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Chapter I. Preamble: On Renewing CEGEP English Curriculum
Overview and Objectives

The original co?research team of Arnold Keller and Anne
Blott has changed since June of 1990, as Arnold Keller has
left Quebec to take a position with the Department of English
at the University of Victoria in British Columbia. Anne Blott
has taken over responsibility for the research project this
year, assisted by a new colleague, Brian Campbell of Vanier
College.

The original aims of the research have been maintained:
to provide a context for the study of CEGEP English curriculum
and its renewal. The same two assumptions apply:

1) That curriculum is primarily the business of faculty,

although other interests have legitimate roles to play;

2) That self-examination must be ongoing if curriculum is

to respond to the needs of students.

The vitality of a curriculum depends on teacher
commitment, for teachers must believe in the importance and
value of their work if they are to teach with conviction. For
that reason, we must recognize their strengths and
professional judgement. In this sense also, imposing change to
current practice from some abstract position—whatever its
merits—will fail. Further, CEGEPs are not all identical in
size, clientele, and institutional goals. So to look for a
narrow definition of the ideal curriculum in English and apply

it whole-cloth across the system would be counter-productive.



At the same time, curricular practice needs continual
renewal at all levels: the teacher, the department, and the
system. A central thesis underlying this research project is
that teachers in the system are isolated. We cannot expect
them to examine curriculum separate from its context and
without appropriate critical tools. Last year's analysis of
the first twenty years of CEGEP history began to provide that
context. So did interviews and discussions with faculty at
each of the campuses and research into the literature of
curricular design and institutional change.

Continuing the research this year, and in keeping with
last year's recommendations, we have broadened that context
into the wider field of French and English studies in Quebec
from the level of high school through university. We have
also looked carefully at some models of curriculum planning
from other jurisdictions.

We have studied relevant documents and the literature of
curriculum and teaching in Quebec, including the important
policy documents of the Department of Education and DGEC. We
have analysed carefully and discussed new policy
recommendations on the teaching of English and French from the
Conseil des colléges. We have also analysed and discussed
their consultation document Vers 1l'an 2000, both of which will
influence the colleges and the teaching of lanque maternelle
in both languages. At every stage, we have reported our

findings, either in meetings or in our written reports, to the



Provincial Committee for English, through workshops with the
English departments and curriculum sub-gfoups, and through our
newsletter Context to each CEGEP English teacher. But beyond
establishing a context or information base, we have
concentrated on working with all faculty to help develop the
critical tools for curricular analysis, based on their own
professional experience and insights. We have made every
effort to get out to meet people interested in curriculum and
teaching and to exchange ideas with them. Part of our mandate
this year has also been to promote awareness of what our
-colleagues in the French CEGEPs are doing in langue
maternelle, and to find out what challenges we both share and
how we are meeting them.

We have concentrated on establishing a network of
information, sharing ideas about teaching English at the high
school, CEGEP, and university levels. This network extends
to our students, whose perceptions on what they have learned
is crucial. Again, we have spoken with their teachers in
other fields to find out how English is perceived. Lastly, we
have consulted with employment counsellors and future
employers of our students in order to get their perspective
on the students' training in English.

Research Methodology
New to the research this year are the following:

A. Techniques to develop faculty awareness and participation



1. Key terms for curriculum discussion. The focus here has
been on identifying and elaborating some of the key terms in
Quebec's educational literature for our context: formation
fondamentale, integration, polyvalence in the CEGEPs, generic
abilities, global versus specific objectives, summative versus
formative evaluation, assessment instruments for student
placement, and minimal competency or exit tests.
2. Clarification of Objectives. Classification of
articulated objectives has followed the literature of general
education and the declared practices of the CEGEP English
teachers. In analyzing the'results of a curriculum survey
with a 51% response rate from those teachers, we have
distinguished the responses coming from the individual
colleges and reported both global/provincial and
individual/departmental results. Reports and analyses went
first to the Provincial Committee and then fo department
chairmen and directly to each teacher in the system. Our
analyses distinguish local from global results, and this final
report particularly describes the wide variations in the kinds
of institutions where CEGEP English courses are taught.

