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'_; off1c1al '.reports vto the - Board of- rustees .and © from
‘ ,lnterv1ews with key actors in the4pclitical'process; An

‘ABSThﬂgT}

To 'gain uinsight_'lhto gchool board pollcymaklng, thlS
L ) 3

theSis descrlbed and analyzed the pattern of events wh1ch

flnfluenced EﬁE‘Edmonton cathollc SChool Board to establlsh a

€ : v

'..grench language school and to adopt pollcy 'on-aFrench

. I : . -
language “education. . The ‘historical,’contexti‘of French

language educatiOn . in. the “school’ dfstrict prov1ded

background :tQ the.'description<7¢f the pollcy formulatron

processh The dec151on maklng process was analyzed in terms

i

,of six theoretlcal frameworks on publlc pollcymaklng

;l Data .were obtalned prlmarlly from off1c1al mlnutes and

)

examination lof official school 'BoardgMinutes from 1970 -

"_1986 *provlded background to the‘ _study and ver1f1ed the

record of events whlch occurred between 1982 - 1986 ) Twelve

‘._key 'respondents, selected by means of a‘modlfled leadership'5

ipool,. were * consulted by interVieW‘on-their perceptions of
- their roleain;the process,.sources and levels of lnfluence;.
‘Jgatekeeplng structures)' the. nature of the;dec151on maklng
.(/i lproceSS'and their view of future developments. |

,'rn: 'comparlng _the pollcymaklng act1v1tiesv’and the

The primaryrfinding that emerged indicated that a System

‘conceptual frameworks, several.conclusions became appar@ﬂt\;/)'_



ot

' >framework based on a comblnatlon of the RatlonallMod.l and_vA

the systems Theory bears the greatest r&emblance to whatw'

.(-
actually : transplred Il in the 1 pollcymaklng process

. &

U

Bureaucratlc channels were the ma1n avenues for proce351ng”

.

the values, - preferences and expectatlons of dlstrlct,f

™

.<reSidents. Ind1V1duals or groups ’who soughu to 1nfluence_."

policymakers - utilized _.both'”bureaucratlc 'and rpolltlcalo
~,channels ofﬁlcammunication “but proponents ‘used polltlcalﬂ

-channels to a %reater extent than d1d opponents to 1nflue63e"‘_

»the p011t1c1ans to accept the justness of thelr demands
‘SupporteIS» possessed .a ‘high degree of potentlal 1nfluence
“whrch they manlfested ‘more than d1d opponents h
A consultative systems approach determlned‘thea valdeslﬂ
hand preferences i_of fconstituents vand lthe.~le§elv of-
acceptabllity. of policy.change- The Board of Trustees.made
allocative and regulatory 'decisiOns which represented theb
views, expectations, and preferences of all stakeholders.
 These decisions shaped ,the 'retrospectlve language pollcy
.which enhances the linguistlc and cultural educatlon of

érancophdne' m1nor1ty language chlldren and of all Canadlans

learnlng French as a second language

vi -
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Ao
CHAPTER.T
' INTRODUCTION = . - ,p N
5 School Bdards, as local government jurisdictions, have
a delegated respons1b111ty for :the_ admlnlstratlon,
management and opeﬁatlon of school dlstrlcts Trustees haveh
the mandate to develop‘ educatlonal p011c1es whlch Vare

-

_consonant w1th | the mandatorY‘ -obllgatlons 'and the

.....

,_dlscretlonary powers delegated to' them by the provrncral
'government .‘To prOV1de. effectiVe‘ educatlonal 1eadersh1p,;
‘lvtrustees 'are‘ obligated to adopt district policies which
‘respond to ,loca1' educational needs in a'manner that is
"consistent witnf prov1nc1al statutes andv regulationsn '
‘h(caldwell and Tymko 1980:6) and in conformity Qith all
Vother-laws of thesland. o

‘vIn definlng polic9._problems, well 1nformed trustees
exhihit -a sensrt1V1ty .to_ the dlverS1ty of 1nterests and
fzalne preferences of thelr electorate. s;nce the’ 1970s, ther
dpubixc expects school;_boards.- o establish'?consnltativé‘
:'structures ‘ for 'citizen part1c1pat10n in the fair " and
equ;tablex'resolution of local 1ssues. An analy81s of ‘the’
"political'mprocesseSf which 1nfluence and shape school - boardd

N

vpolicyv»decisionemaking should as51st major stakeholders to, '

g better_'understand and apprec1ate local schog& governance in

';,Alberta..'-



"'They became_fconVinced 'thati

"An 1mportant educatlonal phenomenon of the past decade
has”‘ been "the w1despread 1nterest of ,many 4parents.

prouiding ‘their children-.w1th' a bilingual.’education'in
‘ o B -

vCanEda's off1c1al languages. -One'manifestation’of this was

]

'that English- speaklng parents began to enroll thelr chlldren

. in French immersion ~programs. At the_tlme, Francophone

parents did not indicate dissatisfaction with the 1968 and
1976 Ministerial regulatlons that had 1ncreased the amount
of classroom t1me for French language 1nstruct10n.

“

spurred by the recommendatlons of the Royal Comm1551on:

on Blllnguallsm and Blculturallsm, Franco—Albertan parents

and theift educat10nal leaders belleved that the asplratlons

of ‘the' Francophone communlty would be actuallzed with the

: _establlshm nt - of publlcly funded off1c1a1 language m1nor1tyl
] schools g s the popularlty of French 1mmer51on programs'

ﬁgrew amongst the non French speaklng populatlon, a. number of
- Francophone -parents ‘and educators percelved a.slow er051on

‘of bllxngual competence by French speaklng chlldgen who had

been gradually 1ntegrated 1nto 1mmer31on classrooms. When-

the Francophone leaders and educators became aware that 51%.}'>

of Francophone chlldren were slowly be1ng a581m11ated 1nto_a’

-

‘the - lénguage and culture of the Engllsh majorlty, a number

~of Francophone: parents beca e concerned (Perrdn 1981)

Frenbh 1mmers1on schools were

more respOnsive to the b111ngual needs of Engllsh speaklng fﬁ-

'Children than to the cultural and lxngulstlc needs of thelr?

.
S s
L "



children ( L edble d immer81on est un non sens,, Le Franco,.7”

'51983 August, 1983) To ensure the;r—sur ival as one of the”
\
‘ off1c1al language groups, Franco—A{hertans began to demand a

ne& strategy for minority”language education (Proposal for'\

the 1n1t1al phase of *"1° Ecole francaise a Edmonton' 1982).

THE PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The ’purpose"of‘ this study was to conduct:afpolicy

analysis ~of the process ofﬁ' dec1Sion-mak1ng which. -

'_characterized the»Edmonton Catholic School Board s adoption
of a fundamental change. of direction for the delivery of
French language education in a publicly funded faC111ty The

dec1s1on (Board Minutes, 1983 June 20) which prov1ded that

. 'Plans be commenced for. the opening of a French
- Langyage School Grades K-6 in September, 1984,
subject to the - enrolment guidelines that-
currently exist at the school system level and -
- subject to the appeal to the Board 1f numbers
of students are 1nadequate

was 1the- first _step towards a ‘revision"ofithe'dfstrict'
anguagewdpoiicyu'ifhe study focused on the events of ‘the
71982 1984 period which led to the off1c1al opening of Ecole
' Maurice Lavallee, 1berta s first‘ publicly-funded French

~a-

‘Language‘ school;; The study also examined the process Whlchi.
‘led to the adoption of district Language Policy # 403.v _»'"
The analysis consxsted of an exploration of the reasons

'for; policy dec1sxons,' an egamination' ofu_vhe politicélp

.;aprocesses which :were‘ involved,-pand a ‘discussion of the -~

consequences of the ‘decisions. In order to describe the
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events wh1ch oCCUrred as thoroughly and as accurately as |

f poss1ble, the researcher addressed the follow1ng 1ssues-_,

'_a)f 1dent1f1cat10n of the key points of influence or
: -1everage (Gergen,.11968 181);

h-b)‘“examlnatlon of Structural obstructors and
‘ faC111tators-“

c) ;con51derat10n 4& the educatlonal and/or polltlcal
o lnature of the decisions; and,

d) Jcons1deratlon of the symbollc and tanglble effects_
.of the dec1s1ons. _

. In order to achleve. these  purposes, questions were
utilized during 'open-ended -interviews w1th key actors to
it ek A e

determine the' sources Of input and 1nfluence from

deciSion-makers and 1nterest groups, gatekeeper structures,

thcf~hature .0of the polltlcal process ~and. symbollc and

tangible conséquences of thelpolicyvdecisions.ov

‘ SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY »
e : : ¢
The study can be’ ]UStlfled on sc1ent1f1c and pOlltlcal.

grounds.. Dye (198l1: 6) asserted that the study of pu

policy has at .least three de31rable outcomes. »Flrst,su'n

i

”tnderstandlng of the causes and consequences »of.policy'_

decls;ons 1mprovesaour knowledge about 50ciety,bb.aboUt the“ :

:"

'"linkages vbetween env1ronmental forces, polltlcal processes -

and pollcy dec131ons. Although an'analy51s of the;causes'

and’ consequences ‘of 'the- decision to establish a minority
Frehch language school cannot prov1de a complete plcture of

- a compler process, 1t canlprovlde an lncreased,understandlng:hf‘

P



of the policymaking process when 1ts findings are ]uxtaposed \<§*
~ w1th other studies of policy development and 1mplementation.
| Second, policy studies prov1de an historical account of
the- political dynamics which | lead educational leaders toﬂ
adopt specific public policies;‘ We would expect that policy.
‘ hased :on‘ Verifiable‘ factS' as opposed to policy which 1s -
adopted.'solely for political advantage would result 1n a- pﬁl
superior public solutlon to educational problems. : |
Third : Dye (1981. 7- 8) suggested that policy studieS'
larek;s1gn1f1cant when they '1nform political discu5510n,
.‘adYance ‘the level of politazal awareness, and 1mprove the‘
quality of lpublic policy." The historical description of
dactidns undertaken toh protect_the conStitutional language
‘education rights of Franco-Albertans should 1nform political‘“ﬁ
'awa;Fness. ‘It’ should valso‘ contribute : : greater
'understandingj of the ~direction to be_taken'in:any‘future.
o policy ‘ldecisions' °on. off1c1al languages - education _in:
provinces: w1th an English speaking majority a ‘
o "jhe study is also significant in that 1t shall.prov1de )

"ar descriptive hastorical account of' the 1nit1ation of' -

minority language education as guaranteed by the Charter of

Rights and Freedoms, 1982 B w1th1n: the context of schoolh

.board policymaking processes._



o e ' DEFINITION.OF TERMS

..

Pollcy Actions'

policy Analy31s sl ‘:- ff B T

o

POlle analy51s %nvolves a descrlptlon of”the content of
publlc pollcy, an . assessment of the impact 'of‘

enV1ronnental forces on the content of publlc policy; an

analys1s - of the' effect of' various _1nst1tutlonal ,4f

arrangements and polltlcal processes on. publlc pollcy,

an"inquiry 1nto 'the consequences of varlous publlc

fpolicies for the polltlcal system,‘and an evaluatron of

the impact of public p011c1es an society, 1n.terms-of”

" both 'expected - and unexpeCted_donsequences}‘kDye, 1981:

19) pPolicy amalysis ZOf‘the policy prOcesses examinesm

'the administrative, organizational). and p&lltlcal
~activities _and: attitudes that shape ‘the transformatlon

dof policy inputs,lnto policy outputs and 1mpacts (Dunn,

1981: 282).

_ POlle ' _f v. Lt o o o ¢

A publlc pOIicy (strlngham, : 1974- 17) Tis . a major‘v‘

guldeline for ,future dlscret1onary action which ist

’generallzed, ‘ philosophrcally based, and implies:’anv

'1ntention and pattern for taking act1on.

[V

Policy actxons are regulatory decisions Wthh are
de81gned to ensure compliance with certain standards or -
procedures. They . are - a;locat;ve policy dec;slons when

1.
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. school Bdards'Policies

' they h serve to allocate resources of : time, money,
personnel,- ._equipment-v:or‘ supplies" resulting ‘in

‘distributive as ‘well as

ve consequences.

(Dunn,. 1981: zsrfg | :
N /\

”School Board pOllCleS (W1150n, 1976 18) arelstatements-
lfor regulatory or allocatlve actlons whlch set forth the
purposes and prescrlbe in general terms the organlzatlon
and program of a school system. Theyvcreate a framework'

® w1th1_n-‘ which -the. super:_.ntendent ‘and ‘'his sta.ff " can

discharge their assigned duties with‘poSitive direction.

| Model

A model 1s a 51mp11f1ed representatxon of some‘aspect ofi
C.'the' real world.whlch structures reallty so_that it can
‘he ‘moze.geasiiy undenstood, - In political- analysis,f
various“’conceptuai"modelsg Qrovide a separate focus on
political' iife, ' andi §2ch_:¢§n ‘heip to"'understandhg
different,things about_publicfpoiiéy (Dyé}vléel:_ls-zo).

. .

Bilingual program

A program 'in‘ which' a second language other than the;
'thhild's mother tongue 1s taught ‘as a subject and two or”
morev, other' subjects Care 1nstructed ‘in the' second

wylanguage up to a maxlmum of 50% of the t1me.,~



' -
French Immer51on program

. A program in. whlch &he students are 1nstructed in the: - .

vFrench language' over 50% of the 1nstructlonal time vIt.

is: " a program de51gned for students whose first language
vis other than French _in‘ which ‘French is taught and
acquired as ‘a second o:wadditional language. (Canadian'
Parents'_for' Frehch (CPF) and 1 Assoc1ation canadienne

V'francalse de l Alberta (ACFA%, -1986;_May)

French language school ‘ .:db L ;'

A French -language school offers a program of studles
de31gned for students whose mother tongue 1s French in a
setting where French is taught and acquired as:a flrst
-language in a dlstinct educatlonal fac111ty where the‘t

educational _and cultural needs of Francophones are met-

’(CPF and 1 ACFA, 1986 May)

1)

| anglophone and"FraﬂCOphone

. Terms used as n5un5~vorfadjectives in reference to an
English—speaking_ or French-speaking - inhabitant _of?»a-
bilingual country. ‘:" | |

4 : é.. -'4\:vi c;
VDELIMITATIONS ‘

“This'study?was delimited toﬁah analysisvor thosejeventsﬁ

'which were relevant (1) to:the establishment of a'unilingual:

‘French school w1th1n the Edmonton separate School system,7

.(2) to the dec151on gaklng process 1n the Board policymaking :

I



.which CUlmlnated ”in “the off1c1a1 openlng of Ecole Maurlcef'
3 Lavallee and (3) to the formal adoptlon of Pollcy 403,
Data were gathered ‘through an analy31s of: relevant'
vprimary' sourCev documents’ such as - written documents.rromi-
Edmontonhd'cathollc | School  Board meetlngsjéas well 'aS'
correspondence} committee reports,'fbriefs and newspaper’
'reports”"by jwitnessesv} ;of the policy development and-
implementation and  to ‘"a;_conslderation Aof_.legal 'and.b
- educational"5re30urces':pértalning_ to’ the -policy"lSsue.
~ L , o - :
Examlnation' of vprimary' sources was restricted to official = -
docum ntation : which'; elther .supported or opbOsed‘ the
’vpromotlon of thls pollcy | A B
: rThe researcher identifled7 key-personalitiestwho were‘
representatlve of parents, educ:lors,- trustees,'district
admlnlstratfrs, and Alberta Educatlon off1C1als and had_
_part1C1pated in varlous stages of the promotlon,'adoptlon or.
1mplementat10n of the French language pollcy OPen ended

.I/

'_1nterv1ews were conducted w1th these key actors ‘to clar1fy~

”i.,and ,valldate the varlous posrt;ons, views and expectatlons

of' the major stakeholders in the policy formulatron and

-,almplementatlon process. -
‘. . ) " . » L - . . . A ' ]
Y -+ 7 LIMITAT%LONS

Therew'are' a number of‘limitations to this studyv"“ he

most serlous lxmltatlon is that the researcher conducted all

;h"

: bdt;‘one the in%erv1ews between May 29 to September 15,

‘E~ .

~

L N E

9.



\f':.v Lt i lo X
e o
v, -
~ \“\\

. . . . . : . . : L A
i oo .. . S, Ly

11986 'vduring a three year absence from actlve trusteeshlp

-The ‘researcher was _one of the dec131on makers of the June

"'420, 1983 policy‘ deC151on=,and contlnues to be 1nvolved in

v .educatlonal governance as a trustee of the Edmonton catholic

School Board since October 15, 1986.r Certain 1nferences‘may”'

/u . —

reflect d'the | 1nvest1gator s ~ bias due' to her active
‘involvement . 1n the resolutlon of eduCatlonal issues deallng
wf%ﬁ/off1c1al blllnguallsm w1th1n the school dlstrlct.,

| There . may .,have been dlstortlons of events . by
respondents who ~may have mehOry .lapses'and be unable‘to
) accurately’recall past events. Most respondents contlnue tp
‘be vinvoived in the evolutlon of French Language educatlonh
and‘ were asked to recall events which had taken-place fourﬁtv
or five years earlier. There may have heen'conrus;onki:'
between the eVentsmoof, the‘ present lobbying for‘Frenchd
language educational <?ights with the events occurring . -

‘between 1982 - 1984

ASSUMPTIONS . .
These assumptlons were made 1n conductxng the study
ﬁl.,fit was p0551b1e to determlne the causes and consequences'
| of the deC151on to 1nst1tute French Language educatlon
for Roman Cathollc chlldren havxng mlnorlty languager
constrtutional rlghts in the city oandmontOn thrOugh*a.“
review of _the prlmary ﬁsourceﬂndocuments 'and3through‘

structured 1ntervrews o R
. .



2. The doc‘rents reV1ewed prOV1ded an accurate and adequate

'account bf the 51gn1f1cant events whlch took place and'

: ~,',' [ Y

;were relevant to the purpose of the study

« o
> . . -

3. Those 1nd1v1duals who were 1dent1f1ed as haV1ng been key~
' )

- actors - could accurately "recall past events .and

}.-perceptlons whlch ‘were central to the study

o  PRESENTATION OF THE FINDrNGs” f .
_bTbe ;}indings vof the study and of the 1nterv1ews have$\¢/
_been‘ analyzed.qto- ldentlfy key themes descrlbed by varlous* |
politlcal 'analysts. Most of the generallzatlons reflect a
combination of Thomas Dye ] models for polltlcal analy51s
The zdata:ehave been placed in chronologlcal order, grouped'
according to key lSSUGS, and organlzed in besponse to thep
'ma;%r questlons posed ' | o -y;‘ S
Impllcat;ons‘, for- 'stakeholders;y adminlstrators. and
declsion-makerS' shﬁll be statedfto provide an‘Understandingf/

LY

”~and apprec1at10n of' the process of local School Board
'>dec1s;on maklng and of the content of Language POllCY # 403'
wh1ch evolved in response to demands for m1nor1ty language,r’
educatlonal r;ghts. ! - |

‘ ‘-‘In view of the*continued lobbying by‘varlous'groupsbofh_-
'soc1ety, the researcher shall suggest research opportUnltles
to. pursue the 1nvestlgat10n of democratlc processes which-
~ enable 7citleens ’to:vwork with elected representatlves to_n

-1
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'éffectueducational change.

ORGANIZATION

The thesis is organized into éf%ht chapters. In

-"chapter‘ 1 the purpose and’ significance of the study:are:

presented ‘along with the research questlons 1nvestlgated

.Selected terms y,are 'deflned and’_ the dellmltatlons,

limitatfons and’ assumptlons which governed the conduct of

the study are. stated o .mh_ . - : _'v - e

Chapter 2' contains a reV1ew of 11 erature on pollcy

analysis -and on amodels for' pollcymaklng The researcher

'investigated'»'models. ofl poiitlcal ,analysls proposed by

L4

‘Thomas Dye to explain the general causes and'consequences of |

_public poiicy fThe. researcher sought to dlscover whlch of -

the follow1ng perspectlves or whlch comblnatlon of V1ews

could most adequately and - most. thoroughly ,descrlbe and

..explain . the specific case study: these models-included~the

institUtional‘ model, the group model, the elite model, the
ratlonal model, and the systems model
In. chapter 3 the methodologles employed to address each

, 1
.‘ofﬁ- the  four major areas Of‘pOIlCY analyS1s‘assoc1ated w1th

3 : . . .

the study are dlscussed _ ' _
The fourth chapter Wthh prov1des an hlstorlcal context

for' the pOllCY examlned is d1V1ded ‘into two parts.' Flrst,

theréy'iS- a revlew of French language educatlon since the

establishment of the Edmonton separate'SChool District # 7_‘

(14
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-in 1888 to‘l968. secondly, the increase in Frenqh language_
”education serv1ceS' and the‘ awakening of the Francophone

community ,tO’ the effects of a331m11ation are discussed in

the light of SChool Board policres from 1968 to 1980.
A ‘chronological description of the~polit1cal process

.ftablish a’ French m1nor1ty language school between 1982

to 1984 which led to the aﬁoptiog of Language Policy # 403'

is provided 1n chapter 5. conclu51ons are drawn regarding

"~ the, 1mplications of the policy content as ‘a discretionary

LM

: gu1de “for’ action to enhance the constitutional rights of

Franco Albertan minority language students.

Chapter 6 contains an analy51s of he data collected on

'the .policymaking and policy 1mplementation process The
.data pertain to. 1nputs from interest. groups,'administrators
¢

and dec131on makers ‘on sources of influence, gatekeeper~ﬂ

structures, the nature of the political process and symbolic

and tangible consequences of policy dec151ons taken by the

‘Board of Trustees on the issue of French Language education |

The Seventh chapter‘ contains a discuSS1on of the
findings - of 'the study from the perspective of elements of

the sYstems model, the _group model,'the elite model, the

‘rational  model, the_ institutional‘model-and an integrated_.

frameworkr
.The final chapter- is;.comprised -of{a‘summary of the

study, “conclusions, "implications and recommendations for

future research.
-ur §
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. CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW

‘This chapter constitutes a review of the litetature

" dedling with" public policy and includes a discussion of
Vpolicy, policy analysis,v the policymaking process andh

r'educational decision-making. For purposes of the study,

policjmaking was’{vie&ed from the_'perspective of five

different"models: theISYStems model, the group model, the

elite model, - the . rational ° modelff and finally, the"

*

institutional model. An 'integrated system framework‘was

adopted for analysis of the research findings.'

z DEFINITIONS OF POLICY

~ Although numerous studles of the pollcymaklng process

‘have been ,undertaken, there appears to be no generally

accepted deflnltlon of pollcy in the academlc llterature..~
AThomas R. Dye (1985: l) stated that '(p)ubllc policy is

whatever' governments choose to do or not to do." .strlngham

"(1974: ‘17)‘nvieﬁedy‘policy as a major guideline *which is

generalized and philosophically based, and 1mp11es an

intention and pattern  for' -taking action. David Easton

i : . . . ’ o % %
(1953- 129) defined public’ policy as 'the authgrltatlve

'*,allocatlon of values fo the whole soc1ety

In focu51ng on what is actually done -as. opposed to what'

vls proposed or 1ntended Anderson (1984.3)'recommended the_'
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'hconceptyiof: policyt*%s-“;(a) purposlve ‘course of actlon.
_folloved-dbv an 'actor' or set of actors in deallng W1th a,S
| prohlem or a matter of concern. Publlc pollc1es are those‘f
ipOIICIGS developed by governmental bodles and off1c1als.

Leslle Pal (1987 4) dlfferentlated between 1ntentlon
~and 1mpact in deflnlng public pollcy as "a course of actxon
or 1nact10n chosen by publlc authoritaes to address a glVen

problem or 1nterrelated set of problems.,

APPROACHES TO A STUDY OF POLICY ANALYSIS _

ln general terms,' pollcy analy81s' studies could bel
..deflned as a 'descrlptlon and explanatlon of the causes %Pd‘
consequences of ‘government act1v1ty whlch may 1nvolve a
study of: (1) the content of the public pollcy, (2) the
impact of social, economlc, and political forces on the
'content 4'of1‘ the public policv; (3)- Ythe effect of
institutional arrangements and polltlcal processes on publlc
pollcy, and, (4) the consequences of the public: pollcy onf
SOCletY’(DYe 1581:,5).;

v .Policy“analvsis; accotding to~punn (1981: 35), could be
conceived of as *an applled soc1a1 sc1ence dlsc1p11ne wgach:
-uses multiple methods of 1nqu1ry and argument to produceuand
transform policy relevant 1nform;!10n that may be utlllzed
o in polztlcal settlngs to_ resolve pol1cy problems." He

construedv that 'factual -information about the causes and

.conSequences ofmpollcyﬁ%E.essentlal for understandlng publlc

K o,
e -;1 - . . .
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,ethical_evaluation.'

L

‘ problems" and for identiinng the variables which were‘

-manipulated.vdiby_ pollcymakers 'to' " resolve - problems.

DeciSidnfmakers requlre a type of analy51s 'that generateS»

and - presents informatlon in such a way as to 1mprove the

basis for -‘policy-makers to exercise thelr judgment {'. .f

(Quade, cited in Dunn,_d1981: 35).

Pal (1987: 27) observed that there:were three generai

’style" of policy analysis: (l) descrlptlve, whlch 1ncludes '
styies o nalysis: .

contEnt‘,analysis andwhistorlcal analysis; (2) process; and“ﬁ‘

(3) evaluation, ‘which includes logical, empirical and

R S . s

THE POLICYMAKING ?ROCESS .
- In adescrfoing the policxmaking"process, ‘Pal (1987 R
102;1%4) nprovided a model "of the pollcy process that
includes. the fofﬁow1ng five phases:. (l) problem deflnltlon
or issue' 1dent1f1catlon, (2) agenda setting, (3) pollcy,‘
formulatlon, (4) pollcy adoptlon, and (5) pollcy evaluatlon.

A useful def1n1t10n is proposed by Friedrich (1963 79)

‘who defined the polxcymaklng process as "a course of actlon

- of a person, group or government w1th1n a)glven env1ronment-

provlding obstacles»zand opportunlties which the pollcy was

@

propOSed- to utilize' and overcome in an’ effort to reach-a

goal or: reallze an: objectlve or a phrpose‘ »
Policymakxng is am.mu1t1efaceted' proCess that can be

best understood claimed Duan (1981:51-54) by distinguishing



.1between ‘three’ dynamlcally 1nterrelated styles of- analy51s.
. He - 1dent1f1ed  the followrng . forms  of analysis as
.conventlonal QULGGS for:dec1sron-makers- .

1) bProspective policy an‘ly51s which involves the

‘ production and. transformation of information
before policy - actions are initiated and
implemented; o . : ' :

2)‘ Retrospective pollcy analysrs wh1ch 1nvolves the
production and ‘transformation of 1nformat10n after
pollcy actlons have been taken- and,

kN 3) Integrated pollcy analy51s whlch comblnes a
. .,concern for the production and transformation of
. information before and after policy actions have
“been - taken  with ' continuous production  and
transformation of 1nformat10n over t1me. -
Llndblom (1968) malntalned that pollcymak1ng was more
the result “of outsrde epressures brought to bear on.a
political structure than of action - initiated inside the
'»organlzation. Peterson (1976) envisioned. pollcymaklng as a
'bargaining and negotlatrng process among a plurality of;
,indiViduals,’ groups,' agenc1es and 1nterests."Dahl (1961)
also v1ewed communlty power as be1ng scattered among various
competlng 1nterest groups. ‘

Whereas Kimbrough (1964) béeRieved that influence is

LI

. heldr by 1nformal elltes and 1nforma1 lnterest-‘groups
”‘1nvolved in informal 1nteractlons, Keller (1963) cons\}ered-_
that power is 1n the hands of a mlnorlty of 1ndiv1duals orv
elltes- deslgnated ' serve - a collect1v1ty in a soc1ally

valued way. - - o R

@_ e
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T ANALYSIS OF EDUCATIONAL DECISION MAKING
Although 1t has not tradltlonally been ‘a domaln for.‘"

polltlcal .analy51s,j educatlon',is ,a' , er arena for

T T

"pol;tloal StudY" As alternatlves are sought for tradltlonal‘ .
educational structures' in a. time ' of rlslng.educatlonal

costs, the interest in the stidy of policymaking in

education- has increased, According to Gove; wirt &.Walker -

(cited in Nagel,‘l984 579), a publlc understandlng of who

'_ultlmately benef1ts from the outputs of the pollcy system

should be clar1f1ed by an analy515' of the roles Aand

interactions of partisans of public edUCatlon who attempt

\

- "to- secure a more favorable allocation. of resources and

values from theppolitical system.® .

| prior to. the early 1960s, Nagel (1984 IﬁS) expla1ned~
e #

that 'recognition of the political nature‘of educatlonal

pollcymaklng was v1rtually absent from the polltlcal sc1ence'

_llterature, The constructlon of theories on educat10nal

politics had only 1imited frameworks of analy51s and the

- _Eastonian framework had generally been utrllzed in case

studles conducted 1n restrlcted 1ocale9

In Alberta, case studles by Strlngham (1974), Tymkofng.

(1979), sloan (1980), Zolf (1984), Fennell (1985) and

BOsetéﬁ (1986) investigated = the process"of educational

pOIiCy development, and implementation for,elementarymand.

secondary schools. ‘Small (l979); Tay10r (1980);'Barrington

(1981) ~and . Glanv1lle (1986) examlned the polltlcal process,‘
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,1n the formulatlon of post seqondary educatlonal polldlesﬁ

-.lAlberta school boards has been scarce., A recent deserxptuve‘.

.‘study of the pollcymaklng proceSs in a rural Alberta _county "

[ . L4 % E
/ : * .

.

£

Research .on _ the governance of pub11c‘ educatﬂbn by,féf
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school system was completed by Allandln 1985 8' B J”H' .
g o R SRR it

UTILITY OF SELECTED MODELS FOR POLICK ANALYSIS J']‘

. & T
.The policy sc1ences‘df1terature descr1bés a number’bf %
o .,(_ v, KX
iy . . . . . 0 2 -~ r":-‘h"
models which are.‘lntende to illuminate the proce,sQ-

public“ policy dec131on-mak1ng . The purpose of th_“

conceptual 'models, accordlng to Dve  (1981: 193 1s tv}

»slmplify ‘and clarify our thlnklng about publlc policymaklng

processes- to 1dent1fy 1mportant polltlcal 1nfluences ‘in -

.society;: ‘to communlcate essent1al knowledge about polltlcal_

life; tO‘dlreCt’lanIIY on the relevance of_publlc'policies;;
and finally, <to. suggest ,explanations for the\causes and
consequences of policy dec151ons.

_Because qthe‘ pollcymaklng process 1s very complex; a'
conceptual model can prov1de "a Separate’ focus on polltlcal

life and ’each cén‘ help us to understand dlfferent thlngs

about public pollcy (Dye, 1981: 19)., Thereirs no 31ngle

~ comprehensive theory that “has been recognized as the

definitive‘ theory on the analysis'of'public policyﬂ[ There
are equally- many oplnlons as'to the key components of the
pollcymaklnq process. | |

The understanding of public . policymaking can be
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. enhanced by the ~application- of a 'number'oftho els to a
o speéifid,.pblicymaking and3polic9 implementation situation.

. In  light 'of 7the' policymaking process"which - guided the

'idmonton Catholic -school District in establishind?a French

-~

'elementéty_ schgol and ,adopting:"a new policy on language

4

the following models will 'be ‘reviewed: the

. . ¢
systems model, . the ‘elite model, the group model, the

institutiénaL;model, and the rational model.

%

systems Theory:. Poligzﬁas Ssystem Output
5 . . -ﬁ,' N X

" 'stgems theory views policy. as a ‘response of a

poiitiqaif‘system to_forCes'b;ought'to bear upon it from the :

“environhent.‘%ﬁﬁWironmehtal forces that affect the political

system are viewed- as 1inputs.. The environment is any

-‘bpundéries of'the'politicai system;‘ The political system is

that _group of interrelated structures and processes. which

-~

autﬁoritatively allocates values for a society. Outputs of

‘the ”politicél system are authoritative vélue allocatiohs‘of

the System,v and these aliocations Const@tute public policy
(Dye, 1981: 41). .

Public .boiicy, frdmétheﬁsyStems petspeCtive,'isfviéwed

jés the oupdtgfwﬂibhr results from the'_political system

. prdceésing 'vaﬁidusb déﬁangs‘hand _supports,"Policy demands

such: as demaﬁds, for allocations of goods and Seivices or

‘demands for participatioﬁ in the political systém; occur

ur

fe.
\

~condition or circumstance defined ‘as external to- the



when 1nd1v1duals or grOups, 1n response to real or- percelved

env1ronmental conditlons, act to affect publlc pollcy Thls-

" is . often the result of a percelved dlscrepancy between what
X

the 1nd1V1dual or groups percelve themselves to have and

- what they want. Support in"the pollcymaklng process is
‘rendered in the form 'of acceptance of . the outcome of
electlons, obedlence to P/ws and regulatlons, part1c1patory

' support and materlal support. ®

The ~ value and ut111ty of the systems ‘model (Flgure 1)

as 1nd1cated by Dye (1981:42- -43) is that it poses the

‘follow1ng key questxons on whlch to base a pollcy ana1y51s

1. wWhat are the 51gn1f1cant dlmen51ons of the ﬁ}
environment that@§enerate demands upon the
political system? . .

2. What are the significant characterlstlcs of the
polltlcal system that enable it to transform:
4 demands into public policy and- to preserve
S ‘itself over tlme?

3.\AHow do environmental 1nputs affect the character
of the polltlcal system? o

4}' How do- characteristzcs of the p011t1cal system_
'affect the content of publlc policy? -

' "5. How do env1ronmenta1 1nputs affect the content
“of pub11c pOIICY?

6. How does public pollcy affect, through feedback,

the env1ronment and the character of the polrt;cal'

- system?

.
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Pollcy as Group Egu111br1um

'g oup model (F1gure, 2)4 assumes. that ~policy
deci iongy;eré,}arrlved at as 'a re t of conflrct among -

com‘eting i*interest groups. Ind viduals with - common

interests. "and values. band together to press,their.oiaims

. _ 9 v :
upon  other groups in‘the society and provide input to the

gpolitical sYstem; POllthS is the struggle among groups to

influence publlc pdllcy. 'Thus bapgarnlng, compromlslng'and'

negotlatlon Are"at the heart of the pollcymaklng process.'

The task of the pollcymakers is to manage group confllct by -
.Cg(l) establishing. the(_rules of the ~game in the group
: struggle, (2) arranging . compromrses and balanc1ng 1nterests,'
(3) enactlng compromlses in the form of public policy and,

'(4) enforc1ng these compromlses (Dye}‘LQBl 27).

\'.\
Accordlng to. the group theory, equlllbrlum is achieved

| ih the‘Agroup- struggle' w1th the formulatlon of a publlc -

policy decision by the p011t1cal system that represents a
. ~ .
binaingv decision to- commlt the varlous groups to a g%mmon
&
set of goals and values and to gxiommon policy actio
Pross (1976) 1dent1f1ed a nunber of factors whlch tend -
/
to determlne a pressure group ‘s level of 1nf1uence. These
include acqualntances which prOVlde access to pollcymakers,
the"'group S reputatlon ‘ﬁsv to expertlse, rellabxllty, thew

eXistence of full-time. staff, and writlng of letters to theh’

\.i

"‘elected representatlves. Gaining access to the pol1cymakers--

. and present;ng - the -group ‘s views _to them is key if the.

LA



2

ﬁipressure grdup is to 1n£luence the pollcymaklng.process in
'the decxslon-maklng and 1mplementat10n stages. Wwirt (1970

ii 62) noted that the demands which enter the political systemji.
depend "in large measure on the preferences and power of
those-'cccupying gatekeeper positicns w#thin the'sfstem ;
The . pressure group is only influential if. thelr demands get:
by the gatekeepers to the pollcymakers |

" The group model suggests 'the following research
questions which help to glve pertlnent 1nformat10n on the
levels’ of einfluence og competlng groups and the means of,

'leverage utlllzed by the more 1nfluent1al groups:

1. What 1nd;v1duals or groups influenced or AR
attempted to influence the policy decision? 4?:_5__

2. wWhat motivated these individuals or groups .
- to wish to influence the policy decision? _ 'l"
3}§1What were the major arguments advanced in
Tfavor of the policy decision? Agalnst?

4, .What was the nature of the pol1t1ca1 process
" involved in ‘the format1on of the pollcy? ol

Added influence .

- -

-

R Influence of Influenoe of 4

.\ Group B : ,,GToup A
1 o ‘ : IR ,

‘Alternative -
Policy . Policy
Positions 'Change

'Equiubriumf-*' S
.Figure 2: THE GROUP MODEL (Dye, 1981:27)

&
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" Elite Theory ': Policy as Elite'éreference‘
. v, Ty
.. In .. 'contrast' to the, systems model, the ellt/,model

(Flgure 3) goes counter ‘to ba51c pr1nc1p1es of democracy and

7‘

: v1ews publlc pollcy a the result of the preferences and
values of the governlng elite. Thls theory suggests that the

‘masses - ate"apathetlc and 1ll 1nformed and ready to leave

/

'dec131on—making to: thelr elected reptesentatlves .S?he_
‘values .and' preferences, of the ellte determlne pu

~policies and shape mass oplnlon ‘on pol1cy questlons.

f ~ Dye“ (1981 29 30) summarlzed the key elements of the'f.

‘ ellte model in the followlng manner-ﬁ

1. sSociety is divided 1nto the few who. have power and
the many who-do not. Only a small number of,
persons allocate values for soc1ety, the masses do

‘not decide publlc lelCY :

-2, .Elltes are drawn dlsproportlonately from the upper .-
socioeconomic strata of soc1ety ‘The few who Jovern
" ‘are not typlcal of. the masses who are governed

3. The movement of nonelites to ellte pos1tlons must
be slow and continuous .to: maintain stability and
~,avoid revolution. . Only nonelites: who have accepted
the basic elite consensus can be adm1tted to the-
governing c1rcles. , .
.. 4. Elites. share consensus in behalf of the ba51c .
o values of the social system and the preservatlon of -
the system. . ‘
. ' T
v5.‘HPubllc policy doeéjnot reflect demands of masses 8
‘ but rather the prevailing “values of the elite, ‘
changes in pubilic policy will be 1ncremental rathen
“than revolutlonary . . . § 8y

-6. "Active elites are subject to relatiVely little . ;];gas'
- direct influence from apatheblc masses. Elites.
1nfluence masses more than masses influence eiites.m
P : » - .
In: d1scussxng the elite theory, Dye (19)4 30*31)
g . _ \

e B
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identified some immportant implications for policy analysis.

'This_ theory implies that change and‘innovaﬁion will onlyr

occur  in public policy to- the degree that elites redefine. -
their own values. Likewiseg-changes\in the nature of the

~system’ will only occur when events threaten the syétem.:

Elitism asserts that. elites share in a consensus of the
fundamental values of the social system}:that”efités agree
R . . . .t . ‘ : .

. on the basic "rules df the game®, as well as .on the

continuation §°F the - siStemf;itéelf; It is therefore

‘advantageous to .conSid;r; the positions taken by the

»

» o . SR o S
deci§ionemakers at the outset ofvthe policymaking process,

~and the evolution of  decision-makers in redefining their

-

p;éfe:encéé;Within the value,baée of the political system.

. Folic‘y,lbiré_c'iio‘-(\ , ' o R -

. /Offic'ib'ls‘ and\
./ Administrators s

[y

" .- Policy Execution’

W Mo

 Figure 3: THE ELITE MODEL ﬁDY@} 1981:29)

’
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suggested that they must-

27

s T

Ratlonalxsm° Policy aé.Efficient'Goal Achievement o

’ Dye (1981 31) defined a ratzonal pollcy as. one that ls..
correctly designed to. max1mlze 'net value achlevement. vfthe
term “*net “value achlevementF éfqulres that "the relévant -

u

yalues ‘of a society'are known( that any sacrifice in-one or
more values‘fthat ,ls; required by a policy is-more than
compensated for by the attalnment of other. values.

For pollcymakers to select "a ratlonalj policy, Dye

-

1. know all the soc1ety s value preferences and their -
relatlve welghts :

2. know all the pollcy-alternatives available;'

3. "know all the consequences of each pollcy
" alternative; and,

4. select the most - eff1c1ent pollcy alternatlve.
"This rationality. assumes that the value preferences of

society~» s a whole can be known and welghted that all the

'1nformatlon about alternatlve pollcxes can be obtalned that

’it ‘is posszble_ to forecast accurately the consequences of

alternate policies; and, that 1ntelligence ig available to

"calculate correCtly the ratlo of costs to beneflts.'_The

ratlonal theory vreQuires. a dec151on-mak1ng system that
;ac111tates rationallty in pollcy formatlon (Dye, 1981 32).

There are so many obstacles to ratlonal dec151on-mak1nga

in - the strlctest sense: of the word that it rarely takesfgﬁa

place- at all in goyernment. Ratlonallty has been aChIEVEGIHN

if the 'best' fea31ble pOllCY alternatlve is selected w1th1n
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. S R S
" the " constraints placed on the political system. The
.rational model (Figure -'4) remains useful for -analytic

purposes"to"assist the analyst in identifying batriers_to

rationality.
Questions which arise ’when considering the rational
_model are as follows:

1. What was the nature of thé political process ..
inVolved9in,the forma%ion of this policy?

(a) What constraints to the policy decision were
perceived by the policymakers to be operative at
the tlme the policy was made?

(b) What group or individual communlci/tons W1th the
pollcymakers 1nfluenced ‘the. dec151on made°

(c) What 1mpact did the personal values and opinions
of the p911cymakers have on the dec1sxoﬁp

. LI
P

InstitutionaliSm: Pollcy as Institutional Output

’jffhe 'perspectlve of - pol1cy as 1nst1tut10nal output is

baeed’ on the political sc1ence premlse that 'a pollcy'does

not become a. publlc pollcy untll 1t is adopted, 1mp1emented,
and enforced by some governmental 1nst1tutlon. The three»

distxnctlve tralts whzch ‘characterlze governmental publlc;'t

poliéies. were - 1dent1f1ed fﬂhy{ .Dyeh,(1981.21). Flrst,

government .lends‘ legltlmacy htO* policies and‘commandS'the-
compliance of citlzens.~secondly, government publlc pollc1es'

-‘involve unlversallty in_ that they extend to all people in*-

society. ~Finally, only the government can impose coercion -

on. violaters of its pollcy.vInstitutlonal characterlstlcs

can have 1mportant 1mp11catlons ‘for the structured patternsg

o
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of"hehavior of - 1nd1v1duals and. groups and the ‘content of
public;vpolicy. ‘Ind1V1duals w1th1n the structure may serve
to' facilitate_or provzde_barrlers tO”pOlle. ‘These“factors
should be considéred' in the assessment of the effect of
1nst1tutlonal structure on publlc pOllCY (Dye, 1981: 23).

( . ,
The 1nstntutlonal model suggests an investigation of

4

the follow1ng questlons:

1. - Did p611t1ca1 structurﬁg obsg%%ct or fa0111tate
; individual or group att@mpts to 1nfluence the.
' ~p011cy decision? .

(a) - What role wa$ played’ by the superlntendent ff
rnof schools in this matter? -~

. (wp/
&

(b} What admlnlstrators had adopted pos1t10ns on the
’ issue? '

At
» \

(c) What pollcy position was taken by the school
- Board on the 1ssue° e

T
14

n;TowAnD A CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
, Policf"analysis, faccording, to uunn (1981:34~-35), is
| essentlally a disciplinevﬁwhich'uses.reason and,esidence to
clarlfy, appralse, "and~ advocate?zsolutions for puhlic
'problems. _ By the use of multiple methods of 1nqu1ry, the
.dec151on-mak1ng process 1nvolv1ng the creatlon .and selectlon
of pollcy alternatlves is enhanced in such a way as to
1mprove the basis for effective policy declslon—maklng

- The baslc process of pollcy analys1s is one of 1nqu1ryf

Wthh 1nvolves flve pollcy-lnformatlonal components - -_».

pollcy problems, pollcy alternatlves, pollcy actlons, pOllCY

outcomes and - policy performance whlch are transformed 1nt0uf-



.onewanother.. Dunn (1981:48)fstated that '(i)nformation'and
methods‘ are linked in a dynamic process of change which
1nvolves pollcy informational transformatlons.

Flscher (1980. 188-189) . advised | that - the pollcy
analysLs process could be enhanced by an understandlng of of
polltlcally ,relevant data. Relevant political 1nformatlon
on the motives and goals of political actors, their heliefs
and values, as$ well as thelr politlcal resources can assist
the policy analyst to deflne the pOlltlfal env1ronment from

hwhich an issue arises in socxety. Of equal importance is a
.consideratlon of the_ channels for interaction ;between
 political actors, time constraints and rules for the

political deCisionimaking. The general political climate of

- the times and the relevant political context w1ll 1nfluence

'the support for innovative alternatlves 1n e1ther a p081t1ve

- or negative d;rect;on.

'Policymaking is a complex vproceSS that can best be
understood by a con31deratlon of the three phases 1dent1f1edd

by Dror (1968 1960) in his development of an optlmal modell,

'_for publlc policymaklng--

a) metapollcymaklng, that is, ‘pollcymaklng on how to
- make policy; - , .

b) 'policymakzng in 1ts usual sense, that 1s, maklng
_lelCY on substantlve 1ssues- and, o

'c) re-pollcymaklng, that is, maklng changes in pollcy
' ‘based on feedback from the executlng of policies.

