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Chapter I. Preamble: On Renewing CEGEP English Curriculum

The goal of this research is to provide a context for the
study of CEGEP English curriculum and its renewal. We make two
assumptions:

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 the commitment of the
teachers who deliver it. Nothing imposed from on high will work,
regardless of its abstract merits or good intentions. Only when
;faéulty believe in what they teach do they teach it with
conviction. At the same time, one cannot expect faculty to
examine curriculum without the requisite context.and critical
tools. Our analysis of twenty years of CEGEP history helps
provide that context; our task in working with faculty is to
articulate the critical tools which emerge from the professional
experience and insights of our colleagues across the province.
This study intends to bring together the context and the critical
perspectives needed for a clearer vision of what we do and why we
do it. By publishing our results Widelylin this final report, in
several interim reports to the Provincial Committee for English,
in our newsletters, and in discussions with interested faculty,
we also aim to describe more plainly the objectives and practices

of English CEGEP teachers.



Research Methodology

This study examines documents from the Provincial Committee
and individual department archives and analyzes documents in both
Quebec educational history and the literature of curricular
philosophy and practice. At the heart of our study this year,
however, is a series of interviews with people who have played
and still play a significant role in the development of English
curriculum: past an& present Provincial Coordinators,
department chairmen and/or curriculum responsables, D.S.P.'s,
dniversi;y chairmen, and high schools consultants and teachers.

It is a pleasure to thank them for their time and
cooperation in making material available to us.

Centennial Academy: Tom Lake

Champlain College: Arthur Potter, DSP

Lennoxville: Phil Lanthier and Nigel Spencer
St. Lambert: Martin Bowman and Jim Cooke, DSP
St. Lawrence: Don Petzel .
Concordia: David Sheps, English Chair; Mervyn Butovksky,
English
Dawson: Marie Crossen, Sally Nelson, Greta Nemiroff,
Doug Rollins, Patrick Woodsworth, DSP.
Heritage: Terrence Keough

John Abbott: Diane McGee, Anne Pacholke, Edward Palumbo



Lasalle Business College: Chris Schoofs

Marianoplis: Jean Huntley and Judie Livingstone

McGill: Meribeah Aikens, Tutorial Services; Abbot Conway,
Admissions; Anthony Paré, Education: David Williams,
English Chair ; Dr. Michael Rennert, Dentistry; Judy
Pharo, Faculty Advisor, Engineering

Notre Dame: Alice Gagnon

O‘Sullivan: Wendy Thatcher

Université de Montréal: Robert Browne, English Chair

Vanier College: Alex Potter, DSP; Pat Conway, Fran Davis.

-~ In addition, we would like to thank our many colleagues in
the English departments who, through informal discussions and
detailed questionnaire comments gave us support and useful
criticism along the way.

Organization

The study is organized in the following way. After a brief
introduction, we describe our research findings in specific
areas and then state some conclusions on where the research -
should continue next year. Following are the chapters in our
report:

Chapter one gives an overview of our objectives and a
summary of our methodology for this year's research

Chapter Two provides a conceptual framework for curricular

studies. It offers a taxonomy of ways of looking at curriculum
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and suggests what CEGEP English curricula might look like within
the perspective of each category.

Chapter Three reviews the institutional history of the
CEGEPs, their founding principles, public reception, clientele,
and articulation with other levels of education.

Chapter Four narrows the focus of the preceding section by
examining the curricular history of CEGEP English departments,
particularly the decisions taken and their rationale.

Chapter Five gives an overview of current curriculum,
college by college,/goth public and private. it highlights the
distinct philosophy and practices of each school. In its second
half, it analyzes the results of our survey of all CEGEP English
faculty, along with comments by individual teachers.

Chapter 8ix contains our recommendations for future study,
followed by our Bibliography and an Appendix which prints the

Faculty Curriculum Survey in full.



Chapter II. A Conceptual Framework for Curriculum Studies
A. Overview: What should be taught?

Relationships, Woody Allen told us, are like sharks: they
move forward or die. So too for curricula. The central question
about education-what should be taught—cannot be asked once and
set aside. There are no assurances that what met student needs
yesterday does so today, and there is even less certainty that it
will do so tomoérow. English departments often have trouble
aéking what should be taught because English faculty generally
lack the necessary conceptual framework to think about
curriculum.

Why .the question needs}asking here and now

The question of what we teach is especially important for
the English departments of Quebec's CEGEPs. There have been vast
changes in English studies in the twenty-some years the CEGEP
network has operated: New criticism is no longer new, the canon
has been challenged, and questions of gender and class have been
set before us even as society has become more conservative.
There have been deep changes too in the communities we serve.
The homes and backgrounds from which our students come are
different than before, and indeed, the vitality and size of

Quebec's English community itself has been deeply eroded. And
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finally, we as teachers have changed: We are often middle-aged,
often tired, and often insecure about our very jobs.