The éarticular teaching objectives reported on are the
following:
. developing critical reading and comprehension
e developing effective tools of communication primarily
through writing, including composition through word-processing

e developing effective communication tools in speaking



e pre-university training in the tools of research, the essay
as sustained and reasoned argument, and documentation

c awareness of the tradition of literature written in English
e awareness of Canadian literature as an expression of our
national culture

e awareness of literature as an expression of other cultures
c awareness of literary approaches and literary theory

e aesthetic pleasure and appreciation

¢ developing awareness of media as a form of expression.

B. Techniques to build consensus

1. Analysing and disseminating results of comparative studies
of survey results, province-wide. We have reported on three
surveys: two targeting faculty and one targeting students.
Results have been reported to the Provincial Committee and to
each teacher through our newsletter, Context.

2. Recognizing and articulating local issues. In meetings
with faculty in each CEGEP or College English department we
have recorded feedback to specific discussion topics and
identified how local conditions affect responses to the new
high school English curriculum, the Conseil Avis on the
teaching of English, the consultation document Vers 1'an 2000,
and careers-sector issues like student retention, integration

of disciplines, and accreditation of communication skills.



We have provided preliminary frameworks of curricular
designs through our case-studies, an intercollegiate workshop,
and examination of the orientations of the French colleges.

C. Techniques to increase communications

Beginning with last year's research, it became obvious to
us thét the isolation of the CEGEP English teacher is a key
factor. During this research we have worked on establishing
an information network and have reported back, not only to the
Provincial Committee, but to the individual departments and to
each teacher. The three issues of our newsletter Context have
been our primary tool for contacting individual teachers, and
we have had very positive feedback from them.

We have focussed on two case-studies this year:

¢ the English Language Arts durriculum in Quebec's

secondary schools: its design and implementation, as

well as the central question of assessment through
summative and formative evaluation and

¢ the design, implementation, and objectives of the

Alverno model of formation fondamentale through teaching

and assessing to generic abilities.

Both case-studies gave us insights on institutional change and
on the need for improved communications, support, and
recognition of research into curriculum.

In addition, the February publication by the Conseil des

colléges of their Avis on English in the CEGEPs,

l'Enseignement de 1l'anglais dans les colléges anglophones,




provided a new focal point for discussion in our visits with
individual departments.

Further, to initiate studies and communication on the
needs of the CEGEP CIientéle, we have distinguished three
perspectives:

a. The university
b. The professional or vocational CEGEP prograns
€. The job market.

Finally, we have produced our bibliographies from this
year's work in an annotated format, both to encourage further
exploration of some of the dossiers studied this year and to
help future researchers in related fields.

D. 1Interviews, Consultations, and Workshops Again this
year, we have used interviews and direct consultation as the
prime techniques of interactive research. (Naturally, we had a
data bank of last year's interviews to draw on as well, but do
not list them again in this report. The Blott/Keller report
is cited in our Bibliography.) We thank the CEGEP English
department chairmen, the curriculum responsables, individual
teachers, and the Provincial Committee for their time and
interest in meeting us. We thank Dianne Bateman, Co-Chairman,
and Selma Tischer, Vanier representative, and the
Intercollegiate Development Steering Committee for their work
in organizing the Alverno workshops, follow-up meetings, and

the November conference. In addition, we thank the many



people from other contexts who gave us interviews or feedback

and ideas through consultation and workshops:

1. High schools consultants and teachers

Edda Mastropasqua, Sacred Heart

Michael Leclerc, CECM

Nancy Brown, Kahnawake Survival School,

Bob Alexander, Centennial Academy,

Bruce Hafker, Selwyn House,

Joanne Trussler, Massey-Vanier High School, Cowansville
High school teachers from Chomedey-Laval, St. George's,
McDonald High School.

2. High S8chool English Curriculum Consultants

Gerald G. Auchinleck Director, Academic Services, PSBGM
Michael Thomas, Director, English Studies, PSBGM

Sylvia Chesterman, English Consultant, CECM

Linda Fernandes, English Consultant, CECM

Noreen Barrett, CECM

Anna-Maria Scerbo, CECM

Gerry O'Neill, CECM

Michel Therrien, President, Association of Quebec Teachers of
French (1°'AQPF)

Alan Patenaude, Réseau, MEQ

Bev Steele, Evaluation, MEQ

Gayle Goodman, Curriculum, MEQ.