[y

To prOV1de a clear framework‘.for analyzing pollcy

d - .
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‘decision-makrng, Dror (1971: 63) identified twelve facets of:f

a megapolicy or master policy that determine the ‘postures,,

assumptions, and ma1n guldellnes to be followed by spec1f1c ’
pblicieslf The ten facets whlch the researcher shall apply
to the study include; o I : L | f
| 1. the establlshment of overall goals or guidelines}
':?3' :the boundaries within which the policy is to bef

2 conflned‘ : | /T
3. the eStabllshment of time preferences for the |

attalnment of policy: outputs-

4, the degree’of risk to be accepted-

‘ 5.’ the choice between varlous degrees 3T,change or
‘-<~_1nnovatlon- S

6. the degree of.: comprehen51veness or narrowness of
the pOlle, (T

7.  the degree to which the pollcy is directed at
- achieving given. 'goals ' through a shock effect or
coordinated change;. R s
8. theiconsideration of alternative futures;
9.  the. availabflity-of reSodrces-
10. the range of avallable pollcy 1nstruments.'

Optlmal or good POllC1e8 require a systems perspectxve,”'“

A metapolicy establlshes- the overall goals, rules and the

-basic or1entation for dlscrete pollcymaklng 31tuat10ns. In

'this study, spec1al attentlon. will be devoted to vthe

following phases of metapolxcymaklng - a). the processing of °

‘values, b) the processxng of reallty, c) the processing of

problems, d) the surveylng, processxng, and developlng ofi

resourtes, and, e) the allocatlon of values and resources.,»
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“These underStandings 4shall be incorporated into an
1ntegrated system framework to gquide thlS pOlle analy51s
- The- foundatlons of the framework are based onla systems -
:perspective"which views policymaking as a'process by which
inputs into the polltlcal system are converted into pollcy
outputs. The ‘systems framework for the analysrs of publlc
policymaking; as concelved by Bossettl (1973), attempts to
integrate . policy plannlng with pollcymaklng. - BOSSettlv
adapted Amara’s (1972) framework . for policy research and
used " Almond and Powell'sv‘(1966) c0nceptualization’of the
operation of a political sYstem. The frameworkv\is ‘a
combinedg' model whlch serves to’ identiff : 'number .of
variables assocrated w1th _the pollcymaklng processes and
relatlonshlps among such varlables as-'l) the social system,
.2) inputs, 3) the conver51on process,,and Q*%Gﬁtputs.

SUMMARY
'T purpose of thlS chapter was]to pnov1de an- overv1ew_'

'4*ofug@Fhe " literature . dealing wfth pollcy plannlng and

deciszon maklng processes. The major purpose of the models ;'

is to 81mp11fy .and clarlfy ‘th1nk1ng about governmental
h'act1vrt1es ‘and pOllthS, ‘to help 1dent1fy important aspects
of pollcy problems, to communlcate knowledge about polltlcal

‘llfe, and to suggest explanations for publlc dec1s1on-making

-

ffand its consequences (Dye, 1981: 19);



W

The inclusion' of a varlable or set of varlables from

.each of the five constltuent models suggested a number
- questions to be addressed'in COnducting the study. These
 related ‘to five  basic éreas? sources of input, levels pf
'Llnfluence, gatekeeper structures, the political process, and'
*consequences of the lmplementatlon of policy.

- ‘An 1ntegrated system framework is ut1llzed to structure
the study and guide ‘the analysis of data relevant to the
decision-making prOCess' for' publid pelicymaking "in  the

Edmonton Catholic Schooi_District}



CHAPTER III .

. RESEARCH PROCEDURES

@

The purpose of thishchapter is to explain the research
design of the study. An historical-case study based on
primary:rdocumentation‘,validated by 'intervaews with Qey
actors 'in,'the"poiicymaking process was undertaken from an -
‘intentional-interpretive approach.'Methodological techniquésl

are examined» in terms of thelr impact on the valldlty and\

the - rellabllity of- the flndlngs.

| METHODOLOG;CAL APPROACH I .

- Webster ,(1973:103( cited in v-Brunner;' 1982:116)
explained that before the adventtipf‘-policy sciences,
researchergfihad tradltlonally relied on the "efficacy of
the methods of natural sciences to explain social%or

psychological phenomena,‘ [or] to solve- pre851ng human

" problems.* Emplrlcal research has since then clarlfled the_"

u;b&
" limitations of quantxtatlve and‘ r1gorous methods ln the .

vstudy of' soc1al- sc1ence problems. Brunner ' (1982 131y
contended that '(t)he cr1terlon of quantltatlve and rlgorous
methods ,does not guarantee dependable results. because such

..methods ‘tend to divert ‘attention from dlfferences and

,debhanges .in context that affect “the rellablllty of ‘data; g

. (and) theoret1ca1 cons1stency‘ He noted that 'the complex"

'fhlgher—orQQi\anteract1ons 1nvolv1ng time and other factors' ;

- 35
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e

- frustrate the researcher who applies‘quantitative Strategies -

-

to the study of social issues. t / _ |

According to‘srunner (1982: 124-125), thehintentional%,
interpretive approach, withl;deep roots'in the history of.
social sciences, is useful 'as a means of reflectlng onh
personal experlence' by observers of the policy arena 1ntent
on explorlng "the manlfestatlon of complex,_.changlng
contexts.",He advocated ' that pollcy research be problem-
oriented - and_'contextual so that attentlon is paid to the
differing. perspectives‘ of actors and env1ronmental factors
and that judgments are based'on a systematic,,comprehensive -

search and asseqsment of the p0551b111t1es. such exploratory

methods, he‘ stated, encourage the:,creatlve task of

' discovering new patterns and 1n51ghts through part1c1pant'

observation and case studies. Campbeil (l974b 24-25, cited
in Brunner, 1982. 129- ~130) observed that ‘

"Acquaintance. with ‘events and persons, extended

across time and settlngs " 'provides the
quantitative sc1entlst with 'qualititative
knowledge that . . enables ‘him to - catch

mlsunderstandlngs hérror and fraud in his data.

L

THE CASE STUDY METHOD
'An”fintentional-interpretive ’approach to anuhistorical_

case study was selected by the researcher to examlne the

Ieducatlonal pollcymaklng process. ‘The 1ntentlon was to‘
prov1de ~.an analy51s ‘ of school board dec151on-mak1ngf

'processes ‘in . order to provide .an understandlng ’of how,.

s

S A"'
. .
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educational poiicy is formulated and to ga1n a perspectlve'
on the present and future d1rect10ns of 'educatlongl
policymaking at tpe local school board level. |
’ fhe .case study ‘method"‘was'adopted;by the researcher
because‘ it = purveys 'a more, or ‘less continuous oicture
through " time of the ekperiences, ,sociaifvforces, and
1nfluences to Wthh the unit has beé’” subjected' (Falrchlld'
(1962, c1ted in Strlngham()}974 69);"By studylng the past,
the-n educatlonal ‘historian . hopes to achieve better
_understand?ng of present 1nst1tutlons, practlces and
‘problems 1n educatlon"stated ‘Borg and Gall (1983 800). "
,.The major 11m1tat10ns of ,the case study method from an
hlstorlcal perspectlve relate to 7;ne p0351ble selectlve‘~
| retentlon of relevant’ data in an 1nst1tut10n s archlves as
well as to the p0351b111ty that records may have been

supjected to errors of perceptlon, memory, judgment -and

unconscious bias. The dlscovery of 1nternal cons1stency in

'the' recordsm maydvoffset concerns w1th the'poss;bl
.debias.’ L 'Gg%‘ | ‘ |

v‘a. The use.'of’ primary sources.~raises the concern for
bvalidity ‘and4 reliabilrty; To determlne the genulneness ‘of
_thev7dOCuments, the. researcher examlned the documents for
their authent1c1ty and crlthued the content and the meaning 1
'of ‘the documents for 1nternal con81stency and rellablllty.fﬁk
fhe documents were ‘subjected content analy81s 'for

Jmaterial.jrelevant-‘to ‘the policy issue and to the}policy

) o s v.b' . 'a"" AT
\ ot 3 o » .



.process identified and for material deemed essential to -

analysis within' the .conCeptual f frameuorks ‘of the

pollcymaklng process,v

.leltatlons as to the posslble selectlve retentlon of

~archival documents can also, in’ part, be overcomed by open

ended interviews' with relevant actors assocxated WLth the

process~ under. 1nvestlgat10n. s Interviews with key actors
deemed to have been . knowledgeable _particlpants in the

4pollcymak1ng,; process' were' conducted - to assist'-in" the

verification - of *“the* rellablllty .of - the .documents.‘

'Interv1ewees 1dent1f1ed as cr1t1cal role players a531sted in
clarlfylng ‘the meanlng of documentary_ materlals, by

supplementing the written data with their lived experience.

DATA?COLLECTION

The study was based prlmarlly on.a documentary search

.'of~ relevant hlstorlcal sources ‘in' the Edmonton Cathollc
school Board archlves and of pertlnent materlal in the’ flles'
of the pre81dent of the Assoc1at10n canadlenne francalse de

1 Alberta (ACFA) ,Ad Hoc;ztommlttee. Documents ‘such 7as.'

o
N
L

correspondence,-*repé

e

4'

| bt
lobtalned from a numbe «g?ﬁﬁESpondents, the prov1n01al ACFA,

Alberta Educatlon and‘the ﬁlyonton Publlc lerary.
Board Minutes and reports to _the Board, committee

Minutes - and reports, legislative regulatlons, public

statements,’ 1nterest group publzcatlons and correspondence‘

~

%
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nd newspaper cllpplngs were also



“were examined to identify the key actors'and the critical.‘“'

‘uactivities.,in ‘the poliCy.process. @he data was collected

to construct an.raccurate‘ chronology of the sequence of

N

" events that took place during: ‘the policy formulatlon(

'process. " The chronology (Appendix C) served as an-
forganizing' framework for the analysis of the policymaking
process. =~ | o L

, 4 , ' I X

Content analysis of documents and assembly of the

information -was the main source of data for this study.

“‘Content analys1s 1nvolved 'codlng, tabulatlng, and analy21ng ;"'

~of exlstlng ‘data" to ,determlne, the time, frequency or
E . ] “" " Q) .
duration - of an_ event and to gather “"more subjectivey
'1nformatlon such as motlves, attitudes, or values' (Eckhardt

and Brmann, 1977: 298-299). Quantltatlve and qualltatlveg-

content-analytlc data provided a ba81s for' 1nferences-"

regardlng trends, co-variability and cauSality.

INTERVIEWEE SELECTION N
Gergen (1971)..outlined.ha number of 'approaches for
c;dentlfylng the power ful or 1nfluent1al 1nd1v1duals involved
_in' pollcy dec181ons..The leadershlp pool approach comblnes-
,aspects of two other approaches known as the reputatlonal
-'and p051t10nal approaches. Steps. in u51ng the leadersh;p‘
,pool approach vinclude- (l)}ldentlfylng the policy 1ssue to
be' analyzed; (2) llstlng -all. 1nd1v1duals hold: g formal

‘pos1tions.-of authorlty in regards to the partltular 1ssue-
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(3) conducting interviews .with those“ lfsted- 'andh*(4)

asking them to 1dent1fy key actors who played a part in the

policy dec1s1on,,

- In this case study, a.modified leadershipqpool approach
j%as ‘employed. .Relevant files held by the Edmonton Catholic
—SchOOI bistrict were examlned s0 determlne the 1nd1v1duals
»and the interest. groups who had been key actors in the‘
_political process. In line with the positional apprdach,_an
‘initial = 1list of those indiviéuals"who held formal positions
tof _authority in variousJ organizationSIConcerned with the;
issue = of  French language' _education was drawnf up.
Interviews were subsequently-fconducted with key actors
'selected on ‘the{-basisv,of ;their' apparent inVolvementaor

association with the decision-making‘proceSS.

:consequently, key people' from the nepartment of :

Education, the Board- of Trustees, Central Admlnlstratlon,
and parents were intervieWed'to determine-‘»

(i) ‘the - groups or 1nd1v1duals the 1nterv1ewees felt

'1nf1uenced or attempted 'to influence the policy

dec131on, as in theﬁreputatlonal approach;

(2) why these 1nd1v1duals attempted to lnfluence the
: policy dec1sxon- _

(3) what. arguments were advanced for and agalnst a
B change in pollcy, ‘and,

(4f the vehicles of communication employed by these ‘
" “individuals and groups in- attemptlng to 1nf1uence
the pollcy dec1sxon.

pAppendlx E llsts the 1nd1v1duals who were

;the .date when .they we:e- 1nterv1ewed, the po
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"occupiedfﬁhen interviewed and when appropriate, the position

Athey held when thex were 1nvolved in the pollcy process/
r.“ ’/, ' | ‘

'_. NS Igtznvrzw TECHNIQUE

Ed

01 bdrihg open ended 1nterv1ews, the 1nterv1ewer followed
anv interview gu1de (Appendlx E) Wthh outllned the major
‘areas of '1nqu1ry appl1cable to the study Whlle prov1d1ng
'quite‘ speC1f1c 1nformat10n,,ffh guide, con51st1ng bof a
..number of speciflc yet open ended questlons, allowed for
"unant1c1pated responses which helped the researcher to prqbe
more deeply and obtaln more cOmplete data (Borg and‘Oall
'11983:441). A semi- structured 1nterv1ew process was selected
- because the; 1nterV1ew gulde made 1tpp0531ble to Conflrm orfs
validate’ data already gathered and to obtain supplementary-
'data All of the 1nterv1ews were recorded and transcrlbed

The 1nterv1ew structure allowed the researcher to gather the'
requlred 1nformatxon 1n a reasonable perlod of t1me'

’ o A . I . e
SUMMARY ,y R

1*,\ '

The purpose of thlS chapter was to explaln the research'

5
e

' de51gn of thls study. The ba51c methodoldgy adopted was an'. -
,hlstorlcal case study from an 1ntent10hal 1nterpret1ve

approach.ﬂnhThe technlques ‘pnd constralnts of the selected

- . T R ;.}u‘/ N
‘ methodolOgy”.were' made exp11c1t BY - review1ng the research
’ rJ | 3

design of thlS study, the l1m1tat19n§ and generallzablllty

-

. of the study s flndlngs should. h§ clearer and more useful to

7°the reader.@f L S
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FRENCH LANGUAGE EDUCATION IN EDMONTON CATHOLIC scaoons._fﬂ
° CONTEXT OF THE POLICY - "

" 4 . . L - \é : -

. . s ) ‘ FthA

, . _ S
The purpose of this chapter %s.to provide an historical

context ’the dynamics of - termlnatlon, replacement and

maintenanc pollc1es and regulatlons on French language

¥

education in the Edmonton Cathollc SChool system. The flrst

section of thlS chapter 'examlnes the stﬁtus of French
i

language: 1nstruct10n in the dlstr1ct from 1888 to 1968 ‘The
second .section” of _thrs chapter documents the 1970 - 1980
period ,when Ministerial regulatlons «permltted a‘gradual

' T s oo
increase 1in the use of;Frencm as a lapguage of instruction

for Grade 1. to 12 students enrolled in 'French language
. . . 5.

‘classes; " The final "section summarlzes the factors whlch

caused dlssatlsfactlon with French language pollc1es.
. ' '(‘ e .}.

STATUS OF POLICY ‘ON FRENCH LANGUAGE EDUCATION

' Research on School Board pollcymaklng-ldentified'the-A_T'A

't

lack of wr1tten p011c1es as a condltlon whlch hlnders"

effectlve school board operatlon (Tuttle, 1958) Slnce its

establishment in 1888, the Edmonton Cathollc School system
apparently dellvered French language educatlon accordlng to-
a serles' of unwrltten p011c1es based _on. tradltlon and

provxnc1al government regulatlons. A 1980 Status Report ‘0N

4

Modern Languages. in the school dlstrlct 1nd1cated that,

w;

s

(ol T

x So
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The only written policy # 503 (1970) whxch states
thaa,,'Freqph may be used as a language of 1nstruct10n'

- in="specific schools ‘designated by the Board to the
extent permitted by the regulatlons of Alberta

. Educatjon did . not adequately serve the interests of
6 Modetn language programs. @ , '

’
.

A 'majorv recommendatlon of the report was that the Boardw

*review ‘and exp%nd its pollcy statements vis-a- VlS language

&
-y

lnstructlon - in its schools" (status Report on Modern

: Languages, 1980 March 17).

-

In-— a l9§1 brief to the district strateglc Plannlng'

" commltteeaTask Force, the system w1de Advxsory commlttee for

3the French Blllngual Program requested,

- That - the school * board adopt, as the basis for: the
development of general policy guidelines, a system aof
‘bilingual ‘French education which will emphasize the
'need for equallty of opportunlty for all throughout
all major regions of the - city, equality of
) acce381b111ty, a quality of instruction and a level of
¥ service equivalent to the regular English .programs,
J and consistent and centralized coordination and
r artlculatlon of the programs of study" (Brief to the
’ \Strateglc Planning committee Task Force, 1981 Mar‘E
'15) .

The tone of thlS demand ‘for the resolutlon of Frenchl-

flahguage educat10na1 1ssues reflected the Edmonton Catholic

_communltyﬂs support for vCanadian bilingualism ,sinoe the

”'Report of ' the Royal commission on Bilingualism and

_Blculturallsm “in 91968.v After the-entrenchment‘of'minority

'f.,languagef~educational rlghts in the constitution Act, 1982,

. - ]
h0wever; Francophones began to demand spec1f1c cultural and

govefnance rlghts to mlnorlty language educat10nal

‘ establlshments.“,
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AN OVERVIEW: 1888 - 1968
e\Given . that ’provincial ‘government regulations‘ haQe
guided the prOV151on of French language 1nstructlon in the
Edmonton catholic School ®lsé?lct, 1t is helpful to examine
the hlstory of regulatlons and practlces whlch governed the
provxslon of French language ;nstrnotiﬁn prior to 1968.

Earjgg Histor

Educational legislation ain the Northwest Territories

Ordlnancesl 1875 showed con51derable flex1b111ty in allow1ng

the feee‘ of ‘French as the language of 1nstructlon when the
hgmajo;ity-*of’ the puplls wete Francophone. In 1888,>when

Erancophones oomprisedlﬁo percent of the population, French‘
. was - the_ usual langg%ge of.conmunication in Fort Edmonton.

-The' demographic situation warranted the use of both English
- and  French as iangdages of instruction  in the first
dénominatibnal schools. estahlished‘hin' Ednonton“ (quvis,n

1985: 16-23).
®

In’ 1892, the Leglslatlve ASSEmbly almost termlnated the
. A
policy allOWéng the wuse of 3fench in the schools of the

Territories. "The immigration of a majorlty of Anglophones

S

and other ethnlc people 1nto the area 1nf1uenced the Counc1l
of Publlc Instrquaon to determine that Engl1sh be the only'

' landuage of 1nstructlon used in schools and that French be
. .
permitted solely in: prlmary course. Commentlng on our

"early h1story, Breton (1983 June) stated that

he ) - . e
& : z 7
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Historically,® nation - bulldxng * in éfts

symbolic-cultural dimension was oriented toward: -
the .construction of a British- -type society in
Canada. The attempts 'by other groups such as
the Ukrainians and the French to .maintain their
-own ‘language and .culture ... seemed to threaten
the British model of cultural unity soug t7-fol,
in this country. The chlldren and grandchi¥dreny
of immigrants were-  being progresswely,,w .ef&%,,
*.(acculturated into a British Canada)g -

When the Department of Education was formed in 1901,

government policy permltted the exc1u51ve use of French only

in Grade one, whereas in the hlgher grades, French was

allowed in practlce for approxlmately one hour each day
Under sectlon 4136, Chapter 29 of the Northwestf

TerritorieS-_Ordinances, preserved by Section 17 of the 5

Alberta Act, 1905, school boards had permission to "cause a

primary courSe to be taught in the French language' and to

hhirev competent persons to dlspense this éducatlon to all
~students whose"parents de51red an education in a language

‘other than Engllsh (Purv1s, 1985: 19-20).

Slnce the early " 19008,a the Edmonton cathollc 8chool

pDistrict ‘s cur@ culum 1ncluded a French Language program for
3

: French-speaklng chlldren although in 1904 such a’ program was‘

11m1ted to a 'half hour of French 1nstruct10n"

Sect1on 136 of,_ the School ‘Act allowed
instrdction in . French but it .was so loosely
permissive ‘that boards could interpret it by
inclination. Across the river at St. Anthony’s,
~the principal was told to dispense with. French,

- -but - availability of the second language‘was a

- policy of the Edmonton board and is shown by the _
record. on- teacher hiring (cashman, 1977: 43, .
61). - . ' o . '

)
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-*A militant Francophone group, charging injustice by
the separate school system" (Cashman, 1977:77), gﬁge the
first petitioners " to requesf French language 1nstructlon-
. dJd

from +the Edmonton cathollc School DlStrlCt # 7 in March,

1912 when amalgamation took place with saint Anthony s
B C '

‘Catholic School District # ‘12. Subsequently in 1925, a
- large Francophone de}egation attended the school board:

~meeting to hear ‘debate .on the motion "that the, board'

institute a 'primary program in whiCh the language o%

instruction would be in French,'-and "that the program be&

¢

~provided in separate and suitable quarters®" (Cashman, 1977:

129-132). . The school_system)s.response was to offer‘French

as a’' second language program for Francophone students in

[~

'grades - 1-9 within Engllsh schools located 'in ‘.r' near

- Francophone vcommUnities; : Discouraged by "the 'lack.,of

reinforcement of the French language in the totally Englrsh

amblence' of Engllsh schools, many Francophones opted out of

" French classes in the 1960s. The ‘resultlng.declrne in j

enrolments of French students caused the Board  to

oDt inue French bilingual programs in a number of

According to _af'distrgct Handbook on Bilingual

Educatlon Programs (1979: January), teachers then often

lacked adequate,f pedagogical' training' and linguistic.
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'madministration of the AEBA prov1nc1al exams untll 1970 when

<

,andl_the added responsthllitles for the coordlnatlon of the

French program reﬂu1red of French teachers resulted in low

morale.

I T ﬁ#

Prior to- 1970, the Alberta Departmxnt o'fad

not provide direction ”for tH& qoordlnatlon, devel

Y

diffusion and adoption .of French langugge programs and

o

. materials* for Franoophone students. Evelyne Foex—Olson (in

1°Association des Educateurs Blllngues de 1 Alberta (AEBA)"

functioned as’ the un off1c1al Alberta Department of Frensh

language eduJ&tlon. The Assoc1at10n assumed respons1b111ty

3

for the selectlon of French and Religion programs,vthe
‘selection of textbooks ‘and pedagogical materials, the
professional development of . bilingual -teachers and the

administration of prov1nc1al exams in the French language.

©

T%g Edmonton cCatholic school District coqperated with the

AEBA: in providing French language programs and»supported the

the Alberta‘ Department of Educatlon assumed responsiblllty'

for- the 1mplementat10n of language educatlon programs.

Meanwhlle, Alberta French teachers sought recognition

'and' a331stance from The Alberta Teachers Assocxatlon (ATA)

to' 1mprove educatlonal opportunltles for students in French

Blllngual programs. Qn.March 7 1969, The ATA recognlzed the

WAl AL

by

Early Currlculum Development é e . - °&

o

'silla, = 1974:431-487) stated that from 192& to 1968
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' changes in Regulations

48

need foy the professional developmentzof:French language

’teachers,and'approved the formation of L& Conseil Frangais.

[

In )52, - the Department of Education reported that
French instruction was given in eight districts: 100%
of thertime in the first grade, 50% of the time in the
second. grade and one hour per day from the third to
the ninth grade (Bastarache, 1985: 12).

In 1964, .Department of education regulatlo:s changed the

, guidelingS' for French language 1nstruct10n by permitting an

Lo

expan51on of programs in the flrst three .grades. The

Edmonton Catholic SChOOl Board gradually expanded the French'

_ program to allow French instruction all day in Grades one

and tWo« whilé respecting the compulsory ‘hour of Engllsh
1nstructlon. In the third grade, . the.use of Prench was

Limlted to three hours per day and one,hpur a day until the -
. y N .

ninth grade.

Concerned about the termination of junior high-French
programs\ in a ‘numher 'of schools, parents appealedvto the
Board to encourage French 1anguage studies beyond) the
elementary vsChool; ~In 1965, jthe. SChool'Board agreed to
accomodate grade 7, 8 and 9’Francophone students in“two
centralized locations. - Académie Assomption,v,a convent
school opened by *les SOehrst de l’Assomption‘:in”l926,

-t
).

welcomed the girls and the boys enrolled in Collége saint

Jean. a private college operated by the Oblate Fathers 51nce

1911
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CHANGE%,IN'SOCIETAL VALUES: 1968 - 1980

The Department “of Educatlon' gr%gually expanded 1ts'
. S
French language pollcres 1n response to a nat1onal concern

i

for official blllnguallsm and blculturallsm. Between 1968

'and__ 1978f$"31gn1f1cant changes were ~initiated by the

Mlnlsterlal approval of French language 1nstruct10n for, hlgh
school students ‘and of increased French'lnStructlonal time
in all grades. These measures fostered a desire for parents

of ron-French speaking youngsters to enroll their

in French 1anguage programs.

‘In view oOf these important legislative changes, the
Edmonton Catholic School Board sought and recelved 1nput
from numegous assoc1atlons, parent groups and rndrvrduals in
an effort to establlsh p011c1es for the expansion of French

language learnlng opportunltles. >

b

'Approval of French Instruction at the Secondarfoevel

In 1968, anv amendment “to sSection 368 of the former

School Act officially recognized Frenchfianguage inStruction

for hich school Students;‘rhat year,Athe,Edmgnton Catholic
School Boara assumed responsibility for French_language
education at tra secondary level. The district‘sponsored
the studies of 3Srades -10, 11 and 12 students at Académre:
Assomption‘ and at Collége st. Jean; Prior to that time,

N

Francophone resi*ents w1sh1ng to prov1de a French language

education for he1r hrgh school chlldren had no ch01ce but S

o
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enéoll‘ them " in private. /1nst1tut10ns as well

h-So‘

‘as

contrlbutlng property taxes to the separate school system'

(Cashman, 1977 234)

- After exten51ve consultation with the Edmonton Cathollc

coénunltwh, the School Board decided to consolidate junior

f'v

and senlor high French programs 1n the first publicly funded

) “

blllngﬂal secondary ‘'school in Alberta. In 1972, when J.H.

‘Picarc 3chool opened 1its doors to junior and senior high

ebschool

for

French and English were generally the languages

_ instruction

students, the teaching staff accepted responsibility

the development of'curriculum’and resourc% materials.

‘of

at the- school on a 50- 50 basis with proportions

varying from .70% of the time devoted to French 1nstruct10n

13

in grade 7 and 30% in grade 12.

French instruction for nonsFrancophones

instruction

Ministerial regulatiohs (Regulation 287/70) permitted4

from Grades three to twelve in French for up to

[ v

flfty percent of regular 1nstruct10n tlme. ThlS rev151onf

allowed school ‘hoards to offe; French as a language of

llnstructlon to any student w1bh1&*the dlstrlct

.\\‘,

‘A"A

.,". !
tO'pushgﬁor the opening of 1mmers1on schools . .

‘1 Alberta (ACFA) decrded »@r'

at a tgfe when we felt that without the help of
the angfophones, we would never survive. Because
‘French-language rights were not then guaranteed,

it wés . essential to-increase student enrolment .
;Akeep the b111ngua1 schools open. The *

to




‘bilinguai_ education cI
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‘francophone community,. lacking the legal right
to demand a French-language education for their
~children, . actually supported a process tHKat did
a8s much to destroy cultural identity as it .did
~to. preserve it, Cadrin emphasized. . In opting
for . immersion classes, a "solution of
‘desperation®, ACFA opened schools traditionally
attended by Franco-Albertans to anglophones who
wanted to learn Canada’s other official language

(Laurence, "Francophone Struggle 'Continues,'/
western Catholic Reporter, 1986: September 1).

In 1970, the Board modified its fnittance poIicy to
Grade one bilingual ciasses te allow <children with no

prévious expetience'in French to enroll:in French Bilingual

‘ , .o :
‘programs. - The clientele expansion policy ruled that there

o S

be no requirement for any oral competency on the part of the

pupil entering the program at the Grade I level. The accfﬁs

of non-Francophones to French language programs had béen‘
facilitated by'-a'“federa&éprovincial funding agreement'to 
spur the teaching of the second official language and tq

ensure official language

minority 'schooling in Albérta’é

N1

fisterial Regulation 287/70
confirmed the School Béardl _eciéioh to allowbnoh—Frénch
speaking . vydungsters. to ;egister in Frénch: immers;on
érogtéﬁs. : " ‘pﬁﬁﬁh | |

o : '§§Q'3g '”3“"ﬁ - |

curriculum Development ‘for Bilinguélﬂﬁducation'

N R

until 1970, insirqféion;fn the Fféqsh language had'peen

_ o o R ' 5 _
: exttemgly‘limited’aqg‘&aried from school to school aecording

to the 'tfaining"ghd competence of. the staff .and the

t

'dﬁillabfiity‘of;éppropriate teaching’mé;efialét
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Int l970, the Department ;of Education appointed Df; )
Lamoufeox Associate DireCtor for Languages ~Witn tne;
responsibility to facilitatev the implementation bf.‘all’
second language learning and section 150 of tne newly”:

adopted. school - Act (Personal Interview; Lamoureux,‘lassh.

July 28). The government gradually recognlzed the need to
a551st school boards by prov1d1ng consultancy and currlcular
servﬁces to jUIlSdlCtlons offering second language or Modern
Languages 1nsttuct10n. * In 1979, the Department of
Education‘established the_Languages services Brancn..

The School Board continued to provide professional
development for,tits,Ftench language teachers whilegrelyingc‘
on the Depaftmentv to assumev;responsibility fbr the
translation .of existing programs of stodies. District
- educators -also coooerated with the Department of‘Edycation'

. h‘ N
in developing course materials in the French language.

District Goals and Objectives in Bilinqual Edication

In striving to pqd@}de_students with opportunities to
become competent bilingual citizens, administratore'informed
‘the Board of Trustees that French ‘language CUtricuiakwas d

fragmented and characterlzed by a lack of sequence in
content, lack of articulation among the elementary,
junior high - and.senlor high school levels, a lack of
- clearly defined goals for each of these levels and-a
lack. of grade objectives (A Proposal for Developing

..and Implementing Goals and Objectives 1in_French -

“Language Instructlon,"b Hara, 1974: March 29).

“Deputy-Superlntendent 0 Hara adv1sed the Board of Trustees:
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thag "if é Frenchvlanguagé pq?grém is to be aﬁfefed_in‘an
efficien;, ecbndmic manhéf»ensufingﬂgood fesultsﬂthen'steps

" must be taken fto; imprdve and strengtgen the curriculum."
The - fationale~_for édvoéééing vCUrricu}Jh..deVeIOpment for

- _ ' .
-improved French Language programs in 1974 focused on
A S ) : . S .

the French Lanquage needs of Anglophones in grades 1

to 12 in all of our schdols through the designing ahd
impdementation of curricula in two programs: :

. : ) , ’ )
a) The French as a Second Language Program -
G:ades 4-12, and. * . o

b) French as a Language of Instruction - Grades 1-6:

A sequential - Canadian curriculum for French language
instruction has been needed for many years and . . .
students interested in learning French . . . should be
.able to achieve an adequate degree of fluency if they
begin in Grade 4 and complete bilinguality if they
begin in Grade)l. R I o

At’thatAtime; en:dlmeht'statistiCS'indicated the number’
of Fréncophoﬁe and Anglopho?e students in "each of the
‘elementary grades. 563 Francophone -and 235 Anglophone
students were eniolied'in the Grandin; Notre Déme_dé”LoUrdﬁs'
ahd Sﬁ. Qhomaé Aquinas.‘elemgntary-séhools in 1974. These'
schools offered IR ‘ .

two instructional programs - one basically -for
Francophones and the other for Anglophones.  Enrolled

. in = the second - program ‘were non-French speaking
children, some of whom had attended French
'kindergarten- and- others. with no knowledge of French
™ prior to entering Grade one (0°Hara, 1974: March 29) g

.H'Td respond.moré.effectively(to the educational needs of

" -childfén -in theée' 1programs; the Board approved the

adminiétrative recommendation that ' "'[



. Saint Thomas Aquinas be recdgnized as a.
“bilingual school and that the regular program
for English-speaking students be phased out, and
that Anglophone students who have not attended
French kindergarten be admitted to Grade :l in
only one school: Grandin (Board Minutes, §974:
Aprll 16). : , 7 ot

. , ' .:_'r.‘“ " . :
The directive'aimed at a recognition of the differing needs

of French and .French fimmersion‘clienteles;was eventually

¢

fabandoned because it  did not meet with .compliance by

- administrators  who 5@Eesitated to refuse hadmittanCe 7;6

nelghborhood elementary students. - “i,’ K !

Meanwhlle, admlnlstrators adv1sed the Board to malntaln

v

program - and acceptlng non-resident studénts in ‘higher

'grades' (0°Hara, 1974: Aprll 11). J

A Report. on French,Language Education presented to the

B

Board of“Trustees in april 1974° hxghllghted the rationale

for blllngLal educatlon, a - review, of the develOpment of

'blllngual enrolments' by emphasizing a French kindergarten-

Jprogram, accepting larger numbers of Anglophones into,ther.l

programs for French- speaklng students and the development of

blllngual schools within ,the Edmonton\_cathollc School

/%2:

The pr1nc1pal aims of billngual 'education' in'the:'

System. The Report stated that, AJ_[*?\

A7

system were, | =L _
a) to make students equally. fluent in both Engllsh
. and French, and .

'h) ,to give students an equal understand1ng and
. appreciation of their English and French
-herltages. S ,

Q-

Trustees 'we&e_informed that in order to "equalize the
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opportunltles _for .students' to be in contact w1th language

and culture, the b111ngual school

_ §tr1ves .to use-‘French as the language of communigmtion

.~ among ' students, teachers and other staff me mby ey

- between  students and - staff. This de /'?f‘“e
cultivatio f. a "French atmosphere" does nbAgRe¥an
that French’/is belng overemphasized at the expense Ofe
English; .. . the cultivation of a French atmosphere
is seen as a most important means to attain the aims
of billngual education (Report. on French Language
Educat1on, O0°Hara, 1974, April 16).

G1veh~vthe phllosophy of ! French language education

- within the school dlstrlct and the adm}nlstratlve perception.

that . Engllsh,,--was taught through ‘a wﬁ;}ocess _of -
?acculturation' a researcher '&nvestigating ass1mllat10n

amongSt Franco-Albertans who had attended blllngual schools

L

clalmed that .
'Aucune con31deration partlcullere ne semble étre'
pregue pour la surv1g llngu1st1co culturelle du
groupe francophone a travers l ecole bilingue
telle qu. ‘elle existe actuellement (silla, 1974:

363) : L T ‘
%:_ . | “
“To remedy the lack of adequate currlcula for French as
».
ha‘

- a Second Language and French as a language of 1nstructlonf

and to 1mprove the French as a Second Language Program, the

‘Board approved participation in pro;ect  for | French

‘Cutr1culum Development funded by the PrOV1nc1al and Federal"

Governments . .

¥y

Need for a. COnsultatlve Mechan1sm

. The anlu31on:.of secondary blllngual studles and the

presence of non- Francophone students in' French language,m,

A R S
boe . o
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programs .accentuated "the. dllemma faced. by ‘the. Board of

- Trustees ‘in meeting u%pe diverse expegtations"'of’;thed

-,

community for French . .language education. _An administrator .

']

commented that R x N
_ : ' ' . . ‘ ! “_.n . . .
The aspirations of these different groups of parents

varies from a desire that the instructional program .

- be one hundred percent French to the desire that the
school prov1de all the educational opportunities in
English that:are “available in all Separate schools in
addition to  the French program designed to: enable
“their youngsters to speak French fluently. The
problem of meeting the needs of the community is
closely allied to the problem of -curriculum objectives
arising.. from a detailed examination of the needs of
pupils, parents -~ and society®" (Report 'on ‘French
Language Education, O'Hara, 1974: april 11). '

I o . ‘ . -

The Board was encouraged to set up an Advisory

Committee  on Bilingual Education to \assist'Trustees and,

administrators in. - ldentlfylng the needs of"students 1nf°

Frenoh Bilingual programs. A System W1de AdV1sory Commlttee

g

ma1nta1n liaison W1th the communlty and a551st Trustees 1nv*f-

@ ?

the development of. French language pol1cy Tﬁe Commlttee sgff‘

4‘_6
' :‘.P
o

S a to serve in an adv1sory capac1ty to the Board on T

matters pertaining to the French Blllngual ‘
Program, L .‘ . ‘-4:”1~

. [

'b) to formulate recommendatlons on maiters of pollcy,

c) to act as a communlcatlon forum for reee}V1ng
advice and, ‘ . _ ool
d) to communicate the aims and objectlveévof'the
French Bilingual Program within the communlty
(Constltutlon,'lSBO June 24) '

This structure for consultat;on at t%e"grassroots.level

A

./*/ Y

for Bilingual Education wasv created in November,<l975 to L

. D v . PO ' LI ..

. o . . . M s ! N

. B " . K N ] o
15 ) . R '.-_ ., L .
. . B e ‘



'aohieved a high rate of effect1Veness.1n 1nfluenc1ng pollcy_
'dec131ons. By 1981, the Board of Trustees had adopted 61%o
of the recommendatlons referred to them by the Commlttee,

,24% were pending a dec1s1on and lsgipad been deferred The

-

commlttee was, percelved to serve

as a useful mechanism in communlcatxon,
problem-solving -and the sharing of common goals as
they pertain to the 1mprovement of b111ngual French
programs in ‘the Edmonton Cgkgo 31 School -District. .
a p031t1ve force ‘the attention of
trustees’, admlnlstrator and‘ ¢ernment ,Officials the -
~common  concerns of bilil gué& pgbgrams. It had a proud
record - of proposing ' teéasonable alternatives to
prob}ematlcv situations. It has’ been -an excellent
vehicle for informing the general public about the
- endeavors® of the school system in the ‘area of modern
languages programs. = More - importantly, it - has
.communicated to parents that the school board has an
‘interest in rece1v1ng ~on-going - input from its
stakeholders by providing a conciliatory mechanism in
an  area. that 1is deemed politically sensitive (A
Profile in Parental Involvement, Robert and Laplante,
3981: "March :

Increased'Demands

Supported by ‘the Bllateral Protocol for fundlng of_

'Off1c1al Languages educatlogﬂ the soardﬁp"Trustees was. able

to meet the - hlgh oosts»'_forb’-,he :development “and
“».implementation - of ; Frenchm languageh programs.' With the
lDepartment of Educatlon S Support for curr;culum work,
Superlntendent Dr. MacNell (1976 Aprll 28) d1d not con51der
7tne costs .of malntalnlng the. program greatly 1n excess of
regular 1nstruct10n ln Engllsh schools.. |
lIn> ‘1976, » a;, number -of_ ParentSA.zmet- witn the
superintendent~ to dlsouZS'the-feasibllity of'ino;easing‘tne
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amount of time devoted to French 1nstruct10n., These parents
r

wanted .the‘ Board_ to support a request to_the-Mlnleter of
éducation..for an 'amendment‘ to the regulations limitrhg
French instruction to half of each school day. In his
Memorandum to Trdstees on the posSibility of increasing the
max1mum time for 1nstruct10n ‘in French, the supﬁﬁéntendent'

clalmed that

The orlglnal (1968) regulations . . . were really
- intended for Francophone children who came ‘to school
fspeaklng very little or no English and this regulation
' “‘Wwas to ensure that they learned some English. Thig
situation does not exist today. Experience. has
indicated that there is little danger that the ‘schools
in the. program would be moving to 100 percent
v1nstruct10n ;w French although they could have this as
a* target. “7courses in French d6 not now exist in all
areas (MacNell, 1976: April 28).

The Board was 1nformed that recent federal pIOVIanal
fundlng guldellnes supportlng the flgure of over 75 percent
1nstructlon t1me in French would entltle,the Board to a 50 %
1ncrease' in the Federal Language ‘Grant. On May 3, 1976,7
'Trustee Plcard made the motlon that
the Mlnlster ‘'of Edutation be requested to amend”
Alberta Regulation 287-70, the French Language
Regulations, to allow French to be used as the
language of instruction to a maximum of one

hundred 'percent of instructional time for each
'school day (Board Minutes, 1976: May 3). ‘

Thie‘ proposal -was ~adopted with the cdnchrrence dfpaiidbht',

two lTrusteesv who'objected to thé"temdval of the oompufeory“:w
study. of'jEnglish - Mihister of Educaqgon K021ak approvedd
_Regulation >250/76. whlch allowed -the Trustees to.;hcrease

French  instructional ° time in bilingual programs to

/2 .
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approxlmately 80 percent of the school day (MaCNEII, 1976
’November 9). _tAn,f adm1n15trat1ve report, outl1ned the
stipulations which maintained minimum- hours vof‘ Engllsh

_ language ‘instrhctipn “in all grades (Board Mlnutes, 1976

November 11). : o e -h:;;.

| : - CONSIDERATION OF FUTURVE DIRBCTIONS _ o I
Afv the October 20, 1976v meetlng of the system wlde E
Advisory Committee on | Blllngual ‘ Educatlon, | the ;
snperintendentt outllned Board concerns in meetlng the needs‘
ofl'bilingual schools. Trustees; he stated ‘were faced w1th
demands from‘ communltles ,requestlng blllngual classes 1n':ih

~strategic areas"Of_the city. He added that-transportatlon‘;A

problems '~ were onerous g, a time of limited"financial'”
R . - ‘

‘resources and ghat"inc‘ ésed enrolment at the elementary
level necessitated ' long—range plannlng for ‘secondary ’
“education facilities. | "

7 7&n: view, }of‘, these concerns, thed_Superintendent
establlshed -a French Bilingual Sub—committee in-Noyemggr 4
1976 to consider apossible ‘locations’ of schools offerlng
bllingual French programs 1n the future and to recommend an
,organlzed plan. whereby the blllngual French program mlght be
'offered to; all- chleren w1th1n the system. One of the

issues to be addressed by’ thlS sub-commlttee was: "To. what

‘extent should we strlve for unlllngual schools?' The. »L\

“

B Y

| administration mailed blllngual ]-quest;onnaires L to a N



175 famllles and 1nterv1ews were set up with pr1nc1pals and |

school adv1sory councxls 1n February

A number of conclusions derlved from the survey results

w"-tare-slgn1frcant_to the case study:

VFarents (63%) 'were overwhelmlngly in agreementv

s “":’that blllngual schools in the system provided a

vy W

gi'fvaluable challenge to the educat10na1 program of
-~ -their youngsters.

Parents placed ‘a  high ‘premlum on developing
functional . fluency in the French language at as
- .early an age as. p0951ble.

Q%e fourth of the ~respondents ‘indicated that bilingual
educatlon,, as a rlght, was an extremely or very 1mportant
(L\ . . O N

: ,rpason,? for enrolllng ’ Chlld in: a b111ngual school.

~

‘representative sample of 25% of the parents of the 690£g?

vbilingual schOOI .children enrolled in K-6 or approximately'

R (Blllngual Schools- A Prellmlnary survey, 1977: December l)_

tLearnLng French 1s a good 1ntellectual dlSClpllne,' and 'a'

4

mOtlvators..

Percelved Discrepancles

.
o ’Q."'J

j needed challenge f( top-notch students' were.otheritop

@ Francophonesv were ;'sens1t1ve'3to threats ‘to their
Survlval»mas1’ culturally v1able group as ev1denced by the

ﬁbllowing s‘comments'} rece1ved durlng 5the4.survey.‘ The

_communlty valued the French b111ngua1 programs because

v It -is . a herltage for our chlldren, a’ glft they“‘
can’ cherlsh ‘a language thelr ancestors#spoke..

: ¢ A7)
We: accept blllnguallsm as /ab fact of life 1n:‘
.» Canada: = = o IR

32 2
Vo
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Parce que le blllngulsme“ frangals anglais. au .yq"
~Canada renforce - 1°unité nationale et fait de -

’ © nous de mellleurs c1toyens canadlens. v ‘,‘ o ”3 K

"parce 'que nous sommes francais et nous/luttons s
contre 1° a551m11at10n deanos -enfants. Eh .d

Administrators who authored”theareport empnasized thaty
, PO RN

Parents of Francophone background fear +the - - |
overwhelming  threat tq  their child’s cultural '
identity through a551m11at10n. This concern'is
frequently ”_expressed and is - not ea51ly
overlooked. . Language learning ' cannot - be , ‘ -
disassociated. from its proper cultural context : L
Research has. shown that francophone chlldren, oy
.because theirs is the language of a minority o
group, actually do better in English. ‘language
arts at a later date if they have’ first learned
to read and write 1n thelr mother tongue.

2 s

;e

Dlssatlsfled with the constralnts placed l'upom

Francophone children .in French 1mmer51on settlngs, parent
' . v i Ty
respondents suggested the follow1ng des1rable outcomes

f}Les,ecoles blllngues devront etre d1v1se .en’ deux

' dgroupes, écoles frangalses et €coles 4° 1mmer51on’fn
‘en francals pour anglophones, avec dlfferent.g
local. v 7 : ; L

. . . . ‘ P A _‘/ ’ C _v'."'v r - "'.

.Je. '~ crois qu une.. ecole unlllngue avec des. &

professeurs vraiment engages est la seule ’
" solution. - A j S

The strategy .of alternate schoollng oppdrtunltles in-
unilingual French - settlngs. does not appear to have been :
o ‘ ) ’ ' Q .
. warranted or: Supported by the flndlngs of the AdV1sory' "

' commlttee for the French Blllngual Program No measures were"
_ 9
proposed to allev1ate expressed dlssatlsfactlon-w;th the

FOR

Fmench language program.‘

4/'



Stategies for ExpanSion I%u-%i°

- In recommending support

P aned
maizzain ‘the existing 'i@
5

3
‘ad 1strators observed that

though there was an ‘ind ed interest in bilingual
classes, the committee R, that efforts should be
undertaken to reach more M phones 3nd - Francophiles
~and inform them of the educal bhal services offered in
French within the school d{stirret (Bilingual Schools.-
A Preliminary Survey, 1977: December 1).

