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Summary

This report aims to establish a profile of the children, families and communities participating
in the Readiness to Learn in Minority Francophone Communities project (Readiness to Learn
project), a demonstration project funded by Human Resources and Skills Development Canada
(HRSDC). The project tests a preschool child care program1, whose objective is to develop a
child’s language skills, knowledge and use of French, awareness of and identification with the
francophone culture as well as favor his/her preparation for school and overall development. The
program is evaluated using a quasi-experimental research design with non-equivalent
comparison groups. The research design comprises three experimental groups: a program group
made up of children enrolled in a francophone daycare centre offering the new preschool
program; a comparison group consisting of children enrolled at a francophone daycare centre
that does not offer the new program; and a comparison group of children who are cared for at
home or in an informal family daycare setting. The first comparison group aims to control for the
influence of a formal daycare centre on child development, a treatment in itself. The second
comparison group controls for the influence of an informal care setting on child development.
The project includes two participant cohorts—the first enrolled in 2007 and the second enrolled
in 2008.

The analyses presented in this report deal solely with data from the first cohort when
children’s mean age was three. Data were collected from May to December 2007, before and
shortly after the program was implemented. The primary aim of the analyses is to establish the
homogeneity of the experimental groups prior to the program’s implementation. The causal
inference resulting from a quasi-experimental research design is facilitated by the use of pre-
intervention measures of the outcomes (i.e. different components of child development) and their
associated correlates. These include parents’ socio-demographic profile, family processes and
community variables. The report also presents results of analyses comparing the socio-
demographic and linguistic characteristics of the study participants with those of respondents in a
national survey of the francophone minority. These analyses seek to establish the
representativeness of study participants compared to francophone populations living in a
minority context. The contents of this report are based on several sources of information,
including children’s initial assessment of their development, parents’ baseline survey,
community representatives’ survey, a census of early child care resources and services using
community mapping, and data from the Survey on the Vitality of Official-Language Minorities
(SVOLM). Two future reports will respectively present results of impact analyses and the
implementation study of the preschool child care program for the first cohort of participants.

CHILDREN'S INITIAL ASSESSMENT

Children were first assessed in October 2007 on five developmental domains, namely:
awareness of self and the environment, cognitive skills, language and communication skills,

1 Officially known as enriched child care services in HRSDC documents, SRDC, in agreement with HRSDC, will henceforth
refer to the program as the ““preschool child care program’’.

-11 -



physical/motor skills, and awareness and involvement in the francophone culture. Analyses were
performed to establish the homogeneity of the experimental groups at the outset of the
intervention.

Results of analysis of the initial assessment revealed:

An effect of the protocol used to determine the testing language on the scores
obtained by the children. It is important to note that the decisional tree (described in
detail in Appendix B) favoured administration of the test in French. Consequently, it
is quite possible that some children might have done better had their test been
administered in English.

Relatively low mean scores per domain for all children. The breakdown of scores
by domain illustrates a floor effect, indicating many of the questions were too
difficult for the children tested and that the majority of scores fell within the lower
portion of the postulated theoretical distribution of scores.

Lower scores in the program group compared to the two comparison groups in
four of the five domains tested in French. This result may be an artifact of the
testing language. The program group included a greater number of anglophone,
allophone and/or bilingual children who were tested in French. Additional analyses
showed that these children tended to obtain lower scores in domains affected by the
language spoken (e.g., language and communication skills) when their test was
administered in French.

The necessity to incorporate tools more sensitive to variations in children’s
language skill in order to verify the second research hypothesis, i.e. that the program
has a positive impact on children’s language skills.

PARENT'S BASELINE SURVEY

In the summer and fall of 2007, parents completed a baseline survey designed to establish
their socio-demographic and language profile, and to measure factors affecting children’s
readiness for school. A series of analyses were also performed at the outset of the intervention to
establish homogeneity between the experimental groups.

Results of analyses showed:

Parents’ socio-demographic profiles and family processes are generally comparable
across the three experimental groups (e.g., level of education, income, official
languages known and first language learned by mothers, social capital).

A language profile more oriented towards English in the program group. For
example, there were more: (1) fathers who spoke English only; (2) parents who spoke
English only in the home or with their child; and (3) parents using English only for
literacy activities.

Significant differences between experimental groups for two of the three variables
related to the francophone identity of the parents being studied. Results of analyses
underline that the program group identifies with both language groups (English and
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French) while the informal care comparison group mainly identifies with the French
language group. The program group’s perception of the francophone vitality in the
community was lower than the informal care comparison group. However, the
experimental groups did not differ in their involvement in the francophone culture.

¢ No significant difference between experimental groups in the languages used in child
care when children were aged 0 to 12 months, or at the baseline survey. However, a
larger number of children in the program group, aged 12-36 months, had been
exposed to an English child care setting than children in the comparison groups.

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF THE READINESS TO LEARN PROJECT
SAMPLE

The external validity of the study results was investigated using a series of analyses designed
to determine whether the Readiness to Learn project children were representative of preschool-
aged francophone children raised in a francophone minority community. To this end, the socio-
economic and language profiles of the Readiness to Learn project children and their family were
compared to those of participants to the Survey on the Vitality of Official-Language Minorities
(SVOLM) which took place in 2006-2007.

Main results of analyses suggest:

e Readiness to Learn project children are relatively representative of *‘young
francophone minorities’” living in the six geographic regions corresponding to the
Readiness to Learn project communities;

e Readiness to Learn project children are not representative of *“young francophone
minorities’” in terms of their family’s language profile (first language spoken by the
child, his/her mother and his/her father, and the first official language spoken);

e The level of generalisation of the Readiness to Learn project findings depends on the
proportion of new immigrants in the francophone minority population using daycare
services. If this proportion is relatively small, asappears to be the case for the
Readiness to Learn project, then the probability that the results be replicated in
another francophone minority population are greater. Conversely, should the
proportion of new francophone minority immigrants using daycare services be
relatively large, then the probability that the Readiness to Learn project results be
replicated in another francophone minority population will be smaller.

COMMUNITY REPRESENTATIVES’ SURVEY

The community representative survey, conducted between December 2007 to February 2008,
aimed to establish the availability of French resources and services, accessibility and barriers to
accessing these resources, the quality of these resources, the community profile and finally, the
challenges faced by the community with respect to services and resources targeting the early
years.
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The main themes raised during the interviews were:

e The lack of services or programs targeting young francophone children. In several
cases, respondents mentioned resources and services for older children but not for
early childhood.

e The language used for services and programs targeting young children. Respondents
perceived that, overall, services and programs are provided in English only, or in both
languages, but never in French only.

e The main barriers to accessing services identified by respondents were lack of
awareness or absence of services available in French, followed closely by a lack of
qualified French professionals. They also noted that distance plays an important role
in accessing community resources.

e A concern that francophone parents are being assimilated by the anglophone
majority. Respondents stated that parents tend to turn more to English, because it is
easier to access community resources or because one member of the couple is
anglophone.

e The significant number of new francophone arrivals in certain communities. Some
of these new arrivals settle in the community for short periods, and then return to their
place of origin. The degree of stability in a community’s population could explain
differences in investments made in the community’s well being and, by extension, in
the availability of resources for young children and families.

COMMUNITY MAPPING

A series of maps make it possible to link the locations of French resources and services with
the proportion of Francophones found in community neighbourhoods. Community mapping also
serves to conduct an analysis of the cultural capital (Landry, 1994) of organizations and
institutions targeting early childhood in a francophone minority community. It must be noted that
only those resources provided in French alone were considered in this analysis. This choice was
based on empirical studies showing that access to French-only resources helps to offset the
strong influence of the demographic and social weight of English on the daily lives of members
of the francophone community. The presence of multiple francophone settings favours the
preservation and flourishing of a language and ethnolinguistic identity (Landry, Allard and
Devreau, 2007).

The analysis of the cultural capital shows:

e That a very large majority of full-time daycare services, junior kindergarten and
drop-in daycare services (between 79% and 100%) are provided in French only. The
community of Orleans stands apart from the others with 69% of services provided in
French only.

e That the majority of or all literacy activities is available in French only in five of the
six communities. The smallest percentage is found in Cornwall, with 50% of these
activities available in French only.
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e A wide discrepancy between communities in the provision of educational resources
in French only. Only communities in New Brunswick provide all of these resources in
French only. In other communities, the availability of these resources in French only
varies between 40% and 82%.

e That a large percentage of sports, cultural and recreational activities are offered in
both official languages. In Saint John, all sports and leisure activities are offered in
French only. Edmundston only has one activity that is offered in French only. In other
communities, between one-quarter and two-thirds of activities are offered in French
only.

FUTURE ANALYSES

The results of the first data collection offered interesting considerations for impact analyses.
Other than age and gender, we retain the importance of inserting the home language profile in
impact analyses of the new preschool child care program on a child’s language and identity
development and on the child’s degree of readiness for French school. Baseline survey analyses
revealed that program group fathers were more anglophone than fathers of both comparison
groups, who are more francophone. A predominantly anglophone family environment could also
be seen within the program group. Having established this, the results of the first EYE-DA
assessment point to the presence of lower scores in all of domains assessed, with the exception of
motor skills development, among children who do not have French only as their mother tongue.
Preliminary analyses show the importance of considering the francophone cultural capital of
communities, the perceived francophone vitality in the community and the orientation of parents’
identity in predicting the language and identity development of francophone children living in
minority communities, as well as their degree of readiness for French school.
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1.0 Project summary

1.1 THE ISSUE

Being Francophone is conceptualized as a process that includes learning the French
language, constructing a francophone identity and culture, and integrating into a francophone
community. While belonging to a language group is a given in a context where the majority of
individuals share the same mother tongue, this natural process becomes complicated when an
individual is placed in a minority language situation.

In Canada, many francophone families fight to preserve their mother tongue in environments
where English is the predominant language. The latest data taken from the 2006 Census indicates
that close to 42% of Francophones living outside of Quebec speak English in the home, although
French remains a language that is used (Corbeil and Blaser, 2007). As for the language of
schooling of young Francophones outside of Quebec, it varies from one community to the next.
In New Brunswick, for example, 83% of children with one or two francophone parents attend
French school. This is only true for 26% of young Franco-Manitobans (Education quarterly
review, 2004).

Francophone children who attend French language schools in French minority communities
experience greater difficulties with the school program. For exemple, young Francophones in
minority communities obtain lower results in reading compared to their Canadian counterparts
(Bussiere, Cartwright et al., 2001; Canadian Council on Learning, 2008). These difficulties are
already present in third grade, as evidenced in the results obtained by young Ontario students
tested in 2007-2008 on their reading, writing and arithmetic skills (EQAQO, 2007-2008). Among
the youngest children in elementary schools, kindergarten teachers rated half of the sampled
students as having an overall knowledge of French below the provincial norm, using a
performance scale established by the Ontario government (Masny, 2006). The limited exposure
of these children to the French language, thereby limiting their development of French language
skills, would appear to be at the root of these difficulties. According to Bialystok (2006),
children with a limited knowledge of the language of instruction used at school are certain to
experience difficulties both in the classroom and in their social life.

It is therefore important to quickly come up with solutions that will increase the chances of
these young children of being successful at school and integrating into their community. A
longitudinal study showed that children in minority communities who grow up in a mainly
francophone environment (where French is the main language used in the home and the daycare
centre) obtain higher results on the receptive vocabulary test (as measured in the Peabody Picture
Vocabulary Test (PPVT)), and on the communications and general knowledge scales of the Early
Development Instrument (EDI) (Chartier et al., 2008). This trend continues as these children
reach third grade. Children raised in a francophone preschool-family environment obtained better
results in reading in third grade compared to francophone children raised in an anglophone
majority environment. Together, these results suggest that an early intervention with these
children, targeting both the family and preschool environment, could positively impact their
language development and by extension, their academic success. It is from these findings that the
research question investigated in the Readiness to Learn in Minority Francophone Communities
project originates.
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1.2 RESEARCH QUESTION

The purpose of this study is to answer the following research question: All things being
equal, does the new preschool program, which includes a daycare component and a parent-child
workshop component, have a significant impact on children’s language skills, francophone
cultural identity and school readiness? Additional research questions are also addressed: Who
benefits the most from this program? Is this program cost effective? Can the new program be
replicated? What factors explain its success?

1.3 READINESS TO LEARN IN MINORITY FRANCOPHONE
COMMUNITIES PROJECT (READINESS TO LEARN PROJECT)

The Readiness to Learn project tests a preschool child care program?, the objective of which
IS to increase a child’s language skills, knowledge and use of French, awareness of and
identification with the francophone culture as well as favour his/her preparation for school and
overall development. The project seeks to determine the benefits of this preschool program for
minority francophone children compared to other groups of children who are not exposed to the
program. The program was implemented in two waves. A first cohort began the program in the
fall of 2007 in six francophone minority communities (Saint John and Edmundston, New
Brunswick; Orleans, Cornwall and Durham, Ontario; and Edmonton, Alberta). A second cohort
was recruited in the fall of 2008 in two communities (Orleans and Cornwall) (Figure 1.1 shows
the location of the six communities at the national level). Among the children enrolled in the
program, some were exposed to it for a period of 12 months while others were exposed to it for a
period of 24 months.® Children’s development will be measured until 2011 for the first cohort
and until 2012 for the second cohort.

2 Officially known as enriched child care services in HRSDC documents, SRDC, in agreement with HRSDC, will henceforth
refer to the program as the ““preschool child care program’”.

3 The program will be tracked full-time, for the first 12 months only, for children in Durham and Orleans, where kindergarten
services are free for children aged 4. The program will be tracked full-time the first year and part-time the second year for
children in Cornwall. It will be tracked full-time, for 24 months, for the communities of Edmonton, Edmundston and Saint John.

-18 -



Figure 1.1: Location of the six participating communities, by geographical boundary, Statistics
Canada, 2006
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The new preschool child care program has two components: one focused on the child or on
“the daycare centre”, and one focused on the family. The child component includes child care
services and French language material that promote children’s development of French language
skills, French school readiness, knowledge of the francophone culture and sense of belonging to
the francophone community. These services were adapted from the Programme des
prématernelles fransaskoises (for children aged 4) developed by the Saskatchewan Ministry of
Learning. The family component consists of a series of 10 weekly parent-child workshops,
facilitated by literacy practitioners. The family component of the program was developed
specifically for the Readiness to Learn project by Eduk. It is based on the best practices in family
literacy issued by the Centre for Family Literacy. Its content is inspired from the well-known
programs of Literacy and Parenting Skills (LAPS), Chansons, contes et comptines, Grandir avec
les livres and Learning Together. These ““family workshops’” are an opportunity for parents to
better understand the challenges involved in children’s development in a linguistic minority
context, to better support their child’s learning process, and to become aware of the resources
and services offered to francophone families in their community. This component also includes
some of the daycare program elements to ensure there is cohesion in the approach, values and
objectives endorsed by both components, and to reinforce children’s learning.
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The preschool program as a whole is based on an integrative perspective and attempts,
through different channels, to affect key sources of influence on children’s development. The
following sections describe the challenges faced by preschool-aged children growing up in a
linguistic minority community, then focus on the different sources of influence on early
childhood development.

1.4 COMPONENTS IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF CHILDREN LIVING IN
MINORITY COMMUNITIES

1.4.1 School readiness or factors contributing to academic achievement

Like all school-aged children, young Francophones in minority communities must be
prepared to start school. This transition is important as underlined by studies conducted in this
area. There is, in fact, a strong connection between school readiness and academic success
(Lemelin and Boivin, 2007). Some indicators can predict a child’s disposition to learn at school
as early as age three (Thomas, 2006).

The expression “‘school readiness” is a multidimensional concept. According to Doherty
(1997, p. 25), it mainly refers to a child’s ability to handle the tasks assigned at school, such as
remaining seated and assimilating material. It also includes components that must be put in place
between birth and the age of six in order to ensure, not only a successful education, but also
““success in all aspects of adult life, particularly in the labour market...”” Five dimensions of
school readiness are common to a body of research (Meisels & Atkins-Burnett, 2006):

1) physical well being and age-appropriate development of motor skills;
2) emotional health and a positive approach to new experiences;

3) age-appropriate social knowledge and skills;

4) age-appropriate language skills; and

5) age-appropriate general knowledge and cognitive skills.

While points 1, 4 and 5 are dimensions generally associated with the successful completion
of tasks required to succeed in school, points 2 and 3 also help to predict a child’s chances of
success. Children’s ability to control their emotions and their general attitude in class (for
example, being able to sit quietly all day long or being curious about what is being taught), along
with their social skills, are all key elements of academic achievement. The National Education
Goals Panel (Meisels and Atkins-Burnett, 2006) recognizes that these five dimensions cannot be
separated from family, school, and community and that school readiness must be examined in
relation to these sources of influence.

1.4.2 Linguistic and cultural aspect: a particular component for this group of
children

Within the context of the Readiness to Learn project, language and identity dimensions are
more important than in other studies on child development. In this case, children must get ready
to attend school in French. Their mastery level of the French language will impact their success
later (Chartier et al., 2008). These children are exposed to two different cultures at a time when
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they are defining their self-identity. In fact, the majority of children participating in the
Readiness to Learn project are from exogamous families; all are growing up in a context where
the culture in the home is different from that shared by the majority of individuals outside of the
home. The first studies into the importance of culture on child development were conducted by
Vygotsky (1978). The culture in which a child is raised will influence the development of his/her
language skills and overall ability to learn, via the integration of social symbols to which the
child is exposed. Hence, the social environment in which a child is raised is necessarily
incidental to the child’s construction of a cultural and linguistic identity and his/her overall
development.

1.4.3 Developmental trajectory

Evaluating an intervention that is targeted at factors known to influence the course of child
development provides a unique opportunity to test a theoretical model. By following the
developmental trajectory of the children who participated in the intervention, it is possible to
demonstrate that the manipulation of certain causal factors can have a direct and long term
influence on child development and thereby constitutes a more solid theoretical test than
correlational evidence (Lacourse et al., 2002).

From a statistical viewpoint, developmental trajectories are clear demonstrations of
individual change, contrary to repeated measures that consider the evolution of the group. They
are also flexible, which means that individuals do not have to be measured simultaneously or
have an equal number of assessments. The use of trajectories is possible even when, for example,
data are missing (Dupéré et al., 2007). According to Curran and Willoughby (2003), the
trajectory of individual development is a latent continuous process that can be mapped on a
graph and whose approximation can be obtained by taking several points in time. The curve is
presented as a function of time in abscissa, and may take the form of a linear or quadratic
association.

By means of developmental trajectories, we will be able to test the hypothesis that the new
preschool child care program, with its two components, has a significant impact on children’s
language skills, francophone cultural identity and school readiness beyond the development that
would take place in the absence of such a program and independently of other external factors
that may come into play.

In order to track the school readiness of children living in francophone minority communities
and the effects of the Readiness to Learn project, we must first identify the key variables
affecting the development of these children and determine which variables will interact with the
program to influence outcomes.

1.5 SOURCES OF INFLUENCE ON CHILD DEVELOPMENT

The Readiness to Learn project is based on an ecological vision in which factors at different
levels influence child development. This vision is clearly depicted in Bronfenbrenner’s
ecological model (1979). He was the first researcher to put into words and images the entire
system of influences that affect child development. His model is based on three premises: 1) the
child is at the centre of the model; 2) the model is built around the child’s experiences (which are
considered to be engines of development); and 3) this type of model considers the connections
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between the child’s different environments. The Bronfenbrenner model has five systems
(Figure 1.2):

e Microsystem: Immediate surroundings (family, school, daycare program, peers,
neighbourhood).

e Mesosystem: Interactions between immediate environments (e.g., between home and
school).

e Exosystem: External environment that indirectly affects the child (such as parents’
jobs).

e Macrosystem: Larger cultural context (e.g. Western culture vs Eastern culture,
national economy, political culture, sub-culture).

e Chronosystem: Structure of events affecting the environment and transitions over a
lifetime.

Within the context of the Readiness to Learn project, where the focus is on young children in
linguistic minority communities, three of the systems in the Bronfenbrenner model are
particularly important. First, the microsystem, via family characteristics and the child care setting
characteristics, influences child development. For family characteristics, we distinguish between
contextual variables from family processes (this division is based on the NLSCY, Statistics
Canada, 2006a). Contextual variables are *‘factual’’ data that are known to be important for
children’s development (e.g. the family composition). Next is the mesosystem, encompassing
ties between the family and the child care setting that also play a role in early childhood
development. Finally, the macrosystem—the community in which the child is raised and
particularly its linguistic characteristics —is a relevant source of influence for this project.

Figure 1.2: Bronfenbrenner’'s complete ecological system (1979)
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Source: In UW-Extension ABC Project, Appendix B (November 2004), loose translation.
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1.5.1 Microsystem: family environment (contextual variables)

Child development is affected by many factors intrinsic to the child, such as the child’s fetal
history and birth weight, and the duration of the pregnancy. In addition to the inherent
characteristics of a child, research has identified over the years a series of environmental factors
that may affect a child’s development. The contextual variables of the family environment are
among the factors that contribute most strongly to a child’s development (Sanders and
Morawska, 2006). These include the family composition, family income, parents’ level of
education, and the languages used in the home.

Family composition

In the Readiness to Learn project context, our focus is on the family variables that influence
child development, particularly those having an influence on the child’s language development.
Therefore, birth order is an important variable. Studies show that, on average, first born children
have a larger vocabulary than their siblings (Tamis-LeMonda and Rodriguez, 2008).

Family type (two-parent, single-parent, blended, etc.) is also a variable to consider. A study
conducted using NLSCY longitudinal data showed that the type of family (two-parent or single-
parent) had a direct influence on several aspects of child development. Among children aged six
to eleven, the authors concluded that ““Two-parent households [...] had children who were less
hyperactive, more academically skilled, less anxious or depressed, and (judged by teachers)
good in academic standing.”” (Adams and Ryan, 2000, p. iii). However, it is not so much the
family composition as the factors associated with being a single parent, such as maternal stress or
the drop in family income, that affect the child a priori, hence the importance of interpreting
results with caution.

Gross family income

Hundreds of studies have demonstrated a relationship between poverty and a child’s health,
academic achievement and behaviour. However, few of these studies have examined the effects
of the timing, length and degree of poverty. It is easy to see the numerous ways in which an
insufficient family income might affect child development: insufficient nutrition, reduction in
learning situations, instability in the family home, schools with less resources, family violence,
etc. (see Duncan and Brooks-Gunn, 1997). Some studies, such as one done by Berger and
colleagues (2005), confirmed the hypothesis that low income influences the outcome of child
development through its multiple effects on the home environment. Though the causal
relationship between low income and child outcomes (intellectual and behavioural) is quite clear,
the interpretation of their connection remains a subject of debate, along with the political
implications.* Recent studies on the subject tend to show two main “‘routes’” by which low
income could potentially affect a child: the physical environment and the quality of parenting
practices (Berger, Paxson and Waldfogel, 2005).° In other words, poverty affects the purchase of
material assets for the family in addition to affecting the family stress level, which in turn,
influence child development. Many studies based on national data have shown that the level of

4 For example, direct cash transfers to families would be sufficient if there was a causal relationship between income, the quality
of a child’s environment and the outcomes (Berger et al., 2005).

5 The first theory was initially developed in economic literature (e.g. see Becker, 1993) and the second one within the context of
developmental psychology (Dearing et al., 2006).
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cognitive stimulation introduced in the home environment (as measured by learning material and
parenting practices related to learning) explains between 33 to 50% of the association between
income and different child outcomes on cognitive and language development (Dearing, Berry
and Zaslow, 2006).

Studies also tend to demonstrate that the harmful effects of poverty on a child’s cognitive
development and academic success are greater during the preschool period than at any other time
(Dearing et al., 2006). This finding is therefore important to consider when assessing the
Readiness to Learn project program impacts.

Parents’ level of education

Like family income, parents’ level of education is an important factor in a child’s success
(e.g. see Haveman and Wolfe, 1995). Unfortunately, the mechanism through which parents’
education influences child development has been less studied. Klebanov and colleagues (1994)
demonstrated that a mother’s level of education and family income are important factors in
developing a physical environment favoring learning, however only education is an important
factor for warm parenting practices. A series of studies by Davis-Kean (2005) concluded that
parents’ education influences child development not only through the social success of the
parents, but also through their beliefs and their behaviours toward their child. We can therefore
see that parents’ level of education is important to child development above and beyond the
socio-economic context to which it is often associated.

Mother’s age when the first child is born

The mother’s age when her first child is born is another factor that has multiple effects on
child development. Studies show that a mother’s age when her first child is born impacts on the
development of the first child as well as all subsequent children after controlling for parenting
practices and family functioning (Tremblay et al., 2004). Of particular interest for our study, we
must bear in mind that very young mothers provide their child with less complex language
stimulation. They use a vocabulary that is less rich and verbally stimulate their children less
(Tamis-Lemonda and Rodriguez, 2008). This behaviour impacts the child, whose language
development may be insufficient to ensure successful school performance.

Language(s) spoken in the home

It is important to be aware of a child’s linguistic environment since it influences the child’s
academic success (Chartier et al., 2008). This information can be obtained through knowledge of
the languages spoken in the child’s environment, particularly by the child’s parents, older
siblings and friends, both in the home and outside of the home. It will then be possible to create
an overall profile of the linguistic influences the child is exposed to.

1.5.2 Microsystem: family environment (family processes)

In addition to the descriptive characteristics of families, family processes have a definite
influence on child development. The mother’s mental health, social support network, family
functioning, parenting practices, and family’s literacy activities are all elements that interact with
child development.

-24 -



Mother’'s mental health

Parents” mental health has a huge influence on family functioning and on the overall
development of their children (Ryan and Adams, 1998). A mother’s level of depression has a
strong impact on child development, whether the child is a newborn baby, a preschooler or of
school age. A mother’s depression during a child’s early years causes behavioural and cognitive
problems. Children growing up in this context develop less autonomy and interact less with those
around them. We also observed that these children have fewer play periods and are less creative
in their play (Bernard-Bonin, 2004). This is therefore an important factor that influences a child’s
developmental trajectory.

Social support network

Social support has long been studied as an element positively contributing to a family’s
quality of life and having an impact on child development. Landry (2008) speaks of the buffer
effect of social support, which mitigates the negative effects of personal and social stressors. In
most studies, social support is defined along three axes: emotional support, instrumental support
(the perception of reliable people one can go to and tangible assistance) and informational
support (provision of advice or information) (Legault, 1995). A mother’s ability to obtain social
support has important indirect consequences on child development. A lack of social support is
linked to an increased risk of poverty and by extension, to problems in children’s development
(Evans, 2004). Social support even has an influence on a child’s physical health. Children in less
fortunate families tend to have more illnesses when their family receives little social support
(Séguin et al., 2007). These important short and long term repercussions justify the inclusion of
this factor in studies on child development.

Family functioning

Beyond a mother’s psychosocial difficulties, the overall household environment is also an
element that a researcher should consider in relation to child development. Family functioning is
defined as the quality of family relationships, in terms of both the quality of communications,
and the understanding that family support is available. From a social standpoint, family
functioning is highly associated with aggressive developmental trajectories in children
(Tremblay et al., 2004). With respect to language development, a child’s ability to acquire
vocabulary is associated to family functioning—how well the family members get along and
communicate with each other (Desrosiers and Ducharme, 2006). Family functioning therefore
has many significant impacts over the course of a child’s life.

Parenting practices

As the child’s first educators, parents play a key role in their child’s development and ability
to function. Parenting style will influence a child’s social, intellectual, moral and emotional
development (Bornstein and Bornstein, 2007). Parenting styles have two components: sensitivity
which measures to what degree the parent listens to the child and is able to respond to the child’s
needs and interests; and control (or demandingness) which refers to the degree of supervision
and discipline, and the degree to which the parent demands from the child obedience and self-
control (Canadian Council on Learning, 2007). Studies on the subject indicate that children
display better language skills and have higher I1Q test scores when their parents are more
encouraging and less controlling (Sanders and Morawska, 2006). It is therefore important to
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measure these two components when it comes to tracking a child’s language and cognitive
development.