3. Frgnch CEGEP teachers and professionals



Colette Buguet-Melangon, Collége Edouard-Montpetit
Madeleine Bellemare, CEGEP St-Laurent

Elizabeth Roussel, CAF , CEGEP St-Laurent

Jacques Leclerc, SALF, CEGEP Bois-de-Boulogne

Lionel Jean, SALF, CEGEP Bois-de-Boulogne

4. Interviews and consultation on university demands and the
preparation of English teachers:

Dr. M. Rennert, Dentistry, McGill

Consultants from the Canadian Council of Professional
Engineers (Ontario, Quebec, Alberta, British Columbia, and
Saskatchewan) (correspondence)

Remedial English teachers, Concordia University

Anthony Paré, David Dillon, Winston Emery: Department of
Curriculum and Instruction, Faculty of Education, McGill
5. Employment and personnel counsellors:

Bell Canada, the Royal Bank, the CNR.

6. Professional and Careers Education:
David Johnson, Dean of the Faculty of Applied Technologies,
Vanier College.
7. DGEC: Bruce Wallace
8. Alverno College Teachers and Workshop Leaders:
“"A New Look at the Discipines: Teaching Abilities Across

the Curriculum'
Margaret Earley, Religious Studies

Tim Riordan, Philosophy
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Lucy Cromwell, English

Leona Truchan, Biology.
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Chapter II: Renewal and the CEGEP English Network
II. A. Overview

A network is a system of interconnections. For this
study, network is our term for Quebec's system of English and
French colleges, high schools and universities. It is also a
term for the connections between the faculty, students, and
administrators of the various colleges and between the
colleges and the world of work and further study awaiting
their graduates. For the student's academic progress through
public school and college, and on to a vocation or to
university, it is important that the levels be well
articulated, with clear objectives and evaluation of
achievement at each stage of the learning continuum.

In Quebec, however, especially at the college level there
is more fragmentation and isolation than there is
coordination. For example, schools and individual instructors
have enjoyed a great deal of autonomy in the development of
curriculum. Given the wide variations in the student
clientele and their educational and career expectations, the
colleges differ significantly in the way they define their
missions and institutional goals. Again, the level and
intensity of curricular discussion varies widely from one
institution to the next. From our meetings, workshops, and
faculty survey it seems clear that the teachers do not have
much detailed information about pedagogical implications of

government policies or proposals from their Academic Deans or
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DSPs. The English Cahier itself reflects the pluralism of the
departments in offering a broad-spectrum overview of every
category of course any CEGEP English teacher might teach. So
there is no general agreement on common objectives and minimal
competencies (or basic skills) from one college to another.
From one college, the English courses in the DEC are
completely transferable for university credit in Ontario.

From another, four remedial courses are credited for the DEC.
And there are no simplistic ways to impose homogeneity,
because the institutions themselves are so different, with
different clientele and goals.

It is not only at the college level, however, that we
find little coordination. The current English Language Arts
curriculum at the high school level surveys a broad spectrum
of knowledge and skills, and 93% of its students pass the
provincial examination. Particularly in the 60-69% range,
student grades in English are unreliable, according to the MEQ
1991 analysis in Student Writing and its Correction. So at
this point in its evolution the final high school exam does
not provide the colleges with predictors of the students!
future academic success or clear guidelines on their cultural
literacy, reading comprehension, and writing skills. Again,
at Quebec universities, there are no entrance examinations
specifically focussed on English skills for the CEGEP
graduate. Finally, although policies are currently changing,

there have been until now no defined competencies in
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communication skills for accreditation in the career or
professional programs. Thus, across the whole system in
Quebec, the basic reading and writing abilities of the
students are not systematically measured for advancement; and
as a result, there is little incentive for different colleges
to work together on defining common objectives even in these
basic skills.

