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11:15	  –	  11:30	   Coffee	  /	  tea	  break	  
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1:15	  –	  2:45	   Panel	  2	  with	  Q&A	  

§ Kanerahtens	  Skidders,	  Ahkwesahsne	  Freedom	  School	  
§ Jennifer	  Jackson-‐Paul,	  former	  Executive	  Director,	  Ontario	  Association	  for	  the	  

Deaf	  
§ Michael	  Salvatori,	  Ontario	  College	  of	  Teachers	  
§ Betty	  Gormley,	  Canadian	  Parents	  for	  French	  (Ontario)	  
§ Roger	  Lozon,	  Agent	  d’éducation,	  Ministère	  de	  l’Éducation,	  Direction	  des	  

politiques	  et	  programmes	  d’éducation	  en	  langue	  française	  
2:45	  –	  3:00	   Coffee	  /	  tea	  break	  
3:00	  –	  4:00	   Breakout	  session	  2	  (same	  roundtable	  topics	  as	  before)	  
4:00	  –	  4:45	   Whole	  group	  session	  to	  report	  on	  roundtable	  discussions	  
4:45	  –	  5:00	  	   Closing	  ceremony	  

§ Elder	  Cat	  Criger	  
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L’intégration des élèves nouveaux arrivants dans les écoles de langue française de 
l’Ontario 

 
Francis Bangou et Carole Fleuret 

Faculté d’éducation 
Université d’Ottawa 

 
L’accélération des mouvements migratoires dans le monde, au cours des trente dernières 
années, a profondément modifié la configuration sociopolitique de divers pays occidentaux. 
Ces sociétés se caractérisent désormais par la diversité ethnolinguistique et culturelle. Le 
Canada ne fait pas exception à cette mouvance migratoire qui redéfinit la carte sociale 
mondiale. En Ontario, cette réalité semble encore plus évidente dans la mesure où la province 
accueille 52,3 % des nouveaux arrivants au Canada, avec plus de deux cents langues 
recensées (ministère de l’Éducation de l’Ontario, 2009a). L’un des défis résultant de ce 
panorama multiculturel s’avère l’intégration scolaire des enfants nouveaux arrivants.  
 
En Ontario, la scolarisation des enfants issus de l’immigration dans les écoles de langue 
française se cristallise à travers l’application du Programme d’appui aux nouveaux arrivants 
(PANA) en vigueur depuis 2010. Tenant compte de la diversité croissante en Ontario, le 
programme-cadre invite le système d’éducation de langue française dans son ensemble à 
s’adapter à l’hétérogénéité linguistique et ethnoculturelle de la population scolaire et à adopter 
des pratiques ouvertes à la diversité pour favoriser l’insertion culturelle des nouveaux 
arrivants au milieu scolaire. Aussi ce document fait-il obligation aux conseils scolaires de 
veiller à ce que les écoles élémentaires et secondaires offrent au besoin le programme d’appui 
aux nouveaux arrivants. 
 
Selon Gérin-Lajoie et Jacquet (2008), Edmond (2008), Farmer et Labrie (2008), la 
diversification de la population des écoles francophones en milieu minoritaire est un 
phénomène social bien établi, mais encore peu compris. Fort de cela, l’intégration des élèves 
nouveaux arrivants donne lieu à des défis de taille tels que la maîtrise de la langue par les 
élèves, la conception homogène de l’identité culturelle ainsi que la mission historique de 
l’école francophone dans la reproduction de la langue et de la culture françaises. En effet, des 
textes officiels ontariens (MEO, 2009a; 2009b; 2010) postulent une approche culturelle de 
l’enseignement ouverte à la diversité. Cependant, force est de constater que l’objectif de cette 
éducation culturelle est de « mettre l’élève en contact avec la culture francophone tout au long 
de ses études » (MEO, 2009a, p.43). De même, au regard de la politique d’aménagement 
linguistique de l’Ontario (2004), le mandat de l’école francophone demeure la protection, la 
valorisation et la transmission de la langue et la culture françaises. Lacassagne (2010) 
soulignera que les politiques du bilinguisme et du multiculturalisme constituent les pierres 
angulaires de l’identité canadienne. Aussi à l’école francophone « les pratiques pédagogiques 
n’évoluent-elles pas au rythme qu’exige la multiplication de plus en plus rapide des 
différences dans les registres langagiers, les situations familiales, les origines culturelles et les 
problèmes d’apprentissage », l’accent étant généralement mis sur la transmission de la langue 
et de la culture françaises (ACELF, 2008). Ces observations amènent Farmer et Labrie (2008) 
à écrire: « si les écoles ont trouvé nécessaire le passage par le multiculturalisme, ce dernier ne 
cadre plus avec les réalités scolaires d’aujourd’hui » (p.386). 
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Dans la même veine, plusieurs études relatent le manque de préparation à la diversité des 
enseignants et les relations difficiles entre l’école et les familles immigrantes (Robineau et 
coll., 2010; Mujawamariya et Mahrouse, 2004; Farmer, 2008). Robineau et coll. (2010) note 
que les concepts d’intégration et d’inclusion semblent souvent mal compris, ce qui 
constituerait un facteur non négligeable dans la mauvaise intégration de certains élèves. 
Gérin-Lajoie et Jacquet (2008) estiment que la gestion de la diversité est problématique même 
pour des enseignants expérimentés, qui souvent ne sachant pas comment apporter leur soutien 
aux nouveaux arrivants, préfèrent ignorer l'existence du phénomène, car ils n’ont pas à leur 
disposition les outils nécessaires pour y faire face. Farmer (2008) observe que les défis, qui se 
posent aux familles immigrantes francophones dans leurs rapports avec l’école, sont encore 
mal connus et que ces obstacles sont tout aussi d’ordre matériel que symbolique. 
 
Forts de ce constat, de juin 2010 à juin 2013, nous avons analysé le processus de mise en 
œuvre du PANA dans des écoles élémentaires et secondaires de langue française de l’Ontario, 
et ce, avec le soutien financier du ministère de l’Éducation de la province. Au cours des trois 
années d’étude, nous avons analysé le processus de mise en œuvre du PANA en nous 
appuyant sur une recension des écrits portant sur la scolarisation des enfants issus de 
l’immigration et des données empiriques recueillies auprès des conseils scolaires, des 
directions, et du corps enseignant. En tout, deux conseils scolaires de langue française de l’est 
de l’Ontario et trois conseils du sud de la province ont accepté de participer à cette étude. Le 
personnel enseignant, les directions des écoles participantes ainsi que les personnes chargées 
du dossier PANA dans chacun des conseils et chacune des écoles ont été ensuite sollicitée afin 
de témoigner de leur expérience. Au total, près de sept (7) personnes chargées du dossier 
PANA au sein des conseils scolaires, dix (10) directions, dix (10) enseignants affiliés au 
programme et quatre-vingts (80) enseignants réguliers ont participé à l’étude. 
 
Les résultats de notre étude ont abouti à la publication de deux ouvrages (élémentaire et 
secondaire) ayant pour objectif d’offrir un cadre théorique et méthodologique au personnel 
enseignant des écoles élémentaires de langue française de l’Ontario leur permettant de 
soutenir les élèves nouveaux arrivants dans leur apprentissage de la langue et de la culture de 
scolarisation. Ainsi semble-t-il évident de dire que les pratiques pédagogiques passent par une 
redéfinition de la culture de l’école et par une démarche réflexive des différents acteurs, 
démarche indispensable et nécessaire pour mieux appréhender la diversité ethnolinguistique 
dans les salles de classe.  
 
Les stratégies additionnelles présentées dans ces ouvrages se fondent sur les postulats 
théoriques suivants: 

• Le succès scolaire des élèves nouveaux arrivants repose en grande partie sur la 
« maîtrise » de la langue apprise par et pour l’école. En effet, il est généralement 
admis que ce qui distingue cette langue dite de scolarisation (Verdelhan-Bourgade, 
2002) de la majorité des langues périscolaires est qu’elle est décontextualisée 
(minimisation de la dépendance au contexte situationnel), explicite (lexicalisation des 
référents afin d’éviter les redondances) et complexe (structuration interne des 
subordonnées) (Schleppegrell, 2004). De plus, chez les apprenants de langue seconde, 
la langue de scolarisation a généralement une fonction heuristique (découverte du 
monde), langagière (communication) et méthodologique (apprendre à apprendre). Il 
importe alors aux élèves allophones et francophones de développer des compétences 
solides dans cette langue, car c’est par son entremise que se développent les savoirs et 
savoir-faire d’ordre linguistique, énonciatif et académique, nécessaires à leur succès 
scolaire. En effet, rappelons que la langue de scolarisation est à la fois une langue 
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d’enseignement et d’apprentissage pour les allophones. Il importe alors à tous les 
enseignants de mettre en place des stratégies permettant aux apprenants issus de 
l’immigration d’en rendre compte et de s’approprier les modalités linguistiques et 
discursives permettant d’accéder aux savoirs scolaires au sein de leur école, et ce, 
quelle que soit la discipline enseignée qui plus est dans une culture scolaire qui leur est 
peu familière, voire inconnue (Spaëth, 2008). 

• Il importe de valoriser le plurilinguisme des élèves nouveaux arrivants en vue de leur 
intégration et de leur réussite scolaire et sociale. Ici, l’intégration est envisagée comme 
un échange interculturel permettant de confronter des réalités multiples et de préciser 
les fonctions de chacun dans la réussite scolaire des élèves nouveaux arrivants. Il 
s’agit alors pour les différents acteurs scolaires de comprendre et de respecter les 
valeurs éducatives des familles immigrantes, de prendre en compte les forces et les 
besoins d’apprentissage des élèves nouveaux arrivants et de maintenir un dialogue 
interculturel favorable à la mise en place de stratégies d’enseignement et 
d’apprentissage plurilingues et au développement de plurilittératies (Castelotti et 
Moore, 2010). 

• L’apprentissage de la langue et de la culture de scolarisation sera affecté par des 
facteurs cognitivo-langagiers (registres, connaissance du principe et du code 
alphabétiques, etc.), socio-culturels (pratiques discursives familiales, normes sociales, 
etc.) et socio-affectifs (motivation, attitude, etc.). En effet, l’écrit n’est pas présent 
dans toutes les sociétés ou encore n’a pas forcément le même rôle. Plusieurs enfants 
peuvent se sentir démunis face à des normes socio-culturelles attendues dans 
l’enceinte scolaire et qu’ils ne connaissent pas (Lahire, 1995; Burns, Espinosa et 
Snow, 2003). 
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Future Directions for Language Education in Ontario  

MOVING FORWARD: Early American Sign Language (ASL) Language Planning  

 

OISE Symposium Commentaries November 20, 2015  

Joanne Cripps, Jennifer Jackson Paul, Kristin Snoddon, Anita Small and David Kerr  

 

Understanding the Rights of Deaf Children 

 
 

Joanne Cripps  
DEAF CULTURE CENTRE  

Canadian Cultural Society of the Deaf  
jcripps@deafculturecentre.ca  

Make no mistake about it – Deaf people have a distinct culture.  These distinctions 
become particularly important when we consider that Deaf culture often lacks one feature that 
other minority cultures enjoy – the capacity to transmit language, beliefs and traditions from 
parent to child.  Nowadays everyone seems to be demanding rights, and even the apparently 
simple issues become controversial.  Such is certainly the case with the concept of rights for 
Deaf children.  However we need to get back to the bottom line.  What are Deaf children’s 
rights and how do we ensure that they are recognized and exercised?  We can cooperate to 
bring about a broader idea of ‘we’ whereby both communities can benefit from each other’s 
strengths.  Deaf and hearing parents, lay people and professionals, the Deaf communities and 
the broader community – all of us can link our strengths into a bridge of support for Deaf 
children as they grow up to realize their full potential.   
 

It is true there are no clear laws protecting the rights of Deaf children so this leaves a 
wide field of action for professionals, organizations, educators, audiologists and doctors, most 
with little knowledge and in most cases biased opinions.  As William C. Stoke wrote “The 
study of sign language of the deaf has two chief ends:  to gain knowledge about what 
language is, and to help forward the education of deaf people.” Language and culture are 
truly intertwined...we all have a moral responsibility.  Rights are accorded on moral grounds.  
Rights should never be used as privileges.  We all know that children have the right to be able 
to communicate yet we all are faced with options and decisions on how to communicate with 
Deaf children.  We see communication as a method when in fact it is not.  I was once a Deaf 
child now a Deaf adult and parent.  I’ve been there as well as many other Deaf adults.  They 
have been there too.  
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Effective language education means learning without struggles or barriers.  It means 
access to Deaf role models, visual language and culture.  It also means full and equal 
participation in discussions and debates, extracurricular activities, sports and school elections.  
They learn best in a classroom full of other Dear students where Deaf norms, concerns and 
Deaf issues such as ASL literacy and social literacy are understood and promoted as well as 
access to culturally appropriate learning materials.  Deaf cultural space is promoted.  

Moving forward, Early ASL Language Planning would be the first step to 
acknowledge that babies and children from the time they are identified Deaf require an 
environment where they are provided a Deaf cultural space and can develop linguistic, 
mathematical and artistic skills in ASL, their natural language.  

Below are commentaries from each expert in their field.  

Biolingual Process as a Ground for Protection by Section 15 of the Canadian Charter of 
Rights and Freedoms  

Jennifer Jackson Paul, B.A., Hons., LLB  
Member of Law Society of Upper Canada since 2003  

Jennifer.anita@gmail.com  

All children need exposure to language in the early years for optimal development in 
language. This exposure for language acquisition is based on their biological capability and 
taken as a birthright for all children. For deaf and hard of hearing children, language 
acquisition is also based on their biological capability and clearly supported by exposure to a 
visual, signed language from infancy onward. In Canada, American Sign Language (ASL) 
and langue des signes Québecoise (LSQ) are used in parallel to the official languages, English 
and French; Sign Language Rights for Deaf Children (SLRDC) – le droit à la langue des 
signes pour les enfants sourds (DLSES) has coined the term ‘biolingual process’ to refer to 
the experiential and innate propensity children have to acquire language.  

Our overarching position is that deaf children -and children in general -have the 
human right to language acquisition through their biolingual process. For children in general, 
it is an auditory-verbal process. For deaf children, it is a visual-signing process. The existing 
governmental services in early intervention programs, as well as teacher training and 
educational programs, for deaf children must operate on the basis of this fundamental human 
right. Instead, legal frameworks for deaf children’s sign language rights are limited to 
disability rights legislation for access – which is different from bona fide language 
acquisition -and special education legislation such as the educational placement of a deaf 
child without consideration of language and the child’s right to visual-signing process. Even 
then, there are issues with political will, enforcement and follow-through. In short, it is non-
compulsory and there is no sense of urgency.  