Literacy activities

Experiences acquired during early childhood affect a child’s language skills upon school
entry (Doherty, 1997). According to Desrosiers and Ducharme (2006), children who were read to
regularly are less likely to show vocabulary delays. Reading in the home at an early age (before
the age of three and a half) is even associated with improved verbal capacity in children who
demonstrated language problems. Likewise, parental involvement in learning activities in the
home is predictive of a child’s social adjustment and adaptation to school in the long term (1zzo
etal., 1999). As Ginsburg (2007) reminds us, during early childhood, free play offers a unique
learning opportunity for children and helps to prepare them for school life. Parents play an
important role in structuring a time and place for free play. Participating in their child’s games
also provides parents with an opportunity to follow the child’s development and to solidify their
emotional bond with their child.

1.5.3 Microsystem: child care setting

The characteristics of the child care setting influence child development in numerous ways.
For several years, psychologists and educators have concluded, based on their observations and
experiences, that non-parental care also impacts on a child’s cognitive and language
development (Duncan, 2005). To be more precise, the quality of a child care setting affects
children’s cognitive and language development, their school readiness and their behaviour
(Cleverland et al., 2006). Moreover, this impact varies greatly depending on certain family
factors. For example, the effects of a high quality child care environment are more noticeable on
children growing up in a less fortunate socio-economic context (Burchinal et al., 2000).

A daycare centre can be a place of learning, leading to better academic skills. For example, in
studies conducted in the United States, daycare attendance was associated with higher reading
and arithmetic scores for five year olds entering kindergarten (also see, for example, Howes et
al., 2008). Adequate material, including quality games and books, an appropriate physical
environment and affectionate educators who support child development, can be beneficial for all
children and more so for children living in a difficult family situation. The quality of child care
services can take two forms: structural quality, which includes factors that can be modified
through legislation (educator’s diploma, working hours, size of the group, etc.) and the quality of
processes, determined by the child’s experience in the child care environment (quality of
activities provided and of the relationship with the educator) (Burchinal et al., 2000). For the
purposes of the Readiness to Learn project, this information was gathered through observations.
This information will allow comparisons to be made between the daycare component of the
tested program and activities offered in the comparison group daycares.

In a francophone minority context, the linguistic aspect is of particular importance in
studying the impact of a daycare program. Exposing a preschooler to a French daycare positively
impacts on his/her academic success. Chartier and colleagues (2008) demonstrated this fact in a
study using longitudinal data from 217 children living in a francophone community in
Manitoba.® Children exposed to French in both the family and the daycare environments scored

6 The study’s name is the ““Tots Study’”, also referred to as the *“1997 Manitoba Birth Cohort Study’’.
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higher on the PPVT (which measures receptive vocabulary), and on the EDI communications
and general knowledge tests, compared to children who were exposed to French only in the
home.

1.5.4 Mesosystem: relationship between the family and the child care setting

The mesosystem consists of the links between the various systems in which the child is
placed. These links contribute to child development in a unique manner. Several studies support
the idea that the link between the school and the family contributes to child development.
Children whose parents are involved in their school life tend to adjust better to school and social
situations compared to other children. They also have a more positive attitude toward school and
display higher aspirations for their future, regardless of family income and parents’ level of
education (Connors and Epstein, 1995). The same parallel has been drawn between parents’
involvement in a preschool setting and children’s’ pre-literacy skills. Parents who get involved
by talking to the educator, asking how their child’s day went and participating in child care
activities, have children who demonstrate a broader vocabulary, greater phonological awareness
and better pre-writing skills (Arnold, Zeljo, Doctoroff and Ortiz, 2008). The program
implemented in the daycare centre and family workshops highlights the importance of a close
collaboration between parents and educators. Qualitative data will help document this aspect by
comparing the openness to include parents in daycare centres where the program was offered to
the comparison group daycares.

1.5.5 Macrosystem: community variables

More and more authors acknowledge the important influence of community characteristics
on child development (Hertzman and Kohen, 2003; Moore, 2005). A community environment
promotes children’s cognitive development as well as their physical and emotional health
(Willms, 2007). Two key factors have an impact on child development: a neighbourhood’s social
capital and the availability of resources to families.

Social capital

Social capital refers to ““the networks of social relations that may provide individuals and
groups with access to resources and supports’” (Policy Research Initiative, 2005, p. 6). This set
of networks contributes to boosting a community’s well-being, improving the health of its
population and reducing its crime rate, all of which have an influence on child development
(OCDE, 2001).

Availability and use of resources

The availability and use of community resources targeting young families in the community
is proving to be an important factor on child development. According to Connor and Brink
(1999), certain categories of community resources are particularly important for child
development, such as health and education systems, entertainment and culture, social programs,
special needs programs, and sports and leisure activities. Research shows that children benefit
from the use of community resources (Xu, 2008). Community services act as vital supports for
children and their families (Hertzman and Kohen, 2003). However, parents are the ones who
control children’s access to social activities outside of the home, such as play groups, story time
at the library, playgrounds, etc. Hence, it has been recognized that the effects of community
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characteristics on child development operate indirectly through parents (Kohen, Hertzmen and
Brooks-Gunn, 1998).

In the context of a francophone minority community, French services and resources for the
early years are seen more as a protective element, ensuring the integration and preservation of
the French language (CNPF, 2005). This notion of a protective element is inspired by Breton’s
(1964) construct of institutional completeness. At the extreme end of the continuum, a
community with institutional completeness would provide its francophone population with the
possibility of conducting all of their daily activities in French. It follows that the presence of
French institutions within a community promotes the creation of social networks and increases
the social cohesion within the community. Landry (1994) used this notion of a complete
institutional infrastructure in his work on the four forms of capital—demographic, political,
economic and cultural—that have a tremendous influence on the development, preservation, and
even renewal of a community’s ethnolinguistic vitality’. It is through this ethnolinguistic vitality
that minority communities manage to preserve their sense of pride and belonging, contributing to
an integration, and not the assimilation, of the francophone language and culture to the majority
community. One of these forms of capital—cultural capital—*...refers to the resources and
information that act as agents in passing on culture’” (Landry, 1994, p. 18, quoted in Guimond,
2003). The author postulates that the assessment of this cultural capital may be achieved through
the diversity of educational institutions and access to cultural resources in the community.
Landry, Allard and Deveau (2007) stated that French schools — especially the presence of a
school system that allows young Francophones to study in French from preschool to high school
— play a crucial role in the development, preservation and growth of a complete institutional
infrastructure. Within the preschool realm, formal daycare centres, junior kindergarten, family
daycare services, extracurricular programs, resource centres and play groups pave the way to
schooling in French (Gilbert, 2003).

7 See Guimond (2003) for an overview of studies on ethnolinguistic vitality in a minority community.
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2.0 Methodology?

This section outlines the methodology used for the Readiness to Learn project. It draws on
several documents submitted in 2007 to the Technical Authority. The first part describes the
Readiness to Learn project participants, the second part presents the experimental design
developed by SRDC, and the third part states the hypotheses resulting from the study. Finally,
the last part of the document describes the three main measurement tools used in the study.

2.1 PARTICIPANTS

To reiterate, project participants were from francophone minority communities in:
Edmonton, Alberta; Cornwall, Orleans and Durham, Ontario; Edmundston and Saint John, New
Brunswick. Potential project participants had to meet the following eligibility criteria:

1) One of the child’s parents had to be an “‘ayant droit’’ under the terms of the
Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms (section 23), which meant that the child
was eligible to attend French school. However, children of immigrants who were not
““ayant droit’’, but whose first official language was French, were admitted
unconditionally.

2) The children had to be aged between 2 years and 8 months and 3 years and 8 months
as of September 1, 2007.

3) The parents had to have the intention of registring their child in a French school.

The first criterion was established in order to define the target population—in other words,
children with access to French school, since the program being tested was designed to increase
language skills in preparation for French school. The second criterion was put in place for two
reasons: the first is that the measurement tools was adapted to a minimum for children in this age
bracket, and the second, children needed to be exposed to the program for as long as possible
before beginning school.

The final criterion was in fact seldomly used. In general, the topic of registration was briefly
discussed with the parents. SRDC was aware that parents of children that young may not have
already chosen a school. However, if the parents said that they had already decided on an English
school, then SRDC made a decision not to pursue obtaining informed consent, since the new
program is partly designed to better prepare children for French school.

The size of the sample expected by SRDC was established to ensure the ability to detect a
medium size effect with a high degree of confidence (0=0.05), 19 times out of 20 (Cohen, 1988).
For three groups, this number is 165 children, equally distributed between the program group
(n=55), the formal daycare comparison group (n=55) and the informal care comparison group
(n=55).

8 Technical terms are defined in the glossary located in Appendix H.
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2.2 EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

The program is assessed using a quasi-experimental design with non-equivalent control
groups. The design includes three experimental groups: a program group made up of children
enrolled in a francophone daycare centre that offers the new preschool program; a comparison
group of children enrolled in a francophone daycare centre that does not offer the new program;
and a comparison group of children who stay at home with a parent or attend a family daycare.
The first comparison group controls for the influence of a formal daycare centre on child
development; which is in itself a treatment. The second comparison group controls for the
influence of an informal care setting on child development. A targeted sampling strategy was
used to generate relatively homogenous comparison groups to the program group so as to
eliminate the influence on studied outcomes of factors other than those measured. Hence,
particular care was taken to target participants with a demographic profile similar to that of the
program group (e.g., socio-economic level) and living in the same area, thereby ensuring that
they are located near the same francophone resources and services as the program group.®

The causal inference resulting from a quasi-experimental design is facilitated by the use of
pre-intervention measures of outcomes and their associated factors. Important variables to
measure at the outset of the intervention were the study outcomes, children’s developmental
dimensions, and their correlates. These measures help establish if children in the three
experimental groups present a similar pre intervention profile. Likewise, measures of correlates
serve to verify which factors associated to child development must be taken into consideration in
future analyses. If, for example, significant differences were noted between boys’ scores and
girls’ scores, then gender should be considered in future analyses.

2.3 MEASURES

The three tools used for taking pre-intervention measures were developed by Douglas
Willms, University of Fredericton in New Brunswick. The outcome, i.e. the trajectory of child
development, is obtained using the EYE-AD. The baseline survey gathered data from parents on
the various sources of influence on child development presented in section 1.5. Finally, a first
survey was administered to community representatives to gather data on community resources.

2.3.1 Early Years Evaluation — Direct Assessment (EYE-AD)

The Early Years Evaluation — Direct Assessment (EYE-AD) was administered to children in
the fall of 2007, at the start of the new preschool child care program. The test was then
administered every four months for the entire span of the Readiness to Learn project. Children
will have taken the test seven times altogether. The trajectory plotted from this series of
assessments will help to establish whether the program group children progressed further in their
development than the comparison groups children (i.e. whether the average slope of the program
group is steeper and/or higher than those of the comparison groups), thereby indicating a
potential impact from the new program.

9 Readers interested in learning more are invited to read the Revised Work Plan and Methodology Report submitted to HRSDC
on March 30, 2007.
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This instrument is mainly designed to measure school readiness from a multidimensional
perspective. The child development dimensions linked to starting school measured by the EYE-
AD correspond to those recognized by a consortium of 17 American states (Rhode Island KIDS
COUNT, 2005). In addition to measuring recognized child development dimensions, the EYE-
AD focuses on assessing cognitive and language development (Willms, 2007). It has five
domains, each covering one aspect of child development:

Domain A: Awareness of self and the environment (16 questions)

Domain B: Cognitive skills (17 questions)

Domain C: Language and communication (14 questions)

Domain D: Physical/motor skills (fine and gross motor skills) (16 questions)
Domain E: Awareness and involvement in francophone culture (6 questions)

Each domain has a certain number of questions presented from easiest to most difficult (the
item score ranges from 0 to 4 points or from 0 to 3 points). The first four domains are relatively
similar to existing tests (an overview of tests that measure school readiness is presented in
Appendix A). Domain A, Awareness of self and the environment, measures a child’s general
knowledge; domain B, Cogpnitive skills, measures various concepts such as knowledge of
numbers, association and short term memory; domain C, Language and communication,
measures language skills; and domain D, Physical/motor skills, assesses fine motor skills using a
booklet provided to the child and assesses gross motor skills (the child must complete different
tasks: jump, stand on one foot, etc.). These domains (other than domain D) require the use of test
plates or objects that the child can point to or handle. While a test is being given, it is possible to
see a child reach a “*plateau’” in a given domain, when questions become too difficult.
Assessment of a domain is stopped when a child obtains a score of 0 or 1 on three consecutive
items. The evaluator then moves on to the next domain.

Finally, the administration of domain E, Awareness and involvement in francophone culture,
has two other objectives: establish a friendly rapport with the child and determine in which
language the test should be given.'® Domain E contains questions on children’s preferences with
respect to books, television programs and songs, the language of these resources (English or
French), and the languages spoken with their parents and friends. This domain also helps to
assess the child’s level of involvement in the francophone culture and was especially created for
the Readiness to Learn project: *“...we developed six new items that assess children’s knowledge
of the beliefs and values, and behaviours and customs that francophone community members
share with one another and transmit from one generation to the next.”” (Willms, 2007, p. 4). The
procedure for administering the EYE-AD and the decisional tree used to determine the language
of the test are described in detail in Appendix B.

Psychometric properties

The EYE-AD presents good psychometric properties in the analyses performed on the
Readiness to Learn project sample. Results of EYE-AD factorial analyses confirmed the

10 The Peabody Picture VVocabulary Test (PPVT) was initially proposed for determining the testing language, but for the purposes
of time and redundancy in the data gathered, this idea was unanimously rejected during a teleconference between Doug Willms
and SRDC on November 29, 2006.
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unidimensionality of each of the domains in the French version of the test, as theorized.* The
internal consistency (with Cronbach alpha) of each domain proved to be very good, with internal
consistency coefficients varying from 0.86 to 0.92 for the French version of the test and from
0.79 to 0.90 for the English version. These internal consistency coefficients correspond to those
obtained by Willms (2007) in his study to validate the EYE-AD (see Table 2.1). The reader
should note that unlike the other domains, domain E measures both francophone and anglophone
aspects. The internal consistency coefficient was only calculated for the francophone aspect.

Table 2.1: Psychometric properties of the EYE-AD sub-scales

Cronbach Alpha Cronbach Alpha Cronbach Alpha
(number of items) (number of items)

Domains Willms pilot project Readiness to Learn project
Awareness and involvement in the francophone 0.94 (6) 0.80 (6)
culture (E)
French
Awareness of self and the environment (A) 0.81 (12) 0.91 (16)
Cognitive skills (B) 0.72 (16) 0.86 (17)
Language and communication (C) 0.87 (12) 0.92 (14)
Physical/motor skills (D) 0.84 (12) 0.90 (16)
English
Awareness of self and the environment (A) 0.92 (16) 0.87 (16)
Cognitive skills (B) 0.93 (17) 0.79 (17)
Language and communication (C) 0.93 (14) 0.90 (14)
Physical/motor skills (D) 0.97 (16) 0.88 (16)

2.3.2 Baseline survey

The aim of the baseline survey administered to parents in the summer and fall of 2007 wast o
establish a profile of the children, their families and the environment in which they are growing
up. It is being followed by six surveys administered throughout the duration of the project. The
baseline survey contains measures of factors relevant to child development within a minority
context. The survey incorporates several items from the Survey on the Vitality of Official-
Language Minorities (SVOLM) and the NLSCY allowing for comparisons to eventually be made
between Readiness to Learn project results to those obtained in these surveys.

Summary of the instrument: measured dimensions

The baseline survey administered to parents comprised six sections: general information;
parent-child interactions; social capital and social support; identity; environment and
Francophonie; and past child care services. Table 2.2 presents the dimensions measured in the

1 1t was impossible to perform a factor analysis on the English version of the test due to the low number of individuals who
responded in this language (63 cases under domain C and 44 under the other domains). A minimum of 160-170 cases per
domain are desirable in to order to ensure the statistical validity of calculations (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2005).
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baseline survey, a brief description of each, and the internal consistency coefficient for the
Readiness to Learn project sample.

Table 2.2: Summary of the variables measured in the baseline survey

Section of the Components measured Cronbach Description
baseline survey alpha
Readiness
to Learn
project
| — General information Person most knowledgeable N/A Socio-demographic factors:
(PMK) e Family composition
Spouse e Level of education
o Mother’s age when the child was
born
o Hours worked
¢ Income
e Parents’ language profile
o Number of years lived in the
community
Il — Parent-child Positive parenting style 0.62 The parent’s usual ways of interacting
interactions with the child, the language(s) used
Authoritative parenting style 0.58 most often by the child to communicate
with people in the environment, types
Empowerment 0.32 and frequency of literacy activities
engaged in with the child
Language used by the child in 0.95
the home
Literacy activities 0.63
Languages used during literacy 0.92
activities
11l — Social capital and Social capital 0.80 Parents’ experiences with people living
social support in his/her neighbourhood, social
Social support 0.80 network supporting the parent,
indicators of depression
Family functioning 0.82
Depression in the PMK 0.80
IV — Identity Identity involvement (6 items) 0.67 Degree of importance attributed:
¢ to child’s ability to speak French
¢ to the development of the child’s
francophone identity
e to parent’s involvement in and
commitment to the community
¢ to attending francophone cultural
activities
Sense of belonging to linguistic N/A Sense of belonging to the francophone

communities

and/or anglophone linguistic
community, or another linguistic
community
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Section of the Components measured Cronbach Description
baseline survey alpha
Readiness
to Learn
project
V — Environment and Perception of francophone 0.90 Use of/access to French services in:
Francophonie vitality in the community (6 e business settings
items) ¢ medias
e government services
e municipal government services
e community organizations
o workplaces
Presence of French in the N/A Increase or decrease in the presence
community (2 items) of French in the past and in the future
VI — Child care Type of child care N/A Main types of child care used during
four periods of childhood
e 0to 12 months
e 12 to 24 months
e 24 to 36 months
o from 36 months to when the
baseline survey was given
Languages normally used N/A Languages normally used in these
child care settings

Modifications were made to the scales suggested by Doug Willms to reduce measurement
error. See Appendix C for a description of the scales used in the Readiness to Learn project and
their equivalents to the original scales proposed by Doug Willms, the NLSCY scales and those
used in the SVOLM.

2.3.3 Community survey

The survey administered to Readiness to Learn project community representatives aims to
examine francophone resources currently available in each of the participating communities. It
includes five open-ended questions covering specific areas such as the presence of resources and
services targeting young francophone families, issues such as access, quality of services
provided, and areas to be developed. Community representatives are also asked to describe their
francophone community’s history, the mobility of its residents and current tensions within the
community.

To complement the information obtained from community representatives, two questions
were introduced in the February 2008 parent follow-up survey regarding problems accessing
francophone services, and the reasons for these problems. This addition will help complete the
information by taking into consideration the viewpoints of both parents and community
representatives.
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2.4 STUDY HYPOTHESES*?

Recall that this study attempts to answer the following primary research question: “*Does the
new preschool child care program, with its two components, have a significant impact on
children’s language skills, francophone cultural identity and school readiness beyond the
development that would take place in the absence of such a program and independently of other
external factors that may come into play?’’ Three specific hypotheses ensue from this research
question.

Hypothesis 1: The program group children will score significantly higher than their peers in
the comparison groups on the dimensions of “*Awareness and involvement in francophone
culture’” and *“Language and communication’’; however, no significant differences will be
observed for ““Awareness of self and the environment’’, “*Cognitive skills’” and **Development
of physical/motor skills’’.*3

This hypothesis is designed to test the primary research question directly. Moreover, it
ensures the external validity of the study since it controls for other conditions in the community
that might affect child development.

Hypothesis 2: The program group children will score significantly higher than their peers in
the daycare comparison group on the dimensions of **Awareness and involvement in
francophone culture’” and ‘‘Language and communications’’; however, no significant
differences will be observed for “*Awareness of self and the environment’’, “*Cognitive skills’’
and ‘“‘Development of physical/motor skills’’.

This comparison helps ensure the internal validity of the study since the children in the
formal daycare comparison group have similar environmental conditions to those experienced by
the program group children.

Hypothesis 3: The program group children will score significantly higher than their peers in
the formal daycare comparison group on the dimensions of ‘“Awareness and involvement in
francophone culture’” and “*Language and communications’’; however, no significant
differences will be observed for “*Awareness of self and the environment’’, “*Cognitive skills’’
and ‘‘Development of physical/motor skills’’. In turn, children in the formal daycare comparison
group will score significantly higher than their peers in the informal care comparison group on
the dimensions of “*Awareness and involvement in francophone culture’” and *‘Language and
communications’’; however, no significant differences will be observed for “*Awareness of self
and the environment’’, “‘Cogpnitive skills’” and **Development of physical/motor skills’’.

This hypothesis simultaneously tests for differences observed between the program group,
the formal daycare comparison group and the informal care comparison group, while taking into
consideration the characteristics of the community. The community environment plays an
important role in child development to the extent that it renders resources (e.g., parks, wading
pools, bike paths) and services (e.g., book store, library, swimming lessons, etc.) available.

The next chapters present the results from assessments, parent surveys and community
surveys.

12 Technical terms are defined in the glossary in Appendix H.
13 These dimensions are defined in section 2.3.1.
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3.0 EYE-AD results

This chapter presents the results of the first wave of the EYE-AD in five sections. The first
section gives a general description of the total sample, followed by comparative analyses of the
experimental groups. The purpose of these analyses was to verify the homogeneity of the
experimental groups with respect to the children’s gender, age (in months) and mother tongue.
The section also describes the response rate obtained for this sample and the underlying reasons
for missing data. The second section of the chapter provides a description of situations
encountered in the field during the first wave of assessments.

A third section presents the main analyses on EYE-AD mean scores for the total sample and
for each experimental group, which allows us to verify for pre-intervention differences between
groups. The fourth section contains comparative analyses conducted to verify whether obtained
scores differed as a function of gender, age (measured in months) and mother tongue. The final
section shows results of additional analyses indicating differences in mean scores as a function of
of perceived francophone vitality in the communities studied. At times, SRDC will refer to
Willms (2007) for comparison purposes, since it is the only study available using data from the
EYE-AD. This chapter ends with a discussion of the results.

It is important to note that caution must be exercised when interpreting the results of some of
the comparisons between experimental groups. The greater the number of observations used in
calculating a statistic, the closer this statistic is to the true observed value of the population-based
parameter. Inversely, when the calculation of a statistic is based on data obtained from a small
number of individuals, the greater the probability that the statistic will not correspond to the
true observed value of the population-based parameter.

3.1 DESCRIPTION OF THE SAMPLE

The total sample of the EYE-AD results includes 317 children, which corresponds to the 320
children enrolled in the Readiness to Learn project!* during the period when data were collected,
minus three children whose parents could not be reached at the time. Data were collected from
September 28 to October 10, 2007 for the communities of Cornwall, Durham, Edmonton,
Edmundston and Saint John, and from October 22 to November 5, 2007 for the community of
Orleans.

3.1.1 Total sample

At the time of testing (n = 317 children):

e 114 children (36.0%) are enrolled in the program group, 109 (34.4%) are in the
formal daycare comparison group, and 94 (29.7%) are in the informal care
comparison group.

14 Enrolled as of September 28, 2007, which was the date that testing began. It should be noted that five families completed the
baseline survey but withdrew from the Readiness to Learn project before their child could be assessed.
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e 148 of the children are boys and 169 are girls.

e The mean age is 38.6 months (standard deviation of 3.8 months), which corresponds
to 3 years, 2 months and 2 weeks. The median age is 39 months and ranged from 32
months (2 years and 8 months) to 47 months (3 years and 11 months).

e The sample includes 18 children at the minimum age required to take the test (2 years
and 8 months) and 84 children aged less than 3. Recall that the instrument was not
validated beforehand with such a large group of young children, which provides a
new perspective on the validity of the instrument for this age group.

e The mother tongue of the sample children (according to the most knowledgeable

person) is:

o French 68.6%
o English 17.7%
o French and English 9.1%
o French and another language 1.6%
o English and another language 0.6%
o French, English and another language 0.6%
0 Other 1.6%

3.1.2 Sample by experimental group

Preliminary analyses were performed to determine whether the incidence of variables that
might affect the dependent variable (EYE-AD score) are comparable in each group.

In Table 3.1, we observe a slightly larger number of girls in two of the three experimental
groups. There is no significant difference between experimental groups in terms of the mean age
of the children. An examination of the table reveals that the program group (G1) and the formal
daycare comparison group (G2) have approximately twice as many children whose mother
tongue is English compared to the informal care comparison group (G3). In addition, more than
double the number of children in G1 have the two official languages as their mother tongues
compared to the other two groups. These differences were significant (X? (12) =24,7, p < 0.05). In
short, the program group (G1) has:

e more bilingual children than G2 and G3
e more anglophone children than G3
e less francophone children than G2 and G3
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Table 3.1:

Descriptive statistics for variables of interest by experimental group

Experimental | Program group Formal Informal care Significant
groups (G1) daycare comparison differences
comparison group(G3) between
group(G2) groups?
Number (%) Number (%)
Variables Number (%) TOTAL Chi square
Gender
Boys 53 (16.7) 48 (15.1) 47 (14.8) 148 (46.7)
Girls 61 (19.2) 61 (19.2) 47 (14.8) 169 (53.3) No
TOTAL 114 (36.0) 109 (34.3) 94 (29.7) 317 (100)
Age
Average age (in months) 38.3 38.5 38.8 38.6 No
Mother tongue (according to the PMK)15
French 63 (28.8) 80 (26.4) 75 (24.8) 218 (72.0)
English 24 (7.9) 21 (6.9) 11 (3.6) 56 (18.5) Yes
French and English 17 (5.6) 6 (2.0) 6 (2.0) 29 (9.6)
TOTAL 104 (34.3) 107 (35.3) 92 (30.4) 303 (100)

Note: Significance level: *** <1 %,; ** <5 %.

3.1.3 Response rate and missing data

The response rate for children’s assessment can be defined in two ways:

1) Parents’ response rate (number of parents who took an appointment for the test

administration);

2) Children’s response rate (proportion of children who completed the test, i.e. who
wanted to participate).

Parental response rate was 99.4% (317 tests out of 320 children enrolled). Child response rate
was 99.1% (314 children out of 317). A completed test is defined as a test that the child began
and answered to the best of his/her abilities at the time the test was given. Therefore, a child who
began the test and then stopped because he/she no longer wanted to participate is considered to
have a completed test according to this definition.® During the first wave, there were
three children who did not want to be tested at all.

However, a distinction must be made between a complete assessment and an incomplete
assessment, which results in missing data. Scores were calculated for each of the EYE-AD
domains. Hence, a child might have a missing score in one domain and scores in the other four

15 Some categories had to be removed since they included less than five cases.

16 Definitions of a complete or incomplete test vary depending on the study. The definition proposed here is the one adopted by
SRDC.
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domains measured. In total, there were 14 children with missing data in one or more domains.
The missing data can be summarized as follows:

e six children for whom it was impossible to calculate a score for domains A, B and C
in French;

e seven children for whom it was impossible to calculate a score for domain D in
French;

e five children for whom it was impossible to calculate a score for domain C in English
due to an error in applying the protocol. These children should have had a score in
this domain according to the decisional tree.

Given the total sample of 317 children who took part in this first assessment, there are very
few missing data.

3.2 PROCESS SUMMARY FOR THE FIRST WAVE

The procedure for administering the test involved making an appointment to perform the
assessment at the child’s home or at the daycare centre. Children attending a daycare centre
participating in the Readiness to Learn project generally took the test at the daycare centre. The
assessment could also be administered in the home if the child answered in English!’ or at a
parent’s request. SRDC also provided an opportunity for several attempts at the test if the
situation prevented completion in one sitting. In the daycare centre, the established routine
sometimes made it difficult to complete the test over the same day. However, wherever possible,
attempts were made to complete the test in a single day, with the general rule being to try at least
twice with non-cooperative children (except if the assessment was being done in the home).
Below are the main points raised in the first wave:

e 275 children (87% of the cases) completed the test in one sitting or in a single day
(within a few hours).

e 36 children (11.4%) completed the test in two attempts (two days).

e 6 children (2%) completed the test in three attempts. All these cases were assessments
performed at a daycare centre.

e 4 children (1%) did not answer any questions or only a few questions (two of these
children had two attempts at the daycare centre and two had one attempt at home).

e 198 assessments (62.5%) took place in a daycare centre.