American education critics have promoted the concept of
minimum competency tests to achieve the very modest aim of
setting academic standards in basic skills, referenced to some
abilities the students should be able to demonstrate. Bloom's
description of their usefulness in establishing benchmarks
presupposes good test design and integration with the
objectives of the curriculum:

The recent interest in setting academic standards in

terms of minimum competency requirements for graduation

is a development which may be the basis for ensuring that
most students reach particular standards of learning at
various grade points in the system. If such standards
can be achieved at each target point, this can be one of
the more effective methods of ensuring that all of the
children do learn more effectively. If such minimum
standards can be related to the optimal standards as well
as optimal learning conditions, then most children can be
brought up to the best that the public educational system
can .offer (501). :

Several qualifiers must be noted: the establishment of target
standards, the link with curriculum and learning conditions,

optimal test design, for example. But we raise the subject of
standards here precisely in order to cite the need for more

dialogue and shared goals in the Quebec context of "the public



14

educational system": the public high schools and CEGEPs where
most citizens send their children and adolescents.

As a system, Quebec education is also fragmented into two
separate ministries, with the CEGEPs falling under the
Ministry of Higher Education and Science (since 1985), and the
other levels of public education, the elementary and high
schools, falling under the Ministry of Education. Quebec's
Ministry of Education is itself only twenty years old, born of
the Quiet Revolution. Burgess and Henchey summarize the
system this way:

The general structure and operation of these colleges and

their programs are coordinated by three bodies at the

provincial level, a department of the Ministry of Higher

Education, a Council of Colleges, and a Federation of

Colleges. Within the Ministry of Higher Education and

Science, there is a directorate for college education

(DGEC, Direction générale de l'enseignement collégial).

It includes over 100 administrators, professionals, and

support staff and a budget of over $6 million. Its

mandate is the development of policies and regulations
concerning curriculum, student life, personnel (including
participation in negotiations), and resources, as well as

the implementation and evaluation of programs (104).

The two languages of education in Quebec and the increasingly
polyglot student population contribute to further
fragmentation, as does the significant and growing proportion
of education in the private sector, a far larger proportion
than in any other Canadian province. The CEGEPs of Quebec are
also unique in their attempt to meld the pre-university and
careers programs into one college system, with students

beginning with only 11 years of schooling. There are,

furthermore, no permanent liaison or coordinating groups
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between the general education (or Core) area of CEGEP English
and the universities, professional accreditation boards, or
employer groups.

Finally, it should be remembered that English is not
formally considered as a discipline in Quebec's college
system. (The Parent Report recommendations refer to lanque
maternelle variously as "common basic courses," "required
fundamental subjects," and "general courses" in #87, #316 and
#317.) It does not, therefore-like chemistry, mathematics, or
nursing-have an established set of objectives that form
prerequisites for advanced university work or certification.
But English teachers are equally adamant that English not be
seen as a "service course" to other disciplines and programs.
Core English in the CEGEPs has an anomalous éharacter,
required of every student but definable only by its own Cahier
criteria.

So, in a pluralistic society, the CEGEPs and English
departments within them are highly pluralistic. And, with a
twenty-year history of largely independent evolution, the
individual colleges have evolved independently and gone their
separate ways. But this autonomy that the CEGEP English
departments have enjoyed is currently under pressure from
forces in society: the pressure of accountability, the
pressures of competitiveness in the North American and world
economic contexts, and the pressure from the Canadian Council

of Technicians and Technologists for national competency
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standards both in general skills and in specific technical
knowledge. After twenty years, the CEGEPs are again coming
under scrutiny from DIGEC and the Conseil des colléges, as
witnessed in the major consultation underway in Vers 2000 and
the gradual revision of all the academic grids.

This brief review outlines then the contrary forces
operating in the system: the pull of standardization versus
the push of local autonomy. Part of our work this year has

been to identify those forces.

II. B. This Year's Consultations with the Network

The major element of our mandate this year has been to
get out and meet colleagues to share ideas. Our final report
summarizes our curricular findings and récommendations, based
on a variety of contacts and analysis of documents and models.
We concur with Mann's study of curricular innovation under
challenging conditions in New York, an analysis which argues
forcefully that unless the classroom teacher is actively
engaged in consultation and program design, curriculum will
evolve only on paper. Describing in detail‘the Exxon
Education Foundation's Impact II program to improve teacher-
to-teacher networking as a way to improve schooling in New
York City, Mann concluded that it succeeded because it was
user-driven (869). Mann's assessment supports our view that

curriculum imposed from the outside cannot succeed, for the
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best change responds to perceived needs and comes in small
increments (865).
1. Departmental Consultations