Neurological, cognitive, linguistic, and empirical evidence from research on deaf and 
hard of hearing children shows a positive correlation between the degree of exposure to a 
visual signed language at birth and onward and the overall child development in social, 
psychological, emotional, literacy and academic terms. Therefore, deaf and hard of hearing 
children must acquire language through a visual signed language from birth and onward.  
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The current policies, infrastructure and resources employed by the Ontario 
Cochlear Implant Program and Infant Hearing Program, center on an auditory-vocal 
process and circumvent the biological capability of deaf and hard of hearing children. 
Their policy restrictions on learning ASL and LSQ especially accompany childhood 
cochlear implants.  These policy restrictions and further intervention strategies do not 
recognize the deaf and hard of hearing children’s visual-signing process. This has 
seriously infringed on their birthright to exposure for language acquisition.  

 SLRDC/DLSES is of the position that the applicable governmental entities are 
obligated to provide as a matter of course ASL and LSQ services that recognize the deaf and 
hard of hearing children's birthright to use their visual-signing process for language 
acquisition. This birthright applies to all deaf and hard of hearing children whether or not they 
use cochlear implants.  
 
 

Developing a Parent ASL Curriculum Aligned with the CEFR 
 

Kristin Snoddon, Ph.D.  
Carleton University  

kristin.snoddon@carleton.ca  

No formal Canadian curriculum presently exists for teaching American Sign Language 
(ASL) as a second language to parents of deaf and hard of hearing children. However, this 
group of ASL learners is in need of more comprehensive, research-based support given the 
rapid expansion in Canada of universal neonatal hearing screening and the corresponding 
need for enhanced early intervention service provision to families with deaf children. The 
Ontario Ministry of Children and Youth Services (2010) estimates that 4 in 1,000 newborns 
are deaf or hard of hearing; the figures in western Canada may be higher due to the greater 
prevalence of hearing loss within Aboriginal communities (Kay-Raining Bird, 2011). Without 
access to a sign language from an early age, many deaf children may be negatively affected in 
terms of their social and emotional development, and may develop incomplete knowledge of 
any language. Thus, parents’ learning of sign language plays a critical role in these children’s 
development.  

Inspired by parent sign language courses that have been developed in the Netherlands 
(Oyserman & de Geus, 2013), my two-year, SSHRC-funded study qualitatively and 
collaboratively documents the development and field-testing of a pilot parent ASL curriculum 
that is aligned with the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR), 
and assesses the impact of this curriculum on parents’ ASL learning following CEFR 
descriptors. The CEFR and its proficiency levels hold much promise for innovation in second 
language teaching and learning, as they are based in conceptions of the language learner as a 
social agent who develops general and particular communicative competences while 
achieving everyday goals. Fundamental to the CEFR is the concept of plurilingualism, which 
signifies multilingualism at the level of the individual and recognizes the different purposes, 
domains, and types of competence that the individual social actor may have in their use of two 
or more languages (Coste, Moore, & Zarate, 2009).  

References Coste, D., Moore, D., & Zarate, G. (2009). Plurilingual and pluricultural 
competence: Studies towards a Common European Framework of Reference for language 
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learning and teaching. Strasbourg: Language Policy Division.  

Kay-Raining Bird, E. (2011). Health, education, language, dialect, and culture in Aboriginal 
communities in Canada: An overview. Canadian Journal of Speech-language Pathology and 
Audiology, 35(2), 110-124.  

Ontario Ministry of Children and Youth Services. (2010). Hearing. Retrieved January 13, 
2014 from 
http://www.children.gov.on.ca/htdocs/English/topics/earlychildhood/hearing/index.aspx.  

Oyserman, J. & de Geus, M. (2013, July 10). Hearing parents and the fluency in sign 
language communication. Poster presented at the Theoretical Issues in Sign Language 
Research Conference 11, London, UK.  
 

 
Language Planning Incorporating ASL Literature 

 
Anita Small, M.Sc., Ed.D. small LANGUAGE CONNECTIONS  

asmall@mac.com  

Cultural knowledge and the highest forms of language and artistry are embedded in the 
literature of a people. Imagine studying English without Shakespeare, Dutch without Anne 
Frank or ASL without Clayton Valli (Small, 2015). Teacher training programs in Ontario 
provide limited education of sign language literature or sign language performing arts and 
current evaluation of L2 learners of ASL does not include comprehensive description of 
literary forms of the language. While the provincial schools for Deaf students have an ASL 
curriculum with ASL literature in development for over 15 years, it still is not distributed 
beyond the provincial schools while 99% of Deaf students (junior kindergarten to grade 12) in 
Ontario are educated in mainstream public school board programs (Malkowski, 2010). 
University ASL programs and the Interpreter training program in Ontario incorporate minimal 
ASL literature with no comprehensive tool for ASL literature evaluation. Deaf students are 
thus necessarily limited by the ASL literary proficiency of their teachers, interpreters and 
parents. Amidst this context, two promising projects for ASL L2 learners exist that will 
impact Deaf children – one for parents and the other for teachers and interpreters.  

In 2003, the Ontario Cultural Society of the Deaf (OCSD) established an ASL Parent-
Child Mother Goose Program (ASLPCMGP) (for ages 0-6) in partnership with the Parent-
Child Mother Goose Program (PCMGP). Like the PCMGP, the ASLPCMGP supports 
positive parent-child communication, bonding, and language development with emphasis on 
ASL literature shared through interactive rhymes and stories. The ASLPCMGP is taught by 
ASL-proficient Deaf adult professionals and has begun to develop early ASL literature 
resources for parents. (Snoddon and Small, 2009). The early literacy benefits of the PCMP 
and the ASLPCMGP have been documented in research (Canadian Institute for Child Health, 
2001; Snoddon, 2009).  

Initiated in 2012, the PRO-Signs Project aims to establish European standards for 
signed language proficiency for professional purposes, focusing specifically on sign 
language teaching in Deaf Studies and Sign Language Interpreting programs. They are 
beginning to describe the literary forms of the language and to apply descriptors of the 
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literary performing art forms in the Common European Framework of Reference for 
Languages (CEFR). In Europe, the CEFR is used to evaluate L2 learners. Together with the 
Canadian Cultural Society of the Deaf and Hogeschool Utrecht University, Netherlands, the 
author is examining application of CEFR literary descriptions to ASL and to establish 
literary levels as part of evaluation tools for teacher training programs, interpreter training 
programs and L2 acquisition of parents of Deaf children.  

Support for ASL literary knowledge and higher literary levels of ASL among parents, 
teachers and interpreters is critical to enhance ASL acquisition of Deaf children.  

Canadian Institute of Child Health (2001). A Preliminary Evaluation of the Parent-Child 
Mother Goose Program as a Family Literacy Program. Ottawa, ON.  

Malkowski, G. (2010). Laws Governing Deaf Education in Canada. International 
Conference of Educators of the Deaf. Vancouver, B.C.  

Small, A. 2015. NGT Performing Arts in the Netherlands: Pilot Study Preliminary 
Findings. Hogeschool Utrecht, University of Applied Sciences, Faculty of Education, 
Knowledge Centre and the Institute for Sign Language and Deaf Studies, Netherlands, 
March 17, 2015.  

Snoddon, K. (2009). American Sign Language and early literacy: Research as praxis. 
Unpublished doctoral dissertation.  Ontario Institute for Studies in Education, University of 
Toronto.  

Snoddon, K. and Small, A. 2009. The American Sign Language Parent-Child Mother Goose 
Program: A National Project, An information brief prepared for the National Strategy for 
Early Literacy by the Canadian Cultural Society of the Deaf. 
 
 

Deafhood & Deaf Identity  

David Kerr  
Chair of Sign Language Rights for Deaf Children (SLRDC) –  

Le droit à la langue des signes pour les enfants sourds (DLSES)  
deafchipmunk@gmail.com  

The term, “Deafhood” was coined in 1990 by Dr. Paddy Ladd to begin the process of 
oneself in defining the existential state of Deaf ‘being-in-the-world.’ Ladd’s approach to the 
concept of ‘deafness’ as traditionally understood is liberating. Hitherto, the term, “deafness” 
comes from a medical standpoint which subsumes that experience within the larger category 
of “hearing-impaired”, the vast majority of whom were elderly hard of hearing people, so that 
the true native of Deaf collective existence was rendered invisible. (P.Ladd, pg. xvill, 2003)  

To clarify, Deafhood is not to be understood as a finite state but as a process by which 
individuals come to actualize their Deaf identity, positing that those individuals construct that 
identity around several differently ordered sets of priorities and principles, which are affected 
by various factors such as nation, era and class (P. Ladd, pg. xvill, 2003). Deafhood is not a 
‘static’ medical condition like ‘deafness’.  
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Instead, it represents a process – the struggle by each Deaf child, Deaf family and 
Deaf adult to explain to themselves and each other their own existence in the world. In 
sharing their lives with each other as a community, and enacting those explanations rather 
than writing books about them, Deaf people are engaged in a daily praxis, a continuing 
internal and external dialogue (P. Ladd, pg. 3, 2003).  

The medical approach rather than the language approach (commonly through 
bilingual/biliteracy means i.e. ASL/English text or LSQ/French text) is experienced first 
by parents surrounding their Deaf child. Approximately ninety percent of Deaf children 
have parents who are non-Deaf and understandably not informed how to best meet their 
Deaf child’s needs. They look to the medical professionals who perpetuate the 
medicalization process of the Deaf child.  

The medical establishment views the Deaf child as a child with a disability and thus in 
need of medical services to supposedly diminish the Deaf aspect of the child. The 
governments and laws surrounding the provision of healthcare such as insurance companies 
recognize ‘deafness’ as a medical condition and therefore eligible for a host of 
governmentally sanctioned treatments. There is a lack of regulation and funding to truthfully 
inform the parents and to plan for the Deaf child, fostering their identity as Deaf people and 
language capacities in ASL/English text and/or LSQ/French text.  

Generally, the medical institutions discourage these parents from participating in 
Deaf community and instead encourage them to submerge their Deaf children in the 
mainstream world, lacking in an understanding of their Deaf “being-in-the-world” with little 
or no language capacities.  Most Deaf people do not simply disagree with the medical 
approach; in fact, they find it harmful to the Deaf children’s development where their 
culturo-linguistic being is denied and “taken away”. This denial endangers the Deaf child; 
when it happens systemically, as practiced by the medical institutions and stakeholders -and 
enabled by the governmental authority and funding, as it is happening here in Canada, we 
fear that such an entity of Deaf culturo-linguistic community in Canada ceases to exist.  

JOANNE CRIPPS  
Joanne has worked with Deaf children, parents, schools, organizations/agencies, 
lawyers, publishers, film producers and governmental stakeholders for over 30 years 
with the singular goal of language, educational and social advancement for Deaf and 
hard of hearing children. Her widely acclaimed book, "Quiet Journey: Understanding 
the Rights of Deaf Children" is an accumulation of these life experiences and 
observations. She is Co-Founder and Executive Director of the DEAF CULTURE 
CENTRE under the auspices of the Canadian Cultural Society of the Deaf at the 
Distillery District, Toronto.  

JENNIFER JACKSON-PAUL  
Jennifer has been a member of the Law Society at Upper Canada since 2003, after 
earning her LL.B(JD) degree from Osgoode Hall Law School. Before that, she 
graduated from York University with Honours B.A. degree, double majoring in 
Political Science and Law & Society. As a law student, she was one of the Senior 
Editors of Osgoode Hall Law Journal. She also participated in an exchange program 
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studying law at Keele University in North Straffordshire, England. She went to work 
in the field of Trademarks with a premier Intellectual Property law firm in the 
financial district of Toronto downtown.  

Jennifer eventually joined the Ontario Association of the Deaf as its Executive 
Direct. At its helm for three years, she initiated several ground breaking projects 
including a pilot Deaf Legal Clinic, production of a historical DVD documentary 
about OAD, translation of OAD's Bylaws into ASL in DVD format, creation of a 
network connecting professionals and parents of Deaf children, provision of 
leadership and capacity-building training program for Ontario's LSQ and Aboriginal 
Deaf communities, and promotion for recognition of Deaf and hard of hearing 
children's birthright to ASL and LSQ. Now a mother of a Deaf son, she is living in 
Chicago.  

KRISTIN SNODDON Kristin Snoddon is an Assistant Professor with the School of 
Linguistics and Language Studies, Carleton University. She received her Ph.D. in 
Second Language Education from OISE/UT. Her book American Sign Language and 
Early Literacy: A Model Parent-Child Program was published in 2012 by Gallaudet 
University Press. Her other publications have appeared in the Canadian Modern 
Language Review, Current Issues in Language Planning, Disability & Society, Sign 
Language Studies, and Writing & Pedagogy.  

ANITA SMALL Dr. Anita Small is owner of small LANGUAGE CONNECTIONS 
(anitasmall.com), providing language, culture and communication expertise to non-
profits, businesses and educational institutions. She is Co-Founder and past Co-
Director of the DEAF CULTURE CENTRE, Toronto. She has an Ed.D. in 
sociolinguistics from the University of Cincinnati, an M.Sc. in speech and language 
pathology from Dalhousie University and a B.Sc in psychology from the University of 
Toronto. She is registered with the college of audiologists and speech-language 
pathologists of Ontario and has her speech-language and audiology certification 
(Canada). She taught at York University and University of Toronto for 17 years and is 
guest researcher at Hogeschool Utrecht University, Netherlands and Institute for Sign 
Language and Deaf Studies, Faculty of Education. She has published, presented and 
consulted internationally on language development, parent-child communication, 
literacy, bilingual pedagogy, cultural identity and empowering education. She has 
spearheaded international award-winning ASL literacy programs and productions 
receiving a United Nations/Unesco award. Dr. Small is recipient of the singular 
national award from the Canadian Deaf community given to a hearing individual.  

DAVID KERR David is the Chair of the Sign Language Rights for Deaf Children (SLRDC) -
Le droit à la langue des signes pour les enfants sourds (DLSES) Coalition. He 
graduated from the Sir James Whitney School for the Deaf. He attended Gallaudet 
University and McMaster University and earned his Bachelor of Arts from Gallaudet 
University. He was elected to the Ontario Association of the Deaf three times, which 
he feels is an honourable indication of the Deaf community’s vote of confidence in 
him and his goals. He is actively involved with various organizations and agencies 
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across North America in promoting sign language rights for Deaf and hard of hearing 
children.  