A February‘ 1978 = Report on _ Bilingual programs

ascertained that'anrexpansionist policy for the.provision of
bilingual classes had been 1mplemented statistics 1nd1cated

that l 550 students were enrolled at st Stanislaus, Eathera
Leo Green, Lady of Lourdes, Grandin, 'St. Thomas d}Aquin-and
.at J,'VH;_ Picard schools.. fhek percentage increase in
students' enrolled in the'French Bilingualwfrogram from 1972
to 1977, with ‘a significant - increase “ of 19 8% in 1974,
'confirmed“the. popularity of French Bllingual programs

French _immersion Aprograms based on a curriculum adapted toi
~students learning French as a second language 3ere
introduced into all schools in the system in 1977. Due to
the :policy allowzng open admittance to‘.French‘language
programs, enrolment fignresvhad risen‘from 1127 in l972-to

71559_ in 1977 and district- statisticians n'--longer

'differentiated between .Francophone and Anglophone studentsc

enrolled in French elementary larguage programs.)

By 1978,,-Edmonton Catholic Schools- had 20% of the



prov1ncial total of 8, 121 students enrolled in classes where
French was the language of 1nstructlon accordlng to sectlon
150 (l) (a) of the School Act. With one third of the French
,81I1ngual program students in attendance at the J. H Picard
; secondary' High School,zit became evident tonthe 3ystem—Wide
Advisory Committee on Bilingual Education that.fenhancement
and renoyatlon: measures* were need@d  to accommodate the
,increased ‘enrOIments,.'AdminiStrators involved din 'French
language “education requested ‘that the - Board-sanction "a -
detailed study of the natuée‘and potential-of the bilingual’
program- in Ecole J. H. picard and its feeder schools with a

view to ~determining trends and p0331ble future trends and

possible fuérre: practlces and developments (Blllngual

§chools Repor,

';, 1978: February 20). ' .

, vHoWever‘?Zin the fall, the Board was adv1sed by the
‘ 1{<that; although there had been an increase of
'enrolment "ff'é;udents' in blllngual programs, from . 1211
students in 1968 to 1652 in 1978 (Table I), "the growth was
not substantlal enough to 1nd1cate stabxllty He assured'
‘the trustees that, despite .~ the unpred;ctable enrolment
trends, vprograms in Bilingual"Education.'continued,tohbe'
reviewed fénd‘ revised to’achieve the major objective of‘ther
.bilingual, school - to offer up to 80% 1nstruct10n in the7

French language = (MacNeil, l978 November 12).
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vTABLE.I
STATISTICAL ENROLMENT in EDMONTON CATHOLIC SCHOOLS
BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS: 1967 -1984
. Kindergarten Elementary Junior Senior Totai'
w1967 - 68 | . | 605 351 *191 1147
1968 - 69 . 715 309 187 - 1211,
1969~ 70 , 718 308 1189 1215
1970 - 71 699 309 201 1209
1971 - 72 \ 704 295 180 1179
1972 - 73+ 63 . 643 - 304 207 . 1217
1973 - 74 70 724 311 244 1349
1974 - 75 141 723 335 _"574 1473
'f;’»1975 - 76, 186 . 747 334 287 1554
- 1976 - 77 148 759 358 318 1583
1977 - 78 169 805 359 296 1633
1978 - 79 159 - 863 351 276 1649
.§$‘3-1979 - 80 o1 1160 339 286 1976
1980 - 81 254 ©losé . 332 . .302° 1974
1981 - 82 261 1157 376 312 2106
1982 - 83 248 ;*? 1202 396 270 2116 .
1983 - 84 269 1173 377 229 . 2048

* The pistrict began sponsoring Senior High Erenchbéducation

~** Non-Francophones admitted to Ftenéh'languagé.programs

source: Ahnual statistics of Entolment
Edmonton Catholic School District
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Review of Bilingual ‘Education Services

‘In April: 1979, «thef Board 'reViewed a comprehensive
evaluation report from the system-W1de AdV1sory Commlttee on

Blllngual Education entltled Blllngual Educatlon Policies

and Services ~ A ReV1ew ,Based' on the1r flndlngs,

administrators were seeking approval for subm1551on of a

five year developmental\,and asSessment plan on bilingual
programs to ‘the ﬁangnages Serv{ces‘éranch due to the fact
that, » “ |
The vpresent. program and 'support 'systems have been
~operational since September 1971. As we approach a

ten-year span of experience, it now appears essential
to reconsider our original Edmonton Catholic ‘school

District objectives and seek certain refinements and

adjustments (Bilingual Educatlon Policies- and serv1ces
- A Rev1ew, O Hara, 1979: Apr11 12).

From 1973 to 1980, enrolments ‘in the elementary French

‘Bilingual (1mmer81on) language programs had_grown from 794

to"l,lGO"or‘ 46% (Table I) and the number of elementary
‘bilinéﬁal regional centres had doubled (Table II). while

elementary enrolments had decreased overall in the Edmontonﬂ

£

ﬁ\

Cathollc School Dlstrlct, the French blllngual,enrolments"’

. had grown 'steadily' by an average . annual netggrOWth of
| approximately 4'5% Distance and trahspOrtation factors

‘were ‘considered major. .concerns ‘affecting student’v

41

.acce351b;llty to such programs (status Report on Modern

Languages,- 1980 March l7)



g , _ . TABLE II

FRENCH LANGUAGE PROGRAMS in EDMONTON CATHOLIC SCHOOLS

schools Years - Grades
FCJ Convent School 11888 - ? o L .
Saint Anthony. © April 1895 -7 Grades; <6 -
Saint Francis o 1905 - %966“
sacred Heart 1914 - 1965 Grades 1-9
' ’ 1965 - 1973 Grades 1-6
Gfandin .Y 1914 - 1965 = Grades 1-9
f o 1965 ~ 4 . -+ " Grades l-6
‘saint Edmund | 1934 - 1969 . Grades 1-9
‘Saint Thomas‘Aquinas o 1949'701961 ‘ ' Grades 1-9
| S " 1949 -’1984 ; Grades 1-6
Our Lady of Lofirdes - 1954 - 1983 1-6
saint Luke . . 1955 = 1966 . 7-9
Holy Cross 4 1967 - 1971 | |
o ' N ~1983 - “Grades K-8
Académie, Assomption 1965 - 1972  Grades 7-9
' > - - 1967 - 1972 ~ Grades 19-12
Coll¥ge saint Jean 1965 - 1972  Grades 7-9
e . o 1967 - 1972 . Grades 10-12
J. H. Picard 1972 - 1984  Grades 7-12 7
sainf'Matthew . 1974 o ,f K
- Father Leo Green - 1978 - _ o K-6
saint Stanislaus 1978 - : ‘ K-6
saint Elizabeth 1980 - 1982 k-1 o
. Frere Antoine _ ©- 1982 - | - 'K-8'

———

source: Edmontbn CatholiC_School District Records
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On June" 9; 1980, the Board debated and approved a

‘number of recommendatlons arlslng from the Modern Languages_
: %

‘Report. Superlntendent Dr Brosshau advised the Board that
' Policy‘ # 503 .(1970) statlng that.'French may be used as a

languige " of instruction 1n spec1f1c 3chools desxgnated by
’ .4

-“the Board to the extent permltted by the regulatlons of
:thlbertav Education® should be revlsed ‘and ;expanded He

recommended that the follow1ng policy be adopted : _dg~
The Board will provxde all students with the T
opportunity to. obtain a level of fluency and
proficiéncy in the English language cons1stent
with thelr abllltleS. - o I '

Within the defined llmits of available human and

% economic resources as well as those requlations

. pertaining to public-education in Alberta, the

" Board - may. prov1de opportunities :for study in

modern’” languages. . These opportunltles will be

de51gned th ‘assist students in gaining a ‘level

:of fluencg and proficiency ‘in at least one
modern language (Brosseau Memo, 1980 May 28)

T%

In view of the on-going constltutlonal debate on the._e

.educatlonal rights of . off1c1a1.vlanguage.mlnorxty;groupep
Trustee Glgeaul moved to defer thjs poliéy@deoision Untii

after the Flrst Ministers” conference.in september'léso,

L - _ o sUMMAR§ . - . 2

1

Historically,'-the Government of Alberta had" allowed d;

th dlspenSatLon of French 1nstructlon in the provznce as a
1’." . : M . '

"pr1v1lege subjectv' to 7 the ‘\consent Lof local school

A

'author;tles. ' In effect, the Edmonton Cathollc SChool Board

o’

had . ‘used 1ts dlscretlonary authorlty to support the use of

Cq
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French ‘as " a- language of instruct{on:§since '1888. The
‘Edmonton“Catholic"school istrict'responsively'maintained
~and vreplaced bolicies wh1ch encouraged the teachlng of

Erench e1ther 2s a means to acqu1re linguistic skills or to

< attain functional blllnguallsm durlng the 1970s buring the
A ¥ . h

last decadg,t federally 4 sponsored programs aimed at
’ bilingual;sm' for \all Canadlans had regsulted in 1ncreased;
demands and‘:expansion "of cllenteles in - French language
programs.d | N
| The"hiStoribal ‘contert dfromd wHich 1aroéé the policy
problemf has- beent included in this .study- because pollcy e
‘problems are-as much a product of past events as theyvare a
'functron of future expectatlons. In 1982, two conditions
exiSted' Whichf-help "‘ explaln the ‘basis for -a demand for»

change in’ French language education.

- Flrst, Francophones ) had obsérved ‘the  gradual
bsem1 llngualism f'attained"wby‘. French speaking' children

[y N '

o 1ntegrated¢ 1nto 1mmer51é pnograms with non Francophone -
students. The concept of French lmmer31on had been welcomed
by Frdhcoghones 1n the hgpes of ensurlng suﬁf1c1ent numbers
to ma1nta1n French language educatlon.

o _
‘ elementary sqhools- offerlng French 1mmer51on programs had

} The number of

doubled dur1ng the prev1ous decade and by 1982 approxamately~’

l.two thirds "of the | students i came from unllrngualvf"
' non-Erancophone'_backgrounds. Residents accepted the fact
_that,‘the school system should promote b111nguallsm w1thout

"_,*: . N .
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questioning ‘the need for differentiated:teaching‘strategies

,fb:.-. nat1ve -and sei:on‘d lamjhage\students Given the

popularlty and success of French 1mmer51on educatlon in an ‘*‘

Engllsh environment,_ “the . crucial 1ssues' of the
appropriateness of the‘v‘curriculum"'for the intended
benefiéiaries and-the suitability of the gdals to.the.needs
of the clienteles appear to haye beenegraduallf}ignoredn

| Secondly; “a_: significant | chande in the Canadian
Constitution was 1nstrumental in brlnglng.about the request
.for__an alternate French Minority Language-program.\ section;

23 of the Charter,of‘Rights and Freedoms had enshrined the

v_rright of minority language parents  to demaQE ‘a French
. f o v . » . . .

W A

languaqe .educatLon‘“ “:ﬁlfchiidren.v' After almost;a,

&

‘century of perm1ss1 eﬁ laﬁ‘-ge leglslatlon 'in Alberta,‘

[N

‘»fbfederal leglslatlon now mandated the adoptlon of p011c1es:

nrespectiné the const1tut10na1 rlghts of Francophone parents"
'at the local school board levey s ""l ".~*‘¥F(§4=

Tt was w1th1n th1s rcontext tﬁththe new'coneeptuofb
French . ~ ¥ nguhge _education for_ the‘vmfnoritki,gtoup 'was}
“fconcéived' »'It-was"clained.that'French language schools‘had”f

the .Potentlal to ensure the culturai surv1va1 of the French
: A

R

; mlﬂorlty group in' an Engllsh mllleu by meetlng the ud1que~1i”

-

«

:\educatlonaflaneeds of natlve French students. Lt was alsof

. ik

'clalmed that ?rench 1mmers1on sChools should be respons1ve'
y ' ] v o

‘to ﬁhef“needs of onon Francophone.‘students des1rous oft

~attadnins functlonal blllnguailsm. | o o
A - AL — R o = : R o ‘ s J.,

RN



| CHAPTER V :
EEB - THE POLICY FORMULATION PROCESS -

: This chapter; provides an overview of the processes‘
vinvoived in the ‘decision to establlsh an off1c1al mlnorlty
language elementary} school and to adopt the Edmonton
catholic = School Board's Language  Policy. t 403, The..
descriptronf and‘explanation of the'decisiOn;making prooess
,serve as an_ organlzatlonal framework for the analysxs of.

the pollcymaklng process prov1ded in: chapter seven."

1.
g {

o .
BACKGROUND' TO T&E FORMULATION OF
THE LANGUAGE EDUCATION(POLICY

s

Alberta has beeh a leader' in accoMmodatlng Lthex
asplratloggbof cultural ‘and ethnlc groups w1th1n the public .
'scmool system ahd .was one of the few prov1nces to
off1c1al;y recognlz! the multlcultural character of Canada Q

in the School Act, 1970.' Sectlons ll, 27 and 159 allowedj,'

»

s boards.f dlscretlonary authorlty to prov1de 1nstruct10n 1n
"vlanguages other than Engllsh to alil students. ,,'. i '; %
The Constltutlon Actl 1867, the Northwest Terfitdriesh'v

- .

'.~0rd1nancesl, 1901, the Alberta‘*ct, 1905 ;hhe School Act,f

=3

'.1-1970 and the Charter.of~nghg§ and Freedoms, 1982 (Charter)"
' QprOV1de _ ‘the cﬁnstrtutlona!“‘ ahd légal framework f0F1vh

',‘denomlnatlonal andwmlnorlty Ianguage eduCatlonal rlghts and QO
4 ( "2 . -~
priv1leges (Flgurg S) Whereas provxnclal statutes may not;

.y ‘ SRR . . ‘ A
- ! Ly f)u.7r;_;ﬁ. - oo .
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abrogate denominational education rights granted inv1867}'
_the "Charter supercedes and takes precedenoe over alf".
provincial | legislatlon in dealzhg with” the rights to
m1nor1ty language educatlon (PurV1s 1985:9). By entrenchihgh
spe01f1c'-m1nor1ty llngUlSth. educational rights (A?pendix
B}, theAvfederal ‘parliament enacted constitutional changes
Whioh 'affected and altered prov1nc1al ]urlsdlctlon irt
‘education. School districts were now.obllgated to provide

‘minority _language eduCation "where numbers warrant” to the
[ . - e *

é‘

_extent that these rights were limited to‘that‘whioh is

T‘*

'demonstrabIY’ justified in a free and democratic society"
. ' [+]

".:(Anderson, 1983:lll. _
; ‘Beoause‘ of their“delegated authority, trustees'relled
'on’the'proyincial governhent toldefine;the implementation‘of
~éharter vbrinciples .for' thexﬁgrouihce of Alberta However,
interpretation, of the legallty of, the constltutlonal cla1ms7
for mlnorlty language educatlon in the provxnce was set back.
by lltlgatlon between L Assoc1at10n Georges et Julla Bugnet
and the PrOV1ﬁce'-ih' the Alberta Court of Queen s Bench.
Meanwhlle,* trustees were respon51ble for judglng the w1sdom’
aﬁd fea51b111ty of demands for m1nority language educa“ron

'w1th1n lthe 'zone ;of acceptablllty of 'the' supporters of

locally elected school boards.

R ' . . _...‘\
S . £ . "

A,
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DEMAND E‘OR A MINORITY FRENCH LAN;UAGE scnooL P

“ P

e

After consultatlon w1th Mlnlster of:EdUcatlon Dave Klng
. M ) ‘I’J

and off1c1als of Alberta Educatlon who dlrected the parent .

ER

commlttee ‘.?tov' work- W1th1n s eX1st1ng schodl boards”,““

4

L’Association Georges et Julla Bugnet submitted a proposal"'
for an alternatlve French school to the chlef superlntendent‘

of the Edmontdn Cathollc SChool DlStrlCt In July 1982, the

Soc1ete Bugnet parent commlttee met with the superlntendent

of Program SerV1cesrlto explore the fea51b111ty of their

] . S )

"0

demand. “and, to' recelve adv1ce on the presentatlon of their
proposal to the Board of Trustees

bﬁV December 6,11982, these FraﬁEbphone parents made . a
formal request ”to”'th Edmonton Catholic School Board to
conslder the adoptlon of a proposal for the establlshment of
an alternative',FrenCh' languageo schoo%ﬁf;g@ese 'parents;
though not cdmmitted ‘to -the Catholic %gith as a‘class‘oé
persons,'were de51rous of sendlng thelr chlldren to a French

school =901d€d bx a unlque phllosophy devoted to Chrlstlan

morallty and the arts in totally French famblence'. In'ao

Prlvate" French school~ undef ‘the umbrella»offthe-schgole

3

selectlon of admlnlstratxve and teachxng personned (p rogosal o

[

"for ‘the 1nitia1 phase of "1°Bcole francaise a Edmonton,

l§82 December 6)

M o . -, ', b, e PO \ . A
e, . e B 3

(L

.jboard the Soc1ete Bugnet demanded contro- of the phxlosophy.’

' of?«the. school, .the currlculum,“entrance crxterla and the.'-



Assess;ﬁgﬁthe Need for Change | 1

r !

Unw1111ng ,vto compromlse ',the school dlstrlct ]
|

denominational andate or to delegate tradltlonal and legal

scheool board re5p6n81b111t1es guaranteed by the Constltutlon

Act, 1867,f the %lberta Act, 1905 and the school Act, 1970,

J,.‘ K

the Trustees rejected the Bugnet proposél Consc1ous of the

r1s1ng expectatlons of the Franco—Albertan commu§1ty, theﬂ

-Board‘vchose to re- examlne French language progra\lfln the_

_.light of entrenched .Charter».rlghts t0’m1nor1tyf'r

o

eduCation and the, collectlve well belng of then'achool

T distriotp The Board dlrected the admlnlstratlon to examlne i

the possiblllty of establlshlng an alternative Frencfr

program w1th1n the system (Board ‘Minutes, 1983 January 17)

’

Exten51ve consultatlon' ~was. carried out w1th varlou3
'stakeholders w1th1n the school dlstrlct to determlne whether’:
:an alternatlve French program was educatlonally fea51ble and‘
de51rable and whether the dlstrlct had the human, materlal

: K‘

and f1nanc1al regdurces to prOV1de such serv1ces.

Investlgatzon and Testing of values ‘“; ' _ ~ _'~ o
- "-Begore the prova%Ei‘of m1nor1ty language educatlonal :

serVices'-was 1nitiated by - h Edmonton Cathollc School

: ~Board, an 1nvestlgation was conducted among residents of\the

-

fEdmonton Catholic SChOOl Dlstrzct €0 " assess the potent1a1 -

gap between what the commun ty at’ large expected and what

- k]
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actually existed. The - Board wanted to investigate the

potential, issues that had to be ‘addressed ‘if a French
- minority language alternative ’program orfschool was to oe

estabiished.

i * .‘.'

First a review was. undertaken of thé.-intent' of

. - Y ‘ - ‘.ra'
statements of policy and 'legislation 'for *pr0v1d1ng

"instruction in languages other than Engllsh in Alberta. At

_ , - f .
the. 18t Annual Premlers -conference 1n\\New Brunswick,

-efforts to provide instructioh .in educatlon 1n Engllsh'and

2

French wherever numbers warrant"(statement of Language, st.

Andrews Premlers conference, 1977 August 19).

~ On February 24, 1978, Premler Lougheed along W1th all

»

Canadlan Premiers reaffirmed . - E

.thelr 1ntent10n to make their best efforts to
provzde education to thelr,Engllsh and French .
speaking minorities, and ‘in order to ensure .
,,‘,,"appropglate levels of services, they- also agree
. ‘that the following principles should govern. the
S «ayaxlab1l1ty of, as _ well as the accessibility
to, such services: - - ' B

(4) Each child of the ~Freﬁcﬁ4s§eaking or
English-speaking minority is entitled to an
- education in his or her language in the primary

nadia Premiers had issuéd a Statement in which they-

nounced their agreement 'that they w111 make their best

or . secondary schools in each province wherever”_¢t

numbers warrant ' ‘ o~ o o
:”'(11) It is unq$rstood, due ‘to the-excluslve,u
durisdiction - of provxncial governments in the. .
field. of - education, ‘and " due also to . wide'

e

. Qf.,,;cultural and” demographic differencea, that. ‘the .

.Aimplementation -Of; £he" foregoing principle would
- defined /by ‘each = province . (premiers’ .
-.'Declaration ‘on Hinority‘,nangnagg ;gducation,‘:‘

™

'



1978: February 23)". | | |

In .Regulation v490/82,_ Alberta Educationvgave school
boards d1rect1ng pr1nc1ples authorlzlng 1nstruct10n 1n the . .
French language accordlng to Sections 27, 28 and 159 of the'“

School Act, which allowed them the dlscretlon to determine“

:the appropriate " number of'_ students for successful
implementation of a program to satisfy the needs of the
local ‘commUnity No formal distinction had been made
between Anglophone and Francophone puplls de51rous of access'
to French language programs as 1nd1cated by the Mlnlste{ of
Educatlon S intervention in the Leglslature- |

Mr. Speaker, 'since the Premier participated in an
accord at st. Andrew S New Brunswick, in 1978, the
policy of the government has been that this government
would. ~ provide French lanquage  education. to any -
‘student, ther Francophone or Anglophone, where.
\ numbers w ant, and always remembering that it would
''be at the option of the parent and the child. ‘That is.
the . policy. . Program activity in the  province'
demonstrates that we: have been very, very successful
in pursulng that pollcy (Klng, Hansard, 1983: "October

27).

Q' . ] . » . o . + . B L
S Secondly, . the  French _ Language - SChOOl Task Force
% attempted .to 'gain\ia’ perspective of  the perceptlons of
e T S ’

%jf ?re51dentﬁ of"-the‘ Edmonton Cathoilc SChool Dlstrlct' and
A | ’

U&Z the;r v1ews on’ the need for change if the 'educatlonal and'

'Jﬂﬁgtural *needs of Francophone students' were not belng met.

'bxn.the exzstzng Immersxon Programs.: -'§.412< g 'g' h%&,;’
Consequently, liﬁ” March and April I983,vstakeholders}§

;J} §uch as the system-wlde‘ Parent Advasory commlttee for

'fﬁ”§p111nguajg~Bducat1on, Parent Advxsory Commlttees of all
R L R Lo ‘ ‘ L , o
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'ﬁ";g;imﬁersion schools, principals, teachers and all

parents of*fstudents 'enroiled in the 'elementary French

. mmers1on rograms were consulted to determlne their views
;*@

on the need for change in the French language programs

A

.

Input  was recelved from external agencies and 1nd1¢?9uals

including Alberta ' Education, 1°Association canadfenne-

- francaise de 1°Alberta (ACFA), les Agents de la Pastorale‘-
Francophone a’ Edmonton, la Féderatlon des Francophones Hors

Quebec (FFHQ) and leadeé% of the French community.

sl

« Wheareas dlvergent}oglnlons were expressed .0n the need

to establish a’ French fschool within the school dlstrlct,
.

there was general sympathy for  the needs of the French
N | T | By
spegking students ~at the primary level. The prel@minary

survey indicated a consensus ,}”;;q

'that‘,the Immersaon schools as they operate in the
Edmontoh catholic Sschool district are extremely
effective for both anglophone students and Francophone

~students whose first and/or dominant -language is
English ‘ ' ) . ’

(and that) the French Immersion Program offered in -
grades Kindergarten to grade , 3 do not appear to be
appropriate _.for children who entered school with a
fluency in the French language. (French Language
'SchOOI“Task Force Report, . 1983: June),

The thlrd step it the 1nvest1gatlon was’ the examlnatlon
of the: curr1cu1um and organlzatlonal structures. In the/
llght of exlstlng research llterature on language educatlon,
Language Arts Dlstrlct supervxsors concluded;that the French'
vhanguage"Arts‘program.fdidlnot adequately meet the academic

needs,of-the“Francophone children." . The specialistsxadvisedg
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that hthe‘ resource materlal was - deemed to address the needs
of hstudents, whose first Ianquage was not French, ‘that
certain »coursqﬁbbhad ‘not been transiated or adapted for
instruction in Fr;nch and that French cultural act1v1t1es
needed to be empha31zed and 1ntegrated in the total school
program " The Task Force members recommended that currlculum
development was wwarranVed to .:adapt ‘course content to the

academic, linguistic \ and “interest levels of native

French-speaking elemen%ary 'gtbdents.‘ should a érenbh'
language school be valﬂocated it was proposed that the

‘ criteria for student adm1351on should 'remaln flex1ble and
Tallow for llngu1st1c prof1c1ency ,whlle recognlzlng rights

1nherent in sectlon 23 of the charterd ‘ | l |
e ymA&»wthls nﬁtaqe, admlnlstrators were unable to assess_
the ramlflcatlons on exﬂstlng 1mmersxon programs 1f human”
and mater{al resohrCes werev’re-allocated. 'However, they
q8eemed.'.‘that'-‘appropr-'i’a’te istaffing 'requirements} support
services ‘and- library ser'ices. were avaliable w1th1n the
diStrictg[ In view of district. revenues and expendltures for
French Bilingua; 'educatlon (Table 3), they observed that
cost imprications would depend on the- adoptlon of a policy:
rrdecision to  establish ;a French 3chool"or to create
'_homogeneous "streams' in exrstlng Immersron schools.‘ Based
-on_ a4 comprehen51ve analysms of the pollcy ‘issue, ‘the Task
Force advocated alternatlves for French 1mmer31on, French

Lahguage and Brllngual school1ng to the Board of Trustees.

.o
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Sugports for a change 1n Policy -

_~
g -

On June 6 1983, an Assoc1at10n canadlenne fr ncalse de
1“Alberta (ACFA). Ad Hoc Commlttee presented a br1ef to the “
Board_ along ,Qith ‘a petltlon -51gned by. 1045 _resrdents.
ﬁformally requestlng that a French(school be establlshed for

L )
. minority _1anguage"Francgphone children. In the brlef['the

iu,g?ressuré group presented a-numher'of warrants for the detand

"whlch 1nc1uded the hlstorrcal ‘claim that \
the véry f1rst schools in Alberﬁa were French” schools
In all other canadian Prov1nces, ‘Prench schools have,
erged. Here in Edmonton in spite of a population gf
2 ,000 Francophones, there is a. per51stent doubt apout
the need to . establish, such- a school . . . the
‘  Separate School Board of Edmonto¥ - has assumed a
i léadership role which reeds to be emphasized. But the -
.. - fact remains, Franco Albertans still do -not have their

" Fbr. want of a better alternative Francophone parents
must entrust their children to the same schools which
are- deSLgned for Anglophones. It has been proven ..
. that such ' schools far frohm helplng Francophones

e 1mprove their language Qr even preserve it, constitute

[

. . .a-veritable sourte of assimilation.  In fact,
- the rate of assimilation of Franco-Albertans has once
Tw agaln risen to. more. that 51% _.nr :
. . . it is nelther the French courses nor the courses7~»
taught in French that give it its wvalue and its.
uniqueness, but the atmosphere and the French culture

own schools . . . U O

¢ which must perméate its. structure, 1ts management, 1ts“1‘

programmes, its personnel

The school Boards must, however, reé%gnlze ‘the laws of .

‘the - ‘country, and more particularly. the new Canadian

. Charter of | Rights and Freéﬁoms which“has created new

e obligations '  for all the canadian Provinces to.

: ntee to minorities of ‘either. official languages

educational institutions in their own individual
languages- "(ACFA Brief, 1983: June 6). :
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ADOPTION OF THE FRENCH SCHOOL CONCEPT

.The Bo
-French Langu

'assessment

.{language pro

B

ard of Trustees agreed that the flndings of the‘

age Task Force constltuted a reasonable and fa1r

of the educatlonal needs of studedts 1n French

grams and reflected the general consensus of the

,Cathollc communlty on opportunlties for language eﬁucatlon"

wrthln | the»

unanlmously

‘ That t
" be _re
rstudy
- presen
of 198

That
openin
~kinder

to th
-at the
‘June .2
Durlng

' French lang
rev1ewed ph

. from res1de

D \
adopted the poflcy motlon : g’- .l‘ .
L S :
he recommendatlons cdntalnednln the repdrt4
ferred to 'the Superintendent for further
and that a- subsequent report for actipn be . .
te to the Board of Trustees. in the Fall _
3. ' ‘ e S
the - Admlnistratlon begln planning for the
g of .a French - Language School, grades
garten to six, in. September 1984, subjectf
enrolment guldellnes ‘that currently . dxist
school system level (Board Mlnutes, 1983
0) . o :

-

the plannlng phase for the establlshment of the

uage- school, the school board :recerved ‘andef
v‘ —\}\

,.t

dlstrlct. "~ on that, ba31s,"thef trusteesv

one calls, letters, brlefs and commlttee reports--

nts who supported and opposed the allocatlon of

»ﬂ}drstinct fac111ties for m1nor1ty language educatlon W1th1n

~-the school

a reV1ew of
THE

.In pur

‘gu1de11nes

dlSttht.[fhls feedback proved to be crltlcal to

the d1str1ct i language pollcy v
cLoen Eﬁ?u\. ,._:“ FR
3

CONSULTATIVE PROCESS "IN THE PLANNING STl

OF THE MINORITY LANGUAGE SCHOOL

sulng 1ts Pollcy # 105 of developlng pollc1es,"

and programs 1n consultatlon w1th those who are Y

N



most 'affected" by change, the Board adopted a”donsultatiVeif

. A '...
= ety e

LapproaCh in developlng the concept of Ehe,mlnorltx languagefe"

school' In .a 1etter to a Language consultant for Advanced"¢

.

Edpcation,’ the superlntendent of program serv1ces 1nd1cated'f‘h

¥
that it was the admlnlstratlon s 1n€ent10n 'to involve the-
; K N

(potentlal) parents of chlldren who wxll enroll in the
: RN 3

school as well as members of the profe551onal teachlng staff
currently employed - the dlstrlct 1in_ the plannlng and
- . )

development of the school' (Achegpn, 1983 June 22).

' The French. SChoor Commlttee i

The ACFA Ad Hoc commlttee had lobbled the Trustees toJ

“linstltute a mechanlsm for dlrect part1c1pat10n by parents 1n'
f:deflnlng Be[ purpose and dlrectlon, of French language_
‘1;educatlon-vw1th1n xhe school distrlct., To broaden~the“input
;'beyond that of exlstlng adv1sory structures and to determlne

'prancophone percept;ons__on the cr1t1ca1 1ssuesf<concerns,

. 5 - . /"/ ‘.
and. expectatlons ﬁor; French 1anguage educatlon,.the Board‘

directed the chlef superlntendent to 'establlsh a commlttee,p‘.

-2

to recommend the most sultable 81te for the French Language-;

'?school‘ 'and 'crlterla for entrance into the school' '(Board
. 8 . s

Mlnutes, 1983 September 19)

~

: Recommendatlons for the S1te and criterla for adm1s31on
¢

'proposed by e‘ superlntendent s French School Comm1ttee»;

were received as"information*’by ‘the Board in November'-'

i suhject. to consultatlon w1th the System—w1de Commlttee on



“~58111ngual Educatlon d(hbard Mlnutesr 1983' November 21) .

» Although the p;gposed recommendatlons had met w1th the
‘-appnoVal of the Francophone communlty at a meetlnﬁ organlzed

‘ v:by /the ACFA Ad Hoc commlttee_ onvOctober 26,~l983 (" Les_

/

ﬂfparents 'veulent' l ecole Plcard ‘ Le Franco, 1983 November
2), dlalogue had not been 1n1t1ated w1th stakeholders 1n the

. : ," X L. ) s .
":‘*schOOI system ’g e fs:“\] Lo e

CTe e

. » ¢

_lThe Saint Thomas Parent AdV1sory COmmlttee >
: The Salnt Tnomas Barent Adv1sory COmmlttee saw the need'
"tor 1nform 'Ehelr parents of\~the Superlntendent s. French
(tSchool Commlttee s proposais =fora'the_ 51te and adm1551on

'aqcrlterla.r, Atf the tﬁme, members of the adv1sory commlttee;

if,gflnclﬁded five"French 'school advocates led by~ a French"

’..Immers1on proponent. A meetlng was convened ‘on December l,

,j:1983 to 1nform parents of the French.school phiIésophy ”The

o agenda“lnCluaed a presentatlon of the SChOOl Board dec1s1ons

J

' '?3jand ofethe Francophone school Commlttee s recommendatlons on'

: N
n~the slte and crlterla for adm1551on Wthh would dlrectly

iy affect 'fthe- saint Thomas school communlty. o gulde

®

'TQdescu381on 'on the French school Commlttee ‘s proposals,v

R

pﬁfbrlef exposes on the characterlstics of French 1mmers1on apd:g

“'GT\French programs were: presented by Faculte st. Jean language t

professors.‘“' o o
{15' report on the meetlng (McMahon,v 1983 December SY

" 1nd1cated that, although Francophone parents requested more



“Clarlflcatlon of Prpposed Objectlves

.
Co AT T
L

o :

‘informationh on. the crlterla for admlss1on, they appeared toa;

-~

be unanlmously in: favor of the recommendatlons of the French"

~of Grades 7 and '8-in a- totally French school and ant1c1pated

‘the exten51on of French schoollng to the hlgh school level

e

85

| School Commlttee. . Francophones aISQ‘favored the 1nclusxon_‘

_French 1mmer51on parents voiced opposxtlon to the concept of.

‘lawyer Mr. Wwillis*to represent thelr v1ews and oplnlons to

‘the Board and to lead a lobby to compel the Board to. honour

v

"~ school to the!J.H. picard fac111ty ni: B

3 ~y

system-wide Advisory COmmittee on Bilinqual. Education

‘ \ RN
. Members ~of the system-W1de. Advisory - Committee. on

Bilingual  Education adv1sed the».administgaﬁion‘ that ' a

non Francophone parents,. educatorSﬂ«and'residents at‘large

Q

'-llngu1st1c and cultural segregatlon. These parents selectedf

“the 1981. decision to' relocate the salnt Thomas Aqurnasf

- balance had tol be - provided‘fbetﬁeen’what'Francophone;andgl

),needed and expected from the Edmonton Catholic

DlStIlCt.‘ There was a great concer;‘that the needs,3

of. the non Francophone students mlght be adversely affected‘.‘

by . the redistrlbutlon of resources.

~ : T
, o

). -

Admlnlstrators convened “a meetlng of major stakeholders

in response to the November 21, 1983 Board motlon 'to rev1ewlff

-the overall 1mpact of such a change Upon the parent and

student communlties of the 1mmer51on and Francophone school
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programs._x The French school commlttee and the executlve of

N

| :{theT system-w1de AGV150ry Commlttee on Blllngual Educatlon |
*f con81dered the pros and cons of the recommendatlons for the

site ;-and admiss1on criterla. H5A negotrated compromlse

achleved idbgf the stakeholders. 1nd1cated- a. substantial

consensus on the phllosophy of the Fr‘ich school (Memorandum

"?[onhuthe Proposed Francophone school, Laplante and Robert,
v_1933,; December' 15) There 'was' agreement on 'the need to

B establlsh two separate and dlStlﬂCthe self contalned unlts

‘?fof; hou81ng jthé’ 1mmer51on ‘and Prancophone programs.* The .

4

/301nt commlttee requested "that st. Tnomas Aqulnas school .

remalh as the de51gnated K~ 6 1mmer51on program slte for the

X

E) east and southeast area of the dlStIlCt pendlng a rev1ew in

l985 ‘ As 'a precondltlon to parental commltment do e1ther

program, . fit 1was; rquested that a statement on the

':-transportation pollcy for 'the, Erench language»centres,be

el

communlcated by the Board _ | .
elszov malntaln ‘fac‘strong -and up-to-date communlcatlon‘
program.W1th 1ts stakeholders,' a meetlng with Pr1nc1pals of
dlstrlct French 1mmers;on schools' was also vconvened to
fi conslder"theo admission' cr1ter1a (Memo, Robert, Hanak, -and
- ﬁapiante,« 1983 December 15) Members of ‘the French School
*.Committee and of 'the Adv1sory Commlttee on Blllngual
'_EduCationf‘mett w1th dlstrlct admlnistrators "to. expla;n and

' ciarify"issues resultlng from the dec181on to establlsh a

Francophone school " P .
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Negatlve Feedback o e o 'Z‘i‘ :

A formal petrtlon from 110 of the 212 famllles served’
o by st. Thomas Aqulnas SChool was tendered to the Board of'
.:Trustees. on” December 19,11983 . Althbqgh accepting of the
rationalé ‘for French ‘language schoollng, ths parents haa*:t
'sﬁgned.a petition.(wiliis, 1983- December 13) requestlhg the
t;co—habitation“'of'.Francophone and French 1mmer51on programs

, P
in the J. H. Plcard school fac111ty in September.‘

e~

. parameters of the’éonsultative Processh

e

After ‘the. June' de01s1on to 'initiate plans for ‘the

'pimplementation of the French scﬁool concept, a consultatlve

process ’had been '1nst1tu to verlfy he ‘views ‘and,

.expectations -of parents demandlng French language educatlon-

0

'for theLr chlldren ‘within the school system. ,
. The first phase of the plannlng process began with the
establlshment of - an adV1sory commlttee to. the chlef
vsuperintendent to review polltlcal 1ssues relat;ng to 51te_
,location.’and ‘admrsslon criteria. Based on d1scu551on by
,Committee4‘members‘ informed 'by'i;nput obtalned frdm the
[Francophone commu ity, crlterla were 'establ1shed for
determining“ the 1deal locatlon for a French language school
. and pr1nc1ples were suggested for apply1ng the(§p\;ag of the
Sectlon 23 of the Charter to;crlterla for‘adm1351on'to the
French ’langnage school. The recommendations.submitted'forg
, rpolicy'!conSideration ‘to the Board of Trustees had, on the
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‘:u’ initiativew of 'the' AGFA Ad ‘hoc commltteeJ been approved by’

the Francophone commﬁnlty in a publlc assembly ‘.

4

7ﬁThev secodd phase of the plannlng process 1nvolved,

88 ¢

dlalogue on the Commlttee s recommendatlons w1t& stakeholder -

groups and admlnlstrators w1th1n the dlstrict ThlS was a
: f

‘Phase whlch e11c1ted both p051t1ve and negative feedback in | ?"

-

the form of: personal‘contacts, phone_calls;-letters and a
petltlon on ‘the proposed *direction‘ for French language
‘educatlon “in the district. The 1nformat10n 1nfluenced ‘the

-~

Board s acceptance of allocatlve and 'regulatory pollcy

'actions,at the December 19, 1983 public meeting.
S ALLOCATIVE AND REGULATORY POLICIES
The pollcy relevant 1nformat10n rece1ved from the Task,
Force Commlttee, from the French School Commlttee and from
fnterest groups and 1nd1v1dualsf had been the object of
careful con51derat10n at Board conference meetlngs. On the
»basisgof the educatlonal and polltlcal ratlonales for pollcyf
fl change, -the trustees ]udged that the best p0551ble solutlon"
fto ‘the . 1ssue was_ to establlsh a French school w1th1n a
distinctafacillty: Indlvldual trustees, howeVer, had varylng_
loplnlons 'on"the acceptablllty of the cr1ter1a proposed by"
t the -French school Co nfttee._ ;n anyvevent, conu1nced by the-
jjfeedback from_.varg{9 ﬁ

ous - stakeholders,.andi'confident in the

resource base of - e qlstr1ct, “the Board. .adopted the

B followrng allocatlve and regulatory pollc1es at the December'_-f

Y
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should numbers warrant, J. H. Picard be

1.
location "of the (Klndergarten to Grade
rench language school - B
S \ .
2.  Thdt the Board.motlon of 1983 02 07

fequiring the relocation of .St. Thomds
Aquinas, 'School to J.H. Picard and the .~
‘subsequent  closure of St. Thomas Aquinaé,be
,re501nded , .o S I

S ‘

3. That grade 7 and 8 contlnue to be offered at:
J.H. Picard and that the criteria for .entry
of these two grades not .be c¢hanged from the
present entry criteria. This motion to be.
rev1ewed annually R e e

»Aﬁter lengthy publlc deoate, including an. unprecedented
drecess fforf an 1n camera meetlng, an amendment wh1ch would-

have ' made lingulstlc competence part- of the_ entrance

criteria was w1thdrawn and the Board approved the followrng»hb

motion I B v e o
. 4. That the criteria for entry to the French .
- . Language. School meet ,the requirements and.
the spirit of Section 23 of the Charter of
Rights and Freedoms = from the . Canada
. Constitution Act.. : a

Contlnged consultatlon w1th the Francophone communlty,

Q?1n 1nterest group, was deemed to be de51rable by thev

Trustees who d1rected that,

Dlstrlct admrnlstrators ‘as .well-as the French’
. program admlnlstrators continue to receive input
- from. the Board’s Ad hoc Committee (the French -
- School Committee) regardrng the establishment of
a properly elected 'committee to 'serve as an.
~-ongoing advisory board . to this school and to -
this board (Board Minutes, 1983: December 19).

* These . critical allocative and regulatory decisions, "

'eal hodgh;'not framed in ainpolicygstatement, directed thevf
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administration to’ undertake po\icy actibns which were later

incorporated 1nto the district s language policy

-

COMMUNICATION op THE: por.i*e’} DECISION
1The next phase ‘1nvolved communication of the Board
-decisions . to interested parents 1n order to rationalize the”

decision - to._

allocate the J B Plcard fac111ty to the new,

i .
g

‘French; sch .: %1F€bruary 1984, the area superintendent,dj -

1"

tohé _ super '

rf,of curriculum and the de51gnated prinCipal,@.

conducted public 1nformation se331ons with' the parents of

"_all elementary French '1mmer31on students to acquaint them |

j_ mith _the unique goals, objectives and clienteles to be-'

‘, served in the French school Registration procedures for"”

vthe- French Language Program were discussed W1th the parentsj,;

'vand' concerns on program expectations were clarified by thed .
administratorg. The Edmonton Catholic School District also'

undertook a pub11C1ty campaign which 1nc1uded the plaCing of.
'E

advertisements ~in. local newspapers,.’interV1ews .w1th'the,f"

-Jde81gnate _ Ptincipal tOn "Qarious”‘“radio= stations isb?-
distribution of an 1nformation bulletin to all the parents.‘
hof children attending elementary French 1mmers1on schools..
Preliminary registrations were sought prior to March 14, .
1983, ;to enable administrators to determine, w1th1n system

‘guidelines,-‘the, number of students which would support the.

ch01ce of the J. H Picard site for the French school.
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2?59111 -over Ef{ects

e Allocatlve pollcy changes wh1ch affect the dlstributlon
‘of\pnbllc resources often elicit a wave of resentment in the
A.communlty.. ‘concern for the ablocatlon of facn}ltles ‘in ap
eqﬁitahlefmanner had,wastlscussed above, aroused resentment'
ffrom. théizgrench rimmerS1on parents”wlthlnnthe saint Thomas‘
uninas_ school: communlty v Negative impacts werei also
percelved by parents and teachers of the J.H. Picard school
‘communlty and by stakeholders of the Academlc Occupatlonalu
Program at Sa1nt Mary ‘s School

| When the admlnlstratlon‘ confirmed that‘vstudent
enrolmentg in the French_ijnguage’school was'sufficient to.

warrant its location in the J,H; Picard facility,fthe Board

.

confirmed . the location . and, : relocated the Academic

_’Qccupéﬁionél‘?rogram"ﬁ(éoardqMinhtggff l984% May 7).
POLITICAL CONSIDERATIONS v

._If ?One__accepted the'-premlse that m1nor1ty language
*educatlon "within: the catholic school system was a legally
mandated rlght and should be prov1ded to enable Francophone_
'students to take prlde in thelr ethnlc 1dent1ty, to become;
better Canadlan C1tlzens and to acqulre the knowledge and
_:'capabllltles “to influence'-the”soc1ety of:theyﬁuture‘.then
‘the ,follow1ng iésues~ should have \Q en addressedlin the

.
_formulatlon of a pOllCY statement-

1)7 What changes 1n.the present system should be made
to rgspond to the needs of Franco-AlPertans?

SIREDIR N

,0



) . ' »[.‘.3“ .. , 4 . ‘ 4‘.4.... .. ) | 92
: 2)7QWhat structures should be pqulnto place to - )
-+~ facilitate meeting these. identified needs and the

7[legally m%ndated rights of Franco—Albertans} ;

“3):“Are the outcomes politically feasible -and
,valued by the Edmonton Catholic commun1ty°

golicy # 503, drafted on September -1 1983, prlor to
feedback from the 1ntended benef1c1ar1es of mlnorlty rlghts,
‘appears to have been -an 1nadequate response to the above-
considerationsl The suggested pOlle stated that,

A language other than Engllsh may be used as a
language of instruction. in spec1f1c . schools
designated by the Board to the extent permitted

- by~ the regulatlons of ‘Alberta Educatlon and as
approved by the Board.

Second language ,programs may be providedito
assist ‘students . in - attalnlng fluency and’
,prof1c1ency in a language other than English. '

\

By falllng to - recognlze the Charter -rlghts of French
language - minorlty students, this statement dlffered little
from the - motlon tabled by the Board in June 1980 - Because
:rthe policy wasvgnot' off1c1ally ratifled “by. the Board of'

Trusteesit there'twas ~no“,public‘reactlon'to the‘content of
' this policy statement. = | '
A p .Y:. R . ) A
- On  October 29, 1985,” the administration approved a

revised language- policy statement 'which reflected . the.

- ~educatiocnal asplratlons of parents maV1ng chlldren learnlng

v -

French as a- mother tongue or as a second language. W1th

q ’

’ feedback from the French 5chool Comm ttee and the support of‘

legal 1nterpretatlons of the Chart

by Judge purvis (Jean

RE

‘Claude Mahe, Angellne Martelpraul,Dube, and L Assoc1atlonf'

3 “

. O ~.

1y [
-
H
¥
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aé‘ L ecole Georges et Julla iugnet v. Her Ma1esty the Queen

in nght of _the Prov1nce of Alberta, h§85), Policy # 403:

reflected entrenched 0ff1C1al Mlnorlty Language rlghts

’
N . A

I T

) N
When the' Government of Alberta adoptéd ‘a new.