A major objective of this year's work has therefore been
to provide liaison with groups and with individual teachers,
to share information along the network and to animate interest
and discussion of important issues. From our detailed study
of how individual departments organize their curriculum and
allocate teaching and financial resources for remedial courses
and learning centres, for example, we were able to share some
new ideas with others facing similar problems. For our
discussions with departments or curriculum sub-groups in
departments of English, we have taken a series of focal
questions, and discussion has evolved from them:
a. Responses to the Conseil Report: English Instruction in
the Anglophone Colleges:

« What do you think of the assessment of the English
curriculum in Part I?

e Do you agree with the recommendations in Part II? (See
also allocations, below)

¢ How can CEGEP'English respond to the demand for more

integration of the objectives?

e Do you foresee any major changes in your program as a

result of these recommendations?
b. Your department's assessment of the new high school

English Language Arts curriculum:
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« What are its key features in methodology, composition,
and literature?
» What are its positive and negative elements?
* Does it represent a real change?
* Has your department made any changes as a response?
¢ Is your department aware of the nature of the 1990 ELA
exam and the subsequent MEQ study, Student Writing and its
Correction?
* Does your department have regular contact and feedback
from the high schools?
c. Allocation and resources:
i) cConseil report re remedial classes
e tutorials
*» learning centres
« extra resources already given for language
improvement (cf. page 26 of the Conseil Report)
° professional development for all teachers in all
programs, re the teaching of language skills.
ii) French Provincial Committee recommendations re.
ponderation
° recoﬁmended maximum of 100 students/teacher
 ponderation of 3-2-3).
d. Observations on the Curriculum questionnaire
e. Networking and communication
e the topics discussed Context newsletters and the

faculty questionnaire.
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2. Consultations with the High S8chool Sector

One key element of the research this year was to study
the teaching of English in context: in the CEGEP system itself
and in the high schools which feed it. We have examined the
curricula at the high school and CEGEP level in both the
English and French systems, since both fall under Ministry and
Régime pédagogique guidelines. We have also consulted with
graduates of this high school program to gain insight on their
perceptions. We have followed that up with examining the
reception of the CEGEP student at the subsequent levels: the
universities and workplaces which accept CEGEP graduates. Our
objective in all of these activities has been to gain
perspective on the teaching of English at the CEGEP level and
to see how that teaching and the students' preparation are
perceived.

We prepared and administered a questionnaire on the high
school students' perceptions of the high school English
Language Arts curriculum and final exam. Conducted in
November, the questionnaire provided information on the
student profiles, the students' experience with English in the
high schools, and their assessments of their abilities in the
six key criteria of the final exam: rehearsal strategies,
generating ideas, writing correctly, choosing the form,

quality of language, revising and proofreading.

3. Publication of our Context newsletter
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These perceptions and perspectives have been shared in
our direct encounters with groups and individuals. Further,
the publication of three issues of our newsletter Context has
allowed us to consolidate information into a readable format.
All three issues have been mailed to every teacher of CEGEP
English and to all interested consultants, teachers, and
administrators at every level in the network. These
newsletters provided coverage of the following items:

a) Context Number one November 1990 (8 pp):

1. Pedagogical workshops on an abilities-based

curriculum

(the Alverno model, implementation at CEGEP de Lévis, how

various disciplines in CEGEPs define the basic abilities)

2. Evaluation in the English Language Arts Secondary V

Leaving Exam (overview of the test, criteria for marking,

results)

3. Conference on the French Colleges CAFs

(remediation, tutors, non-credit remediation courses,

funding)

b) Context  Number two February 1991 (12 pp):

1. The Conseil des colléges Report on English

2. The consultation process of Vers l'an 2000

3. Workshop on collaboration in the classroom

4. English Language Arts background

5. Annotated bibliography on English curriculum

c) Context Number three May 1991 (19 pp)
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1. French language university admission tests

2. Press coverage (English and French) of language
teaching

3. Research into the teaching of writing

4. High School and College: continuity and change
5. Curriculum Questionnaire: Analysis of faculty
responses

6. High school graduate questionnaire: analysis and

statistics.