And yet, the CEGEP English curriculum itself appears to have
altered very little in terms of its fundamental assumptions about
what should be taught. This is not to say that exactly the same
courses are still being offered in the same ways or that
individual departments and faculty have become stagnant. But
there is a remarkable consistency in fundamental attitudes,

particularly in how decisions are made about what will be taught.

1. Two seductive absurdities

Any.-discussion of curriculum and curricular renewal must
first recognize two very different and seductive beliefs about -
how English departmeﬁts decide what they teach. Both are finally
absurd, but the outlines of them that follow are not entirely
parodic. The first belief assumes that all students and all
faculty and all colleges are sufficiently alike so that a simple
consensus can be had about the nature of English studies and its
pedagogy. What often follows from this assumption is a list of
objectives (with greater or lesser detail) and attendant ex
cathedra pronouncements about subject matter, texts, and methods.
Such a list can make us think it's possible—perhaps desirable—to
teach all students essentially the same material in essentially

the same way and at essentially the same time.



Whatever the bureaucratic neatness this view offers, it
completely disregards what we know about differences in student
learning. It also completely disregards the nature of English
studies over the last two decades when (to choose a single
example) the very existence of the stable text has been disputed.
It is also hopelessly naive about faculty: English teachers,
given such a list to follow, will simply subvert it. A single,
unified curriculum will not work, therefore, on grounds of
learning theoryn nor English studies, nor practical
implementation. Yet the seductiveness of a single curriculum
remains because it offers an apparently simple solution to a
complex problem.

The second belief, equally absurd, directly opposes the
first: Students, faculty, and English studies themselves are so
diverse and so various that no common ground can ever exist.
Choice, therefore, should drive curriculum. Schools must let
students choose courses in which they're interested, regardless
of what they bring to those choices, regardless of whether
registration procedures make chqice possible, regardless of
whether students' choices merely confirm them in what they
already believe. Faculty too must be allowed to choose what they
offer since good teaching happens only when teachers are free to
decide the courses. The role of administrators and curriculum
committees, therefore, is to ensure the structures that allow

such choice. The seductiveness of this view originates in the
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legitimate observation that English teachers seldom agree about
what they do. The argument extends this to the assumption that
it's foolish even to try.

These outlines are, as we've said, not entirely parodic.
Most administrators do not want a lockstep curriculum, although
it would surely make their jobs simpler. Most faculty do not
believe that the multiplicity of approaches to English studies
means there never is a common ground. But all too often,
curricular discussion becomes polarized in precisely this way. It
should be obvious to.;veryone involved that there must be a
middle ground.
2. How can we think about curriculum?

- Where is that middle ground and why is it so hard to reach?
Part of the problem is that CEGEP curriculum historically has
been made developed on an ad hoc basis. (We review those
developments in Chapters III and IV: the history portions of
this report.) Departments have paid scant attention to the
underlying philosophic bases of curriculum. This means that one
finds little formal discussion of the conceptual frameworks by
which curricula can be developéd. There is, for example,
remarkably little published about English studies at the CEGEPs.
In fact, in compiling his 1985 bibliography on research and
documents on the CEGEPs, LeBlanc commented in the McGill Journal

of Education that he had made every effort to list as many



English-lanqguage entries as possible, but "the reader will note

that the list is not impressive" (274).

3. Taxonomies of Curriculum Building

Nevertheless, there is a significant body of literature both
about curriculum in general and English in particular. One
dimension of that literature is the creation of taxonomies of
curriculum building, that is, series of categories or
possibilities iﬁforming our choices about what we teach.

A single taxonomy will not exhaust all the questions one
might ask, but it can suggest a range of possible orientations
English departments can take in thinking about curriculum. Of
course, there is no "pure" department which adopts one approach
and excludes all others. Moreover, to privilege one measure of a
curriculum makes others assume subsidiary roles. However, a
conceptual framework—theory is too ambitious a word—is a
necessary forerunner to curricular examination and renewal.

In the taxonomy of curricular approaches that follows, we
present an account of each perspective, statements for and
against each, and examples of how English departments might use a

particular example.
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a. English studies as a way of adapting students to society

One way to think of curriculum is as a school's response to
the needs of its sponsoring society. In this view, a curriculum
transmits the culture of a community and helps its young adapt to
what that culture demands. Such a curriculum is a deliberate
attempt to unify a culture by unifying response. Its basic
assumption is that society does not need changing, or at least
not radically. Rather it is individuals with all their quirkiness
and differences who need to conform.' This view is obviously
conservative and seéks to convey the values of the past,
requiring the student to accept them. At its best, it
contributes to a coherent and cohesive society.