 He has experiences in management on the delivery of social and health 
services for almost twenty years in various agencies. He is the Regional Director of 
the Canadian Hearing Society in Windsor.  
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Enduring and Emerging Issues in Language Teacher Education 

Antoinette Gagné 

OISE, University of Toronto 

I have been a language teacher educator since 1980 and have found that many of the issues 
that were of concern in the early 80s continue to be discussed among teacher educators today.  
These issues either connect to aspects of program delivery in the preparation or professional 
development of language teachers or to the language teacher knowledge base. 

Issues Related to Language Teacher Education Program Delivery 

Although issues related to aspects of program delivery may not initially seem as important as 
those related to the knowledge base of teaching, decisions regarding such issues impact 
directly on student experience and ultimately on program outcomes such as the confidence 
level and ability of new language teachers to be effective. 

Some of the enduring issues and questions related to program delivery include:  

• the qualifications and background of the language teacher educators, 
• the language used by instructors and teacher learners in the teaching methods courses, 
• the right balance between courses focused on language teaching methods, other more 

foundational topics related to language teaching and education more generally,  
• the need to integrate or infuse certain types of knowledge across the teacher education 

program, 
• the amount of time available overall in teacher education programs, 
• the proportion of time devoted to coursework versus the practicum, 
• the nature of the practicum including duration, location and type, 
• the selection and role of host / mentor teachers,  
• the intensity and length of the programs – one month intensive, one semester 

intensive, two to five semesters full-time, part-time options etc., 
• the mode of program delivery, online, blended or face-to-face and the effectiveness of 

online teaching methods courses for language teachers, 
• the appropriate grouping of teacher candidates in teaching methods courses – by level, 

by language, etc… 
 

The choices made by program administrators and instructors as they relate to the issues listed 
above, are strongly impacted by provincial and federal policies and budget constraints as well 
as a number of local factors including the nature of the student body, the location of the 
faculty of education, subject matter associations, the strength of the school university 
partnerships and more. Although research studies on various aspects of language teacher 
education program delivery provide insight on effective practices, these are often ignored or 
considered impractical in light of the many challenges program administrators face. 

Issues Related to the Knowledge Base for Language Teaching 
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For more than three decades, the knowledge base for teaching has been debated at 
conferences, in articles and at decision making tables in governments, professional 
associations and institutions providing teacher preparation programs. Although the debate 
continues, the nature of the knowledge base has evolved from a list or series of building 
blocks for becoming a teacher to being understood as an active process involving multiple 
interrelated elements. 

Figure 1, adapted from Turner-Bisset (2001) Knowledge Bases for Teaching: The Model 
illustrates eight knowledge bases that, together, comprise pedagogical content knowledge. 
This diagram in the shape of the wheel reflects an evolution from the types of lists often 
associated with what Richards (1998) described as language teacher training. The knowledge 
base components Richards described in Beyond Training connect with the concept of 
language teacher education as does the Turner-Bisset model and Freeman & Johnson’s model 
described in their seminal 1998 article entitled Reconceptualizing the language teacher 
knowledge base. 

 

 

Figure 1: Adapted from Turner-Bisset’s 2001 Knowledge Bases for Teaching 

Figure 2 illustrates a more dynamic understanding of the knowledge base for language 
teaching as described by Kumaravadivelu in Language Teacher Education for a Global 
Society. The KARDS model - Knowing, Analyzing, Recognizing, Doing, and Seeing - 

moves away from a more linear transmission approach to a more holistic and transformative 
approach to language teacher education. 
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Figure 2 The KARDS Model from Kumaravadivelu’s 2012 book entitled Language Teacher 
Education for a Global Society  

The enduring issues related to the knowledge base include: 

• finding the “right” balance between the various components, modules or knowledge 
bases,  

• supporting the ongoing development of linguistic and cultural proficiency among 
language teachers, and 

• how to bridge the theory – practice gap and ensure teachers are ready for the realities 
of the classroom. 

 
More recently, new issues and questions related to our evolving understanding of the 
knowledge for language teachers include: 

• how to prepare teachers who can integrate content and language teaching (CLIL & 
immersion), 

• how to prepare technologically savvy language teachers, 
• how to prepare teachers who can respond the needs of their diverse learners and be 

sufficiently confident to move away from scripted teaching resources to adapt to their 
students, and 

• how to support the development of professional identity in language teachers while 
recognizing the importance of the knowledge of self in becoming a language teacher. 
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More recent models for language teacher education recognize the need to respect the 
principles of particularity, practicality and possibility which Kumaravadivelu describes as 
follows:  

Particularity – “Language teacher education must be sensitive to a particular group of 
teachers teaching a particular group of learners pursuing a particular set of goals 
within a particular institutional context embedded in a particular socio-cultural 
milieu.” (2001)  

Practicality – “Teachers must be enabled to develop the knowledge, skill, attitude, and 
autonomy necessary to construct their own context-sensitive theory of practice.” 
(2012) 

Possibility – “Teachers must become aware both of the socio-cultural reality that 
shapes their lives and of their capacity to transform that reality. Language teachers 
cannot afford to separate learners’ linguistic needs and wants from their socio-cultural 
needs and wants.” (2012)  

For almost every enduring or emerging issue or question that pertains to language teacher 
education there is a parallel issue or question in language teaching. As a result, there needs to 
be increased dialogue and collaboration between practitioners, teacher educators and 
researchers to ensure the preparation of teachers able to meet the challenges of 21st century 
where plurilingualism is an integral aspect of global citizenship. 
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Sociolinguistic Differentiation of Language Groups and Language Education Rights 

Eve Haque - Associate Professor, York University  

Today we’ve come together to discuss some recent policy changes to related to language 
education concerns. These concerns are compartmentalized into the rolling out of a new 
French language curriculum and the preparation of better qualified teachers of Indigenous, 
heritage and international languages. These developments follow on the issuance of two 
curricular documents from 2014 to guide teachers in infusing the cultures, histories and ways 
of knowing among First Nations, Metis and Inuit (FNMI) students into their instruction. 
However, despite the direct reference to Ontario’s Native language studies curricula, language 
study remains separated from the study of culture and history, even as it is acknowledged that 
FMNI languages are the way to preserve and transmit the spirit, culture, history and 
philosophy of Indigenous cultures.  

As someone who studies how language policies organize our understandings of the social 
world, I want to explore how we have come to naturalize these divisions of languages, and 
thereby the associated language groups, in order to understand how we take for granted 
separate curricula, uneven levels of resourcing, and different teacher training protocols for 
these various languages/ language groups.  Specifically, delineating the rich mixed 
multilingual sociolinguistic reality of Canadians as a set of hierarchicalized and separated 
language policy concerns – ie. French, FMNI languages, non-official or heritage/international 
languages, English – results in the acceptance of different levels of resourcing and support for 
the language education needs for different groups of languages/language speakers. 
Unravelling the history of our present organization of socio-linguistic life and language 
education can then give us some insight into why, for example, FNMI youth most often end 
up learning their Indigenous language as an additional language rather than as their first 
‘mother tongue’ language, and why children of non-official language groups, still lose their 
‘mother tongue’ first language within three generations, even as the encroachment of English 
onto French language retention continues more than 45 years after the Official Languages Act 
was first introduced.  

In the rest of this paper, I want to look at the history of the emergence of these different 
sociolinguistic groupings in order to de-naturalize the separation of languages and language 
groups into a hierarchy of language education rights, materialized in the present as the various 
curricula and teacher training protocols we are discussing today.  Even as we take these 
divisions for granted today, they are only 40 odd years old and can be traced back to the 
Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism (1963-1970) which took place in an era 
where many changes were brewing in Canadian society but before Canada essentially had no 
specific legislation delineating official languages.  

The end of the 1950s triggered what has become known as the Quiet Revolution in Québec, 
which led to an escalation in nationalist sentiment articulated on linguistic grounds and 
slowly, but inexorably, to the October crisis of 1970. The early 1960s also saw the 
introduction of paradigmatic changes to immigration policy away from explicitly race-based 
and preferred-nation exclusionary policies (Hawkins 1988); a shift that although ostensibly 
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opening up immigration to the people of the Global South and ushering in profound changes 
in immigrant demographics, continued to entrench racialized hierarchies within the nation 
covertly through a point system. The 1960s also saw the government’s attempt to force the 
assimilation of indigenous peoples through the Statement of the Government of Canada on 
Indian Policy (1969) – better known as the White Paper. As the decade ended, indigenous 
groups issued Citizen Plus (1970) as a direct refutation of this federal assimilative strategy. 
These critical shifts in Canadian society were taking place as the B and B Commission 
unfolded between 1963 through 1970, with Book IV of the final report released in late 1970. 
When the formation of the B and B Commission was announced in early 1963 by Prime 
Minister Lester B. Pearson, the federal government’s primary concern with French-Canadian 
challenges to national unity was clearly foregrounded in the B and B Commission’s terms of 
reference: 
 

To inquire into and report upon the existing state of bilingualism and biculturalism in 
Canada and to recommend what steps should be taken to develop the Canadian 
confederation on the basis of an equal partnership between the two founding races, 
taking into account the contribution made by the other ethnic groups to the cultural 
enrichment of Canada and the measures that should be taken to safeguard that 
contribution. (Canada, Book I, 1967, Appendix I) 

 
Even though Indigenous communities – identified as “Indians and Eskimos” throughout the 
inquiry – were explicitly left out of the terms of reference and dismissed in the opening pages 
of the first volume of the report, “since the terms of reference contain no mention of Indians 
and Eskimos, we have not studied the question of Canada’s native population” (Canada, Book 
I, 1969, 4), Indigenous peoples nonetheless made a bid for inclusion as the rightful First 
Nations of Canada by making submissions to the Commission.  Indigenous groups also spoke 
to the Commission of the threat to their communities’ cultural survival posed by assimilation 
and underscored the urgent need for indigenous language preservation and revitalization over 
English and French bilingualism, “Anyone attempting to impose on us their ‘bilingualism’ 
means to us the end of the culture and language of our ancestors” (Horn 1965, 17). 
 
Those resisting being produced as “Other ethnic groups” valued primarily for their “cultural 
contributions” also challenged the primacy of French and English in the terms of reference. 
Ukrainians argued, for example, that this formulation established a division of Canadians into 
first- and second-class citizens. Throughout the public hearings, most “other ethnic 
groups” spoke strongly in favour of multiculturalism which they saw as concretely linked to 
demands for robust multilingual rights: “It is our hope, that while the Royal Commission must 
address itself to a specific problem indicated by its name, the larger frame of reference will be 
multilingualism and multiculturalism”(Canadian Mennonite Association 1965, 4). Over the 
course of the hearings, it became clear that there was an emerging consensus among many 
“other ethnic groups” that multiculturalism was already an everyday fact of Canadian life, 
“Multiculturalism has already been spontaneously adopted by the people themselves” (Social 
Study Club of Edmonton 1964, 4), and that official recognition of only English and French in 
Canada would, in fact, be counter to the grounded spirit of existing everyday practices of 
multiculturalism. Indigenous communities and almost all of the “other ethnic groups” spoke 
clearly in favour of full recognition of a robust set of linguistic and cultural rights for their 
communities, emphasizing that the maintenance of their cultural rights could not happen 
without full support for their linguistic rights.  
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However, even in the aftermath of the extensive cross-country hearings, the Commission still 
managed to foreground French and English rights over all others. In order to accomplish this, 
the B and B Commission required a strategy that dismissed what indigenous communities had 
said at the hearings and instead used government-produced research, reports, and expert 
consultations in a project of colonial governance that pathologized Indigenous issues to the 
extent that they could be set outside the inquiry, “The social and economic problems of the 
Indians are so great, deep and bitter that the cultural and language problems must wait until 
they realize them” (Varjassy 1964, 3). In this way, government reports could officially extend 
the frame of colonial paternalism and perpetually defer cultural and linguistic equality. This 
move was an erasure that could silence any counterclaims by Indigenous communities and 
reinforce the myth of terra nullius that undergirds Indigenous dispossession and the English 
and French settlers’ claim of “founding” status. Thus, the principal challenge to a bicultural 
notion of founding nations from the First Nations could be discounted and the determining 
omissions in the terms of reference could be affirmed. 
 
As well, the Commission’s final report clarified that although the life of English and French 
cultures required the safeguarding of the English and French languages, in the case of 
multicultural groups, the culture of their forebears could be preserved even when the language 
was no longer spoken. This critical disparity in the right to language would reinstall the 
hierarchy of difference from the terms of reference onto the terrain of language and culture. 
The fact of multicultural diversity could be acknowledged, even as the dominance of two 
white settler cultures were reified and codified in legislation. Thus, although in October 1971, 
Trudeau  announced multiculturalism as a set of individual rights, he did so “within a 
bilingual framework” that would maintain and affirm collective rights for English and French 
and entrench a critical difference between the rights of multicultural groups and those 
accorded to the“founding races.” Ultimately, Trudeau’s policy of multiculturalism was very 
different from the substantive notion of multiculturalism – with a robust protection of 
multilingual rights – that had been advanced by multicultural communities throughout the B 
and B Commission. 
 
In this present moment, the B and B Commission’s legacy finds expression in the different 
levels of rights entrenched in the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, where references 
to multicultural and Indigenous rights are located under the General section; a section which 
serves mainly to aid in the interpretation of rights set out in the rest of the Charter. Thus, 
individualized multicultural rights are located as an anemic interpretive clause in section 27 of 
the Charter, and section 25 is an interpretative clause that neither creates nor 
constitutionalizes Indigenous rights (section 35 which extends more direct constitutional 
protections is outside of the Charter). These are in stark contrast to the robust set of 
protections and collective rights for English andFrench that are outlined in sections 16 
through to 23 of the Charter. These differentiated set of linguistic and cultural rights set the 
legislative priorities for provincial prioritization of language education policies and set the 
stage for the set of curricular changes that we are discussing today. What remains missing in 
this particular hierarchical formation of differentiated linguistic and cultural rights is the 
denial of the multilingual reality of everyday Canadian life, the erasure of histories and 
sociopolitical forces that lead to language shift and loss, as well as the foreclosure of the 
possibilities of a collective pluringual future; in short, the denial of possibility of linguistic 
social justice for all language groups. Perhaps these are some of the considerations we can 
tackle in our symposium discussions.  
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Challenges Facing FSL, French Immersion and Francophone Minority Language 
Education in Ontario:  A Historical Perspective 

 

Matthew Hayday, Department of History, University of Guelph 

mhayday@uoguelph.ca 

My perspective on the challenges facing the Ontario education system in terms of language 
education are likely to be somewhat different from other participants in this symposium 
because I approach this issue as a historian, rather than an education specialist or practitioner.  
However, the organizers felt that I could add an interesting perspective on how we have come 
to the current state of affairs in francophone minority education, core FSL and French 
immersion programming, and the challenges that have been faced in the past.  Indeed, the 
major contribution I hope to make to this symposium is to highlight the extent to which the 
challenges being faced today are remarkably similar to those faced over the past five decades 
in Ontario.  History repeats itself in this sector, often in rather depressing ways for advocates 
of expanded French-language educational programming.   