4. Exploration of the abilities of formation fondamentale: A
Case-study
As part of her research for the project Renewing English
Curriculum, Anne Blott attended a June 1990 training session
at Alverno College, Milwaukee with a group of CEGEP teachers.
With a colleague from a professional discipline, she then
followed that up with classroom applications during the term,
discussions, and workshops with various discipline areas.
Briefly summarized, three findings can be reported here:
1) If students at the CEGEP level are to take
responsibility for their own learning by making
intelligent choices and by integrating knowledge and
abilities from various discipline areas, it is crucial
that faculty and administration do some of this
integrative work themselves. Both in the preparation of

course materials and the interchanges (written and oral)
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among faculty, some shared terminolbgy of general
education objectives is vital.
2) Faculty need to explain in a variety of ways,
formally and informally, what their teaching goals are.
Students need to learn to interpret the formalized
language of plan d'études and assignments, for example,
if they are to understand what their education is really
about.
3) Inter-disciplinary exchanges demonstrate that
teachers from many disciplines are in fact working toward
similar goals. But these need a shared terminology if
the barriers between them are to break down.
Specifically, on the need for clarity in language for the
students, it was striking to track the students' progress
over a semester in an English course. Given their
difficulties in reading comprehension, is it surprising that
approximately 20% of their errors in the tests given over the
term arose from not understanding the instructions on the
exams? Again, it took fully ten weeks of the term before the
students could generate a list of abilities that they thought
the teacher was trying to promote in the course (Context
November 1990).
On the importance of disciplines sharing ideas on basic
abilities that cross over subject boundaries, Selma Tischer
and Anne Blott, two Vanier teachers from different areas,

continued their discussions through the following year. (Only
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a few elements from the year-long discussions and November
workshop will be presented here.)

For a workshop at the Intercollegial Development Day,
November 7, 1990, Selma (Early Childhood Care) and Anne
(English) worked with small groups of teachers, defining
abilities in each discipline, finding common patterns, and
negotiating common codes to describe thenm. They also presented
some written feedback from their own students, demonstrating
student perceptions of abilities demanded in Early Childhood
Education and English. The primary goal of the November
workshop was to initiate an exchange of views and experiences
on teaching to abilities rather than just to subject areas.
The initial focus in the workshop was on three basic elements:

A) how teachers in different disciplines define for

themselves the abilities they are trying to develop in

the students

B) how they use the plan d'études and assignments in

describing those goals to the students

C) how aware the students are of those goals, as

demonstrated in their written feedback.

The long-range goals were to stimulate further thinking about
possible implications for formation fondamentale in the
CEGEPs:

1) 1locally, at the class and department level, in the

following teaching tasks:

writing course descriptions
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swriting clear plans d'études for the students
edrafting their assignments
ecommunicating with students about their work.

2) at the college and inter-college levels:

*describing curricular.aims and objectives

ecommunicating with colleagues from other
disciplines

ecommunicating about college-level work with people
from other levels and domains.

A wide range of disciplines was represented in the 26
people at the November workshop: chemistry, geography,
nursing, French, Spanish, economics, psychology, music,
German, physical education, business administration, English,
and early childhood education. 1In addition, participants came
from academic counselling, human resources, and the journal
Pédagogie collégiale.

The workshop asked how the students know what we're
"really" trying to do in our classes—the hidden agenda or
subtext of the assignments and plan d'études, for example.
Again, we were asking in this context, how can we measure our
success as teachers as well as theirs as students? |
Workshop activities

The session began with individuals generating a list of
abilities they are trying to develop in their students. They
then exchanged ideas and tried to explain them to a group of

4-5 people. That group then drew up a list of 5-6 abilities
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common to all, with a further indication of any items that
seemed unique to one area.
Variations in wording aside, the following summarizes'a
common core of abilities emerging from the exercise:
1) logical processes: discerning, classifying, analysing,
organizing,
2) communication skills : oral/written: values, ideas,
understanding, plans, methods, results. Using
appropriate formats, structures, and styles.
3) working both collaboratively and independently:
(tolerance, open-mindedness, sportsmanship) and
initiative and judgement
4) responsibility: self-evaluation, accountability,
professionalism,
establishing goals
5) creativity and imagination: ihtegrating disciplines,
taking risks, transferring theory to life experiences,
intellectual curiosity, sensitivity and openness in
perceptions and reading.
6) developing humanity: tolerance, awareness of own
values and bias, sensitivity and openness.
This kind of interdisciplinary activity, shared with the
students, would help them to integrate their learning in the
independent milieu of the colleges. It is an interesting
case-study in deriving the objectives of formation

fondaﬁentale from current CEGEP teacher practices. We discuss
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the objective of integration of learning and teaching in

Chapter VIII of this report, below.