The obvious question, of course, is who decides which values
are transmitted and which values are thereby marginalized.
Clearly, in a society with competing interests, there will be
many possibilities. Moreover, the simple exercise of authority-a
government's, for example—doesn't necessarily ensure that a
particular set of values will be passed on. As Graff (1987)
points out, different readers respond to works of literature
differently; a canon is never, therefore, a simple tool for

passing on a particular ideology. In English studies, Matthew

' Ssocially adaptive curricula are, in fact, the norm. Any
government directive would be an example, from telling schools to
increase time spent on getting back to the basics, to drug
education, to teaching culture. In Quebec, the Régime Pédagogique
documents the official government position on what education should
be.
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Arnold is the most famous proponent of this idea, but it has many
other advocates, including the champions of various sorts of
literary nationalisms. An English department- which saw its prime
function as adjusting students to their society first would have
to decide what constitutes its canon. This might not be a
traditional list of texts (saf from Beowulf to Virginia Woolf). A
hypothetical CEGEP English department might instead mix Quebecois
and English-Canadian texts, as well as books from the ethnic
cultures that make up Quebec society. Or it might privilege
writers who speak of the English-Quebec experience, however one
defines it. A department "adjusting" its students to society
might find itself arguing about what constitutes its canon, but

~ there would a clear and deliberate effort to identify the values

of English Quebec and teach so that students would accept them.

b. English studies as a way of changiné soéiety

Closely related conceptually to the notion of a curriculum
that adapts students to a society is one which seeks to foster
change in a society. At first, this connection might seem
contradictory since obviously where the first is conservative the
other is radical. But in terms of curricular taxonomies, that is
a detail. Both social adaptation and social reform see curriéulum
primarily as transmitting the values of some authority; whose
values they happen to be is less important, except of course to

the particular authority. In both instances, English studies are
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an adjunct to the values of society-whether those values need
saving or changing.

Curriculum as an agent of social  change has been articulated
very strongly in the past decade in Britain by cultural
materialists (for example, Raymond Williams, Jonathan Dollimore,
Alan Sinfield) and to a lesser degree in the United States by new
historicists (like Stephen Greenblatt or James H. Kavanagh). In
Britain, where universities have been severely cut by the
Thatcher government, much literary criticism has been an open
call to change sociéﬁy, Consider Terry Eagleton's comment in his
1983 book Literary Theory: An Introduction, that the critic's
study of-the rhetorical uses of language is not abstract. "It is
a matter of starting from what we want to do , and then seeing
which methods and theories will best help us to achieve those
ends" (211). In the United States, that call has been somewhat
muted, and the generally leftist politicé of its proponents has
been mixed in with other politics of gender and race. .The
manifestation of this phenomenon in Canada has been an increased
Canadian nationalism, generally put forward as a defense against
American culture.

An English department that saw its role as changing society
would first have to agree on how society presently constitutes

itself, where are its loci of power, and (to some degree) what a

new society would look like. Some examples of such a curriculum

might be one that gives a greater place to the writing of women,



13
of cultural and sexual minorities, and other groups the
curriculum framers perceive as needing (to use a common term)
"empowering." There is little reason to think that such a
consensus would be easy to reach.

Again, curricula that define themselves in terms of a
community's values—for or against-have much more in common
than might be apparent. In all such curricula, the issue is
power, either its maintenance or its transfer. In both instances,
the danger is always that literature itself is devalued and
judged according to how well it serves the demands of some
particular interest group. At its best, such a curriculum points
out-wrongs that need redressing; at its worst, it becomes mere
propaganda.” To say this is not necessarily to make a positive or
negative judgement. It is merely to point out how a department
might make its curricular choices.

One of the most influential thinkers shaping our ideas about
curriculum this year is Gerald Graff. He comments on the
intellectual energy that such power struggles waste:

The discouraging thing is not that such institutional

conflicts have gone unresolved-unresolved conflict being

just the sort of thing a democratic educational systen
should thrive on-but how little of the potential educational
value of such conflicts the professional system has been
able to turn into part of what it studies and teaches.

Instead of a source of paralysis (6).

c. English studies as a way of changing the individual

Instead of putting society at its center, a curriculum can

put the individual there. Such is the view most closely
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associated with "progressive" educators (for example, A.S. Neill,
John Holt, and William Pinar). Rather than a commitment to a
particular society or even a discipline, the progressive approach
looks to the "whole" person first-her feelings, ideas, and
psychological growth (Miller 1977). All persons, goes the
argument, are born with unique, native capacities; it is the duty
of education to allow them to emerge and flourish. Schools,
therefore, should construct activities that are first and
foremost personally relevant to the student. '

A chief tenet bf this view is that students learn only when
they have a genuine investment in education, and that occurs only
when they exercise choice over what they study. A second central
tenet is that success depends on student and teacher responding
to each other as "living creatures attempting to broaden and
deepen the quality of their experience" (Eisner, The Educational
Imagination 70). Education should nourish the student's native
abilities. Teachers must be gardeners, not sculptors; their goal
is to bring forth whatever is within the student, rather than to
impose something from without.