Evaluators wrote comments in the margin while completing the assessment, to explain some
of the results. These comments were very useful in understanding the degree of receptivity of the
children at the testing location. In order to distinguish between a score of “*0’” for a non-response
(scoring rule) and a score of ““‘0’” assigned for a wrong answer, SRDC asked evaluators to
indicate ““N/A’” (no answer) beside questions children did not answer. This specification helped
qualify results. According to the comments reported?8 by evaluators:

17 Some daycare centres have a “‘no English’’ policy.

18 It should be mentioned that this number is definitely underestimated since evaluators did not all systematically write
comments.
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e 43 assessments (13.8%) contained a non-response to at least one of the sixteen items
for domain A, in French or English;

e 23 assessments (7.4%) contained a non-response to at least one of the seventeen items
for domain B, in French or English;

e 61 assessments (16.3%) contained a non-response to at least one of the fourteen items
for domain C, in French or English;

e 27 assessments (8.7%) contained a non-response to at least one of the sixteen items
for domain D, in French or English;

e 73 assessments (23%) contained a non-response to at least one of the six items for
domain E.

We can therefore hypothesize that scores calculated by domain may underestimate children’s
capabilities. This point is further supported by study results showing that an unfamiliar person
(in this case, the evaluator) can influence a child’s decision on whether or not to answer a
question, even if the answer is known (Atkins-Burnett, 2007).

3.3 GENERAL RESULTS AND RESULTS OF COMPARATIVE
ANALYSES

This section begins by presenting data on the language the test was administered in.
Although these data cannot be used to determine the program’s impact, they do inform on the
number of children who have sufficient knowledge of French to take the test in this language.
Next, children’s mean scores by EYE-AD domains for the total sample and for each
experimental group are presented. The section concludes with results of comparative analyses of
scores obtained on each domain by experimental group.

3.3.1 Language of test results

In total, it was possible to determine the language in which the assessment was to take place
for 313 cases. Recall that it had been impossible to determine the testing langage for four
children. Below are the main results:

The decisional tree of the protocol®® used to determine the testing language was or should
have been used for 86 of the 317 children (27%):

e 4 (4.7%) stopped before the testing language could be determined;
e 39 (45.3%) took the test in French;
e 43 (50.0%) took the test in English.
For the total sample (n=317), the testing language can be broken down as follows:
e 269 children (84.9%) took the test in French;
e 44 children (13.8%) took the test in English;
e 4 children (1.3%) did not have a definite language.

19 If a child obtained a score of 6 or less on domain E, the evalutor was required to apply the decisional tree.
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We therefore observe a high proportion of children who did the tested in French (84.9%).
Three explanations ensue from this observation:

e Approximately a fourth (26.2%) of the total sample (317) consists of children from
Edmundston (n = 83), all of whom were tested in French.

e French is the mother tongue for 218 of the children (68.8%).

e A total of 223 children in the sample (70.3%) attend a French daycare centre, which
influences a child’s ability to take the test in this language, even if their mother
tongue is English.

It will be interesting to see how many children assessed in English will be capable, over time,
of being tested in French.

3.3.2 Score analyses for the total sample and by experimental group
Each domain measured in the EYE-AD is represented by a letter as follows:

e domain A measures general knowledge, including awareness of self and the
environment;

e domain B measures cognitive skills;

e domain C measures language and communication skills;

e domain D measures physical and motor skills;

e domain E measures awareness and involvement in the francophone culture.

Children’s scores by domain represent the sum of scores obtained for each item included in
the domain. Domains A, B and C were calculated using a 4-point scale while domains D and E
were calculated using a 3-point scale.

For the test administered in French, Table 3.2 below shows that children had the highest
mean score in domain E, followed by domains A, B and C. Results for domain E must, however,
be interpreted with caution since the parents, and not the children, answered three of the six
questions for the domain. Moreover, domain E indirectly measures the child’s level of awareness
and involvement in the francophone culture through exposure to French resources and a human
French environment. The lowest mean score was in domain D, most likely due to the fact that the
child’s age is highly correlated to the score for that domain (Willms, 2007). We also observed
relatively weak mean scores by domain, given:

e the very young age of the children during this first wave of assessments and the fact
that the instrument must discriminate in function of age;

e ascore of ““0’” was assigned to non responses. This observation does not rule out the
possibility that a child who does not answer a question does indeed not know the
answer. We therefore cannot state with certainty that the mean score is
underestimated.

This table also shows that there are differences between the experimental groups for some of
the domains in the French test. Post-hoc analyses (Tukey) underline significant differences in the
mean scores of experimental groups for most domains (the exception being domain E (F (2.313)
=1.15,p>0.05) :
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For domain A (F (2.264) = 7.07, p = 0.001), children in the formal daycare
comparison group (G2) scored significantly higher than children in the program
group (G1).

For domain B (F (2.264) = 9.82, p = 0.000), children in G2 and children in the
informal care comparison group (G3) scored significantly higher than children in G1.

For domain C (F (2.308) = 9.28, p = 0.000), children in G2 and G3 scored
significantly higher than children in G1.

For domain D (F (2.263) = 12.76, p = 0.000), children in G2 scored significantly
higher than children in G1 and G3.

For the English test, post-hoc analyses did not reveal any significant differences between
experimental groups. However, the number of children tested in English is much smaller thereby
lowering the statistical power required to detect significant differences.

For domain A (F (2.41) = 1.08, p » 0.05)
For domain B (F (2.41) = 1.57, p > 0.05)
For domain C (F (2.60) = 1.31, p » 0.05)
For domain D (F (2.41) = 2.00, p » 0.05)

Table 3.2:  Analysis of variance (ANOVA) by domain across experimental groups
Experimental | Total sample Program Formal daycare | Informal care Significant
groups group (G1) comparison comparison differences
group (G2) group (G3) between
groups?
Mean score Mean score Mean score Mean score
(standard (standard (standard (standard
Domains deviation) deviation) deviation) deviation) Post-hoc
n n n n
Awareness and
involvement in 1.48 (0.78) 1.38 (0.81) 1.47 (0.75) 1.59 (0.78) NoO
francophone culture (E) n=316 n=113 n =109 n=94
(out of 3 points)
French test
Qx‘(/"’i‘rrg:g?nf‘z Asf” andthe | 4 67 (0.76) 1.47 (0.61) 1.88 (0.85) 1.66 (0.76) Yes
. n =267 n=292 n=94 n=281 G1<G2***
(out of 4 points)
Cognitive skills (B) (outof | 0.85 (0.62) 0.65 (0.49) 1.04 (0.70) 0.87 (0.58) s Ygz
4 points) n =267 n=92 n =94 n=81 1<
P G1<G3**
Language and 1.29 (0.85) 1.04 (0.73) 1.53 (0.86) 1.32 (0.91) ves
communication (C) =311 n=112 n =107 n=92 G1<G2
(out of 4 points) - B - B G1<G3**
Physical/motor skills (D) 0.47 (0.49) 0.35 (0.41) 0.67 (0.56) 0.39 (0.43) G Ygsé***
f 3 points) n =266 n=92 n=093 n=81 1<
(OUt 0 p G2>G3***
English test
Awareness of self and the 1.84 (0.70) 1.72 (0.62) 2.08 (0.75) 1.79 (0.74) No
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Experimental | Total sample Program Formal daycare| Informal care Significant
groups group (G1) comparison comparison differences
group (G2) group (G3) between
groups?
Mean score Mean score Mean score Mean score
(standard (standard (standard (standard
Domains deviation) deviation) deviation) deviation) Post-hoc
n n n n
environment (A) n=44 n=19 n=13 n=12
(out of 4 points)
Cognitive skills (B) (out of 0.96 (0.51) 0.84 (0.52) 1.16 (0.53) 0.94 (0.44) No
4 points) n=44 n=19 n=13 n=12
Physical/motor skills (D) 0.35 (0.41) 0.25 (0.29) 0.53 (0.44) 0.31 (0.49) No
(out of 3 points) n=44 n=19 n=13 n=12
Language and 1.35 (0.79) 1.17 (0.62) 1.52 (1.01) 1.42 (0.67)
communication (C) _ _ B B No
. n=63 n=28 n=21 n=14
(out of 4 points)

Note: Significance level: *** <1 %; ** <5 %.

In sum, the mean score obtained by children in the program group was significantly lower in
four of the five domains compared to the mean score obtained by children in the comparison
groups. The next section details results of additional analyses performed in an attempt to explain
the observed differences between experimental groups.

3.4 ADDITIONAL ANALYSES

Additional analyses performed in this section are doubly useful for subsequent impact
analyses. First of all, their purpose is to verify certain associations postulated a priori between

the EYE-AD and socio-demographic variables. Hence, a prior assumption was to find
differences in the EYE-AD scores as a function of age and gender, comparable to those usually
found in early year studies (Janus and Offord, 2007; Willms, 2007). Secondly, it is worthwhile to
further investigate the role of certain variables in explaining the differences between
experimental groups in the mean score of domains measured by EYE-AD prior to the
implementation of the program (see section 3.3.2). Hence, the influences of the child’s mother
tongue and the perceived francophone vitality in the community on EYE-AD scores are variables
of interest to test in the context of the Readiness to Learn project where a large number of
children are from exogamous families and grow up in a French minority environment. To the
extent that these variables have a significant bearing on the EYE-AD scores, they must be taken
into account in future analyses.

3.4.1 Comparison of scores by gender

The possibility of significant differences between boys and girls was examined first (see
Table 3.3). Significant differences were observed between boys and girls on the following
domains:

e Ainthe French test [t(265) = 2.68, p = 0.008] and in the English test [t(42) = 2.64,
p =0.012]
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e B in the French test [t(265) = 3.19, p = 0.002]
e D inthe French test [t(264) = 3.65, p = 0.001]

Scores did not differ between boys and girls on the following domains:
e B inthe English test [t(42) =-1.28, p » 0.05]
e Cinthe French test [t(309) = 1.04, p > 0.05] and in the English test [t(61) = 1.19, p >

0.05]

e D inthe English test [t(42) = 0.50, p » 0.05]

e E[t(314) = 0.47, p > 0.05]

In general, these results also appear in other studies.?° It is interesting to note that the domain
in which we would have expected a higher score among girls (i.e. domain C, which measures
language and communication) did not end up showing any differences between the genders.

For domain E, we did not expect to find any major differences between the two groups since
the spoken language (answers given by the parents) is independent of gender. The reader will
note that preliminary analyses confirmed the absence of significant differences between boys and
girls in terms of age and mother tongue.

Table 3.3: Analysis of variance (ANOVA) as a function of domain and gender

Child’s gender Boys Girls Significant
differences between
boys and girls?
Mean score Mean score
(standard deviation) | (standard deviation) F Test
Domains N n
Awareness and involvement in
1.45 (0.71) 1.49 (0.84)
francophone culture (E) n =147 n =169 No
French
_— 1.24 (0.82) 1.34 (0.89)
Language and communication (C) N =146 =165 No
. 1.54 (0.73) 1.79 (0.78)
Awareness of self and the environment (A) =126 =141 Yes***
- . 0.73 (0.55) 0.96 (0.64) ok
Cognitive skills (B) =126 n=141 Yes
. . 0.36 (0.36) 0.58 (0.57) -
Physical/motor skills (D) =126 n = 140 Yes
English
_— 1.21 (0.70) 1.45 (0.85)
Language and communication (C) N =28 n=35 No
Awareness of self and the environment (A) 1'?15:(01'5 6) 2'?]7:(%53 1 Yes**

20 See also: Government of Canada (2007), ““The Well-Being of Canada's Young Children: Government of Canada Report
2006°’ on the Internet at http://www.socialunion.gc.ca/well_being/2007/en/chapter_3.shtml (May 26, 2008).

- 45 -



http://www.socialunion.gc.ca/well_being/2007/en/chapter_3.shtml

Child’s gender Boys Girls Significant
differences between
boys and girls?
Mean score Mean score
(standard deviation) | (standard deviation) F Test
Domains N n
. . 0.85 (0.45) 1.05 (0.54)
Cognitive skills (B) n=19 N =25 No
. . 0.31 (0.36) 0.38 (0.45)
Physical/motor skills (D) n=19 n =25 No

Note: Significance level: *** <1 %; ** <5 %.

3.4.2 Correlations between age and score

Next we examined the correlations between scores in the different test domains and
children’s age (measured in months). Results confirmed a significant correlation between age
and the score obtained on domains A (p = 0.000), B (p = 0.000), C (p = 0.000) and D (p = 0.000)
for the French test and domains B (p = 0.009) and C (p = 0.023) for the English test.?! These
results, shown in detail in Table 3.4, demonstrate that, as expected, the test discriminates
children as a function of age for most domains other than domain E. This last result is not
surprising since parents provided the answers to three of the six items on domain E. Also, it is
unlikely that this domain would be correlated to age since it does not measure child
development, but rather the environment the child is growing up in.

2L If the number of chidren taking the test in English had been higher, the correlation between age and the different domains

would no doubt have been significant.
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Table 3.4: Correlation between scores by domain and age at time of testing

Age in months

Willms pilot project

Age in months

Readiness to Learn project

Domains Correlation (n) Correlation (n)
,(A\I%/\)/areness and involvement in francophone culture N/A 0.06 (316)
French

Language and communication (C) N/A 0.34*** (311)
Awareness of self and the environment (A) N/A 0.45%** (267)
Cognitive skills (B) N/A 0.49%** (267)
Physical/motor skills(D) N/A 0.47*** (266)
English

Language and communication (C) 0.44 0.29** (63)
Awareness of self and the environment (A) 0.39 0.27 (44)
Cognitive skills (B) 0.50 0.39*** (44)
Physical/motor skills(D) 0.65 0.22 (44)

Note: Significance level: *** <1 %; ** <5 %,

A comparison with correlations reported by Willms (2007) in his validation study using an
English sample shows that while correlations found using the Readiness to Learn project sample
are in the same direction they are somewhat less pronounced.

3.4.3 Comparison of scores as a function of mother tongue

A comparison of scores as a function of mother tongue categories explores the hypothesis
that initial differences between the experimental groups are due to children’s language skills. The
protocol for determining the testing language may not have fully discriminated between an
anglophone child who should have taken the test in English and a more francophone child who
should have taken the test in French. Although the domains are not necessarily influenced by the
test language, the fact that the test was given in French could potentially make a difference in the
score of a child who speaks mostly English or both English and French. Previous studies have
demonstrated that having more than one mother tongue (as is the case for bilingual children)
influences the size of a child’s vocabulary compared to unilingual children (e.g., Bialystok,
2006). Vocabulary size is in itself a measurement of a child’s language skills. To verify this
hypothesis, four categories of mother tongue were computed:

e French
e English

-47 -




o Other??
e Both French and English equally

For the French test, an examination of Table 3.5 below illustrates the following points with
respect to the scores obtained by children as a function of their mother tongue:

e For domain A (F (3.263) = 12.35, p = 0.000), those with French as their mother
tongue scored higher than those whose mother tongue is English, while children in
the “*other’” category scored significantly lower than those who speak French only.
Children with English only as their mother tongue also scored much lower than
children with two languages.

e For domain C (F (3.307) = 30.25, p = 0.000), children with French only as their
mother tongue scored significantly higher than children with English only as their
mother tongue. According to the protocol, the latter group demonstrated sufficient
knowledge of French to be tested in this language.

e For domain E (F (3.312) = 106.97, p = 0.000), scores were significantly higher when
children had French only as their mother tongue compared to all of the other language
categories (2, 3 and 4). Having English as a mother tongue resulted in a lower score
compared to children with both languages and children in the “*other’’ category.

¢ No significant difference was observed in scores for domains B (F (3.263) = 1.07, p >
0.05) and D (F (3.262) = 1.06, p » 0.05).

For the English test, we observed significant differences between the mother tongues for
domain C (F (3.59) = 3.05, p = 0.000). Cells of less than five prevent us from reporting results
for the other domains. This result should be considered with caution given the low number of
children in categories other than English. Note that domain C also helped to determine the testing
language for children who had been exposed to a more bilingual environment, which is why
children with French as their mother tongue have a score in this domain.

22 The category “*Other’” includes children whose mother tongue, as reported by the parent, is “‘French and another language”’,
““English and another language’” or “French, English and another language’’. This category consists largely of children for
whom French is one of their mother tongues. It was necessary to group categories this way since several cells had less than
five children.
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Table 3.5:

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) as a function of domain and child’s mother tongue

Child’s mother French (1) English (2) Other (3) French and Significant
tongue English (4) differences
between groups?
Mean score Mean score Mean score Mean score
(standard (standard (standard standard Post-hoc
Domains deviation) deviation) deviation) deviation)
n n n n
Awareness and Yes
involvement in 1.83 (0.54) 0.41 (0.48) 0.92 (0.71) 1.14 (0.68) 1>2,3,4%*
n=218 n =56 n=14 n=28 2 < 4 xx*
francophone culture (E) 5 < 3w
French
Awareness of self and Yes
the environment (A) 1.79 (0.73) 0.93 (0.66) 1.13 (0.58) 1.49 (0.68) 1>2 %
n=212 n=22 n=10 n=23 1>3*
2< 4 *%
- . 0.88 (0.61) 0.65 (0.67) 0.72 (0.57) 0.86 (0.65)
Cognitive skills (B) =212 n =22 n=10 n=23 No
Language and 1.54 (0.81) 0.48 (0.52) 0.97 (0.81) 1.04 (0.59) Yes
communication (C) n=217 n=>53 n=13 n=28 1> 2%
. . 0.49 (0.51) 0.30 (0.33) 0.56 (0.46) 0.47 (0.50)
Physical/motor skills(D) =212 =22 =10 =22 No
English
Language and 0.93 (0.94) 1.55 (0.79) 0.89 (0.49) 1.00 (0.27) YesH*
communication (C) n=28 n=42 n==6 n=7

Note: Significance level: *** < %; ** <5 %,

To complete the analysis of the mother tongue’s impact on EYE-AD scores, it is interesting
to investigate the relationship between children’s mother tongue and the language in which they
answered the EYE-AD. It is plausible that some children had the minimum number of points
necessary to take the test in French despite a more limited comprehension of this language. In
addition, the decisional tree favoured giving the test in French in cases where it was difficult to
determine the language in which the child was most at ease. For this reason, it is relevant to
examine the distribution of scores for children assessed in a language other than their mother
tongue. To verify this possibility, children were split into three groups: Francophones, whose

mother tongue is French only; Anglophones, whose mother tongue is English only; and bilingual
children, which include Allophones and bilingual children (categories 3 and 4 in Table 3.5). As
observed in Table 3.6, 34 bilingual children took the test in French and 26 children were not
assessed in their mother tongue. Among this last group, there were a large percentage of children
for whom it was difficult to confirm the language in which the assessment should be conducted.
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Table 3.6: Breakdown of final testing language by mother tongue

Final testing language

French English TOTAL
Language groups n (%) n (%)
Francophones 213 (79.2) 4 (9.1) 217 (69.3)
Anglophones 22 (8.2) 32 (72.7) 54 (17.3)
Bilingual 34 (12.6) 8 (18.2) 42 (13.4)
TOTAL 269 (85.9) 44 (14.1) 313 (100)

Table 3.7 details the results of an analysis aimed at determining the dispertion of children
who took the test in French as a function of their mother tongue and their experimental group. Of
the 269 children assessed in French, the majority of bilingual children were in the program group
(X?(4, N =310) = 17.92, p = 0.001). We also observed that the comparison groups had a higher
proportion of children who were tested in their mother tongue. Conversely, nearly a third of the
children in the program group were either not tested in their mother tongue or had two mother
tongues. According to evaluators, most children who were not tested in their mother tongue were
very shy and/or did not have a good mastery of English or French.

Table 3.7: Number of children who took the test in French by experimental group

Program Formal daycare Informal care Total sample Significant
group (G1) comparison comparison differences
group(G2) group(G3) between
groups?
n (%) n (%)
Experimental groups n (%) n (%) Chi square
Testing was done in the
child’s mother tongue 62 (66.3) 77 (81.9) 74 (90.2) 213 (79.1)
Testing was not done in
the child’s mother tongue 10(10.9) 9(9.6) 3@7) 22 (8.2) Yegkr*
Bilingual* tested in
French 21 (22.8) 8 (8.5) 5(6.1) 34 (12.7)
TOTAL 93 (34.3) 94 (35.1) 82 (30.6) 269 (100)

Notes: Significance level: *** <1 %; ** <5 %.

New analyses were done to study the distribution of the scores according to the child’s
mother tongue and the testing language. A t-test revealed that for domain:

e A: Children with a lower mastery of French and who were tested in French, have a
lower mean score (M = 1.20, ET = 0.70) than Francophones tested in French (M =

1.79, ET = 0.73, t (265) = 5.42, p = 0.000).
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B: Children with a lower mastery of French and who were tested in French, have a
mean score (M = 0.75, ET = 0.64) comparable to that of Francophones tested in
French (M =0.88, ET = 0.61, t (265) = 1.40, p > 0.05).

e C: Children with a lower mastery of French and who were tested in French, have a
lower mean score (M = 0.89, ET = 0.66) than Francophones tested in French (M =
1.41, ET =0.87, t (308) = 5.30, p = 0.000).

e D: Children with a lower mastery of French and who were tested in French, have a
mean score (M = 0.42, ET = 0.43) comparable to that of Francophones tested in
French (M =0.49, ET = 0.51, t (264) = 0.96, p > 0.05).

e E: Children with a lower mastery of French and who were tested in French, have a
lower mean score (M = 0.92, ET = 0.66) than Francophones tested in French (M=
1.64, ET =0.73,t(311) = 7.33, p = 0.000).

Finally, an analysis of covariance was performed to test for effects of age and gender on
children’s scores. This analysis showed significant differences between francophone children
and children with a lower mastery of French in their EYE-AD scores (Pillai’s Trace = 0.33; F
(5.258) = 25.11, p = 0.000). Post-hoc analyses indicated that a lower mastery of French
(controlling for age and gender) was associated with significantly lower scores in the following
domains:

e A: Was significant (F (1.265) = 47.30, p = 0.000)
e B: Was significant (F (1.265) = 4.65, p = 0.03)

e C: Was significant (F (1.265) = 32.84, p = 0.000)
e E: Was significant (F (1.265) = 105.92, p = 0.000)

These results suggest that level of mastery of a language has an impact on scores on four of
the five domains (with the exception of domain D; F (1.265) = 2.88, p » 0.05). The small number
of participants in some cells prevents conducting further analyses relative to the child’s
experimental group. We can, however, assume that some of the differences observed between the
experimental groups may be explained by a greater number of children in G1lwith a lower
mastery of French and tested in French. Future analyses will need to consider the language in
which the EYE-AD test is administered, and children’s mother tongue.

3.4.4 Comparison of scores as a function of level of francophone vitality in the
community

Differences between scores as a function of level of francophone vitality in the community
were examined. For the purposes of this analysis, francophone vitality is defined as the
percentage of francophones in the community. According to Giles, Bourhis and Taylor (1977, in
Gilbert et al., 2004), this demographic variable is part of the three categories of variables to
include in an analysis of ethnolinguistic vitality (these variables are group status, demographic
variables and variables related to institutional support).

Ethnolinguistic vitality is a complex concept and the percentage of Francophones in a
community is simply a proxy of one dimension of this concept. It is an important variable to be
considered in child development within the context of a francophone minority community, since
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it is a good indicator of the availability of French services and informs us about the linguistic
environment of the community that influences the child (Landry and Allard, 1994). Being
Francophone does not necessarily mean that a person regularly uses French in their
communications: ““Allard and Landry (1986, 1994) found that predictions of language behaviour
are more accurate if the subjective notion of ethnolinguistic vitality is expanded to include, in
addition to factual and exocentric beliefs, egocentric beliefs of the group members, i.e. their
desires and aspirations.’” (in Gilbert et al., 2004).

The percentage of Francophones present in the community was broken down into three
categories: high, medium or low. Edmundston, a community that is more than 90%
Francophone, falls into the “*high’” category. The communities of Cornwall and Orleans
(between 15% and 40% Francophone) fall into the “*‘medium” category. Durham, Edmonton and
Saint John fall into the *“low’” category, since these communities are 5% or less Francophone
(Statistics Canada, 2006b).

Domains E (F (2.313) = 18.83, p = 0.000) and C (F (2.308) = 5.37, p = 0.005) of the French
test were the only ones where significant differences were observed. Table 3.8 shows children’s
scores according to the level of francophone vitality in their community. Below are the main
results:

For the French test:

e Children belonging to a community with a high level of vitality score significantly
higher on domain E than children in a community with medium or low vitality.

e Children belonging to a community with a low level of vitality score significantly
lower on domain C than children in a community with high vitality; children in
communities with medium vitality score significantly lower than the group with high
vitality.

e Ondomain A, we observe a non-significant trend in which children from a
community with high vitality obtain better scores than children in communities with
medium or low vitality.

e We did not observe any association or trend between vitality and scores obtained on
domains B and D.
For the English test:

e On all domains, there is no significant difference between communities in terms of
scores obtained, regardless of level of francophone vitality in the community.

e We did, however, note a slight trend whereby lower francophone vitality in a
community is associated with a higher score on the English test.

Overall, these results stress the importance of considering the community’s vitality level in
future analyses of scores obtained on domains E and C for the French test.
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Table 3.8:  Analysis of variance (ANOVA) by domain as a function of level of vitality in the

community
Level of vitality High (1) Medium (2) Low (3) Significant
differences
between groups?
Scores by Durham
domain Cornwall Edmonton F Test
Edmundston Orleans Saint John
Awareness and Yes
involvement in francophone 1'?10_(%'5’7) 1'&%(&18) 1'27_(36%9) 1 > 2%
culture (E) - - = 1 > e
French test
Yes
Language and 1.55 (0.74) 1.19 (0.86) 1.21 (0.89) 1> 3xr
communication (C) n=283 n=124 n=104 1 > ek
Awareness of self and the 1,81 (0,66) 1,59 (0,73) 1,62 (0,86) No
environment (A) n =283 n =98 n=2386
. . 0.83 (0.58) 0.84 (0.58) 0.88 (0.69)
Cognitive skills (B) N =83 =08 N =86 No
. . 0.45 (0.51) 0.42 (0.39) 0.56 (0.57)
Physical/motor skills (D) n =83 n=97 =86 No
English test
Language and N/A 1.31 (0.81) 1.39 (0.77) No
communication (C) n=236 n=27
Awareness of self and the N/A 1.78 (0.70) 1.92 (0.70) No
environment (A) n=24 n=20
- . 0.93 (0.49) 1.00 (0.53)
Cognitive skills (B) N/A n =24 n =20 No
. . 0,33 (0,35) 0,38 (0,48)
Physical/motor skills (D) N/A N =24 n = 20 No

Note: Significance level: *** < %; ** <5 %,

3.5 SUMMARY OF RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This section concludes the results of the first wave of EYE-AD assessments. SRDC is
satisfied with the procedures used by evaluators and community coordinators regarding the
administration of the test, both in terms of the approach used with parents (which resulted in a
high response rate), and in terms of the administration of the test itself. This procedure will be

retained in future waves.

Below are the main conclusions to be drawn from the results:

Test protocol:

The protocol used to determine the testing language had a marked effect on results. It should
be noted that the decisional tree (described in detail in Appendix B) favoured the administration
of the test in French. Consequently, it is highly likely that some children would have scored
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better had the test been administered in English. Two examples of situations (observed several
times) support this observation. The first example is of a child at home with his/her anglophone
mother and for whom, English is the dominant mother language. This child would probably
score less than 6 in domain E on the French test. According to the test protocol, the child would
then be assessed in both languages for domain C. If the child is shy or very young, a low score
will likely be obtained in both languages for domain C. According to the protocol, the remainder
of the test would be administered in French, even though the child has a lower understanding of
this language. The second example is of a child whose mother tongue is English and who attends
a francophone daycare facility. This child may obtain a high enough score in domain E to
continue the test in French, even though the child would have done better in English. Thus, the
protocol for determining the test language penalizes young children whose mother tongue is
English, particularly when their language skills are not very developed in either language.