5. Summary
In sum, during the twenty years since the founding of the
CEGEPs—indeed since the founding of the Ministries of
Education and of Higher Education and Science—many changes
have taken place. What is needed increasingly in such a
complex system is coordination and coherence: articulation and
intercommunication from level to level. As one striking
example, new elementary and high school curricula in English
and French (langue maternelle) have been developed and
implemented, but their implications for CEGEP teaching have
had little attention. Only now are the objectives and the
evaluation of the new English curriculum being widely
discussed at the CEGEP level. Paft of our role this year has
been to collect and disseminate such relevant information
about teaching and to transmit it along the network. We héve
communicated this information in three main ways:
1. meeting face-to-face with téachers, consultants, and
administrators at all three levels in meetings,
conferences, and interviews. A list of persons
interviewed this year includes representatives from the
Ministry of Education, the DIGEC representative for
English, the public school boards, the Departments of

Education at Concordia and McGill, teachers in the
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Concordia English remedial program, teachers of English
in public and private high schools, French teachers and
Learning Centre personnel from the CAFs of Collége
Edouard-Montpetit, CEGEP de St.-Laurent and CEGEP de
Bois-de-Boulogne, the President of 1'AQPF, personnel
managers from Bell Canada and the CNR, the Dean of
Applied Technologies at Vanier College, and academic and
career advisors from Vanier College and McGill
University.

2. giving workshops and presentations on topics of
concern, including the competencies of the CEGEP student,
the faculty analysis of English curriculum, the
recommendations of the Conseil des colléges, and future
trends in college teaching

3. writing and disseminating documents for information
and consultation among teachers, students, consultants,
and administrators. One example of a publication which
went out to all of the teachers was our newsletter,
Context, which focussed directly in all three issues on
the teaching of English at the CEGEP level. A
questionnaire on the high school students' perceptions of
the high school English Language Arts curriculum and
final exam was administered in November, providing
information on the student profiles, the students'
experience with English in the high schools, and their

assessments of their abilities in the six key criteria of
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the final exam. 1In February, a questionnaire was sent

out to English faculty for information on what elements

play important roles in influencing CEGEP English

teachers' course changes. As a document of consultation,

this questionnaire was sent out to solicit information on

what influences them in decisions about their teaching

and their courses.
II. C. S8tructures in the English Network

There are relatively few contacts between the English
colleges. Physical distance is one factor that isolates them.
In addition, the colleges have a relatively stable cadre of
teaching personnel after twenty years. Few new teachers come
on staff, and the departments tend to operate in iso;ation,
with little involvement with teachers from other colleges.
The Provincial Committee for English, which meets 4-5 times
per year in Montreal for a few hours at a time, is one of the
few reqgular opportunities for contacts and exchanges. One
representative from each college attends and is charged with
consulting his or her colleagues on any questions of policy.
In addition, the Committee organizes a Spring Conference each
year. |

The Academic Alliance of Teachers of English is another
organization in Montreal which offers throughout the year a
series of meetings, workshops and presentations on the
teaching of English.

1. Organized Activities of the Network : Conferences
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A) Provincial Committee Spring Conference. Each year,
members of the committee arrange a conference in Montreal:
presentation of a theme, workshops, and the social activities
of lunch, bookfair, and wine and cheese. As an example, the
April 1991 conference was organized on the theme of
"Continuity and Change": the teaching of English in the high
schools and colleges.

B) Turning Point Intercollegiate Pedagogical Day
During the past year a new organization linking the English
colleges has been formed: the Intercollegiate Steering
Committee, with representatives from all the major English
colleges. As one focus for college teachers interested in
exploring general education, it organized the ten-day training
session, June, 1990 on an abilities-based curriculum and modes
of assessment at Alverno College in Milwaukee. This was
followed up with a very successful province-wide pedagogical
day, November 7, 1990. Both the Alverno training sessions and
the Pedagogical Day are continuing, and the organization shows
every promise of becoming a permanent feature of the college
system.