However laudable its goals, there are some clear problems
with this position. First, the methods of a such curriculum are
based on a weak learning theory. We don't know enough about the
human psyche to construct an entire pedagogy based on nourishing
a student's psyche. Teachers therefore must improvise methods

that haven't been proven reliable or valid. (The literature
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records some extreme examples: sensitivity training, meditation,
and yoga (McNeil 1977)). In the hands of improperly trained
faculty, students may well-be harmed.? Further; unless there is
true individualization—economically beyond the reach of most
schools—every student in a class gets same treatment as every
‘other. How can teachers be sure that what is appropriate for one
student is appropriate for all? Finally, a curriculum that
stresses personal growth can also overstate the needs of the
"self" and forget that humans live in communities. What begins as
a genuine search for unique consciousness may end in simple
narcissism.

--- These failings are not, however, inevitable. Clearly, a
curriculum that doesn't think of iﬁs students as individuals
won't serve them either. And no doubt there are gifted teachers
who have both the skill and energy to be successful in developing
the studehtfs inner self. But most teachers don't have those
skills. And even if they did, where would they find the time
needed to respond to each student?

An English department with a curriculum centered around the
individual's growth would offer a great range of courses—from

many time periods, many genres, many nationalities. The material

2 We can, of course, make that objection about any classroom
method. However, it becomes crucial when teachers claim to be
interested in the inner growth of learners. The worst that bad
Shakespeare teaching can do, after all, is make poor responders to
plays. But a curriculum that seeks to change individuals truly can
do them harm.
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would matter less than the use to which it were put. Indeed, a
department could not specify very much since its internal logic
would demand that teachers create their own strategies. It is
they, after all, who must develop the requisite emotional
relationship with their students. It also follows that students
would have a significant (if not an equal) say in what is taught.

Departments like these will argue that rigorous reading is
the means by which individuals develop. However, the literature
training they offer necessarily must be seeond;ry to the process
of personal empowermént. Curricula that stress personal growth,
therefore, are like those that operate in terms of society:
English-as a discipline is not the main focus.
d. English studies as a discipline

Another approach to building curricula is to organize them
around discrete units of knowledge. One attends school, goes the
argument, to 1earn a subject. The teaching model implied'here is
master/apprentice, where the teacher is an expert and the student
wants to learn the expertise. Issues of personal growth or
societal values are irrelevant, even if they might have
influenced the student's decision to seek out the expert in the
first place. The first loyalty of both master and apprentice is
to a body of knowledge. |

Such an approach is problematic applied to English studies
because there is widespread disagreement within the discipline

about what it does. Twenty years ago, most faculty agreed on a
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canon that all students were to read. Twenty years ago, the
notion of the text as an unchanging, stable entity was generally
undisputed. And twenty years-ago,- scholars were much more
confident (justly or not) citing history. All this no longer
holds, and traditional assumptions about English studies are more
often challenged than embraced. (See, for example, Lentricchia
and McLaughlin's book Critical Terms for Litera Study (1990)
for an outline of the current revolution in literary criticism.)
A department that saw itself as training apprentices in
literature has’ two choices: It can pronounce on what constitutes
the discipline. Or, following Gerald Graff (1987), it can
foreground the differences among competing notions of English
studies. There are as many possibilities in the first instance as
there are critical stances. The second one, however, can be
imagined in the following:
[An ideal course would try to] define the subject
matter, literature, and to discuss the various and
competing assumptions about texts, language, meaning,
culture, readers, and so forth that we make. Wouldn't
it show that these assumptions are themselves
constructions, that there is a considerable debate
about such things as texts? (James Kincaid, quoted in
Graff, 262).
Whatever the attractions of such a course, it is not clear
how it would be made appropriate to CEGEP students. Would such a
course—clearly theory-based—come at the end of CEGEP, after
students have read a substantial body of texts? (And what would

those texts be?) Or would the course come at the start of CEGEP,

in the spirit formation fondamentale, introducing different




i8

notions of the discipline as part of Bruner's (1966) "spiral
curriculum"? This approach is similar to the "integrative
seminars" that are used in other- community colleges in Canada,
like Grant MacEwan Community College in Edmonton. Or would it be
best suited to incipient English majors? Perhaps the thorniest
question of all is whether CEGEP teachers are prepared to debate

such issues. We will return to that topic when we examine the

politics of curriculum.

e. English studies a; skill building

Another view of curriculum is the "development of cognitive
processes" (Eisner 1985) or "transaction® (Miller and Seller,
1985) . In this view, curriculum exists to foster cognitive -
pProcesses, helping students learn how to learn and giving them
opportunities to their strengthen intellectual faculties. A
curriculum so constructed would be less conéerhe& with
content—facts and theory subject to change—than with the
processes of thinking. Although proponents of this model often
claim that it is the thinking process itself that is taught,
Eisner points out that research shows transfer is not general but
specific. That is, we learn specific skills-reading, writing,
arithmetic—rather than "thinking" skills per se.