My commentary is largely a summary of findings from my two books on this topic.  The first, 
Bilingual Today, United Tomorrow: Official Languages in Education and Canadian 
Federalism (McGill-Queen’s UP, 2005) examines the development of the Official Languages 
in Education Program (OLEP), the main mechanism by which the federal government 
supported – and continues to support – provincial systems of official minority and second-
language education in Canada, and the roles played by major citizen activist groups and 
public servants in shaping this process.  The second, So They Want Us to Learn French: 
Promoting and Opposing Bilingualism in English-Speaking Canada (UBC Press, 2015) 
analyzes the various ways in which both government actors and civil society groups both 
promoted and opposed French-language learning in Canada, and pays particular attention to 
how Canadians responded to the development of French immersion and expanded core FSL 
programs. 

Funding and Jurisdiction – Federal and Provincial 

With both French minority language (FML) and French second language (FSL) education, the 
issue of funding has been the most important hurdle to overcome.  A major force for change 
in this respect has been the federal government’s willingness to support provincial efforts in 
this sector.  Since 1970, initially under the auspices of the Bilingualism in Education Program, 
renamed in 1979 as the Official Languages in Education Program, the federal government, 
through the Department of Canadian Heritage (formerly Secretary of State), has provided 
funding to the provinces to support both francophone minority language education and FSL 
instruction (and in English in Quebec). This funding was initially justified as covering the 
“additional costs” associated with providing this education.   

Through the 1970s and 1980s, the existence of this funding allowed groups like the 
Association canadienne-française de l’Ontario and Canadian Parents for French to press both 
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the provincial government and local school boards to expand their program offerings.  This 
funding (which is set at a higher level for FML and French immersion) was tied to student 
enrollments and the time spent using French as the language of instruction, so with increased 
time in French came additional funding.  In the mid-1970s, the Ontario government altered its 
funding formulas to school boards so that schools with higher amounts of time spent on 
French instruction would benefit more from this funding, and boards were required to report 
on how these funds were used.  In boards across the province, this funding was crucial to 
efforts to establish new French immersion programs and expand core French to additional 
grades.  It was also key, prior to the advent of section 23 of the Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms, to helping francophone schools develop. 

An unfortunate and probably unintended consequence of this OLEP, however, is that this 
program was originally intended to be temporary and last for about 5-10 years as seed funding 
to encourage provinces to assume greater responsibility for minority and second language 
education.  However, it has become a permanent fixture, and encouraged provincial 
governments to think of FML and FSL as a federal responsibility. The program is subject to 
negotiations and renewals every 3-5 years, and there is evidence that shows that when the 
federal government has slashed funding to this program, as it did in the early 1990s, that the 
provinces halted growth of successful programs like immersion, rather than devoting their 
own resources to this program.  The provinces, on the whole, have not fully embraced the idea 
that bilingualism in the education system is a core provincial value, and continue to treat it in 
many ways as an “add on”, subject to cuts before other subjects when the economy is in 
trouble.  Maintaining stable funding to FSL and FML, and changing provincial government 
attitudes to these programs and subjects when considering funding priorities has thus been an 
ongoing challenge. 

Classroom Capacity and NIMBYism 

Classroom and program capacity has been a particular challenge in the French immersion 
sector.  Since the first programs were launched in the early 1970s, demand for French 
immersion has significantly outstripped space in the program at the elementary school level.  
Every year there are reports of school boards where frustrated parents have been unable to 
enroll their children in French immersion because there was not enough space (in recent 
years, the Halton board of education has received significant press coverage for this).  
Similarly, when school districts do decide to create new French immersion centres to 
accommodate this demand, this often entails moving an existing under-capacity English-
language school population to another physical building, which has led to many instances of 
parent outrage over “losing their neighbourhood school”.  This is not a new phenomenon, but 
rather one that goes back to the origins of these programs.  Local parents who are not sending 
their children to immersion often see French immersion students as outsiders, and resent the 
growth of immersion programs, which they feel is forcing their children out of the 
neighbourhood, and/or siphoning the “best” students out of the local English schools.  There 
are related challenges underpinning these phenomena. 
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Perceptions of Elitism 

This issue is tightly connected to the perception of elitism attached to both French immersion 
and Francophone schools.  There is a long-standing discourse that parents of children in these 
schools are getting unwarranted special treatment, draining funds from the education system, 
getting smaller class sizes, stealing the best French-language teachers away, etc.  With French 
immersion in particular, there has been a perception in Ontario since at least the early 1980s 
that these classes are private school education for upper-middle class parents paid for on the 
public dime, despite the fact that these programs have an open-enrollment policy, and do in 
fact draw from a wide cross-section of Ontario society.  However, there have also been 
studies showing that teachers and parents often “stream” students with learning difficulties – 
including those unrelated to language learning – out of French immersion and “dump” them 
in the regular English stream.  A lack of capacity of French immersion classes to accept all 
students who want to take these programs reinforces the perception of elitism. 

Several challenges are attached to this issue.  There is an ongoing need, identified clearly by 
pedagogical experts in the 1970s, to provide in-program supports for students with special 
learning needs within French-language programs, rather than transferring them out.  There is 
at least anecdotal evidence suggesting that this is still not fully provided.  Increasing capacity 
of these programs to accommodate demand, and actively promoting them to working class 
parents (and providing support for parents who might fear they cannot support their children 
learning in French) might also be needed to tackle the elitism charges.  Core FSL, taken by 
the majority of English-speaking Ontarians, also continues to be treated as the poor second 
cousin of French immersion and FML education, which has produced ongoing frustration 
with the state of second language learning in the province. 

There also seems to be an ongoing lack of public awareness of the fact that francophone 
Ontarians have a Charter right to their own schools and school boards, and that these serve 
different needs from the French immersion stream – lumping FSL and FML programs 
together in the same classroom is not an acceptable option from the Franco-Ontarian or the 
legal perspective, although there are often calls to do this from a cost-saving perspective.  
There are related challenges regarding having separate physical structures for FML schools, 
and issues around the language of the playground and administration which are often cast in 
the media and in critical discourse as “special” and unnecessary accommodations for 
francophone communities, although they are viewed within these communities as key to 
cultural preservation.   

Teacher Training and Competition for Positions 

This brings us to the significant challenge of how teacher training figures into the capacity 
issue of French language education in the province.  Simply put, there has been a problem for 
decades, nation-wide, in training enough FML, French immersion and FSL teachers for the 
demands of the system.  The growth of all of these programs is conversely seen as a threat by 
English-speaking teachers – already struggling to find permanent positions – who believe 
their own jobs will be imperiled by the growth of French language education.  All three 
programs compete for the best French-speaking teachers, and there are major issues related to 
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the recruitment of French mother tongue teachers, who are often seen as more desirable for 
these programs, as opposed to teachers who have learned French as a second language. 

FML vs FSL – Collaborations and Tensions 

Historically, there have been tensions surrounding the funding of French minority language 
programs and FSL instruction.  Because both programs receive funding from the same federal 
source – OLEP – there has occasionally been conflict over which program would be 
prioritized in a period of cutbacks.  Broadly speaking, there has been much more recent 
collaboration between the main francophone minority community associations and those 
representing FSL advocates in pushing for larger overall funding envelopes.  However, this 
remains a potential challenge when resources are tight. 

More recently, there are tensions arising from the desire of Anglophone parents to get the best 
possible French-language instruction for their children.  There are increasingly frequent cases 
of English-speaking parents, who are reasonably fluent in French (perhaps French immersion 
graduates themselves) who are trying to place their children in francophone minority schools 
because these are perceived to have better French teachers and will be a more immersive 
environment.  While welcomed in some jurisdictions by principals of francophone schools 
seeking to maintain critical mass of numbers of students, this is the source of cultural tensions 
elsewhere, and may become a larger problem. 

Secondary and Post-secondary programming 

While elementary level French immersion programs boom, there is often an issue of attrition 
at the secondary level, when students decide for various reasons that they have learned 
enough French, or want the wider program options and course selection available in the 
English stream.  Historically there was also the perception that it was easier to get high grades 
– needed for university admission – in the English stream.  But with declining student 
enrollment at the secondary level, it becomes harder to maintain large numbers of courses 
offered in French.  In cities, centralizing these offerings in French immersion centers runs up 
against the same neighbourhood-school NIMBYism mentioned above with regards to 
elementary schools.  There is also the challenge of maintaining motivation for French 
immersion and enhanced core FSL students to use their French at higher levels of education 
and providing opportunities to do this.  Some universities, including the University of Ottawa, 
have begun experimenting more with bilingual program options and supports for students 
who want to make active use of their second language, and this might be an opportunity 
moving forward to maintaining English-speaking students interest in using their second 
language. 
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Point to Ponder One: 

I am taken by the name change the Federal Government has employed for the former 
Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada to, Indigenous Affairs and Northern 
Development  

Q. Can we now at this Symposium endorse using the term ‘Indigenous’ rather than 
‘Aboriginal’ when referring to first peoples in Canada, thus creating a paradigm shift, in 
2015.? Aboriginal has the same prefix ‘ab’ as in  ‘abnormal’ and ‘absurd’. 

 

Point to Ponder Two:   

At this Symposium can we take the time to review the five ‘Calls to Action’ (Numbers 13-17) 
of the Honouring the Truth, Reconciling for the Future , Summary Report of the Truth and 
Reconciliation Commission of Canada, 2015, 382 pp. that pertain to Indigenous Languages.  

http://www.trc.ca/websites/trcinstitution/File/2015/Findings/Calls_to_Action_English2.pdf 

Q. Can we endorse those ‘Calls for Action’ at this Symposium, in 2015? 

 

Point to Ponder Three:  

At this Symposium can we review the UN Declaration on The Rights of Indigenous Peoples, 
15 pp, 2007,  

http://www.un.org/esa/socdev/unpfii/documents/DRIPS_en.pdf 
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Q. Can we endorse at the Symposium the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous 
Peoples namely, Articles 13, 14, 16 and 31 if not the entire declaration, in 2015? 

 

Point to Ponder Four: 

Can we discuss ‘debunking’ the term Culture when referring to the world of Indigenous 
Peoples in Canada.   

Q. Can we at the Symposium endorse a movement to create a ‘paradigm shift’ moving away 
from the term ‘culture’ to a more humane term  like ‘civilizations’ in referring/referencing the 
World of Indigenous Peoples in Canada, in 2015? 
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A CFRL and the Need for a Unified Field Practice 

Guy Leclair - CASLT 

The CFRL 

A Common Framework of Reference for Languages in Canada (CFRL) is a CASLT project 
aimed at the development of common standards in language teaching, learning, and 
assessment across the country. CASLT is a leader in promoting this endeavor and works with 
multiple stakeholders towards the development and implementation of such a common 
framework in Canada. This project is based on the Common European Framework of 
Reference for Languages (CEFRL), which has been developed within the Council of Europe 
and implemented across Europe and elsewhere in the world.  

The CEFRL was developed through a process of scientific research and rigorous review, 
involving over 300 teachers, 500 classrooms, and 2,800 language learners. It is a framework 
that enhances the communication among professionals working in language education across 
the world. The Canadian version adopts the same approach, principles, methods, and tools for 
language teaching, learning, and assessment that the CEFRL employs. It addresses all age 
groups and all target languages. It can be used by different language users and stakeholders in 
the field of language education, whether it is for learning, teaching, or assessment of a 
second/foreign language, such as students, teachers & teacher trainers, parents, educational 
authorities & consultants, public servants, policy- and decision-makers, the business sector, 
and the public at large. 
 

What Are the Benefits of the Common Framework? 

• It offers a transparent, coherent, and comprehensive educational framework, making it 
possible to attain similar teaching, learning, and assessment standards across provinces 
and territory. 

• It sets and describes clear standards to be attained at successive stages of language 
learning. 

• It focuses on contextualized language use and communication (action-oriented 
approach & principles) and values language skills acquired both within and outside 
school. 

• It makes learners actively engage in their learning process, and encourages learner 
autonomy, and fosters positive life-long learning. 

• It evaluates outcomes in a national and international comparable manner, which 
allows for the recognition of language qualifications both nationally (inter-
provincially) and internationally, facilitating educational and occupational mobility. 

• It promotes national and international collaboration and exchange among 
governmental and non-governmental institutions and actors engaged in the field of 
language education. 

• It provides a common basis for the elaboration of language syllabuses, curriculum 
guidelines, examinations, textbooks, policies, etc. 
 



 30 

CASLT 

The Canadian Association of Second Language Teachers (CASLT) is a not-for-profit 
member-based association established in 1970, and incorporated in 1983. It supports its 
members by promoting excellence in language learning and teaching throughout Canada; it 
creates opportunities for professional development, initiates and disseminates research, and 
facilitates the exchange of information and ideas among language educators. Since CASLT is 
a teacher-based organization, this presentation will focus on a teacher perspective. 

In 20061 and 20112, CASLT published reports of two nation-wide surveys on teacher 
perspective of the second language education profession (FSL and ESL respectively). A brief 
comparative overview of the two reports done in 20143 drew out the essential common 
elements and issues, which seem to stand the test of time. The reports lists the following 
common issues (in order of most frequently cited challenges): 
 

• Lack of resources (lack of teaching/learning material and appropriate resources) 
• Class heterogeneity (class diversity and multi-level groups) 
• Student motivation  
• Support (in-school respect; scheduling/physical space; lack of teaching time/periods in 

schedules) 
• Pedagogy (difficulty delivering programs, evaluating) 

 
The reports draw a number of conclusions and present a series of recommendations. CASLT 
not only disseminates this information to key stakeholders and key players in second language 
education, it also aims to address and redress these issues and challenges through its activities, 
products and services, by offering relevant PD, producing appropriate pedagogical resources, 
and advocating improvement in the support of teachers and second language education.  
 
CASLT believes that a CFRL in Canada would address a certain number of these issues. 
CASLT also acknowledges that the CFRL is not perfect, but as the benefits listed before 
demonstrate, in theory it would seem to offer some support to the goal of improving program 
delivery and student retention in L2 programs, by increasing learner autonomy, boosting 
student confidence and facilitating student engagement. 
 