According to results of analyses, there are only 16 non-francophone children? who took the
test in French (from a total of 56) and completed domain C in English (a step in the decisional
tree). Hence, 71% of the children did not have to go further than domain E in the protocol before
the testing langage was determined, even if they were not entirely francophone. Concerning the
level of non-response noted by the evaluators (discussed in section 3.1.3), it should diminish in
the second wave of EYE-AD. Children will be older and possibly have more developed language
skills to answer questions, which will facilitate testing of domain E, and by extension, the
protocol itself.

Differences between experimental groups:

In light of the homogeneity of the groups in terms of percentage of boys and girls and mean
age, results of comparative analyses for the three experimental groups are interesting. This is
particularly true for the program group (G1) and the formal daycare comparison group (G2). In
three out of four communities,?* daycares are managed by the same organization (with similar
training and admission criteria). Results underlined differences between experimental groups for
most domains in the French test, with the exception of domain E. Children in the program group
obtained the lowest results compared to the other two groups.

One hypothesis that might explain these results is that the percentage of children whose
mother tongue is French differs within each experimental group (for example, 55.3% children in
G1 have French only as their first language versus 73.4% in G2 and 79.8 % in G3). A child who
does not have French as their first language may have trouble understanding the test questions,
and it may be more difficult to verbalize their answers. Also, G1 had the most non-francophone
children who took the test in French.

Additional analyses were conducted to further explore the response pattern across the
experimental groups. Results of one analysis of variance indicated that children in the program
group obtained the lowest scores in domains influenced by the spoken language, notably
domains A, C and E. Results of a second more restrictive analysis on children’s mother tongue

23 Children who are not completely Francophone.

24 Four communities out of six had a formal daycare control group (G2). There was only one Francophone daycare with children
from the program group (G1) in two other communities, although in one of these communities, we found several children
enrolled in a paid junior kindergarten program offered by the school board. This program was deemed equivalent to enrollment
of the children in a formal daycare control group (G2).
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(entirely francophone versus not entirely francophone, controlling for age and gender), not being
entirely francophone resulted in lower scores in most domains with the exception of motor
development (D). While these results are interesting, further research is necessary to investigate
other possible explanations for the differences between the groups.

At another level, these results led us to hypothesize a self-selection bias in the program group
daycares (G1). For example, these parents, anxious to preserve the French language and culture,
though less francophone themselves (if we consider their language profile established in chapter
4), may have enrolled their child in the Readiness to Learn project to compensate for a less
francophone family environment. Or parents may have enrolled their child in the program
daycare with the hopes that Readiness to Learn project would help improve their child’s French
skills before the child is enrolled in a French school. This hypothesis also stems from the
message used to recruit Readiness to Learn project participants. The key message promoted
during the campaign was “*The purpose of the project is to assess how well a new preschool
child care program can better prepare young francophone children to succeed in French school.”’
The possibility of a self-selection bias among participants in the program daycare will be
investigated in a parent follow-up survey.

Children’s age and gender, and level of francophone vitality in the community:

Age (measured in months) was moderately correlated with scores in all domains of the
French test, with the exception of domain E. The lack of a correlation between age and score in
this domain was not surprising since SRDC used parents’ answers for three of the six questions
in this domain. Field experience has also shown that younger children are often shy. They tend to
not always answer questions, even when the mother or the educator says that the child is
normally capable of performing this task. This observation is also reported in other papers
written on the subject (Atkins-Burnett, 2007). More generally, younger children scored lower
due to the increasing difficulty of the test items.

Correlations found in our analyses were quite similar to those found in Willms’s study
(2007). The exception was with domain D, for which Willms reports a much higher correlation
with age. Two possibilities may explain this difference: the lack of variation in the score
obtained in this domain may be due to a floor effect and a more limited age range in the
Readiness to Learn project sample.?®

In terms of gender analyses, we observed a stronger performance by girls on domains A, B
and D in the French test and domain B in the English test. Unfortunately, we cannot compare
these results with other work validating scores as a function of gender since these analyses were
not presented in Willms’ report (2007). However, our results are in line with previous studies on
early child development, particularly those done by Janus and Offord (2007). These authors used
the Early Development Instrument (EDI), a test similar to EYE-AD. EDI is similar to EYE-AD
in the five domains being assessed: physical health and well-being (including items related to
motor development), social skills, emotional maturity, cognitive and language development,
communication skills and general knowledge. Data gathered for 16,000 kindergarten children
(aged 4 and 5) demonstrated that girls had significantly higher scores than boys in the five
domains being studied.

25 A floor effect occurs when the questions are too difficult for the sample tested and the majority of scores fall in the lower
portion of the theoretically postulated distribution of scores.
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Finally, analyses as a function of vitality level showed that the proportion of Francophones
influenced the scores for domains E and C. Children in the community of Edmundston (where
the level of vitality is high) score significantly higher on average than children in the other
communities. One fact remains: there are no significant differences observed between the other
two categories of vitality (medium and low) which include the five other communities.

Methodological considerations:

The main research question being examined by the Readiness to Learn project is: ‘‘Does the
new preschool child care program, with its two components, have a significant impact on
children’s language skills, francophone cultural identity and school readiness beyond the
development that would take place without this program, and apart from other external factors
that might come into play?’’. Three specific hypotheses ensue from this research question (see
Section 2.4).

The EYE-AD was designed to assess children’s school readiness. It therefore allows us to
answer the research hypothesis regarding with how prepared children are when they begin
school. A second research hypothesis deals with children’s language skill. To be able to test this
hypothesis, it is important to measure children’s language skills with a more sensitive tool to
detect variations in these skills. We plan to use a sub-set of EYE-AD items to create new scales
measuring: 1) children’s expressive vocabulary; 2) their receptive vocabulary; 3) their
knowledge of the alphabet; and 4) their phonological awareness. To validate the new
configuration of EYE-AD items, we plan to use other tools known for their psychometric
properties and sensitivity to detect minute differences in children’s language skills. One of these
tools, the Expressive One Word Picture VVocabulary Test (French version - EOWPVT-F), is
recognized in the child development field as one of the best measures of the size of a child’s
expressive vocabulary; a strong predictor of academic success (Chiang and Rvachew, 2007).
These new tools will also permit tracking children over the long term; the EYE-AD was not
designed to assess children over the age of six.

Future analyses:

The results of this first wave of assessments provide interesting conclusions for future
analyses. First, it is clear that the EYE-AD presents itself with sound psychometric properties.
However, domain E results must be interpreted with caution. Many difficulties were encountered
during field testing of this domain. These difficulties required the substitution of children’s
answers by their parents’ answers for half of the items used to measure this domain. Ongoing
monitoring of this domain is necessary to ascertain the validity of obtained scores.

Second, children’s overall weak scores in this first wave suggest a floor effect. The high level
of non-response certainly contributed to this effect. Also, some test questions were particularly
difficult, and at times, close to a third of the children obtained a score of *“0’ for these questions.
Atkins-Burnett (2007) sums up the various problems involved in taking direct measurements in
young children quite well: ““They are not valid for all children, often lack congruence with
curriculum, and have added measurement error in young children.”’

Third, it is important to note that the EYE-DA was developed and validated in English and
then translated into French. Translating tools into another language and subsequent use remains
controversial in the field. The controversy is centred on the size of the measurement error of the
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tool itself (Garcia et Desrochers, 1997; Trudeau et al., 1999). Best practices stipulate first
proceeding with a back translation, a method by which the tool is first translated into the other
langage, for example, from English to French, followed by translating the tool back to its initial
langage (that is, from French to English). All differences in the translation are then discussed to
conceptually clarify the items presenting disparities in the translation. A second important step is
to conduct analyses to eliminate the possibility that differences in the performance of participants
completing different linguistic versions of the tool are due to its translation. A good practice is to
verify the equivalency between the initial version and the translated version in terms of its ability
to preserve the meaning of words and ideas, the level of difficulty of the vocabulary used, and
particularly relevant to the EYE-DA, that items are ordered in ascending level of difficulty.
These differences become apparent when the pattern of respondents’ responses to the initial tool
is compared to the pattern of respondents’ responses to the translated tool. Lastly, additional
analyses are done to validate the tool in its latest testing language (Childs et Dénommé, 2008;
Trudeau, 2007).

In terms of future analyses (in addition to age and gender), it will be important to include
variables related to the language profile and the linguistic composition of the household.
According to Landry and Allard (1997), the greater a group’s minority situation, the higher the
rate of exogamy. Moreover, one cannot take for granted that the minority langague is the
language spoken in the exogamous home (which by definition has at least one francophone
parent). These authors (citing a report prepared for the Commission nationale des parents
francophones (CNPF)) report that only 17% of exogamous couples chose to raise their young
children (aged 0 to 4) in French. Therefore, languages spoken in the home are important to
consider in analyses.
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4.0 Baseline survey results

This chapter details the results of the raw and derived variables in the baseline survey. It aims
to verify the similarity of parents’ profiles in the three experimental groups prior to the
intervention, and to identify factors related to child development that should be taken into
account in future impact analyses.

The chapter begins with a brief overview of the response rate and how missing data were
handled. General information and socio-demographic variables (section I of the survey) for the
entire sample follow, along with comparisons across the three experimental groups.
Homogeneity between experimental groups is verified and presented for the following socio-
demographic variables: respondent’s relationship to the child, language of test, child’s gender,
family structure, mother’s age at birth of the target child, parents’ level of education, number of
hours worked by parents, household income, and parents’ language profile.

The second section presents overall and comparative results for scales measuring several
aspects of parent-child interactions, including positive interactions, empowerment, authoritative
parenting style, literacy activities and the languages in which these activities take place, and
finally the languages used by the child. The third section of the chapter includes measures of
social capital, social support, family functioning and depression. The fourth section combines
items related to level of involvement in the francophone culture. The fifth section, entitled
““‘Francophone environment’’, combines involvement towards the community and perceived
francophone vitality. The sixth section deals with child care arrangements. The seventh section
presents a matrix of the correlations between the outcomes (developmental components
measured by the EYE-AD) and child development correlates. The chapter ends with a discussion
of the main findings.

The reader should take note of the following points:

e A table summarizing the study constructs (definition and internal consistency
coefficient) can be found in section 2.3.2 of chapter 2.

e Figures found in this chapter provide details on the results of the total sample, while
tables have been used to present results of comparative analyses of the experimental
groups.

e Tables do not contain results for cells with five participants or less. Where
conceptually justified, data were combined to present the results in situations where
cells had less than five cases. Consequently, the percentages listed in the tables
comparing the experimental groups were calculated using cells with more than five
cases and do not necessarily correspond to the percentages shown in the figures for
the total sample.

e Results are presented by section, in the same order that the questions appeared on the
baseline survey.

e The “*Future analyses’’ section at the end of this chapter highlights the most relevant
findings.
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4.1 RESPONSE RATE AND MISSING DATA

The survey was conducted from May to October 2007, just before or shortly after the
implementation of the new preschool child care program. Results of the baseline survey are
based on a sample of 325 respondents,® which represents a response rate of 100%. Moreover,
there was very little missing data for the variables included in this survey. In view of the small
amount of missing data, no particular measures were taken to account for it. Respondents
declining to take the survey were simply removed from the analyses.

4.2 SECTION I: SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

The following section presents an overall profile of the sample, and provides comparisons
between the experimental groups for a series of socio-demographic variables such as family
structure, level of education, household income and language profile.

4.2.1 Participants by experimental group and community

Total sample: The 320 parents?’ of the 325 children studied are from six communities across
Canada. When the baseline survey was administered, the communities of Edmundston and
Cornwall had the greatest proportion of participants (26.2% and 22.2%, respectively), followed
by the communities of Orleans (16.9%), Durham (12.9%), Edmonton (11.7%) and Saint John
(10.2%) (see Figure 4.1).

Figure 4.1: Number of participants by community
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26 \When the parents’ baseline survey was conducted, there were 325 children. However, this number had dropped to 320 children
enrolled in the Readiness to Learn project by the time that the first assessment was done in October 2007.

27 A survey and a consent form were completed by 320 families with 325 children (there were five sets of twins).
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Experimental groups: Table 4.1 shows a distribution of the final number of participants in
each group by community. As can be observed, the informal care comparison group (G3) is
smaller than the other groups in Cornwall, Durham and Saint John. It was very difficult to recruit
francophone families in communities with a smaller francophone population. Two communities
— Saint John and Edmonton — only have one daycare centre for young francophone families. It is
therefore not surprising that there is no formal daycare comparison group in Saint John. The
situation was slightly different in Edmonton. There are several children enrolled in a paid junior
kindergarten program offered by the Edmonton school board. This program was deemed
equivalent to the one offered in a comparison group daycare; therefore, children enrolled in
junior kindergarten are included in the formal daycare comparison group.

Table 4.1: Number of participants by experimental group and by community at the end of the

enrolment period (October 31, 2007)

Experimental group | Program group | Formal daycare Informal care
(G1) comparison comparison
group (G2) group TOTAL
(G3)
n (%)
Community n (%) n (%) n (%)
Cornwall 23 (7.1) 32 (9.8) 17 (5.2) 72 (22.2)
Durham 16 (4.9) 18 (5.5) 8 (2.5) 42 (12.9)
Edmonton 14 (4.3) 14 (4.3) 10 (3.1) 38 (11.7)
Edmundston 19 (5.8) 32 (9.8) 34 (10.5) 85 (26.2)
Saint John 23(7.1) - 10 (3.1) 33(10.2)
Orleans 18 (5.5) 18 (5.5) 19 (5.8) 55 (16.9)
TOTAL 113 (34.8) 114 (35.1) 98 (30.2) 325 (100)

4.2.2 Respondent’s relationship to the child and survey language

Total sample: By definition, the respondent is the person most knowledgeable (PMK) about
the child. Among the 325 baseline surveys conducted, the majority of PMK (90.5%) were the
child’s biological or adoptive mother, while a much smaller percentage (9.5%) of surveys were
completed by the child’s biological or adopted father. There were no significant differences
between the three experimental groups in terms of the respondent’s relationship to the child (X2
(2, N =325) = 4.88, p > 0.05). Since the number of cases per cell for G3 was less than five,
Table 4.2 presents results for G1 and G2 only. Note that the high percentage of mothers
designated as the PMK is consistent with the NLSCY, where mothers are usually the ones who
answer the survey (Statistics Canada, 2006b, p. 25).

With respect to the language in which the survey was conducted, 289 surveys (88.9%) were
completed in French and 36 (11.1%) in English. G3 had less surveys completed in English than
G1and G2 (X? (2, N =325) = 10.21, p < 0.01). Since there were less than five cases per cell for
G3, only results for G1 and G2 are presented in the table.
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Table 4.2: Respondent’s relationship to the child, and the survey language for the groups in
which the children attend a formal daycare centre (G1 and G2)

Experimental group | Program group (G1) Formal daycare Significant
comparison group differences between
(G2) groups
n (%)
Variable n (%) Chi square
Respondent’s relationship to the child
Mother 100 (30.8) 100 (30.8)
No
Father 13 (4.0) 14 (4.3)
Survey language
French 99 (34.3) 95 (32.9)
Yes***
English 14 (12.4) 19 (16.7)

Note: Significance level: *** <1 %.

4.2.3 Mothers’ mean age

Total sample: The mean age of mothers when the target child was born is 29.2, with a
standard deviation of 4.6 years (age range is 18 to 42).

Experimental groups: An analysis of the variance showed no significant difference between
the three experimental groups in terms of mothers’ age when the child was born [F (2, 321) =
2.12, p > 0.05 (homogenous variances)].

4.2.4 Siblings and family composition

Siblings

Total sample: The number of children per household includes the target child and his/her
siblings. The families studied had an average of 2.1 children (standard deviation of 0.82, with a
range of 1 to 5 children).

Experimental groups: The Chi square test revealed significant differences between
experimental groups with respect to the number of children per family (X? (4, N = 325) = 19.64,
p < 0.001) (see Table 4.4). The mean number of children per household in the informal care
comparison group (2.40) is higher than the other two groups (the means for G1 and G2 were 1.85
and 2.10 children, respectively). The table also shows that there were less cases of an only child
in G3 than in G2, and that there are more cases of an only child in G1 than in G2 and G3. There
are more target children in G3 with three or more siblings.
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Table 4.4: Comparison of the number of children in each family, by experimental group

Experimental Program Formal Informal care Significant
group group (G1) daycare comparison differences
comparison group between
group (G2) (G3) TOTAL groups
n (%) n (%)
Number of children? n (%) n (%) Chi square
Only child 32(9.8) 23(7.1) 12 (3.7) 67 (20.6)
Two children 68 (20.9) 65 (20.0) 52 (16.0) 185 (56.9)
Yes***
Three children or more 13 (4.0) 26 (8.0) 34 (10.5) 73 (22.5)
TOTAL 113 (34.8) 114 (35.1) 98 (30.2) 325 (100)

Note: Significance level: *** <1 %.

Birth order

Total sample: Questions in the baseline survey allow us to calculate the birth order of target

children in relation to their brothers/sisters and half-brothers/sisters. Overall, 112 children have a
younger sibling, 167 have older siblings and 10 have a same age sibling (there are 5 sets of twins
in the study). Based on this information, it is easy to calculate each child’s birth order. Twins are

ranked at the same birth order and only children are ranked first.

Experimental groups: Table 4.5 indicates significant differences between the
three experimental groups with respect to birth order (X? (4, N = 325) = 17.09, p < 0.01).
Specifically, a larger number of children in G1 are first born or only children compared to G2
which, in turn, has a larger number of first-born children than G3. The table also shows a larger
number of children in the G3 who are the family’s youngest.

Table 4.5: Comparison of target child birth orders by experimental group

Experimental group Program Formal Informal Significant
group (G1) daycare care differences
comparison | comparison between
group (G2) group TOTAL groups
(G3)
Birth order n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) Chi square
1 62 (19.1) 54 (16.6) 42 (12.9) 158 (48.6)
2 44 (13.5) 46 (14.2) 31 (9.5 121 (37.2) Vegh
3 7(2.2) 14 (4.3) 25 (7.7) 46 (14.2)
TOTAL 113 (34.8) 114 (35.1) 98 (30.2) 325 (100)

Note: Significance level: *** < %,

28 Two categories were combined due to cells with less than five individuals.
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Household size

Total sample: Household size corresponds to the number of children and adults who
normally live with the PMK and the target child. It is a descriptive variable that is generally
examined in relation to the household income, to calculate sufficient income or a low income
cutoff (LICO). On average, households consist of 4.1 individuals, with a standard deviation of
approximately 1 individual (0.98). The typical Readiness to Learn project family has two parents

and two children.

Experimental groups: As shown in Table 4.6, there are significant differences between
experimental groups (categories have been combined in order to be able to present these

comparisons) (X? (4, N = 325) = 12.64, p < 0.05). The largest households are in G3.

Table 4.6: Comparison of household size by experimental group

Experimental group Program Formal Informal Significant
group (G1) daycare care differences
comparison | comparison between
group (G2) group groups
(G3) TOTAL
Household size n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) Chi square
3 people or less 35 (10.8) 29 (8.9) 14 (4.3) 78 (24.0)
4 people 58 (17.8) 59 (18.2) 50 (15.4) 167 (51.4)
Yes**
5 people or more 20 (6.2) 26 (8.0) 34 (10.5) 80 (24.6)
TOTAL 113 (34.8) 114 (35.1) 98 (30.2) 325 (100)

Note: Significance level: *** < %,

Family structure

Total sample: In the NLSCY, family structure refers to the “*classification of census families
into families of now-married couples and common-law couples (with or without children) and
single-parent families’’. However, the Readiness to Learn project has different categories, since
information on the marital status of participating families was not available. Two categories were
created using information gathered on family composition: intact families (children living in a
household composed of the two biological or adopted parents) and non-intact families (including
blended families, foster families and single-parent families). There are eight single-
parent families and no foster families in the Readiness to Learn project sample.

Experimental groups: As shown in Table 4.7, the great majority of families participating in
the Readiness to Learn project are ““intact families’’. A Chi square test comparing “‘intact’’
families with “*non-intact’” families did not reveal a significant difference between experimental
groups with regards to family composition (X? (2, N = 325) = 3.067, p > 0.05).

63



Table 4.7: Family structure of participating families

Experimental | Program group Formal Informal Significant
group (G1) daycare care differences
comparison comparison between
group (G2) group TOTAL groups
(G3)
Family structure n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) Chi square
“Intact” families 103 (31.7) 98 (30.2) 91 (28.0) 292 (89.9)
“Non-intact” families 10 (3.1) 16 (4.9) 7(2.2) 33(10.2) No
TOTAL 113 (34.8) 114 (35.1) 98 (30.2) 325 (100)

4.2 .5 Mothers and fathers level of education

Total sample: Information was collected in the survey regarding the highest level of
education attained by the PMK and his/her spouse. Data were collected for 325 mothers and 317
fathers (8 single-parent families are headed by the mother). Results show a diploma or college
certificate, received from a trade school or CEGEP to be the highest level of education most
frequently attained.

Figure 4.2 shows the distribution for mothers and fathers, combining certain education
categories. We observe that mothers have a higher level of education than fathers. Specifically, a
slightly higher percentage of mothers have a diploma or college certificate from a trade school
or CEGEP. There are also a slightly higher percentage of mothers with a bachelor’s or other
undergraduate degree.?® Conversely, a higher percentage of fathers have a high school diploma
or lower education level. Finally, the percentage of mothers and fathers with a post-graduate
degree is similar.

29 There was no comparative analysis performed between the mother and father’s level of education.
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Figure 4.2: Highest level of education attained by the parents
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Experimental groups: Responses were combined into different categories in order to verify
the homogeneity of the experimental groups. The new categories allow for a more even
distribution of the sample. A Chi square test comparing level of education failed to reveal
significant differences between experimental groups, for mothers (X2 (8, 325) = 9.007, p > 0.05),
and fathers (X? (8, N = 317) = 5.404, p > 0.05) (see Table 4.8). Thus, experimental groups are
not significantly different in terms of parents’ level of education.

Table 4.8: Results of analyses on the highest level of education achieved (mothers, fathers)
between experimental groups
Experimental Program Formal Informal care Significant
group group (G1) daycare comparison differences
comparison group (G3) TOTAL between groups
group (G2)
n (%) Chi square
Level of education n (%) n (%) n (%)
Mothers
Completed secondary
school 8 (2.5) 14 (4.3) 13 (4.0) 35 (10.8)
Completed a few post-
secondary courses
(college, trade school, 12 (3.7) 10 (3.1) 9(2.8) 31(9.5) No
university)
Diplomalcertificate
(college, trade school, 44 (13.5) 42 (12.9) 41 (12.6) 127 (39.1)
CEGEP)
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Experimental Program Formal Informal care Significant
group group (G1) daycare comparison differences
comparison group (G3) TOTAL between groups
group (G2)
n (%) Chi square
Level of education n (%) n (%) n (%)
Bachelor’s or other
undergraduate degree 33(10.2) 40 (12.3) 30 (9.2) 103 (31.7)
Master’s, degree in
medicine/law, or PhD 16 (4.9) 8 (2.5) 5(1.5) 29 (8.9)
TOTAL 113 (34.8) 114 (35.1) 98 (30.2) 325 (100)
Fathers
Completed secondary
school 16 (5.0) 25 (7.9) 21 (6.6) 62 (19.6)
Completed a few post-
secondary courses
(college, trade school, 9(2.8) 9(2.8) 11 (3.5) 29 (9.1)
university)
Diplomalcertificate
(college, trade school, 39 (12.3) 39 (12.3) 35 (11.0) 113 (35.6) No
CEGEP)
Bachelor’s or other
undergraduate degree 32 (10.1) 27 (8.5) 24 (7.6) 83 (26.2)
Master’s, degree in
medicine/law, or PhD 14 (4.4) 9(2.8) 7(2.2) 30 (9.5)
TOTAL 110 (34.7) 109 (34.4) 98 (30.9) 317 (100)

4.2.6 Number of hours worked

Total sample: Parents reported in the baseline survey, the number of hours of paid work per
week for the past four weeks. Respondents chose from seven categories: does not work, less
than 10 hours, 10 to 19 hours, 20 to 29 hours, 30 to 39 hours, 40 to 49 hours and 50 hours or
more. The results show that the majority of parents participating in the Readiness to Learn

project work full-time.

Figure 4.3 shows the distribution of hours worked by mothers and fathers. For analysis
purposes, categories were created to separate those who work full-time (more than 30 hours per

week), part-time (less than 30 hours per week) or do not work at all (results were not reported for
fathers since cells had less than five cases).® The results point to differences between hours
worked by mothers and fathers. More mothers work part-time than fathers. Conversely, a higher
percentage of fathers work full-time. This trend is even more pronounced for fathers working 50
hours or more. Results show 70 fathers working 50 hours or more, compared to 12 mothers.

30 These categories can be compared to studies done by Statistics Canada, in which hours were combined in the same manner for
part-time work.
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Figure 4.3: Number of hours worked
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Experimental groups: Results of comparisons across experimental groups (see Table 4.9)
suggest a significant difference in number of hours worked by mothers (X2 (6, N = 325) = 20.54,
p < 0.01) but not fathers (X? (8, N = 325) = 11.33, p > 0.05). The informal care comparison
group (G3) had a higher proportion of mothers who do not work, which was not surprising since
the majority of children in this group are cared for in the home by their mother. In the program
group and the formal daycare comparison group, there were no significant differences between
number of hours worked by mothers and fathers. Note that the categories listed in Table 4.9 for
the number of hours worked by mothers and fathers are different, due to the low number of cases
per cell in the data gathered on fathers.

Table 4.9: Number of hours worked (mothers, fathers) by experimental group

Experimental Program Formal Informal Significant
group group daycare care differences
(G1) comparison comparison between the
group group TOTAL groups
(G2) (G3)
Hours
worked n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) Chi square
Mothers
Does not work 24 (7.5) 29 (9.1) 42 (13.1) 95 (29.7)
Part-time
(<30 hours) 17 (5.3) 10 (3.1) 5(1.6) 32 (10.0) ——
Full-time (>30 hours) 72 (22.5) 73 (22.8) 48 (15.0) 193 (60.3)
TOTAL 113 (35.3) 112 (35.0) 95 (29.7) 320 (100)
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Fathers

Does not work and part-

fime (30 hours) 5 (1.6) 6 (1.9) 5 (1.6) 16 (5.1)
Full-time 104 (33.2) 103 (32.9) 90 (28.8) 297 (94.9) No
TOTAL | 109 (34.8) 109 (34.8) 95 (30.4) 313 (100)

Note: Significance level: *** <1 %.

4.2.7 Total household income

Total sample: Of the 325 respondents who took part in the baseline survey, 309 agreed to
answer the question on total household income, including all sources of revenue. The response
category “‘Less than $10,000’” was combined with the next category, that is an income between
$10,000 and $29,999. A comparison between respondents to the question and non respondents
reveals that the latter (n = 16 individuals) possess similar characteristics to respondents in terms
of mother’s age at birth of target child, and household size. However, non respondents had a
slightly lower level of education compared to respondents, and work less hours.3! The proportion
of non respondents was approximately the same across experimental groups.

The median household income for the sample (n = 309) is between $50,000 and $59,999. The
Readiness to Learn project sample was therefore generally more affluent. Exactly two thirds of
respondents report a household income of $60,000 or more. Figure 4.4 shows the overall
distribution of household income.

Figure 4.4: Total household income
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31 For the mothers who did not respond.
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Experimental groups: Examination of Table 4.10 yields no significant differences between
experimental groups for income categories (X? (12, N = 325) = 5.329, p > 0.05). The groups are
therefore homogenous in terms of income, which is a desirable condition for a non-random

experiment.