English departments use the cognitive skills model most
clearly when they teach writing and reading. For institutional

and political reasons, English departments play the major role in
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teaching writing, and that will likely continue.3 However, that
institutional practice goes against what we all know: writing is
best taught across the whole curriculum, not just in the one-
sixth of the time a students spends in an English class. Writing
is more than grammar and mechanics, and thinking and writing
about history or physics is different than thinking and writing
about literature. Just - like the psychological approach of
"changing the individual" in (c) above, this one therefore begs
the question of)what CEGEP English teachers are trained to
teach. It follows that some English teachers may not even be
qualified to teach thinking and writing about anything other than
literature. The Report of the Parent Commission recommended in
fact that all CEGEP teachers be required to have a teacher
training course equivalent to a complete semester (Recommendation
157) . This requirement has never been observed in the hiring of
CEGEP teachers, however.

Indeed when "thinking skills" preoccupy English departments
as part of writing courses (remedial or otherwise), the skill of
reading literature itself can suffer. How much time do we spend
away from the thing we were trained to teach? fhe danger for
English departments is that writing courses consume resources,

often threatening to transform English programs into mere service

3 an employer or university professor does not look at a CEGEP
graduate's weak writing and say "Oh, what a poor history or physics
teacher this student must have had."
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departments. And yet, it's clear that in order to keep
allocations high (or at least steady), CEGEP English departments
must offer writing courses. The problem for curriculum builders

is how much and what kind of skills to offer.

f. English studies and the quest for universal truth

A curriculum that defines itself in terms of society or the
individual thinks locally, not universally. That is, it does not
concern itself with "transcendent" truth (whatgver that might
be). But a course bf study can be a quest for what is universal,
for what is permanent in an ephemeral world. This is what most
people mean by "liberal" education. A common strategy of such
.curriﬁula is the study of the great works of the past, seeing in
them the .common threads that unite humanity.*

In English studies, this often has meant teaching the canon,
but not to inculcate social values. Chaucer, Shakespeare, Milton,
for example, are said to speak across the centuries, portraying
living truths. The same is true of the major documents of Western
civilization, from the Greeks onwards. Often, the courses in
liberal arts programs like these trace a theme;death, love,

justice—hoping to find what light can be shed by the great minds
of the past.

¢ Examples of educators who advocate this would be Robert M.
Hutchins and Mortimer Adler, both associated with the "Great Books"
program at the University of Chicago.
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The problems here are similar to those in teaching English
as a discipline, again largely the product of past twenty years.
Few contemporary thinkers conceive-as texts as self-contained
constructions whose meanings do not depend on knowing other texts
and contexts. Indeed, the very notion of a single, objectively
existing text—complete with an author whose intent we can readily
state-is often called into question. Pedagogically, this raises
the issue of how much of a text's contexts must be taught for its
historical momeqt to inform our understanding. Gerald Graff sums
up the problem:

At issue in the teaching of literature, then, and in the

formation of a literature curriculum, are how much of the

-~ "cultural text" students must presuppose in order to make
sense of works of literature, and how this cultural text can

become the context of teaching (Graff 258) .

Do the great ideas in fact transcend time? Or are they rather
particular expressions of ideas which we understand only when we
understand the éomhunities that produced them?

There is also the recurring problem of authority: Who
decides what's great? If it is to be individual teachers, is a
coherent curriculum possible? If it is to be a committee, why
expect a consensus there when it is available nowhere else in
society? If there is an authority on high, are other views
impossible to teach? Once again, we have the problem that

reaching agreement on what constitutes the great books and great

ideas never is easy.
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An English department which saw its mission as teaching
mankind's great ideas would likely have many thematic courses
(for example, "Humanity and Nature" or "Love and Truth"). This
is, in fact, the orientation of a great many CEGEP courses.
Indeed, at times, one might be hard pressed to distinguish a
literature course from a humanities course on the same topic. A
literature course may have "literary" readings, but that term is
notoriously difficult to define. Again, the focus of what goes on
in the literature classroom may not be on literature—the subject
English teachers are/hired to teach.
g. An educational technology approach to English studies

One-can also think about curriculum from a "scientific"—or
at least rational-perspective. This is fhe view of educational
technologists (among many others, see Tyler 1950; Rowntree 1982;
Romiszowski 1981; Gagne 1971). Curriculum for educational
technology is a probiém-solving process in which one finds the
activities appropriate to the needs of both a school and its
students. The first assumption, of course, is that goals and
objectives can be stated clearly and (often) sequentially. For
example, in mathematics, one must teach addition and subtraction
before algebra and then teach algebra before calculus. Many
fields have clear sequences of skills that students need to
master before going on.

However, not all disciplines—English among them—can be so

readily structured. There is no absolute reason why literary
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training must begin with either genre or chronology. Nor is there
an absolute reason to begin with poetry instead of prose, the
Fourteenth Century rather than the Twentieth. In writing
instruction, the pendulum has swung from teaching grammar first
to teaching it at the end of the composition process. It may well
swing again.