Recommendation 1 
CASLT recommends that all stakeholders support teachers by 
advocating increased professional development related to the CEFRL. 
 
Recommendation 2 
CASLT recommends that all stakeholders support teachers by 
advocating increased promotion of FSL programs and improved 
collaboration with other teachers and staff in schools. 
 

 
The role of CASLT in promoting the use of a CFRL in Canada 
 
CASLT’s efforts to disseminate the benefits and advantages of a CFRL spans over 10 years. 
In 2006, Professor Larry Vandergrift (University of Ottawa) introduced the CEFRL and its 
Language Portfolio during a symposium organized by CASLT. The symposium was attended 
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by Ministry of Education representatives. In spring 2007, with support of Canadian Heritage, 
CASLT and three local partners invited Professor David Little, Trinity College, Dublin, for a 
series of presentations on the use of the CEFRL and the language portfolios, in Fredericton 
(L2RiC), Edmonton (IISLE), and Ottawa (OLBI). CASLT, then, proceeded to develop an 
information kit, to disseminate information about the CEFRL and to promote its use and 
implementation. It does so still to this day through the publication or dissemination of 
scholarly and informative articles in its magazine Réflexions, and other various media, to the 
production of videos, leaflets, etc.  
 
In fact, CASLT has integrated the CFRL in all of its activities of its strategic plan: Advocacy, 
Exchange of information, Educational Resources, Research and Professional Development. 
For example:  
Advocacy -- The benefits of the CEFR and role of CASLT in promoting the CFRL across 
Canada were presented to both the members of the Senate (May 6) and House of Commons 
(May 7) Official Languages Standing Committees, in 2013. Exchange of information – 
Several presentations were made; a Stakeholders Meeting on the CEFR was held in March 
2011, and its report published; a Networking Day, on the CFRL was held in Ottawa, in 2011, 
a symposium on the CEFR was held in Winnipeg in 2013. Educational Resources – CASLT 
promotes the use of three Portfolios (for primary, secondary and teacher students); it has 
published Assessment toolkits for levels A and B. Research – CASLT created a CFRL 
Forum, online site and discussion group, with a view to develop a research agenda on the 
CFRL; and published an annotated bibliography and report entitled “Canadian Empirical 
Research on the CEFR: Laying the groundwork for future research”, by Stephanie Arnott, 
University of Ottawa. Professional Development – More than a twenty workshops on the 
CFRL and Assessment were given; at the WCML 2015, 19 workshops on the CFRL were 
given; and publications such as “I Can…: Empowering Language Learners (A teacher’s guide 
to using the Language Portfolio)”, “Second Language Teachers’ CEFR-Inspired Practices” 
and “Inventaire linguistique des contenus clés des niveaux du CECRL” were developed and 
disseminated. 
 
Other stakeholders have also expended much energy to the dissemination and implementation 
of a common framework. School boards, such as Edmonton Public Schools, Ottawa-Carleton 
District School Board, Niagara Catholic District School Board, and many others. Provincial 
language associations, national associations, such ACPI, CPF, etc. University and research 
institutes, OLBI, OISE, UBC, L2RIC, etc. have all contributed enormously to the cause as 
well. Faculties of Education, FSL and ESL programs are introducing elements of the CFRL 
and the concepts of a framework, in several universities, even if more exposure to the CFRL 
in the curriculum is needed. The list of their actions would also run on many lines. 
 
This lengthy account is not to showcase what CASLT does but to highlight the commitment 
and involvement in second language teachers across Canada to the use and implementation of 
a common framework of references for languages. It also conveys the immensity of the task 
before all of the stakeholders of language education. Much remains to be done to make the 
use of a CFRL more comprehensive. And although, I will speak mostly about French as a 
Second Language, my commentaries do apply to all languages. 

 
A CFRL in Ontario 
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In the Ontario Ministry of Education report entitled “A Framework for French as a Second 
Language in Ontario Schools, Kindergarten to Grade 12” (page 4), it is noted that  
 

“Another important influence has been the Common European Framework of 
Reference for Languages (CEFR). In Ontario, this reference tool is recognized as 
a valuable asset for informing instruction and assessment practices in FSL 
education.” (A Framework for French as a Second Language in Ontario Schools, 
Kindergarten to Grade 12, page 4)  

 
Yet in this report, the CEFR is mentioned three times. So how can we calculate the 
permeation of the CFRL in Canada? Or as Brian North of EAQUALS aimed at doing in his 
plenary adress at the 2015 WCML, how do we make the CFRL tangible? (Making the CEFR 
Tangible: EAQUALS’ Core Inventories for English and for French).  
 
The Ontario Ministry of Education report sets out three important, but broad goals that all 
stakeholders should participate in: 
 

• Increase student confidence, proficiency, and achievement in FSL. 
• Increase the percentage of students studying FSL until graduation. 
• Increase student, educator, parent, and community engagement in FSL. 

 
It also establishes planning and reporting measures regarding the progress of FSL in Ontario 
schools. 

 
“Over the ten-year timeframe of A Framework for FSL, K–12, at the beginning of 
Years 1, 5, and 8, school boards will create and submit to the ministry a concise three-
year FSL plan that supports the three provincial goals for FSL. This plan, which 
encompasses both the elementary and secondary levels, is to include at least one 
measurable goal, based on district needs, for each of the province’s three goals for 
FSL… Boards will also submit a short progress report in Years 4, 7, and 10. Annually, 
school board staff responsible for FSL will share their progress with ministry staff… 
Since research supports the benefits of consulting with stakeholders throughout the 
planning process, school boards may wish to consider ways of including stakeholders in 
their FSL planning.” (My emphasis) 

 
Recommendation 3 
CASLT recommends that the data resulting from such a reporting 
mechanism be shared with the various stakeholders in second 
language education (researchers, policy- and decision-makers, 
associations, etc.). 
 
Recommendation 4 
CASLT recommends that stakeholders in language education 
(researchers, policy- and decision-makers, associations, etc.) seek, 
collect, analyze and disseminate the results of their analysis of the data 
resulting from such a reporting mechanism. 
 
Recommendation 5 
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CASLT recommends that the OME in return seek, take note and 
incorporate research results in its policy-planning, policy-making and 
implementation. 
 

 
Focus areas and actions 
 
The Ontario Ministry has identified six focus areas, which outline components of a strong 
FSL plan that school boards can use:  1. Heightening awareness of FSL programs and 
benefits; 2. Enhancing leadership and accountability; 3. Strengthening programming to 
improve achievement in FSL; 4. Supporting all students; 5. Implementing effective practices 
in planning, teaching, and assessment; and 6. Expanding student learning opportunities and 
heightening engagement. Associated to these areas are actions suggested to schools, school 
boards and to the ministry.  Here are a few of the actions proposed within these focus areas:  
 
Schools and school boards 
• Focus on what students can do 
• Foster learner autonomy through the explicit teaching of self-assessment and goal setting, 

and the use of student portfolios to help students track their progress and record tangible 
evidence to monitor growth (e.g., video clips of students engaged in authentic, 
spontaneous interaction) 

• Implement the action-oriented approach, which builds on previous approaches, to plan 
authentic, meaningful, interactive, and relevant tasks; emphasize the functional use of 
language; create a purpose for learning FSL 

 
Ministry 
• Liaises with the federal government, as appropriate 
• Liaises with universities, faculties of education, and providers of FSL Additional 

Qualifications courses (e.g., to share information on provincial FSL initiatives) 
• Supports school boards in deepening understanding of the CEFR to inform instructional 

and assessment practices 
• Develops resources to support effective teaching and learning strategies 
 
The principles of a CFRL are clearly present in these actions…. The Ministry should be 
commended. The examples of actions to be taken to achieve these goals call for the use of the 
principles of the CFRL. But are these actions enough to make the CEFR more tangible? How 
can we make them more real, more tangible if teachers do not have the tools to do it? Putting 
in practice the principles of the CFRL will require more pedagogical resources. How can we 
give teachers the necessary tools, and the theoretical and practical knowledge needed to 
mediate the CFRL into the classroom? 
 

Recommendation 6 
CASLT recommends that all stakeholders support teachers by 
advocating increased CFRL-related pedagogical resources to teachers, 
including support on the use of these tools through professional 
development. 

 
Finally, the Ontario Ministry of Education report releases the following suggestions to assist 
in the collection and analysis of data to support the three goals for FSL that are outlined in the 
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document. Here are some of the key, important questions. I would add that there are many 
others, and I would encourage all L2 stakeholders to examine them. 
 
General  
What percentage of secondary students drops an FSL course after starting? 
Are secondary school FSL courses ever cancelled? If so, for what reasons? 
What opportunities are there for students to increase their exposure to French or to experience 
French culture? 
What percentage of FSL students participates in extracurricular FSL activities (French public 
speaking, etc.)? 
 
Core French 
What Core French courses are offered in each secondary school? 
What percentage of Grade 9 Core French students continues to Grade 10? Grade 11? Grade 
12? 
What percentage of Core French students pursues postsecondary studies in French? 
To what degree is Core French included in the school effectiveness reviews? 
 
Educators 
How much FSL-specific professional learning is offered? 
Are FSL educators supported by central staff who have expertise in French? 
Do teachers have access to e-learning or alternative program delivery methods? 
What percentage of FSL teachers seeks to transfer out of FSL or leave teaching? 
 
Possible Survey Topics 
How confident do students feel about their French-language skills at the end of Grade 6, 8, 9, 
12? 
What are elementary and secondary students’ attitudes towards learning FSL? 
What reasons do students cite for taking/not taking Core French in Grades 10, 11, 12? 
What reason do students and/or parents cite for leaving a French Immersion or Extended 
French program? 
 
These questions are important ones, and the collection of the answers to them would certainly 
enlighten not only researchers but organizations such as CASLT. How will this information 
be shared with stakeholders and how will it be transmitted to teachers and what measures will 
be implemented to facilitate this reporting. What types of follow-ups will be implemented?  
Will this information be available to all of the L2 stakeholders? Some of these questions are 
aimed at the many stakeholders in second language education. Work together to respond to 
these questions, collect them, analyze them and collectively address the issues in a strategic, 
collective action plan would certainly be extremely beneficial.  
 

Recommendation 7 
CASLT recommends that policy- and decision-makers, university 
professors and researchers, school board administrators, and teacher 
organizations/ association, etc. work together to establish in a network 
of practice to mediate the sharing of information and research. 
 
Recommendation 8 
CASLT recommends that a committee, to oversee this review process 
be established. This committee would involve MOE policy- and 
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decision-making personnel, university professors and researchers, 
school board administrators, and teacher organizations/association, 
etc.  
 

 
Conclusions 
 
In an ideal world, FLS and ESL would be mandatory, FNMI languages would be promoted 
and supported, while heritage and modern languages promoted. Language education is a 
complex psychological, social and societal phenomenon, it is a provincial/territorial 
jurisdiction, whereas second language education is federal. Bilingualism must be promoted in 
an increasingly multilingual/cultural and plurilingual/ cultural society (FNMI, heritage and 
modern languages), where the contours of identity shift and meld. Effecting change, even 
partial change, will require systematic, converging efforts, and star alignment.  
 
How can the work of NFP organizations such as CASLT, ACPI, CPF, etc., including the 
collaborative work it does with researchers across Canada, inform policy-makers, decisions-
makers, administrators, government representatives, etc. is an age-old question. CASLT is of 
the view that there is a need for concerted effort in developing a Common Framework of 
Reference for Languages. Collaboration among all of the key players in language education is 
required. Only by solidifying the collaborative efforts all of the stakeholders have woven, will 
we be able to see a network of practice make the CFRL tangible. 
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Présentation au Symposium de l’enseignement des langues en Ontario  
à l’Institut des études pédagogiques de l’Ontario 
 

     Le vendredi 20 novembre, 2015 

}  Le programme-cadre, Anglais pour 
débutants, de la 4e à la 8e année  

  2013 

}  Le programme-cadre, Anglais pour 
débutants, de la 9e à la 12e année  

  2013 

}  L’outil diagnostique à l’appui du programme-
cadre à l’élémentaire a aussi été publié en 
2013. 

}  À tout élève admis dans une école de langue 
française en vertu de l’article 23 de la Charte 
canadienne des droits et libertés et de la Loi sur 
l’éducation de l’Ontario, incluant l’élève agréé 
par le comité d’admission en vertu de la Loi sur 
l’éducation et de la note Politique/Programmes n° 
148 régissant l’admission à l’école de langue 
française en Ontario, l’école est tenue d’offrir des 
programmes qui répondent à ses besoins, entre 
autres, le programme d’anglais pour débutants. 

}  Le programme-cadre d’anglais pour 
débutants (APD) est une des mesures 
adoptées par le ministère de l’Éducation pour 
aider les écoles de langue française à mieux 
répondre aux besoins des élèves, notamment 
en ce qui a trait à l’apprentissage de l’anglais.  
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}  Les élèves des écoles de langue française de 
l’Ontario doivent acquérir de solides compé
tences dans les deux langues officielles du 
Canada. Une bonne connaissance de l’anglais 
s’avère en effet indispensable aux 
francophones de la province tant sur le plan 
personnel que professionnel.  

}  Le programme-cadre d’anglais pour 
débutants a été conçu pour développer chez 
ces élèves une compétence de base de la 
langue anglaise et pour les amener à intégrer 
le programme régulier d’anglais le plus 
rapidement possible.  

}  Le programme-cadre d’anglais pour 
débutants ne vise pas uniquement à répondre 
aux besoins individuels des élèves 
francophones qui parlent peu ou ne parlent 
pas l’anglais, mais aussi aux besoins 
collectifs des élèves francophones de 
certaines régions de l’Ontario qui ne sont pas 
ou qui sont peu exposés à l’anglais et qu’il 
faut préparer à suivre le programme régulier 
d’anglais.  

 
Dans un milieu où l’usage du français est 
prédominant, l’école élémentaire pourra offrir 
la portion préparatoire du programme-cadre 
d’anglais pour débutants afin de permettre aux 
élèves de développer en anglais les 
compétences langagières nécessaires pour 
suivre le programme régulier d’anglais en 4e  
année ou, le cas échéant, en 5e  année. 
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}  Il y a trois domaines (strands) dans le 
programme-cadre d’Anglais pour débutants 

}  1. Oral and Oral-Visual Communication 
}  2. Reading and Interpretation 
}  3. Writing and Representation 

}  Chaque domaine comprend des formes de 
discours prescrites qui sont présentées sous 
forme de tableau après la description de cours de 
chaque niveau d’études. 