Table 4.10: Categories of household income by experimental group

Experimental Program Formal Informal Significant
group group daycare care differences
(G1) comparison comparison between the
group group TOTAL groups
(G2) (G3)
Income category
n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) Chi square
Less than $29,999 7(2.3) 13 (4.2) 10 (3.2) 30 (9.7)
Between $30,000 and
$39.999 6 (1.9) 6 (1.9) 6 (1.9) 18 (5.8)
Between $40,000 and
$49 999 6 (1.9) 8 (2.6) 6 (1.9) 20 (6.5)
No
Between $50,000 and
$59 999 10 (3.2) 12 (3.9) 13 (4.2) 35 (11.3)
$60,000 or more 78 (25.2) 71 (23.0) 57 (18.4) 206 (66.7)
TOTAL 107 (34.6) 110 (35.6) 92 (29.8) 309 (100)

4.2.8 Parents’ language profile

Section | of the baseline survey ended with a series of questions on official languages
(questions from the SVOLM) designed to provide a language profile of parents. Together, these
variables give an idea of the linguistic environment surrounding the child at home. The presence
of families with a third language required modifications to be made to answer choices for certain
questions, which meant that certain precautions had to be taken before these variables could be
compared with Statistics Canada variables.

There are currently two definitions for the Canadian francophone population. According to
Statistics Canada,? we can calculate the percentage of the population who report French as their
mother tongue, i.e., the first language learned and still understood. The second method is to
calculate the ““first official language spoken’” (FOLS), a score that considers knowledge of both
official languages, mother tongue and the language most often spoken in the home (Forgues and
Landry, 2006). Below are the main results for the language profiles of participating families.

Knowledge of official languages

Total sample: Knowledge of official languages means the ability to hold a conversation in
one language or the other. In the information collected on the 324 mothers and 315 fathers
(Figure 4.5):

32 The definition of the francophone population is available on the Statistics Canada web site:
http://www.statcan.gc.ca/concepts/definitions/language-langue-eng.htm
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e 93.2% of mothers and 80% of fathers know enough French to have a conversation.
e 91% of mothers and 88.6% of fathers can have a conversation in English.

e Mothers report knowing French more frequently than fathers, even though there are
more fathers who speak French only.

e There are more unilingual anglophone fathers than mothers.

Figure 4.5: Results of analyses on official languages known enough to hold a
conversation
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Experimental groups: A Chi square test done to compare mothers’ and fathers’ knowledge of
official languages in the three experimental groups resulted in too many cells with less than five
cases. For comparative purposes, knowledge of the parents’ language was combined into three
categories:

e English only;

e French and English, including equal knowledge of English and French OR English
more than French OR French more than English;

e Frenchonly.

Table 4.11 presents comparisons across experimental groups. Results for mother’s speaking
““English only’” cannot be reported because several cells had less than five cases. However,
findings showed no significant differences between mothers’ across experimental groups (X2 (4,
N =324) = 7.26, p > 0.05). Findings demonstrated more fathers in G3 knew French only
compared to fathers in G1 (X2 (4, N = 315) = 20.24, p < 0.001). There were also three times as
many fathers in G1 who report knowing English only than in G3.
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Table 4.11:

a conversation, by experimental group

Results of analyses on official languages known sufficiently by the parents to hold

Experimental Program Formal Informal care Significant
groups group daycare comparison differences
(G1) comparison group between the
group (G3) TOTAL groups?
(G2)
Knowledge of n (%)
official languages n (%) n (%) n (%) Chi square
Mothers
English only - - - -
French and English 98 (32.5) 92 (30.5) 83 (27.5) 273 (90.4)
No
French only 5(1.7) 12 (4.0) 12 (4.0) 29 (9.6)
TOTAL 103 (34.1) 104 (34.4) 95 (31.5) 302 (100)
Fathers
English only 36 (11.4) 17 (5.4) 12 (3.8) 65 (20.6)
French and English 69 (21.9) 75 (23.8) 70 (22.2) 214 (67.9)
Yes***
French only 5(1.6) 15 (4.8) 16 (5.1) 36 (11.4)
TOTAL 110 (34.9) 107 (34.0) 98 (31.1) 315 (100)

Note: Significance level: *** < %,

First language learned and still known

Mother tongue refers to the first language known and still understood. This method of
calculating the francophone population has two disadvantages: it includes individuals who are
able to understand French without being able to speak it, and excludes individuals who do not
consider French to be their mother tongue, but who speak French in the home or whose first
official language spoken (FLOS) is French (Forgues et Landry, 2006). For comparative

purposes, mother tongues have been combined into the following three categories:
e English only OR English and another language OR other language(s);

e French and English equally OR French and another language;

e Frenchonly.

Total sample: As shown in Figure 4.6:

e 76.9% of mothers reported French as one of their mother tongues. According to the
above definition, these mothers are Francophones;

e 63.5% of fathers reported French as one of their mother tongues. According to the
above definition, these fathers are Francophones;

e A higher percentage of mothers reported French only as their mother tongue
compared to fathers;

71




e More fathers reported English only (or English and another language) than mothers as
their mother tongue(s).

Figure 4.6: Distribution of first language learned and still understood:
mothers, fathers
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Experimental groups: Table 4.12 shows that:

e The informal care comparison group (G3) includes fewer parents whose first
language is English only compared to the other two groups.

e Gl and G2 have a comparable percentage of parents reporting two official languages
as their first language.

o With respect to the mother tongue of the mothers, there was no significant difference
between the three experimental groups (X? (4, 325) = 7.228, p > 0.05).

 As for the fathers, there was a significant difference between experimental groups (X2
(4, N = 315) = 16.53, p < 0.01). Specifically, more fathers in G3 reported French only
as their mother tongue than in G2. Fewer G3 fathers, compared to G1, reported
English only or English and another language as their mother tongue.
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Table 4.12:

Results of analyses on the first language learned and still understood by parents
by experimental group

Experimental Program Formal Informal care Significant
groups group daycare comparison differences
(G1) comparison group between the
group (G3) TOTAL groups
1stlanguage (G2)
learned and n (%)
understood n (%) n (%) n (%) Chi square
Mothers
English only OR English
and another language OR 30(9.2) 30(9.2) 15 (4.6) 75 (23.1)
other language(s)
French and English
equally OR French and 12 (3.7) 8 (2.5) 6 (1.8) 26 (8.0) No
another language
French only 71 (21.8) 76 (23.4) 77 (23.7) 224 (68.9)
TOTAL 113 (34.8) 114 (35.1) 98 (30.2) 325 (100)
Fathers
English only OR English
and another language OR 52 (17.8) 39 (13.4) 24 (8.2) 115 (39.4)
other language(s)
French and English
equally OR French and - - - - Yegh
another language
French only 50 (17.1) 57 (19.5) 70 (24.0) 177 (60.6)
TOTAL 102 (34.9) 96 (32.9) 94 (32.2) 292 (100)

Note: Significance level: *** <1 %.

First official language spoken (FOLS)

This derived variable, used by Statistics Canada to define the francophone population, is
made up of three items: the first language learned and still understood (mother tongue),
knowledge of both official languages and the language most often spoken in the home.
According to Forgues and Landry (2006, p. 1), it is calculated as follows:

1) If a person knows French only, their FOLS is French;

2) If a person knows French and English and French is their mother tongue, then their

FOLS is French;

3) If a person’s mother tongue is both French and English or neither of these, then the
FOLS is determined by the language most often spoken in the home.

Based on this method, individuals who know French only or whose mother tongue is French
fall into the “*French’’ category for FOLS. Individuals who know English only or whose mother
tongue is English only fall into the “*English’’ category for FOLS. Individuals who consider both
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French and English as their mother tongues, and who speak both official languages most often in
home fall into the *““French and English’’ category for FOLS. Finally, an individual who does not
know either of the official languages, and whose mother tongue is not an official language, falls
into the “‘Other” category.

This method of calculating the francophone population has two advantages: it includes
individuals whose mother tongue is not French, and uses two other variables to assist in
classifying individuals who know both official languages. The method does have the following
disadvantage: this definition excludes Francophones who consider both official languages to be
their mother tongues, and who speak English in the home, as is often the case in a linguistic
minority situation. This definition therefore excludes many of the children of “‘ayants droit’**3
raised in exogamous homes (Forgues and Landry, 2006).

Total sample: Examination of Figure 4.7 reveals a comparable distribution of mother tongues
between mothers and fathers:

e 71.5% of mothers reported French only as the first official language spoken;
according to the above definition, these mothers are Francophones;

e 60.4% of fathers reported French only as the first official language spoken; according
to the above definition, these fathers are Francophones.

Figure 4.7: Distribution of first official language spoken (FOLS): mothers,
fathers
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33 As per section 23 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms.
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Experimental groups: There were no differences between experimental groups for mothers
(X% (4, N = 323) = 6.898, p > 0.05) as shown in Table 4.13. However, we observe a significantly
larger number of G1 fathers whose FOLS is English only compared to G3 fathers (X? (4, N =
313) = 14.247, p = 0.007).

Table 4.13: Results of analyses on the first official language spoken (FOLS) by the parents and

by experimental group

Experimental groups Program Formal Informal care Significant
group daycare comparison differences
(G1) comparison group between the
group (G3) TOTAL groups
(G2)
First official n (%)
language spoken n (%) n (%) n (%) Chi square
Mothers
English only 27 (8.4) 27 (8.4) 13 (4.0 67 (20.7)
French and English 11 (3.4) 8 (2.5) 6 (1.9) 25 (7.7)
No
French only 73 (22.6) 78 (24.1) 80 (24.8) 231 (71.5)
TOTAL 111 (34.4) 113 (35.0) 99 (30.7) 323 (100)
Fathers
English only 50 (16.0) 38 (12.1) 21 (6.7) 109 (34.8)
French and English 5(1.6) 5 (1.6) 5(1.6) 15 (4.8)
Yes
French only 53 (16.9) 64 (20.4) 72 (23.0) 189 (60.4)
TOTAL 108 (34.5) 107 (34.2) 98 (31.3) 313 (100)

Note: The ““other’” category was removed due to cells with less than five cases.

Language(s) of instruction used at elementary school

The language of instruction used at elementary school is not included in the definitions
relating to the francophone population. This variable could, however, be examined in relation to
the languages used by the parents, to determine whether a certain degree of assimilation has
taken place; this is a research question outside of the scope of this study.

Total sample: For analysis purposes, the nine original categories were modified into five new
categories. We can see in Figure 4.8 that the majority of parents were taught in French only
during elementary school, or were taught more in French than in English. It appears that a greater
number of mothers than fathers were taught in French during elementary school. Conversely, a
greater number of fathers were taught in English during elementary school.
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Figure 4.8: Distribution of language(s) of instruction at elementary school:
mothers, fathers
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Experimental groups: For comparative analysis purposes, the language(s) of instruction at
elementary school have been combined into the following three categories:

English only OR English and another language OR other language(s);

French, English and another language OR English more than French OR French and
English equally OR French and another language OR French more than English (this
category has been identified as “*French and English’’);

French only.

Table 4.14 shows:

(Slightly significant) differences between mothers in the three experimental groups:
more mothers in G1 were taught in English only, or English and another language, or
another language only during elementary school compared to the other groups, and
fewer mothers in G3 were taught in English and French compared to the other groups
(X2 (4, N =325) =9.512, p < 0.05). It is impossible to report the latter results since
some cells had less than five cases;

There is a significantly smaller number of fathers in G1 who were taught in French
only during elementary school compared to G2 and G3; and a significantly larger
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number of fathers in G1 who were taught in English only, or English and another
language, or another language only, compared to fathers in G2 and G3 (X? (4, N =
314) = 13.23, p < 0.01).

Table 4.14: Results of analyses on language(s) of instruction used at elementary schools
attended by the parents, by experimental group
Experimental Program Formal Informal care Significant
groups group daycare comparison differences
(G1) comparison group TOTAL between the
group (G3) groups
1stlanguage (G2)
taught at n (%)
elementary school n (%) n (%) n (%) Chi square
Mothers
English only OR English
and another language 22 (7.4) 16 (5.4) 11 (3.7) 49 (16.5)
OR other language(s)
French and English - - - - Yest
French only 78 (26.3) 86 (29.0) 84 (28.3) 248 (83.5)
TOTAL 100 (33.7) 102 (34.3) 95 (32.0) 297 (100)
Fathers
English only OR English
and another language 43 (13.7) 29 (9.2) 20 (6.4) 92 (29.3)
OR other language(s)
French and English 13 (4.1) 7(2.2) 7 (2.2) 27 (8.6) Yeg***
French only 54 (17.2) 71 (22.6) 70 (22.3) 195 (62.1)
TOTAL 110 (35.0) 107 (34.1) 97 (30.9) 314 (100)

Note: Significance level: *** <1 %; ** <5 %.

Languages spoken most often in the home

This variable concerns the language(s) spoken most often at home by the parents of the target
child. According to Forgues and Landry (2006, p. 5), this variable is connected to passing on the
French language and vitality in the home, in that: “*The language spoken most often at home is
the measure that serves as an index of linguistic continuity or its complement— linguistic
assimilation.”’. Moreover, it can be used to calculate the degree of French language and culture
introduced into in the home/daycare, which will eventually be taken into account in analyses.

Total sample: Figure 4.9 reflects previously found results. We find a greater number of
fathers, compared to mothers, speaking English only or English and another language in the
home.
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Figure 4.9: Distribution of languages spoken most often in the home:
mothers, fathers
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Experimental groups: For comparative analysis purposes, the languages spoken in the home
have been combined into the following three categories:

e English only OR English and another language OR other language(s);

e French, English and another language OR English more than French OR French and
English equally OR French and another language OR French more than English (this
category has been identified as *‘French and English’’);

e Frenchonly.
As presented in Table 4.15:

o There are significant differences between groups for mothers (X?(4, N = 325) =
10.567, p < 0.05) and fathers (X?(4, N = 314) = 11.17, p < 0.05);

e A greater number of mothers in G1 speak English more often in the home than the
mothers in the other two groups. It was impossible to report the latter results since
some cells had less than five cases;

e G2 and G3 have the most mothers who speak French only in the home;

e G1 has the greatest number of fathers who speak English and/or another language
only in the home compared to the other two experimental groups.
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Table 4.15:

Results of analyses on languages spoken most often in the home, by experimental

group
Experimental Program Formal Informal care Significant
groups group daycare comparison differences
(G1) comparison group TOTAL between the
group (G3) groups
Language (G2)
used most often n (%)
in the home n (%) n (%) n (%) Chi square
Mothers
English only OR
English and another B _ _ _
language OR other
language(s)
. Yes**
French and English 55 (18.5) 54 (18.2) 41 (13.8) 150 (50.5)
French only 42 (14.1) 52 (17.5) 53 (17.8) 147 (49.5)
TOTAL 97 (32.7) 106 (35.7) 94 (31.6) 297 (100)
Fathers
English only OR
English and another 35 (11.1) 20 (6.4) 15 (4.8) 70 (22.3)
language OR other ’ ' ' '
language(s)
: Yes**
French and English 34 (10.8) 43 (13.7) 32 (10.2) 109 (34.7)
French only 41 (13.1) 44 (14.0) 50 (15.9) 135 (43.0)
TOTAL 110 (35.0) 107 (34.1) 97 (30.9) 314 (100)

Note: Significance level: ** <5 %,

Languages spoken with friends

This question pertains to the languages spoken by the parents of the target child outside of
the home, with their friends. The goal is to obtain information on the languages used by parents
outside of a working environment, or the languages used when receiving services (these
questions were asked later in the survey).

Total sample: Figure 4.10 illustrates the distribution for mothers and fathers. We can see that
fathers speak English only (or another language) with their friends more often than mothers do.
We can also observe a higher percentage of mothers speaking French only, or more French than
English, with their friends, compared to the fathers.
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Figure 4.10: Distribution of languages spoken outside of the home, with
friends: mothers, fathers
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Experimental groups: For comparative analysis purposes, the languages spoken outside of
the home with friends have been combined into the following three categories:

e English only OR English and another language OR other language(s);

e French, English and another language OR English more than French OR French and
English equally OR French and another language OR French more than English (this
category has been identified as *‘French and English’’);

e Frenchonly.

Table 4.16 presents a comparison between the experimental groups for languages spoken
with friends outside of the home. We observed that:

« Significant differences exist between the groups when we compare mothers (X? (4, N
=325) = 11.67, p < 0.01) and fathers (X2 (4, N = 315) = 15.37, p < 0.01).

e The parents (fathers and mothers) in G1 use more English in their communications
with friends than the parents in the other two groups.

e Approximately one third of the mothers and fathers in G2 and G3 use French only in
their communications with friends.

e In comparison to the language spoken at home, we observed a major drop in the
number of parents who claimed to speak French only. The fact that the community is
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in a minority setting increases the probability that the friends will speak English,

which no doubt explains this difference.

Table 4.16: Results of analyses on languages spoken outside of the home with friends

Experimental Program Formal Informal care Significant
groups group daycare comparison differences
(G1) comparison group between the
group (G3) TOTAL groups
(G2)
Language n (%)
used with friends n (%) n (%) n (%) Chi square
Mothers
English only OR English
and another language 31 (9.5) 26 (8.0) 15 (4.6) 72 (22.2)
OR other language(s)
French and English 62 (19.1) 53 (16.3) 47 (14.5) 162 (49.8) Yest*
French only 20 (6.2) 35 (10.8) 36 (11.1) 91 (28.0)
TOTAL 113 (34.8) 114 (35.1) 98 (30.2) 325 (100)
Fathers
English only OR English
and another language 47 (14.9) 40 (12.7) 21 (6.7) 108 (34.3)
OR other language(s)
French and English
equally OR French and 42 (13.3) 34 (10.8) 39 (12.4) 115 (36.5) Yeg**
another language
French only 21 (6.7) 33 (10.5) 38 (12.1) 92 (29.2)
TOTAL 110 (34.9) 107 (34.0) 98 (31.1) 315 (100)

Note: Significance level: *** < %; ** <5 %,

Languages spoken with the child

This variable is without a doubt the most important in the parents’ language profile since it is
directly related to the child’s French language development.

Total sample: Slightly more than half of mothers (61%) and fathers (56%) only speak French
to their child (see Figure 4.11). However, compared to mothers, twice as many fathers speak
English only (or English and another language, or another language only) to their child. These
results are consistent with those obtained through other variables that measure the family’s

language profile.
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Figure 4.11: Distribution of languages spoken with the child: mothers,

fathers
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Experimental groups: For comparative analysis purposes, the languages spoken by the
parents with the child have been combined into the following three categories:

English only OR English and another language OR other language(s);

French, English and another language OR English more than French OR French and
English equally OR French and another language OR French more than English (this
category has been identified as *‘French and English’’);

French only.

The main conclusion that can be drawn from Table 4.17 is that the mothers in G3 tend to
speak French only with their children more than the mothers in G1 (X? (4, N = 325) = 10.78, p <
0.01). We can also observe that fathers in G3 tend to speak French only with their children more
than the fathers in the other two experimental groups; this difference is even more pronounced
with G1 (X2 (4, N = 315) = 21.41, p < 0.001).
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Table 4.17: Results of analyses on the languages spoken with the target child

Experimental Program Formal Informal Significant
groups group daycare care differences
(G1) comparison comparison between the
group group TOTAL groups
Language (G2) (G3)
spoken with
the target child n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) Chi square
Mothers
English only OR English
and another language 16 (4.9) 9(2.8) 6 (1.8) 31 (9.5)
OR other language(s)
French and English 38(11.7) 37 (11.4) 21 (6.5) 96 (29.5) Yes**
French only 59 (18.2) 68 (20.9) 71 (21.8) 198 (61.0)
TOTAL 113 (34.8) 114 (35.1) 98 (30.1) 325 (100)
Fathers
English only OR English
and another language 37 (11.7) 17 (5.4) 12 (3.8) 66 (21.0)
OR other language(s)
French and English 23 (7.3) 31(9.8) 18 (5.7) 72 (22.9) Yes***
French only 50 (15.9) 59 (18.7) 68 (21.6) 177 (56.2)
TOTAL 110 (34.9) 107 (34.0) 98 (31.1) 315 (100)

Note: Significance level: *** <1 %; ** <5 %.

4.2.9 Number of years spent in the community

Total sample: The final variable in the socio-demographic information section of the baseline
survey is the number of years that the PMK has spent in the community. This variable’s mode
was ‘“More than 15 years OR | was born here’’; hence, the sample included participants who had
been living in the community for a long time, or had been born there. Note that the question
specified not to count time spent outside of the community for education or other reasons. We
observed, however, that despite the large number of participants who were born in their
community (or had spent many years living in it), close to a third of the sample had been living
in the community for five years or less (see Figure 4.12).
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Figure 4.12: Number of years the PMK has spentin the community
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Experimental groups: A Chi square test did not reveal significant differences between the
experimental groups in terms of the number of years spent in the community (X2 (10, N = 322) =
16.482, p > 0.05). It was impossible to report frequencies by group due to the high number of
cells with less than five cases. It must be stated, however, that of the 138 participants who
reported having lived in the community for more than 15 years or having been born there, many
were in G2 and G3.

4.3 SECTION II: PARENT-CHILD INTERACTIONS

The purpose of this section is to establish a profile of the quality of interactions between the
PMK and his/her child, and to determine whether there are differences between the experimental
groups. Two scales of parenting styles were included in the baseline survey, measuring positive
interactions and an authoritative style used with the child. The PMK then answered questions on
the languages used by the child when communicating with friends and members of the family.
Finally, the PMK was asked questions on the frequency of literacy activities and the languages in
which these activities took place.

Before calculating the scores for each of the scales, we performed factorial analyses which
enabled us to confirm whether there was a factor for each scale, i.e. a single construct truly being
measured. If an item did not contribute to enhancing the measurement of internal validity
(Cronbach alpha), the item was not retained in the final calculation of the score. Therefore, the
number of items included in the calculation does not necessarily correspond to the number of
items that initially appeared in the baseline survey. In addition, only the scores of respondents
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who answered all of the questions relating to the items retained in the final factorial solution
were kept for analysis purposes. In cases where more than 10% of respondents did not have a
score on a scale, further analysis was conducted into the response and non-response patterns to
clarify interpretation of the results.

4.3.1 Parenting practices

Total sample: The majority of PMKSs (90.9%) indicated that they used positive parenting
practices most of the time, or almost always (M = 4.47, SD = 0.36). No respondents reported that
they never or rarely used these strategies. With respect to authoritative parenting practices, most
parents (99.0%) reported using these strategies most of the time, or almost always (M = 3.40, SD
= 0.34). No analysis was performed on the scale measuring empowerment due to its weak
psychometric properties. The frequency of use of parenting practices reported by the PMK is
presented in Figure 4.13.

Figure 4.13:Frequency of use of parenting practices reported by the PMK
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Experimental groups: The results of comparative analyses show that there are no significant
differences between the experimental groups in terms of the frequency of use of positive
parenting practices [F (2, 316) = 0.33, p > 0.05] or authoritative parenting practices [F (2, 299) =
2.44, p > 0.05]. It should be noted that the answers to questions relating to the positive parenting
practices scale have been presented on a 5-point scale where 1 = “Never”; 3 = “Some of the
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time”; and 5 = “Almost always”. The answers to questions measuring the frequency of
authoritative practices were noted on a 4-point scale, where 1 = “Never/rarely”; and 4 = “Almost
always”. In both cases, higher scores indicated a greater use of the strategies. The mean scores
for parenting practices are presented in Table 4.18.

Table 4.18: Analysis of the variance (ANOVA) in parenting practices between the experimental
groups
Experimental Program Formal daycare | Informal care Total sample Significant
groups group (G1) comparison comparison differences
group (G2) group (G3) between the
groups?
Mean score
Mean score Mean score (standard Mean score
(standard (standard deviation) (standard
deviation) deviation) n deviation)
Scales n n n F Test
Parenting practices
Positive parenting 4.48 (0.38) 4.45 (0.37) 4.49 (0.33) 4.47 (0.36) No
practices n =108 n=114 n =97 n=2319
Authoritative parenting 3.34 (0.33) 3.43 (0.35) 3.43 (0.32) 3.40 (0.34) No
practices n =108 n =108 n =86 n = 302

4.3.2 Languages used by the child

Total sample: Analyses were performed with a scale that combined languages used by the
child when communicating with the PMK, his/her spouse, siblings and other children. This scale
represents a linguistic continuum from 1 (English only) to 5 (French only). Approximately one
half of the respondents (52.8%) indicated that the child uses French only in interactions with
others, while 11.6% reported that the child uses English only and/or other languages. Figure 4.14
illustrates the languages normally used by the children.
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Figure 4.14: Languages used by the child

10.7%

French mare

than English

60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
14.0%
20.0% 11.6% 109%
10.0%
0.0%
English only OR French, French and
English and English and Englsh OR
anather anather French and
language OR language OR another
other Englsh more language
language{s) than French

52.8%

French only

Experimental groups: The linguistic continuum (see Figure 4.14) is based on a 5-point scale:
(1) English only OR English and another language OR other languages; (3) French and English
OR French and another language; and (5) French only. It follows that the higher the score, the
more French is the language that is normally spoken. As observed in Table 4.19, the children in
the program group use both French and English equally with their entourage significantly more
than the children in the informal comparison group, who use French more than English [F (2,

298) = 6.21, p = 0.002].

Table 4.19: Analysis of the variance (ANOVA) in the language used by the child across the
experimental groups
Experimental Program Formal daycare | Informal care Total sample Significant
groups group (G1) comparison comparison differences
group (G2) group (G3) between the
groups?
Mean score
Mean score Mean score (standard Mean score
(standard (standard deviation) (standard
deviation) deviation) n deviation)
Scale n n n F Test
Language used by the 3.34 (1.57) 3.80 (1.46) 4.08 (1.40) 3.74 (1.50) Yes
child n =100 n =106 n =95 n =301 Gl*** < G3

Note: Significance level: *** <1 %.
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4.3.3 Literacy

Total sample: Close to two thirds of respondents or their spouse (64%) take part in literacy
activities with their child a few times per week (M = 2.88, SD = 0.50). Very few respondents
(0.3%) indicated that they never take part in literacy activities with their child, while none of the
respondents reported engaging in these activities several times per day (three times or more). The
frequency of literacy activities reported by the PMK is presented in Figure 4.15.

Figure 4.15: Frequency of literacy activities as reported by the PMK
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A linguistic continuum was created using questions that measured the languages normally
used for literacy activities. This continuum is based on a 5-point scale, where 1 equals English
only OR English and another language OR other languages, and 5 equals French only. Close to
two thirds of respondents use French only (32.1%) or French more than English (32.2%) when
participating in literacy activities with their child. Figure 4.16 illustrates the languages normally
used by the PMK during literacy activities.
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Figure 4.16: Languages normally used by the PMK during literacy activities
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Experimental groups: Comparative analyses did not reveal any significant differences
between the experimental groups with regards to the frequency of literacy activities engaged in
by the PMK or his/her spouse with the child [F (2, 311) =1.69, p > 0.05].

There are significant differences in terms of the language used during these literacy activities
(see Table 4.20): parents in the program group use both French and English with their children
more frequently, while parents in the informal care comparison group use French more than
English [F (2, 302) = 5.45, p = 0.005]. This interpretation is based on the linguistic continuum
(see Figure 4.16)—the higher the score, the more likely French is the language normally used for
literacy activities.
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Table 4.20:

continuum across the experimental groups

Analysis of the variance (ANOVA) in literacy activities and in the linguistic

Experimental

Program group

Formal daycare

Informal care

Total sample

Significant

groups (G1) comparison comparison differences
group (G2) group (G3) between the
groups?
Mean score
Mean score Mean score (standard Mean score
(standard (standard deviation) (standard
deviation) deviation) N deviation)
Scales n n n F Test
. _— 2.89 (0.53) 2.82 (0.47) 2.95 (0.47) 2.88 (0.49)
Literacy activities n=108 n=111 n=95 n =314 No
Literacy linguistic 3.43 (1.27) 3.71(1.13) 3.98 (1.08) 3.70 (1.18) Yes
continuum3 n =106 n =106 n =93 n =305 G1*** < G3

Note: Significance level: *** < %.

4.4 SECTION lll: FAMILY PROCESSES

This section presents the results for several variables linked to family processes that were
included in the baseline survey, such as constructs of social capital, social support, family
functioning and depression.