‘Multicultural Policy vin« 1985," rev151ons were proposed to'

recognize heritage language eC'catlon in policy # 403. Six

4

1980, a. 1anguage pollcy 'was' off1c1allyo approved by the'

—

trustees at a publxc Board meetlng on February 3, 1986

DISTRICT LANGUAGE EDUCATION POLICY STATEMENT

2

'Edmonton CathollcpSChool Dlstrlct.ls the result of pressures

‘brought to’bear"on the Board of Trustees to provide minority
.language educatlon~4accord1ng to section'§3 of the«charter. '
(1982). The pollcy analy81s and the pOllCY planning- phases -

. of deC151on maklng 1nvolved rnputwmto gauge the percelved'

levels\ of d1ssatlsfactlon"and the stated ‘educational

N

educatlonal communlty, and Alberta Educatlon.

"rhe retrospect1vev pollcy statement ensures that the'"

Thex\1986 pollcy statement on language educatlon in the,

" years . after the tabling of 'a Modern Language Pollcy in June

'priorities »of stakeholder groups, the general publlc, the I

needs of' all children are met w1th1n the dlstrlct-and that"

Students 'from* minority language homes and- chlldren of all

ethno cultural backgrounds are provided w1th the necessary,;,
skllls, attltude9>.'and knowledge to: become confldent{-r
ﬂself#reliant andnproductlve;members of soc1ety.

.
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~ The
e

recognizes . af,

- either . of _ the
- Gulqellnes Wthh'
'fn; French as;

Edmonton Cathollc SChOOl DlStrlct,

" In French Language BSChools, Engllsh Language
Arts_ will be offered in compliance w1th Alberta.

e Py
. bt )

~

’ 403 (1986) states that,ff- -

- The two official languages of Canada may be used_
as .a “language of instruction in the Edmonton

Catholic <gchools and ' that m1nor1ty ~language

'l-schools/programs will be \desrgnated by the

Board

A herltage 1anguage, ‘other thah Engllsh or
French, may. be used as a language of instruction

-in  schools gesignated and approved by the
Edmonton Cathollc School DlStIlCt o '

N

‘Core_,language programs w1ll be prdvrded‘ to

assist  students in attalnlng prof1c1ency ‘in

off1c1al and/or heritage
languages.v S : wg; R

B

\

-
o

The language of 1nstruct;on will be 1n elther of

the off1¢1al languages.

o

‘The Board w1ll be respon81ble for desrgnatlng-
schools where French <W1ll be the language of'

1nstruct10n.-

’

Educatlon. o 3 I

‘The Board will strive to provxde the human and
‘material resources necessary to - achieve ‘the
fobjectlves of the language program.

dlstlnctlbn between French 1nstructlonal

d;rect 1mplementat10n of the pol1cy for

94

pollcy statement approved by the Board of Trustees'

'prOgrams--for flrst and second language students Policy #d

language of 1nstruct10n 1nd1catt that, in ghe',

The Edmonton Cathollc 55P°°1 Dlstrlct ‘s Language Pollcy

# 403 emerglng from allocatxve and regulatory Board p011c1es

$

the dellvery of Ianguage education 1s the master—pollcy



or ‘megapolicy which: should_.provide the rramework for the’
Adirectron'of future discretionaryppolicy.decisions.

Language PoliCy’ # 403 is now cOnsistent“ with the
'identified- v1ews and expectatlons of re51dent Francophones‘
and of non- Francophones who deslre 1nstruct10n in, French and
1n other languages for the1r chlldren It respects POll;Y #
1100,, the  district’s Mission statement, whlch strlves to
develop‘the‘spiritual; 1nte11ectual, emotlonal, phy51cal and
SOcia; .development of students and,to prov;devthem With the
knowledge,~‘attitudes *and ,skills mtcessary for the future. -
Flnally, the pollcy is fea51b1e within the exlstlng Cathollc
1school system and within the system of educatlon in Alberta.c

The lengthy process involved ‘in _recognrzlng ﬂthe.
'Francophone community ‘s demands‘»Was a» necessary part off.
- school boardi decision—making':to;;ensureu.thel politicaiu'
‘feasibility of the pollcy and ,to ensure that ‘it was
~COngruent’ with the v1ews and expectatlons of the re51dent5‘mf
.of. the Edmonton Cathollc communlty and with thelr value
sYstemrf‘ in .esgence then, the pollcy statement approved ‘on
dctober 29, ‘1985 and OffICIallY adopted 1n a rev1sed format,

on 'February..B, 1986 confirmed. the dlscussionk‘debate_and~

. revision ﬂ[Table IV) by members of the Catholic community at

‘ large, members of the Frantophonefvcommunity and their

.',various 1nterest groups, dlstrlct admlnlstrators, Trustees, e

3 Alberta Educatlon, the M1n1ster 9f Educatlon and the Federal,

o _Parllament. .. T TR G
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. The Polatlcal Dimension of the Consultatlve Process Employed o
+in. the’ Formulatlon of DlBttht French Language pollcy

PUBLIC '. GlEXPERTISE beUASI POLITICAL - PURE POLITICAL
Survey ‘Task 'Force .'Supe:intendent‘s ’Board of' .
' e co : French school Trustees = .
~Forums Research .~ Committee B S
PR ’ ' : y . - Minister of .
+ Briefs - Alberta = = oo . Educatlon Y
' "+ Education . - R L e ‘
Petitions : S L ' ' Federal
N S a0 - . ‘ ‘. parliament,
" News media - : . o
-/ X ; _
o . 4
Y Y S

SUMMARY
Thie__chapter proVidedaan overview of the polioymaklng
‘ pqpcees involved in +the "deoision to .establish atFnench'
‘language .school,_;within,‘ the: Edmontdn' CatholiC» Schoal
f@ bist;ict,' 'It beganbby:examlning;tne faCEo;slno;lvating ehe‘
demand . for {‘mlnority‘\slanguage a'educational " services.
Secondly, vit» gave "a :chronological aocount of the
fhconsultaglve and’ bureauératiciofoceseesytgaé culmfﬁated*in>
lLEEeffadopt1on of gallocaﬁiye and regulatory p011C1es Whlch
"guided.nthe. fo:mulaéion-'of' Language Policy # 403. The
deoision-naking "‘prooese'vgp;ovides the  organizatjonal
A”,frameuork'yfor Ithe; detafiea“‘analyslsv of the nroCess in @

chapter seven.

. - .



-Policy # 105 ‘indicates that'dec151on-mahung in the school

[ 8
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X CHAPTER VI

POLICYMAKING ON—FRENCH LANGUAGE EDUCATIQN
C ANALYSIS OF. DATA -

%

N

fThis chapter contains an analysis of the data collected

L to vexamlne the p011t1cal process which characterized
vggdec1s1on~maK1ng p thef Edmonton Catholic School Board's”

: cons1derat10n of the 1ssue of French language educatlon for

m1nor1ty language students. Flve major questlons were posed

to vgulde‘”theﬂ researcher in analy21ng the pollcymaklng

process which took. place between December 1982 and February .

¢

1986; Each of the flve major questlons on sources of 1nput,
7.

,"leyeIS' of _1nfluence,v gatekeeper structures, the nature of
‘the' politgcal Aprocess and cgnsequences of‘pol1cyudec1s;ons

Jis_addressed individually; '

BACKGROUND TO THE DECISION MAKING PROCESS

Whereas Trustees are 'respons1ble fot establlshlng the

'goals and objectives of educatlon and adoptlng appropriate >

'~p011c1es to attaln them, _ Edmonton Cathollc 5chool D1str1ct

y,
BN

_system -should be done ‘in'consultation:With those‘who are-

.

. most _affected - Ry "decisions directed to the achlevement of
,the goals and objectives of the school system. - | '
| _consequentlx, the Board establlshed a French Language

- School Taskjporce'committee mandated to.conduct ‘a survey of.

W

4
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B ggFrenEh language programs in the schooI dxstﬁlct and obtaln
v‘t~e_ q;ews and expectatlons of all the major stakeholders.'

‘Members _of the French Language' SGhQOl Task Force were '

profe531onal educators who had a broad range of experience

in 1anguage educatlon at the elementany level The Task

‘Force undet the Chalrmanshlp of Dr ‘John Acheson,

Superlntendent of Program Serv1ces,'1ncluded

fffDr Catherlne Garvey, SuperV1sor ~of Elementary
- Educatlon, ‘ Lot

ers.’Lucie'Ray, SUperV1sor of Blllngualksducatlon

Mr. Edmond Levasseur, superV1sor of Modern Languages
Mr. George Robert, SuperV1sor of Currlculum- and '
“Mr.rNoél Gour, Special PrOJect Teacher. )

\ B . i
‘In conduct;ng the investigation, the Task Force members

were to'provide advice to the Board on four key questions as

_the framework for their research -and the .Task Force’s

report: o

'>[l).;What was the level of interestfin an alternative
French - language’ program among residents of the
school dlstrlct° _ ' i , S

. 2) .wenevthemedgcatlonal and'cdlthral-needs;of
- Francophone students currently being met in the
ex1st1ng Immer51on programs°' o . :
‘3) " What were the 1mpllcat10ns of establlshlng an .
B alternatlve French language program as it related

the just 'allocat;ont{OEV‘diStrict(‘human and . .

materlal reSOurces? ]:Q@

"4) . What were the 1mp11catlons 1n terms of compllance-
: with Alberta - Education regulations -and the
obligations of sectlon 23 of- the Charter ‘of nghts]

and Freedoms? :
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o

‘The ‘'rask force ‘collected data 'on the Views and

expectatlons of stakeholder groups of the- school dlStIlCt by

Y - *

means of questlonnalres to parents of ail students enrolled
in ’the' elementary French 1mmer51g@ programs, and
" consultative sessions withv parent Adv1sory Commlttees of

French 1mmer51on schools, principals and teachers of varlous

elementary schools and . the System—wlde Parent Adv1sory‘

[

Commlttee for Blllngual Educatlon. 'Submissions in the form

of letters, reports, brlefs, petltlons, and telephone calls

A

from 1nd1v1duals ahd‘stakeholdlng groups were also received -

and rev1ewed

The Task Force members examlned the curricular, the-

_ofganizational and the financial 1mp11cat10ns of various-

a ternative" solutidns‘ for French’ schooling “within “the

‘”Edmonton "catholic' school DlStrlCt. The administrators

'“sought clarlflcatlon of Alberta .Educifion's policies and

regulations fdr providing instruEtiOni in languages other

than Engllsh : Zd for respondlng _to, the. . obllgatlons of

‘*Sect10n 23 of th Charter of nghts and Freedoms (Charter)

In summatlon, -the French Language School Task Force was

@roup of adm1n1strators whose express purpose

3

conducted by a

was _ prov1de' t?il Board of Trustees w1th a551stance 1n
v - N w‘. ’
asse851ng the view and expectatlons Of Edmonton Cathollcf

resxdents and in prov1d1ng re31dents w1th ‘an opportunlty to,

let - thelr/ demands and asplratlons be' v01ced 'the_

i , \
.dec151on-make\\. The task had been ‘to re- evaluate the
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'-delivefY ‘of Eren¢&;,landﬁage ’ ucatﬁon in order to better
respondt-to» the' eduzatiOnal needs of students enrolled in

‘ Frenchj language programs and to accommodate the demands and}
fChallenges evolv1ng fsom the Charter.. on the basis of th%:
~data and“information EWhich"were gathered " the French
‘Language School TaSk Force recommended alternatlve pollcy'
,actions to prov1de approprlate programs of study for all

French language students w1th1n the dlStIlCt '

. ANALYSIS OF THE RESEARCHER S DATA
»fhe- purpose of thlS chapter was to ‘report an analys1s
of ;the* perceptlons _of, stakeholders, admlnlstrators andv:
deC1510n-makers on ‘the polltlcal de0151on maklng ‘process
‘ to_ establlsh a school for French mlnorlty language students-
nand o’_adopt a _new language pollcy conS1stent w1th the
aspirationsv of all parents w1th chlldren in French language

’programs in the Edmonton Cathollc school DlStrlCt

S



- ' kY

. SOURCES OF INFLUENCE
‘“'The‘_first‘_major _area of investigation deals withvthe
" following considerations:

- 'What ‘individuals or groups influenced or:
.'at?mpted to lnfluence the policy dec1sxon°

- (a) wWhat motivated these individuals or groups
to wish to 1nfluence the policy decision?.

) (b) What were the major arguments advanced in
- R favor of a French language school? Against?

- (e) 'What vehlcles of communlcatlon were employed
" by these 1nd1v1duals ahd. groups?

; To provide opportunltles for a broad 1nput from its-
‘varfous publlcs, ‘the Edmonton Cathollc School Board had
invited ‘"all res1dent stakeholders to become lnvolved in the
'dlscu551on. Freeman (1984 25, 34) 1dent1f1ed stakeholders;
- as: 'any group ‘or 1nd1v1dua1 who can affect or is affected by
the, achlevement. of ‘the. flrm s ob;ectlves. uHe ﬂadyocated
'stakeholder X involvement, because 'strateglc planningk is.
tinherently connectedv:uith-'settlng some d ection_for“the_hh
organlzatlon, based v_onﬂ'an ana1y31s of organlzatlonal
capabllltles 'and env1ronmental opportunltles and threats.
In publlc policymaklng, it 1s 1mportant to. develop measures
of satlsfactlon vfor stakeholdlng groups whdse support 1s.
necessary for the adoptlon and successful 1mplementatlon of.
pollcy."It becomes 1mportant, as. well as strateglc, toﬁ
4' assess the v1ews and expectatlons of key stakeholder groupSJ"

vto- ensure that the proposed polzcy falls w1th1n the1r zone:n.

h;of'acceptabxllty and wrll,consequently merltnthelr contlnuedt'

. “\‘
. . . 2RI
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support,i The consultat1on process may then be v1ewed as an

. 1nte111gencel7 gatherlng . mechanlsm . that 'cah 4as51st‘:“

'organlzatlons to’ predlct more accurately the env1ronmental

opportunltles ‘and threats Wthh should be addressed by

lproposedipollcy changes.’ o o
’ 'Several individuais ~and: interest groups dlrectly’or_‘

Dd&{eftly influenced' or attempted to 1nf1uence the pollcY,

vdec151on and 1ts 1mplemen at:.on.v~ The study was dellmlted to

4:n1ne ,key 1nfluent1al takeholder groups ‘1nvolved in the
polltlcal process bet’eeﬁ" January 1983 to February 1986
1Dur1ng the pOlle ad.hy51s stage, these groups 1ncluded the’
:'SYStem-W1de Parent Adv1sory Commlttee on Blllngualt'
.Educatlon, Parent Adv1sory Cqmmlttees of French immersion
‘\.schools, district educatprs, L Assoc;atlon’_Canadlenne'
_franéaise faé- *lfAlberta}-,.bes' Agents"de la Pastorale'
: érahpophone dedmontoh and La Federatlon des Francophones
v;jHorS' Québeo (FFHQ)“" Influential groups durlng the pollcy
plannlng phase 1nc1uded the ACFA Ad Hoc Commlttee, the saantv

'Thomas Aqulnas..French. Immer51on.~Parents and parents,from,

- J.H. Picard school 'and'-st.h Mary’s Academic Occupational

3i§ystem-W1de Advisony COmmlttee on Blllngual Educatlon_

'hAe rev1ew of the’ Mlnutes of the system-w1de AdV1sory.
,_Committee on Blllngual Education (1975- -1982) did not reveal

;support for the establlshment of a unlllngual French school
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in the  past. ‘When “the 'Bugnet proposal for an alternate'
Frenchi schofl 'was made 1n 1982 ‘the Board did. not recelve
any support for the concept from . the d1str1ct advrsoryw

.committee. Subsequently, the-Board requested input from: the

Committee on the strategy to be employed in_conducting the
'French Language School ‘“Task Force s study and reaction to
gthe study’s - adm1n1strat1ve recommendatlons prior .to publlc
v " &

debate. .- j . o “’ A

Members of the system-wlde commlttee generally accepted

the concept °f-'§[ French School but expressed- d1verse_;

]

opinions* and apprehen51ons on the nature of such a school,=’

the criteria for determlnlng the student cllentele, and on
'the process for the equltable allocatlon of fac111t1es and

persennel. Their main objective was ‘to ensure quallty

programming ‘in all French language classes (French Language

SChool'Task-Force Report,.,1983: 2). S Ct

'Parent Advisory COmmlttees of. French Immers1on SChools
—

' 'The' French Language School Task Force consulted wWith

memhersv‘of the parerjz> adv1sory comm1ttees of all French

'immersion_ elementary
_general 'sympathy, for the needs of French-speaklng students
‘‘at the primary level and recelved suggestlons that these

needs be 'accommodated by 'stream;ng' French and French

chools. . Admlnlstrators dlscoveredu

.immersion : stUdents_ w1th1n _exiéting schools. “Given vthe,‘~

”general perceptlon that the establlshment of a French school,,“'
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'would haVe a detrlmental effect on the .existing Immersion

f SChOOlS, -.'no? strong support for the concept was voxced at
_ the parent./qdv1sory level. Whereas three parent,groups.'
strongly opposed the establlshment’of'a.Fre/ch\school; the

-St; Thomas - Aquinas- Parent Adv1sory Commlttee was the only,

group to. support the concept 1f the school were located m.~

‘ ;their school facxllty -(French Language School Task Force
'f'ReEor 1983: 5-7). |

District Educators’

To - obtain"fthe"‘perceptions of educators atﬁvthe
’eleﬂentary level within .the dlstrlct,- thei Task Force
committee. consulted w1th the teachlng staffs of f1ve Engllsh

vfschools selected at~vrandom and of " the French immersion

’tschools. General_ opposition_'to, the: alternativeﬂ school

‘concept was'“expressed by the majority of teachers from the'

English schools. Although they admitted that they "did not

e IR N o - v
feel qualified . to \comment ‘3on‘ questions ‘ regardlng,

¥

’,:Francophones whose first: language is French,' they percelved;fd‘

'that he-'establlshment of a’ French school would have ‘a

"detrlmental effect on the- exlstlng French 1mmers1on schools('

‘and would cause- segregatlon. T

Francophone educators -who"were, 1nterv1ewed by . he_p“;,

‘researcher had been fearful that 1nput from teachers W1thout“
classroom experlence.-in' French language classrooms would
- U o L
,threaten Francophone Qﬁalms for a dzstlnctlve program. e

)

R ?@ .
-0 L
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The majorlty of teachers from French 1mmer31onxschools

were generally n[ favor of establlshlng a French Languageyﬂi

'sch001 because they deemed that the ex1st1ng programs did
not meet the educational needs of.Francophone-Students'whose

- first Language is FPrench. concerned with the impact of

immersion: programf .‘h French-speaking students, they were'
prepared ato 'conSLder a@new alternatlve whlch would enhance

student performance according to the needs of the students'

_.The» p0551b11;ty. of change motlvated many to voice personal

and. profeSsional:concerns for the status 1mp11catlons which

might. result in the establiShment of an alternate,program.v”

Many feared that immersion- programs would 'be viewed as’

offering an 1inferior program or that the opehlng of a new

'school -for"Francophones would be viewed as elitist (French

';La~gu_ge SChOOl Task: Force Report, 1983. 7-8).

/

Frengh teachers, as a profe3510nal group w1th1n the

district,‘ had not submitted a wrltten subm1551on on thls_f

'policy is$ue. to the ’School;Board. Nor%dld a: documentary
search reveal evidence‘ of the tabllng of an off1c1al

4pos1tion on “the 1sspe wrth the J01nt Adv1sory Commlttee on*

pollcy by the dlSttht teachers ATA Local.
However, respondents 1nd1cated that a number of French

1anguage teachers, partlcularly teachers w1th school aged;

chlldren, " had assumed 1eadersh1p in alertlng Francophone ‘
*' .parents -of the 'e dangers‘ of';cultural a531m11atlon.

'i_'concerned :teachfrs:”vhecame act;vely inyo1Ved-inﬁthe ACFA_s
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',preSentationv of polltlcal demands to the Board of Trustees.-

| A' public brlef -submftted to hthe Board in June, 1983 was
' presented by a teacher from the blllnkual high school

In summatlon, w1th1n dlstrlct tnvolvement of teachers

~in the P°1lCY formulatlon process was prlmarlly limited to a"“\

dialogue 'of selected teachlng staffs w1th ‘the Task Force"
'committee, There is no evxdence that teachers attempted toi
influence. the‘ pollcy .issue in. any formal manner w1th1n
districta-'stqutures. A number ef teachers ‘acted as
g advocates for change in actlve collaboratlon w1th the French

communlty s - Ad Hoc Commlttee.

L Assoc1at10n Canadlenne fra_;alse de il Alberta (ACEA)
| The.- ACFA . has hlstgrlcally been 'an_‘advocate for
FrancophOnes~ since 1925; vlta has successfully lobbled the o
klhinister':ofl éducation'-and SChOOl boards ;go. extend the_”
B tlme—frame andf the ’range of cllentele in French language
| programs 1n the publlc school system. concern for the rap1d
rate of a531m11at10n of Franco-Albertans had stlmulated the:
ACFA to comm1s51on an 1nVestlgat10n of parental expectatlons
for: French» educatlon 'lnkthe provlnce, ,mhe results of the.
'-}erron’vReport .'had_ proven useﬁul'to the Task éorce and to

[ . N .
~the Board of Trustees 1n the assessment of the: pOllthalv

}environment - Theh 1983 ~study 1nd1cated that: 46.7% of .

S8

Frag;o—Alberggns preferred a homoqeneous French school w1th"

- Fre%ﬁg admlnlstratlon and staff at the elementary 1evel

. ﬁtb



’Perron d1scovered that 52% of Alberta Francophones,favored
immersion schools because‘ theyr d1d ~not want -to' 'llver
'marginally ;An' interesting~ finding suggested that 54.,9%

did not want more than 50% of the courses taught 1n French

-~ .
VVVVV

~at the elementary levels Accordrng - to. the-Report, theﬂi

'majorlty of. Franco Albertans chose the 50~ 50 formula because

the_»learnlng of French-'should not be’ done to the detrlment
- of _learning English;“French'should not be disadvantageous
to our young people in their ‘training for the future.®

_(French Lang_age School Task Force Report, 1983‘ 9-ll)}

The. -ACFA was 1nstrumental 1n sensrtrzlng and 1nform1ng-
the French communlty on the ratlonale for French: language

v-schoollng 'in an Engllsh milieu. The ASSOClatlon 1nV1ted

FFHQ Pr&esmen@ Mrs. séguln, Ottawa researcher Dr. Des:arlals'_-

and Sa1nt Bonrface admlnlstrator Mrs. Lab0551ere.to.Alberta
h - N . d ’ v N .

in order t0'1nfluence.the dec131on—makers and theHEdmonton:r :”

B

“"catholic Francophone cofmunity to accept a new formula for -

o

assuring’the survival of the minority‘language populat{on in

Alberta. . These out of prOV1nce educators were deemed by SO%Q

- of the respondents to have been influentlal 1n ralslng the

awareness' of Franc0phones to the need for a: Prench Language

-jschool ‘to stem the t1de of cultural assrmrlatron. They.had

‘also encouraged the Francophone 'communrty to?artiCulate.ﬂf

"their ;demands, through »the politiCaI vprocess. (Personal'

'interyiew; Lacombe, 1986 August 20)

ACFAV Officials were pleased that the SChOOl Board was.

< : "
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*jexploring ‘the - fea51b111ty Ff a French school andaencouraged

-Itrustees and admlnlstrators.to 1mplement the concept w1th1n

the dlstrlct pre51dent ME. Goyette and ExecutlverA551stant

.Mr.-_Lacombe_ admltted to belng '"uneasy : that Anglophone

parents were. belng consulted and 1nd;\ated that they would

have welcomed 1nvolvement in the plannlng of the study They
X S

‘~recommended to the Task force that a phase in of t 'ept

would -be Aacceptable w1th1n an ex1st1ng 1mmersron school 1f

Lo

@
“"the total amblance of the school' were French and advocated

that the only cr1ter10n for entrance be l1ngu1st1c fluency

(French Language SChool‘mask Force Report, 1983 9—ll)

Meanwhlle Lef Franco,_ the- ACFA S weekly newspaper,'

N
advocated a str1ct 1nterpretatlon'of Charter parental rlghts

and the need to grant the governance of French. educatlon to

the Francophone communlty ReSpondents recalled that use of f_

the French_ press as a leverage"tool_for bargaining and

negotiating'.tne démands' of the French communiey had been

unfavorably percelved by decxslon-makers and admlnlstrators

?
The role of ACFA Off1c1als in prov1d1ng pollcy relevant

1nformat10n to the Task Force and to the dec131on makers had

generally been apprec1ated by trustees and admlnlstrators.

-

Les Agents de la Pastorale Francophone d Edmonton

*»'In"reactlon, toh the - proposed Bugnet School wh1ch was

seeh hasf,ar threat .to: the ex1stence of the Cathollc 5chool.

s

District _as an institution} " Archblshop MacNeil (MacNeil, °

L

L e

o



,f1983§leune'”6), and ‘the priests involued,.in_ministryfto

5

Francophone parlshe indicated ‘their _support 'fora the_

estahliShment of a. French school within the Edmonton
Cathollcf school DlStrlct ‘vrhe‘ Pastoral Committee for
F‘Francophone: parishes' in - a Novenber,15; l9é§vletter to~the.“
_Trustees adv1sed the. Board to accept cultural and rellglous
fentrance cr1ter1a to determlne ad 1551on to a French school

'Parlsh prlests and Francophone p ish counclls were actlyely
1nvolved : nﬁ”_the dlssemlnatlon'lof literature ‘and ’the

sponsorshlp of publlc meetlngs promotlng the French school

-

- La_ Federatlon des Francophones Hors Quebec (FFHQ)

o

The FFHQ Pre51dent Mrs._seguln ‘was invited to Alberta"

-to‘v conglnce Deputy-Mlnlster of | Education Bosettl,'
"superlntendent of schools Dr. Brosseau, Trustees and parents
“of the need to prov1de French language educatlon ‘to mlnorlty‘

chlldren_'and to inform them ~of developments in other'
prov1nces As a warrant in support of a French'schodl, Mrs.”
' Seguin clalmed that it was 'educatlonally, phllosophlcally d
and‘ 'indeed theologlcally correct for' French- speaklng
'students to he educated in a m111eu which is con51stent w&th :
the Chlld s llngulstlc and cultural background' (French'h

Language school ‘Task Force Report, 1983-115. RespOndents.

stated that her efforts to acqualnt leglslators and parents
with the need for"a d1st1nct program for Francophone'

‘students made a significant contribution to the discussion

"%..i, o ; ‘d, . c:




'and7promotion'of‘the’brench‘Languagetséhool concept.
. o A | _

(ACFA) Ad Hoc Committéé-'
Consternatlon w1th strategies employed by the French_
'Language» 5chool Task »Force caused 'Francophones to fear
rejection of the_cbncept of a French language school by the
majority of Edmonton Cathollc stakeholders Francophone'
respondents_ indicated that they.were resentful of the plan
to consult with non- Francophone stakeholders- _ ‘
_ﬂe felt that it ‘t concern everybody .:, . and
- that if only parent 1ttees were answering and not
necessarily on beha ’ all their parents - this
wasn't exactly rlght. I ‘m not sure that they went
about .- it. " in the right way: ' or that they were
interviewing - the right people or . asklng the. right
"questions. The .'School Board was acting in good faith
when they set up this Task Force but Ifm wonderlng how
aware  they were of this whole queéestion of 1 “cole
francaise. = There -was-a lack of information, lack of

input from people who really knew what a. French school
was (Personal Interview, Roy, 1986: June 11).

At -the‘tlme,.conflidt}within the FrancophoneAcomﬁunity
had aroused‘debate on the relatlve'merits,of denominational
Aand cultural prioritiesziin ,determinlng .thes’context'for
French language educationl' Francophones. were generally
'-conCerned“ about possible v threats to existing 'french
vlmmer31on schools 1n light of the Assoc1at10n Bugnet ‘s plans
to' establlsh a pr1vate non-denominational French language'
s¢h0014 in . the Bonnle Doon area. At a publlc-forum‘at_Lal
Faculte ,Saintﬁjqean ‘on May 18, 1983, _French minority_
language_,parentsﬂ_formed_ an Ad Hoc comnittee to'present ai

formal request,to'the Edmonton Catholic schooljBoard for the
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eStablfshment of‘ a French Language school convinced %ﬁatfr
'_demands* forr a more effective French curriculum lacked the
support of the system—Wide and parent adVisory committees of“

French immersion schools, Francophone parents committed t0"
'thei Catholic philosophy of education banded together as a
lobby group to ?support the concept " of .minoritymFrench%
language : education fwithin,,the CatholiC' school“ system.

\Personal InterView, ‘ROY, l986° June 11).

The. pOSltlon endorsed by the ACFA Ad Hoc Committee 1n&§{:

_Juneﬂ 6,, 1983 ‘brief to the ‘Board of Trustees stated thatha
French language elementary school should'be established in
‘the vdistrict to respect the e Charter rights -of French
minority language students. ‘It asserted that  French
immerSion programs_’did not respond to the educational and_'
cultural needs of French minority language students and only
served “o‘ accelerate the rate of cultural aSSimilation of
'Francophone students. | |

| In ‘the brief,"the ACFA Ad Hocfcommittee requestedv
active: participation ;;in defining' the French scHool, in-
determining its philosophy, and in formulating policies.'.
fhe Committee insisted that the Board establish a spedial'
vehicle for input distinct from th3§system-wide AdVisory

committee o;z%ilingual Education (ACFA Brief, 1983 June 6

7).,_.The Board acquiesced _in‘-part to this demand by

'dire:ting the superintendent to set up. a committee to gather

advice on certain fidcets of the planning process (Board

e
[
n
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| The French - ‘School Commzttee cha1red by RlChaEd
Laplante, Dlrector of Plannlng and Communlcatlons, consxsted
of Trustee Phlllppe Glbeau- three members from the ACFA Ad
Hoc Commlttee Denls Lorleau,, Claudette Roy and Claudette

Tardif; and two -parents a¥, large Jeannine Sabourin and

il

ex-Trustee Simone Secker. ACFAt:hd Hoc4Committee members

invited to sit on the Committee were very‘influential'in

_advlsingv the Board of Trustees to adopt admzssron criteria
whlch respected Sect1on 23 of the Charter and to locate the
'FrenCh language school w1th1n the popular French communlty
of Bonnie Doon. | | | o

‘However; ‘the Board directed the commlttee nembers ‘to
processh their recommendatlons on the admlsslon crlterla and
rthe selection of a site through‘ the_ executive 'of the
.Systen—wide Commlttee for Blllngual Educatlon, chalred by

Francophone Mr. Mousseau. Accordlng te a respondent, the
b ] - : -

ey

-directive was not well received by the ACFA-Ad Hoc‘Committéed

[ N

‘who would have preferred acceptance by the trustees w1thout

consultatlon with the system-wrde, commltgee Wthh it

percelved to be representatlve of the 'Engllsh communlty

_Th CACFA Ad Hoc commlttee kept the Minister of

Educatién abreast of the . evolutlon of events and sent

letters ofj% ,peal to h1m when it percelved threats to the,

succesSful im ﬁementatlon of. the pollcy._ Fearful that

Ty

3

locatlon of the school out51de of a Francophone)nelghborhood

’ .
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;dwould- jeopardize_student>enrolments;'the preSidentfappeaied
;lby letter (Roy, 1983:" March 28). to Minister ofhgducation
King to ,use'his influence with the Edmonton Catholic Board :
'-iof Trustees “to remove threats caused by pressures exerted&
by 'other parent groups.‘ ‘In h1s reply, the Minister stated:‘
that - department off1c1als of the Edmonton RegiOnal:Office
were Fmonitoring this issue very closely}f_and he empha51zed
that the ‘matter of the physical locatlon of a program "is
clearly the responslblllty of the local ]urlsdlctlon' (Klng,
1983: April 25). |
,with ‘the support of the locai“French media and

'Francophone parishes; the "ACFA Ad. Hoc Commxttee was_
1nstrumental in- ralslng the ‘awareness of Francophones to the
_unmet eddcatlonal needs of mlnorlty language students w1th1n
1mmers1on programs. The ACFA Ad Hoc Commlttee had produced a
clear statement of its position and made this p051t10n known‘
to the pollcymakers through_ formal and 1nforma1 contacts
w}th_ individual Trustees-and the‘%halrmen‘og the Board. It
;influenéed policymaking by-presentation of La“publicrbrief,-
a petltlon, regular and spec1al meetings with pollcymakers,'
_admlnlstrators and parent groups, electloneerlng, membershlp
.on’ the superlntendent s 3dv1sory comm1ttee, correspondence
with vthe' Board fof Trustees and the Minister of Educatlon,"
and an effectlve use of the Medla

Though polltlcal pressure ‘tactics ‘such aslperceived

manlpulatlon of parent adv1sory meetlngs and negotlatlons
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through the French press were resented by French 1mmerslon

parents, admrnlstrators and Trustees, thoughtful 1nput from

\

, the ACFA Ad Hoc qpmmxttee was generally well received and

'_accepted,

Saint Thomas Aqulnas French Immersion Parents gg

Dlssatlsfactlon with the adm1ssron crlteria and with
the re allocatlon of the Plcard 51te which had been promlsed
'to " the st. Thomas Aqulnas school 'communlty fostered a
movement to. demand the co- habltatlon of both French language
programs in the same facility. In a personal intervxew, a
respondent ‘(Bourigault, 1988- March 30) recalled that most
non- Francophone parents were unaware of the lobbylng done by
the ACFA 'Ad  Hoc Commlttee.’ "I definitely remember them
(Francophones) trying to 1nfluence us ‘when |

We had a general meetlng at our school and 1t was very
upsetting  to the immersion parents because we were
broken up -into small groups led by supporters of a
Francophone school. - It was very difficult for us to
- give our 1nput because every time we raised a question
which was not ~in agreement with what they wanted to
do, we were not‘@ given a chance to discuss it as a-
groyp. . . o ' '

E)

FrenCh immersion parents 'had expressed dismay and
R ,
frustration  at being excluded from the decr51on-mak1ng-

;

f'process and atv the lack of conslderationIOf the French

ITWQSchool' Committee for the input of EngllSh speaking parents.

Many 'felt betrayed by the admlnlstratlon, the Board and the:

‘parent AdV1sory Commlttee.' Opponents to ‘the exclu51v1ty of

B the French language concept made thexr V1ews known by letter



to the Pprime Minister, their Member ~of parliament, the

Minister  of 'Eduoation,‘ the 'comm1351oner for ’Offitial’

Languages, fthe_,editor ‘of Le~/?r@nco as well as to thevlwﬁ‘

g

‘Trustees.,‘ The pressure group. also presented"a pet;tlon to‘
the Board prior to the Board acceptance of the French school
‘Committee’s' ‘recommendations on admission criteria.
'Expiaining ‘that only 50 sSt. Thomas Aquinas~fanilies had
1nd1cated suppgrt for “the French schooi andvthat at least‘

70% :°§ the 51gnatory famllles had at least one parent who

spoke French,_ Mr; Wlllls (1983. December’ 12) 1n51sted that‘ a

- the parents were committed to a quality education within the

French community‘— -

cee presque tous les parents des enfants qu1‘
frequentent Saint Thomas son% fermement, ‘engagés a
donner a leurs.enfants non. seﬂiement une educatlon de
haute quallte dans un - frangals de ﬁaute qualite, mais,
aussi. de - favoriser- 1l epanoulssement d une communaute
francophone florissante. ‘

J.H. Picard - st. Mary’'s Academic Occupationai‘Program
When . the parents of J.H. Picard and’ of St. Mary’s
Academio Occupationai Program realiied’that the’Board had

approved the co-habltatlon df both programs (Board Mlnutes,“

1983: December. 19), drscontent threatened to affeat the
_decision to locate the French‘school.in‘the5plcard facxlity.
Parents who had reluctantly 'aoguies&ed-to the 1981 Board
‘deoision toa'reiocate the secondary Bilingual schooi.were‘
‘emphatic in Qoicing their displeasure. They'questioned the

e\

integrity z_oft_the Board decisioné which,“ they cla;med,t-



-undermined5 the historical and educational rat!bnale Qpr th u
< ','-,’) LNy 8

establishment of the secondary 'bilinguali schobi in. 1972
Unable ‘tog arrive‘ at anracceptable compromise‘
parent. adVisory committeesgcommunicated by letter[_

1984: March 8; Coulombe,.~l984- March 9) their’unanimous’-'

»decision"that co-habitation would be detriméngal to both"_‘%

N . . Loy ﬂ‘w .
programs. Despite this _feedback, the Boérff”up&eld its'j.

. c R % Y
o . . . i o ., ‘¢ ~.
December . decision to retain the Academic

Program :at\ Saint Mary S school (Board Mlﬂﬂ%gi,‘
16).; On the adVice of Board Chairman Dr.-Green that it was~tv
'up to the dissatisfied group to find a. reasonable solution,
parents and staff threatened 'to boycott the move of the'
isecondary school from the J.H. Picard faCility Od April 3,
the Picard Parent Advisory Committee deCided that the most,

reasonable solution was to remain at their present/location

POLICY ARGUMENTS. _

A
.
<

vrhe data collected” in thev‘analysis of the policy'
decision-making' process revealed the motivations and
argumentsf'whicn were advanced in oppOSition and in suppg;t
'of the political demand for a program for minority language.
students ,in.a homogeneous educational.faCility,‘ In view of
.ahe ,positions taken by‘ the ‘various bstakeholder .groupsv
‘cOnsidered as . key inrluentials »in the resolution of the
policy bissue, the JreséarCher shall present the majorfff“

arguments v01ced by people opposed to the establishment of a



LY

. the change.'

>

- %Ffench-‘language SChool and then present some Figures WhiCh

eluc1date the motivations ~and arguments advanced in favor of
@"

I -;}gETrespondents 'recalled that French 'schooling was
. y

) mainly opposed bytpeople who thought that the establishment

of ‘a separate-gfaCility for Francophones would sanct@on

‘ghet@piSm Vand"'cause divisiveness Within the. Catholic

community ] ThlS attitude surfaced in comments wrltten by a

.

parent in. a d?strict survey of French 1mmer51on programs

QP'Qf'I- don t think French immersion should be. aimed

~ _solely at- "English-speaking” children but all
_‘hévlldren. who choose. to learn their subjects:

“primarily " in- the French language. ' There is

- .. danger in . "segregating®"™ the children thus

;. seeding  distrust. ‘and misconception . of a

‘"different. class of-. citizens" in our society.

French  immersion. . should . be for. English,

_frqncophone ‘apd children whose first language is

not, English (Respondent 033, French Immersion

Program parent Survey, 1986: spring). -

: secondly,, dec1s1on maker - and administrator respondents

e

f‘recalled . concerns for the-.financial‘_implications " of .

. 8 .

‘1n1t1at1ng a new program and meeting transportation costs at

‘J

" a _time.of declining enrolments. The debate on the merits of

French - 1mmer51on 'programs in’ ‘meetingf,theﬁ\geeds , f

Franco Albertans aroused the third:'major concern for ‘the

"viability., f district French immersion 1programsﬂ ,Thes%w

N : : o S e
e . )

political, economic and educational conSiderations were

'addressed' in . the Task ‘Force Report on the French school

~

and publicly espoused by“hembers of the Saint Thomas Aquinas
N

school community

= R w

’ T .o c. ) - .
-~ H | A - . S /
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The motivations 'and' argdments of the Francophone

”

\'COmmunity 'according'=’o the perceptlons of the respondents -

'fhave‘ been organlzed 1n Flgures accordlng to punn’s (1981l

x
methodS" of" atgumentatlon.,y_ Figure 2, indicates thef‘
pollcy relevant 1nformat10n rdentlfled by all respondents as'
key arguments’wto ‘the Board of 3§rustees on_the need to
differentlate betWeen the 'educational needs = of students

belng 1nstructed in French as a- mother ton@%e and students

learning French as ~a second language. The outcome of the

' ,differentiatedv CUrriculum 1ssue was percexved to have been

| 2R .
determined: by value-crltlcal arguments. Flgure 3 is® meant-

to»lreflect;,the recollected ' value base of tH s parénts of"
‘students 'enrolled in French language ‘programs in the
‘Edmonton Catholic School District in 1983.

~In Figure 4, “a table of pragmatlc arguments ‘from

"whmotivation,‘ parallel case and analogy further reflects the

perceived- lobbying stanice of .stakeholders supportlng the

requeStﬂ forf.a French language school The warrant from
' = _
motivation revealed the motlvatlng goals of the ACFA Ad Hoc

fCommittee and of Francophone supporters. of the French school*

concept. - The warrant,fin.'argument-from parallel'case and

" analogy supported ",thei assertlons made by ‘Francophone
‘supportersg that 1nstances ~of legal ~decisions . in other-~

-provinces- indicated a pfecedent to justify 'afflrmatlve_

f‘ POllCY actlon in the Edmonton Cathollc SChool dls@&ict

. The researcher had ant1c1pated ‘that the prime

~
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ELEMENTS OF THE POLICY ARGUMENT .

T

N Therefore oo
Policy-Relevant ~ e '
Information I? ‘ ’ (Q)uallfler-)Pollcy Claim

- 'French immersion ...+ The school Board
programs are organized - ,'@%, ... should adapt their
to meet the needs of ' .~ French'language

. students who have never. (probably)/ programs to respond to

‘been exposed to the  French

language or to the French , - of both clienteles.
culture. S ' - ’
Since - 5 L . ' Uhless
. (W)arrant . : - - (R)ebuttal
Francophone students7f‘ ff,'ElemenLary programming -.
enrolled in French. , in Prench lariguage arts
immersion programs are is adapted to the
not having their - - educational and
educational and cultural - cultural needs of.
" needs met within the . children who have a
existing program ‘ - lived experience of
. French as their mother
tongue.
Because L Because |
-~ . L &
(B)acking ' ~ {(B)acking
A significant number A significant-humber
of non-Francophone . of Francophone parents
parents have opted to . claim that the
have their children ' educational and
educated in canada’s v cultural needs of
~second official their children are
language. ", . . being atrophied by

')122 Figure 2 (Dunn, 1981: 77)

existing French
immersion programs.

¢

R

the educational needs

.



VALUE-CRITICAL -ARGUMENTS

Pollcy-Relevant '
: WInformatlon

There is a need for an
instructional program
in French other than .
Frenchwlmmer51on which

Iheregore f

vThe Edmonton Cathol1c
~School Board should

. establish a French
school where the

would meet the educational

and cultural needs of

minority language ‘. = . B -
Francophone, students. . ‘

unique cultural needs
of Francophone #
children® could be met
through programs
adapted to their
academic and 5&5
linguistic levels.

Since
: .

. — " L
Warrant 1- - . \ Warrant: 2

The preservation of
French~Canadian cultural
identity -should be
fostered in a school which
continues to promote the
cultural values of the
home and of the parish.

Many citizens recognize that

the needs of French- -speaking
_students entering elementary
‘school are different from: “the
needs of non: French- speaklng “
students enrolled in French A
immersion- classes '

gecause C . aecause
(Backxngl) (Bacgghgzl

French chlldren already , Non-Frajzicophone parents.
possess the knowledge @§l want tinX{ children
their maternal tongue *% - ,enrolled in a French

- whereas non-Francophone . immersion program to
children must be 1ntrodu§id// ”acqulre competence in-
to the mechanics of an (& canada’s second OfflClal
unfamlllar language. language and to -

. . appreciate
~ French -Canadian culture.
They do. not aim to have

. their children assimilated ©
- into the Frepnch culture.

-

A

Figure 3 (Dypn, 1981: 91)
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'PRAGMATIC ARGUMENTS

Policy-Relevant
Information

the high rate of

dxperienced by
Franco-Albertans
in recent years.

_ ¢ .
Warrant 1

Western educational
institptions should
. promote national
blllnguallsm

~..and-provide special

"mlnorlty lingquistic
and-cultural
education.

Backlng 1
The Canadlan House of

'”Commons has accepted
'French and English as

" .the two official
" languages of Canada -,

and that Minority
Language groups have
special rights under
- the 1982 Charter.’ '

Fig

Legal decision
" state that Fre
immersion.

programs do not

meet the true
needs of

- Francophone
children,

|

© Backing 2

Court decisions
n New Brunswick

- i
‘ffand‘in Ontari
- have set a

precedent for
determining

programming and :
conditions for the
instruction of
French mantlty

students.

ure 4 (punn, 1981:

" Therefore
(Q)ualifier ——ppPolicy Claim
o > E
A School Board‘poliéy (Probably) The Edmonton Catholic
. should be implemented A * school Board should
to assist Francophone ‘establish a French
parents in curbing school dedicated to
_ meeting the needs of B
cultural assimilation Francophone children:
' as determined by
section 23 of the
Charter. ..
Since*®
! T
Warrant. 2 Warrant 3 -
40*

There is a need

to, ,ov1de a
un e

educational
milieu to ensure -
the appropriate
education for
Francophones.

s
nch

 Backing 3

.. Legislation
promoting
..equalityvof
leducatlonal
-opportunity
for French and
English o
-m1nor1t1es is
t to
red ss.any -
mischief which
L may’ haVe
caused past
\dlscrlmlnatlon

s

7

83)
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X . | _
motivating - factor ta activate ‘the policy review could be
directly ~ascribed --to the ‘political demand to provide

*t

mihority language education ‘as a Charter ,right' for
'~Francophone pafents. fHowever, an analy51s of key stakeholder:

perceptions revealed that respondents percelved the legally

s

:mandatedr 'educatibnal rights -to ‘be " the fourth 'mostr

\

significant Cclaim for. policy change, ‘The- descrlptlon of the

historicai\ context in chapter ‘4. supports the researcher s

- assumption that, the dlssatlsfactlon of Francophone parents
iand educators w1th French Immer31on courses ‘was -an 1mportant
‘motlvatlonal factor in the demand for pollcy “change. All of "

. . a

the_tespon?ents,percelvedrthat the major argument‘rn favor of

a . French ‘languége schooi .wasf'the ‘need to‘respbhd to the
educational‘ and cultural needs of Franc0phones to help them

retain“ thelr cultural and llngu1st1c 1dent1ty The majorlty

N

-'of' respondents '1dent1f1ed the -need to check the forces”oﬁi

L3 M

cultural aSSLmllatlon as the second major concern. The thlrd

51gn1f1cant argument arose- from the , pedagogicald

g respon51b111ty to dlfferentlate between the Francophone and

*

! the French 1mmer51on cllenteles. ' e

7
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The vsecond key theme for analysls addressed the level of

influence of key actors in the pollcy proceSS' from the

‘ 'followlng perspectlves.