}  Les élèves devront identifier les caractéristiques 
de divers genres de textes organisés selon trois 
types de textes: Creative Texts, Informational/
Persuasive Texts et Media Texts. 

 
}  Par exemple en 8e année, sous Creative Texts les 

élèves vont lire des annonces publicitaires, en 
préparer à l’écrit et en présenter à l’oral. 

}  On retrouve en “Writing and Representation” (W&R), 
un tableau avec les notions linguistiques et 
grammaticales à enseigner à chaque niveau d’études. 

}  On a intitulé cette partie du domaine de W&R 
“Vocabulary and Language Conventions”. Par exemple 
dans le cours d’APD 1, on retrouve sous la section 
“Verbs”. 

}  -regular verbs in the present, past, and future tense 
}  -the imperative forms of verbs (e.g., Turn left.)  
}  -make subjects and verbs agree in simple sentences. 

Dans le programme-cadre d’APD, de la 9e à la 12e année, on 
a aussi ajouté une section intitulée “Suggested Text Forms 
for Writing at This Level” qui précise les caractéristiques de 
divers types de textes à enseigner. 

Par exemple, en APD, niveau 2, la forme de discours  “Skit” 
devrait comprendre les caractéristiques suivantes: 
}  one basic scene 
}  clear dialogue 
}  one conflict 
}  interesting and realistic characters 
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}  Le programme-cadre comprend également 
un lexique des termes utilisés dans le 
programme-cadre. 

}  On y retrouve par exemple, les termes 
associés aux formes de discours prescrites en 
Writing (p.e.x, script), les procédés 
stylistiques à enseigner (p.ex., onomatopoeia) 
ainsi que  les étapes du processus d’écriture 
(p.ex., editing) 

}  En 2013, le ministère de l’Éducation a produit 
un Outil diagnostique à l’appui du 
programme-cadre d’Anglais pour débutants, 
de la 4e à la 8e année. 

}  Le ministère de l’Éducation élaborera un outil 
diagnostique pour le palier secondaire 
également.  Une consultation provinciale a eu 
lieu en novembre, 2014 et des 
recommandations en ont découlées. 

}  Points à retenir dans l’’introduction  

}  a) L’évaluateur doit tenir compte des éléments suivants avant 
d’entamer l’évaluation diagnostique : 

}  -l’inclusion culturelle (cultural inclusion);  
}  -le choix de textes qui ne sont pas biaisés (texts biases);   
}  -l’impact de l’évaluation sur l’estime de soi de l’élève. 

}  b) L’évaluateur doit également connaître le profil des élèves 
avant d’administrer l’évaluation diagnostique : 

}  -la place d’origine des élèves (awareness of student origin); 
}  -ce qu’ils aiment et n’aiment pas (likes and dislikes); 
}  -leurs intérêts (interests); 
}  -à quoi ils sont sensibles (sensitivities); 
}  -les connaissances de l’élève dans sa L1 (Langue maternelle) et 

possiblement dans sa L2 (Langue seconde). 

}  La trousse à l’intention des enseignantes et 
enseignants a pour but de faciliter le 
placement de l’élève, soit dans le programme 
ordinaire d’anglais ou d’anglais pour 
débutants selon ce qui répond le mieux à ses 
besoins dans l’acquisition de la langue. 

}  (Adapté de Steps Assessment Kit, Grades 1 to 8, p. 3). 
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}  Les tâches de cette trousse s’adressent 
surtout aux élèves qui viennent de pays ou 
d’endroits où l’anglais est peu ou n’est pas 
parlé.  Donc, ces élèves auraient un retard 
dans cette matière en comparaison aux 
élèves de la province de l’Ontario qui sont, en 
général, exposés à la langue anglaise sur une 
base continue. 

Les tâches de cette trousse visent à préciser les 
compétences langagières en anglais des élèves 
du palier élémentaire dans les domaines de 
}  la communication orale,  
}  la lecture et  
}  l’écriture. 
Pour chaque tâche, on présente le but de  
celle-ci et des directives pour l’enseignante ou 
l’enseignant ainsi que pour l’élève. 

}  Deux tâches de précision en communication 
orale – une pour le niveau préparatoire à la 6e 
année et une au niveau de la 7e et 8e année.  

 
}  Ces tâches sont divisées en sous-tâches qui 

préciseront les compétences auditives (p.ex., 
suivre des directives) et orales (p. ex., 
répondre à des questions variées et des 
conversations). 

}  Trois tâches de précision en lecture – une 
pour le niveau préparatoire jusqu’à la 4e 
année, une pour le niveau intermédiaire 5e et 
6e année et une pour le niveau avancé 7e et 8e 
année.  

}  Ces tâches présentent des textes gradués 
correspondant aux années d’études suivies 
par des questions et des exercices de 
vocabulaire. 
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}  Trois tâches de précision d’écriture – une 
pour le niveau préparatoire jusqu’à la 4e 
année, une pour le niveau intermédiaire 5e et 
6e années et une pour le niveau avancé 7e et 
8e année.  

  
}  Ces tâches présentent des exercices 

d’écriture qui sont en lien avec les textes de 
lecture. 

 
Avant d’administrer des tâches, il est important 
de se familiariser avec celles-ci afin de :  
 
a) bien choisir le niveau pour l’élève en 
question; 
b) bien comprendre la tâche en question; 
c) pouvoir accompagner l’élève et le soutenir 
pendant qu’il ou elle complète les tâches. 
 

}  Chaque niveau de tâche est suivi d’une grille 
d’observations et de précision des 
compétences langagières de l’élève.  

 

}  Les critères de la grille permettent de 
déterminer le placement de l’élève dans le 
programme d’anglais pour débutants ou dans 
le programme régulier d’anglais, selon ce qui 
convient le mieux. 

 

}  Bien que l’enseignement de l’anglais ne 
commence qu’à la 4e année, le placement d’un 
élève dans le programme d’Anglais pour 
débutants se fait en fonction de ses 
connaissances et de ses compétences en anglais, 
indépendamment de son niveau scolaire.  

}  On avisera l’élève et ses parents qu’il s’agit d’un 
placement initial et que celui-ci pourrait être 
revu le cas échéant.  

}  Il convient d’informer l’élève et ses parents qu’ils 
peuvent aussi demander un placement différent 
de celui recommandé par l’école.  
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Voici deux exemples d’élèves 
qui peuvent bénéficier d’un 
placement dans un cours 
d’Anglais pour débutants. 

}  Un élève de 7e année s’inscrit à une nouvelle école 
et l’enseignante remarque qu’il éprouve des 
difficultés à communiquer en anglais.  

}  À la suite de l’évaluation diagnostique, 
l’enseignante détermine que, pour mieux répondre 
aux besoins de l’élève, elle utilisera les attentes et 
les contenus d’apprentissage de la 5e année du 
programme-cadre d’APD. 

}  Après quelques mois, elle juge qu’il s’améliore et 
qu’il peut maintenant suivre le programme de 6e 
année d’Anglais pour débutants. Au dernier 
trimestre, il est intégré au programme régulier 
d’Anglais de 7e année.  

}  Une élève de 4e année nouvellement arrivée au 
Canada commence l’année scolaire dans une 
nouvelle école. L’enseignante d’anglais détermine, 
suite à une évaluation diagnostique, que l’élève 
devrait suivre le programme préparatoire d’Anglais 
pour débutants.  

}  Avec un enseignement différencié et un appui 
individuel soutenu, l’élève s’améliore rapidement et 
peut suivre le programme d’Anglais pour débutants 
de 4e année après le premier bulletin.  

}  L’enseignante ou l’enseignant d’Anglais ou 
d’Anglais pour débutants est la personne qui peut 
mieux juger du niveau de compétence de l’élève et 
ainsi déterminer quand l’élève peut réussir dans le 
programme régulier d’anglais.  

}  Cette transition au programme ordinaire d’anglais 
peut se faire à n’importe quel temps durant l’année 
scolaire, quand l’enseignante ou l’enseignant le 
juge opportun. 
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Élémentaire Secondaire 
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Commentary on Issues Facing FNMI Language Education in Ontario 
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My contribution to the symposium will focus on FNMI language education in relation to 
language policy and curriculum development and to the proposed integration of FNMI 
“cultures, histories, and perspectives” into the curriculum for all Ontario students (as 
indicated in the 2014 “Resource Guides”, Grades 1-8 and 9-12).   

The symposium appears to take a two-pronged approach: examining the teaching of FNMI 
languages, on the one hand, and the teaching of FNMI culture and history (to all students, 
across the province), on the other. What I wish to argue, however, is that we need to re-
examine these two orientations through the same lens, with a common goal to historicize and 
decolonize FNMI language, culture, and history education in Ontario.  

This goal entails that we also rethink teacher education in relation to FNMI language, culture, 
and history education, to ensure a foundation in Indigenous cultures, settler colonial history, 
and the racialized policies and legal trajectories that have shaped the socio-political landscape 
in which teaching takes place. A necessary component of informed teaching—whether of 
FNIM languages or culture and history— is mandatory enrolment of teachers themselves in 
Indigenous studies courses during the two-year teacher education program. In other words, 
understanding why FNMI language, culture, and history are part of the curriculum in the first 
place is the first step to teaching effectively in this area. 

As part of my proposal to foster a unified approach to FNMI language and culture education, I 
will discuss certain pedagogical implications of this approach. One implication is an 
inevitable movement away from traditional grammar-based, decontextualized language 
pedagogy and working towards more experiential, inter-generational, action-oriented, multi-
sensorial modes of learning. Although the resource guides for Native Languages, grades 1-12 
are excellent source materials for grammar and linguistic structural elements, there remains a 
need to develop additional teaching resources focused on action-oriented, experiential, and 
interactive language learning, integrating culture into the process. This implies developing not 
only of curriculum and resource guide texts, but also of teacher education materials.  

Another implication of a unified approach to FNMI language and culture education concerns 
the goal of integrating FNMI culture and history across the province. This goal signals a need 
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to mesh the concerns raised above with respect to language teaching. In particular, this would 
include more interactive and experiential learning, not only by providing excursions and 
student exchanges between Indigenous and non-Indigenous community and students outside 
the classroom, but also by inviting Indigenous community members to classes, to engage with 
students and introduce projects. Indigenous language learning can certainly be a part of this. 
Such action-oriented activities are crucial for avoiding a stereotypical, culturally reified or 
fixed position in teaching living language and culture. What is crucial to see here is that when 
Indigenous and non-Indigenous people can come together and cross cultural, social, and 
linguistic borders, everyone can learn how to cross borders and build mutual trust and respect. 
Schools and community need to go further to foster action and active learning as opposed to 
descriptive “talking about” others without actually engaging with them. Experiential and 
cross-cultural engagement would thus help in FNMI language, culture, and history teaching. 

In short, language, culture, and history need to be learned through doing, making, and 
building. Teachers can assist in this learning process by providing functional, culturally 
relevant tasks, texts, and actions and by following these up with more “academic” reading and 
writing activities. In other words, language learning should be tied as much as possible to the 
learning of lived FNMI culture, intergenerational engagement, and historically embedded 
cultural practices.  

There is considerable research supporting these directions in FNMI language and literacy 
education. In brief, teacher education, curriculum, and policy guides need to take experiential 
learning more seriously. This means bringing Indigenous-language speakers into the 
classroom; producing action-oriented, object-oriented, and culturally oriented learning in the 
classroom; and taking students beyond the classroom, to engage in community events. This 
also means moving away from purely descriptive learning and teaching materials and 
activities, and bringing into the classroom more project- and material-based and action-
oriented learning activities, ones that are rich in language, history and culture. Resources for 
engagement would be an effective ways to introduce the much-needed FNMI language, 
culture and history curriculum across the province. 

In order to situate these policy claims, I will draw on my recent research and thinking on 
Canada’s legacy of racist language policies and hierarchies, which speak to the urgency of 
addressing through education the recommendations in the Final Report of the Truth and 
Reconciliation Commission (TRC) (at: http://www.trc.ca/websites/trcinstitution/ File/ 
2015/Findings/Exec_Summary_2015_05_31_web_o.pdf). I will also draw on my earlier 
ethnographic research, which explores the social and political context of language learning 
and speaking in Arctic Quebec. Further research related to Canadian and provincial language 
policies, language rights, and language endangerment have presented crucial insights into the 
struggle for greater attention to the need to both recognize and maintain FNIM languages.  

Lastly, I will draw on recent research I have been conducting with urban Inuit in Ottawa and 
Montreal that links language, culture, and objects. This involves a range of objects and 
engaged activities and includes not only children’s songs and object-making, 
photography/video production and story-making, and radio broadcast production, but also the 
linking of learners to the production, distribution, and consumption of Indigenous foods 
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associated with land-based economies. This linking of learners in urban environments to 
traditional foods has rich potential for a deeper understanding of different foodways and food 
security issues at a multi-sensorial and experiential level.  

What are at play here, then, are not only policy issues, but pedagogical ones, which are all 
related to the need for greater respect of and engagement with cultural diversity and the 
complex cultural meanings and historical depth associated with it. Bringing together all these 
threads – the current political imperative, colonial and political economic realities, and 
creative directions in culturally responsive and Indigenous-generated pedagogical practice – 
has significant implications for the development of FNMI language policy and curriculum in 
Ontario. 
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The Sacred Fire Project  

It’s not just the story but it’s how you tell the story 

Frank Pio - TCDSB 

Introduction  

Over the course of my present position as a TCDSB’s FNMI Support Teacher, I have 
observed that FNMI curricula is not being communicated and understood properly within our 
board and other educational institutions.  One reason concerns teacher attitudes of not 
perceiving themselves as proper interpreters of FNMI history and culture. Another reason 
concerns the belief that FNMI history and culture can only succeed to the degree that FNMI 
content conform to non-Aboriginal expectations. I have also had the opportunity to listen to 
concerns of FNMI teachers about inadequate professional development and the lack of 
instructional and material resources in teaching these courses, and I have witnessed the 
inability to include FNMI community involvement in the classroom.  As a result, I am 
proposing a new FNMI pedagogical tool to be tested in a Grade 11 NBE3U Contemporary 
Aboriginal Voices classroom. This new proposed pedagogical tool will address curriculum 
development, teaching strategies, and learning pathways for FNMI education. The 
culminating activity of this project will be the creation of a Multimedia Arts Installation that 
reflects the projects’ goals, aims, current FNMI philosophies, and world views.  