4.4.1 Social capital and social support

Total sample: Nearly half of the respondents (47.9%) reported having a very good social
capital in their neighbourhood (M = 3.34, SD = 0.69). However, we noted a lower response rate
for this scale compared to other scales found in this section. In fact, the response rate for the
social capital scale was only 65%. A review of the response pattern reveals that a large
percentage of missing data was generated by the response choice ““Don’t know/refuse to
answer’’ for one or more of the five questions that made up this scale. These results seem to
indicate that a third of respondents do not know their neighbourhood very well.

Moreover, a very large percentage of respondents (90.5%) have access to very good social
support (M = 3.88, SD = 0.32). PMKSs indicated that they benefit from informational support,
tangible assistance and emotional support. The distribution of scores obtained from the social
capital and social support scales is presented in Figure 4.17.

34 Note that the scale initially included nine items, and factorial analyses only allowed for five items to be retained without
compromising the internal validity.
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Figure 4.17: Presence of social capital and social support as reported by the

PMK
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Experimental groups: Comparative analyses did not reveal any significant differences
between the experimental groups in terms of the degree of social capital [F (2, 208) = 0.41, p >
0.05] or social support [F (2, 322) = 1.14, p > 0.05] perceived by the PMK (see Table 4.21).
Interpretation of the scores is based on a 4-point scale: (1) Absolutely disagree; (2) Mostly
disagree; (3) Mostly agree; and (4) Absolutely agree. The higher the score, the more the
respondent reported benefiting from greater social capital and social support (see Figure 4.17).

Table 4.21: Analysis of the variance (ANOVA) for social capital and social support across the
experimental groups
Experimental Program Formal daycare | Informal care Total sample Significant
groups group (G1) comparison comparison differences
group (G2) group (G3) between the
groups?
Mean score
Mean score Mean score (standard Mean score
(standard (standard deviation) (standard
deviation) deviation) n deviation)
Scales n n n F Test
Family processes
. . 3.39 (0.64) 3.34 (0.72) 3.28 (0.70) 3.34 (0.69)
Social capital n=73 n=71 n=67 n= 211 No
. 3.85 (0.40) 3.90 (0.27) 3.91 (0.26) 3.88 (0.32)
Social support n=113 n=114 n =98 n =325 No
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4.4.2 Family functioning

Total sample: We can see in Figure 4.18 that a large percentage of respondents (80.5%)
consider their family functioning to be very good (M = 3.73, SD = 0.38). Although these results
are positive, they must be interpreted with caution, since they are subject to the possibility of a
strong bias on the part of the respondents. The questions making up this scale related to respect,
listening, trust and acceptance within the family. It is easy to conclude that there was bias in the
answers, since respondents would want to look good in front of the coordinator asking the
questions.

Figure 4.18: Family functioning as reported by the PMK
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Experimental groups: Comparative analyses did not reveal any significant differences
between the experimental groups in terms of the degree of family functioning [F (2, 320) = 0.77,
p > 0.05] (see Table 4.22). Scores are to be interpreted using a 4-point scale: (1) Absolutely
disagree; (2) Mostly disagree; (3) Mostly agree; and (4) Absolutely agree. The higher the score,
the better the respondent viewed their family functioning (see Figure 4.18). On average,
participating families all reported a satisfactory family environment.
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Table 4.22:

Analysis of the variance (ANOVA) in family functioning across the experimental

groups
Experimental Program Formal daycare | Informal care Total sample Significant
groups group (G1) comparison comparison differences
group (G2) group (G3) between the
groups?
Mean score
Mean score Mean score (standard Mean score
(standard (standard deviation) (standard
deviation) deviation) n deviation)
Scale n n n F Test
Family processes
. _— 3.70 (0.43) 3.72 (0.36) 3.76 (0.32) 3.73 (0.37)
Family functioning n=113 n=114 n=96 n =323 No

4.4.3 Depression

Total sample: We can see in Figure 4.19 that more than two thirds of respondents (78.8%)
reported few or none of the symptoms indicative of depression (M = 1.3, SD = 0.40). However,
caution must be taken in interpreting the results for the 9.5% of men who completed the baseline
survey. The questions making up this scale refer to several behaviours that are typically less
common for men than women (e.g. crying, feeling down, etc.).

Figure 4.19: Depressed mood reported by PMK
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Experimental groups: Comparative analyses did not reveal any significant differences
between the experimental groups in terms of depressed mood reported by the PMK [F (2, 317) =
0.01, p > 0.05] (see Table 4.23). Scores are to be interpreted based on a 4-point scale where 1 =
“Rarely or none of the time, 2 = “Some or a little of the time”; 3 = “Occasionally or a moderate

amount of time”; and 4 = “Most or all of the time”. The higher the score, the greater the
respondent’s depressed mood (see Figure 4.19).

Table 4.23: Analysis of the variance (ANOVA) in depressed moods across the experimental
groups
Experimental Program Formal daycare | Informal care Total sample Significant
groups group (G1) comparison comparison differences
group (G2) group (G3) between the
groups?
Mean score
Mean score Mean score (standard Mean score
(standard (standard deviation) (standard
deviation) deviation) n deviation)
Scale n n n F Test
Family processes
1.28 (0.39) 1.29 (0.39) 1.29 (0.41) 1.29 (0.40)
Depressed mood n = 108 n =114 n =98 h = 320 No

45 SECTIONS IV AND V: IDENTITY, ENVIRONMENT AND
FRANCOPHONE COMMUNITY

The purpose of this section of the chapter is to determine whether there are differences
between experimental groups with respect to factors linked to identification with and
involvement in the francophone culture, using the answers to sections IV and V of the baseline
survey. Section IV of the baseline survey asks the PMKs their opinion on the importance of
exposing their child to both official languages, their desire to be involved in the development of
the francophone community and their desire to attend French events. These three concepts are
measured in a single construct: cultural involvement. Section IV of the baseline survey also
includes a question on identification with one or the other linguistic group (Francophones,
Anglophones or neither). Section V of the baseline survey presents the subjective results of the
francophone vitality in the community and two questions on francophone presence in the
community.

4.5.1 Involvement in the francophone culture

Total sample: More than half of the respondents (63.7%) consider that it is rather important
or very important to preserve the francophone culture, through development of their child’s
language and identity, or through their involvement in the francophone community (M = 2.66,
SD = 0.54). Figure 4.20 presents the distribution of scores obtained on this scale.
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Figure 4.20: Level of involvement in francophone culture
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Experimental groups: Comparative analyses did not reveal any significant differences
between the experimental groups in terms of the level of involvement in the francophone culture

[F (2,297) =0.39, p > 0.05] (see Table 4.24). The scores should be interpreted using a 4-point
scale where 1= “Not at all/ Rather weakly”; 2 = “Moderately”; 3 = “Rather strongly”; and 4 =
“Very strongly”. The higher the score, the greater the respondent’s level of involvement in the
francophone culture (see Figure 4.20).

Table 4.24:

across the experimental groups

Analysis of the variance (ANOVA) in the involvement in the francophone culture

Experimental Program Formal daycare | Informal care Total sample Significant
groups group (G1) comparison comparison differences
group (G2) group (G3) between the
groups?
Mean score
Mean score Mean score (standard Mean score
(standard (standard deviation) (standard
deviation) deviation) n deviation)
Scale n n n F Test
Cultural involvement 2.67 (0.54) 2.63 (0.52) 2.69 (0.56) 2.66 (0.54) No
n =105 n=101 n=94 n =300
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4.5.2 Sense of belonging to linguistic communities

Total sample: Figure 4.21 shows that more than half of the respondents (57.7%) identify
themselves as belonging solely or primarily to the francophone linguistic group (M = 3.73, SD =
1.24). It is interesting to note that more than half of the respondents (56.2%) identify, to varying
degrees, with both Francophones and Anglophones. Among these, close to one quarter of
respondents identify equally with both Francophones and Anglophones (26.2%). This result
points to the importance of establishing a link between the cultural identification of the
Readiness to Learn project parents, the language of schooling that they choose for their child
and, above all, the types and frequency of community actions taken to determine their individual
and collective identities.

Figure 4.21:Sense of belonging to linguistic communities
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Experimental groups: Analyses revealed significant differences between the experimental
groups with respect to identification with linguistic communities [F (2,321) = 5.74, p = 0.004]
(see Table 4.25). Scores for linguistic identification (see Figure 4.21) should be interpreted using
a 5-point scale where 1 = “Anglophone group only OR neither”; 3 = “Both groups equally”; and
5 = “Francophone group only”. A high score therefore indicates a stronger sense of belonging to
the francophone group. We can see in Table 4.25 that G1 identifies with both linguistic groups
while G3 identifies primarily with the francophone group.
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Table 4.25:

across the experimental groups

Analysis of the variance (ANOVA) in sense of belonging to linguistic communities

Experimental

Program group

Formal daycare

Informal care

Total sample

Significant

groups (G1) comparison comparison differences
group (G2) group (G3) between the
groups?
Mean score
Mean Mean score (standard Mean score
score(standard (standard deviation) (standard
deviation) deviation) n deviation)
Scale n n n F Test
tsc)el?:geu?gtit’ce'ong'”g 346 (1.25) | 3.73(1.25) | 4.03(115) | 3.73 (1.24) Yes
n=113 n=113 n =98 n =324 G1** < G3

communities

Note: Significance level: *** <1 %; ** <5 %.

4.5.3 Perception of the francophone vitality in the community

Perception of the francophone vitality in the community is measured using answers to a
series of questions on the frequency of French used in public places (i.e., place of business,
municipal government, community organizations, workplaces and government services) and
access to services in French (media). The overall score gives us an indication of how often
French is used in certain organizations. Other questions deal with the language normally used by
the respondent when interacting with specific organizations. The overall score also includes the
respondent’s access to French media. It should be noted that the frequency with which certain
organizations use French did not allow us to make a distinction between cases where an
individual chose to use English when French could have been used, and cases where French

services did not exist.

Total sample: Figure 4.22 shows that slightly more than half of the respondents (61.3%)
reported having access to French media and being able to use French in public places most of the
time, almost always, or always.
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Figure 4.22: Perception of the community’s vitality
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Experimental groups: Comparative analyses revealed significant differences between the
experimental groups in the perception of francophone vitality in the community [F (2, 209) =
4.15, p = 0.017] (see Table 4.26). Scores should be interpreted using a 6-point scale where 1=
“Never”; 3 = “Some of the time”; 5 = “Almost always”; and 6 = “Always”. The higher the score,
the greater the respondent’s perceived francophone vitality in the community (see Figure 4.22).

Moreover, we observed a high level of non-response (34.8%) to at least one of the questions
that make up this scale. The non-responses consisted primarily of respondents indicating that
they did not know to what degree their municipal government or community organizations used
French. Conversely, a large majority of participants answered the question about the use of
French during their interactions with government services. It may have been possible to reduce
the non-response rate had the questions on the municipal government and community
organizations been worded so that they referred to the use of French in interactions with these
organizations rather than simply asking about the use of French by these organizations. We also
noted a smaller number of non-responses with regard to the language used in the workplace. This
question was not relevant for mothers in G3 since slightly less than half of them do not work.
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Table 4.26: Analysis of the variance (ANOVA) in perceived francophone vitality in the
community across experimental groups
Experimental Program Formal daycare | Informal care Total sample Significant
groups group (G1) comparison comparison differences
group (G2) group (G3) between the
groups?
Mean score
Mean score Mean score (standard Mean score
(standard (standard deviation) (standard
deviation) deviation) n deviation)
Scale n n n F Test
L 3.84 (1.27) 4.02 (1.53) 451 (1.39) 410 (1.42) Yes
Community vitality n=74 n=75 h =63 n =212 G1* < G3

Note: Significance level: ** <5 %.

In order to better understand the results relating to respondents’ perception of francophone
vitality in the community it is worth verifying whether this perception is associated with the
concentration of Francophones in the community. According to Table 4.27, there are indeed
significant differences between the communities with respect to perception of francophone
vitality [F (5, 206) = 208.99, p = 0.000]. The results of post-hoc analyses (Tukey HSD) indicate

the following significant differences:

e Durham respondents perceived it as having significantly less francophone vitality
than the other communities.

e Edmundston respondents perceived it as having significantly higher francophone
vitality than the other communities.

e Orleans and Cornwall ranked second highest in perceived francophone vitality.

e Saint John and Edmonton obtained very similar scores.

These results are an approximate reflection of the percentage of Francophones living in these
communities. In decreasing order of perceived francophone vitality, the community of
Edmundston came first, followed by the communities of Orleans, Cornwall, Saint John,
Edmonton and Durham. This order mirrors the percentage of Francophones living in each
community (Statistics Canada, 2006c).

Table 4.27: Analysis of the variance in the subjective vitality scores (ANOVA), by community
Vitality Mean score Percentage of Significant differences between
(standard Francophones in the communities?
deviation) the community
Communities n Post-hoc (Tukey HSD)
Edmundston 5.74 (0.31) 91%
n=77 Yes
Orleans 3.77 (0.75) 30%
n=35 Durham*** < all of the other
communities
Cornwall 3.27 (0.76) 30.5%
n=41 Edmundston** > all of the other
Saint John 3.06 (0.67) 5% communities
n=19
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Vitality Mean score Percentage of Significant differences between
(standard Francophones in the communities?
deviation) the community
Communities n Post-hoc (Tukey HSD)
Durham 2.16 (0.56) 2.8%
n=18 Edmonton, Saint John** > Durham
Edmonton 2.95 (0.59) 2.7%
n=22 Cornwall** < Orleans** <
Edmundston
4.10 (1.4) N/A
TOTAL n=212

Note: Significance level: *** <1 %; ** <5 %.

4.5.4 Presence of French in the community

Respondents gave their opinion on the presence of French in their community. For the first
question, they were asked whether they felt that, over the next 10 years, the presence of French
would increase, decrease or remain the same in their community. The second question also asked
their opinion about the presence of French; but this time, over the past 10 years. This question
was only asked to respondents who had lived in the community for 10 years or more.

Total sample: Figure 4.23 provides details on the respondents’ answers. The reader should
note that approximately one quarter of the respondents are from Edmundston—a community
with a strong concentration of Francophones. Of the 325 respondents, 6.5% did not give an
opinion on the future presence of French in their community. Of the respondents who did give an
opinion, more than half (59.1%) felt that the presence of French would increase in their
community. As for the second question, one third of participants (33.2%) said that they had lived
in the community for 10 years or less, and therefore were unable to assess the evolution of
French presence in their community. Of the respondents who had lived in their community for
more than 10 years, a small percentage (5.1%) said that they were unable to assess changes in the
presence of French. The results of respondents who gave an opinion showed that:

e 40.1% thought that the presence of French had increased;
e 30.9% thought that the presence of French had remained the same;
e 24.1% thought that the presence of French had decreased.
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Figure 4.23: Presence of French in the community
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Other analyses were performed to test whether the number of years spent in the community
had an influence on the perception of respondents. For the purposes of these analyses,
respondents were divided into two groups: long-term residents (those living in the community
for 11 years or more) and more recent residents (those living in the community for 10 years or
less). The opinions of long-term residents on the future presence of French in the community
were compared with the opinions of more recent residents. The results did not indicate a
significant difference between the two groups (X? (3, 321) = 7.515, p > 0.05).

Experimental groups: Comparative analyses did not reveal any significant differences
between the experimental groups in terms of opinions on the future presence of French in the
community (X2 (4, N = 304) = 0.84, p > 0.05) or the presence of French over the past 10 years
(X2 (4, N =206) = 7.78, p > 0.05).

4.6 SECTION VI: CHILD CARE

The final questions of the baseline survey dealt with past child care, separating the different
child care arrangements by the following periods: from birth to one year old, from one to two
years old, from two to three years old, as well as the type of child care being used at the time of
the survey. Questions were also asked about the languages used in the child care provided during
these different periods. The survey ended with an open question on the reasons behind the type
of child care chosen.
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4.6.1 Main child care arrangements

Total sample: The reader should note that it was impossible to report the main type of child
care used for some of the children, since many parents identified several different child care
arrangements used for each of the periods. Child care arrangements were combined into three
groups: home care, informal care (home care in someone else’s home by a relative or someone
other than a relative) and formal daycare (care in a daycare facility, whether or not approved or
registered by the government). We can see in Figure 4.24 that home care remains the most
popular arrangement when the children are less than one year old. However, during the child’s
second year, we can see that the use of this type of arrangement drops by more than half. A large
percentage of parents (64.5%) chose a type of child care that was outside of the home. This
percentage increased to 68.8% from the second to third year of childhood. When the baseline
survey was administered, 68.9% of the children attended a type of child care that was outside of
the home. Of those children, 58% attended a formal daycare.

Figure 4.24: Child care arrangements used per year of life
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Experimental groups: Table 4.28 indicates the child care background for all three
experimental groups. It should be noted that child care arrangements have been combined into
two groups: in a home (in the child’s home or an informal care); or in a formal daycare (a
daycare facility, whether or not approved or registered by the government). The results for child
care from birth to age one have not been presented (there were less than five cases in some cells);
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there was no significant difference between the experimental groups since a very small number
of children in each group attended a formal daycare (X?(12, N=289) = 6.095, p > 0.05).
However, for the other periods, we can see that there were significant differences between the
groups in their child care backgrounds [from 12 to 24 months (X?(12, N=296) = 41.157, p <
0.01); from 24 to 36 months (X?(12, N=285) = 100.2, p < 0.01); 36 months or older (X?(12,
N=293) = 142.7, p < 0.01)]:

e The children in G1 attended a formal daycare earlier than the children in the other groups;

e The number of children in G2 attending a formal daycare increased a year before the
Readiness to Learn project began, to the point where the number of children was
practically equal to G1;

e When the Readiness to Learn project began, a small number of children in G3 (eight) were
registered with a formal daycare, most likely on a part-time basis (less than two days/week
if we consider the eligibility criteria for the Readiness to Learn project);

e Some parents of children in G1 and G2 indicated that when the Readiness to Learn project
began, their child was being cared for in the home: this may be explained by the fact that
the parents reported the child care arrangements in effect at the time of the survey, and
some surveys were conducted during the summer, i.e. before formal daycare began.

Table 4.28: Child care background by experimental group

Experimental Program Formal Informal care Total sample Significant
groups group (G1) daycare comparison differences
comparison group (G3) between the
group (G2) groups?
Child’s age and n (%)
arrangements n (%) n (%) n (%) Chi square
From 12 to 24 months
In a home 48 (16.2) 67 (22.6) 67 (22.6) 182 (61.5)
In a formal daycare 56 (18.9) 39 (13.2) 19 (6.4) 114 (38.5) Yesr
TOTAL 104 (35.1) 106 (35.8) 86 (29.1) 296 (100)
From 24 to 36 months
In a home 26 (9.1) 30 (10.5) 76 (26.7) 132 (46.3)
In a formal daycare 74 (26.0) 69 (24.2) 10 (3.5) 153 (53.7) Yes***
TOTAL 100 (35.1) 99 (34.7) 86 (30.2) 285 (100)
At survey
In a home 20 (6.8) 23 (7.8) 80 (27.3) 123 (42.0)
In a formal daycare 82 (28.0) 80 (27.3) 8 (2.7) 170 (58.0) Yeg*+*
TOTAL 102 (34.8) 103 (35.2) 88 (30.0) 293 (100)

Note: Significance level: *** <1 %.
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4.6.2 Languages normally spoken in the main child care settings

Total sample: Figure 4.25 illustrates respondent data on the languages spoken in the main
child care settings for each of the specified periods. Language categories have been combined to
permit presentation of the results. We can see that a very large majority of the children were
cared for in French (on average, 73.6%) over the four periods examined. We can also see that the
number of children cared for in English only (or in another language) dropped after the second
period.

Figure 4.25: Languages spoken in the main child care settings from the
child’s birth to the survey
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Experimental groups: For comparative analysis purposes, the languages spoken in the main
child care settings for each of the periods were combined into the following three categories:

e English only OR English and another language OR other language(s);

e French, English and another language OR English more than French OR French and
English equally OR French and another language OR French more than English (this
category has been identified as “*French and English’’);

e Frenchonly.
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Overall, we can observe in Table 4.29 that:

G1 had the most children who were cared for in English only (or in another language)
during the period from 12 to 24 months; we also note a tendency in G1 to care for the
child in English only (or in another language) during the period from birth to

12 months;

G3 had the least number of children attending child care in French only as of the 24
to 36 months period compared to the other two groups, even though G3 has a higher
French language profile. However, consideration for the background of the main
child care arrangements should be taken into account when interpreting these results.
We can see that the number of children in G3 attending a French daycare did not drop
during the period from 12 to 24 months. We did, however, see a significant rise in the
number of children in G1 and G2 attending French child care during the period from
24 to 36 months;

G2 had less children in English only (or English and another language) child care for
the period from 24 to 36 months than did G3 which, in turn, had less children in
English child care than G1. It is impossible to report the latter results since some cells
had less than five respondents.

In terms of cells, we observed:

No significant difference in languages used in child care settings from birth to 12
months (X?(4, N=314) = 8.52, p > 0.05);

Significant differences between groups in languages used in child care settings when
the children were 12 to 24 months (X?(4, N=317) = 12.58, p < 0.05). During this
period, a larger number of children in G2 were cared for in French only compared to
G1;

Significant differences between groups in languages used in child care settings when
children were 24 to 36 months (X?(4, N=322) = 14.07, p < 0.01). During this period, a
larger number of children in G2 were cared for in French only compared to G1 and
G3;

No significant difference with respect to languages used in child care settings at the
time of the survey (X%(4, N=323) = 7.44, p > 0.05).
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Table 4.29:

child’s history of care

Comparison between experimental groups for languages spoken throughout a

Experimental Program Formal Informal care Significant
group group (G1) daycare comparison differences
comparison group (G3) TOTAL between the
group (G2) groups?
Child’s age
and language n (%)
used in child care n (%) n (%) n (%) Chi square
From birth to 12 months
English only OR English
and/or other languages 18 (5.7) 15 (4.8) 8 (2.5) 41 (13.0)
French and English 23(7.3) 18 (5.7) 12 (3.8) 53 (16.9) No
French only 64 (20.4) 78 (24.8) 78 (24.8) 220 (70.1)
TOTAL 105 (33.4) 111 (35.4) 98 (31.2) 314 (100)
From 12 to 24 months
English only OR English
and/or other languages 27 (8.5) 15 (4.7) 9(2.8) 51 (16.1)
French and English 20 (6.3) 15 (4.7) 18 (5.7) 53 (16.7) Yes*
French only 61 (19.2) 82 (25.9) 70 (22.1) 213 (67.2)
TOTAL 108 (34.1) 112 (35.3) 97 (30.6) 317 (100)
From 24 to 36 months
English only OR English _ _ _ B
and/or other languages
French and English 13 (4.4) 14 (4.8) 19 (6.5) 46 (15.6) Yegker
French only 82 (27.9) 95 (32.3) 71 (24.1) 248 (84.4)
TOTAL 95 (32.3) 109 (37.1) 90 (30.6) 294 (100)
At the time of the survey
English only OR English _ _ _ _
and/or other languages
French and English 15 (4.9) 13 (4.3) 18 (5.9) 46 (15.1) No
French only 88 (28.9) 98 (32.1) 73 (23.9) 259 (84.9)
TOTAL 103 (33.8) 111 (36.4) 91 (29.8) 305 (100)

Note: Significance level: ** <5 %.

4.6.3 Choice of child care arrangements

A qualitative analysis of parents’ answers on the reasons for their choice of child care
arrangements for their child at the time of the baseline survey revealed that the parents in the
program group (G1) were more concerned with the language aspect of a daycare. A large number
of them mentioned the importance of placing their child in a francophone child care setting.
Also, these parents were particularly concerned with their child’s social development and degree
of school readiness. It is interesting to examine these results in relation to the fact that parents in
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G1 have a higher anglophone language profile than the parents in the other groups. This
characteristic might be explained by the importance that they place on having their child attend
French child care, thereby increasing their child’s exposure to this language.

When we examine the data in further detail, we see that Orleans and Saint John have the
greatest number of parents in G1 who chose a daycare because of its language profile, followed
by Edmonton and Durham. Few parents were concerned with this element in Edmundston, no
doubt because these parents can count on the francophone vitality in the community in their area
to ensure that their child has plenty of exposure to French. As for Cornwall, the high number of
non-responses in this community made it difficult to analyze the data.

Table 4.30: Reasons for parents’ choice of child care arrangements, by experimental group

Program group Formal daycare Informal care
(G1) comparison group | comparison group

(G2) (G3)
Reasons for choosing
child care arrangements n n n
Language 39 13 4
Safety 2
Financial reasons 0
Maternity leave 9
Child’s social development 25 7
School readiness 18 11 2
Child’s personal development 13 6 12
Quality of daycares’ organizational aspects 15 15 3
Quality of care 12 17
Both parents work 13 5 2
Convenience 19 10 14
Other 3 2 10

4.7 CORRELATION BETWEEN SCORES AND VARIABLES OF
INTEREST

To conclude the analyses, it is worth examining the correlation between the scores obtained
on the EYE-AD and some of the variables in the baseline survey, in order to verify to what
degree they are associated. These correlations do not in any way suggest a causal impact, but are
often associated with school readiness and child development in the literature (see Chapter 1).
Table 4.31 presents a correlation matrix for these variables. As noted earlier, EYE-AD covers
five components of child development:

1) Awareness of self and the environment (domain A)

2) Cognitive skills (domain B)

3) Language and communication (domain C)

4) Physical/motor skills (fine and gross motor skills) (domain D)

5) Awareness and involvement in francophone culture (domain E)
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In general, we observed very few significant correlations between the predictors (variables in
the baseline survey) and the study outcomes (EYE-AD scores). The exception can be found in
language-related variables (the linguistic continuum created for languages normally used for
literacy activities, languages spoken to the child by the mother and languages used by the child).
These variables are even more correlated to the three EYE-AD domains pertaining to language
(E, A and C). It is interesting to note that linguistic practices in the home were related to the
results obtained by the children on the communication scale (domain C), even before the
intervention began. The association between linguistic practices and domain A is also interesting
and reflects the preponderance of vocabulary-related items that make up this scale. However, the
very strong correlations between these variables and domain E should be interpreted with
caution. The protocol suggested by Willms (2007) implies that the mean score for domain E
contains parents’ answers to items E4 to E6, which represents half of the items. Consequently,
the strong correlations observed are, in all likelihood, an artifact due to the use of an identical
source of information for associated language questions. For example, the language normally
used by a child with his/her mother, father and friends (question on the baseline survey) is a
construct identical to the one measured for domain E, i.e. the language normally used by the
child to communicate with his/her mother, father and friends (questions for which the answers
were provided in the baseline survey).

Positive parenting practices proved to be slightly correlated with domain D while
authoritative parenting practices were slightly correlated with domains C, A and B for the French
test. The linguistic environment varied from somewhat to strongly correlated with domains A, C
and E, through literacy activities, languages in which the parent communicates with the child or
languages in which the child communicates with the parent. What is interesting is that the
perceived francophone vitality in the community and involvement in the culture are somewhat
correlated to domains C and E. We can speculate that the effect of these variables on domains C
and E is passed on through the parents who, through their choices and actions, provide children
with opportunities to grow in an environment where interactions take place in French.