An English department that took an educational technology
approach would begin with a needs assessment. It would find out
in which areas students were performing unsatlsfactorlly
(although by whose standards would be another issue).
department would then institute specific teaching to address
those needs. For example, if student essays were poorly
structured, faculty might give instruction in organization. 1If
incoming students could not comprehend literary texts, the
department might reguire an introductory course that stressed
reading comprehension‘and basic literary skills. Of course, what
needed to be done and how to do it would be debated intensely.

That debate would be healthy. The strength of the
educational technology model is that it requires departments to
articulate what they ao and what they want their students to do.
Discussion may not produce agreement, but it does bring unstated
assumptions into the open. That allows one to plan rationally.
Even moré important is educational technology's focus on
students. Rigorous thinking about what students can or should be

able to do after instruction is a powerful curricular strategy.
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None of these remarks is meant to downplay the two major weakness
of the educational technology approach applied to English
studies: the difficulty in articulating-what should go on in an
1iterature classroom and the historic reluctance of departments
to attempt to do so.

It is interesting to note, however, the parallels in the
thinking of the educational technologists and literary scholar
Gerald Graff. Both approaches demand that the curriculum
planners articulate what needs to be done, what skills taught,
what theories (readeﬁ, text, meaning, history) foregrounded,
which text lists assigned—and which ones challenged. Graff goes
further and wants to see those debates brought into the public
arena as part of the education of the students. But he, as we
have seen above, bleakly foresees paralysis rather than renewal

from the exercise (6).

h. CEGEP English as part of the academic continuum

English departments differ from most other disciplines in
the CEGEP system in that they are not forced to offer required
courses for university entrance. For example, university math
and science programs lay out in great detail what a student needs
to be admitted. Again, for certification in most career programs
in the éEGEPs, students must pass rigorous tests to meet national
and provincial standards in their fields. University English

programs, however, make no such demands. McGill and Concordia
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(where most English Quebec CEGEP graduates go) assume that two
years of any CEGEP English program suffices. Where they find
deficiencies, the universities  themselves provide the remedy. For
example, McGill requires all English majors and honors students
to take a traditional survey course in their first year.
Concordia, at this writing, is discussing an introductory course
in (among other things) theory and tradition. oOur recent
conversations with department heads at both schools make clear
that neither will ask the CEGEPs to change curricula (Williams
1990; Sheps 1990).

Interviewing Williams, who was then Chairman of the English
department at McGill, we heard that the department did not expect
the CEGEPs to provide a first-year literary survey: |

- Our experience was that the introductory course at the CEGEP
level was too disparate from one place to another. Some
knew this, some knew that. Wwe found that by and large the
emphasis seemed to be on modern or more modern literature
than more ancient literature. So that we felt that there was
not enough uniformity in background. So we decided to do it
ourselves so to speak. . . . they don't have a kind of
historical sense. 1In fact, the historical sense is really
the mental point . . . . But were it the case that the

CEGEPs gave a standard set course with a set reading list,

we certainly wouldn't do it. We would not ask them to do it

again. :

And yet it was the teaching of introductory courses that the
universities envisaged the CEGEPs doing. It was very clear during
the period when the CEGEPs were coming into being that both
McGill and Concordia saw them as replacing the first year of

university. We will discuss these expectations fully in the

history sections of our report. Concordia, for example, lobbied
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for mandatory composition and survey courses, matching what they
then required of their first-year students. McGill, on the other
hand, pressed for a mandatory; single course -in which -both -
literature and writing would be taught, with the emphasis on the
former. Now, however, with the writing problems and class sizes
the universities have to face, McGill might put the writing at
the top of its agenda for the CEGEP English departments. "In a
wish list I think the first thing of course, is going to be the
writing. It's very hard for us in a 3 year situation to try to
tackle the writinq“’(williams interview) .

Whatever their disagreements in those planning years,
representatives from both universities assumed that the CEGEP
courses would be suitable preliminaries to further English study,
whether or not a student actually chose to go on. For example,
the minutes of an advisory group stressed that college-level
period courses were to be "introductory" and not as "édvanced" as
university level course ("Minutes of the Advisory Group",
February 28, 1968.).

What would be the curriculum of an English department, then,
that saw its role as preparing students for universify English
studies? One might find mandatory courses in writing, surveys of
various sorts (chronological or by genres), and basic literary
terminology. Curriculum-makers would havé to ask what students

needed to know to do further study. Given that most English CEGEP
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graduates who go to university go to McGill and Concordia, those
schools would surely provide much of the answer.