I have been the First Nation Metis and Inuit Support Teacher for the Toronto Catholic District 
School board for the past 4 years. I was entrusted to teach Aboriginal Education and raise 
awareness of FNMI culture for our 200 Catholic schools (67 Elementary and 33 High 
Schools) 97,000 students, 6,000 teachers, 2,800 support staff, 360 principals and vice 
principals, and 200 administrators teachers, staff and their respective communities.  As the 
only one on staff I initially felt overwhelmed with what I was entrusted to do. I therefore, 
capitalized on my extensive knowledge and experience of Aboriginal history, culture, and a 
supportive FNMI community by developing a new pedagogical tool to assist teachers in the 
classroom called: LTCS/Listen, Think, Create and Share (See diagram below). Its origins 
are rooted in a story and conversation I had 20 years ago. 

The Story 

In 1985 I was attending a summer ceremony celebration at Sheguiandah First Nation on 
Manitoulin Island, Ontario. This ceremony lasts four days.  As part of the ceremony, a Sacred 
Fire was lit that was to burn for the duration of the ceremony. On the second night of the 
celebration, around 2 am, when most people were asleep, I was helping the fire keeper with 
the fire and speaking to Patrick a Ojibwe/Cree Medicine Man from Northern Ontario. We 
were talking about the plight of the Indian, and the amount of work needed to change non-
Native stereotypical impressions of First Nation Peoples in Canada, and how it might be done 
while not being overcome by the enormity of the task.  During this conversation, Patrick said 
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something that has stayed with me over the years and which has given me solace in my 
teaching career. Patrick said:  

 “You see that fire in front of us, it represents everything our people believe in 
– our language, our values, our traditions, and our understandings of what it means to 
be Anishinaabe.  Everything that is being shared during these four days is connected to 
this scared fire so when you leave here you take a small ember with you and carry 
these teachings with you. When you get home you will attract people to you and you 
will share what you have learned and they in turn will take an ember from your ember 
and carry it with them and share it and so on and so on.” 

According to Patrick this was how Canada’s First People’s teachings should be taught - to 
everyone - across Turtle Island (North America). This was the way for Aboriginal Education 
to work.   Aboriginal Education for everyone could not be achieved through policy making or 
political maneuvering, but it could happen through constructive and sustainable pedagogies, 
that build collaborative relationships, bringing together Indigenous Canadian traditions of 
knowledge, and Western positions and cultural contexts, while embracing values of respect, 
tolerance and diversity. ’ 

It is important when presenting FNMI worldviews in a classroom (i.e., Aboriginal languages, 
literature, values, and traditions) to do so with the mindset that Aboriginal Education is for 
everyone, and benefits everyone.  Therefore, practices must be employed that will teach, 
think, create and share the knowledge and skills of First peoples with both Indigenous and 
non-Native students and their respective communities. 

It’s not just about the story but it’s how you tell the story 

“The Medium is The Message” - the phrase introduced by Marshall McLuhan in 1964 in his 
iconoclastic book, Understanding Media: The Extensions of Man, proposes that the 
medium itself, not the content it carries, should be the focus of study. McLuhan said that the 
medium affects the society in which it plays a role, not only by the content delivered over the 
medium, but also by the characteristics of the medium itself. McLuhan understood the 
concept of medium in a broad sense. He identified the light bulb as a clear example of the 
concept of "The medium is the message." According to McLuhan, The light bulb does not 
have content in the same way that newspaper articles or television programs have, yet it is a 
medium that has a social effect.  The light bulb enables people to create spaces during 
nighttime that would otherwise be enveloped by darkness. He describes the light bulb as a 
medium without any content. McLuhan states that "a light bulb creates an environment by its 
mere presence” (McLuhan, Understanding Media, p. 8).   Likewise, the message of a 
newscast about a heinous crime may be less about the individual news story itself — the 
content — and more about the change in public attitude towards crime.  (Federman, Mark, 
(2004, July 23). What is the Meaning of the Medium is the Message? Retrieved <Oct 9, 
2008> from http://individual.utoronto.ca/markfederman/article_mediumisthemessage.htm 

The content of the message isn't what matters; what matters is the medium, because it is the 
medium that transforms our senses when processing the received information.  
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Pedagogy Model 

                                                           Listen Think Create Share 

 

to listen is to learn 

to think is to understand 

to create is to experience 

to share is community  

 

This new pedagogy LTCS has connections to Michael Fullan & Maria Langworthy 
educational views in ‘A Rich Seam How New Pedagogies Find Deep Learning January 2014’ 
sponsored by Nesta – that taps into the intrinsic motivation of students and teachers alike. 
These new developments are so attractive that they spread easily and can be furthered by 
leadership that responds to and enables further learning. Crucially, this new learning is 
heavily based in the real world of action and problem solving, and it is enabled and greatly 
accelerated by innovations in digital technology. These forces converge to produce deep 
learning tasks and outcomes. With the ultimate aim to communicate the FNMI story where 
learning takes place across different spheres of human experience including spiritual, 
physical, emotional and mental dimensions. (Would have liked to have some elaboration on 
this) 

 

 

 

Sacred	  
Fire	  

Share	  

Listen	  

Think	  

Create	  
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LTCS /Handout sheet 

Name: Unit: Lesson: Date: 

Listen 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Think Create Share 

 

Implementation of Project 

The project will be tested at Blessed Mother Teresa High School in Vanessa Pinto’s Grade 11 
NBE3U classroom during the 2nd semester.2015/2016 school year.  The culminating activity 
for the class and this project is a Multimedia Installation to be exhibited at the CEC and the 
Native Center of Toronto. The exact content and description will depend on the class 
participants, discussions, and course material.  
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I enclose examples of four lessons for the class: 

Lesson One – Identity 

Date Course   
NBE3U  Grade 11 University Preparation 

Lesson Title  
Identity 

What is An Indian 

Lesson # 
1 

Strand - Identity 
Overall Expectations 

• describe the concepts related to identity in 
Aboriginal literary works;  

• analyze and assess information, ideas, issues, and 
language as they pertain to Aboriginal identity in 
a variety of informational writings and 
Aboriginal literary works;  

• demonstrate an understanding of how the 
different forms and styles used in Aboriginal 
literary works reflect Aboriginal identity;  

•  analyze images in media works related to 
Aboriginal identity 

 

Specific Expectations 

Aboriginal Voices in Literature By the end 
of this course, students will: 

• identify the perceptions of 
Aboriginal identity expressed by a 
variety of Aboriginal writers (e.g., 
Chief Dan George, Maria Campbell, 
Daniel David Moses, Rita Joe);  

• assess Aboriginal writers’ (e.g., 
Jordan Wheeler, Lenore Keeshig-
Tobias, Connie Fife) depictions of 
aspects of Aboriginal identity that 
have resulted from interactions with 
Canadian society;  

• explain social and historical values 
and perspectives on Aboriginal 
identity, based on examples from 
Aboriginal literature;  

• compare Aboriginal writers’ (e.g., 
Beatrice Culleton-Moisoner, Richard 
Wagamese, Ruby Slipperjack) 
expressions of identity. 
 

Aboriginal Voices in Language. By the end of 
this course, students will: 

• demonstrate an understanding of the 
use of certain oral traditions as 
themes in the works of various 
Aboriginal writers (e.g., the 
character known as Trickster 
appears in different guises in the 
traditions of various nations across 
Canada  

• analyze how Aboriginal writers 
reveal identity through their use of 
language; 

• Nanabush, Wasakychak, Kluscap); – 
explain how literature provides 
telling insights into the character and 
ways of a people (e.g., the creation 
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stories from several Aboriginal 
communities, such as the Sky 
Woman story in Iroquoian tradition 
and Raven’s story from the West 
Coast). 
 

Aboriginal Voices in Media Works By the end 
of this course, students will: 

• describe aspects of Aboriginal identity that 
reflect Aboriginal world views as found in 
the media works (e.g., music by Robbie 
Robertson for the TBS documentary “The 
Native Americans”) of Aboriginal creators 
(e.g., Susan Aglukark, Robbie Robertson, 
Gary Farmer, Alanis Obomsawin);  

• compare the images of Aboriginal identity 
portrayed in media works by both 
Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal creators; 

• analyze the changing quality of life of 
Aboriginal communities (e.g., Alkali Lake, 
Davis Inlet), as depicted in media works. 

Learning Goals 

• articulate in their own words, an intended 
audience, purpose, and message/theme that the 
writer has conveyed in a poem 

• use details from the poem and background 
knowledge about the author, to support their 
opinion(s) 

• develop a greater understanding of First Nations, 
Métis, and Inuit peoples, cultures, histories, etc. 
as they develop their skills and abilities to think, 
express and reflect 

• develop a greater knowledge of ‘others’ 
worldviews  

• communicate understanding of how their 
expanded knowledge helps them to reflect on 
indigenous cultures and their respective 
worldview perspectives in Turtle Island/ North 
America  

Material needed for this lesson: 
 

• Book 
The Inconvenient Indian by Thomas 
King 

• Video  
“I Am Not the Indian You Had in Mind” by 
Thomas King 
http://www.nsi-canada.ca/2012/03/im-
not-the-indian-you-had-in-mind/ 

• Article 
“The Importance of Cultural Identity” 
http://www.oneca.com/blog/94-
importance-of-cultural-identity.html 

• Documentary 
The Real Injun 
http://www.cbc.ca/player/Shows/Shows/T
he+Passionate+Eye/ID/1454400439/ 
 

Teaching Learning Strategies 

• Students should have prior knowledge of The Inconvenient Indian by Thomas King e.g., they will have 
read one chapter of their own choosing, and will have heard the key ideas others in the class identified in 
chapters they have read 

• Will have viewed a CBC clip from “Canada Reads Challenge” found here: 
http://www.cbc.ca/books/2015/03/canada-reads-2015-watch-all-the-shows.html    (A suggestion would be 
to have students view the opening and/or closing statements of book defenders from the first four days of 
the challenge) 

• Knowledge of writing skills i.e., organizing ideas, articulating main point from what they have read, 
heard and seen in their own words, extending understanding of a text by making connections to other 
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texts and their own experiences; 
• Knowledge of video techniques i.e., transitions between images, use of sound – dialogue, narrative voice, 

music, sound effects Camera movement and angle, use of symbolism,  nature, journey symbols, First 
Nations symbolism, etc., structure  where does the video start and end, what is included, and where, 
perspective, whose voice is included and whose is missing; how does perspective shift or stay the same 
and use of images and pictures particularly any that are repetitive or contrasting. 

• Awareness that their understanding of text will be influenced by different mediums through which the 
text is conveyed, their experience and understanding of indigenous perspectives and experiences of 
others’ and their respective worldviews. Familiarity with historical context of FNMI peoples i.e., the 
ability to identify several places where they have seen First Nations, Métis, and Inuit peoples depicted in 
mainstream media 

Lesson Plan 

• Distribute copies of the poem : “I Am Not the Indian You Had in Mind” by Thomas King  
• Provide students with instruction sheet on the Listen, Think, Create and Share Pedagogy 
• After each reading of the poem (Listen) column 1 - students will write something that resonates with 

them from the poem. They will then Think more about they have written and more comments – column 
2. They will then try to extend their thinking by creating (Create) a visual/text representation(s) of what 
they’ve listened and thought about – column 3 with a final column of sharing (Share) their thoughts and 
viewpoints column 4, they will joint down three to four important points from the sharing. 

• First reading of poem: Listen - The teacher should read the poem to the class so that there is an 
appropriate/effective tone and flow of ideas conveyed.  After the reading, provide students with about 5 
minutes to reflect on what they have heard and record how they felt about what they have heard on a 
handout sheet  

• Second reading of poem - student reading: have a student(s) read the poem to a class. After the 
reading, provide students with about 5 minutes to reflect on what they have heard. 

• Next, have students individually jot down notes about what message they think the author is conveying 
and to whom he is probably trying to convey this message. Tell students they will have 4 minutes to jot 
down as many ideas as they can that answer the question, and  as many things as they can that the poem 
makes them Think about.   

• Then have students select the idea(s) that they wrote and Think which are the most significant. 
• After have students highlight 3-4 from the notes they recorded on their handout sheet Using these notes 

have students Create a storyboard - how would they interpret the poem visually in column three. Provide 
Storyboard handout sheet for those who want to expand their storyboard on a larger scale. 

• Students will then have 25 minutes to complete this task. 
• Each student will than Share one idea in their respective groups but there will be no comments on it. 
• Moving clockwise in their respective groups, each person shares a connection, thought, or response that 

relates to what someone in the group shared.  
• Group members comment in clockwise rotation with no interruptions.  
• Repeat the process until everyone in their group has had an opportunity to share.  
• After students have had an opportunity to share their thinking in small groups ask all groups to come 

together as one large group and share their comments and storyboards 
• In order to provide students with time, and to see where there are similarities and differences between 

what they felt was most important  the teacher provides students with an opportunity to share their 
thinking in a low risk situations in order to build a safe environment for  further discussions. 

Reflections/Follow-up/Reminders/Changes 
 

• The lesson needs to be flexible and adaptive to serve needs of the classroom and students, i.e., size of the 
class, culture mosaic, and learning preferences of students. 

• Share learning goals with the students before providing them with a copy of the poem. 
• Remind students that it is important to remember that students who have culturally different backgrounds 

from their own will experience the text differently.  Whenever they read, view, or hear text, their own 
personal experiences and background knowledge will influence their understanding of the text.  By 
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sharing these interpretations it is possible to reach a deeper understanding of the message the author is 
conveying. 

• Teacher Modelling of the Listen Think Create and Share 
• Multi-media and Writing tasks can vary depending on outcomes of the class discussions. 

Multi-Media and Writing Task 

Have students separate into groups of not more than 5. Re-read the Poem “I Am Not the Indian You Had in 
Mind” by Thomas King. Handout storyboard sheets and have student develop I minute short videos 
conveying their understanding of the poem and what the author was trying to convey in the poem. They have 
30 minutes for this activity. One or two more classes will be needed to create these videos using video 
cameras, smart phones, and computer programs. 
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Language Proficiency Among Teachers Matters.  A commentary 

 
By Michael Salvatori, OCT, PhD 

Chief Executive Officer and Registrar 
Ontario College of Teachers 

  
 
Is communication the most important implement in a teacher's toolkit? I don't think it's 
debatable - if they want to enjoy long-term success in the profession.  
 
Communication prowess entails knowing one's audience, understanding the forms and 
structures that enable a clear and actionable exchange of information, adjusting to respect 
differences, testing to ensure messages have been received, and finding a level of comfort that 
makes deeper exchange possible. To succeed, teachers have to communicate effectively with 
their students, colleagues, parents, administrators, support staff and other professionals in the 
moment and over time. The more they connect, the greater the chances are that goals on both 
sides of the exchange are achieved. 
 