What. potential and implicit 1nfluence was . held, JQ

- . and .what' manifest - influence .was exXercised by .
those who _had, or attempted to have 1nput into
the, pollcy deczsxong '

F_An ~individual’s ;or group’s- potentialp influence,
: T ; . A _
according to Dahl{(1970: 28) is determined by the political

resources -such as;g;lme, money, control over information,

social  standing, rights  of ‘public -office,"solidarity,

-

,'educatlon andbénergy w%;ch are avallable to that 1nd1v1dual

or group. - Manlfest ;1nfluence (Dahl, " 1970- 26) refers to

the. actual 1nf1uence exerted by aﬁwlnd1v1dual or group who

" had 1nput to the pollcy dec151on. Implxcxt 1nfluence (Dahl,
.' & /
‘1970 30) ex1sts when an 1nd1v1dual or group has v1rtually

'no potentlal 1nfluence but 1s perce1ved to possess 1t by the
e

. pollcymakers.‘

In the study,, influence ~was identified in terms of

1nd1v1dhal or group : access . to poiitical resources.:L

POllthal resources were 1dent1f1ed and ‘an attempt to gauge

the percelved levels v of,..lnfluence _of the various ™

stakeholders were arrlved at by examlnlng the relevant flles'

7,of ‘the Edmonton catholic School Dlstrlct and of the above
mentioned groupsl and by 1nterv1ews_w;th key actors in the

.fpolicywprocess.

N

~

N



w '”'The most useful data related to the 1nfluence held and

-

exerted by ‘the varlous groups were obtained durlng a

personal interview w1th Dr. Acheson (1986- May.29),.Chairman

of the French Language school Task Force and Superlntendent

of. Program services who recommended establlshment' of a

‘Frenchlelementary school as one'viable;and feasible solution'

- to the . French education issue. Because he supervised the

-interpretation,’Of data . which supportedvthe administratiVe

recommendations “to the Board, hls perceptlons of 1nfluence
were deemed to be the most valld _Addltlonal supporting
data concerning influence are presented in other portions of

this chapter. These include persohal,contacts with Trustegs

and Central administratbrs, presentation of briefs, reSearch?

'papers, pet1t1ons and correspondence

»

were predlsposed toward the ‘French language 'school prioritcgf'

”manlfest polltlcal pressure -belng ﬂexerted upon 'them by

Respondents percelved that a majorlty of the»Trusteesf

' Lnterest group supporters. D'V Acheson perceived that the.

,input from Francophone parents and educators had been the‘

strongest manlfest 1nfluence on aoard dec151on maklng

Respondents conflrmed that potent1a1 1nf1uence was apparentﬁ

~in the role played by the prov1nc1al ACFA, Les Agents de la

"_Fastorale, the FFHQ, - the system-wide Advrsory Commltee ont
‘Blllngual Educatlon and members of the Board of Trustees who'

'were spokesmen xfor 'the Francophone communlty durlng the,-

’,phase of admlnlstratlve pollcy analy51s.

=]
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Most of the 1nterv1ewees deemed that the ACFA prov1ded
the greatest potentlal 1nfluence in affecthg the outcome of
the pollcy dec1s;on.‘ BY fac111tat1ng the dlssemlnatlon of
..valuable educational-qlnformatlon to dec151on-makers and to -
theﬁ’érancophone‘ecommunity during the poliCymaking;orOCess;"

the ACFA had positively influenced the key decision tdken on
"June 20, 1983 to establish a French language school.
Despite the perception by Some respondents of the lack

: \
‘of potentlal influence of the system—W1de Adv1sory committee

on - Blllngual Educatlon, this Aorganlsm lwas; viewed by
vdec151on—makers and admlnlstrators as. holdlng a high degree
of manlfest influence “on pollcymak%%§ in the. school
:dlstrlct._ ;Thls influence was attested to by.the Board s’
z°concern' that the flndlngs of the Task Force Report had been'

approved by the commlttee and that 1mplementat10n measures‘

continuei‘to be d1alogued’ w1th members of the system- wzde‘

125 &

committee . (Board Mlnutes, 1983- June 20),‘ The Frenchﬁ;”

'SChool COmmlttee had been dxrected to- seek support from theﬁﬁb

Executlve of the system-wlde Adv1sory Commlttee on B ngugyf?f;

Educatlon for Jits - psoposed concept of a French scho
‘M1nutes, 1983 November 21) o d ”h“'~ ?

'BY their 1nterpretat10n .of;theadata collected within
the-'Edmontona.catholic_ CQmmunity: and the nature of thelr'

recommendatlons for pollcy action, admlnlstratons on the :

French Language School Task Force Commlttee w1elded manlfesthf

1nfluence on the ultimate. pollcy deczslon. Dr. Acheson.'

{
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'surmlsed that the. admlnlstratlve recommendatlons made by the

‘French : Language School Task Force. members were most

influentiél in conv1nc1ng the‘Board to establlsh the French

language school He noted that adV1ce from educators

' yithin“,h dlStrlCt and from Alberta Educg%ion officials

baSed ~on research studles of language' educatlon had

provided manlfest 1nfluence to.the Task Force members in the

development of' thEII ‘ recommendatlons for alternative

-

scenarlos for French language educatlon.‘

' Members of . the Board of Trustees, partlcularly the e
three Francophone Trustees, were 1dent1f1ed as hav1ng held a

hlgh degree of manlfestf.lnfluence'on pollcymaklng by Dr.

Acheson who.saw them asttbefkey movers . . . who attempted

with varying - degrees ofﬁsuccess to try to coalesdédinput'

',from "the varlous stakeholder groups. The_ majorjtyﬁ”of

/- L%

respondents" concurred w1th Dr.; Acheson s opinion?;that

‘manifest influence on 'the'policy outcome was exhibited by
':'the'fTrustees who ultlmately assumed respon51b111ty for the

"authoritative allocat1on of soc1etal values" when. they

took the" courageous declslon to accept the principle
of the Francophone school. The resolution of the Board
responded very accurately to the Task Force Report
which the committee  felt reflected the consensus of
the community. The June 20 1983 decision was a key
- decision taken by  the 1980-83 Board.. When that .
‘decision was accepted, - the Administration"and
~'sub-committees of Trustees could - move ahead. The
 committee was disappointed ' that the Board felt that
thé¥e had to- be another committee set up because we
felt that - every issue had been addressed and it was E
time to get along WIth the task. ' N o

5’
w®




Legal claims to constitutional rights as well as the
i
appeal to the logic of current research findings in French
language. education had been taken into con51deration by the
French vganguage SChool Task Force prior to any 1mpliC1t¥
influence "being exerted ‘on decision-makers by the ACFA Ad
Hoc ecommittee.. In “Dr Acheson S opinion4 the decision to
' establish the French® school cg@ld have- occurred
o o - . w1thout %pecml representations by members of
the ACFA Ad Héc Committee. The collective French :
community and all of the groups. had made a very
valuable - contribution to the resolutidn of the issue.
We checked .for feedback -and the stakeholder groups .
were pleased with our, presentation to the Board.
rhe 'potential 1nfluencel of the Ad Hoc Committee was
particularly 'significaht when it functioned as a ‘favorable
- support tO’wthef allocativev policy dec151on :in June. The
influence of the 'committee on policymakingfwas’later made
manifest by“their 1nvolvement in the definition .of entrance
criteria, in the selection of a fac1lity and 1in the

obtention of greater political partiCipation_bylprancophone

‘»parents._

,Encouraged by thei provincial hACFA,F the Ad' Hoc 5
’r“committee had developed patterns of lobbying that max1mized'
their 1nfluence during the policy 1mp1ementation stage. The'
‘:iniormal ;*contacts w1th Trustees and administrators- to-
persuadei‘idecision-makers of the justness"dof their E
interpretation of ﬂcharter rights ‘were generally welcomed
correspondence w1th the Board and the Minister of Education

v
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focused on the-activities and demands ofAthe Association and
waszvfavorably.received Attempts to clarify their. p051t10n
*and the desired dlrectlon needed to_attaln thelr demands
through contacts with the bureaucracyvand with system-wide
and school parent advisory groups did provoke mixed

3

reactions -as noted _earlier but were eventUaily accepted.

The ACFA' Ad Hoc Committee had assuméd responsibility for o

_ informinge decision-makers and the communlty at large whlch
“dld 1nfluence the acceptance of the- pollcy change and affect
Vflts 1mplementat10n." Finally, théy malntalned pressure -on
elected yrustees -and on .the Edmonton Cathollc communlty,
particularly on Francophone parents, which resulted in a
‘ commitment to a new d1rectlon for- French language educatlon

1n the school district.

Environmental Qhreats were peréeived by interest group-

‘respondents recalling. the lobbyingfvSEances of St. Thomasgr}

Aguinas French-‘immersionv parentsvand of parents‘from'JfH.
Pic§rdv School'and St. Mary's Acadenic Occupational4Program;
The implicitfglnfluenced'of “the " immersidn_ and academic
occupational eparents :vas: perceived by 1nterest group
,respondents as threats to trustees who may have been swayed.
;1n the1r dec1s1on maklng for personal polltlcal reasons The
threatened - boycott by = the V-Plcard | school community‘
demonstrated manlfest 1nfluence oh policy decisions‘which
could have affected the Board s objectlves to prov1de French

’jschoollng to " m1nor1ty languagew_students _in’ a . d3§Q}nct




facility. These perceptlons are conflrmed in a letter from

»the prov1nc1al ACFA pre81dent to the Board of Trustees in

whlch he 1nd1cated that too much pressure had been placed on‘

"1nd1v1duals and groups of parents o L f‘

. .
to find solutions to the problems created by your
decisions. any proposed solution which diviRYes the
Franco-Albertan community reneges _on your Board’s
promise to establish the French minority language
.program on the J. H. Picard site, or, ndangers the
‘'smooth operation of the Grade 9 .12 immersion .
program to ‘an unsound educational settlng would be

‘unacceptable (Gbyette, 1984: March 5).

I .

'The ~éajorlty of respondents aiknowledged the potentlal

11-_ influence of ‘the Bugnet socxety *as a catalyst' (Personal

Interview, Gagne, 1 1986: June 10) t to “accelerate the

. cceptance of the challenge' to look at the effectlveness of

our immersion programs for Francophone students (Acheson,

11986). - The manifest ~1nfluence of the Bugnet 50c1ety in

setting the' politicel agenda was ‘acknowledged at the

official_fopening of Ecole Maurice Lavalle€e as that of-a

pressure group "qui a contribué a evelller les forces

politiques de notren v1lle et de notre prov1nce ‘au dr01t a

~1’ecole  frangaise en . Alberta® - (Roy,‘ fDerrlere_ la

réalisation: de nombreux acteurs;® Le Franco, 1984: November

\

~2m).
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' GATEKEEPER STRUCTURES
ZThe ‘researcher s third task’ Was to 1nvestlgate the
gatekeeplng structures within the polltlcal organlzatlon
oInd1V1duals within an organlzatlon can. act as screens to

1nput from 1nd1V1duals or groups whose bellefs and b1ases do

L

‘'not  agree _‘w1th views held by .members _w1th1n the

?

‘organization.-~ To  address this theme,_ the researcher
examlned data pertalnlng to the following questions:

'Dld- polltlcal structures obstruct or facilitate
individual or gqgroup attempts to influence the
policy dec1s1on7 - : '

(a) What role was played by the Superlntendent
' of SChOOlS in this matter?
(b) wWhat admlnlstrators had adopted p051tlons
on this issue?

What were these p051t10ns How did they
come to take these po 1ons°. Did their
"views evolve? ‘ '

(c) What policy position was taken by the
- Schob® Board on this issue? What School
Board Trustees “had “adopted positions on
"this 1issue? , What were these positions?
~How. did they ‘come to these positions? Did .
their views evolve? :

'Evidence - exists that “in 1983, the Edmonton Cath°11°

Board of Trustees was favorably disposed to bel‘more

paers
. %

'.respon31ve to canada s off1c1a1 language mlnorlty group. At

;a%wpubllc forum organlzed_rby the provxnc1al;ACFA in May;

1panelist' Trusteew secker ' had assured the audience that the

Board <was’_ actlng in good faith V;n‘ establishing the

»

admlnlstratlve French Language ‘school srask'Force'and‘had



adv1sed the parents that the Board was seeklng"un consensusﬁ
' populalre' -for7'a ‘policy which would respect educatlonalm‘
rightsv for minority 1anguage students (Secker, 1983 May
18). : frustees Gibeau and Gagn€, also 16 attendance,
publiclya 'confirmed '1that the 'Board' mas' open ;;bﬂ the
con51derat10n of nem optlons for French language educatlor
Accordlng to"all respondents, most proponents~of the
French school ‘concept found the polltlcal structures to bed
ﬁ)y supportlve and fac111tat1ve in proce551ng their gnput
"on policy dec151ons. However not all affected stakeholders
Zperceivedb'the' structures  in -the same light. -Respondents
 surmised that 'L’}SSociation_eBugnet“.mustnfhave ~foun§ the
politicai~‘structuressto be obstructive and ineffective,asxa
vehicieh‘fot recognltlon of‘Francophone educational need'.
Although. they | 4ad by passed the district’s ,advisory
'structure ﬁ' blLlngual educatlon, “"the opportinity to ‘be
;“heaf""'had been fac111tated by the chlef superlntendent ;ho

- asked the super}ntendent of programs So review their

k3

'3'QpropoSa; and assﬂst them 1n_prepar1ng a presentatlon to the

Board."  some pa ents affected- by the re allocatlon of
facilities withinfdthe' dlstrlct percelved a screenlng of

information;by}the Board and the admlnlstratlon.

\

The SUperintendent of Schools

e

.The values‘ and views held by the- superlntendent of

sdhools ‘are an importantv 1nd1cator-’of the acceptance or



o o : -”“ﬂb«»-\{EU | N :
'”.non acceptance ‘of . hew demands and expectations placed upon
3the‘ school district. As chief executive of the school
district, the 'superintendent 'routinely prov1des input on
educational'. policy g—and: allocative changes .Wlthlnw the~
}district However the literature'suggested the ppssibility
that ‘the«_superintendent-could provide only the information
which fits his own personal view. 1In some instagces, the
.chief*'executiue- officer ~acts as ‘a screen for input from
interested indiViduals and groups whose demands threaten the
-Vlablllty of the institution.

EVidence from documents and decision-m@ker respondents
confirms that the superintendent,‘as the educational leader
ofA the school ~district, . was a- key partiCipant in the

'Vdevelopment of the language.education policy, puring the
'entire process, the"lsuperintendent. was perceig%d by most
interViewees as a key communicator .within‘ the;catholic'
community interpreting the; various educationa; political
"and legal’ aspécts of the issue. In a personal interview;
superintendent. Df; Brosseau- (1986-'June 4)zstated that to
%nsure:'thatiutrustees' received a correct interpretation of
the laws of the prov1nce and of section 23 of the Charter,
"‘Hé“ maintained a;constant communication linkage with Alberta .
Education througb contact w1th Dr. Bosetti, Deputy Minister
of - Education, w1th Dr. Lamoureux, Director of Language

S ices, and with Alberta Sschool Trustees’ Assoc1ation”

;*;“lawyer Mrs.. Anderson. ' He had adV1sed the trustees of the

\
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»trustees that

possible educational, political and légal implications'of

any 'decision' taken on the French school issue. In‘a key

presentatioh to the- Board on November 21, 1983, he 1nformed

‘o~

The prime factor causing this shift® in perceptlon by

the French community was no doubt’ the Canadian
Constitution of 1982 (Section '23) which guaranteed
language education rights to. French and: English
minorities in cCanada. ... oOur Board has identified
with ‘their aspirations by agreeing to commence plans

for the opening of a French language school in the
fall of 1984. -

... the new canadian Constitution‘ has entrenched

additional * minority education rights. ‘These new

rights recognize French; and English as official

languages for elementary and: secondary education.
.. Given these rights, - it’is incumbent on our board to
' respect them. \ I : o

C .

concern for the educatﬁon:of all students had mot ivated
' C : L o

the chief superintendent?gtof recommend' that . the ‘Board

“,v

-establish fa Task Force to conduct an 1n depth study of the

133"

»

Frenchy,Languages School 1ssue. However dependlng on: thelrv

- stake in theﬂ'issue, respondents expressed a range of

'perceptlons of‘the superlntendent as haV1ng been- elther very

sdﬁportlve,:m
interpretlng oplnlons, concerns and complalnts on the French

school issue during the deClSIOn maklng process

Although a documentary review does'not substantiate

.antagonlstlc .. or neutral in rece1v1ng and

this 4apprehen81on, members of the ACFA Ad Hoc Commlttee had-

been upset by the percelved slowness o‘*app01nt the

super;ntendent s commthEe orv 1nput from the Francophone

. ) . N N o .\ . ' ‘ %

fcommunity»*in ythek plannlng for the French school In the '
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fall tof 1983, the shperintendent appointed a qommittee «to

school. The committee assumed permission 'to propose new

<

e

make recommendatfons on the most suitable site_for‘the'

~Prench Language school and criteria for -entrance into the -

. demands such as extensian of the schodl to the junior high

level, participation 1in the’ polltlcal system, -and 'thew

regulatory control .cf ‘student admlttance ton the French

rschool The superlntendent s c¢ritical receptlon of the new

demg%ds could account for the fact- that 'Francophone parent_

respondents percelved h1m as not fully supportlng the move
towards a French language school. '

His presentatlon_ion the admission criteria for the

Interview, ‘McMahonf fl986' July 23) to state ‘that the

»\Superintendent "was. defendlng personal options. that had

nothlng to do w1th the 51tuat10n at hand" _Sﬁppcrt fcr
a view mlght be 1nferred from the remar
superlntenhg%t on that occa51on

It .is w1th; trepldatlon ‘that. I speak on the French
School. ‘Pew, if any, issues in the history of our
country have: been so volatile and produced.so much
vitriol. We have 11ttle choice but to... render a

- decision which. will be just and fa1r to most concerned
and at the same.time protect the. mlnorlty rights.

e by the

 French school in November 1983'moved a respondent (personal’

. (The ACFA claim that French immersion schools .

constitute a veritable source of assimilation) was, no
doubt, a -surprise to many on the Board as from an
‘historical - basis thé French community had been the
~ prime force in’ getting blllngual and 1mmer51on
programs in place 1n Alberta. :

In defendlng thef:p031tlon that.'any_Canadian had th®

LR
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right-‘ to, attend either of . the two ‘Official language
schools',‘ TUr. Brosseau. questloned the constltutlonallty of{
the - proposed adm1551on crlterla 11m1t1ng entrance to
VFrancophOnese and‘ the educatlonal validity of the proposed .
philosophy for the‘French school.

) ) A '

: You . will .note that Appendlx II has much to~ say about._
the. objectives and characteristics of the French
school. I could do a detailed critique of Appendix II
but let it suffice to say that its language expresses

s. fact what may well be opinion and holds out as
',aogma that which might be relative. In summary,
..Appendlx II maintains that the goal of a French school

is lingulstlc and cultural purity, somewhat of a new
goal in Alberta Education (The. ¥French School as
_broposed by “he Edmonton catholic school Board,
Brosseau, 1983: November 21). R
Frenchn parentA respod§€hts and the French media were
very critical of . the superintendent’s assessment of the
objectives and characteristics of the French school The '

French communlty was not encouraged by his part1c1pat10n in -

the process at that time,

Trustees (Personal interview, McDonald 1986; July 21)

,percelved ;.that ' the super;ntendent had maintained a

COHtanDUS‘ ggﬁingnﬁ.w1th all stakeholder groups. They

‘ Ras SRURE S s A
recalled ”hzﬁ’s‘?r? gycerns  to provide equal educational
LS8 ‘ R

'opportunltles foriﬂﬁ;fstudents within'the juriSdiction.while
;_ respondlng to the.:educationaiﬁfand legal demands oﬁ the.'
Francophane éommunity. - Trustee 'McDonaid : '(PerSOna1 ;
_ Interview, Mcbonald, 1986:_ July fZl) reoalledntthat the

fsuperintendentl advised and . cautvbned the Board. not to make"

decisions which would adversely affect the f1nanc1a1 human'

(2

uf



and materlal resources of the school distfictJ Trustee'

\ . ~/ )
Gagne (Personal 'interview,-Gagne,‘1986 June 10) conflrmed
that'”yhile the supe;intendent had re31sted demands to be

'responsivef 'that  would ~negatively impact on the school

. o ’ :
district, he had responsibly adV1sed the Board to honour --

educatlonal and legal demands for French language educatlon
In‘summatlon; in his role as chief adV1sor-to the Board
,‘and ‘facilitator- of the policy‘p:qcess, the supefintendent
elicited a tangee of positive.and negatiVe feaetionsﬁfromf
pplicy ~actors and stahehqidets} a review | of. the
, o o

correspondence. would suggest ‘that the superintendentfs

concern for.. maintaining harmony 'within the district was

‘ @.peréeived as both fac111tat1ng and obstructing attempts by

“1nd1v1duals and groups to 1nfluence policy decisions.

Central Admlnlstrators

Con51derat10n of the Bugnet Assoc1ation demands bybthe
-superlntendent ] of Vprqgram serv1ces appears to have
spear-headed the need to’re-exami%e the‘apprqprlatenessvof‘
the French language curriculum for the target CIieﬁteles.ﬁ
Trustee- McDbnaidh (Persona;' interv%ew, Ll986: {nly 21) whd
made thei‘mdtion' in support ofvaire;iew of French language
'programs ‘within “the district ~rec:lled that 5."The
" recommendation to set-.up the Frenct nanguage'Schooi Task

Force was proposed by the admlnlstratlon

'Basedv on remarks  made by the chalrmah of the. French
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Language -Schoo; Task Force during a personal-interview
(Aéhesbn,l~1986g: Méy.{29i; Ehe’researche; dbservéd thatng;
]Aéhesqn‘had viewed the role of}cenﬁril admihistration_as'@hé~
_of ‘facilitating a- policy plannihg proEess to 'make tHih§s'
happen for Frendh la:;uéée.equcatiph," Dr; Acheson helped
create’a climate that encouraged.new ideas énd foste:éd‘risk
taking. In the design of_the:Task Eorce,étrateéy, he sbught

"a response frém all stakeholders" in 4 manner described by

‘Whetten (1984: 40-42) as encouraging ;
_ broad support  for strategic changes in the
. organization’s mission, by involving relevant interest.
groups in the decision making process, and wherever
possible, ‘incorporating . the ideas of these groups in.
the final proposal. . . + The planning process
eritail(ed) sorting out and making sense -of .past
actions, and establishing a range of_possibili&iésafor
future actions (determining whaf'is sensible). -

Perceivedb by the -chief superintendent (Personal
inté:view, Brsteau,_l986:-June 4) as "an open-mindgd person
' L NSO P
who had given  a . fair and objective interpretation of the

data collgcﬁed within the district"”, "Dr.’Achéson acted;?s a
"catalytic leader® (Whetten, 1984: 40) who

works within a.group'tngaCilitate the emergence’of a
- jointly supported  set. of .objectives. .(Within)
political arenas in which, interest groups vie for
~ control of organizational resources, the challenge for
- the central administration is to assemble a winning or

dominant coalition that = (would)  support proposed.

actions. ' ' ‘ ' ~. :

A

pe]
-

 However, it was the pétcep ion) of sdme parent..

_respohdents that SQDiOII'administrato 7 particular1y aﬁ”

o ; . v : ® :
superintendents,"'had ' absolutely "no .  impact on policy



t“hq;\&écisibns' regardlng French language educatlon and acted as

™

‘gét‘scrggnsngor 1nput‘Jon French 1anguage 1ssues : These
perceptlohs by | 1nterest. group respondents were based on
' personal voplnlons vthat'~adminlstrators had shown a b1aS'1n
favor of language learnlng solely for llngulstlc acqulsltlon
'd1vorced from ,its? cultural aspect . In sum, Francophone
parent respondents percelved senlor admlnlstrators not to be.
receptive .t . thelr V1ews of-the educatlona};and cultural
needs of their chlldren L LT
' Ev1dence~ ex1sts that Francophone admlnlstrators on the
French, Language FSChOQl‘ Task “Force were,sen51t1ve to the
Teducational“ needs Of Erancophones and that‘they proposedv
ppiicy’halternatives- to'the Board to enhance.the quality of
_educationa} seryices to all students :in French language
"programs 'indthe district. - Dr. Acheson (Personal Interview,
AéhesOn; ‘1586' May5}9)gcommended the profe551onal honesty
fu of admlnlstrators' i gauglng all dimens ns of.the Erench

3

"_school 1ssue.‘. H - stated that_ 'The proc dure was rather

;i.exhaustlve'l and that the recommended solut ons 'accuratelyn
";represented the {nterests .or#the Francophone communlty at
‘:tfthat tlme,\' It,/is documgﬁted “that members of the French
:'thLanguage School Task Eoﬁce played a key role in promotrngp
:?hﬁfthe- French schOol ahcept and 1n-draft1ng the dlstrlct s,i
vofilanguage pollcy stagbment | ‘ |

3 e ot L— : = .._ . T .
'jblﬂg;nf?The,_dlrector of plannlng ‘and communications and the

“fsuperyisor"of/,curriculum, were perceived by respondents as

P
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having made p051t1Ne 'contrlbutlons to. dhliberations “on
. A .

' cr1ter1a for adm1ss1on §o the French school and on selectlon h

<
2.

gse551qns w1th parents of French 1mmer51on schools in support

of the policy on mlnorlty French layguage educatlon
3 g

A rev1ew of schobl board fales and 1ntérV1ews conducted

t

with - 1nd1v1duals 1nvolved in the development of the French
language pollcy revealed more spec1f1c 1nformat10n as to how

senior admlnlstratlve staff fac111tated oF. obstructed 1nput'

‘.'_

to the policy dec1s1on on the concept of the French lanouage

school. T R i

The Board of Trustees

Tanglble products of the 1nput to the Board of Trustees_”' K

were a number of admlnlstratxve recommendatlons, one based

pon the Bugnet proposal for a French Altemnate School, one.on

the report of the French Language School Task- Force and

others based on the superlntendent ‘s Frehch SChool Commlttee

and ‘on- Judge Purv1s dec1s1on in the Alberta Court of Appeal‘

..in the Bugnet Ccase (1985).

In -a memorandum produced for the superlntendent to the

trustees on‘ the matter ‘of the Bugnet ASSOClathD ‘s request

for an alternatlve French‘ school, the superlntendent of .
n Ao . R S

. o
<

program services stated:

'If the proposal is rejected, the Board may wish to - .
Ameet some of the needs of the French parents who have_v

site. The area superlntendent of the proposed French

was perceived“as haV1ng fac111tated lnformatxonf

v,



o . expressed an. interest in an “Alternative French
" "4 *  yImmersion  program". This may be done through
‘ attempting . to ."adapt" one "or more of the existing

_ French immersion programs to meet the unlque meeds and
— ' ;nterests of the Francophone parents (students) (In
v kike manner one or more of the existing French

v immersion programs may. be "adapted" to meét the unique -
needs - and .interests‘of Anglophone parents (studentsy

I %(Memorandum,' Brosseau O - Trustees, 1982: September
* . 15), S e : ' -
¢ -The second major communication from the administration

P
<

.-

éﬁo the Board"‘of-'Trustees was the report of the French
| Language School Task Force based on a comprehensiye reuiew"
’ ofthrench: language services within the wdistrict and on
. }demands 'from' the Edmonton catholic community. This report
had been prepared at the request of the Board on the adV1ce
; of the superlntendent of program serV1ces Constrglned to
| reject the Bughet proposal for an alternatlve French school,
"the Board ; of Trustees ‘had ~unanimously agreed to an
1nvest19at10n "of _the French language' programs in ‘the
~_fdlstr1ct and of the. perceptlons of d1str1ct reS1dents on the
adequacyA of these programs,' The superlntendent of program
sersices made a public presentation of the findings of the
b,‘&ask,uforce to the Board on June 20, 1983r‘ The focus ofothe.
_ﬁr%portr‘was on'thevrecommendation that the Edmonton:Catholic
fSChool Board expand the French language programs offered at -

" the elementary ‘grades. : To ‘aCCOnmodate the interests and
‘needs expressed by parents and educators 1n the study, three .
scenarlos were proposed to the Board for adoptlop |

{l.m French immersion schools in whlch up to 80% of the
'1nstructlona1 program is offered in French



141

2. A French Language School which wonld cater to the .
needs: - an interests of students whose flrst and
domln&nt anguage 1s French and

3. . An Engllsh/French program for students who do not ‘
~ Twish to be enrolled in the other two programs but
who wish to be bﬁlngual

The report ‘had - examined input from stakeholders who -
favoredithe status quo and from stakehoiders who favored the

" e . ‘ : : . o
Frénch 'school. concept. The recommendations were based on
the educational rationale that:

(1) ‘the existing immersion programs were considered
to be successful,

(2) there was "a need to establish a program that
bett%B’ fits the interests and needs of students whose
first”and dominant language is Ftench", and -

(3) that according to results of the Perron Report,

there was a need to provide a 50-50 bilingual program.

for interested Francophones and for Anglophones
desiring fUnctional bilingualism. ' ‘

Other recommendatlons dealt w1th the need to share the

fiﬁdings of the study w1th stakeholder groups that would be

affectéd by the deg&é{ 's' and .toi establ1sh a system of
‘coﬂ%unication to verlfy the’ acceptablllty of the concepts_
within’ the school system.‘ Con51derat10ns for entrance
cr1ter1a, 1ntegrat10n at the secondary level, acqulsltlon ofv
resource%ﬁw ‘piloting of 'adapted" mater1als,_1nserv1c;ng of
vteathequ and a gtlme-line .for‘ a phasefin pattern for the
French langnage'school were also discussed.

| ReSpondents;-perceiQed‘ that_;a number.of the“truStees,

' especially %heﬂ trustees from a.French—Speaking background,
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"had been. more ~quickly sensitized to the needs a&d
aspirations‘ of Francophone students and their parents 'ﬁ&
conduct 'an' 1nvestigation 1nto French%;anguage programs and
to provide the L opportunityJ fpr consuﬁtation in the
dec151on -making process,‘ “the . trustees had set up a Task
'Force to gather the educational priorities ‘and preferences
'of individuals and 1nterest groups for French language'
education. Following( the 1n1t1a1 assessment of the views
and expectations of the public and stﬂkehoider groups as to
possible new directions.for the prouiSion"of French language
education; trustees ,‘:reacted very favorablyf to the
recommendations of the Task Force. The Board unanimousij:
approved.’the. key decision "that pﬁans béioommenced fo¥ the
opening of an elementary French school in September 1984".
'The p01icy decision was favorably received by the French
‘community and reSponded to their expressed demand

| fl';.buring +the ensu1ng plannlng stage,-the schopi‘Board‘
bacted . very  much as 'a"facilitatOr by"directing the
superintendent - to set--up7 a committee of Francbphones to
determine ' the most suitablen site and the most acceptable'
criteria for 'admission.v Interest group respondents statéd.
dthat .they were thankful for the support of the. Board because
they had apprehens1ons that feedback would be’ obstructed by.
e'the administration. SR S | R <
| The fthird ‘major policy4related communiCation;r;om the ‘

‘administration was' a ‘report on the._proposed- site‘fand
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admission’ criteria for . the Francophone'qayhool from the

superintendent's committee. , TO back their recommendations,

the Erench School Committee members, in consultation with
. i theb French community, developed.supportive/criteria for‘thev

selection of J.H. Picard as the location for the French

school and'preSented educational and legal warrants'for the

admission of "all ‘students whose maternal lan\guage is Frenc@ o
)

;(as) candidates for .the‘ French school The Dlrector of
Planniné ~and COmmunications as Chairman of the,Ffancophone
school Committee advised the superintendent (1983: November
‘]6) that althought the committee’s .mandate hadi been
restricted to two recommendations, the (o} ‘ittee had deemed
it mnportant to address con51derations bag.'on-theconcern

of the Francophone community for a total ba31c education.

The committee had therefore,reCOmmended

1. that the principle of the Francophone school
: from K to 12 be accepted by the Board;

2. that the Board extend the Francophone school‘
from K-8 as. of September, 1984;

3. that the Board announce simultaneously a new
K-8 site to house the Immersion program. in
south -east Edmpnton and,

4. that_the’5chool Board establish a v -
) FrancophdneFSChool.adviSOry committee. '

The superintendent was not very receptive to all the
recommendations, According to his understanding vof thej
' charter 6n November 21, 1983, ‘he considered the proposed

admissions criteria Srestricting entrance ‘to Francophone

a
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..students :t@ ‘be - "ultra vires". Prior to re- con51deratlon,»
et

. "the Board requested that legal 1mp11catlons of the crl eria

" and with Alberta Eduggtloﬂ to getermlne 1nﬁEppreh

LY

the 5ystem ﬂlde Adwsory Commrttes on Bﬂmgual Educ&onr‘

be assessed and that the re mendatlons be dialogued with

2

Trustees and thé superlnt:hdent %%ﬁ%l&t*f},a,

the charter” s status “in Alberta The department Had* -
issued an§ directives for .minorlty language educatlon.'

because- ‘as observed by Bryce (" Educatlongl Dec151on -Making"®

3

Challenge, 1915 3- 4), on examlnatlon of prov1nc1al language
policy .. S ' _ %

.« '« (it) turns out to be that the issue of providing
‘French lanquage .instruction, . and the political
opprobrium which may be engendered is passed on to
local boards. . This is clearly a case of asking local
”Jurlsdlctlons to make decisions which fall well beyond
‘their 1nd1v1dua1 boundaries.

7" Pormer ‘Minister of Education Dave Klng con51dered that

the Board had the dlscretlonary authorlty to consent to the

establlshment of a French language school Allow1ng that'

"the current: school Act treats (French language 1nstruct10n)

A

as. a pr1v1lege rather than as a rlght; ~he emphas;zed that--

'the-,curnent status of the Act is that .the
parents who want a French language education: for'
their children go and ask, and a Bbard makes a
decision about whether it will be aye or nay"
(Personal Interv1ew, Klng, l986° September 15).

In“‘a personal rnterv1ew, Dr. Lamoureux  (1986: July

'Zé), also stated‘ that new regulations were unnecessary

because"“ﬂeven ~in 1970, therfe was nothing in the School Act.



l“-‘
~and the Regulétions that prevented the School Boards from
p:omidingﬁ~ﬁrench léhguége education .. .. in'a'éeparate

' Ffiﬁch S'ého'ol."‘ I o -

. o ) ) . ) ‘ "', . . .
; ¢ It was therefore the Board’s responsibility to show

'leadership in 'adoptingllcriteria for admission to minority
lahguagé education piograms?ﬁ‘As s%?ped by .Enns (1966);

WL r o ‘ . L
decisions in education are always subject to political

- . . 8 o S . - ,
determination and arrived at in a political environment in

which ,

/s . The board has certain discretionary powers which it

« - . May exercise or not as it sees fit. ...this is the

‘area. in which boards can exercise their leadership,
where they can take the initiative and where they can
introduce 1innovations into their own .school systems.
In the exercise .of discretionary powers the school
board 1is the agent of gthe local school supporters
rather than- of the legi8lature. -Of course, the
exercise of discretion, or. functioning as a real
government .does not come free. It costs money, first
of 'all and there are also costs in terms of political
pressures .and public criticism.

There was fear by some Trustees that  the criteria

,festricting admission to the French school to children who

© identified cuiturally - with the - Francophone catholic

community would cause an injustice to 1linguistically

145

competent students ih French language programs. These fears.

wergp expfessed during the December 19, 1983 Board meeting

),

wheﬁ the motion to adopt criteria for éntranée based on "the

‘requirements and spirit of sSection 23 of the Charter of

RightS~ and Freedoms" was amended to include linghistic

competence.



After ‘trustees who feared the board would be openlng
1tsel£ to ' charges ofygacial discrimination supported

an améndment to make the entrance criterion llngulstlcv

_ablllty, =not ' social background Francophone members,:
~in a secret session, persuaded their opponents to
‘withdraw their amendment Mr. Gibeau contends that

Ly " the school system'is protected from legal action (on

the basis of discrimination by ethnic background) by

the new constltutlon, ' which = guarantees
Franco-Albertans ‘their- own . schools“ where numbers"

permlt (Gord and Weatherbe, "Edmonton RC Board Starts
~a 'French-only ecole,“ Alberta ‘Report, December, 1983)

N ‘ .
Part of the apprehen51on came, from Trustees and

administrators who feared a backlash agaill

, N . \ . ’, rl
‘community. . This  concern may have been a reaction to the-

lobby . by ‘Saint Thomas Aquinas School parents who opposéd a

policy recognizing "two'classes of citizens" and rescinding

+

of the dec151on to relocate their program to the J.H. Picard -

school - fac111ty Reaction from re31dents negatlvely
affected 'by this - allocatlve dec151on can be judged by the

claim of a French Immer51on parent that, - Tl

immersion program, especially at St. Thomas d Agein
and yielded to poblitical pressures - from the
Francophone = community. We shall take that into
account when .we vote for our representatives on the
School Board and ‘elect representatives who can make
.decisions -‘which make sense - instead of political
expediency (Respondent 033, French Immersion Prdgram -
parent survey, 1986: Spring).

Tre final communication of major importahce was the

"interpretation by Judge purvis of the appllcablllty of

Chartel provisions‘\for minority 1anguage educatlon in

Alberta. The statement of Judgment (Reasons for Judgment,

Ho-.rurable Mr. Jus91ce S. S. Purv1s, 1985, July 24743~ 50)

-

the Frafcophone

The School Board has not . been fair to the Frénch;‘

’

1

Nty
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recognized "the ev1dence that in. French 1mmer51on programs

Frenchy is: taught ‘a5 a | second language' whlch»does not

"satlsfy ‘the rlghts to school 1nstruct10n in the language of . | ?

',}he s. 23 1linguistic minority" where numbers warant The

¥ ' ) . o . .
"decision’ confirmed that  the Schodl Act was not consistent

R
P

.. with the intent of the Charter:

.The sSchool Act is in conflict with the Charter
‘of Rights and Freedoms to the extent that it
does not provide for '‘a degree of control and

. management to the citizens whose Trights are
established under s. 23 of thegCharter and to-
the extent that ss. 158 and 159 are permissive
and. not mandatory. ’ o

- section 159 provides that a board of trustees of’
a school .district ., or division "may" authorize
that French or any other language be used as the
language of  instructian. This permissive
language  does not comply with Charter
requirements. To comply, the words used must -
provide that French language 'instruction is
.mandatory, wherever in the prov1nce the number
of children of parents described in s. 23(1) and
(2) are found in sufficient numbers to warrant
the serv1ce out of publlc funds.

- Qver tlme, admlnlstratorS'and trustees had‘become more
kreceptlgf of the concerns of the Francophone communlty and .
“prOV1ded them w1thj£a$9 access to the Board In addltlon,

communlcatlons the Board were recelved and structures-

were -set: ﬁp to facilitate_ ;npﬁt: In advising that =’
. B :' . é . )
"Compliapce = ‘with  the Eh%rter - cannot be achieved

. 1nstﬁﬁtaneously, ' Court of Appeal Judge Purv1s determlned
. e
that minority language : educatlonal rlghts had been

L, cognlzed *in- t1mely fashion' by . the Edmonton ‘Roman

{XCathollc SChOOl Dlstrlct by the establlshment of Francophone'
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Ecole Maurice ‘Lavallée.e: fhe‘ Purvis Judgment confirmed
interpretatiOns' of the charter which had informed the
Francophone commUnity's recommendations for' admission
criteria and - provided ¢the administration with the legal
rationale for the formulation of Language policy # 403

The literature states that@batekeeper structures serve
to fac1litate or obstruct -1nput to the policymakers.
Evidence exists to support the-contention that *during the
reView of French language services tHZ denands or desires'of,
most stakeholders were facilitated by senior_administratoré.b
"Although the"Francophone community had worked with senior
adninistrative staff, a Francophone respondent (Personal
interview, = Tardif, 1986: June 16) ciaimed‘that the direct

political-‘access to the policymakers proved to be more
. - LN

satisfying th&n working ‘throdgh the supérinteﬁdent and

senior adm1n1$trators' ‘7t therefore appears ‘that some

stakeholders perce1VEG that their demands were obstructed by

senior administrators- In fact, the obstructing may have

been pcﬁbthe need to preserve. the denominationalh -

character o%gthékschdol ﬁistrict and to the need to allocate

.....

fac111t1es-’in ameequitable manner . “A respondent (Personal

Interv1ew, Lacpmbe, 1986: Augu%t 20) also acknowledged that
d . .

the School,Board and xts_administrators had to go through a

’ N - - . },l.

_,4similar » process of - evolubion Lin understanding and

?apprec1ating Charter minority language rights as did the

my

-Francophone ‘comm nrty in addre551ng "tnﬁs new 51tuation

vM

A
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THE POLITICAL PROCESS
The fourth aspect of the pdiicyvanalysis considered in
‘the . study - discusses the nature: of the pélitical process
through a_coﬁsideration of the following qUeStiQns:"
3 What was the nature of the political process
involved ~ in the formation of this policy
decision?’ ' ' RE o
(a) Do you perceive the policy decision to have
been a. political decisjon and/or an
educational decision?

(b) What constraints to the policy decision
were perceived by the policymakers to be
operative at the time the policy was made?

The policymaking process to establ{ish minority language
educational facilities and to adopt educational policy
consonanp« with . the Charter was detérminéd to be‘one of
consultation’ and  not confrontation. Residents of -the
Edmonton cCatholic schoolghbistrict .were invited to become
. : o - » ‘ o -
involved in the identification and clarification of problems
in the delivery of French language education. The_views and - .
expeCtationS' expressed by parents and concerned stakeh&lder ,
residents were .used as the value base from which policy
alternatives on French language education" in the school

district were generated.

Respondents generally considered the bdliticai process
8 ~ ’ .

to have been of a consultative nature whereby the Board of
- : L] b : T

Trustees approVed many avenues for input to ensure the
acceptability; of the decision by its many stakeholders.

Minister of Education King  (King, 1984: April 25)
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acknowledged - the consultatlve and cooperatlve nature of the -
political” process in a 1etter to the ACFA Ad Hoc Committee '
president:

-« The document "Francophone school - summary ofrEvents"
" demonstrates very well the «close interaction of
parents, - school system administrators and.trustees in

o attempting to resolve a complex and difficult issue.
Comments on politics By Miller (Cited in_Hodgson)
1976: 48) elucidate‘the natyure of the grass-roots lobbying
which characterized the process to determine objectives for
the Prench school and to redistribute district resources.

He observed that-

Pojlitics 1is about policy, first and foremost; and
policy 1is a matter of either the desire for change or
the desire to protect somethi against change
POllthS, then, is about disagreement or conflict, and
political activity is that which is intended to brlnéa
- about or. resyst change in the face »of possible"
re31stance o : :

- This may‘,explain why .some respondents V1ewed the pollcy

implementatiOn'phase as a ten51on generaglng tlme 1nvolV1ng
Wdifficult patterns ogatransactlon between target groups and
enuironmental factors Although lobbylng of Trustees was
icon31dered to have been pos1t1ve, interest group respondents
would have preferred power to make dec1s1ons or to d1rectly
negotiate with declslon—makers._' R W
Respondents 'agreed .that ,the_'policymaking proCess
- essentially served'three functions:
1) 1t created an opportunlty to increase the

‘public’s  awareness and understanding of minority

language rlghts and cr1t1cally related issues;
. A :



and acceptability with regard to change in t
delivery of French language edupatlon for studenty i &
of French as a first language and French as a. 35"'

.2) . it tested and expanded the zone- of tolerance

second language; ' b
? T

3) it identified critical 1ssues;;views'an%
' 'expectatlons to be accommodated by policymakers.

‘Ten 'of the twelve respondents con51dered that the
upOllCY dec151§§ had been both a polltlcal and -an educatlonal
decision. -These respondents -clalmed that because trustees‘

care ‘about chlldren dec151ons had been orlented toward thef
educational ‘welfadre ofv student; as _eVLdenced'.by,_the ;
distfrict’s involvement in the adaptation of Frencht%anguageh
curriculum content and 4the acqunsition ‘of appropriate
pedagogical resources. 'becision—maklng was alsordeemed to
ihave been a polltlcal response to the legal obllgatlons of

,the charter and to sophlstlcated polltlcal pressure for the

equltable allocatlon of resources. Respondents who claﬁmed

that it’ was mostly a political dec151on stated that the .

Francophone “community had -»zﬁheu legal clout" of ‘ther

COnstitution although the Charter; had not proposedi:ﬁn
educational';rationale fqrx sectlon '23,' Analys1s' of the
Apollcymaklng process based on sohool Board prlmary sources’

supporEs the v1ew that a long range educatlonal plan based
. on the‘vrecommendatlons of the French Language School Tasx
Force committee  had been ~ approved _to‘ respect thelfegalr

. obligatioms of the Charter.

g v R i » ‘ ¢
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A

Constraints perceived to have limitedﬁrgg

~ach1evq§§nt of policy objectlves dur1ng“¥
obstacles 'of a' legal political, phy51cal, dlstrlbutlonal-'
and budgetary nature (Dunn, 1981: 260). The constra}nts are
i,ciassified in the order 'ef priority 4perceived hy the
'respondentsr ! , : | |
. 1 - S

.