Table 4.31: Matrix of correlations between EYE-AD scores and the variable scales used in the
baseline survey
Domains
A B C D E A B C D
Variables (French) | (French) | (French) | (French) | (French) | (English) | (Eng) (Eng) (Eng)
Positive parenting -0.07 0.03 -0.03 -0.13** 0.04 -0.12 -0.01 -0.03 0.02
style n=263 n=263 n = 306 n=262 n=2310 n=43 n=43 n==62 n=43
Authoritative 0.18*** 0.14** 0.14** 0.03 0.10 014 0.24 0.24 0.26
parenting style n=248 | n=248 | n=289 | n=247 | n=29 n=41 n=41 | n=59 | n=41
Literacy activities 0.13** 0.18*** 0.07 0.05 -0.05 0.20 0.12 0.22 0.03
n =259 n =259 n =303 n =258 n =308 n=44 n=44 n==62 n=44
(';'Onnﬂfr:iﬂfn o | 0397 | 010 | 0557 | 001 | 079%* | 001 | -0.20 | -017 | -0.14
literacy activities n =252 n =252 n =292 n=251 n =297 n=40 n =40 n =59 n =40
l‘hae”gﬁﬁ‘ge used by | g aymx | 002 | 0507 | -0.03 | 081 | 009 | -018 | -022 | 002
. n=249 | n=249 | n=289 | n=248 | n=293 n =40 n=40 | n=56 | n=40
(continuum)
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Domains

A B C D E A B C D

Variables (French) | (French) | (French) | (French) | (French) | (English) | (Eng) (Eng) (Eng)
l_oa?r?euigﬁ dsf)‘;/ktﬁg 0.33** | 0.09 | 0.48** | 002 | 071 | -029 |-0.33* | -0.31 | -0.37*

n=267 | n=267 | n=311 | Nn=266 | n=316 n=44 n=44 n=63 n=44
mother
Involvement in 0.08 -0.03 0.17*** -0.11 0.28*** -0.14 -0.06 -0.07 -0.25
culture N=246 | n=246 | n=287 | n=245 | n=292 n=41 n=41 n =55 n=41
Subjective 0.10 -0.03 0.15*** -0.09 0.25*** -0.10 -0.08 -0.06 -0.06
community vitality | n=267 | n=267 | n=311 | n=266 | n=316 n=44 n=44 | n=63 | n=44
Social support 0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.11 -0.06 -0.19 0.03 -0.21 0.26

n=267 | n=267 n=311 | n=266 n =316 n=44 n=44 n==63 n=44
Family 0.09 0.05 0.08 -0.01 0.06 -0.03 0.12 -0.04 -0.03
functioning nN=265 | n=265 | n=309 | n=264 | n=314 n=44 nN=44 | n=63 | n=44
PMK depression -0.11 -0.10 -0.06 -0.09 -0.05 -0.36** -0.21 -0.33 0.02

n=262 | n=262 n=306 | n=261 n=311 n=44 n=44 n==63 n=44

Note: Significance level: *** <1 %; ** <5 %.

4.8 DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS

This last section provides a brief discussion of the results, and their implications on future

analyses.

Socio-demographic information

The experimental groups are homogenous in terms of the child’s gender, mother’s age when

the child was born, parents’ level of education, family structure, family income and hours
worked by the fathers. For items relating to language profiles, the experimental groups are

homogenous in terms of official languages known and the first language learned by the mothers.

However, for certain key variables (known to influence child development), significant

differences emerge in comparing the experimental groups. For example, G1 has more first-born
target children and G3 has more children who were third-born (or later). This may be explained
by the fact that having a larger family leads mothers to think differently about working outside of
the home, affecting the choice of child care arrangements for the children. Mothers (or fathers)
of larger families may choose to stay at home more than parents with just one child. With respect
to family size, we also noted that families in G1 were smaller (three people or less) while G3 had
larger households (five people or more).

Family income strongly affects access to French resources and services. On this subject, the

Readiness to Learn project sample was affluent as a whole, with a median family income

between $50,000 and $59,999. Moreover, we did not observe any significant difference between
the experimental groups in terms of family income. However, it is important to note that we
would have had to use an indicator derived from other information provided by the respondent to
obtain a better estimate of the financial comfort level of participating families. For example, the
number of people in a household could have been used to calculate a sufficient income
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(determined by the size of the household) or to calculate the low income cutoff (LICO).%
Likewise, the respondent’s profession category could have been used to calculate the socio-
economic status (SES). However, to calculate these measures, the exact income would have been
required, or at the very least, more restrictive income categories. Increments of $10,000 were not
sufficient to capture the information. These issues pertaining to the classification of the
respondent’s profession and exact income were discarded to avoid taxing administration of the
parents’ baseline survey; however, they will be presented in a follow-up survey.

With regard to language profiles, a clear trend could be observed in the results. G1 is slightly
more English and these differences are more noticeable when the linguistic variables pertain to
the father. For example, a smaller percentage of parents in G1 went to French elementary school
compared to parents in G2 and G3. Particular attention must be given to the languages spoken in
the home and the languages spoken with the child since they are important factors affecting the
child’s language development. We noted that G3 has more parents who speak only French in the
home and use only French with their child. Conversely, G1 has a greater number of parents who
speak English more in the home and use English more with their child. G2 is about halfway
between G1 and G3 for the number of mothers and fathers who speak French only in the home
and use French only with their child.

Family process scales

The results do not show any significant differences between the experimental groups for
many variables, such as parenting practices, literacy activities, social capital, social support,
family functioning and depression.

Conversely, the linguistic continuum for literacy activities and languages used by the child
illustrates differences between the experimental groups that are cohesive with the results on
parents’ language profiles. The program group has parents who participate in literacy activities
more often in English than the informal care comparison group. The program group also includes
more children who use of English in their surroundings than the informal care comparison group.

For the social support scale, there were very few variations in the scores obtained—=80.9% of
respondents obtained the maximum score on this scale. This means that almost all of the
respondents feel that they have an excellent support network. The same image emerges for social
capital, where 87.2% of respondents reported enjoying a good or very good social capital. It is
important, however, to underline the weak response rate to the questions on social capital (65%
response rate). We observed that 35% of parents did not answer at least one of the questions (in
other words, they chose the option “*Don’t know/refuse to answer’” as a response) for this item.
The hypotheses explaining this weak response rate are as follows: isolation of the families,
recent immigration, lack of a neighbourhood committee or gathering, and weak social cohesion
within the community. It must be emphasized that some participants are from large population
aggregates, which may explain why people do not know their neighbours as well.

Finally, the family functioning scale and depression scale indicate that there are very few
dysfunctional families, according to the scores obtained on these scales. It is important to add

35 Families below the LICO have an income that is below the corresponding cutoff for Canadian families with the same-sized
family unit and the same-sized community. This cutoff is published by Statistics Canada for certain baseline years. For
example, the 2007 LICO for a family of four living in an urban centre with a population of 100,000 to 499,999 was $34,671
(Statistics Canada, 2007).
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that these scales present non-desirable measures of dispersion (very little variation); analysis
results are therefore to be interpreted with caution if these variables are retained.

Identity and subjective vitality

It is interesting to note that there is no difference in the level of involvement in the
francophone culture across the experimental groups, despite their differences when it comes to
certain linguistic variables. These results seem to suggest that the use of English in everyday
living is not related to a parent’s decision to develop their child’s francophone identity, or to get
involved in the francophone community.

We can see, however, that the level of perceived francophone vitality in the community is
significantly different from one group to the next. G1 has a weaker perception of the French
vitality than does G3. We must bear in mind the high rate of non-response to some of the
questions measuring the respondent’s subjective vitality. Specifically, non-responses were most
common among questions on the use of French by certain organizations—questions that the
respondents appeared to have found difficult, possibly because this information is outside of their
sphere of knowledge. The next questions measuring subjective vitality should be aimed at
measuring the use of French in interactions with these organizations, in order to reduce the rate
of non-response.

Child care arrangements

The background of languages used in child care (prior to introduction of the Readiness to
Learn project) could be a variable that explains the children’s EYE-AD scores. In fact, we could
hypothesize that if a child is exposed only to a francophone setting, he/she will acquire more
vocabulary in that language, thereby improving his/her understanding during the administration
of the test. The results show that the children in G1 aged 12 to 36 months had been more exposed
to an anglophone child care setting than the children in G2 and G3. From 36 months onward, we
observed a greater percentage of children in G2 attending a francophone child care setting than
the children in G3.

Future analyses

The results of comparative analyses enabled us to establish a list of variables that need to be
included as control variables in impact analyses, given that differences were noted between the
experimental groups. It is important to report the significant pre-intervention differences between
the experimental groups in order to accurately assess the impact of the program on child
development. It must be noted that several variables were immediately excluded from future
analyses because the information that they provided was deemed to be redundant (for example,
first official language spoken) or it was determined that they were not relevant in answering the
research question (for example, languages spoken with friends).

Hence, only the following socio-demographic variables, measured in the baseline survey,
will be used as co-variables in impact analyses:

e Birth order
e Languages used in the home by the mother

e Languages used in the home by the father
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Languages the mother speaks with the target child
Languages the father speaks with the target child
Languages used by the child

Languages used during literacy activities

Sense of belonging

Subjective vitality

Languages spoken in main child care settings.
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5.0 Comparison between the Readiness to Learn project
sample and the SVOLM sample

The objective of this chapter is to answer the following question: If the Franco-Saskatchewan
program and family workshops were extended to the entire Francophone minority population in
the communities participating in the project would the effects observed be similar to those
obtained with the Readiness to Learn project? The analyses conducted in this chapter will
attempt to determine whether the children in the Readiness to Learn project sample are
representative of the Francophone minority children living in the geographic area that
corresponds “‘the closest” to each of the Readiness to Learn project communities. To do this, we
used data from the national survey conducted by Statistics Canada: the Survey on the Vitality of
Official-Language Minorities (SVOLM). This survey is an interesting base for comparison with
Readiness to Learn project data since it allows us to describe the French-speaking population
living outside of Quebec. SVOLM includes two data files, the first dealing with adults and the
other with children who have at least one parent from an official language minority (English in
Quebec and French outside of Quebec). Only the data from the SVOLM children’s file was used;
there is no information on the children in the adults’ file. It should be noted that the SVOLM
child and adults files could not be combined for analyses (Statistics Canada, 2006g, p. 7).

Section 5.1 describes the SVOLM and the methodology used to compare the survey data
with the Readiness to Learn project data. Section 5.2 presents the results of the comparisons
between the Readiness to Learn project and the SVOLM for the following sociodemographic
characteristics: family structure, parents’ level of education, total family income and the family’s
language profile. Section 5.3 concludes the chapter.

5.1 DESCRIPTION OF THE SVOLM AND THE METHODOLOGY USED
FOR COMPARISON WITH THE READINESS TO LEARN
PROJECT

5.1.1 Description of the SVOLM

The SVOLM has two objectives: it aims to collect information in priority areas, such as
education; and it aims to “‘enhance the vitality of the English and French linguistic minorities’’
(Statistics Canada, 2006g, p. 2). The survey targeted members of the official language minority
(English in Quebec and French outside of Quebec) population (Statistics Canada, 2006g, p. 4).
The SVOLM sample was selected from individuals who completed the long questionnaire for the
2006 Census (distributed to 20% of Canadian households). Adult respondents were chosen based
on their answers to language-related questions (mother tongue, knowledge of official languages
and language spoken most often at home). Comparative analyses between the SVOLM and the
Readiness to Learn project were based solely on the SVOLM children’s file.

In the SVOLM sample, ““the children were selected based on their parents’ linguistic
characteristics, they may or may not belong to the official language minority’” (Statistics
Canada, 2006g, p. 3). Also, ““Individuals with a mother tongue other than one of the official

-113 -



languages were also part of the target population based on their knowledge and use of French or
English’’ (Statistics Canada, 2006g, p. 3). In other words, newcomers whose mother tongue is
not French, but who know/speak French, are included in the SVOLM. On the other hand,
Readiness to Learn project children were selected based on the “‘ayant droit’” status of their
parents, meaning that these children were eligible to attend French school, and because their
parents intended to enroll them in French school.

Therefore, there is a significant difference in the definitions of the Readiness to Learn project
and SVOLM target populations, and this must be taken into consideration during analysis.
According to Forgues and Landry (2006), a Francophone population (such as the one used in the
Readiness to Learn project) that is defined using the “‘ayant droit’” criterion would result in a
much more restrictive pool whereas a Francophone population (such as the one used in the
SVOLM) that is defined using several criteria (e.g., mother tongue, knowledge of official
languages and languages spoken at home) would result in a greater number of eligible
individuals. Consequently, these distinctions in the definitions of the Readiness to Learn project
and SVOLM target populations should translate into:

1. A greater percentage of immigrant parents in the SVOLM than in the Readiness to
Learn project;

2. A smaller percentage of parents whose mother tongue is French in the SVOLM than
in the Readiness to Learn project.

Since information on the immigrant status of Readiness to Learn project parents was not
collected in the base survey, assumption 1 cannot be investigated with any degree of accuracy at
this time. We can, however, obtain an approximate percentage of the number of immigrants in
the Readiness to Learn project project based on the mother tongue that respondents indicated on
their consent form*®. The percentage of Readiness to Learn project respondents whose mother
tongue was listed as Other (e.g., Russian or Arab), French and another language or English and
another language is 4.3%. The SVOLM (weighted) data chosen for comparison with the
Readiness to Learn project data reveal that 24.3% of respondents were not born in Canada®’. A
priori, assumption 1 is confirmed, since there is a gap of about 20 percentage points between the
number of immigrants in the Readiness to Learn project and those in the SVOLM. Assumption 2
was confirmed using information from about parents” mother tongue from the Readiness to
Learn project and SVOLM samples (see tables 5.12 and 5.14 below).

5.1.2 Description of geographic areas

To establish the representativeness of children in the Readiness to Learn project, we
compared them with SVOLM children living in the geographic area (strata of geographic areas;
Statistics Canada, 2006h, p. 2) that corresponds “‘the closest’’ to each of the Readiness to Learn
project communities. Hence, when we talk about the SVOLM sample, we are referring to the
six geographic regions that correspond to each of the communities, and not the entire population
of Francophones living in a minority situation. To ensure that there would be a sufficient number
of observations for each group of children studied, we chose SVOLM children aged 3 to 5 years
old. Keep in mind that the Readiness to Learn project sample includes children from the age of 2

36 These data were not presented in Chapter 4 since there were not enough participants.
2 These data have not been presented in this chapter but are available upon request.
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years and 8 months up to 3 years and 11 months. Finally, we kept SVOLM children whose
parents were of opposite genders (biological or not) or who lived in a single-parent family with
their father or mother (biological or not). It must be pointed out that the Readiness to Learn
project sample is not, by nature, ‘‘random/probabilistic’” as it consists primarily of parents who
use a formal daycare service—specifically, a daycare centre (which was true for nearly 70% of
the parents according to the base survey). It would therefore not be surprising to find that the
Readiness to Learn project children (N=325) and SVOLM children (N=789) differ in several
ways.

5.1.3 Methodology for comparing SVOLM and Readiness to Learn project

To determine the representativeness of the Readiness to Learn project children in relation to
Francophone minority children, weighting factors calculated by Statistics Canada were used. In
order for the characteristics of the SVOLM sample to be representative of individuals belonging
to the Francophone minority, Statistics Canada calculates a representative weight for each
respondent. Since SVOLM was a probabilistic survey, the weight associated with each
observation was inversely equal to the probability of being sampled. The reader can consult the
lexicon in Appendix G for a summary of the representative weights defined by Statistics Canada.

The tables presented in this chapter are designed to determine whether the Readiness to
Learn project children and SVOLM children have the same characteristics. Whenever possible,
we compared each characteristic of the children involved in the two studies using a Chi square
test. For example, we calculated a Chi square (Pearson) statistic to determine whether the ratio of
boys/girls is similar in the Readiness to Learn project and SVOLM samples®e.

In order to carry out a Chi square test, we need to compare frequencies in the same units of
measure. For SVOLM, the use of Statistics Canada weighting factors meant that child
frequencies were expressed in units of a thousand whereas Readiness to Learn project child
frequencies were expressed in units of ten. There is therefore an **inconsistency’’ between
Readiness to Learn project and SVOLM in the units used to express child frequencies. In order
to conduct reliable comparative analyses between the two surveys, it was necessary to “‘tweak’’
the SVOLM data so that they were expressed in the same units as the Readiness to Learn
project—in other words, units of ten. We therefore sought to render the original SVOLM data
representative of the Francophone minority in the six geographic regions being studied, and
comparable to the Readiness to Learn project data. To accomplish this, we used the following
adjustment method with the original SVOLM data:

1. For each characteristic studied (e.g., boy/girl), we used the weighting factor
calculated by Statistics Canada to obtain representative percentages of the
Francophone minority population for preschoolers living in the six geographic
regions being studied.

2. We then applied these representative percentages to the non-weighted SVOLM
(N=789) to adjust the data. For a given characteristic, the percentages calculated with

% It is important to note that the use of weighting factors calculated by Statistics Canada allowed us to collect population
parameters that the SVOLM sample was supposed to represent. To lighten this report, we will use the words sample and
population interchangeably. However, it must be clear to the reader that the comparisons presented in this chapter seek to
determine to what degree the Readiness to Learn project sample is representative of the Francophone minority population found
in the regions being studied.

-115-



the adjusted SVOLM data are therefore equal, by construction, to the representative
percentages deduced using Statistics Canada weighting factors. The distribution of a
child’s characteristic based on the adjusted SVOLM data is representative of the
Francophone minority in the six regions.

3. Finally, a comparison of Readiness to Learn project and SVOLM child frequencies in
a Chi square test is valid in terms of units; that is to say that the Readiness to Learn
project and SVOLM child frequencies are both expressed in units of ten children.

Here is an example of the method used to adjust non-weighted SVOLM data to clear any
doubt from the reader’s mind. Originally, the SVOLM sample used for comparison with
Readiness to Learn project data included 425 boys and 364 girls. Non-weighted data in this
SVOLM sample were therefore broken down into 54% boys and 46% girls. According to the
weight factors calculated by Statistics Canada to make the SVOLM data representative of the
Francophone minority population in the six regions, approximately one child out of two is a girl.
It is therefore clear that the data in the original SVOLM sample were not representative of the
Francophone minority population studied. We then applied the representative percentages
deduced from the weighted factors calculated by Statistics Canada, that is to say, 50.4% girls and
49.6% boys, to the non-weighted SVOLM data to adjust them. We thus ended up with 398 boys
and 391 girls, which is representative of the general population of the six regions being studied.
This was the method we followed to render the non-weighted SVOLM data representative of
Francophone minority preschoolers in these regions.

It should be noted that some of the tables in this chapter do not contain results of the Chi
square test (indicated as N/A). The reason is that any cell from the SVOLM data with less than
10 original observations are left blank and cannot be used for analysis (Statistics Canada, 2006g,
p. 17). In these cases, it is therefore impossible to do a Chi square test. To ensure homogeneity in
the presentation of the tables, Readiness to Learn project data cells with less than 10 observations
were also left blank. However, this information exists and a Chi square test could be done if the
original cells from the SVOLM included 10 observations or more.

For certain so-called “*ongoing’’ characteristics (e.g., family size), many values were
combined (e.g., families of five or more) to make up for a lack of observations. Whenever
possible, these “*categorized characteristics’” in the Readiness to Learn project and the SVOLM
were compared with a Chi square test.

While reading this chapter, the reader should keep the following points in mind:

e Only those characteristics deemed important, with (quasi) identical definitions in both
surveys, were compared.

e All numerical results from the SVOLM were taken from a representative sample of
children aged 3 to 5 years old, living in the six census areas where the Readiness to
Learn project communities are located, and for whom at least one of the parents is a
Francophone®.

e The census areas (Statistics Canada, 2006g, p. 26) are the SVOLM geographic areas
(presented in parentheses in the tables) that are most “*comparable’’ to the Readiness

39 Calculations were based on the SVOLM microdata file.
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to Learn project communities. However, they also include many communities other
than the ones participating in the Readiness to Learn project.

The Readiness to Learn project child population (ranging from 2 years and 8 months
to 3 years and 11 months) is different from the SVOLM population in terms of age
range.

One child is the analysis unit in the SVOLM file used; and it is also the analysis unit
in this chapter. All of the characteristics presented are therefore expressed in number
of children.

For the comparisons between communities, each row of a table presents the
distribution of the characteristic studied for the Readiness to Learn project and the
SVOLM by community and, if possible, the Chi square test associated with the
comparison.

Some of the comparisons between communities have not been presented, for two
reasons: first, when the distribution of the characteristic by community was
practically identical to that observed in the total sample for each survey; second,
when a table had a significant number of blank cells due to a lack of observations for
some of the categories relating to the characteristic being studied.

Cells with less than 10 observations are denoted by ““-’” for the Readiness to Learn
project and ““x’” for the SVOLM.

When characteristics were deemed redundant (in other words, the comparison results
were similar), like in the case of family revenue classification and type of work (part-
time/full-time), a single characteristic was presented.

Finally, we must bear in mind that an important distinction exists between the
definition of target population for the Readiness to Learn project and the SVOLM.
The SVOLM children who were compared to Readiness to Learn project children had
at least one French-speaking parent. The Readiness to Learn project children were
chosen based on their parents’ “‘ayant droit’’ status, meaning that these children were
eligible to attend French language school, and their parents intended to enroll them in
a French school.

5.2 COMPARISON OF SOCIODEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

This section deals with the representativeness of Readiness to Learn project children versus
those in the SVOLM sample based on several sociodemographic characteristics: the family
(family structure, siblings and family size), parents’ level of education, total income and family
language profile.

5.2.1 Representativeness of Readiness to Learn project communities

As previously mentioned, the 325 children in the Readiness to Learn project are from six
communities, while the 789 children selected from the SVOLM for comparative analysis
purposes are from six census areas. Comparisons between Readiness to Learn project and
SVOLM communities are therefore carried out using geographic zones that are different in size.
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Comparison of the number of children by community: A Chi square test suggests that the
composition of the Readiness to Learn project and SVOLM samples is different in terms of the
distribution of children across the communities (X? (5, N = 1 114) = 60.27, p < 0.01). In Table
5.1, we can see very different percentages*® for the communities of Cornwall (22.2 % versus
8.9%), Durham (12.9% verus 39.2%) and Edmundston (26.2% versus 12.6%). Finally, we can
see a more homogenous distribtion of children across the communities, in that the range of
percentages is lower in the Readiness to Learn project sample than in the SVOLM sample.

Table 5.1: Comparison of the size of the Readiness to Learn project and SVOLM samples by

community
Readiness to Learn project | SVOLM Slgglﬂcant differences
etween groups
Communities
Chi square
N (%) N (%)
Cornwall
(southeast Ontario) 72 (22.2) 71 (8.9)
Durham
(rest of Ontario) 42 (12.9) 310 (39.2)
Edmonton
(Alberta) 38 (11.7) 126 (16)
Edmundston Yegrrx
(northern New 85 (26.2) 99 (12.6)
Brunswick)
Saint John
(rest of New Brunswick) 33(10.2) 32 (4.1)
Orleans
(Ontario-Ottawa) 55 (16.9) 151 (19.2)

Note: Significance levels: *** < 0.1 %; ** <1 %; * < 5 %.

5.2.2 Respondent’s relationship to the child

Comparison of total samples: Table 5.2 shows that the percentage of respondents associated
with the child’s biological mother category is much higher in the Readiness to Learn project
(88.9%) than in the SVOLM (51.3%). It should also be noted that the distribution of respondents
between biological mother and father is more balanced for the SVOLM than the Readiness to
Learn project. As a matter of fact, we observed that the division of biological mother and father
respondents was 51.3% and 48.2% for the SVOLM versus 88.9% and 9.5% for the Readiness to
Learn project. Thus, there is a marked contrast between the Readiness to Learn project and the
SVOLM in the nature of the typical respondent. This contrast is most likely due to the sampling
strategies used for the two surveys. It should be noted that the typical Readiness to Learn project
respondent corresponds more to what we find in the National Longitudinal Study of Children and

40 Every time that we mention percentages, they are calculated based on all of the observations for each sample (Readiness to
Learn project or SVOLM; see section 5.1.2).
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Youth (NLSCY) where, for cycle 1 (1994-1995), the child’s biological mother represented
89.9% of respondents (Statistics Canada, 2006i).

There is no Chi square test in Table 5.2. This is due to an insufficient number of observations
in the original SVOLM data for respondents in the adoptive mother category (less than 10
observations). Despite the absence of a Chi square test, Table 5.2 teaches us that the typical
Readiness to Learn project respondent, i.e. the child’s biological mother, is not representative
according to the SVOLM sample. We have not presented categories of respondents by
community due to the large number of blank cells.

Table 5.2: Comparison between the Readiness to Learn project and the SVOLM: respondent’s
relationship with the child
Readiness to Learn project SVOLM S|gE|f|cant differences
) _ etween groups
Respondent’s relationship
N (%) N (%) Chi square
Biological mother 289 (88.9) 405 (51.3)
Biological father 31(9.5) 380 (48.2) N/A
Adoptive mother - X

Note: Significance levels: *** < 0.1 %; ** <1 %; *< 5 %.

5.2.3 Child’s gender

Comparison of total samples: Table 5.3 indicates that the Readiness to Learn project and the
SVOLM contain 52.9% and 49.6% girls respectively as well as 47.1% and 50.4% boys. As the
Chi square test confirms, the distribution of girls and boys is similar in both surveys [X? (1, N =
1114) =1.04, p > 0.05]. We have not presented the percentages of girls/boys by community
since they are practically identical to those observed in the total sample of each survey.

Table 5.3: Comparison of the number of boys/girls in the Readiness to Learn project and the

SVOLM
Readmesg to SVOLM Significant differences
Learn project between groups
Gender
N (%) N (%) Chi square
Boy 153 (47.1) 398 (50.4)
No
Girl 172 (52.9) 391 (49.6)

Note: Significance levels: *** < 0.1 %; ** < 1 %; * <5 %.
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5.2.4 Family structure, siblings and family size

Family structure

Comparison of total samples: In order to compare the family structures in which the
Readiness to Learn project children and SVOLM children are being raised (see Table 5.4), we
had to redefine the Readiness to Learn project families so that they could be categorized as either
single-parent or two-parent. The latter category regroups intact and blended families where two
parents (or one parent and his/her spouse) live with the child. The single-parent category
includes families where only a single parent lives in the home.

It should be noted that the child’s mother/father could be either a biological parent or an
adoptive parent (see Table 5.2). We would also like to mention that same-sex couples were
excluded from the analysis, along with any children raised by someone other than their
(biological or adoptive) mother and father.

As illustrated by the Chi square test, the distribution of Readiness to Learn project children in
single- or two-parent homes is representative of the Francophone minority population in the six
geographic areas based on SVOLM data [X? (1, N =1 114) = 1.09, p > 0.05]. We have not
presented the percentage of single- and two-parent families by community because, on one hand,
they are practically identical to those observed in the total sample for each survey and, on the
other hand, there were several blank cells due to a lack of observations for single-parent families.

Table 5.4: Comparison between the Readiness to Learn project and the SVOLM: number of
single- and two-parent families
Readiness to Learn project SVOLM S|gg|f|cant differences
, etween groups
Family structure
N (%) N (%) Chi square
Single-parent 29 (8.9) 87 (11)
No

Two-parent 296 (91.1) 702 (89)

Note: Significance levels: *** < 0.1 %; ** <1 %; * <5 %.

Siblings

Comparison of total samples: Table 5.5 indicates that the median number of children per
respondent (family) is two for the Readiness to Learn project and the SVOLM. However, there
are slightly more families with exactly two children in the Readiness to Learn project (56.9%)
than in the SVOLM (50.4%). Also, there are more families with three or more children in the
SVOLM (30.1%) than in the Readiness to Learn project (22.5%). On the other hand, the number
of families with an only child, approximately 20%, is about the same in both surveys. A Chi
square test shows that the distribution of the number of children per respondent is significantly
different in the two samples [X?(2, N =1 111) = 6.73, p < 0.05]. We have not presented the
number of children per family by community since they are similar to those observed in the total
sample for each survey.
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Table 5.5: Comparison between the Readiness to Learn project and the SVOLM: number of
children per respondent

Readiness to Learn project SVOLM S|gg|f|cant differences
) etween groups
Number of children
N (%) N (%) Chi square
1 child 67 (20.6) 154 (19.5)
2 children 185 (56.9) 396 (50.4) Yes*
3 children or more 73 (22.5) 236 (30.1)

Note: Significance levels: *** < 0.1 %; ** <1 %; * <5 %.

Family Size

Comparison of total samples: According to Table 5.6, the median family size is four,
regardless of the sample being examined. Also, according to Table 5.6, families of four are the
most common in the Readiness to Learn project and the SVOLM. These families represent
approximately half the sample in each survey. The rest of the children in each sample are divided
fairly evenly (a quarter) between families of three or less and families of five or more. A Chi
square test suggests that there is no significant difference between the Readiness to Learn project
and the SVOLM [X%(2, N =1 112) = 4.33, p > 0.05] in the distribution of the family size. We
have not presented the distribution of family size by community because it is similar to that
observed in the total sample for each survey.