Good communication requires empathy, questioning, summarizing, paraphrasing, validating 
and verifying. When sender and receiver share a common language, there is great probability 
of reaching common understandings. In Ontario schools, the languages of instruction are 
French and English. In these settings, we must also meet the needs of learners who are 
developing their French or English skills because they have a different home or first language.  
 
To teach in Ontario’s publicly funded schools, you must be a member of the Ontario College 
of Teachers. To become a member of the College, you must meet the College’s standards for 
language proficiency in either French or English.  
 
This is an essential part of the licensing process of the College, my organization, and 
Canada’s only self-regulatory body for teachers. (Saskatchewan is developing a regulatory 
body for teachers now.) It’s also part of what it means to regulate teaching in the public 
interest: You have to be able to demonstrate that you can communicate effectively in either of 
our nation’s two official languages.  
 
Language itself is an important tool for teachers. But language proficiency is so much more.  
  
Proficiency requires knowing the structures and functions of language. You must be able to 
speak, read, write and listen so that you can teach and reach students - teach them the same 
skills, and reach them by modulating your language to match their abilities. It’s contextual. It 
relies on understanding students and their needs, far beyond the subject-specific curricular 
knowledge.  
  
In Ontario, language proficiency is determined by your having completed a teacher education 
program where English or French is the language of instruction and the program is acceptable 
to the College. That certainly applies to Ontario’s faculties of education. It also applies to a 
long list of teacher education programs from jurisdictions that include Australia, Ireland, 
Belize, Haiti, Cameroon, French Guyana, and Guinea.  
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If you completed your teacher education program in a country in which English or French are 
not the languages of instruction in accredited teacher preparation programs, you can still 
satisfy our language proficiency requirements by demonstrating proficiency in other ways. 
For example, you can obtain acceptable scores in an accredited language test (TOEFL, 
IELTS, TESTCan). You can also demonstrate proficiency in English or French if you 
received your elementary or secondary and post-secondary education, entirely in English or 
French and have letters of support to prove it. 
  
That’s just for English and French and simply to ensure that you can communicate clearly in 
those two languages. But that's first language. What about additional languages?  
 
The Ontario College of Teachers accredits - or approves - Additional Qualifications courses in 
approximately 30 languages. These include English, French, French as a Second Language, 
Native languages, International languages (including European, African, Middle Eastern and 
Asian languages) and American Sign Language. Historically, additional qualifications have 
been awarded in subjects such as International Languages – Italian, Part 1 and International 
Languages – German, Part 1. However, new language communities continue to arise. 
 

Speaking and listening in a language in a professional formative context provides opportunity 
to enhance language skill, but - it's important to note - the fundamental purpose of an 
Additional Qualification course is to enhance pedagogical perspective and practice. All AQs 
fundamentally work this way. We assume, for example, that any teacher who takes a Reading 
AQ can already read or that one who enrolls in a Mathematics AQ course can already 
demonstrate mathematical ability. The real focus becomes enhancing instructional and 
assessment practice in these areas. The same logic applies to languages. In other words, you 
have to be proficient enough to take an AQ course, but the course itself is not about teaching 
others to speak the language proficiently. 
 
The question of proficiency can be quite complex. For example, First Nation, Metis and Inuit 
languages have different requirements based on where they might be in the language 
revitalization process. The AQ in Teaching Mohawk, for example, is open to all teachers. 
Candidates come with an interest or background in this area and a desire to extend and apply 
their knowledge, skills, practices and language proficiency in the design, implementation, and 
assessment of these educational programs. They will have already developed some 
proficiency in the Mohawk language as a significant portion of the course is taught in 
Mohawk. And in French as a Second Language, the only prerequisite is that you would have a 
level of proficiency sufficient to take the course in the language of focus. 
Proficiency in a language course is determined by the course provider. Should there be a 
minimum and uniform threshold? The question surfaces time and again. If so, it would take a 
regulatory amendment in Ontario. The current legislation is silent on content knowledge. 
Furthermore, what happens if we don't seek the necessary amendments? Will we make the 
inroads we need to in language instruction, development and communication? Are we serving 
students who cannot use or learn their heritage languages? 
 
Several others are asking the same questions. For the past three years, I have been working 
with registrars from across the country on a pan-Canadian language competencies project. 
Working under the auspices of the Council of Ministers of Education, Canada and with 
support from Employment and Social Development Canada, the Registrars for Teacher 
Certification Canada are developing tools to assess the language competencies of 
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internationally educated teacher candidates who cannot provide evidence of having completed 
an acceptable teacher education program delivered in English or French. 
  
As a first step to developing a framework and benchmarks, we reviewed the literature to 
answer the question: What are the language competencies that Kindergarten to Grade 12 
teachers in English-first-language and French-first-language schools in Canada require for 
effective professional practice? We learned that teachers require a broad and diverse set of 
language competencies to succeed in their professional practice. The set of competencies are 
the same in both languages, but the realities of different linguistic contexts can place different 
demands on teachers’ language competencies.  
 
A recent report by the Senate Standing Committee on Official Languages underscored the 
importance of proficiency. The report, “Aiming Higher: Increasing Bilingualism of our 
Canadian Youth” includes among its 10 recommendations establishing a goal to create a 
Canadian framework that includes common reference levels for language teaching, learning 
and evaluation by 2018. The committee also recommended that Canadian Heritage invest in 
sound research with an emphasis on innovative practices and that it disseminates the latest 
research results in the areas of official language promotion and language learning. 
 
Teachers have many roles. They are instructors, evaluators, managers, and communicators. 
They model academic language and culture. They are also members of a professional 
community. Language is a key tool in their toolkit. With common reference levels they can 
help to right the imbalance that students from minority language backgrounds currently feel.  
 
Teachers' linguistic competence matters. Student development depends on it.  
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Issues Surrounding Language Education in Ontario 

 
OISE - symposium on language education in Ontario - November 2015 

 
Christina Schilling and Patricia Josephson, 

Curriculum Leaders/Teachers, Upper Grand DSB 
 
 
FSL has been transforming, and these are exciting, energizing times for second language (L2) 
instructors. However, FSL continues to be viewed by many as an elite program, an extra 
program or an expendable program. Core French is seen as the “poor cousin” of French 
immersion. There are many who feel that fluency cannot be attained in Core French. This is 
not the case, and has been proven by results in DELF (Diplôme en études françaises) testing. 
Through DELF testing, students’ confidence is increasing. The focus on the CEFR (Common 
European Framework of Reference), the DELF and balanced assessment are all creating 
positive change.  
 
In our board, our current situation sees us in the midst of an official French Review – of our 
program offerings, and challenges we face managing the sustainability of the program. With 
an ever-growing interest in French immersion - a positive - there is a resulting lack of space in 
our buildings, and a lack of qualified teachers and staff. We are not the only board in the 
province with this dilemma. 
 
Issues are not just related to French immersion. Elementary Core French teachers continue to 
be on rotary, and do not have designated classrooms. High school students do not have 
enough flexibility in their timetables to continue with French courses. Specialist High Skills 
Majors do not accept an FSL language credit as a viable option in any program, including 
hospitality and tourism, where French language skills would be an asset. 
 
French needs to be the language of communication at all levels/programs, but is not always 
the case. How do we teach teachers to teach in French?  This is further complicated when 
there is a lack of support staff (ECE’s, EA’s, special education resource teachers) who speak 
French or who have the confidence and initiative to improve their own language skills.  
 

         
Policy 
 
In Education, there is always new terminology to learn and unlearn. Keeping up with the 
latest buzz words can supercede meaningful learning. Too many policies can result in 
blindsiding professionals, as the danger exists that policies tighten reins, stunting intellectual 
growth, and creative dexterity, for teachers and students. Too many policies complicate rather 
than clarify.  
 
Never-the-less, policies provide direction. It is important to have some policy in place so that 
FSL is recognized as a viable and meaningful experience. The introduction of the Framework 
for FSL - 10 year plan should have positive outcomes.  
 
Curriculum   
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In anticipation and preparation of the release of the long-awaited revised curriculum, many 
boards across the province invested time and energy to introduce the CEFR to staff. Most of 
our professional development was geared around understanding the CEFR and its impact on 
program planning, assessment, and students’ language competencies. Six years later, we are 
still introducing and reviewing this message. It seems surprising that the message has taken so 
long to settle in. It is unfortunate that the CEFR is only implied throughout the curriculum 
document, leaving room for a lot of loose interpretation. 
 
Instruction 
 
For many teachers, this shift from perfection of language to proficiency and competency has 
been monumental. The reality is that language skills cannot develop in isolation, nor do they 
develop in a predetermined sequence. Learning a language is contextual and multidimensional 
- all components work together to build comprehension and proficiency through a social 
context. Unfortunately, many teachers grapple with this social interplay and as a result, prefer 
predetermined courses of study created by publishing companies to fulfill their instructional 
need.  This over-reliance on pre-made resources invariably leads to a “setting aside” of the 
curriculum document in favour of “the textbook,” and a page by page, chapter by chapter 
sequential approach. Asking teachers to design and build their programs can be a daunting 
task, particularly for those teachers who are insecure, lack creative thinking skills, and those 
who are not conceptual thinkers. The question is then, “How do we move a system to think 
creatively around instruction?” 
 
Looking back, the teachers in our system who have welcomed the revised curriculum 
document are the creative thinkers who are able to build a program that is spontaneous and 
ever-adapting to the needs of the students, all the while following the curriculum expectations. 
Our task as system leaders is to encourage teachers to use  the curriculum through the 21st 
century inquiry lens: creativity, collaboration, community, critical thinking, citizenship and 
communication. 
 
Inquiry, Instruction and 21st century learner engagement 
 
Why Inquiry? This means we begin with knowledge of the  curriculum and the CEFR  as a 
tool for exploring language,  bringing teachers and students together to design a learning 
community that takes into consideration the needs, passion and skills of all students. Student 
engagement and creativity around learning a new language will increase when learning is 
personalized. Language lessons need to be connected with real issues and world contexts -
 teachers need to use the resources available in the community to enrich/engage students. We 
want students to feel that learning a second language is relevant and important in this global 
economy. Learning a new language needs to be expansive - teaching beyond the classroom by 
connecting the outside ‘real world’ with students’ lives. It can be difficult to build these 
artificial and/or virtual environments within the daily constraints of timetables and resources. 
 
Assessment 
 
Assessment and evaluation are areas that require constant PD. As teachers we need to 
constantly evolve our own skills of giving meaningful and targeted feedback. It is very 
frustrating when teachers and administrators want checkbox evaluations because of their 
efficiency. 
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The four categories in the achievement chart are to be balanced throughout the school year. 
Teachers ask, how do these flow fluidly one into the other? Yet they know that language 
cannot be so easily broken down into separate categories. Growing Success, in combination 
with the revised curriculum and the methodology of the CEFR have a profound potential to 
change what and how we evaluate. This is crucial.  Teachers who have been trained and 
certified as DELF Examinateurs-Correcteurs have a stronger understanding of the inspiration 
of the revised curriculum. They see that skills are interwoven naturally.  Once teachers come 
to understand DELF testing and evaluation, their rubrics and feedback have the potential to 
become more exact in terms of language/description between levels.  
 
Teacher Education  
 
FSL instruction is affected negatively by teachers’ poor pedagogy, weak language skills and 
low confidence. How can teacher candidates not be exposed to up to date methodology and 
quality French in their pre-service? Not all new teachers are familiar with the CEFR - how 
can this be the case? Are teacher candidates mentored appropriately by experienced FSL 
teachers who have a solid background in second language learning strategies? Associate 
teachers should be carefully chosen, and potentially interviewed by the faculty 
adviser.  Among FSL consultants, the question is often raised as to whether FSL teachers 
should achieve a designated level of qualification (example: B1). Having  universally 
recognized certification would raise the standards of all our L2  teachers. 
 
Additionally, teachers need to be trained on how to bring culture into the classroom. Focusing 
only on linguistic structures and grammar is one-dimensional. Language is culture. Teachers 
need to be educated in this.  
 
AQ courses need to have high standards and meaningful content. How can an AQ course in 
FSL not have an oral component? This is certainly a question raised by many, and particularly 
relevant when accepting teachers to the FSL Part I courses offered online.  All AQ courses 
should model the expectations of the classroom by insisting on all communication to be in 
French, integrating culture and deepening the understanding of the CEFR and how it impacts 
planning, instruction and assessment.  
 
New and enduring dilemmas in language education 
 
There is still the belief that in order to learn a second language you need to have strong 
academic skills. Change in attitude is happening, but slowly. How do we ensure that all 
educators and parents see the intrinsic value of second language learning, not just as an 
educational goal, but as a life changer? 
 
Our challenge as second language educators is to plan a meaningful program in tandem with 
increased challenges in education and our youth - distractions leading to shortened attention 
span, weakened resilience, low commitment.   FSL is for all students, but how do we meet the 
individual needs of all students and maintain standards of the program? How do we help our 
students to develop learning/language portfolios that are meaningful and constructive to self-
reflection and skill development?   
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Roundtable Discussion During Breakout Sessions: Structure and Guiding Questions 

For each of the breakout sessions, there are four areas in the library for roundtable discussion 
of policy, curriculum, teacher education and teacher development, and assessment as they 
relate to language education.  

We ask you to choose one of those tables for the breakout session. You can stick with the 
same topic for both breakout sessions, or choose a different one for the second session, as you 
wish. 

If many of you choose the same topic, it may be best to split that into two groups so everyone 
has a chance to speak and contribute. 

There will be graduate students from the Language and Literacies Education program to help 
facilitate the roundtable discussions. They will also be taking notes. 

While there are no “rules” for the discussion, we have developed guiding questions for you to 
consider. They are general, so you’ll need to adapt them to fit the specific topic for each 
roundtable. 

• What are the most important issues with respect the topic of your 
roundtable (i.e., policy, curriculum, teacher education and teacher 
development, or assessment)?  

o To what extent are these issues specific to your area of language 
education?  

o To what extent are these issues more universal, affecting most or all 
areas of language education?? 

• What goals do you have for language education as it pertains to the topic 
of your roundtable? 

• What resources are already available to us for addressing those 
issues/reaching those goals? What resources do we need? 

• What past initiatives (at the provincial, board, community, university, etc. 
level) have been successful or pushed the field forward? What made them 
successful? 

[These last two questions are geared specifically for the second breakout session in the 
afternoon.] 

• What are one, two, maybe three concrete projects that we could undertake 
coming out of today’s discussion to advance language education in the 
province? 

• What opportunities to you see to collaborate with the language education 
experts here today or with others in the province to realize these projects? 