Legal Constraints
The Charter imposed ‘the 1legal obligation on school

boards to érevide French languagev education te minority

language -students'twhere numbers warrant. ~C0urt challenges’

e

~in Ontarlo and New Brunswick had upheld the Charter s

mandate for the recognltlon of - the constltutlonal rlghts of
- ' :
'llggulstlc mlnorlty parents in educatlonal leglslatlon

Untll 1982, the B.N.A. Actl 1867 had very little to say,
- .

about educatlon except to a351gn exclu31ve respon51b111ty to

- the prov1nces for educatlon. Alberta . school boards, - as'
”agents ofﬁ theulegislature,fhad the\discretionary authbrityv
to- pfovide fFrench 1anguagev'education within their SCheol‘
_udistriets. 7Alberta had’ ‘yetA to vabprove educational

/ S ‘ S .
'législation to conform to Charter obligations.

'i,ﬁblitical~Constraints
Political‘ op9051t10n to the recognltlon of spec1f1c

) » .
- admissions cr1ter1a - for entrance  to the French language‘

schoelv”posed obstaclee to'the'acceptance Qf,the policy. The
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 recognition  of # an exclu§ive ~"class of citizens" was

vconsidered inconsistent‘ wqﬁ@\ chr1§t1an ”-values of

‘ s

‘ understandlng between péoprqs and with the French lmmer51on"

'ratlonale of bilingualism for all Canadlans.

lPhysical Constrainte

° TheA attainment of objectibes for. a idifferentiated
curricuIUm wae iimited by the lack‘ofvexisting:curricurun
and~_pedagongal ‘materials adapted_to the‘.edocational and .
cultﬁral needs' of‘ Francophone children' ~JThe French'"

"immereion approach had been adopted by the dlStrlCt 1n 1977

and .diﬁferentlated learnlng. strategles were ayallable rn,nr

Y R . c . i , e .
only - one district school. which 'streamed' -pupils 'into
appropriate classes. Cuyriculum gu1de11nes from Alberta'
Educatlon, made no d1st1nctlon between Prench programs for

N

’Francophone and non- Francophone puplls 1n 'Frendh 1mmer81on

N ‘t N

classes. . ST R e

NyS

v : g N Co e
-8 S T R LT g

Dlstrlbutlonal COnstralnts e ,';' ’\%*:*”"1‘3: Lo
L . . . B ‘q_., . h Y

.

Language programs de31gned to prov1de French language

‘ v

learning eff1c1ently were 11m1ted by the need to ensure that
*+

benefits and costs ‘are equltably dlstrmbuted among “all

students"rn the(distriCt. The de31re for soc1a1 egulty in

the allocatlon of personnel, fac111t1es and materrals to all.

C

schools was’ an obstacle whlch _threatened to 11m1t the
attainment of policy objectives. T

&



.\

Budgetary constraints .

School Board budge;s é:e limi;ed, thus requiriﬁg that
objectives be cohsidered. in _light‘ of scarce resouréeé;

‘ Qéclining éhrolment§ éndgrpopulatidn' shifts indicated_the
 nééd  for school closures vwithin the district. The budget

13

" deficit and the high cost of ttansportation for alternative -

‘programs imposed‘~li

"fasigys bn ‘the Board’s ability to

provide ' programs |

oy 04 . R ’ x
Eﬁﬂ ée within the limits:of available
b g . E .

X . T A
resources., s

a b3

: a U
AY . v
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. SYMBOLIC AND TANGIBLE CONSEQUENCES -

In your opinion, what do yeu =see as future
scenarios for the delivery of French language
educational services within the Edmonton
Catholic School diStrict? , '

perspectlves forw the ana1y51s of llngUlSth policy
Changes ~as viewed by Breton (1984) andwgzr the analysis of

megapollc1es as proposed by Dror (1971) gulde the dlscu551on

vof symbollc and tanglble consequences' percelved by the

"vrespondents

TO understand Canada s llngU1st1c and ethno cultural

reallty dhd the 1nterventlons‘ of government and school

. boards’ in that field, Breton"(l984 136) clalmed that it is

cimportant to reallze that the process of change constltutes

e

<, struggle_ between-contend;ng groups,over thevd;strlbutlon

of society’s material and'smeOlic resources.'.According to*

‘Breton (1984r 124, 126),

the. production  of the 'symbolic order and its

' allocation® ‘or re~allocation. of social 'status or

recognition among various segments of the society. The

construction of a vsymbolic"order also entails the
shaping of cultural:  traditions: values’ and norms on

the one hand; customs and ways of dorng thlngs onh. the
other. : . _

e 1ndiv1duals expect to recognlze themselves in

transformation . entail, almost . 1inevitably, an -

v

the values and meanings 1ncorporated in the culture of

publlc institutions. Language. 'is a.critical component
of “the : symbolic culture §ince it constitutes .a basis
- for deflnlng collectlve igdentities and llfestyles.

'VQIIOUS reactlons. were observed' to the adoptxon of

Language POllCY 3 403 whlch restructured and reorlented the

dlrectlon of French language educatlon w1th1n the dlstrlct
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L

some percelved the changes- as enrlchment to the dlstrlct and’

to society.. . Others were less. pos1t1ve in thelr react10ns~;l;‘v

however, after 1n1t1a1 opp051tlon, have- more- or‘ less~‘

reluctantly accepted- the' changesv as necessary to»fespect
. ) . K
constitutional rights. Sﬂlll ‘others haVe expressed negﬁtlve

A (

reactions ranging = from _annoyance, 5reslstance and %eVenﬁ

-

,outright opposition ) o ' , .;.-'{,-v o jmfy 5

. 3 0‘

Respondents belleve that the pollcy recognlzes cr1t1cal

h

s %

PR

sx,‘v ‘

1

r~?

| )

4

.,;’
~'v*

cultural, educat;onal and pOlltICal ‘goals;for.the school;v;’

‘district which respect the identity;wthe'way‘of life andithef~

language of Alberta’s linguistic ‘minority and‘of‘studeng'fvl"

' learning a secomidy anguage.

On the sjm

r%lc level, the board pollcy recognlzes thf‘.' -

unique identity of F;ancophonesv-as' onev of the foundlng S

peoples of Canada whose cultural needs must be polltlcally

4-met,£to ensure the1r surV1val Educatlonally, the pollcy"'

,\’

‘dlfferentlates betWeen_ the unlque pedagoglcal “needs of;'"'

students whose .dominant language 1s French, Ukralnlan or

-

_Polish ’and of students learning a second language Flnally,

on the- symbollc level, the pollcy afflrms the educatlonal

rlghts of the French - llngulstic m1nor1ty a{d the asplratlons,

of all students in llngulstlc and cultural rograﬂs

3

"The pollcy has produced tanglble coﬁsequences in the»

'district., DlStlnCt curriculums . have be%n 1mplemented to -

A

‘meet : the lneeds of llngulstlc mlnorlty students, of French'

-.immersion students and of students‘ in herltage languageo

E
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ugp .
_studies. A_vdistinct ,program is offered at Ecole Maurxce
'Lavallée in a French linguistic;andvcultural amblence_wh;ch
- maintains solidarity with the home and with the French
‘?éommunity bThefTCUrriculum in the French -school has been
adapted to transmlt and promote the h1stor1cal and cultural
values of thevFrancophone people. Immersion and blllngual

xfprograms'jnow"aim,at functional bilingualism and promote an

,Eﬁapprec1at10n of the target culture while'respectrng the
a
'chlld ‘S personal llngulstlc and cultural 1ntegr1ty

)
: Polxcy‘t 403-flow1ng from the allocatxve and regulatory

"Z}policiesffisv the- master _policyﬂor megapolicy which should
"i;p;ouide‘e h' framework f_r the direction of. of French

. language educatlon programs .with’% the Edmonton Cathollc

A
ot school Dlstrlct A megapollcy (Dror, tl971: 63)vls a master

i

1 pollcy whlch "1nvolve[s] determination of the postures,

iy

"assumptlons and ma1n gu1de11nes to be followedzgz/spec1f1c

g'poliCies;' a'The megapollcy reflected the env1ronmental andA
political forces X whlch would determlne future pollcy;

outcomes. ’ "Qéﬁff'

The first'ﬁperspectiver iQ” analyéing ;a megapoIiCy,

e *

,Elnvolves | its'~.capac1ty tb establlsh overall goals' or
hguldellnes ‘%o 1dent;fy def1n1te,goals, and - to deflne future'
;ch01ces and the best methods to achleve the de51red goals.
iPOlle # 403 symbollcally regpgnlzesﬁthe need to respond ‘to

'.,”the“‘dlfferlng needs of m{norlty language students and the'

‘ffjneeds ' ofA students acqulrlng ;Ah, off1c1al vor; her1tage<

L - - i . N . ) . i . :
PR o oL o o ’ i ' s . i .

it
-----
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language. The vpolicy statement 1mp11es au commltment to
facilitate an educatlonal currrculum WhICh responds to the

rights and asplratlons of Francophone ]stddents' and " to

e

demands for aﬁbilzngual education in an off1c1al or herltage

y J

language. A distinct French Language Arts program wan/
adopted for elementary students at Ecole Maurlce Lavallee
and the district is cooperatlng W1th Alberta Educatlon 1n

deQélQPing currlculum 'to’_meet the needs oﬁ the dlfferent e

. . . : s 3 Ve
clienteles 1in French language and in " heritage language‘
. Rrpgrams . . . ) » . R ‘ . /‘\LJ ) L :} -
L ) . oo g 0 , ERSLE
The second megapollcy perspectlve 1relates to  the

question of pollcy boundarles w1th1n whlch the pOllCY ;s to
- .be  confined (Dror,f' 1971: gS)l" A change 1n polrcy may
'require a changé of organlzatlonal structures wrth regard
to the 1nvolvement of educators and parents 1n«educatlonalv
decision- maklng The board approved the 1ncorporatlon of La
Soc1ete_?des parents des Ecoles Francpphones to serve as a
iiaisonv between the school communlty and the Board and to
'_prOVide'.policymaking adv1ce on French language educatlon
'_Various respondents. 1dent1f1ed the rlght to goJ%rnance orl
.to, a form of management of m1nor1ty language educatlon as a
'factor whlch, 1f recognlzed by the courts and the provxncial "
%iegrslature,' could" result a s1gn1f1cant change to the
;§chool dlstrlct ‘s organlzatlonal structure. ' . ]

-~ "7'A  third. perspective - in considering a megapolicy

7;examines the time preﬁerences. forc;attainmentv of policy
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outputs. Th{s ter Q megapollcy issue of pror (1971: 65)

focuses on. whethe“‘ f; ~ policy goals are immediate or

long-term. fo 4ﬁilggequitable educational opportunities

. for all students, it necessary to develop a long-term
: o ’ SR, R T s '
plan to increase the WQ@er_ of facilities offering the

French elementary program land tov‘ensure oifferentiated’
secondary French language programs. Such plans must take
vlnto, account ' the needs of all programs in the district.
Long-term.'planning‘ with' diuersé groups does involve some’
risk. "Risk acceptability" related to the deggees of
innovativek change are the fourth"and fifth isSues of
megapolicy. _

Dror (1971: 67) suggested that>With risk'acceptability,
“the issue . . . is mainly whether one is ready to accept
the hlgher rlsks assoc1ated usually with more 1nnovatlon, or.
whether one prefers the, lower rlsks usually as5001ated w1th
incremental »change." The Board_ of-_Trustees agreed‘:to
proceed - with innovatiVe'steps ln French language eduoation
subject | to allowing future incremental‘ change: ln: the
provision of unique programs for minority language students.
_Given the decllne of enrolment 1n all dlStrlCt hlgh schoolsi
and the limited avallablllty of resources,  the poard-facese,
risks invthegimplementlon of the policy intent, particularly‘
at-the secondary level. | |

The slkth and seventh megapollcy con51derat10ns deal*

'w1th the degree of pollcy comprehenszveness or narrowness of

>
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‘ ar-policy -and the - extent Lo which a pollcy is directed at
achieving glven goals: through a shock effect or coordlnated
change The range of cllent groups‘suggests the,potentlal
for comprehensrveness. Respondents contend that the inient
Jof'Language Policyd# 403 impliés a long-term development and

2Ok
.. elementary to the secondary level to provxde continuity

implementation of a dlfferentlated curriculum from Ye
the Francophone “and French immersion clienteles. This may
"also imply vthe extension of - learning . opportunities in
heritage languag® programs.

The eighth facet ~applies especially to longfterm

comprehensive megapolicy which warrants consideration of
a'% rnative futures (Dror, 1971-'70). Future quesﬁlons with
ards to the establlshment of. addltlonal program 51tes,
i;adaptatlon of ~curriculum content and new structures ford
‘par;} alk 1nvolvement .should have been seriously considered
in the contingency plannrng - Indications are that-this
aspect  of the megapollcy was not suff1c1ently addressed 1n
regards to ‘French language educatlon with the result that
dissatisfaction contlnueS‘»to be expressed by a number of
stakeholders., Respondents’ 1nd1cated that French and French
‘.immerSion‘programs should be expanded in distinct{facilities
at.the elementaryrand secondary_leveis. | |

| MegaPOIicy anaiysis_.involves a \ninth conSideration;
resource availability; Resources such as money,_qualifiedh"

«

personnel, information, communication networks, and time
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_should | have | been cOnsidérsd. Long-term | megapolicy
approaches argue for - novel, multiple;yesr budgeting‘
procedures and thev-psyshplogical commitment to‘ptotracted
allqcation of resourbes for the attainment of poiisy goals.v
From a school system perspective, the Board _aﬁd 'its
administrators have a responsibility to communicate an
understanding of the aspirations of parents from both Ffench
and .non—French speaking backgrpunds and maintain a
_partnefship',relétionship bstween the school and parents.
The school ‘Board is politicdlly accountable to the public
~and to inﬁerest'groups for whas goes:bn invthe instfuctionai
prdgrams‘in schnols nnd for the purpOss or goalhbehind ﬁhése
'programs;

Secondly, the district . should deVelop a sense. o§
ownership in the impiementation of the policy in line with
its blocal capabilities. . Although the objectivés and the

v ;/Egntent of‘the curriculum are set by the_proVince) it.is the
responSibility  of the the séhool'jurlsdfction tosselect the
) mosﬁ suitable mode and placé of 1earning fQ; ali students'
and to ensuye that the adequacy of all language programs -
will be monitored. |
| Lastly,--iﬁplementatidn ,of 'meéapolicy.’goals requires
delineabion of specific policy instruments. Implementation
strategies . should be baséduon a dive:gent‘consideration of
" the range:'of implementstion' optinns available un@grnthe .

megapolicy dimensions which have been adopted. AACOntinualﬂ
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feedback and evaluation process nece531tates a contlnulng'
assessment of the 1mplementat10n process. For successful'

implementation of all language programs, it is necessary

that the school Board provide the opportunlty or 1n serv1ce"

as well as adequate guldance, tlme, resources and technlcal
a551stanceﬁK (Purkey and Smlth, 1985; Berman and.McLaughlln,

1976; and Fullan, 1982).

’

SUMMARY
In this chapter the 1nvolvement of nine key stakeholder'
groups  who. ‘influenced or attempted to - influence the

formulation of the Edmonton catholic Schbol District’s

[

French Languagé policy ‘was- examlned .The dec151on maklngb

'process was considered from the: V1ewp01nt of representatlves

from -all the major partlclpants as to why the 1nd1v1dual or.
_'group became involvedj uho were the-keY‘members involved'in
the’ process} what methods_were used to solicitjthe opinions
. of their peers or menbers; and flnally uhat strategles were -
'adopted in attemptlng to 1nfluence the d1rect1pn of the
policy}" Based on an analy51s of the methods and extent of

the~'involvement of these stakeholder groups, the £pllow1ng'

‘observatlons can be drawn ' o

Essentlally, the ma]orlty of stakeholder groups engaged .

-

" in dialogue wlth members of the French Language ‘School Task‘

+

eForce or,‘responded‘ to. questlonnalres de51gned to SOllClt‘

‘.thelr v1ews and expectatlons to glve d1rect10n on pOlle for‘
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language .instruction to minority students; 'The‘qyproach
mostr:éconmonly used was that of consultation, on an
rfindiyidual or.small’group hasis; with resident’stakeholders.
“The sessions; and questionnaires‘utilized‘hy the Task Force
were raimed vat sbliciting' opinions and concerns on issues
relating to French ¥anguage education in the district
Stakeholder groups who would be most affected by a- change in
policy deyeloped speCificlebbying strategies in attempting -
to influence the policy'process and the policy guidelines.
Secondly, the majority of the stakeholder respondsnts

_ N _
interviewéd supported the decision to provide'an alternative

program to minority lang nts,’and approved of the

consultative approach ads e'School'Board to allow

public and stakeholder inv{* in the policy formulation

processi Thew ‘major issue after the key policy dec1Sion to
establish a French_nschool was to‘Qeternine criteria for
“admission to the school_ and to ascertain the number of
Adpotential 'students for ythe ‘school which wouli{determine
selection Of'-the‘site Major stakeholding groups, as well\
- .as the media were 1nvolved in the dec151on—mak1ng process

‘The . major concern expressed by stakeholder groups

.-'0.

interyiewed‘ ;as bthe perception that the issue of minority
. ;languagev education fwas'_generally not understood and that
insufficient information had béén' proyided to .district
~residents during \the consultation 'phase.' Returns'on the

‘parent questiannaire  were ~high “although respondents .
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QU »

indicatedp'that many parents lacked the: information to

answer wisely ’Some belieVed"that the wordlng of some
4 -
questlons Mas mlsleadlng and that communicatdion of program

objectives was’,oBstructed by admlnlstrators from French
1mmer51qn "schools. R

i . ' i, ’ o,
“The 1ssue ofi accurate representation of the public’'s.

view was the second major concern ralsed by stakeholders

>

" have. . ojen ‘& ma]or appfehei_f

The asseSsment .of publac v1ews was of . major concern to the

-Board of. rrustees, and of some concern to certaln groups

Generally, the publlc had been glven the opportunlty to be.

. very involved in' ;he pollcymaklng process. Thé issue of

‘whether the pudlic had a right to present iés views or

i, . } (. . 5

lwhether .thisv Was ‘an - 1ssue for the French only appears'to

A éoncern expressed by one

. of the stakeholder groups related to the excessive 1nput of

’wFrancophone 1nterest groups who appeared to«artlculate their

views at eyery given opportunity, and perhaps- at the expgkbe-_

of the . opportunitjes for .other individuals ‘and ~less_

P

- orgapized tgroups'l”to 'express"their vigws effectlvely

Francophones were frustrated by thp need'to present thear/ o

Y —~a

'.arguments to all stakeholders groups and upset that Boardi

4
Tt

- procedures 1nvolved ' sollcltatlon. of the® views _of"

Dl . : :
fnbn-Francophonese Concerns” were v01ced by French 1mmer51on

parents that they had been excluded from the dec151on maklng,}

’,

- process by the. manlfest ;nfluence of the ACFA' Ad Hoc

. committee.  The hBoard of TruStees{conSidfred that'valuable'

© L } . & .

.' L 4
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input had been received from all stakeholder groups and that,'

thoughtful input had come -from the Francophone community

The decision to.establish a French language school was

K

Aconsidered to be a response to political\and educational

concerns which recognized the identity, the way of life and
‘the language of Alberta s French llngUlStlc mi%ﬂgity and of

students learning French as a second 1anguage

POllCY decisions were influenced\ by the input from

.competing . groups, the valuelﬁpreferences of the Board of .

Trustees, Athe recommendations of, the French Language School

o

Tyt

Task Force and of the French school Committee pemands from

. .a)." 3 " . )
' groups and the legal obligations of the Charter

fplacedn;constraints on the Board of: Trustees in addreSSing

TR

phySical,7 'distributional ‘ and budgetary con51derations.

- While it was perceived to be an attempt to reflect a balance

ambng_.the FViews expressed ,by the public and stakeholder

'groups and the recent literature*on language education, the

policy' was greeted with ‘mixed reViews of satisfaction by

minority language reSidents and dissatisfaction by res1dents

affected by the redistribution of district resources.,f”;v

Up until this time,'district language policy had 31mply

-

reflectéd Alberta Education Regulations for 1nstruction time

» \’;~'L‘

4

—_—

inv Frenchv»' : in any language other than English-f the new'

policy implies a new philosophical approach to education for‘;

minority language students~-and fOr- students deSirous of

4

functiodal bilingualism.v~tl L ;: SRR e.u, - AN

[T T
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THE POLICY FORMULATION FROCESS IN TERMS OF SIX. MODELS

”fl°The purpose of thlS chapter is to prov1de ars dlSCUSSlOﬂ
of - the élements *of the policy models in relation to‘the,
findings"of “this study The- political process will be
analyzed in terms of elements from the following theoretlcal
;framewopks the systems Theory, the Group Theory, the Elite
Theory, the 'Instltutlonal Theory, the Ratlonal Theory, and

finally, the Integrated System Model Selected elements of

the various models are exam1ned*1nd1V1dually

POLICYMAKING AND éOLIcY IMPLEMENTATION

The data collected durlng the study 1nd1cated a strong

'.1nter relatlon . betweenv pollcymaklng ) and‘ pollcy

wlmplementatlon; néted the pollcy 1mplementat10n phaSe'

)

S

 oecurred” before thei complet;on of the pollcymaklng phase

,’As-a result' the Ob]ecthéS of the pollcy ‘were not clarlfled

2taken R &; B

)

’untll after pollcy actlons had been

e

In some. respects, -ak thez t1me when the allocatlve

pollcy dec181ons were made, there appeared to be.a lack of

A

N a
FIREN

concern"for ;predlctable problems~ of resource allocatlon w_q

‘There also appeared-A . be mlplmal concern for address1ng

,barrlers ko implementatlon ‘untll c1rcumstances forced the

_dec1slon-makersxto-take‘action.,
v},» ' : 1'66‘ . ‘.' L R

”

Ky
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For emampie,' despite loEbyrng and letter'writing by
Parent Advisoryd Committees'grom—st.lThomas Aquinas School,
_J.H. Picard SChool,'and the'st. Mary's Academic Occupational
Program;, administrators and trustees appeared to not have
anticipated the dlssatlsfactlon which wouwld arise from
redistributive decisions,?ovOn December 19,.1983, the‘Board
had, on,'the recommendation of~the admlnlstratlon, made a

series of allocatlve dec151ons whlch determlned that

1. The J. H. P;card fac111tyuwould become the new
French elementary school "should numbers warrant";

2. ‘Immeérsion program at Saint Thomas
o d remain-in its present'location; and,
'] .
‘3. Theﬁkca ehic Occupatlonal Program at St. Mary’s

High =~ school would be -maintained within the
relocated French Bilingual High School;

Respondents indicated that parent adv1sory commlttees,

.o “ ¢ '.

e s ’ 7
;invited by ’the Bpard Chalrman to, come up - Wlth more *

¥ 1

"acceptable solutions,, became frustrated ~with thé‘lengthy

. . s -
s A

~jPegot1at10n process whlch ensued Not untll May 7,'

a resolutrbn to, the satlsfactlon of three of the parent.

: groups ”aChieved when “the Board {elocated the Acgdemrct‘“

AT ) N .
. 4 PO

_Occupatlonal Proqram.l“'

- . [ C -
|, . ; : ¢

v

’*;I: Ab. least ‘three othér issues which arose during the =
i%plementatron‘ 'phase mlght have'wbeenuvanticfpated; and

RN

'the questlon of cr1ter1a for adm1531on to the school “The ad -

[ .o 0‘

,°Hoc- commlttee :ant1c1pated the 1ssue and asked the. Board of

. ’

SN LY O R .
“*addressedcduring the pollcymaklng phaseg'*One issue, involved .



I" N . .

o

: is not yet reSolved

Trustees to set up a mechanism for 1nput 1nto the philosophy

-

recommendation - of _the Task Force that one of the cri eria' ’

for admission be one of linguistic competence When four of

- the Trustees supported = the 1nclusxon ‘of  linguistic

competence . in  thke admissions criteria, Francophones

threatened' to legally challenge  the: 'districtfs
interpret?tion- of the Charter, The amendmentiwasvwithdrawnf

following an in-camera meeting but Board policy did not -

reflect the unique philosophy of the French scﬁool until

1985.

A second 1ssue which might have bgen ant1c1pated by the

policymakers 1nvolved the recognitionsof the‘need"to~extend-
‘the concept of appropriate schooling for French and French
;ImmerSion, studentsn'into the junior and senior h1gh school

}Membersg,of"the: ACFA Ad Hoc commattee on the French School:

extension of the Francop one school from K 8 and suggestingvh

to house the,Immerston p ogram' 1n south -east Edmonton. The
. . s ¢ . Je v

askeddiin November 1983 to conSider

o ‘ boa L,

Board Had‘ also“bé&n

‘wof the schoql In view of the Charter, the French School
tCOmmittee proposed criteria which challenged the'

* committee had ant1c1pated ‘the .~1ssue by requesting the’

adopting th pr1nc1p e. of French language educatfgh frpm

"k-lzw- *the issue of he allocation of a French high school;

§ 4A third issu_

168 .

1nvolved a concern with part1c1pat10n in
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- decision-making . as- indicated by the Association: Bugnet in
ﬂtheir legal suit against"thei’PrOVince pffAlberta.r"The
immediate Board solution was to‘direct o

‘the school - -administrators as well as the French‘

v

N program administrators (to) continue to receive :
input: from ~ the ~Board's ad hoc committee -
ding the -establishment of the program as’y
as the establlshment of a properly elected
- .mtee ‘to serve as an on-going adv1sory body .
o Pthis, schgol "and . to this Board  (Board
. es, 1983 December 19). . 2 |
.-Suhségu ‘?“to the 1985 'PurV1s Judgment,. the Board of
-. “‘. ’ 5 i [ BRI
,Trustees. dld enter 1n§ﬁ d15c&ssron A £resentatives*of

the SOc1ete des Parents pour® L Ecole‘ incophone to‘bursue'

COn51 eratlln of a, Management Model Publlc hearlngs on the‘

Amodeﬁ\ were held in December, 19871 However, the iSsue'has

-

‘t"b en resolved ‘ ’%‘ “ ‘ S s

wo %f the three 1ssues noted above’were not addressedi

dﬂ/ing the pollcymaklng phase and eventually contr;buted to;o_

.
&y
3

contlnued problems encountered w1th1n the Edmonton Cathollc

“ ‘-‘,.,\w’, .
‘ =

?ﬁChool &ys’hm. o T ; Y



| SYSTEMS THEORY: vporxcy‘As SYSTEM ouTpUT

‘The Systems Theory deplcts pOllCY as the response of a
"polltlcal system to forces brought to bear upon 1t from,the
Aenxlronment.v.d These external forces, ‘known, as ‘inputs,. {“
usually arise .in'the form of demands and supports. - Inputs
- are made by individuals or groups in reaction to a berceived
.discrepancy‘ hetween';what they have and what‘they want. It
is the'consideration of ‘this discrepancy that determines the
"need to examine the relevance of ex1st1ng p011c1es and.the
fneed ~to generate policy alternatives that could. brgdge the"
_gap between what is and. what ;shou}d be. . Consequently,
public policy; from a syStemsfperspective; is viewed as 'the

output whlch results from a process of transformlng demands,

N

supports, and other 1nputs 1nto- guldellnes for' future '

discretionary_ raction desagned to closeé the gap between what

'
-

is and what should be. ¢ g

The inputs from L Assoc1atlon Buguet were demands for, -

,ﬂgoods &and'1serv1ces and demands for partlclpatlon’ln_the-
h'politiéal‘fsystem. h‘The 'aCéA VAd Hocbfcommittee"and _the
Francophone -cOmmunity gave‘7supportS' for the goods vand,.
serv1ces and demanded partlclpatxon in the polltlcal system

Later, . they made demands —for regulatlon of ﬁ%dm1551on

v crlterla and demands for communlcatlon and 1nformat10h on

’ the pollcy and how 1t would be 1mplemented

The process in: the Systems Model’ involves an

._examinatlon of- avallable alternatiVes,'the’formulation_of

. o L o R S
Q. N i - : L
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guldel;nes and regulatlons, the appllcatlon and enforc1ng of

the- pOllCY 'and ,communlcatxon of the pollcy dec151on. 'AS':‘

J

"attempts were ; ade “to* 1mplement the pollcy, feedback fromi

.

4 S
the part1c1pants took the form of new. demands R

,;

_'The .p;ocess whlch led to the establlshment of Ecole-'

‘fhauricef'navallée =and the adoptlon of Language POllCY # 4033

e can Ube 1nterpreted from a systems perspectlve. To a551st,“

' the pollcy analyst 1n applylng the systems perspective to a

»

i pollcy formulatlon process, » Dye (1981. 43) identifies six

» zo

"guestlons as’ the bas1s for an evaluatlon of the pollcymaklng
-process ‘ These questlons‘shall gu1de the dlscu551on of the
Edmonton Cathollc 8chool DlStIlCt ‘s Language POlle # 403

from a systems perspective.

1. What are-the 51gn1f1‘ %ﬁmensrons in the

g environment that ge erate demands upon the,

© " political system?

The ‘essential elements . in theiwprocess' of ‘policy
formulaglon‘ are\ values, goals and attalnments.f The réview
“lﬁof' French lani’%ge educatlonal programs 1n Lthe Edmontons

: Catholic school system by the, Board of Trustees wasiln:
response to’;'expre551ons .of dissatlsfactron w1th theJ
éfféctiyeness of . the existlng French 1mmer51on program to»
respond~ to »%he educatlonal needs of Francophdne mlnorrty
language students. These dlSSatlsfactﬁons had been expressed

in the late 19708. The Bllingual schools - A Ptellmlnary

Survey Report 'to the Board.of Trustees_on_December 1, 1977

oo
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-unilinguau'fFrengh‘&schoolsjato stem "the rising tide of

. _ | 172
conta}ned;/,parental "claims”.for the need to establish

»

| cultunal assimilatioh‘- A 1980 Status Report on Modern

." ‘/.}
Laﬁguag es 1indieated Aan admlnlstratlve concern that greater

‘“ﬁ attentlon be giuen to mqetlng the needs and roviding'a;

"challenge[‘toj French students. Following  the April 1982

',to the Edmonton Cathollc School Board for an'

outside. Quebec_ to have access for the1

proclamation of - ‘the"right of Frendh minority parents

P}#hildren to French

languagg, programs ‘accordlng‘- s. quﬁof the fcharter,

L”Association Georges et Julla Bugnet made a formal request

: ernatlve

French language' school in December.. In the af

‘Board of Trustees established a'French-Languagef ¢ él Task

Force to re-examine the effectlveness of Fref _ranguage'

‘ programs in. the school dlStIlCt on June 6, 1983, a

,\,
RERAr. S

-representatiVe»' group —'ofv»’Edmonton Cathollc residents

spons/}ed by an’ ACFA ad hoc Commlttee presented a Brlef to

the Board of Trustees express1ng concern for the quallty of

educatlon.Eﬁﬁ for the level of skllls that Franco Albertaﬁs
in

possessed hheir »mother tongue at_thevelementary'level,

They . requested he‘ establlshment .of-,a French;nlahg
elementary - school Dlstrxctr re31dent\‘ Francophonesv

communlcated 'to the Edmonton Cathollc School Board*throughf

‘var;ous : channels that there was_.a need for"greater

- respon51veness to  the educational~ needs- of Francophone

students enrolled 7in_'elementary French language programs'}
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what significant characteristics of the
political system enabléd it to transform

demands into . public pollcy and to preserve
itself over time?

]

Under, the SChool Act, the Board of Trustees had the

discreti

o
) )
onary power to authorlze the. us@“of French .as a

language of instruction up to 80% of the day in its schools

{ providin

to ‘Mini

g that Engllsh Languaé% Arts were taught aCcordlng

sterial regulations. Whereas Francophone sEudents at

Saint Thomas Aquinas School were able to enroll in French

classes

immersion' target groups, all other studeﬁts' in French

language
1mmer31o
' The
' to‘vthe
'educatio
stakehol
‘for‘ cha
'.to'_be

‘and - be

possible,

TO.
fvaiues,;
';regard
h:school

analyze

-v»i

designed either for.’Francophone,‘orf.for'eFrench'

i

schools. in the'district only hadfaccess to French_

n programs

Boardv'of Trustees adopted a consultatlve approach

review of .ex1st1ng- serv;cesA for French language
n' _ BY sollc1t1ng .the views . and expectations of
der groups,j the _Board hoped to, ascertain tﬁe heed

nge and provxde an opportunlty for its constltuents
part1c1pants ‘1njdeterm1n1ngvthe d;rectlonvof,change
cone'- sufficiently‘ informed to rkndwingly‘ aCcept
changes.;. | | | |

- . et s

aSsiSt..the. Boardv..}r'TrusteeS"in‘ asse551ng thef

Ve W

oplnlons, and expectatlons of 1ts constltuents w1th7

to French language educat1on,_fa French Languageg“

| A

Task Force was establlshed to gather 1nformatlon and .

\Z."f : ;. .
- - »‘-,:'H ) .

the flndlngs of the rev1ew.' Consequently, the Board;
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of Trustees prov1ded an opportunlty for 1ts const1tuents to

express their demands, and to become actlvely 1nvolved in
1dent1fy1ng and def1n1ng areas of concern in Erench language
educatlon |

The VBdard of TruStees recognized by policy the need\to
reflect ~the changing values of society as championed in the

Charter. In terms _cf a systems perspective, this implied

the need for consultation with various target'groups likely'

to be affected by policy changes to encourage new inputs
that could ‘influence the quality of thevoutéut, and at the
same  time that ~the quality. of vthe output‘coulddprovide
impetus for new lnputl

\

E@\\How do environmental inputs affect the
character of the political system?

~In the case of the formulation of the district Language
Policy .# 403, the Board of Trustees as well as many of the

stakeholder grqups, elected to take a'grassroots approach to

s°li¢itin§< the views and expectatlons of re51dent parents:

and't interested groups_; and 1nd1v1duals  The demands
' expressed.‘by the constltuents prOV1ded 1nd1cators to the
-Bcard of Trustees of the spec1f1c areas of concern held by

5

fparents do Erench language students and 1nd1cated the

'-directioni»of educat10na1 changg that would be j%thln the;r

zone’, Of acceptablllty , Thus,» the*'lnputs from the

%t; kLenVJ.ronment helped bnot only to establlsh the dlrectlon of .
RN

-,ﬁed@patlonal,_change,_'but~ also to establlsh-the~acceptable

R
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limits or boundaries within which the policy.could function.
.4) How do characteristlcs of the politlcal
system affect the content of public policy?
in_ the formulation of public educational pOlle, the
Boardﬂmbf Trustees administers the processes by which policy
disputes are raised} argued, heard and discussedyat the‘
iocal level. ’Thus, the - Board 'is expected'to be expiicit
about the -Evalue premises and implications aof policy
dec151ons In;the review. of French language programs in the.
district, the H%oard directed its Administration to attempt -
to assess the “values prevalent 1n,the district. A survey
questionnaire wagﬂsent to all parents of‘children in French”
lanéuage ‘schools .in. the district and a steering committee
. conducted gu1ded’ interviews 'Witg“awnumber of stakeholders‘
groups w1thin the district.' Additionally,.any individual or -
interest group could present their opinions and Viewp01nts
to the Board of-Trustees formallyvor 1nformally.
while"all of thesev forms iof input infernce policy
1decision§, one ' should realiZe thaththelFrench Sch001 Task.
‘Force' Comqittee fun',ct_io’nec:l,r in anvadvisory capaCity tovthé,
l_.TrLstees.n The decrsionv to redistribute resources in the
district was reached after con31derable debate by the Board'
of Trosteesf The final policy written by the superintendent
off scho01s~ in consultation‘with senior-administrators was

pthe:-result of the-,accumdlation_vof ;experienCe(and legal

information. _Therefore, because‘the‘policy'waS‘a synthesis
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and balance' of numerous forms of input, some may feel that:
there 'were aspects of the flnal pOllCY that were never open
, 8
to 1ﬁn1c debate, and were thus the excluS1ve decision of

those in an authoritatlve_9051t;qn w1th1n~the school system.

5) How do env1ronmental inputs affect the
~content of publlc pollcy° ‘

AS @ dlscussed earller, Lndlviduals and stakeholder
groups " were '1nv1ted to express both formally or lnformally
thelr demands and egpectatlons concernlng French language
educatlon w1th1n the dlStrlCt when groups take the tlme to
solxcxt the »v;emi of their members and to write formalw

_submiSsions, they ~ also’ take the time to determine whether
"their..demands-i‘re me by pollcy dec151ons. l éomethave
' @guuopntinueﬁ 0 reiterate their unmet‘demands in letters and .
formal_‘presehtatiOnsi to. thep poard of Trusteed or to the
Minister ~of Educat;on. Additionally; because Edmonton
- Catholic residents 'must llve w1th the new pollcy, and are
expected to respect and comply with it, the policy must fall
'-w1th1n their zone of tolerance. "Thus, env1ronmental 1nputs
. provided dthev ualue' base and establlshed the parameters of
the newfpolicy. ' B o S - e
Dunn(1981352) stated that '(p)roblem—orlented analysts:
’_seldom v prOV1de ‘ 1nformat10n i about _speécific goals .and
objectlves'of pol1cy makers, and Qhen they do;}they tend to”
formulate the pollcy "in dellberately obscure terms in order

,to gain acceptance _and forestall opp051tlpn from varlous
: . L . . .- B ] i
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¥
poliey stakeholders and the generain public." Language
policy - # Sd3 (1983) (Appendix D) did not inform the various

‘étakeholders of the‘varying,goals and objectivee of minority'
langquage education and . French immersion education.

Stakehélder' input_ enhanced by amassed experience -and”

interpretations ,of":the  law of the land eventually
contributed to the definition of acceptable goals which

v /. ' . . . . - ‘. i . 4 ;
J ‘Undeg?le' the existing district s policy statement on French

‘language education. : 2» N o i

6) How does publlc policy affect, through
feedbac£§ the environment and character: of
the political system9 ,

-

 The -dec1s;on to establlsh a French language school in
: district set a direction for change in Frénchvlahguage
- However, while the broad direet{envwas set, the

s

i;:Truetees cehtinded to be 11m1ted in dlrectlng
léollcy actlons by the 1ack of prov1hc1al guidelines
:éghlatlons for mlnorlty language 'edpcatlon, by the
;1?i5?ft¢t-s> flnaneial - Capapilities ahd' the  zone of -
acceétabiiity.'fdr ah’expadsion of Frehdh’lahguagefservicea
dus/ag a tlme of economlc restrafnt |

AS the pollcy 1mphemented the Bdafd of‘Trdstees‘
will have ‘to contlnue .to respond t@' both 9051t1ve and
negative feedback from the target groups affected by these

changes, and make adjustments accordlngly
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fh sum, the, formulatlon of the Edmonton CathOllC school

’

Board POllCY #f 403 on . French \language education can bef

Lnterpreted from ‘a systems -perspectlve.,>7$he

o

oo

. . " ‘. i ”
y A Y &
- L . A G T

"pEOCESS L

adopted, “in 1t$ sxmplest terms, was an attempt to transform )

Edmonton . CathOIIC re51dents“: demands for changes 1

languﬂge_ educatlon in the district into goals and broad

e

separate scpool system | '(,.

Erench'

'direction for the*future of French language educatlon Ain the



‘fthelr demands ‘upgn ,the deCLSlon-makers. The_ processes

GROUP THEOﬁY PCLICY ﬁS GROUP EQUILIBRIUM

-

The group model 1s based on the theory that pOllthS 1s

‘7~really the struggle among groups to 1nfluence publlc pollcy’ “
(Dye,; 1981) Ind1v1duals w1th common 1nterests and vaiues?%l

}*:come together tO 1nfluence POllCY dec151ons by Pf9551n9v:

o

#,» . .

:Hlnyolved 1nclude bargalnlng, compromlslng and negotlatlng
t_rhe--taskw‘of the polltlcal system is to manage confllctln'“-

j;oreatEd_ﬂhY' competlng groups by establlshlng the rules for

e

_thegfpower struggle to enable akcompromlse deC151on in: thegi

114

ffform” publlc pollcy and by enfor01ng these compromlsesz
- oye. 1981 27). X LT e T

The formulatlon Aand 'early ;mplementatlon f;'thel*

S DlSt[lCt Language POlle * 403 for students enrolled 1nlf
)fFrench. langqage programs shows eyldence of the group modelag

"'gdynamlcs.. All Cathbllc' re51dents were seen .as haV1ng a;g‘”

\

v"stake i the future dlrectlon of French language educatron;‘
~-,ih U,h dlstrict,'-and wete glven the opportunlty to become -
41nvolved in establlshlng that drrectlon.' The follow1ng 1s a;f

vggdlsouss1onj Qf,t the1r ‘1nvolvement from ' Group Theory"'

-

»'After\reieetingfL'Association1Bugnet‘s pnbpdsal'for'an'

'alternative ‘French ilanguage school w1th1n the system, ‘the

‘Boaré of Trusteesfrapproved the establlshment of a Erench“U_’

Language Tasx _Farce to rev1ew Erench language ProgramsT'

within the .district to- gulde them in the formulatlon and

R
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“adoption of new language polrcres ’The‘Board of Trustees}f’
on the -_adv1ce of the ch;ef »superlntendentu and the‘

superintendent'éf program, ssrvices, had 1dent1f1ed the goais

r . P

and objectlves of the French Language school Task Force andgjj;‘

had elected pto. adop"‘a consuitatlve approach whlch wouldvnﬂ’

1nvolve dlstrlct constltuents in the.pol1t1cal analysrs ofi;r

J

thev.PIOblem ‘ Conseguently, ‘the 5rules of . the game werenh*

established early in the process. The chlef superlntendentdhtfx

- appbihted a- commlttee 'of admlnlstrators' tb cdnduct thegh;'

R

French language program reylew,.to‘assess.the.lnformatlon

L}

acquired, and o’ provide  alternative recommendations for -

 policy action for iﬁhe'*impfbéemért“fafxspténchf[ianghasé;
‘1education'servicésr | : | o | -

After the announcement of the formatlon)of the Task'
l‘Eorce commlttee, the response from a majorlty of stakeholderc
'groups affected by 90551b1e change was fayourable ‘ however,

- a number “of groups 1nd1cated that the Task force should not

frecommend any changes-to the 'status quo., Other groupshi}'"

;expressed concern that ‘non- Francophones should be 1nvolvedﬁh'
in dec151on-mak1ng on Francophone educatron |

Thus‘ durlng the reV1ew process,. the‘ nssociation'
canadrenne frangalse de' l Alh@rta (ACFA) and eventually 1n‘.
‘May, the ACFA Ad Hoc C0mm1ttee lobbled trustees and applledf
pressure through the med1a to ensure that’Erancophone rlghts'

" would be recognlzed in pollcy changes

Oonce the goals of the*Task Force had been announced at .’

1

5
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“V*H;hé; January 174 1984 Board meetlng and the mechanlsms for

conductrng the revrew establlshed the Task force set out to
assess =the publlc s expectatlons 1w1th regard to. French'
language educatlon.f_dThé consultatlve process 't00k ~many

avenpes.: The. Task Force attalned the public s pérceptlons

‘“.abth , e needs of students 1n-French language programs

through a survey questlonnalre to all parentsgof chlldrenl

’.ﬁ enrolled French language velementary programs, gulded

A

dlscu551ons ,wlth major stakeholder groups and reV1ews of
exrstlng currlculum- programs by dlstrlct supervmsors of
elementary educatlon‘ and language educatlon spec1allsts

Further representatlon was recelved through presentatlons by .

silm major scakeholdeff groups, whlch 1ncluded 1etters, brlefs,

petltlons, . telephpne calls and Alnformal contacts W1th

_vitrustees, the chlef superlntendent of schools and Task Force“

members..'foV‘a_-fjvr,?‘;>; ,qv.j*“f7‘j 4f&‘, f*'

*‘ﬂ'fln, sum,-« the 1nit1al consultatlve phase of the French

O-N b

. language -education revrew grovided f”r} 1nd1v1dual nd

stakeholding group 1nput 1n an organlzed and eff1c1ent way

Majq& stakeholder groups met prlvately W1th ,1nd1v1dual
trustees and central admlnlstrators.7 consequently, lrttle
confrohtatlon between the confllctlng demands of stakeholder
groups occured at thrs stage., Secondly, the 1nput from
indivxduals and ‘1nterest groups took place 1n a number off:

Englxsh 'schools and »in',all the 1mmers1on schools in the

dlstrxct, w1th d1alogue takxng place between parent. advrsory5“
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committee 'memberst,and Task Force representatlves, rather
than® dlrectly ‘with' the Board Aogi Trustees.w, From the

- ¢
, beglnnlng of February to May 17, l983, response to the flrst

phase of the reV1ew reflected general support of the process

by all stakeholder groups except by Francopbone parents

1.

,enrolled ;n French 1mmer51on schools where the majorlty of

parent adv1sory commlttee members were non- Francophones. e

»In May and June 1983, the Task Force presented 1tsl"'

- report to the system -wide Blllngual Advxsory Commlttee for

- discussion .prior - to presentatlon to the Bbard of Trustees
Conference meeting': 'From« a group model perspectlve, the

St

Task Force Report presented an 1n1t1al compromlse or balance;ﬁ;

a

~among the varlous demands expressed ‘by constltuents and
stimulated debate among the target groups. On”MayY17, 1983,
‘FranCOphone parents fearful of_'mlsunderstandxng by the‘

immersion parents set up .an. ad hoc Commlttee to channel
R

the1r demands~tq the School Board out91de of ex1st1ng school

x

tr‘ct structures.

Durlng ;the second phase of the process follow1ng the‘

&\J". o .

dec151on to establlsh a French language school, the Board of
Trustees,_ at‘ the request of the ACFA Ad Hoc Commlttee, had

,.directed' the superlntendent to set up a committee 'to flesh
out major concerns' regardlng the adm1831on c;xterla and the
locatlon of the school _ Thls phase of consultatlon prov1ded

. an opportunlty for “the Board of Trustees to test the

re51dents‘ zone of acceptablllty, to determ1ne the spec1f1c
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-kindsj”o%f reCOmmendations they =deemed- acceptable, and to

'determine ) the dlrectlon of change, in French language
: programs that would merlt the greatest amount of support andf

o satlsfy Sectxon 23 Charter rlghts.‘

"The response' to . the French.fScnpoi committee”s -
_‘recommendatlons for admission criteria and selection of the
‘site’ was’ mlxed - French immersionfparents expressed concern .

