and promoting the French immersion program for various 

types of learners. The results of this study suggest that English language teachers 

play a potentially important role in guiding parents in their decision-making process 

about the French immersion program. There is evidence to suggest that English 

teachers of students about to choose whether or not to enroll in French immersion 

may act, to some extent, as gatekeepers for the program. Unfortunately, teacher 

recommendations in this study were rarely grounded in second language research 

and as a result, parents were misadvised about the French immersion program option 

available to their children. 

Although not part of the study, school administrators also have a significant 

role to play in supporting inclusionary practices within French immersion contexts. 

According to Met ( 1987), support from the administration is the most important 

factor for the success of an immersion program. More specifically, school 

administrators are often called upon to provide valuable program options to parents. 

They are also asked to provide information pertaining to second language education 

to the school community and play an important role in promoting the program and 

its teachers (Boudreaux & Olivier, 2009; Met & Lorenz, 1997; Rehorick, 1995). 

Professional learning opportunities aimed at dispelling myths and misconceptions 

about second language acquisition are needed within the education system for 

players not traditionally taught to play a role in second language education, 

particularly 'gatekeeper' teachers and administrators. The findings of this study 
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indicate that English teachers play a role in advising parents and as such, they need 

to be brought on board as informed advocates of the French immersion program. It 

is recommended that English teachers and administrators be encouraged to play an 

increasingly important role in facilitating access to French immersion in order to 

address concerns over accessibility to the program. 

Early identification and interventions: Students at risk for reading 
difficulties. 

By providing a universal K-2 English program intended to promote strong 

English literacy skills, the NB government felt that teachers would be better able to 

provide early interventions to those in need. As the New Brunswick (2008) 

government document, Revised French Second Language Model, states: 

This Universal Program respects the importance of children achieving a 

strong foundation in literacy in their mother tongue ... Research studies 

show that a student's reading ability at the end of grade 3 is a more accurate 

predictor of school success than any other variable, and that programs 

designed to correct reading problems beyond third grade are largely 

unsuccessful (Pikulski, 1994; Wasik & Slavin, 1993). This time will also be 

used to assess students' learning needs and provide supports to address early 

learning challenges. (p. 1) 

The findings of the present study suggest that students who need additional support 

in learning to read in the L2 can be identified using early literacy indicators, both in 

students' L 1 ( administered prior to L2 learning) and in the L2 ( administered 

concurrently to L2 learning). These findings, along with others (for review see 

Bourgoin, 2014 ), refute the notion that students need to be/remain in the English-
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only stream in order for teachers to be able to "assess students' learning needs and 

provide supports to address early learning challenges" (New Brunswick, 2008, p.1 ). 

Regardless of when formal second language instruction begins, it is 

recommended that educators collect information about a child's reading 

development in both languages in order to develop a holistic reading profile. It is 

important for educators to analyze students' reading profiles for possible trends in an 

attempt to better understand students' specific reading needs. Educators attempting 

to identify students who may be at risk for reading difficulties should take into 

account recent studies that found that immersion students who need additional 

support in learning to read in French can be identified using early literacy indicators, 

administered in French or English (Bourgoin, 2014; Erdos, Genesee, Savage, & 

Haigh, 2013; Jared, Cormier, Levy, & Wade-Woolley, 2010). 

The growing body of research in this area would suggest that one should 

administer both L 1 and L2 predictor measures and examine the role of cross

linguistic transfer. Moreover, this study suggests that aspects of phonological 

awareness, particularly phoneme awareness, need to be explicitly taught early on, 

even in delayed-entry immersion programs. Although students can transfer their 

understanding of phonemes from one language to another, phonemes are language 

specific. There are also pedagogical implications regarding the administration of 

predictor measures at the onset of formal L 1 or L2 literacy instruction particularly in 

terms of identifying appropriate L 1 and L2 remedial support and implementing this 

support alongside regular classroom L2 literacy instruction. More specifically, 

classroom-based early literacy assessment measures, especially designed for use in 
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L2 contexts, need to consider the types of phonological, alphabetic principle, and 

alphabetic knowledge tasks given to students and in what language these tasks are 

performed. In this respect, additional research is needed to apply new 

understandings of L 1 and L2 early literacy predictor measures to effective targeted 

remediation or intervention programs. 

For educators concerned with the proper recourse for working with 

immersion students with reading difficulties, Genesee (2007b) suggested that 

although the research is somewhat limited, "effective interventions for second 

language learners with reading difficulties will incorporate many of the best 

practices of interventions for first language readers with difficulty" (p. 4). For 

example, research conducted in first language settings found improvements in 

students' phonological awareness skills and decoding with the use of direct, explicit 

instruction in phonological awareness. Similar results, although preliminary and 

done on a small scale, have been reported from immersion settings (Boumot-Trites, 

2008; Wise & Chen, 2009). 