But can one ask English programs-to see themselves merely as
"feeders" into the university study of English? After all,
relatively few CEGEP students become English majors. Should the
great majority of students, therefore, be required to take
courses for future English majors? Would not such a relatively
narrow focus defeat thé purpose of general education? Whether
such preparation is useful only for future English majors is an
important issue; and we address it elsewhere in this report
under Formation fondamentale.

-~ The academic continuum extends in b§th.directions, of
course, and CEGEP is really in the middle ground between ﬁhe high
school and advanced education and vocational levels. Our
discussion of "CEGEP English in Context" next year will explore

these implications in more detail.

B. Curriculum and politics of the CEGEPS

It might be more realistic to assume that the chronic
inability of general education programs to compel faculty
support is itself a symptom of the impossibility of
superimposed unity or coherence on an inherently refractory
and ideologically conflict-filled professional and cultural
setting (Graff 173).

Perhaps a taxonomy of curricular approaches should not speak
of politics. But that would be naive. English departments are

well-known for their disagreements—how much writing to teach, how
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much of the canon, how much media studies. Like other
organizations, CEGEP English departments reach decisions
according to which group within the -department-can insist on its
will. This makes them somewhat different from other CEGEP
disciplines where the régime pédagogique is quite explicit about
what faculty must teach and the authority of the government
prevails.

But this has not been so for English CEGEPs, for reasons we
discuss in the histd;y portion of this report. Each department
has had a core of people (whose membership can shift) who create
curriculum and hire new teachers to ensure that curriculum's
continuation. (Indeed, some of the depgrtments we have met are at
' the stage now of hiring their own former students.) Beéause the
curricular ideas of these groups vary from college to college,
there is a very wide range of programs across the network. One
find very structured and sequenced programs as well those where
students choose all four of their courses. Virtually every kind
of course is offered somewhere in the network, and at the larger
colleges, even within the same program.

The Cahier-—the official statement of curriculum—presents the
wide variety of courses as a strength that reflects a healthy
pluralism. Most faculty we surveyed agreed. The wide variety of
course offerings, moreover, isn't peculiar to the CEGEPs but is
the norm almost throughout North America. Graff (1987) has called

this phenomenon the "humanist myth": Departments include all
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topics and all subjects into the curriculum as pieces in the
mosaic of truth and literature.

What do such curricula-look like both- here -and on the rest
of the continent? Generally, they include everything for which
any one department member can make a case. The most common
rationale is "coverage," including periods, national literatures,
genres, themes, as well as (increasingly) class, ethnicity, and
gender. Everything and everyone has a place at the table. There
is a disturbing paradox at work, however: How can one find such
collegiality at'a time when there are so many sharp disagreements
about what constitutes English studies?

--- Graff argues that the appeal to coverage simply lets
everything in without attempting to make connections among the
areas covered. Curricula don't change but expand. Courses are
added to the current aggregate, relieving pressures; innovators
are appeased by becoming insiders; current insiders continue on
as before; the school feels virtuous, at once open-minded and
current. There are also obvious benefits for a department's
politics. No one has to change behavior or confront critics.
Faculty members do not have.to define themselves or their
courses. Confrontations are held to a minimum, and live and let
live prevails. However, students are left to make their own
intellectual sehse of the miscellany of courses. Curricular

coherence is not a goal.
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What Graff sees in English departments in North America
generally is evident in most CEGEP English departments. The
philosophic argument for pluralism can be-made;- but it needs to
be made again and clearly articulated. So do the arguments for
other curricula. The current Cahier looks all too much like a
document that primarily wishes to avoid confrontation. That is
not healthy for either the profession or its students. We are not
suggesting taking up arms and shooting colleagues. We are saying

that our consensus is only apparent, masking reality rather than

reflecting it.

Special--problems of CEGEP English departments

These perspectives on English curricula show that choosing
what is taught is not an neutral task. Every decision-indeed
every account, this one included—reflects biases, most often
implicitly. We think it ié useful to bring those biases out into
the open, especially at a time when English departments face
pressing problems wherever they are. We think it is particularly
important for minority institutions like Quebec Anglophone
CEGEPs. |

As our community grows smaller, there is the continuing
threat that schools and jobs will disappear. Should English
departments insulate themselves from the issues of an eroded
community? Should they promote their culture in the face of a

government with the will to do no more than "preserve" it? Should
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they help students adapt to the reality of being a "minority,"
whatever that means? These are not—to state the glaringly
obvious—simple questions.:- But they will be asked—either by
ourselves or others.

The needs of the English community are one of our concerns.
But the future of the CEGEP as an institution increasingly is
also challenged. One of our aims in next year's work is to gain
more perspective on where the colleges are going and what role
English will plgy in them: their links with the universities, and
the world of work, for example. The question of "the student-
centred curriculum," the primary focus of the English Language
Arts curriculﬁm at the high school level, is ahother one we will
return to in our work next yeaf. We must recognize that whatever
our critical framework, we are only one sector of the continuum
of education in English that each child and young person
receives. Next year's research will attempt to set CEGEP English
into these broad contexts.