*iover-’the recommenﬁat1on for adMission criteria which was

based';oni_the language andg'cultural background 'of the

-

* ) . . o

~Student. M@PYQ' percelvedr_ these: cr1ter1a as signs of
. intolerance, and -elitism» ‘ImmerSion parents felt that the

report“was ‘the result of lobbylng by the Francophones and

'vthat-too'muCh pressure had been-put upon the Trustees by the

\

[
ACFA and. well educated members of the French communlty

" The French . newspaper, F'Le Franco,f applauded ‘the

tproposals 'which respondtd 3toi'the sp1r1t of the Charter
: guarantees. of_ educatlonal rights "to, mlnority Vlanguagel

:parents.‘ _The _edltor accused Anglophones who wanted to'

Hcoehabit-*with French students in: the picard fac111ty of
'?'IOV1ng the French too much' (Denls, 'Les Anglophones nous‘
"alment trop,'° Le Franco, 1953 December 7) A |

onsequently, the second phase of the French languageh
'education reviewvulnvolved a confrontatlonal debate between
7takeh01dersm Ou' “the’ u'wlsdom | and' 'falrness v oﬁ ' the’
'recommendatlonSQ made by the superlntendent ‘s French school

] . : v
Committee. The . Salnt Thomas ~Aquinas ‘parent Advisory

)



Committee created the mostvecdl public debatetand‘epr‘.ﬁed

- their  concerns to the Prime Minister;< thei:“;Member'of

vParliament, the hinister ofFEducation} their‘Member'ofvthe

.LegiSlative -Assembly and the community at large. ThlS 1ssUe*”
'?ﬁland the issue of co- habitation of the sepior high hilingual‘
:”}program - with a? non Francophone program-:atd st Mary s,

,fﬁmotlvated 'the ACFA Ad ﬁoc Committee to communicate w1th;the

‘ Minister '.of ,Educatio

and_ apply pressure ;through ‘the
Tnational media. o | |

' Distrlbutive de0151ons ‘on the allocation of SPEQ%flC

”

' facxllties to target groups and the final policy statement'

grv

: reflected the outcome of competing demands and. represented S

,.the'binding dec1sion which would e tablish-eguilibrium among.;

- the competing groups. ItfpurportedvtoheSEablish;a balance.

eamong thed‘needs,- wants and eXpeCtations which parents'and' '

the Edmonton catholic community held for the school system.

‘The ,statement conflrmed a policy position deSigned to best ‘

“'attain the support and ‘acceptance of Edmonton~Catholic-

resxdents w1th1n the legal framework of canadian society

One may conclude that the formulation of the Edmonton-

catholic school . 1strict Language Rolicy ‘Qr 403 shows

' ev1dence,’of-’Group Theory‘dynamlcs. ‘The Board of Trustees

eStablishedy the“~parameters of the French language program

‘review, as well as the avenues by whichinﬁfyidugl‘and
stakeholder -gfoup34 could participate.'_Thecdata_collected

‘and thet inputs made showed evidence of competition among

‘._v
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stakeholder groups over SpElelC issues. raager Qhan over the -

'concept of differentlated French la:;uage educathp

The majorﬂty of th groups 1nterv1ewed were content
. ' -
with the final pollcy stabement, and stated that they: would

contlnue to petltlon for those vareas of concern not

addressed nor;'attended’ to in the {mplementatlon of the

*

policy. - 1In. sum,w the District LangUage’ Policy s 403

represents a decision to comm1t the varlous competlng groups -

to Jone set of poss1ble alternatlve actlons, and to one set -

of - 'goals . and " values, thereby attaining A period ’of

equilibrium among stakeholder groups (Balridge, 1971: 22).
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ELITE THEORY POLICY AS ELITE PREFERENCE B

Dye (1981 '1) deflned publlc pollcy as ‘whatever
governments choose to. do ot not to do", a’ deflnltlon whlch

lends - itself ‘tor the Elite Theory whlch views public pollcy
as the ‘dec151ons made accordlng to the preferenﬁes and
values of a governlng ellte who allocate vaﬂues for soC1ety

(Dye,,,&981 29-30) . When the vaiues and preferences of

elites determlne ;»ublic pollc1es and shapg mass op;n1on,

J‘_.
pollcy 1ssues do not;arlse from mass demand o
B . . Tk '.~’." S
‘The recognlt'onv of mlnorlty language ~education in
~_Language P licy # 403;can;to some degree,}be-rnterpreted in

‘terms of the Elite Theory. Trustee McDonald, a trustee who

held“°office":or.‘over::two decades; " {personal Interviey,-“*

McDonald, 1

' CatholicMm schdgl ‘bistrict» “had tradltlonally prov1ded
Francophone edu ation whlch had 1ncrementally been enhanced -
Uslnce.l970. She stated that the' majorlty of trustees on the
‘board.- from -1982 o 1986 contlnued to support the pr1nc1ple
:of' French language educatlon w1th1n the school system
"Howege?, -al respondent, (Personal 1nterV1éw; Lacombe, 1986
1‘vAugust ‘205 'perceiteo that -the Bugnet demand had been "a
Politicali‘threatjhtO‘ the school board' whlch motlvated the.
‘.elected trnstees to effect educatlonal change to malntaln
'stablllty and preserve the school dlstrlct. |

Respondents 1nd1cated that . the dec1sion to expandsg'

Fré&ch'"language educatlon hadﬁbeen7directlyvinfluenced”bxf

86: quly‘ 21)- explalned that the Agdmohton"’
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elites such as Prlme Mlnlsteg\?rudeau and Mlnlster Chretlen

R ) ‘ ,
with the - enactment of constltutlonal rights for  the

£

Sy

[y

education of linguistic:‘minorities;) A review of French
lanQUage education was notx.exclu51ve to the . Edmonton-
catholic school District.éi;Canadlan vschool jurlsdlctlonS; Ry

R .
outside the province of Quebec_ were grappllng thh the_

o g S
}mpllcatlon },Charter stated Superlntendent

”mBrosseau (_ ~Interv1ew, Brosseau,11986 June 4).

Francophone ‘trustees were' 1nstrumental ln sen51tlzlngiﬂ
‘thelr fellow trustees"- (Personal 1nterv1ew, Gagne, 1986
" June 10) to redeflne their values on the 1mp11catlons of the;_
’Charter. and the-educatxonal needs'of Francophone studentsr
in _ assertingj that't 'fhe Board of .Trhstees with‘vthe
administration'-were ‘responsible*for the;establishment“of'éf'
| 'unilingual"Fiench sChool' Trustee Gagne rndlcated that the
f;vaiué preferences of trustees had gradually evolved because -
";"Trustees ‘jhad _’been attendlng _conferences and_ gainlng.

1nformat10n on _the ramlflcatlons of theb‘new Charter of

* Rights and Freedoms. D _]¢; lt.f T “‘?‘

As dlscussed prev1ously, Ellte Theory is based on the

 ?assumpt1on that people are apathetlc and 111 1nformed about ’»f

ttpublic noollcy,‘:‘consequently elltes i have' s1gn1f1cant

1nfluence on the shape of publlc oplnlon ar pollcy questlonsv

Te

'(Dye, 1981.29). .However, »'Trustee McDonald (Personal o
-J%terviewf,'McDonald, 1986: July 21){“perceiveddthatapolicyt‘}j;

change ind the delivery of French language'programsgnadb~
. « o S w T R
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ﬁfsprung "from" "a demand -from a ‘.core . group' of
: > ‘ ‘
Liunlvers1ty educated Francophones" rather than as a response

'ytb\publlc demand ks 'gfﬁ - o ‘_ o

ThlS assertlon was jupported durlng an 1ntifv1ew %}th a

former pre51dent of the provincial ACFA (Personal 1ntervrey

-

's1McMahon, 1986 July 23). Mr. McMahon recalled that when the

ACFA lobbled the prov1nc1al government for French schools 1nf

the 197OS,>>

we - were ipushingfgto get the French ,community ta -

~recognize that ‘what ‘they needed was a French school

because there was - resistance on the part of parents

. and. teach®rs to the idea. They were afraid the kids

wouldn’t learn to speéak English. That seemed to be
the concern. There was a lot of debate - nothing very

~dramatic on the political scene - as to whether we
should have a Frendh/school or a bilingual school in

' _the 1970s. ~ Ousmahe -Scilla did a study prior to the.'

‘ACFA’s' filftieth annlversary in 1975 which indicated . .

that' approximately ~92% of ‘the parents wanted a mixed
school. They.didn’t want a French school. About 783.5

vof the eachers d1dn t want’ a- French school

RPN "’a

lAIn l983,A the Perron R;port 1nd1cated ‘that dlssen51on Stlll

o

~g ex1sted~ throughout the; provrnce as’ to the type of school'
,de51red by Francophone parents’ The.ACEA'surveYQrevealed

that 45 6% 'of‘ Franco- Albertan parents were ,against a

‘

homogeneous French school at the elementary level and 39 8%3

at the secondary level A majorlty of Francophone~parents'

(52%) preferred the 50 50 . formula for 1nstruct;onal t"e in

\{each of the off1cral languages.

N

B ’Durlng rlhe pollcy analysrs staQ; of French languaged5:v
education;" the ;rench Language SChool ask Force attempted

N

tof correct he lack of publlc awareness bx\hav1ng gu1ded_lij

A\




»lnterViews wlth :stak%holder droupS" Af er adoptlon of ‘the
pollcy to establish a French schoof’fdlstrlct admlnlstratérs;
conducted llnformatlonal sesslons at all elementary French d
immer51oqv school, V'Informat1onal brochures on. the purposes
of Franchphone and --French ;mmerslon_'programs' and ay
Adescrlption of Mdistinct; program goals were dlstributed to
all French language program parents. Thus, the SChool Board
attempted"to provide parents w1th clear 1nformat10n on the
re-defined purposefiof Francophone and French lmmer51on,«
o programs' andf the.Speciflc goals of both programs. rrom an
quil;er. TheOry;‘,perspective,' the HBoard of__TruSteesf‘ln
‘~consultation1 with representatlves - of the Francophoneb
»comnunity“ican be v1ewed as hav1ng influenced or shaped
V:public opinion‘by~prOV1d1ng an informationfbase which guided
're31dents who enrolled thelr chlldren in the French school
Appllcatlon ofr the Elxte theory 1s somewhat debatable;H
beCause, jat the outset of the revxew, the ﬁoard of Trusteesd
*hadw -not'e def;ned he ‘ ba51s'“ffor publlc‘ input’ by
digferentlatiné ‘betueen _a-_French .language. program and'al
French 5immersion program,"The'initially openeended process -
_hadﬁlnot delimited..the ’range of alternatlves open)to thep'
publlc nor shaped the dlrectlon of thelr 1nput or responses
The pre11WLnary survey sought to determlne the flrst and/ or“'
.;domlnant language of the parents,f_the; 1nterest in the'

'avallablllty of a French e‘ementary school and the preferred

'locat;on»"for such a school. 54.6% (551) 'of; the 748‘

}\;:4;J»tj 5{i"~,.. o .VD’ e>
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houséholds (82% of the Francophone famrlles) 1nd1cated an‘s'

interest in. sendlng thelr chlldren to a Frgnch elementary'

A

school; Althbugh ' crlterla for‘ admission to a Erench

)

- langﬂage school had been 1ncluded w1th the questloﬁnalre,

- ' :
the responses appear to 1nd1cate a certaln lack of awareness

of - mlnorlty language educatlonal rlghts The large numberrj
. , o

’of ' p051t1ve.v responses to ‘the questlonnalre could be

~-Jperceived a Lan lndlcatlon that the puh}lc percelved the
4£§h

~

issue _ of" rench language educatlon as an area,of urgent

concern _The eqdally\ large number of negative responses

could havegiagnalled an apathy towards public pollcy 1ssues»

P

.or a satlsfactlon W1th the status quo\

The Board of Trustees d1d not invite re31dents at large-
to express’ thelr ,vrers gand' concerns ~w1thvregard to the

recommendations  of . the. superlntendent s French' SChood

' Committee or )to'-the formulatlon.jofi ‘the. language pollcy

BERY ' . N Tome

‘statement. . . The. analyslsiland 'synthe51s of - public opinion

ultimately ,inVolVed_ senior ‘administrators dialoguing wlth
trustees as, to what opinions -and values were ~of most

significance;' and would most influence the d1r ctian-of the

'language education policy in the district.

Finally, despite all 'of the consultatlon _and

recommendations gathered - in the French langua'e educatlon

review, policy statementsu'were"writteh by adm;nlstrators'

Under__the ﬂguidance- of the superlntendent Thus,{a select

’?gioup of -administrators;made the flnal decision as to what

"
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would be the gu1d1ng pr1nc1ples for the future direction of .

r

French language educatlon in the school dlStrlCt However,
further mod1f1cat10ns occured as the pollcy 1mp11cat10ns
were ‘debated by the Board of Trustees enllghtened by legal
’in;erpretations of the rntent of the Charter in. Alberta. f

“wThe 'final '-policY, purported  to be Va~ balance among:

confllctlng demands and legal obligations, was' greéted,

favourably by dlstrict resrdentsh fhterested. in minority'

language programs._' Stakeholders who' percelved a loss of'

.status had mixed emotions on the allocatlon of speC1al‘

V4 ,
.resources to the. llngUlSth m1nor1ty group \

In summary, the “formulatlon of the French language

, . , _
district policy  does not exhibit clearrcharacberlstlcs of °

4,

the Elite,u heory approach to ‘the formulatlon of publlc

\"

pollc1es.ﬁj Whlle' the trustees encouraged a two- way flov of

B S . l' ¥
"’,,ucommunlcatlon between the board and the’ masses,-a.select

"group. of educators and-members of thé Francophone community

helped"define 'the 1nformatlon basis from whlch the publlc

-l

~could further develop thelr v1ews ‘The retrospectlve pollcy

statement, based; on,the apparent values,and perceptlons of,z,'

~the public and on the allocative decisions made by the Board. '

‘of . Trustees, was"vritten by administratorS‘who'shaped the
princlples of Language POllCY # 403 As a useful-tool for

3ana1ysis, Dye s Ellte theory malnly serves ‘to exp’ain that

'hultlmately, the N elected& trustees determlned the most

'rnfluentlal values dhd oplnlons to. be adopted in the pOllCY

-

u

&



RATI?NALISM&' POLICY AS EFFICIENT.GOAL'ACHIEVEMENT

The.'process used ‘to- formu}ate the disttlct Language”
,policy exhibitedvrcharacteriStics of a rational approach to
'policymaking. In most mpoliCymaking sltuations, a purel§
“rational ‘approacnb is often;delimitedﬂby\the knowledge and
capacityd of‘the policymakers, as'well-as by suchvtactors as
time and fesources. Dye'(1981:32) identifies five essential
elements 1n rational pollcymaklng | |

1. Pollcymakers must identify all of society’s value‘
' preferences and their relative welghts-

él’ They must be able to generate all of the pollcy
. alternatives avallable-' L ,

3. hey must assess all of the consequences'of.each
- pollcy alternatlve- » '

4,7 They . must calculate the ratlo of achleved to ,
5 " sacrificed societal values for each policy
valternative- and ' . - .

5. They must select the most eff&c1ent policy
~alternative.

By examining a’ chronology (Appendix C) "of ‘the
vformulation of tne district’s Language Policy # 403, it is .

2 possible to identlfy steps gn the - process that are

:,characteriStic of ‘a ratzonal approach - To begln &ith, thé,f.p

essentlal aim of the 'French language education rev1ew was to

: ... 1investigate among residents of the Edmonton
-~ ~ Cathdélic sSchool district the interest in an
alternative. program which would be designed to-
.meet  the educational and cultural needs of
Fr@ncophone ‘students, if these needs, according
. to;. the parents of Francophone students, are not
currently being met .in the existing immersion
programs . . (Board Mlnutes, " January 17, 1983).

F
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The feview was to investigate implications for cd%riculum)
organizatibn, staffing, transportation, costs and;effects‘on
existing . programs to examine o thei desirability7 and -

fea51b111ty of establlshlng an alternatlve Erench program or-

-school wathln._the\ Edmonton 4Cathollc, school system,'"The'
pr1nc1ples of the 'final 'policy- statement :were ~to' be
‘rcons1stent with Alberta Educatlon regulatlons and the school*
ﬁlstrlcgbs mission statement - Pollcy # 100. o 3;4_""‘

Thus, from the outset " of the Erench_languagerreViewd-/rf
e . _ ‘

~pﬁocess, the. Board approved a, clear articulationvof”the'

4

puipbse ‘and goals of the rev1ew process, thereby determlnlng
vuthe steps- to be taken in formulatlng the French Language
‘education policy. ’ .
_ﬂtv.The second( step pinjﬁtheb rational.lapproach .to~ thet
formulatiOn of policy'is to establish a_'complete inVentory"
of other» values “and Vinventories Qith» Weights'l'(Dye,‘
' 1981 33). The. French Language 'I'ask E‘orce began %he E‘rench
.program review process ‘with an assessment of. the publlc sf
perceptlgn “of  the e need - for change lnl French- hanguage
educatxoni by means of a questlonnalre and ;gnsultatlon w1th
‘ma}or, stakeholders, , Durlng they consultatlve process the'
.Task Force obtained ‘an 1nd1catlon of the publlc 'S and the‘"
\tstakehOEders"'support vfor‘ change,’ what they,appeared to @Q
fvvalueﬁ'inpfFrench_'language: education,l_and‘atheir-tzone of
'7toleranCe' ind‘the- directlon andviextent of change in'thg,/"f
,present_,sYstemf.I_Whlle it Amay be argued that the Alberta :



'constltuents and thelr relatlve welghts

R

Goals of*‘EduCation andethe.district's Mission Policy # 100°

‘represent what thé .Board of Trustees belleved to be societal

values unlque‘ to Cathollc res1dents, the process could not‘°

,be said Ito have 1dent1f1ed all of the values of the

g
°

- The_ thlrd step ‘in' the Ratlonal Model 1nvolves the :

'rpreparatlon of a complete set of pollcy alternatlves In

determining a set of pollcy alternatlves, the Task Force

1engagéd'“in' a number' of andeavors. ' First, it asked the
" public and stakeholder groups to -'voice their-vieusswith

‘regdrd to - the’ future _of French language educatlon in the

district. second, ‘the = Task Force members did a review of

r
4

the dcurriculum' content of programs offeredlln the;system.SJ.w

' French : language hschools in the light of current-research

-studles.z'Finally, the Task Fo;;e members generated:possible

t

SOlUthﬂS for the future of French language educatlon in the

dlStIlCt; On the bas;s of ‘the 1nput recelved from all the

‘ -.stakeholders who were consulted and 1nd1vrduals and groupsi

R

'who'<v01ced thelr ‘1nterest in the 1ssue, the French SChool

' Task . Force was able to- artlculate de51rable solutlons to

, \
respond to the needs of all students enrolled in French

 -languadge programs, partlcularly those of mlnorlty students.;

The f1nal 'se'. of pollcy alternatlves proposed by the

'French Language 8chool Task Force prOV1ded a framework for

change ﬂand 1mprovement in French language educatlon‘ Theii

> €

'fTask Force, after rev1ew1ng and synthe51zxng all of the data

. . A
o R . I
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'gathered in the f1rst par: of the revxew, generated a report
'vwhlch lncluded : seven' recommendatlons supportlng three
alternatlve 'scenarlos The System-Wide B111ngual Adv1sory‘
'fCommrttee :was inVited jto: respond to the recommendat1ons
gﬂbpriorf't the publrc presentatlon to bhe Board of Trustees

A
_Its favorable response gave an 1nd1catlon of the feasrblllty

v

of the_ recommendatlons, as- well as of the publlc S zone of_'

&

tolerance’ with ' regard to p0551ble changes in the French
: langbage'jeducation program;,-'The' Task 'FOrCe Committee S

'recommendationS' submltted to the. Board of Trustees were’
based on the response of all stakeholder groups.il |
| _From 'the data collected by the researcher andﬂthe-'
;SChool Board documentatlon available, ityis.unclear as éb.
_the degree to Wthh the’ Board of Trustees followed the flnal.
three. steps of the Ratlonal Model of pollcymaklng .Howeverb
‘ith is 'clear~ from-the 1nrt1al,response_to pol;cy,declsions. 3
-rthat"lt_ did;dfall’-w;thinfthefzone;ofgacceptabriity of the
‘majority 'of; Edmonton) Cathollc dresldents, and that it did'
f attempt to prov1de a balance between the former approach to
"French. language educatlon and .an approach based on language
education' t0\ meet - the needs of maternal language studentsb
and second language students., | v
‘In summary,; the pollcy formulatlon process adopted in

.. the formulatlon of the Edmonton Cagpollc 8chool Dlstrlctf |
aLanguage' ' POllCY f ”14033 clearly demonstrates . some

'characterlstlcs of a ratlonal approach to pollcymaklng.‘

“\
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lNSTITUTIONALISM' POLICY AS AN"INSTITUTIONAL ocuTPUT
The institutional approach to the formulation of public
policy focuses on the' potential relationship between theF

structure of governmental instntutions and the content of

.

‘public policy s Because government .institutions have
'structures or patterns of behaViour which- %grSist over time,

it 1is conceivable to suggest that the indiViduals within

these structures may attempt facilitate or obstruct.

certain ‘policy outcomeS'(Dye, 1981:21). In the formulationv

of the district. language policy, there is some eVidence in

the data collected‘ to indicate a relationship between the

bcontent“of the policy_and the composition or structure of -

§

‘the central administration.  For example, therebis some
~ documentation to explain  what transpired after the Task -

Forcde’s committee consulted with the System-Wide Advisory

committeé on Bilingual Education to seek their’opinions‘and

:support .for. the recommendations.’ rhere‘is a report which

indicates the dedate and'the eventual7cX§sensus which was

reached witlr the Executive "of the System-

"the recommendatio s 'of the French SChOOl Committee derived

“with the Francophone community tThe_‘
fifst' encounter were made public by the

superintendent of. program ,services . and ‘the consensus
/ N v

attained at th second encounter was transmitted in writingf

N
Y senior~administrators may suggest{that?the

ide Committee on”'

fact that ‘the final policy statement_lp_
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‘composition 'of the group whlﬁh prepe}ed 6he f1na1 statement.~
could . have 1nfluenged the 1 content of  the policy. -
Additionally, the 'fact that bthe policy was subjeot to
'.approvaf and irevisioh By the chief superintendent end the
isoard of Trustees 1mp11es that ultlmately the flnal pollcy
is “"whatever governmEnts choose to_ do -or not do". (Dye,
;l981:1)." Theh Instltutlonal Model provides a useful way of
sgaihingv insfght 1nto the pollcymaklng process utlllzed by
the"EdmontonIFCatholic ,5chool__Dlstr1ct in addresslng the

Frenoh.SChool issue.



AN‘INT%GRATED'SYSTEM FRAMEWORK
‘Theh System_'frameuorh as describedfnin chapterkz is
essentlally a combinationi of yarious dimensions ofithe,
_Ratlonal Model and the systems Theory ‘lt integrates-poliCy
Plannlng vylth p 1cymak1ng,'whereby Policy‘alternatayes'are'
: selected tto best accommodate the present values, goals and
’ at%ainments 'bf“ soc1ety, as well, as__;o satlsfy,p0551ble
}unanticipated consequences of policy_decisions.” The SYstem
framework; describes the . process’ of _convert}ng societal
inputs into policiesfwhich:would more'efflciently,reduceythe.i
~ gap between :what _society wants"and what it percelves’tol
'haye.‘ B ‘. |
_. The proceSS' of }formulating bthe d1str1ct s Language
. PoliCY' # }03ﬁ reflected _anp gfegrated approach to pOllCYI
’making .h Because both the systems Theory ‘and the Ratlonal
Model have already been descrlbed in deta11 in this chapter,
" the 1ntegrated approach w111 be brlefly dlscuss/ﬂf . .
“ Dunn (1981) suggests, that pollcymakrng beglns w1th agh
.percelved ?bfj 'felt e&istence'y of a problemat1c sxtuatlon}
'hwhere, a gap ex1sts between the system s level of attaxnment“
"and 'its. goals. The"lnltlatlon of‘-the French languaged
program».rev1ew'-by the Board of Trustees can- be v1ewed fromi,
this perspectlve. The Admlnlstratlon clalmed that there ‘was.
':a‘_ feellng of d1ssatlsfact10n expressed by Francophoner_

Tparents Wlth regard to the French 1mmer51on language program

- 1n meetlng the needs of flrst language Francophone students.{

~

) /



ln response‘to the perceiyed,need'for'change,'the Board
of Trust;es.’engaged the Administration in . a process of
'vreyiewino ‘the"oistrict's"French ‘lanouage’.programs, ‘and
Ieyentually ln -developiné ‘a policy vstatement that‘would
.provide-‘the direction'and framework to 1mprove the delivery
-of French language educatlon in the dlstr1ct. Consequently,“
the Task Force Comm1ttee formulated a plan or strategy to
‘fulfillkthisatask'by engaglng Edmonton:cathollc residents -in-
the process of'.identlfying‘ the relevant‘issues in French
language 'educatiOn, def1n1ng the problems, and determlnlngf
the'_extent of ;the percelved dlscrepancy between what the“
:Frenchi language program was. aohlev1ng. or\attalnlng, and-
vwhat,. in"the‘ eyes - of the :Stakeholders; it should be
attalninng The consultative process prov1ded the essentlalf
'1nformat10n whlch formed the basis for the determlnatlon of;
pollcy actlons ‘and for the formulatlon of dlSt[lCt pollcy‘
The follOW1ng ,chronology ;' a summary of the 1ntegrat1ve

pollcy plannlng and pollcymaking approaoh_‘ueed' in _the_fﬂ

formglation of the‘District Language Policy_# 403.
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POLICYMAKING ON FRENCH LANGUAGE EDUCATION IN. THE
EDMONTON CATHOLIC SCHOOL DISTRICT: 1983- 1986
AN INTEGRATED SYSTEM FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSIS

THE'socIAL,SYSTEM

PROCESSING VALUES

January 17, 1983 -
June 13, 1983

1.

P l.

The French Language Task Force

-assessed the values and attitudes

of Edmonton catholic sc¢hool

District residents with regard to .
-French language educational needs

for Francophones and. non

- Francophone students.
. . -3 . : [

o

‘The instruments used in.the -
' -assessment of .. - values - and

attitudes were questionnaires,

" dialogue ‘with stakeholder groups,
~ briefs, petitions, letters and-
telephone  calls from individuals
- and stakeholder groups. '

IDENTIFYING GOALS
AND. NEEDS -

a)

b)

"cf'
dS‘
ffei

. £5' :Resh1ts‘bf the'parental suryey(f

Through the‘instrgments‘used to.
assess the public’'s view with

-regard - to French language
“education, a report was generated

focusxng on the follow1ng

"An evaluatlon of the exxstlng

French . Language currifulum in
terms of the academic needs of

Francophone  children ‘and . an’
- examination of the fea51b111ty of
-integrating cultural acthatles

into the elementary program.

‘The techn1cal capac1ty of the'
Edmonton catholic School District

in terms of availability  of

personnel =~ and  of . material

resources,

Economic considerations.

Legal'censiderations;

Social considerations..
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Opinions gatnered in dialogue

with stakeholder groups and. with

1nd1V1duals or 1nterest groups.

Thus, from,thls process, the _
Task Force was able to determine
the values of Edmonton Catholic

'School District .constituents with

regard to .. French - language

~education. as well . as -relewant-

issues, - sxgnlflcant ‘problems and

the degree 'of satisfaction or -

‘ Jdlssaplsfactlon -of .parents with -

'French language programs,

”Recommendatlons from the French

Language . School Task Force -
assisted - in . clarifying the

| . direction for French 1language

education .in the School District
in  the  future. They drew
attention to  specific areas of
concern, helped to articulatea
vision. for a desirable future and -
identified 'major characteristics
of this desirable future. On the

..basis //f this . input, the .basic
’alm of the policy was clarified.,

Thus, ‘the Board of Trustees had
an indication of what the public

:and stakeholder groups perceived
~to be the problems with the
present French language program,

and the kinds ‘of goals ‘that
pollcy should attaln.

SERVICES AND

 ATTAINMENTS N\

1888 = 1972

1972 - 1982

3.

1

lslnce its 1ncept10n in 1888, Ehef
- school district ha:f;é;ef@d_ e
Voffered French ins tlon to

’_Francophones in time .~ frames - .

ranging. from one half hour per
day to 80% of the. day. 1In the

-1970s, non- Francophones enrolled
‘in ‘French language programs.<»u

Blllngual,programs were offe:ed
in ‘six ..elementary junior -high

schools and . . in one high:school.

- 'Streaming of French and immersion

‘students_occurred in one.school.
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INPUT '

DISCREPANCIES . . ® 4. The French Language Task Force o
. L Lo : had analyzed and synthesized the
data’ gathered to determine the
following information  and in so

doing: : ' S

a)- ' identified the problems and the
~ 'issues in . French “language
.programs for . Francophones at- the
elementary =~level in the Edmonton
~Catholic School DlStrICt

- b) ‘created a v151on of a de51rable
' future-

c) galned an 1ndlcatlon of the
values and attitudes of Edmonton
Catholics with regard to French
language educatlon

d) assessed the present state of
" French . language educatlon in the .

: school dlstrlct .
"e) established the goals and alns of
French language education for the

future;
f) gained an indication of the _
- direction and extent of change -
“ . - .most  supported by - Edmonton
- - Catholic -school' . District
R re51dents . ' - :

4.1 . The task for the French Language
- Task -~ Force was to convert the
‘demands and supports articulated
. 'in ‘the .French language program
\ . review = process intoi- policy
alternatives - that would_-best
reduce the ‘discrepancy between
the system s ‘level of attainment
~and its future goals and needs '

e
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‘CONVERSION PROCESS

POLICY PLANNING

June 14, 1983

v

June 20, 1983

zfggé

y

LS

The French Language Task Force
Report was presented to the

. System-Wide. Advisory Commlttee on
Bilingual. Educatlon for dialogue.

The consultatlve process provrded
the Task Force Committee with an
indication of the acceptability
and the  feasibility. ' of the
proposed recommendations, and of'
90531b1e consequences. :

-On the .basis - of 1nput from the'

public and stakeholder groups,
the French Language School Task
Force .submitted their Report to
the Board of Trustees as the:

"source - ~of - wviable policy
.alternatives _ : R

HfThe French Language Task Force

provided recommendatlons for
policy .action to the'Board.of
Trustees to  improve the content

- and delivery of French language

education to district Frantophone-
and Immer31on students

- In generatlng pollcy alternatlves
.. the superjntendent and . senior.
administrators were gu1ded by

considerations for changes ‘in the
present French languade education’
programs which had to be made to

- meet the needs identified, the

structures which had to be put in-
place to facilitate meeting the

needs = identified and the e
acceptability of  the  desired.
outcomes ~ within " the: ‘value

framework of the school district.

“additionally,” the final policy

- statement ' had to be consistent

‘with' the.predicted futures, with
~the  ~“identified - views and
- expectations of Edmonton Catholic

school District .residents; and.

v o
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S

finally, . with thé"pedagogical““
.Views - of first and second
language educatlon S ‘

'The flrst.pollcy statementbbased
on -the allocative decision was
written by the Superintendent in-

consultation  with . Executive

Council administrators.

- OUTPUT.

‘September 19,

“Language Pollcy ¥ 503 written by
the superintendent guided
administrative procedures for
establishing the "French School. -

The Board of Trustees directed
the superintendent to 'set up 'a:
French  :School Committee o make
‘recommendations on .the possible

" site of ' the proposed school and

November-zl,'

- December 1,

- criterion -for admission "to the.
French language school. :

The recommendations of the French
School - Committee ~ assisted in
"clarifying the direction- for
French language education in:the.
School District in the futtre,
They drew attention to spec1f1c
-areas of »concern, helped.

- articulate a vision = for - a
desitable future - and. 1dEnt1f1ed'
- major -characteristics.- of this’
desirable future. on the basis

of this ~input, the basic aim of.

"the pollcy was clarlfled

The« recommendatlons of the French
"school Committee were dialogued

. with the St. Thomas Aquinas

Decémber 7,

'school community and with the _
- System-Wide Advisory C0mm1ttee on
B Blllngual Educatlon.b

Thus, the. ‘Board of Trustees had

© an indication of what the public

-and- st@keholder groups perceived-
to be  the problems vw1th the
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present - French_language program,

. and ' the kinds cf goals. that

pollcy should seek *0 attaln

The Board of - Trustees determlned
. that. students.were to pe admltted
‘‘to Ecole Maurice ravallde. on.the
basis of the legal criteria of
.Section 23  of the charter of
' ngbts and Freedoms.

r\ .

.La 50c1ete de parents pour les.
Ecoles Francophones d~° Edmonton .

was established.

TheISystem -Wide Adv1sory

- Committee ~ on French Immer51on"

Education was recognized by the

_Juiy'24;‘198

-

5 .

oy

‘October 26, 1

985

[nBoard of Trustees. ,fy,/“vg

ey e

Legal 1nterpretatrons from the

. Bugnet Case helped to clarlfy the"

educational goals whlcb  the
school. district. should seek to

attain. in- the - provision "of
;’mlnorlty language education;

Language policy # 403, was .
drafted by thé Administration to

- reflect the intent of the Charter
~as.. well as  the aspirations of -
- parénts of students enrolled in

French. - language _prOgrams in the

'school dlStIlCt .

Language POllCY # 403 was o
approved by the .superlntendent

~and’ Executlve Counc1l

'Language POllCY ¥ 403 was - rev1sed

to reflect Alberta’ SYpOllCY on

'Imultlculturallsm..

POLICY # 403"

‘February 3,

- FORMAL ADOPTION QF

1986

8. .

The Board of Trustees approvedﬁ

'Language policy # 403 which

responded to the aspirations of -
the parents of all students

‘enrolled in Official or Herltage
' Language programs ’
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: SUMMARY

)

. The dynamics involved . in ;theytformuiation 'of;dthe;x
Edhonton Catholic ‘?\gchoor D.i'_stric\t's‘Language POllcy ¥ 403
'cannot be fUll¥ explained oﬁJhnderstpod from the perspective
of a;fsingle theoretiCal framework | Eacherf the six
i theoretical 'frameworks dlscussed 1n thls chapter reveals a'
nem dTmension of vthef.pollcymaklng process. The process
adopted_ in the formulatlon,‘of"Board' languagﬁ education-
: policiesa'most' clearly demonigkatesg‘a'systems approach to
.pollcymaklng accordlng to; a Rational Modei Group Theory
enhances our’ understandlng of the dynamlcs 1nvolved in’ the
partlclpation"of' 1nd1v;dual‘_and‘stakeholder groups due ‘to
" the consultative' approach adopted by the Board of’ Trustees
in_ the\conduct of/the program rev1ew and the formulatlon of
bpollcy 'Elements of' Dye’ S Ellte and Instltutlonal Models_
‘ gprOV1de some clarifying perspectuves of the policy process.
Contrnued 1mplementat10n of the Language Pochy # 403
"will reveai whether the. consultatlve stance adopted by the :
.Board';did foster. 'a better understandlng and acceptance of
e ~policy oy Edmonton Cathollc School Dlstrlct re51dents
_andvthe‘majorVstakeholdlng groups; whether 1t did change the
percept}ons . and attitudesrtOWard French languagefeducation
programs; 'and,_finaliy;'uhether it will influence concerned
’staheholders~ to | beCome actively - involved in future

educationalvpolicy processes_within the school district.
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CHAPTER VIII o

, cbwo}usxons,iMPLiCATioﬁs'AND3suGGESTIONs
| FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

,- . ’ . ,."{; B . . .
.The, stated ,purpose of this stuoy was to describe and
“analyiehrthe pattern of‘eventshthat.attended the decision of
the Edmonton éatholgo .Schoo; Board to approve«avpoliey'on
,Frehch language education " in terms of six__theoretioal
'frameworks. Models _nof‘. pollcymaklng taken.-from' the
N Iiterature were utlllzed to- analyze the publlc pollcymaklng
process at the school drstrlct level. Each model prov1ded a
particular,j'perspective r and'. ?Qcontrlbuted to  a greater
,'understandihg .'of .different Vud;mensxohs. of the poiicY~

formulation process. L |
The purpose ‘of_ thls chapter is to prov1de a GOnc1se
review of the study. as described in ‘the prev1ous pages ~ The
. review is dlylded into three parts. The_flrst part provides
.atdescrgption of the study?ahd]the methodology;.The_findings'
“and conclusions of"the -studf are presented in the second
section; - The third sectlon contains a dlscu3510n of- the

'.1mp11cat10ns of the study for theory and practlce as. well as

recommendatlons for future research.

' STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
The general-purpose of the study was to examine the

formulationpof policy.on French'language instruction in the

o T C 207
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_Edmonton Catf%iic Scnool Distriot The lntent.wasrto.make
exp11c1t what actually‘took place in a retrospectlve senseg@
because yitv is necessary to know and to understand thé past -
to'gain“aiperspectlveﬂon;the present and future dlrectlon,of
school governance at 'ithew level of the Board of Trustees’
.Because a conSultatlve process was adopted by the Edmonton
Catholic school Board in the 'resolutlon of the issue - of
"FrenCh language - education,"the study focused “on’ the
.parthipation of the bfollowing ma jor stakeholder groupsr

-the System-wide Advisory Committee on Bilinguai'Education,i»mﬁ:

‘parent -Advisory' éommittees> of.- French ,inmersion scnools, »fV
district educators, L'A$$0Ciati93w canadienne?frangaise de
l'Alberta (ACEA); Les 'Agents de la pastorale francophone
:§fEdmonton, La Fédération des Francophones Hors Quebec, the
rACFA ad 'Hoc;_committee, the saint ‘Thomas-Aquinas French
dbimmersionhﬁparents,»and parents from J. H. Picard‘school and

Saint Mary's'Academic Occupational Program.

METHODOLOG&“AND RESEARCHeDESIGN

'A' case Study’ approacn from an historicai perspective
’aWas .adopted to examine this particuiar exanple of
upolicymaking by ?n'uFbén_th°6l ooard; The case.study'was [
?}carried out in essentiaiiy'two steps- th@;flrst stage was
the development :3: descriptiye chfonology of the tlmeb
‘lperlodv from January 1983 .when .thej Board of Trustees
initiated , a: review of the_ diStrict‘s French languaged'

¥
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programs to‘fl§86 when Language Policy #403 was adopted.
puring the second stage, vthe chronology .served  as _anvl
'organlzing_ framework dfor the ;actual analysis . of the

| policymaking process.

Stage One: Chronology of Events
B A chronology of_ the even;s (Appendlx C) ar1s1ng fromr
'the _demand for Val French language school was derlved from
'primary sourCe. documents which ' were COmprised mainly of
letters, 'reports, committee ’minutes, board mlnutes ‘and
'briefs contalned ‘in'vthe files of the Edmonton C&thOllC
school pistrict and of the (ACEA)' Ad 'Hoc Committee.
Additionally, ‘numerous nemspaper Tarticles ‘and editorials’
pertaining"td-uthe} French‘school issueﬁiwritten in Alberta“dl
and’ Canadian daily and weekly newspapers durlng the period
from pecember 1982 to September 1986, were collected and‘
' reviewed.  To further supplement and - valldater ‘the data

£3

,pcollected, 1nterv1ews were conducted with 31gn1f1cant actors

.

from ' major stakeholder ‘groups 1dent1fged 1nclud1ng?lv

representatives of the senlor admlnlstratlon ‘and trustees of
thel Edmonton Cathollc nSchool DlSttht, the Alberta'
Department <o£_ 'Educatlon' 'and-.the former Mlnlster of
. Educatlon, ‘bave Klng. l | !

_Th : comprehensrvew revieQ ofhthe-processes involved-in
the resolutiop ofl.the French m1nor1ty language educatlon;

issue was th?akresﬁit of a synthe81s of documents whlch;“
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- contributed information and historical data, as well as.

ihvestigation. ‘The chronology of events was then‘validated C

 information . gathered'sthr0ugh interviews with relevant key

by submitting it " to 1nd1V1duals selected on the ba31s of'”

_their ‘position. of »authorlty “and - famlllarlty with the

process. They reviewed the chronOlogy-for'its'accuracy in

terms of time-line, sequehcing of evehts and. content”7'The4

chronology provided the data base for the detalled anaky51s.

of the pollcymaklng process

 stage Two: The Analysis

The<, analy51s of the . processes involved in the

AN

actors familiar and knowledgeable with the process under

formulatlon' of Language Policy. #»403 réVolved-arouhd~the"

\appllcatlon of the six theoretlcal - models desc;ibed'in.

() ~

chapter two the systems Model, the Group Theory Model, the

Elite Model the'Ratlonal Model, ‘the Instltutlonal Model, and

'flnally, an. Integrated System Framework

SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS
» To -examine the processes invoived'in theVpolicymaking

on French Language Educatlon Dy the Edmonton Cathollc School

Board, the researcher esseqtlally utlllzed flve research

0

- questions.’ to-guide'data collectlon. .Throughout the varlous
: S : . % o i B L o
chapters in the study, the questions have been addressed

_where vappllcable  To summarize the sngtance of the Study,e

a brlef dlscuss1on of znfluence, gatekeeplng structures, the



 Sources of Influence

_+"'News media

lpolitical. process»gandpadonsequences or the policy based on

analysis of the research questions is now presented.

»

\ o : . . Lo

The basic strategy’%tillzed in the pOlle rev1ew within

the  school district was based on a consultative approach in

{é deliberate effort to' involve district reSLdents 1n§§he‘*°l
_identification' and larification' of the. existing French"

; language programs in the district;n The.views} expectations,-
'and preferences  of all affdcted stakeholders and‘those of

Erancophone 1nterest groups were used as the value base from

which policy alternatives concerning the goals and future

P

B direction of French language education were generated

. The fOllOWlng table prov1des ‘a’ summary of the sources‘

-.of ‘input and the strategles_which 1nfluenced the Edmonton

Catholic'SChooliBoard;s_decisionémaking.’
/h - ' 13. | Table IV

The Political Dimension\of the consultative Process. Employed
in the Prench~hanguage Education Review

PUBLIC - EXPERTISE QﬁkSI'POLITICAL  PURE POLITICAL .
.SurVey . 'Task Force -  Superintendent’s - Board of
S '~ French school v \Trustees’
Forums ‘Research = = Committee o \\) PRI
. - o - . : Minister of -
Briefs ~ Alberta | -\, Education
'“Petitions TR ‘ X Federal
2 ' Parliament

©
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- bemands and Supports

The significant“ event  perceived to have‘generatedfa :

'4.-need for’ a. pollcy ‘review was régecﬁlon of the demand by .7

K Assoc1at10n- Georges ‘et .Julia Bugnet_gfdr 'a prlva&e“

alternative French.gschool under the umbrella of the school

district.
The most significant factor considered“by'the‘majority
of respondents to‘oy-inStrumental in generating a demand -for

change was an increased discontent with and lack of

confidence 1in .the French immersion program for minority
~v

" language students Other factors percelved to be xnfluentlal

1nc1uded the follow1ng

1) the fact that sxnce the early. 1zg0s, French o
language programs had becomeh»more oriented to
serving the needs of students whose,first language .

-was. not French, and that a need exlgted to provide
a more challenging language - program. to mother
~, tongue Francophones; : o S

2) the fact that the growing rate of assimilation
indicated a need to provide an educational ambience
which would respond to the cultural needs of
Francophones ~ and  prepare - them to ° become
contributing citizens‘in a. bilingual Canada~

3) the need to dlfferentlate between the goals and

objectlves -of language educatlon for Francophones;
and for non Francophones.

, S

In ‘conclu31on, the establlshment of a French language
bechool' and the adopt;on of -a new Language pollcy was in
'f.reSPOnse}-to a combination‘.of factors that had become of °

1ncrea51ng concern to the Francophone communlty 'gJ



'

Levels of Influence = °

The participation of nine major stakeholder groupSals"g"?
-"",, Q“ R4 L y

..' .

"described in detall 1n chapter five B Each grOup éﬁ%cted tp

become 1nvolved 1n the process Wlth the 1ntentlon of hav1ﬁ?:;
‘ftheirv views and expectatlons® heard, ,and to"have thelr
i . ¢ el T
"ﬁiterests addressed in the, pollcy dec151on | ?{ﬁ_," T
Because *  the , School Board prov1ded &e%pllcrtA
opportunlties and' channels for part1c1pat10n 1nt%§€tf§§|

analysis process, the majorlty of stakeholders sz”““f

the ex1st1ng channels and d1d not resort t0°pub}1c lobbyq@g-
Their V1ew was that such tactics were not necessary because°
ithe School Board had a tradltlon of belng open and w1111ng'
| llsten Obstacles 1dent1f1ed by the stakeholdxng groups
. were the lack of 1nformat10n held by many part1c1pants in
: the Task Force enqulry and the lack of representatlveness of
members of Parent Adv1sory Commlttees and of the system W1de

Adv1sory commlttee on Blllngual Educatlon These constralnts‘

AN

fllmlted the extent and depth of 1nvolvement of some groups
Aand affected the ‘flow of communlcatlon o

Dur;ng vthe;”consultatlverprocess,.most}individuals and_
stakeholder groups‘communlcated their vieWS’andexpectations%}
to the French Language School Task Force. ,pStakeholding
grdyps' Qth :attempted' .tof further 1nfluence' decisions
processed their c1aims*through the political channel elther
by publlc presentatlon to the Board or by 1nformal lobbylng,‘

',‘,Data._revealed that 1nput to the’ French Language SChool



Task Force was recelved from an equal number . of supportlve,

opp051ng and amblvalent stakeho;ders.‘ Oppos1t10n to and -

" support for a linguistic minority, school aere . based on'

21&{5

- educationai§%£ns1deratlons which ranged from concern for the“‘:“
g

possibie

schools to’concern that the existing Imnersion programs<dida

nat meet - the " needs of Francophone children whose first

. up .
language istrench.