With respect to reading strategies, the findings of this study indicate that 

particular emphasis needs to be placed on showing at risk students how to use a 

greater number of reading strategies and how to deploy a greater range of 

consolidated strategies when facing difficulties. Since the findings indicate that 

students at risk for reading difficulties do not possess high levels of metacognitive 

strategies, explicit instruction on how to regulate and self-monitor the reading 

process should be an integral part of focused early interventions. Teachers should 

focus on integrating transfer as a learning/reading strategy since it was not evident to 
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at risk immersion readers that such transfer could take place and be of benefit to 

them. There needs to be an increased awareness on the part of students, and teachers 

for that matter, of the benefits of language transfer. 

Well-designed professional development supporting struggling second 

language readers should be based on current applied research. Recommended 

teaching strategies for students with learning difficulties parallel those for teaching 

second language learners ( alternative explanations, gestures/pictures/voice to 

emphasize language, repetition of key concepts, pre-teaching vocabulary, frequent 

questioning, and alternate forms of expression). Moreover, professional 

development needs to focus on the fact that specific instructional adaptations used to 

support struggling learners also benefit other less struggling students (Lawrence

Brown, 2004). 

Implications for future research 

Through multiple data sets collected ethnographically, this study shed light 

on the role of first language reading acquisition with respect to young school age 

children and their reading development in French, their second language. The first 

and second language reading development of students from a wide range of 

academic abilities and backgrounds were documented in part because French 

immersion classrooms are becoming more heterogeneous. As policy-makers, 

researchers, and educators ponder the ethical and pedagogical implications of this 

reality, more research is clearly needed in all areas related to supporting various 

types of learners in French immersion. This study contributes to the body of 

research examining how best to support various types of readers entering second 
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language programs. However, more systemic questions remain such as the 

following: 

1. What barriers remain in terms of facilitating accessibility to and retention in 

French immersion? 

2. To what extent do different provincial governments address issues relating to 

the accessibility of French immersion for students with learning or academic 

difficulties? And, how can provinces learn from one another's best practices 

in this regard? 

3. Does delaying the early French immersion entry point reduce streaming in 

any substantive way? Does the delay in entry point facilitate inclusionary 

practices? 

Furthermore, "Today's French immersion classrooms are as diverse as those 

delivering other programs" (Alberta Education, 2009, p. 1). They include students 

whose first language is not English, students who are gifted, First Nations students, 

students of different socioeconomic status, and students with a wide range of 

difficulties including those with learning disabilities, low levels of academic 

intelligences, and behavioral challenges. More research is needed with respect to 

this diversity. 

Finally, there are also pedagogical questions that remain regarding how best 

to serve students at risk for reading difficulties, particularly in terms of inclusionary 

practices in French immersion and the effectiveness of particular reading 

interventions. As the debate over the suitability of French immersion for at risk 

learners persists and questions concerning appropriate accommodations, approaches, 
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and interventions remain relatively unexplored, there is a need for additional 

research in these areas. More work is warranted in the area of early first and second 

language literacy indicators and how these can be implemented in classroom 

environments to help identify at risk readers. Finally, considering the small body of 

literature examining the reading development of third language students, it would be 

worthwhile to examine the reading experiences of allophone students' enrolled in 

French immersion. 

Final thoughts 

French immersion classrooms have become increasingly more diverse, and 

with that, comes the need to promote second language inclusionary practices and 

policies. Concentrated efforts placed on strong second language inclusionary 

practices play an important role in ensuring continued access to and retention in 

French immersion programs. This particular study contributes to the field of second 

language education by adding academic knowledge to the French immersion debate. 

This study may also be influential in changing perceptions of French immersion as 

an elitist program by outlining the potential for greater inclusivity in the program. 

Although more research is needed with respect to the suitability of French 

immersion for specific learning challenges, research has consistently shown that the 

program poses no detrimental risk to typically developing students as well as 

students who may be at risk for academic or learning difficulties. It is imperative to 

continue finding mechanisms to help identify young second language students at risk 

for reading difficulties in order to be able to provide remedial help as quickly as 

possible. This study was part of this endeavor. The results of this study call for 
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renewed emphasis on the professional development of all stakeholders in the area of 

inclusion and immersion and more collaborative approaches in supporting at risk 

immersion learners with English teachers and administrators playing a key role in 

promoting French immersion for all. There is also a need for effective diagnostic 

tools for the early identification of these students coupled, and appropriate research

based intervention and remediation programs. If this happens, our education 

systems will be able to promote French immersion as the fully inclusive program 

that it should and can be. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A. Grade 2 teacher interview protocol 

General questions for teachers 

Questions relating to reading instruction 
1. Describe how reading instruction occurs in your classroom. What are the 

different purposes of instruction? To whom is the instruction targeted? 
2. Describe how reading strategies are taught? 
3. Describe how guided reading occurs in Grade 2. Why is it designed that 

way? What is the purpose? To whom is it targeted? 
4. Describe the effectiveness of these different classroom/Grade 2 approaches? 
5. What evidence do you use to inform instruction/decision-making? Are 

literacy predictors and/or literacy experiences from previous years (K-1) 
being used to inform practice? How so? 