Table 5.6: Comparison of family size! in the Readiness to Learn project and the SVOLM

Readiness to Learn project SVOLM S|gE|f|cant differences
etween groups
Number of people
N (%) N (%) Chi square
3 people or less 81 (24.9) 186 (23.6)
4 people 173 (53.2) 382 (48.5) No
5 people or more 71(21.8) 219 (27.8)

Note: Significance levels: *** < 0.1 %; ** <1 %; * <5 %.

1 The number of people in a family includes only the number of parents and the number of children.

5.2.5 Level of education

Mothers' level of educational

Comparison of total samples: Table 5.7 reveals three key points. First, Readiness to Learn
project mothers have a higher average level of education than mothers in the SVOLM sample. In
fact, close to 80% of Readiness to Learn project mothers have a college diploma (DEC) or
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university degree, while only about 75% of SVOLM mothers have an equivalent level of
education. Second, there are almost as many mothers with a college diploma (39.1%) as there are
with a university degree (40.6%) in the Readiness to Learn project. Third, there are more
mothers in the SVOLM who attended university (47.4%) than in the Readiness to Learn project
(40.6%). A Chi square test confirmed that the distribution of Readiness to Learn project mothers
across the different levels of education is not representative of the Francophone minority
population in the six geographic areas based on SVOLM data [X?(2, N =1114) =13.5,p<
0.01].

Table 5.7: Comparison of Readiness to Learn project and SVOLM mothers’ level of education

Significant differences

Readiness to Learn project SVOoLM b
etween groups

Level of education
N (%) N (%) Chi square

Secondary school diploma
or less OR a few 66 (20.3) 195 (24.7)
postsecondary courses

College diploma/certificate Yes**
(e.q. trade school) 127 (39.1) 220 (27.9)
University degree 132 (40.6) 374 (47.4)

(bachelor’'s; master’s; PhD)

Note: Significance levels: *** < 0.1 %; ** <1 %; *< 5 %.

Comparisons by community: Table 5.8 presents mothers’ level of education by community
for the Readiness to Learn project and the SVOLM. For the communities of Durham, Edmonton
and Saint John, a Chi square test suggests that Readiness to Learn project and SVOLM mothers
have a similar distribution across the different levels of education (p > 0.05). However, a Chi
square test also reveals that this is not the case for the communities of Cornwall, Edmundston
and Orleans (p < 0.05). Thus, for half of the Readiness to Learn project communities, the
mothers’ distribution across the different levels of education is not representative of the
Francophone minority population in their respective area based on SVOLM data.
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Table 5.8: Comparison, by community, of Readiness to Learn project and SVOLM mothers’ level of

education
Readiness to Learn project SVOLM
Secondary Secondary Significant
school College school College differences
Level of diploma or diploma diploma or diploma between
. less OR a University degree | less OR a University degree groups
education or or
few post- i few post- ifi
secondary certificate secondary certificate
courses courses
N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) Chi square
Cornwall
(sotheast 24 (33.3) | 31(43.1) 17 (23.6) 57 (42.9) | 28 (21.4) 47 (35.8) Yes**
Ontario)
Durham
(rest of - 15 (35.7) 22 (52.4) 21 (15.4) | 40 (29.6) 75 (55.1) No
Ontario)
Edmonton
(Alberta) 17 (44.7) 18 (47.4) 24 (18.2) | 51 (38.4) 57 (43.4) No
Edmundston
(”cl’\jg\‘;m 19 (22.4) | 32 (37.6) 34 (40) 58 (38.6) | 54 (36.2) 38 (25.2) Yes*
Brunswick)
Saint John
(rest of New - 11 (33.3) 15 (45.5) 41 (35.6) | 34 (28.9) 41 (35.5) No
Brunswick)
Orleans
(Ontario— - 21 (38.2) 26 (47.3) 36 (29.2) | 16 (13.2) 71 (57.7) Yest
Ottawa)

Note: Significance levels: *** < 0.1 %; ** <1 %; * <5 %.

Fathers’ level of education

Comparison of total samples: Table 5.9 indicates that a comparison between Readiness to
Learn project and SVOLM fathers’ educational level resembles the comparison between
mothers. As was the case for mothers (see Table 5.7), there are more fathers who attended
university in the SVOLM (43.8%) than in the Readiness to Learn project (34.8%). However,
Readiness to Learn project fathers are generally more educated than SVOLM fathers. Nearly
75% of them have a college diploma (DEC) or university degree, while less than 70% of
SVOLM fathers have an equivalent level of education. As was the case for Readiness to Learn
project mothers, we can see just as many Readiness to Learn project fathers have a college
diploma or university degree (34.8 %). Finally, a Chi square test suggests that the distribution of
Readiness to Learn project fathers across the different educational levels is not representative of
the Francophone minority population in the six geographic areas based on SVOLM data [X? (2,
N =1106) =17.3, p <0.001].
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Table 5.9: Comparison of Readiness to Learn project and SVOLM fathers’ level of education

Readiness to Learn project SVOLM S|gg|f|cant differences
. etween groups
Level of education
N (%) N (%) Chi square

Secondary school diploma
or less OR a few 91 (28) 258 (32.7)
postsecondary courses
College diploma/certificate Yegkr*
(e.g. trade school) 113 (34.8) 185 (23.5)
University degree
(bachelor’s; master’s; PhD) 113 (34.8) 346 (43.8)

Note: Significance levels: *** < 0.1 %; ** <1 %; *< 5 %.

Comparisons by community: Table 5.10 presents Readiness to Learn project and SVOLM
fathers’ level of education by community. According to a Chi square test, Saint John is the only
community for which the fathers do not have a representative distribution across the different
levels of education based on SVOLM data [X? (2, N = 149) = 7.59, p < 0.05]. For this
community, the majority of Readiness to Learn project fathers have a university degree (48.5%)
followed by those with a college dipolma (33.3%). On the other hand, a small percentage of
SVOLM fathers living in the census area covering Saint John have a college diploma or
university degree (28.3% and 28.7% respectively). A large percentage of SVOLM fathers living
in this census area only have a secondary school diploma (43.1%). However, for the rest of the
communities, the distribution of Readiness to Learn project fathers across the different levels of
education is representative of the Francophone minority population in their respective area based
on SVOLM data (p > 0.05).

Table 5.10: Comparison, by community, of Readiness to Learn project and SVOLM fathers’ level of

education
Readiness to Learn project SVOLM
Secondary Secondary Significant
.SChOOI College .SChOOI College differences
Level of diploma or diploma diploma or diploma between
. less OR a University degree | less OR a University degree groups
education or or
few post- b, few post- by
certificate certificate
secondary secondary
courses courses
N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) Chi square
Cornwall
(southeast | 24 (35.8) | 33 (49.3) 10 (14.9) 66 (50.3) | 43 (32.3) 23 (17.4) No
Ontario)
Durham
(rest of - 15 (35.7) 20 (47.6) 39 (28.4) | 26 (19.1) 71 (52.5) No
Ontario)
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Readiness to Learn project SVOLM
Secondary Secondary Significant
.SChOOI College .SChOOI College differences
Level of | diPlomaor | g oma diploma or | - y01oma between
h less OR a University degree | less OR a University degree roups
education or or group
few post- b, few post- by
certificate certificate
secondary secondary
courses courses
N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) Chi square
Edmonton
(Alberta) - 11 (29.7) 20 (54.1) 33(25.1) | 43(32.3) 56 (42.6) No
Edmundston
(norhemn | 37 (44) | 26 (31) 21 (25) 84 (56.5) | 41 (27.5) | 24 (16.1) No
Brunswick)
Saint John
(rest of New - 11 (33.3) 16 (48.5) 50 (43.1) | 33 (28.3) 33 (28.7) Yes*
Brunswick)
Orleans
(Ontario— 11 (20.4) | 17 (31.5) 26 (48.1) 27 (21.6) | 21 (17.3) 76 (61.1) No
Ottawa)

Note: Significance levels: *** < 0.1 %; ** <1 %; *< 5 %.

5.2.6 Total family income

Comparison of total samples: Table 5.11 shows that Readiness to Learn project and SVOLM
families are similarly distributed within the income classifications considered. Thus, the majority
of children from the two samples live in a family whose total income is $60,000 or more per
year. Also, the median total family income for both samples falls within the same income
classification ($60,000 or more per year). A Chi square test confirms that the distribution of
Readiness to Learn project parents within the different income classifications is representative of
the Francophone minority population in the six geographic areas based on SVOLM data [X? (5,
N =1098) =5.02, p > 0.05]. Taken together, the above observations and test results suggest that
Readiness to Learn project children are able to benefit from a good quality/quantity of material
resources for their development.

Comparisons by community: We have not presented the distribution of families by income
classification by community since it is similar to that observed in the total sample for each
survey. We will simply note that the income classification that encompasses the median total
income for Cornwall (Readiness to Learn project) and northern New Brunswick (SVOLM)
[$50,000 to $59,999] differs from that of the total sample for both surveys ($60,000 or more per

year).

-125 -




Table 5.11: Comparison between Readiness to Learn project and SVOLM: families by income
classification

Readiness to Learn project SVOLM Significant differences
Income classification S
N (%) N (%) Chi square

$10,000 or less 16 (4.9) 54 (6.8)

$20,000 to $29,999 14 (4.3) 23 (2.9)

$30,000 to $39,999 18 (5.5) 64 (8.2)

$40,000 to $49,999 20 (6.2) 57 (7.2) N

$50,000 to $59,999 35 (10.8) 95 (12)

$60,000 or more 206 (63.4) 496 (62.9)

Note: Significance levels: *** < 0.1 %; ** <1 %; *< 5 %.

5.2.7 Family language profile

First language learned and still understood: mothers

Comparison of total samples: Table 5.12 indicates that the majority of mothers from the
Readiness to Learn project (68.9%) and SVOLM (58.3%) samples are soley of Francophone
origin (1% row in the table). Next are mothers of Anglophone and/or other origin (3" row in the
table; English only, English and another language, or other language(s)), which represents 23.1%
of Readiness to Learn project mothers and 32.2% of SVOLM mothers. Finally, 8% of Readiness
to Learn project mothers are of **bilingual’” origin (2" row in the table; English and French
equally, French and another language), versus 9.6% for SVOLM mothers. A Chi square test
suggests that the distribution of Readiness to Learn project mothers across the different
categories of mother tongue is not representative of the Francophone minority population in the
six geographic areas based on SVOLM data [X? (2, N =1 114) = 11.28, p < 0.01].
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Table 5.12: Comparison between Readiness to Learn project and SVOLM: mothers grouped by
mother tongue

Readiness to Learn project SVOLM S|gg|f|cant differences
etween groups
Mother tongue
N (%) N (%) Chi square
French only 224 (68.9) 460 (58.3)
English and French
equally OR French and 26 (8) 75 (9.6)
Yes**
another language
English only OR English
and another language OR 75 (23.1) 254 (32.2)
other language(s)

Note: Significance levels: *** < 0.1 %; ** <1 %; * <5 %.

Comparisons by community: We can observe in Table 5.13 that the mother tongue profile for
the mothers, by community, is similar to that of the total sample for each survey. Every
Readiness to Learn project and SVOLM community has very few mothers of “*bilingual’” origin
(column 2, which is blank: English and French equally OR French and another language).
Likewise, the majority of mothers in Readiness to Learn project and SVOLM communities are of
Francophone origin (column 1; French only), with the exception of Durham for the SVOLM. It
should be noted that in two thirds of the communities, there is generally a higher number of
mothers of Francophone origin in the Readiness to Learn project than in the SVOLM.

Despite a significant number of blank cells for Readiness to Learn project mothers of
Anglophone and/or other origin (column 3; English only, English and another language, or other
language(s)), this category appears to remain the second most popular after mothers of
Francophone origin for the SVOLM and the Readiness to Learn project. Due to the systematic
absence of a sufficient number of mothers of “*bilingual’” origin for the SVOLM, we did not
perform a Chi square test by community.

Table 5.13: Comparison, by community, of Readiness to Learn project and SVOLM mothers
grouped by mother tongue categories (1,2 and 3)
Readiness to Learn project SVOLM Significant
differences
between
Mother tongue
categories 1 2 3 ! 2 3 groups
N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) Chi square
Cornwall
(southeast 40 (55.6) - 28 (38.9) | 98 (74.5) X 26 (19.8) N/A
Ontario)
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Readiness to Learn project SVOLM Signifi
ignificant
differences
between
Mother tongue
categories ! 2 3 ! 2 3 groups
N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) Chi square
Durham
(rest of 19 (45.2) - 16 (38.1) 53(39.2) X 58 (42.5) N/A
Ontario)
Edmonton
(Alberta) 28 (73.7) - - 79 (59.5) X 49 (36.7) N/A
Edmundston
(northern New | 82 (96.5) - - 141 (94.7) X X N/A
Brunswick)
Saint John
(rest of New 19 (57.6) - - 78 (66.9) X 31 (26.8) N/A
Brunswick)
Orleans
(Ontario— 36 (65.5) - 13 (23.6) 78 (62.9) X 41 (33.1) N/A
Ottawa)

Note: Significance levels: *** < 0.1 %; ** <1 %; * <5 %.

1 - French only.

2 — English and French equally OR French and another language.

'3 - English only OR English and another language OR other language(s).

First language learned and still understood: fathers

Comparison of total samples: Table 5.14 shows the language profile of Readiness to Learn
project and SVOLM fathers based on their mother tongue. At first glance, the fathers’ language
profile appears to be similar to the mothers’ profile. However, there is a slightly higher number
of fathers of Anglophone and/or other origin (3™ row in the table; English only, English and
another language, or other language(s)) than fathers of Francophone origin (1% row in the table;
French only) in the SVOLM (47.7% versus 46.7%). In the Readiness to Learn project, the
majority of fathers are of Francophone origin (54.5%), followed by fathers of Anglophone and/or
other origin (35.4%). As was the case for the mothers, there are very few fathers of both
Francophone and Anglophone origin, or of Francophone and other origin (2" row in the table;
English and French equally, French and another language), with 7.1% in the Readiness to Learn
project and 5.6% in the SVOLM.

A Chi square test shows that the distribution of Readiness to Learn project fathers across the
different categories of mother tongue is not representative of the Francophone minority
population in the six geographic areas based on SVOLM data [X? (2, N=1101) =11.52, p <

0.01].
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Table 5.14: Comparison between the Readiness to Learn project and the SVOLM: fathers grouped
by mother tongue

Significant differences

Readiness to Learn project SVOLM b
etween groups
Mother tongue
N (%) N (%) Chi square
French only 177 (54.5) 367 (46.7)

English and French
equally OR French and 23 (7.1) 44 (5.6)

*k
another language Yes

English only OR English
and another language OR 115 (35.4) 375 (47.7)
other language(s)

Note: Significance levels: *** < 0.1 %; ** <1 %; * <5 %.

Comparisons by community: In Table 5.15, it can be observed that, contrary to the mothers,
the mother tongue profile of Readiness to Learn project fathers by community is different from
the total sample. We find more fathers of Anglophone and/or other origin (column 3; English
only, English and another language, or other language(s)) than fathers of Francophone origin
(column 1; French only) in half of the Readiness to Learn project communities (Cornwall,
Durham and Saint John). Thus, the finding that the majority of Readiness to Learn project fathers
of Francophone origin is certainly due to the community of Edmundston, where a large majority
of fathers are of Francophone origin (91.7%). Without this factor, it is quite likely that the
majority of Readiness to Learn project fathers would have been of Anglophone origin as was the
case for SVOLM fathers.

An analysis of the language profile for SVOLM sample fathers by community reveals an
important point. In two thirds of the communities, the language profile for SVOLM fathers is the
opposite of Readiness to Learn project fathers. Hence, for Cornwall and Saint John, where we
find a majority of fathers of Anglophone origin in the Readiness to Learn project, the majority of
SVOLM fathers are of Francophone origin. The reverse is the case for the communities of
Edmonton and Orleans.

Due to the absence across the board of a sufficient number of fathers of “*bilingual’” origin
for the SVOLM, we did not perform a Chi square test by community.
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Table 5.15: Comparison, by community, of Readiness to Learn project and SVOLM fathers
grouped by mother tongue categories (1,2 and 3) T

Readiness to Learn project SVOLM .
Significant
differences
between
Mother tongue
categories ! 2 3 ! 2 3 groups
N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) Chi square
Cornwall
(southeast 29 (44.6) - 32 (49.2) | 86 (65.5) X 39 (29.5) N/A
Ontario)
Durham
(rest of 13 (31) - 22 (52.4) 43 (31.3) X 81 (59.9) N/A
Ontario)
Ed t
( A’l‘t‘)‘;‘tg)” 19 (51.4) - 15 (40.5) | 49 (37.5) X 79 (59.7) N/A
Edmundston
(northern New | 77 (91.7) - - 138 (93.2) X X N/A
Brunswick)
Saint John
(rest of New - - 21 (63.6) | 78 (67.8) X 35 (30.6) N/A
Brunswick)
Orleans
(Ontario— 30 (55.6) - 20 (37) 55 (44.1) X 63 (50.8) N/A
Ottawa)

Note: Significance levels: *** < 0.1 %; ** <1 %; * <5 %.
1 - French only.

2 - English and French equally OR French and another language.
'3 - English only OR English and another language OR other language(s).

First language learned and still understood: children

Comparison of total samples: The mother tongue of the Readiness to Learn project children
is taken from the consent form completed by the parents. For the SVOLM, the child’s mother
tongue is deduced from the following question (Statistics Canada, 2006h, p. 35): ““What is the
language that [child’s name] first learned at home in childhood and still understands?’’.

Table 5.16 shows that Readiness to Learn project and SVOLM sample children are very
different with respect to their mother tongue: Readiness to Learn project children resemble their
mothers more than their fathers, while the opposite is true for SVOLM children. More than two
thirds of Readiness to Learn project children are Francophones (1% row in Table 5.16; French
only; 68.6%) as are their mothers (see 1 row of Table 5.12; 68.9%). On the other hand, the
majority of SVOLM children are of Anglophone and/or other origin (3" row in Table 5.16;
English only, English and another language, or other language(s); 46.5%) as are their fathers (see
3" row in Table 5.14; 47.7%). Finally, the percentage of bilingual children (2" row in Table
5.16; English and French equally, French and another language) is practically identical in both
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samples, with 11.7% bilingual children in the Readiness to Learn project and 11.3% in the
SVOLM.

A Chi square test confirmed that the distribution of Readiness to Learn project children
across the different categories of mother tongue is not representative of the Francophone
minority population in the six geographic areas based on SVOLM data [X?(2, N = 1 086) =
84.12, p < 0.001]. These observations and the results of the Chi square test are not surprising. In
fact, the 2006 SVOLM user’s guide provides a reminder (p. 7) that: ““It is therefore not necessary
for a child to be part of a minority in order to be included in the [SVOLM] sample.”” This helps
in part to explain why some of the SVOLM children speak English and/or another language.

Table 5.16: Comparison between the Readiness to Learn project and the SVOLM: children
grouped by mother tongue

Readiness to Learn project SVOLM S|gg|f|cant differences
etween groups
Mother tongue
N (%) N (%) Chi square
French only 223 (68.6) 306 (38.9)
English and French
equally OR French and 38 (11.7) 89 (11.3) -
another language Yes
English only OR English
and another language OR 64 (19.7) 366 (46.5)
other language(s)

Note: Significance levels: *** < 0.1 %; ** <1 %; *< 5 %.

Comparisons by community: Table 5.17 presents the mother tongue of Readiness to Learn
project and SVOLM children by community. This table shows a much greater contrast in the
children, based on their mother tongue, than the image portrayed using the total samples in Table
5.16. Children in the communities of Cornwall and Orleans have the same language profile in
both the Readiness to Learn project and the SVOLM according to a Chi square test (p > 0.05).
And while it was not possible to do a test for Edmundston (less than 10 observations for some of
the categories), a huge majority of the children in this community were Francophones for the
purposes of both surveys (column 1; French only), with 97.6% for the Readiness to Learn project
and 94.1% for the SVOLM.

Furthermore, according to a Chi square test, children in the communities of Durham [X? (2, N
=169) = 31.56, p < 0.001] and Saint John [X? (2, N = 148) = 10.24, p < 0.01] do not have a
similar distribution in terms of mother tongue in the Readiness to Learn project and the SVOLM.
And while it was not possible to do a test for Edmonton (less than 10 observations for some of
the categories), we noted that the majority of Readiness to Learn project children in this
community are Francophones (column 1; French only; 73.7%), while the majority of SVOLM
children speak English and/or another language (column 3; English only, English and another
language, or other language(s); 73.9%).
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A point that stands out in Table 5.17 is that five of the six Readiness to Learn project
communities consist primarily of Francophone children (column 1; French only). The
community of Saint John is the only exception since the children are almost equally distributed
between those speaking English and/or another language (column 3; English only, English and
another language, or other language(s); 36.4%), those who are bilingual (column 2; English and
French equally OR French and another language; 30.3%) and who speak French (column 1,
French only; 33.3%). Finally, is should be noted that Table 5.17 indicates that the majority of
children in half of the six SVOLM regions are Francophones.

Table 5.17: Comparison, by community, of Readiness to Learn project and SVOLM children

grouped by mother tongue categories (1,2 and 3)

Readiness to Learn project SVOLM Signifi
ignificant
differences
between
Mother tongue
categories ! 2 3 ! 2 3 groups
N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) Chi square
Cornwall
(southeast 37 (51.4) - 30 (41.7) 81 (61.3) 14 (10.2) | 38(28.4) No
Ontario)
Durham
(rest of 20 (47.6) 13 (31) - 18 (13.6) 21 (15.7) | 88 (64.7) Yes***
Ontario)
Edmonton
(Alberta) 28 (73.7) - - 21 (16.2) X 98 (73.9) N/A
Edmundston
(northern New | 83 (97.6) - - 140 (94.1) X X N/A
Brunswick)
Saint John
(rest of New 11 (33.3) 10 (30.3) | 12(36.4) 50 (43.1) 10 (9) 55 (47.9) Yes**
Brunswick)
Orleans
(Ontario— 44 (80) - - 77 (62.4) 16 (13.2) | 27 (21.7) No
Ottawa)

Note: Significance levels: *** < 0.1 %; ** <1 %; *< 5 %.

1 - French only.

2 - English and French equally OR French and another language.

'3 - English only OR English and another language OR other language(s).

First official language spoken (FOLS): mothers

Comparison of total samples: The method used to determine the first official language
spoken (FOLS) was the same for both the Readiness to Learn project and the SVOLM. The
categories are therefore easy to compare between surveys. However, it is important to mention
that FOLS information is only available for the respondent, and not for both parents, in the
SVOLM. It must be kept in mind that in order to be included in the SVOLM sample, the
respondent had to be a member of the French language minority. This results in a highly
significant selection bias where there is a much higher probability that the SVOLM respondent’s
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FOLS will be French. Since the child’s mother represents slightly more than half of the SVOLM
respondents (see 1% row in Table 5.2; 51.3%), FOLS information is only available for slightly
more than half of the SVOLM mothers. As a result, there is a noticeable drop in the number of
SVOLM observations (see Table 5.18; N = 402 rather than N = 789) that can be compared to
Readiness to Learn project observations. We should note that the preceding comments also apply
to the FOLS for SVOLM fathers. Hence, comparisons of SVOLM and Readiness to Learn
project FOLS (mothers/fathers) must be interpreted with caution.

The language profiles of mothers from the Readiness to Learn project and SVOLM samples,
based on their FOLS, are relatively similar according to Table 5.18. French (1% row in Table
5.18) is the FOLS for the majority of Readiness to Learn project (71.1%) and SVOLM (87.4%)
mothers. Next is English (2" row in Table 5.18), then English and French (3" row in Table
5.18), with 20.6% and 7.9% respectively for Anglophone Readiness to Learn project and
SVOLM mothers, and 7.7% and 4.7% for bilingual mothers.

A Chi square test suggests that the distribution of Readiness to Learn project mothers across
the FOLS categories is not representative of the Francophone minority population in the six
geographic areas based on SVOLM data [X? (2, N = 725) = 29.68, p < 0.001]. However, a
selection bias on the part of SVOLM respondents in favour of the French language (almost all of
the SVOLM mothers indicated French as their FOLS; 87.4%) taints the reliability of the test
results in presenting the true representativity of the distribution of Readiness to Learn project
mothers across the FOLS categories.

Table 5.18: Comparison between the Readiness to Learn project and the SVOLM: mothers
grouped by first official language spoken (FOLS)
Readiness to Learn project SvVOLM Slggmcant differences
etween groups
FOLS
N (%) N (%) Chi square

French 231 (71.1) 351 (87.4)

English 67 (20.6) 32(7.9) Yes***

English and French 25 (7.7) 19 (4.7)

Note: Significance levels: *** < 0.1 %; ** <1 %; *< 5 %.

Comparisons by community: We have not presented the FOLS results for mothers by
community because, on one hand, there is a significant lack of information in the table
(approximately 62% of the cells are blank) and, on the other hand, observable information is
practically identical to that found in Table 5.18.

First official language spoken (FOLS): fathers

Comparison of total samples: We can see in Table 5.19 that French (1% row) is the FOLS for
the majority of fathers in the Readiness to Learn project (58.2%) and SVOLM (82.1%) samples.
This is followed by English (2" row in Table 5.19) for Readiness to Learn project fathers
(33.5%), and English and French (3™ row in Table 5.19) for SVOLM fathers (14.7%). The
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English and French FOLS category did not apply to very many of the Readiness to Learn project
fathers (4.6%); likewise, the English category did not apply to many of the SVOLM fathers
(3.2%). We can therefore conclude that French is the FOLS for the majority of Readiness to
Learn project and SVOLM fathers.

A Chi square test suggests that the distribution of Readiness to Learn project fathers across
the FOLS categories is not representative of the Francophone minority population for the six
geographic areas based on SVOLM data [X? (2, N = 693) = 126.34, p < 0.001]. However, as was
the case for the mothers, the language selection bias of SVOLM respondents (almost all SVOLM
fathers indicated French as their FOLS; 82.1 %) taints the reliability of the test results in
presenting the true representativeness of the distribution of Readiness to Learn project fathers
across the FOLS categories.

Table 5.19: Comparison between the Readiness to Learn project and the SVOLM: fathers
grouped by first official language spoken (FOLS)
Readiness to Learn project SVOLM Slggmcant differences
etween groups
FOLS
N (%) N (%) Chi square
French 189 (58.2) 312 (82.1) Yes***
English 109 (33.5) 12 (3.2)
Yes***
English and French 15 (4.6) 56 (14.7)

Note: Significance levels: *** < 0.1 %; ** <1 %; *< 5 %.

Comparisons by community: We have not presented the FOLS results for fathers by
community because, on one hand, there is a significant lack of information in the table
(approximately 53% of the cells are blank) and, on the other hand, the information presented is
practically identical to that found in Table 5.19.

5.3 DISCUSSION

This chapter seeks to establish the external validity level of the Readiness to Learn project
results. In other words, we are attempting to determine to what degree the Readiness to Learn
project results would be observed if the preschool program was administered to another sampling
of Francophone minority children. External validity essentially depends on the representativeness
of the Readiness to Learn project sample in relation to the target population—in this case,
Francophone minority children living in the six census areas where the Readiness to Learn
project communities are located. To do this, we compared the Readiness to Learn project
children to the children in Statistics Canada’s Survey on the Vitality of Official-Language
Minorities (SVOLM).
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Findings

Based on the comparisons with SVOLM data, presented in the previous sections, Readiness
to Learn project children are representative of ‘“young Francophone minorities’” living within
the same census areas, in terms of:

e Gender (girl/boy);

e Family structure (single-parent/two-parent);
e Family size (three people or less, etc.);

o Total family income ($10,000 or less, etc.).

On the other hand, also based on SVOLM data, Readiness to Learn project children are not
representative of *“young Francophone minorities’” living within the same census areas, in terms
of:

e Percentage of children per community;

e Relationship to the respondent (biological mother/father, etc.);

e Number of children in the family (only child, etc.);

e Mothers’ and fathers’ level of education (secondary school dip