5

.The OfflClal position of the Fgench comnunity was
a communlcated to members' of the Board of Trustees by the

ACFA, the ’FFHQ and Les Agents de la Pastorale francophone»

d Edmontondgy subm1551on to the Task Force, by dlssemlnatlon
of research llterature, by letter and by informal lobbylng
' The _,(ACFA) Ad,v oc Commlttee, an interest group,
‘communicated"its positionidirectly to the Board of Trustees
;‘-by sumettlng a 'brief and a petition' from the érench
communlty The' Ad Hoc Committee's:input:focused_mainly‘on
'the *vimplementation of the French | schooi : concept
Correspondence from the presxdent of the Ad Hoc committee to
the board -chairman, to all trustees and to the Mlmlster of
Educatlon helped to’keep the commlttee ‘s p051t10n before the
pollcymakers. f&he_ active lobbying of ‘the group 1ncluded
1 personal contacts nrth trustees, direct contacts w1th senior

admlnlstrators and the preparatlon of pos1t10n papers for

the_ superlntendent's French_ school ' Committee. Direct

attempts were - made” by the Ad Hoc Committee to cultivate a”

4

-?\. o

imental effect on ex;stlng'French 1mmersion

et
1
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favorable climate toward French language education among the-

trusteeS' and trustee\:candidates in the 1983 election. The
R , . _ - e | s
committee was effective in lobbying trustees and gained the

Asupport of-the majority of trUStees The committee appealed.

to the policymakers regarding the justness of their posrtion

DR

and the 1mplications of their support

"The System-Wide Advisory = Committee @bn ,Bilingual‘

- Education. and the ' Immersion School . Parent AdV1sory

'Committees generally possessed more potential influence than

ahy interest group: hoﬁever, the French school supporters
appeared to exhiblt a greater degree of manifestﬁﬁnfluance
The Provrnc1al ACFA and the (ACFA) Ad Hoc Committee had a

high degree’ of' potential influence. Their poghtions were

~instrumental  in determining  admissions criteria and

”ggelection of“the‘school_site,

Nature of the Political Process

't

‘;The School Board used the consultative approach during\
ths review phase to assess the values, opinions, andr
expectations of district 'residents J The purpose of the
consultative process was essentially to determine the value
baSe and the level of acceptability of any policy change to -
thev delivery of French language education 'The- mandate of -
the French Language School Task Force was- _ .“

1. To 1nvestigate anong Francophone parents Wﬁether

the  educational  and cultural needs of their
children were being met in immersion programs..



2. To investigate among re51dents of the school,u
district the interest in an alternative program to
meet the educatlonal and cultural needs of
Francophone students

3. To 1nvestlgate the acceptance for an alternative
French 1§hguage program with stakeholder groups,
. particularly with ~.the  System-wide - aAdvisory
Committee on French Blllngual Educatlon _
4. .To investigate the 1mp11cat10ns of establlshlng an'
alternatlve program w1th1n the district.

Thus, re51dents were .consulted durlng _the reV1ew

'"process through their participation in a dlalogue w1th Task

Force members, by means of a questlonnalre, and through

the_-submission ofb'letters Most of the major stakeholder;
groups were 1nvolved “in thls' stage of consultatlon with
senior“admlnlstrators w1th1n the dlstrlct One stakeholder
groupv’elected' to 'become_ involved “in this initial phase

through the submission of a brlef and a petition whlle

vothers became’ involved after the pollcy de0151on began to.

: affect the dlstrlbutlon of dlstrlct resources

The process culmlnated in the release of a reporq by

the French Language School Task Force whlch wag%a synthe51s

of all the data’ gathered during the initial phase of the

review. Residents were asked-to respond to recommendations

‘made in this report through their_representatives on‘the

System-Wide Advisory Committeetpn Bilingual Education. On

the basis. of the information gathered during this phase of

consultation;,‘vthe Task ‘Force presented three' policy

‘alternatives -t%’;igﬂﬁ Board of‘Trustees.‘-The'alternatives

R ‘ ¢

1
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were selected by senior administrators 1n consultation with
he cplef superintendent for presentation to the trustees.
fia“ conciu51on,. "the cons ltatiye process. and the
_participation of‘ the majorr stakeholder gronps“ in 'that
process .resﬁlted \in the formulation of the value base, the'

boundaries and . the - p0551ble,vgoals and directions‘of the

‘district Language. Policy,< However, the policy statément

E“

g

ni, “derived from allocative:vandf;egulatory policies' and from“c
r Iedal 1nterpretations of the Charter was wnitten by senior
’ administrators ‘and approved by the Board of Trustees

.g“' E Gatekeeper'structures

. ‘ . All respondents agreed that organizational structures

T,

had p’b;en faCilitative in  processing input  to the"
policynaking process. AS 'chieffexecutive officer for the
Board,of Trusteesy the chief superintehdent"was perceivedtby"
‘somejnrespondents as*having either facilitated or obstructed
theirv 1nterpretation wof minority language ,h educational

rights. ’ He was a key partﬁ&%pant in the develoéﬁent of thed

Frenchl' 1anguagevf education.%?olicy in response to the L

educational and legal demands o@ the French community and togrs

the educational_ welfare of " all students_ in the school'
district. Senior administrators on the French Language

 school Task Force were instrumental - in recommeng%ndvthe

.establishment - of . '‘a French. school as. a feasible"and
. S ’ - ' | L '
~acceptable alternative for policy action. While supporting
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ot » lnciple of a French language school for educational,f
political and legal con51derat10ns, the trustees malntarned
1the distrlct (] 'commltmeht to French 1mmer51on programs and
to all programs in the dlStClCt
The - main obstacles encountered by _supporters and
oppohents to the "French school appear to have occurred in
relation to- the ‘allocation of facilities. The success
experienced‘.in 'Contactingﬂ the trustees 'and the Minister
'Qdirectly during the policymaking phase‘resulteo in increased
'contacts with politicians during policy implementatioh
- In :'conclusion,.f opportunities were prov1dedb to
~stakeholders 'and particularly French_ languagé{\school
Sﬁpporters rto communicate their concerns to all mem‘.ﬁs‘of
]theaﬂBoard oﬁ'TrUStees and to administratorstresponsihle for
Frenchb7f.lan§uage' 4serv1ces Institutional structures

fac111tated the proce551ng of 1nput ‘from all stakeholders

s

4ymbollc and Tanglble Consequences

,Theg tanglble means by wh the Board chose‘to address
d b

-the.”educatlonal problemS'facevf ‘the Francophone community

. and their perceived need of unigue instructional'programs

for the minority language students was the establlshment of;»
Ecole Maurice Lavallee., A distinct French 1anguage\\5ts
.curriculum was adopted for the m1nor1tyv1anguage elemehtary
students and - a distinct advisory committeerwas set'upjfor'

Francophone parents; - On  the symbolic,level, the Board of
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wTrusteesﬂhad~recognized'the’unique identity,‘thélway of-life
and the 'language: of thertadspilinguistlc minority while:
’respectlng the identity of students of a sééond 1anguage
.o 'CONCLUSIGNS S S e
.~  Based on rthe *data‘ presented and',discussed in the
-preceding chapters,- several conclu51ons can _be 'made iU_f,*
_regard to - the guestions - Whlch were posed rn the‘flrst
chapter‘and which‘provide the gtructure for thi}fstud§.
lmp? Individuals and groups Qho'spught to influence thef
'policy “declsion‘jincluded two .categories; ”one suppOrtedf
.while the Otherhopposed the concept of linguisticlminorlty
"educatlon in a separate fac111ty within® the school dlStrlCt
such’ ~1nput ‘was con51stent w1th the llved %xperlence of the
varlous stakeholders 1nvolved Bureaucratlc channels were
:mainly used ' to vprocess ~the. values, preferences ~and
expectations ot&fdistrict residents which formed the ba51s
for the .policyt‘alternatives generated durlng the pOlle
ahalysis. process."Although_both&bureaucratlc and polltlcaiof
uchannels_of:communlcation Were hsedhby indlviduals‘or groups
'swho- wlshed to‘ekpand or’limit‘the parameters ofxthe policy

,fdegisaon, those .who ‘supported theh establishment"'fv.a

: :, .
°Francophone school used polltlcal channels to. a much greater

4

_extent that ‘did those opposed to the concept fl;gf“

é"

) . c,
2. Groups who fayored ,a dlstlnct Frant_

hone school
Jr&

‘generally possessed -1 -largeo degree of potentlal 1nfluence

‘ thCh they manlfested Go a greater extent than dld groups who
. 4] .

. i R . .a,
- : A . . . §
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werel opposed; Those who were opposed exhrhited, little
' manifest influence. | 1 : - SR

3.  Generally, interest ygroups channeled‘their.rnput
Qithin institutionalfjStruCtures ‘during' the .policymaking
- phase; -however, appeals }were‘ forwarded to provrnc1al and
federal poidticians - when interest groups . percelved
'obstructions bfto- the " 1mplementat10n of their demands.
Nevértheless~< gatekeepero structures appeared to. facrlltate
rather than obstru t polrtlcal 1nput

,J.,_ The nat re 50%' the pollcymaklng process could be
characterized as raﬁaonal wrthln a systems framework . _The
4constraints.‘.wh1ch - were percelved by the pollcymakers
'included polftfcal feaﬁibility, beconomlc ratlonallty, -and
the‘ value preferences of the polrcymakers '.Communlcatlons_‘
were‘“ recelved ’and' solicited through bureaucratlc andfs
_ polltlcal channels Both polltlcally and ratlonally based.
icommunlcatlons 1nfluenced the policy dec1sron
'S} . Tanglble- cgnseguences . were Zachlevedv in” the
.'.establlshment of the elementary French school, the adoption'
:Of, a Erenchf ;anguage' arts programs for m1nor1ty language
students "and the exten51on of Prench programs to Grades 7
and 8 durlng the follow1ng school year. Percelved symbolic
consequences :were aan increased _publlc awareness ”oﬁithe'
',rightsn‘of minority language students and an appearance that
';these‘hrights' were being respeCted Dlscrepancres between

the intent and the 1mplementat10n of the pollcy arose from
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the ‘lack 'o 1%%9 -range plans for an exten51on of Charter
.rlghts in a dlstlnCt secondary school fac1l;ty

6: | An 1nd1rect tanglble consequence of the:policY‘was
the -acceptance of a mechanv.m for spec1f1c parental input by,‘
the Francophone communlty The Board of Trustees recognlzed
the' need for their part1c1patxon 'fin'- educatlonal}
' dec151on maklng by sanctlonlng t he formatlon of an adV1sory
commlttee to ‘the Board, La 80c1ete de Parents pour les
‘Ecoles Francophones _vd'EdmonEpn,- ‘and Tby' 1n1t1at1ng

negotiations on a governance or management model.

rMPLICATIONs
.The purpose of th1s study was to -describe- and explaln
the processes involved in, the establlsh%ent of a French
Language school wand' the formuiatlon 'of a new policy on
Language 'Education other than English in the Edmontonf
Cathoiic';school pistrict}; By taking an exanple of,a’school
'board'lpolicymakfng’zprocess';and'applying it to a number'ofér.

theoretical  frameworks, various dlmens;ons of the process'

N

- were. highii;hted< . therebya contr1but1ng -tou a more
comprehensive understandlng of the ,politicalvprocess and'
b’perhaps ilmplylng 'its applrcability'to fdtdredpolicymaking
situations. . | o .\ L

| * The hresolution the French language school lssue.wasv
tipical' of the psziss utilized by the ‘Edmonton Cathollc,.

_Schooi ‘District to go to 1ts residents and.sollc1t their
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vieWs,‘..preferencES,‘ and"Aenpectatlonsy with 'regard to
educational fssues.h Residents‘had been directly invited to
express"their opinions, and ‘concrete ooporrunities were
provided for them to'do so.

The COnsultatlve: approach doeslhave its drawbacks in
that it can raise‘expectations unwisely and seek informatfon
from uninformed people.ﬁ-However,,the consultative approach
utilized in'the formulation.of the district. language policy

had the follow1ng advantages

1) It 1ncreased the knowledge and ‘gnderstanding of

critical local issues in eddéation and of the
vpollcymaklng process by which school boards attempt

to resolve local problems

w

2) It tested and expanded the zone . ofvt' erance or

- ‘acceptiability of district re51dents th regard to
%

-educatlonal change

- 3) It nurtured a sense of commitment to and ownershlp
in local pochy dec131on maklng

Flnally, "the whole consultatlve*process‘adopted by the
'EdmOnton Cathollc School Board reflects the basic pollcy of"

the <gchool d1str1ct whlch v1ews 'educatlon as A shared_a

N (responsibility among parents, educators, the parlsh and the’

commdnity, Given. the -MlSSIOn statement of the 'school

o 5 ctad . . e
district ’(Policy; % 'lOOQ_,and the Goalsg of Educatxon 1h
) v ;.

‘2

Alberta, the following implications,can be drawn.

Although,"'the provincial _1egis1ature_'has delegated .
~certain - discretionary powers  to elected trustees to R
‘determine the direction ofreducatiog_10F411Y:Vthat direction:

'is often determined thfough’ influerices ‘exerted by majdﬁ

*o .
- TR
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stakehdldlng and interest groups The dec1s1on maklng
-process 1n the Edmonton Cathollc School DlStrlCt ‘s adoptlon
.of a language educatlon pollcy can be V1ewed as attemptlng
not only - tdh& encourage: the'-1nput of 1nd1v1dual and
stakeholdlng groups, but 'also' to control 1t by prov1d1ng
‘~exp11C1t channels and opportunatles for such 1nput ﬁ

| ft ' is apparent that trustees ultlmately determlne what
is in the best 1nterests of thelr jurlsdpctlon In maklng
policyg_dec151ons, trustees rely upon senlor admlnlstrators

{

to determine which pollcy recommendations are the most

‘xfea51b1e. Policy recommendatlons must then be accepted by an

'ﬁfelected Board-_of Trustees that determ;nes if the pollcy

" decision will be ,acceptaPle W1thin»the?Value framework of
their community. »Thus,'t;e likelihood of change as a.result'
of _,a new policy 1may be' affected by the community’s
understanding of the issues to be addressed in school board
'declsionémaking. Further ‘research is necessary to determlne
whether .the vconsultatlve approach 'vto educatlonal
decision;making . does ‘in‘ fact increasei‘a. communlty S
understanding 'fand, acceptance of policy dec131ons,'fandl.‘
whether or .nOt lt affects thelr- zone ,of tolerance for
change. | R | | H |
.In‘.concluslon;':the' processi'adopted"by the Edmonton’
Catholic .échool Board'"in. the. formulatlon and adoptlon of

’language edu tion pollcy deserves further 1nvest1gat10n to
)

determine its 10ng range effectlveness in respondlng to the‘

b
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educational needs of students‘das perceived by parents,
educators and members of the'cohﬁunity at large. . '
The study has presented‘the'positions held by various'

.groups w1th1n the Edmonton Cathollc School Dlstrlct relatlve
-
to mlnorlty *language and %econd language educatlon The -

researchE§~ sees several contlnulng educatlonal concerns for

pollcymakers.ln the future. These include the need:

i

l. to- ensure that Frengh lan jlage education is
- accessible to all ority 1anguage children and to-
- -all students " . seeklng to become .bilingual in
Edmonton Catholic schools; and, ‘ .
. ¢ L]
2. to ensure that the 1nterests ‘and needs ofr‘all
“:. -'resident students is accommodated in the pursult of
.French and- heritage .. ’language - fluency and
proflc1ency. 5 : ‘

.0 '
A

The study not’ 'onbyﬁ has; 1mp11cat10ns :for the
policymakers but‘~afso for interest groups who:’seek to
influenoe the policymaking.‘ and pollcy 1mplementation”
processesf’and,AEOr- administrators faced: with politically.‘
volatile 4issues.'. In regard‘ to the former,_.effective
pressure .g?QUPS work thrdugh~ bureaucratic uand political
,‘channels; ‘-éailure in e1ther areas could 11m1t or precludei
the effect1veness of the group The flndlngs of thlS study'
suggest that undesxred ‘outcomes may' result ;for' some
:“stakeholders durlng the pollcy 1mp1ementatlon phase E |
.Problems rmlght - be expected . durlng the policy
-implementationblphase uhen- (l) the pressure group has had

“more sucoess. ‘going through polltlcal channels than through

bureaucratic. ones;?fand_ (2) 'the 1eg1slat10n passed‘ is
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permissiye rather than mandatory. chonversely, 'problems'
might bed expected during ‘the policy implementationephase
when the rpressure groupjhas had significantiy.less success
going- through ‘political channels than through bureaucratic
ones; | | : |

" permissive ;egislationbor permissiye poiicies’may be a
vaiuable administrative tool in deallng with; polltlcally-'
'voiatile' issues; They. glve an apgearance ‘that the concerns-
. are ”being"add;essed and may - shift the focus of pressure
lgrOUp activities downv in the hlerarchyb Only agreements

‘which are politically feasible at other levels will be made.

SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
" The type of research reported'in_this document provides'
seVeral problems for the researcher' : Flrst,’ a dilemma
exists in terms of the selection of 1ssues and the related
concerns forl availability of accurate data Issues are
usually ~selected for study on the- ba51s of thelr relevance
and'rigportance* for today slnce an 1mportant part of such
studies' depends on the memorles of the key actors 1nvolved(
‘loss of valzdxty*_of the;‘results.mlght,be‘expected to be
proportional to the _lapse_‘in‘ timeb'betueen"dthe}.eyents'
surrounding the viSsue and theustudy. vAddressingdan issue
. when the .circumstances and relationships among groupskand‘
individuals_'haVe not yet changed produces the problem for

the researcher - of galnlng ' access to confldentlal
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"information, ' and ’coilectinq datafabout’the.iSSue‘which, if
made _public, mayimiiitate‘against desired outcomes for one
or more‘hkey actors. The reséarcher must be careful to
ascertain the availability ofcvkeyv,informatioh and the
“willingness  of . the polrcymakers to' cooperate before
_%pmmlttlng herself/himself to a partlcular research ptoblem
The researcher S famlllarlty w1th a pollcy 1ssue eJther as
part1c1pant observer or as a key actor does a531st 1n maklng
-1mportant dec151ons in regard to the acce551b111ty of
r(pertlnent lnformatlon | | . ",h,;.
- Based ‘oh- the flndlngs of this study} further policy
v studies might be conducted in an_ effort to examlne the
genieralizability ofv the: tentatxve flndlngs to other pollcy
decfsions. 'studies could address:questlons such as:.

1. What methods do groups and individuals concerned -
with local educational issues use to communicate
thelr p081t1ons to School Board Trustees9

2. Are’ those groups ‘who work more closely w1th o

~ administrators than with School Board Trustees more

successful 1n achieving pollcy changes°

3., To what extent are school board p011c1es based on
educatlonal as opposed to polltlcal consuieratlons’>

4. To ‘what extent are school board p011c1es ‘based on
economrc opportunlsm as opposed to problem- solv1ng°

155, What are the consequences of short -range decisions
' as opposed to long range planning in terms of the
.focus of the act1V1t1es of pressure groups?p'

6. How do federal, provxnc1al and mun1c1pal polxc1es
~affect the-discretionary decision-making: powers of .
school boards7'

LI
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APPENDIX A

FRENCH LANGUAGE EDUCATION IN THE EDMONTON CATHOLIC SCHOOL:
DISTRICT AND ATTENDANT REGULATIONS AND POLICIES: 1888-1982

1888

892

1894

1901
1904

1905

The St. Joachim Catholic Separate School District #.7
of the Northwest Territories was .established. :
Trustees held their first meet»in% on October 18.

The Northwest,Territories Act allowed French as a

language of instruction in denominational schools.

Haultain difected the Council of Public InStruction to
have English as the language of 1nstqpct10n and French

as perm1531ve in prlmary courses. .
,1

-+ In practice, French as a lanquage of instruction was -

limited to approximatelyione hour each day. .

French classes began at the Faithful Companions.of
Jesus Convent school.

,secﬁion”136 of the Territorial Ordinances permltted_a

primary course to be taught in French -~ all day in |
grade one and one hour a day in hlgher grades.
Edmonton Cathd&;c Sschool Board records 1nd1cate a ’
policy of offéTring a*Erench language program for
French children: i )

Section .17 of the A +a Act maintained the
permissive nature of Frénch language instruction of

.Sectlon 136 of the Northwest Territories, Ordlnances.

M13s1onar1e8uuﬁgan French classes at saint Francis
school wh:.c%r 1nued untll 1966.

Fm ' ‘
French classes were of;ered Aat Ecole Sacre Coeur untll
1973 and aE’Ecolewsgandln up. o the present time.

Formatlon of % Assoc1at10n des Educateurs Blllngues de

'1 Alberta.fwl

,Ftench ‘classes were offered at Sa1nt Edmund School
11pnt11 1969. . .

RS
v

'Mlnlsterlal Regulatlons were amended to permit

1nstructlon in French in the early p;ﬁwary grades

’ - x§¥
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1954

1955

1959

1965 -

1966

1967

1968-

1969
1969

11970

246

_French classes were .opened at Notre Dame de Lourdes

elementary school in Jasper Place and have srnce been
transferred to Holy Cross school.
i ‘
_ : ol
saint Luke’s School in Jasper Place offered Junior
High French classes until 1966.

cole saint Thomas d Aquin offered French classeS'to
elementary students until 1984 when it was designated
spec1f1cally as an elementary French immer51on school.

Department of Education regulatlons permltted French

.instruction 100% of the time in the first grade, 50%

of the time in the second grade and one hour per day

from the third to the ninth grade with a proviso that

English be taught one hour per day Three hours of
French instruction were allowed in grade 3.

The Edmonton Catholic school Dlstrlct centralized its
French language 1nstruct10n to grades 7, 8, and 9.
Girls attended Academie Assomption, a private convent
school established by the sisters of the Assumption in
1925 and boys went to College Saint Jean, a prlvate

-college owned by the Oblate' Fathers 51nce 1917.

French classes were offered at Holy Cross school until
1971. 'In 1983, Notre Dame de Lourdes school was
transferred to Holy Cross and Grade 7 and 8 students
have been in attendance sin®e 1985.

Academle Assomption and Collége Saint--Jean received
grade”10, 11 and 12 students’ sponsored by the .Edmonton
Cathollc school dlStIlCt

Royal Comm1581on,on Blllngualismfand Biculturalism

Mlnlsterlal Regulatlons recognized French language
instruction for :Alberta.High sSchool students. "French
language instruction in grades 3 - 12 was permitted
for up to 50% of the school day.

The. Off1C1a1 Languages Act.

Formation of Le Consell Frangals, an Alberta Teachers’
Association council for FrencCh language teachers.

The Department of Education appointed an Associate
Director to oversee the implementation of language
education under Section 150 of the School Act and all
Second language educatlon. '



L]

1972

1976

1974

1975

. ' ‘ '247

'The Edmonton Cathollc School dlstrlct 8 policy 503

allowed the use of French as a languagehof instruction
in specific schools designated by the Board to the,
extent permitted by the regulatlons of Alberta
Education. .
Non- Francophones were allowed ta enroll in Grade one
blllngual classes. :.

Ecole J.H. picard, the first bilingual'ﬁigh School +in
,{hevEdmonton Cathollc School DlStrlct was. established.

Non- Francophone children were allowed to reglster in
_French immersion programs where instruction in French
<Was limited to 50% of the"’ school .day.

}
The Edmonton Cathollc SChOOl Board approved a progect
for French currlculum development in French as a
Second language and French as a Language of
instruction 1n blllngual programs._ -

Grandin, salnt Thomas Aqulnas and Notre Dame de

‘Lourdes elementary schools offered two types of French

instructional programs one for Francophones and one
for Anglophones. . : o

The Board)of Trustees directed that in September
Anglophone students entering bilingual\programs be
admitted only to Grandin school.

A system-wide'advisorg commlttee on Blllngualv N
Education was establishe

The Board of Trustees requested that the Minister of
Education allow French to be used up to a maximum of
100% of. 1nstructlonal time per school day *

A
Regulation 250/76 permltted an increase of French
instruction time up to 80% of: t‘ school day..

Presentatlon of Blllngual Schools- A Prellmlnary

‘Survey.

canada’s prOV1nc1al Premlers reaffirmed their -
intention to provide.education to official language
minorities in thelr language 'wherever numbers v
warrant.

Alberta Educatlon establlshed a Languages Services

-Branch for- currlculum and learning resource needs.



1980

1982

2 1983
¥ L

1984

1985

1986

education for ﬁfflClal Language Mlnorlty groups.

A report on Bilingual Eduéation Policies and Services
" - A Review was presented to tXe Edmonton Catholic

SCEooI Board

Saint StanlslaUS and Father Leo Green- Schools were
declared blllngual centres for kindergarten to grades
3.  French immersion kindergarten and grade one

.classes ‘began at Salnt Ellzabeth School in Mill WOods

!.
The Board of Trustees approved re locatlons of s¢hool
facilities to meet the needs of increased enrolmen® in
French Bilingual Programs.
Enactment of the Canadian Charter of nghts and
Freedoms with Section 23 guaranties of French langudge

I

M1n1ster1al Order 490/82 re-affirmed the perm1s51ve
use of French as a,  Language of Instruction and the
mandatory time requxred for 1nstruct10n in English
from grades 3 - 12.

‘The Board of Trustees approved the establlshment of a
‘district French Language school .

Opening of Ecole Maurice Lavallee, the first
elementary French school in; the Edmonton catholic
School District % 7. )
Admlnlstratlve approval was given to.Policy ¥ 403' )
which recognized the use of either oﬁ the two: official
languages of Canada as landuages of 1nstructlon in the
Edmonton Catholic School DlStIlCt. :
Exten51on of Ecole Maurlce Lavallee to include Grades
7 and 8-

Adoptlon of Language Pollcy # 403f5ev15ed to recognlze
the ~ use " of heritage 1languages as languages of
instruction in the.school’ "disgrict along with French

-as a language K of 1nstruchaon for minority language
students and for students learnlng French as a second

language. o : BT vﬂmlﬂw
Extension- of the Francophone program f;om Crades 9 to
Grade 12 at J.H. Picard ngh School

L d

-
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. -APPENDIX B

CHARTER OF RIGHTS AND FREEDOMS, SECTION.23'

M1nor1ty Language Edhcatlonal Rights

F

(l) Citizens of Canadau - ‘ 49*‘

(a) whose flrst language learnea&and still understood
is that of the English or PFrench linguistic mlnorlty.
population of the. prov1nce in which they re51de, or

(b) who have received thelr primary school 1nstruct10n
in Canada in Engllsh or French and reside in a province
‘where the language in which they received that
instruction is the language of the English or French
linguistic minority population of the province,_
have the right to have their children receive pramary and
secondary school instruction in that language in that

province. .

(2) Cftlzens of canada of whom any child has received
or is receiving prlmary oL, secondary school instruction in
English or French in Canada, have the right to have all
their children receive primary and secondary school
instruction in the same language. . '

(3) The rlght of citizens of Canada under.. subsectxons
(1) and (2) to have their children receive prlmary and .
secondary school instruction in the  language  of ;he

Ty, o

ERIEEE

‘English or French linguistic mlnorlty populatlon T a fo

province ' S o R

L
%

(a) applles wherever in the prov1nce the.numger of .
children of '‘citizens who have such a right is . =

"sufficient to warrant the provision to them aut Bf J_'ﬂ

public funds of minority language xnsﬁruction- and

e

(b) includes, where the number of‘those chﬁldren so
warrants, the rights to -have them receive. that
instruction in minorfty 1anguageaeducat1bnal
fac111t1es'prov1ded out of publlc fun%s.

250 .
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APPENDIX C

CHRONOLOGY OF THE POLICY CHANGE PROCESS

r

1982 - 1986

ASSESSING THE NEED a)
FOR CHANGE \

April 17, 1982

b)

- January 17, 1983

vc)

o
Ascertalnlng the dlrectlon to
to be taken to provide French
language education according
tg s. 23 of the Charter of.

. nghts and Freedoms.

Assessxng the'conséssznces of
the rejection of the Bugnet
claim to establish-a French
alternative school w1th1n the
school dlStrlCt

General discussion in legal,

political, and educational "

circles.

R A
NG
Sy

GENERAL AND SPECIFIC a)
-ISSUES THAT PROMPTED THE
~NEED FOR A REVIEW OF

' FRENCH LANGUAGE PROGRAMS

- programs.y

b)

" ‘establ

.52:-

‘ . »
Public petception:

a perceived expression of
discontent by Francophone

parents and a perceived

satisfaction

‘ by parents of
children in

Future orientation: s
Enactment of s. 23 of-
Charter  may require
1shment of a
language’’
m1ndr1ty 1anguage educatlon

the
the
‘French

Program review: Slnce 1972,

the system - had slowly
integrated  both
and non-Francophone,
in  their
It was
program
that

review;  the
to ascertaxn
-educational -

time to
content’
the

groups were belng met .

252

French immersion

program for off1c1a1_

‘Frqncophbnej;
students
‘bilingual programs.,

_ and . -
-lxngulstlcgheeds of ‘the target



[

pecember 6,

[

01982 -

d)

)

© 253

] : . ’

cooperatlve outlook The
French Cathollc community was

involved in a’confrontational .

debate on the claims of the
Bugnet Assoc1at10n

Francophone parents were

~demanding a recognition’ of

their constitutional rlghts An,
education. The - review: wa§
an . opportunity to bring

Catholic parents: who supported; ;
French language .. -education, “

together to.clarify the nature

and the ‘effectiveness = of

existing programs ' in ‘meeting.

the needs . of '~  District
students R : . 3
Accountablllty . Need to’ S
distribute human and material
resources in an equitable and

just manner within:the system

to - respect . Charter  parent

educational demanas - and to'

provide .;} educational .

'opportunltles for all students

. g
. of French language 'programs. .-

interested  ‘in French language‘ o

tducation.

THE SUPERINTENDENT AND
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATORS
DETERMINE A STRATEGY =
FROM WHICH. TO CONDUCT THE
' REVIEW

December 1982 —'January 1983

Determination of-theegoals and

‘objectives of the review.

3

+

ESTABLISH A 6 MEMBER
FRENCH LANGUAGE SCHOOL
‘TASK FORCE . |

- January 17,

1983 -

'The team was responsible for

- summarizing and managing .the

collection and analysis of

publlc perception surveys,
examining existing French

language programs, advisin§ on

legal Board obllgatlons, and -
considering the: implications

of change on district human

and material allocations.

-~

iy

A
it

© .
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'JEnuary - Jhne 1983

c)

‘Reviewiﬁg literatute dealing

254

i
i
with French language education
for studerts of ' French as a
mother tongue and students of
French as a second language.

Reviewing the current

_legislation dealing" .i-.with

French’ language  education
minority rights as determined
by s. 23 of the Charter

Seeklng input from Pr1nc1pals,

‘Teachers, parents,
‘School-based Parent Advisory.”

Committees and the system-wide '~
Advisory Committee “on
Bilingual Education.

Reviewing submissions from
major stakeholder groups.

Making recommendations for

the future direction of French
language - programs within the
district in - accordance .with

“the existing human.  and

material resources.

OFFICIAL DECISION v '
TO ESTABLISH A DISTRICT

fFRENCH ELEMENTARY SCHOOL_f

June 20, 1983

meet1ngm‘,

Tabling 6f the Report and

recommendations of the French.

‘Language School Task Force

at a public. School Board

Sy

: ADMINISTRATIVE PLANNING H;
“FOR IMPLEMENTATION

.OF CHANGE

October §, 1983

' 55)

Cﬁé)

fAdmih;étréEbfé'planhed £or the

opening of a French school 1n

”7:, September, 1984

.'rhe adaptaaon of curnculum
" -and acqu1S1t10n of ‘educational

"."i'resources - for the . French
j’schoolAwere undertaken

he Superlntendent S Advxsory

" French SChoolF”Commlttee . was
LAappoéﬂi d to seek grass roots .

involvement - by . the -French

-~ .community.



R

October 20, 1983 -
May 10, 1984

January 23, 1984

February 6 - March 14,
1984

d) App01ntment of: the Francophone.
JSchool Pr1nc1pal _‘71

o)

255

" The committee was manda}ed to

provide advice on the.

location of the school and the,
criteria for admission to’the

French .schpol. ~The Committee

'was formed with a french'

administrator .as chalrman and
a French Trustee gs a member
in order to demonstrate good
political - will towards the

French .community .and . to
demonstrate..... the polltlcal

dimensions and involvement in

policymaking . 'The '~ Triistees
provided an opportunlty for

the publlc to become actively

involved in the 1mplementat10n‘v.

process.

r R

Informatlon'bn the: Frénch

infmersion program and ‘the
f“proposed . French ..language
' program - was . distributed to.

parents of all - students,,.ﬂ

.attending = French- language~
. programs. Informatlon sessions
~were held at .all- elementary

French 1mmers10n .schools” The
purpose of these. information
sessions .was: to give/parents

the opportunlty to understand

the dlstlnctLpnytbetween the

arriving at '‘an ~ informed

decision as to where to enroll
‘students ‘in. September , 1984 Q

PARENTS WERE INVITED TO

SIGN A FORM OF COMMITMENT

AR

FER’

Students who met the crlterlaﬁ

. of s, 23 of the Charter were

'TO_SEND. THEIR CHILDREN TO .

THE FREﬁCH SCHOOL

»Feb}daFYif March 14, 1984

allowed to seek aamlss ion to -
Ecole Maurlce Lavallee

LN

two programs, ta.express their = ..
‘concerns and .to assist them in
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| . | ‘.@)‘-%’s’%& ' the of
May 7, 1984 # 1%, Based on the number of parents
‘ , AT E% seeklng to enroll children in
- ‘ e French .school, the Board:

Trustees decided to locate
'school at the J H. Picard

.
* . TR )
LR YN
Lt
BERERY ”.
. . . - A
. . 3,
¥ N
N - v, S8
o e § i
.
A

September 1;11983 * b@raft version of Policy #

503 on "Languages other than .

\ English" had been approved'by
' the superlntendent and senior
admlnlstrators
THE WRITING OF THE - c) Revisions of the Language
FINAL POLICY STATEMENT . '~ policy were drafted by

senior admlnlstrators

-policy # 403 srecognlzed the
use  of either of Canada’s two
official languages as
languages of - instruction
within the school district., -

October 29, 1985 *, e) The revised policy was. '
: ‘ approved -~ by the chief
superintendent and Executive

'Counc1l admlnlstrators.

£) Language,Pollcyv# ‘403 was .
further revised by,. the.
superintendent of Program
Services “to reflect Alberta’s
Policy on Multiculturalism.

" February 3, 1986, : g) Language Policy # 403 which

. ’ -recognizes official language
rights and heritage language
privileges was adopted by the
‘Board of Trustees.

. * A documentary search showed no evidence of public Board
‘meetings on September 1, 1983 or on October 29, 1985. The
Edmonton catholic " school Boékd held meetings on Tuesday,
September 5 in 1983 and on Monday, October 16 in 1985.

Board Minutes of these two meetings do not indicate the -
“adoption of language policies. ' S '
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APPENDIX D -

GLOSSARY OF KEY INFLUENTIAL GROUPS

KEY GROUPS

COMPOSITION ‘POSITIONS
Agents de la o Archbishop Advocated religious
pPastorale - MacNeil and and cultural criteria
Francophone .priests serving for admission to the

d "Edmonton

"the four French

French school.

Catholic parishes -

Association
_Canadienne-
Fgangaise de

1 Alberta (ACFA)
(1925)

~Provincial
- Association

of all French
speaking
Albertans
President Goyette
Executive
Assistant Lacombe

Advocate for French
Language programs.,
supported French
school concept with

~initial "phase-in" and
-linguistic fluency as

criterion for entrance.

ACFA Ad Hoc
committee

Group of Edmbntdn
Franco-Albertans

~President Roy

Supported creation of a
catholic French school
and the principle of
minority language

" education for French

students and French
immersion schooling for
non-Frncophones.
Requested special
advisory input to the
Board of Trustees. .

Associéf?bn George Martel, Mahé;

" et Julia Bugnet

fDuBé et al

pemanded a "private"

French school based on
Christian morality and
the arts and Management
control according to s,
23 of the Charter.

Board of Trustees Chairmen:

1980 - 1983
1983 - 1986

Tadman (82-83)
Green (83-84)
Chichak (84-85)
Gagné (85-86)
Trustees: Bouska

Gibeau, Secker,
~ McDonald, O’Hara.

Adopted policies
respecting the
principle of minority
language education
based on 's. 23 of the
Charter. Recognized La
Societeé de parents pour
les Ecoles '

-Francophones d ‘Edmonton

258
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Féaération.des

Francophones Hors-

Quebec

-~

Association of =
Francophones

committed to the

protection of -
minority rights
outside Quebec.

‘Supported's.'23

Charter rights to a
French school.

P

French Language

‘School Task Force

. N

Chairman: v
Superintendent
of pProgram

Services and

Language

. Supervisors
and Consultants

- organizational, »
- and: financial ramifica-

Examined the curgicular'
legal

cations of changes to
French programs.
Recommended 3 scenarios
including creation of

~a French school.

parent Advisory
Committees

Grandin,
Holy Cross,

St. Thomas Aquinas

J.H. Picard,
Father Leo Green,
Saint Stanislaus,
Frere Aptoine
and St. Mary’s
Occupational

- Program

Elected parent
representatives
advising the
principals'and -
staff of each
school.

“"streaming"

General support for the
of minority
language students in

. the early primary

grades. Support for

a French school at

St. Thomas Aquinas.
Demands for co-habita-&

.tion of immersion
~'students at French

school. Demands for

‘segregated French

High School.

superintendent’s
French School
committee.

Director of
Planning and

a Trustee and 5

appointed parents

-. Proposed criteria -
‘ for selection of the
-.Communications, .

French school site and

- for student admission

according to s. 23*bf

.the charter.

Requestea Eormatlon of
La sociét€ de parents
pour les Ecoles

"Francophones.

System-Wide parent
Advisory cCommittee

for Bilingual
Education

An adViéory body

of representative
-parents and

principals from

bilingual schools

with an Area
Superintendent

-and French

Consultants

Accepted the cdncebt 4
of a French school. '
voiced congerns on

-admissions criteria

to the school and the .
equitable allocation

~ of facilities and

personnel for all

- French programs.
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"%yapproved bx the Edmonton Catholrp SChool Distrlct
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APPENDIX E

POLLICY ON LANGUAGES, OF INSTRUCTION OTHER THAN ENGLISH
IN THE EBMONTON CATHOLIC SCHOOL DISTRICT 1970-1986 -

.Pollqy 503 - l970

\l

"French may be used as a language of 1nstruct10n in SPElelC

schools designated.hy the Board to the extent permitted by

'the regulatlons of Alberta Education.
/

,‘Proposed Pollcy 503 - June. .9, 1980 (Deferred)

‘The Board will" rQV1de a}l students w1th the opportunity. to

obtain a level O6f fluency and prof1c1ency in the English

‘:,language con51stent with their awnles

Within the deflned limits of avallable human and economlc

‘-resources as well as: ,those . regulaflons pertalnxng to‘bub11C'

édducation in Alberta, the "Board may provide opportunities

- for study ‘in modern languages . These opportunities will be

designed to assist students in gaining a lewvel of fluency

. and prof1c1ency in at- least one modern 1anguage

.1 I
Pollcy 503 - September 1, 1983 (Admlnlstratlve pollcy)

A language other than Engllsh may be used as a language of:
1nstructlon in specific schools designated by the Board to
the extént permitted by the. regulatlons of Alberta Educatlon

‘and as. approved by the BQard - .
o@a%ﬁ

Second language i;ograms may be pr ed to a531st studentsb
~

in. attalnlng fluency and proflclency in a language other -
than angllsh -

Polxcy 403 - February 3, 1986

The two off1C1al languages of Canada may be used as a
language of instruction in the Edmonton ¢ath011c SChOOlS
“Mihority language schools/progtams Wlll be deslgnated by the
Board ; : . . _4 _ ., . v f\;: 3 .
A herxtage language, other than Engllsh or French ~may be
used as a- lanquage of instruction in schools- designated and

o~

. Core . language programs wzll be prov1ded to‘ass1st students.

in attdining proficiency. in: elther of the offlcxalwand/or'
herltage lénguages. e _ S
. S 261 S
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APPENDIX F

. INTERVIEW SCHEDULE ° o
John Acheson,ASuperlntendent of Program Services of the
nton Catholic school DlStElCt, May 29, .1986. '

Heatheﬁ'aeurlgault, Parent and Former member of the
t Thomas Aqulnas School communlty, March 30, 1988.
John Brosseau, . chlef Superlntendent Oof the Edmonton’
011c School District, June 4, 1986.

Alice’ Gagne, Chairman of the Edmonton Cathollc School
d, June 10, 1986. _

Dave King, Fdrmer Minister of Educatlon, September 15,
Guy Lacombe, Dlrecteur de developpement communautalre de
soéiatlon Canadienne- frangalse de 1 alberta, Formqr
stant to the ACFA Executlve D1rectorh August 20, 1986

Phil Lamoureux, Coordlnator of Alberta Educatlon PrOJect

Team.for the Secondary school Review, Former Dlreotor of

y.Lang

Mrs.
. Boar
Lo
Mr.
sain
- 1986

"qu

_Boar
Cath

‘Mrs.
Dlst

uage serv1ces, July 28,,1986

Jean McDonald Trustee of ‘the Edmonton Cathollc SChool
d, July 21, 1986 '

Frank McMahon, Parent and Former Vice- pre51dent of the
t Thomas Aqulnas Parqnt Advxsory Commlttee, -July. 2&,
IR R . o

Franc1s 0 Hara, mrustee of the Edmonton Catholic’ School
d and*zormer Deputy- $uper1ntendent of the: Edmonton '
olic & hool DIstrlct, June 3; 1986. ?. o,

c1audette RoY, Teacher in the Edmontoz éatholld school
rict, ACFA Ad Hoc Committee Presideny 4nd. Member of the

superlntendent S: French SChool Commlttee, June ll, 1986 -;:U

" pr..

Claudette Tardlf, Parent, Eormer ACFA Ad Hoc Cqmmlttee

member and. Member of the superintendent ‘S French School -
Conmmittee, June 16, 1986 S 2o | ot

8- . e
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

¢
3 v

INPUT OR INTEREST GROUPS

What individuals or groups,influenced or attempted to .
influence the policy decision°

(a) . What motlvated these 1nd1V1duals or groups. to wish to
: ‘influence the pollcy decision?

(b) What were the major arguments advanced in favor of a
.French Language school? Aga1nst°

(c) What vehlcles of communication were employed by these
individuals ‘or groups to submlt or communicate thelr
- views’ and demands°

-
1

INFLUENCE

What was youf 1nvolvement or the involvement of other

individuals in the decj n-making process on tﬁ%ﬁlssue of a
French language .schogg -ton?

w
S o S , o
What influence was

) ‘ _ erc1sed by those who had, or °
' attempted to have input “4ntd: he pollcy dec151on°

[

GATEKEEPER STRUCTURES

'fDld political structures obstruct or fac111tate 1nd1v1dua1~
ok’ group attempts to. 1nfluence &he policy dec1s1on? 2

“(a) ,What role was' played by the superlntendent of SChools J
.. in tnis matter? L .

.
Y
3

(b) What dmlnlstrators, to your knowledge, had adopted
o p031t10ns on this issug?”

| j , What wete these'positionsO"j v
o | , E \ S
N o 1L How did they come to take theSe p081t1ons? e
; : *2 . 4 ) ) B "
h111 Drd*theh: views evolve° - C Td L,
. - o4 : v 4 - S )

N . @
-

codl L, L G . o DO , N

o
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, (c) your op1n10n, what pollcy pos1t10n, if any, was
a ‘éEBen By ‘the school Board on this issue?

-’ i What school Board Trustees, to your knoqledge, had

adopted positions on this igsue?

ii ‘How did they come to these positions2

-

‘iii Dld thelr V1ews evolvev, ‘ :

NATURE OF THE POLITICAL‘PROCESS

What was the nature of the political process 1nvolved ‘in
the adoption of this.policy decision?

(a) In your oplnlon, do you percelve the policy dec151on to
" have been a political dec151on and/or an educatlonal
de0151on? . :
-(b) what -comstraints or: 51gn1f1cant.eventSVWére perceived
"by - the pOllCY makers to be operatlve at the time the
policy was adoptedO . b,
S g
(c) wWhat group or 1nd1v1dual communlcatlons»recexved by the
pollcy makers 1nfluenced the policy dec1sxon7,
| Lo _ hf”
4 R SYMBOLIC AND TANGIBLE CONSEQUENCES
In your—oplnlon, whnt do you see as future scenarlos for the;
'dellvery of French language educatlonal serV1ces w1th1n the_-
Edmonton separate School dlstrlct°

:di‘v(Include both short -range. and long range goals') N
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L - CONSENT:

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT I ---====-==--ecrm-=-mson———- HEREBY
' . Aptint name) :

agree to part1c1pate as a volunteer in the "French Language.

Education: A Decade of D1vergenqe" project.

I hereby give permission to be 1nterV1ewed at least once and
for this interview to be tape-recorded. I understand that

‘'at the °c0mplet10n of the research, the information may be
published. For . example, direct quotatlons from .the
interviews may be used at the researcher ‘s discretion unless.
I specifically request that certaln V1ews or opinions not*be’
'dlrectly attrlbuted to me.

I _understand that my identity will not be dlsclosed w1thout
my express permission, and that at the end of the project
the tape recordlng will ‘be 'erased. During the study, the

(i

i

tapes will be stored. in a locked file cabinet in the
researcher’s home. . | ’ o

I will be reviewing the transcribed copy of.,the interview
for accuracy and to help with the.interpretation of the
- data. I further understand that I may withdraw from the
study, orvrefuse to answer any questions, without penalty

"I, am , free to ask‘ the 1nvestlgator any questions I have
regarding  this study, untYﬂ these - questions have been_,

¢ answered to my satisfaction.

. Investigator- - = Dpate ,
. ‘ - < .
. Signature " pate -
Frorie
- o e o - - - T - - -
-.-Witness =~ . "+ pDate . .
. T . ke
M 2 \ : :Qif‘o