6. Where do you think the school needs to go next in terms of reading 
instruction? 

Questions relating to the types of reading instructional adaptations 
(interventions) 

1. Describe the adaptations/interventions being used in your class. What are the 
purposes of these adaptations/interventions? For whom are they designed f? 

2. How did you come up with these interventions? 
3. Describe the effectiveness of these interventions. 

Questions relating to the students in the study 
1. Describe the students' reading development this year ( and previous years). 
2. What "red flags" were raised for this student, if any? 
3. Describe the types of interventions/adaptations he/she might have received 

( or is receiving). 
4. Describe the student personality, interests, interesting facts, etc. 
5. Is this child going into French immersion next year? 
6. What are your thoughts about this child for next year? 
7. How do you think he/she will do in Grade 3? 
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Appendix B. Letter from Multilingual Matters to book editor Dr. Katy Arnett giving 
permission to reproduce the article 

Dear Katy, 

Thank you for getting in touch to check whether your contributor can use her chapter 
as part of her dissertation portfolio. We are happy for her to do so, providing that 
she clearly references the publication in which it was published. If she were ever to 
publish the portfolio with a commercial publisher she would need to get formal 
permission from us to do so. 

Please can you forward my reply on to the contributor, as her email address seems to 
have got lost in the forwarding! 

Many thanks, 

Laura 

Laura Longworth 
Acquisitions Editor and Rights Manager 
Channel View Publications Ltd / Multilingual Matters 
St Nicholas House 
31-34 High Street 
Bristol BS 1 2A W 
UK 
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Appendix C. Student interview questions in Grades 2 and 3 

Saddler and Graham's (2007) version Modified version of interview guide 
of interview guide for reading (Grade 2) 

1. Why do you think they teach writing 1. Why do you think they teach reading 
in school? in school? 

2. How might learning writing help you 2. How might learning to read help you 
in school? in school? 

3. How might learning writing help you 3. How might learning to read help you 
in life away from school? in life? 

4. Suppose you were asked to be the 4. Suppose you were asked to be the 
teacher for your class today and you teacher for your class today and you 
had to explain to the class 'what is had to explain to the class 'what is 
good writing', what would you tell good reading', what would you tell 
the students about good writing? the students about good readin2? 

5. Why do you think some kids have 5. Why do you think some kids have 
trouble with writing- what makes trouble with reading - what makes 
writing hard for them? readin2 hard for them? 

6. What do good writers do when they 6. What do good readers do when they 
write? read? What does it mean to be a 

good reader? 
7. What if you were having difficulty 7. Let's say you were reading 

or trouble with a writing assignment, something and you were having 
what kind of things would you do? difficulty, what kind of things 

would you do? 

8. If you had to write your paper for 8. If you had to read for someone in 
someone in second grade, what kind Kindergarten, what kind of special 
of things would you do as you write things would you do as you read to 
your paper? them? 

9. When you are asked to write a paper 9. When you are asked to read in 
for class or for homework, what class, what kinds of things can you 
kinds of things can you do to help do to help you read? 
you plan and write your paper? 

French immersion Grade 3 - beginning of year interview guide 

1. What types of reading activities have you been doing in your class this 
year? 

2. Do you understand when the teacher reads the books? What strategies 
help you understand when the teacher reads aloud? 
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Questions about reading strategies in Li and L2: 
1. Do you use your English strategies when you try to read/understand 

French reading? 
2. What is different about reading in French from reading in English? 
3. What has your teacher taught you about reading in French (strategies)? 
4. Have you been reading books yet? If so, what kinds of books have you 

been reading? What do you think of them? Do you understand them? 
5. How is your teacher helping you read French books? 

French immersion Grade 3-middle and end of year interview guide 

Pre-reading questions: 
1. What does reading mean? 
2. Let's say the teacher gives you a story to read, what is the first things you 

do after she asks you to read. Do you start reading right away? 
Reading and post-reading questions: 

1. What happens in your brain when you read? What helps you read in 
French? 

2. What happens in your brain after you read? How do you remember what 
you've just read? What helps you remember? 

3. What do you do (what strategies do you use) when you come to a new 
word? 

4. How do you know if what you're reading is right? Do you correct your 
reading sometimes? How? How well do you think you did? What was 
good/hard? 