One way of approaching looking ahead at the future is first

to look back at the past. And that is where we turn now.
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Chapter III. Institutional History of English in the CEGEPs
A. The Parent Report

The Parent Commission, which began meeting in May 1961, had
produced 5 volumes of reports concerning all aspects of Quebec
education by 1966. The January 1965 special program, Operation
55, instituted two major changes:

1) the consolidation of the 1600 school boards scattered

across the province into 55 Catholic and 9 Protestant

regional boards

2) the cféation of a new post-secondary level[ the

CEGEP, with formal assent in the Legislative Assembly on

----June 29, 1967. |

The Parent Commission Report provided a "glance into the
future": that society would require a consolidation of energies
~devoted to educational goals in the province. Among its
récommendations were those for a two- to three-year course of
study, integrated, comprehensive, and free. 1In his full-length
study of the sociological and political forces for change in
Quebec's educational revolution, Datey describes the new
éolleges:

According to the specific recommendations of the Royal
Commission . . . in the new non-university post-secondary
sector there would be no privileged type of school like the
classical colleges in the old 'system': only one kind of
school, the institut [later changed to CEGEP, or College
d'enseignement général et professionnel], should offer every
programme, academic or vocational, leading to every
destination whether in further study or in the labour

market. 1In other words the institute should be polyvalent.
It should impart a two-year training (grades 12 and 13) to
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students enrolled in it. Publicly controlled, pluralist,
and coeducational, it must be structurally distinct from the

secondary school and the university. . . . Its minimum
initial enrollment should be 1500 and it should be
accessible to all . . . (9).

This level of education was to follow up on eleven years of
public school and was intended both to prepare some students for
university-level work and to round off the general education of
the vocational student. Following are essential recommendations
from Volume 2, concerning the new collegial level:

(82) We recommend that the state encourage school attendance
through the thirteenth year for the greatest possible number of
students and adopt the necessary measures to give these young
adults an appropriate education of high quality.

(83) We-recommend that for this purpose there be established a
level of education complete in itself, of two years' duration,
after the eleventh year, which shall be clearly separate from
both the secondary school course and higher education.

(84) We recommend that this course shall be the preparatory
stage required for higher education, in the case of those
intending to continue their studies, and for all others, a
terminal phase in general education and vocational training ,
preparing directly for a career.

(85) We recommend that, to emphasize its composite or
comprehensive character, this course of study be called pre-
university and vocational education, and that the institutions in
which it is given be called institutes.

(86) We recommend that the programme of pre-university and
vocational studies be very flexible, and that it be based on a
wide choice of electives.

(87) We recommend that the programme of each student include
basic courses, courses in a specialty and courses complementary
to this speciality, each of these courses to comprise about one-
third of the total.

B. Original Objectives
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The Parent Commission's aims for these new post-secondary
"institutes", later called CEGEPs (colléges d'enseignement
générale et professionel) can be summarized briefly:
1) to equalize the opportunities of the French and English
students' access to higher education,
2) to promote technical and vocational training and
modernize course content,
3) to bring the English and French systems into structural
harmony, aqd
4) to mix general and specialized education so that the
students in both streams would have flexibility and
-~ freedom of choice in program decisions.
c. ﬁnglish and General Education/Formation fondamentale
- In 1960, 10 years before the first English CEGEP opened,
Willis Rudy had analyzed the liberal arts college system in the
United States. He found that for fifty years American liberal
arts curricula had been getting more ﬁrofessionalized, while
professional colleges were becoming more liberalized in their
courses of study. "The end result has been that both liberal
arts and professional colleges have moved in the direction of
achieving a better balance between general and specialized study
(129) ."
Two options presented themselQes in the American colleges

according to Rudy's analysis:
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(#1) -devoting two years to general academic courses before

beginning specialized professional disciples

or

(#2) =(much more rarely) combining the general and the -

specialized courses throughout the students' undergraduate

years.
Within 10 years of Rudy's study, tens of thousands of students
were enrolled in Quebec's new French and English colleges—in
which the two streams were mingled in the same classroom.

Rather than a discrete two-year phase of general education
(as in #1 above) or a four-year mingling of the two ( #2) Quebec
colleges were limitéd to two years of post-secondary work. And
within those two years (or three, in the case of the professional
programs). planners‘attempted to assign approximately one-third of
the class time to "general education." For the English colleges
particularly, what that meant, in practice, was four completely
unstructured semesters of English and four equally unstructured
semesters of Humanities. Further, these two disciplines evolved
separately, and their 8 courses were‘independent of each other.
D. Implementing CEGEP principles in the English colleges
i. Founding principles

Initially, the colleges were envisioned as all approximating
an ideal size of 2000-3000 students. They were to share in the
visionary idea of the Parent Commission Report, and achieve a
harmony and balance of interests ahonq a variety of students.

In the founding of the first English CEGEP, Dawson College,
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