2. Publications

There are few regular publications addressed to the
English College teachers, apart from_ newsletters published by
their unions. 1In addition to the standard British, American,
and Canadian academic journals in literature, composition, and

pedagogy, CEGEP teachers in the province have access to
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several French journals like Vie pédagogique, Québec francais,
Pédagogie collégiale, and cegepropos. Specifically focussed

on literacy questions and research is the newsletter the LAC
Bulletin, edited by Linda Shohet, which originates in the
Literacy Centre at Dawson College. This year's three
newsletters on renewing CEGEP English curriculum, Context,
have been well received by the teachers in the system, but
each newsletter demands a lot of time in preparation, writing,
editing, printing, and distribution.
II. D. Conclusion

Networks of contacts and exchanges are clearly vital in
keeping ideas in circulation and in keeping people in touch.
Our experience this year has shown that English teachers enjoy
learning from each othér and have amassed a great body of
experience with teaching English in the unique Quebec context.
It has also shown us the value of keeping aware of the needs
and perceptions of the students, and of changes in the French
colleges, our feeder.high schools, and the universities and
workplaces. Finally, each teacher in each department has an
interest in being informed and consulted on policy changes and

recommendations at every level of the education continuum.
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Chapter III. Faculty Survey, Spring 1991

In the last week of February we sent a questionnaire and,
at the same time, a second issue of Context to the 181
teachers on our mailing list. We received 33 replies. We
were disappointed by a return rate of 16%, but we found our
colleagues' responses interesting.

The goal of this survey was to find out how faculty make
curricular decisions about new courses or courses they have
changed. 1In particular we wanted to trace the influence of
the already existing networks at English cegeps on curricular
decisions. As well, we wanted to survey faculty attitudes
towards current research, their secondary and university
colleagues, the workplace and professional associations, and
language teachers working in the French Sector. With 37
questions over seven pages, our questionnaire may have been
intimidating and so discouraged response. For our report,
first we discuss influences and the impact of networks on
individual, curricular decisions, and then we consider faculty
attitudes. Finally, we give an overview of our results and
make recommendations.

To process our results, we opened the return envelopes
and gave each response a number. We established a data base
for the statistical data and entered those results. For the
written comments, we established a separate file for each
respondent and entered the comments, as required. Our goal

was to include every comment. In considering written comments,



32

we went through each record and noted every comment before
attempting to establish categories of response. Our database
and comment files are available to researchers. Provide a
three and one-half inch disc and specify the programs and
systems you are using.

A. Curriculum: Influences and networks

Question 1: A new course or a changed course. Some 61 per
cent of our respondents described their experience with a new
course, 36 per cent described a changed course, and 3 per cent
failed to answer this question. We were pleased, even given
the limited number of respondents, that curricular innovation
was significantly present.

Question 2: Why did you choose the literature? The first
three responses to this question were that the teacher liked
the literature, that the teacher thought the students would
like it, and that the literature dealt with contemporary
issues. The fourth alternative allowed the respondent to
specify other reasons. Respondents were allowed to choose
more than one alternative and rank them. In terms of the
first three choices, 24 per cent chose the literature because
they liked it, 21 per cent thought the students would like it,
and 18 per cent because it dealt with contemporary issues.

28 per cent specified other reasons, and 6 per cent did not
respond to the question. When we add secondary and tertiary
rankings to first choices 36 per cent chose literature based

partially on their own preferences, 39 per cent considered
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student tastes, and 36 per cent considered that it dealt with
contemporary issues. Of the faculty who specified other
reasons, two specified declining student abilities, one said
that “shorter novels” made up the revised course, and one
insisted that the content “did not substantially change.” One
respondent said the changes were made to increase “variety” in
terms of “genre.” One chose the literature because “students
need to become more aware of the multicultural nature of our
country.” Others chose to “specify other reasons” so they
could underline their response, eventhough their responses
might comfortably have fit in the alternatives we provided.
One chose the literature to make the course more
“Student-centered.” Another chose the literature because it
reflected that teacher’'s current interests in Freud. Finally
one respondent underlined that the lit<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>