5. What do good readers do? What does it mean to be a good reader? 
6. What makes French reading hard for some kids? 

Other questions 
1. Compare strategies/what going on in the brain with two text; easy and 

hard 
2. You have a friend in grade 2 and he/she wants to know how you read in 

French. What would you tell your friend about reading in French? What 
tricks/advice would you give your friend? 

3. Let's pretend you're the new grade 3 French teacher and you have to 
teach students how to read. What would you teach them? What would 
you do with them? What kind of special things would you do as you read 
to them? 

4. Tell me a little about reading activities you do in class. What reading 
activities do you do? Do you understand when the teacher reads in 
French? What strategies help you understand when the teacher reads 
aloud? 

5. What is different about reading in French from reading in English? Do 
you use different strategies? Does knowing how to read in English help 
you to read in French? How so? 
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Appendix D. Second Language Learning Strategies Schemata (Oxford, 1990) 

Reading 
processes 

Memory 
strategies 

Strategies used 
to put words 
and meaning to 
memory 

Strategies used 
to recall words 
and meaning 
from memory 

Cognitive 
strategies 

Strategies used 
to achieve a 
particular 
reading goal 

Reading strategies 
( think-aloud protocols/interviews) 

Creating mental linkages: 
- Grouping ( similar or opposite words, verbs) 
- Associating words to other words in other languages 

Recall / recognition 
- Recalling known words 
- Recognizing groups of letters that form words / blends 

Applying images and sound: 
- Using imagery ( creating pictures or putting words/letters in head; 

drawing a picture) 
- Using key words ( combines sounds and image - recognize word and 

make mental image of word) 
- Representing sounds in memory (links words to sounds - rhymes, 

words that sound the same in Ll and L2) 

Reviewing well: 

Employing actions: 
- Using mechanical techniques (flashcards) 

Practicing: 
- Repeating (reading the passages several times) 
- Practicing naturalistically ( ex: out-of class reading) 

Receiving and retrieving messages: 
- Getting the idea or word quickly (rereading, skimming, looking back 

at words or phrases, looking and scanning picture; previewing 
questions) 

- Using resources (dictionary, word wall) 

Analyzing and reasoning: 
- Reasoning deductively ( ex: deriving hypothesis about word/meaning 

by using what is already known) 
- Analyzing expressions (rewriting words; chunking or stretching 

words) 
- Analyzing contrastively - analyzing sounds and words to determine 

likeness and differences to L 1 (look the same but sound differently; 
sound the same - analysis required) 
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- Translating 
- Transferring (from Ll to L2, from one context to another - words 

from games; sounds from stories & sound program) 

Creating structure for input and output: 
- Summarize (write the story down) 
- Highlighting (underlying, circling) 

Compensation Guessing intelligently: 
strategies - Using linguistic clues (what word would make sense in that sentence) 

- Using other clues (pictures for pre-reading, title, structure, etc.) 
- Skip the word 
- Substituting L2 words for L 1 words to make meaning 

Metacognitive Centering: 
strategies - Linking to prior knowledge 

- Paying attention (paying attention in general or paying attention to 
punctuation, silent end-letters) 

Strategies used 
to ensure Arranging and planning: 
reading goal - Setting goals and objectives; creating challenges 
has been met - Planning for task 

- Seeking or creating practice/learning opportunities 

Evaluating: 
- Self-monitoring/notice and correct ( doesn't sound right, check 

predictions) 
- Self-evaluating (the use of strategies, improvement; areas of 

difficulty) 

Affective and Affective strategies: 
social - Encouraging yourself (making positive statements about new 
strategies language or ability to learn) 

Social strategies: 
- Cooperating ( asking others for help) 
- Empathizing with others 
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Appendix E. Acceptance letter from the Canadian Modem Language Review's 
editorial board 

Dear Renee: 

Thank you for submitting your paper "The predictive effects of L 1 and L2 early 
literacy indicators on reading in French immersion" to the Canadian Modem 
Language Review Best Graduate Student Paper competition. This year we received a 
record number of submissions, and the Editorial Board found it challenging to 
choose the winning paper. The adjudicators assessed the manuscripts according to 
the following criteria: quality of literature/references; relevant scholarship 
investigated; quality/significance of research; appropriate research methods; 
originality of work; persuasiveness of argument; clarity of writing; presentation of 
research report; and overall quality. 

It is our pleasure to inform you that your submission has been chosen as this year's 
winner. Overall, the Board was very enthusiastic about your study, finding it original, 
well designed, and rigorously executed. We would like to publish your paper in a 
future issue of the CMLR ... 

Warmest congratulations on carrying out this excellent piece ofresearch! We look 
forward to publishing it in the CMLR. 

Sincerely, 

Daniele Moore and Murray Munro 
Co-Editors 
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