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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,
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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



15
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
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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



19
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.



21

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



31
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,

in 1969, the planners were conscious of these principles of the
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Parent Report, particularly of the need to break away from
Quebec's highly stratified traditional system of education. Paul
Gallagher, one of the chief administrators-at Dawson, identified
Dawson's philosophy with the Parent Commissioners'
recommendations:

-« « . they observed that when different colleges were
founded to accommodate students of different aptitudes and
interests—liberal arts colleges, universities, institutes of
technology, etc.-it was inevitable that some of the
institutions would be more privileged than others and that
social status would be identified with the kind of school
one attended rather than one's performance as a student.
Since they ‘believed that one of the school's social roles
should be to democratize society, they recommended that all
students at the post-secondary level should go to the same
institutions which would therefore of necessity be
comprehensive in curricular offerings (39).

Béded this democratization at the local level, however, was the
desire to create a system that would be responsive to the needs
of the province as a whole and of the community:

They should be co-ordinated or monitored by the state so
that they would not become little autonomous empires
answering to no one, and so that a true collegiate, co-
operative network could exist. Each Institute should, at
the same time, have its own Board of Governors answerable to
the community served by the college and with not only the
power but also the encouragement to develop programmes and
activities particularly suited to the distinctive needs of
their students and their "region" of the province
(Gallagher, 41)

This regional identity means less, of course, in the large urban
English colleges concentrated in Montreal. Nevertheless, there

are significant differences in clientele, size, objectives, and

curricula in the Montreal colleges.
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2. Reception of the CEGEP's: French and English

Historically, at the post-secondary level, Francophones had
been at a disadvantage. Despite-being the majority- in the
province, they had only the same number of places as the
Anglophones at the university level. Indeed, through the first 60
years of the 20th Century, Quebec was well below the national
average in such educational criteria as financial commitment,
teacher qualifications, pupil-teacher ratios, and retention rates
beyond the age of 14. For example, the percentage of population
age 15-19 remaining’in school ranged from a high of 68 in British
Columbia to a low of 50 in Quebec. Again, in the percentage of
populatien aged 5-#4 attending school, -Ontario rankéd first and
Quebec 10th among the ten provinces‘(Brown, 64) . Secondly, the
proliferation of post-secondary institutions providing
instruction in French produced a wide range of institutions
uneven in their standards, outmoded in their curricula, and badly
administered‘generally. Sister Marie-Laurent-de-Rome, a member
of the Royal Commission of Inquiry on Education in the province
of Quebec (the Parent Commission) deplored the chaotic
administrative and pedagogical structures in the following
analysis:

Actuellement onze agents différents ont autorité sur
1'un ou l'autre des secteurs de l'éducation, et . . . cette
anarchie est d'un ridicule achevé. c o o s I1 nous faut
un systéme trés simple et diversifié. Dans 1l'état actuelle
de notre systéme, ce sont toujours des groupes qui prennent

les décisions en matiére d'éducation, mais nous sommes dans
une période de changement et nous avons besoin de décisions
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rapides. C'est pourquoi 1le pivot du systéme devrait étre un
seul homme, le ministre de 1'éducation (8).

Among elements in the o0ld 'system' were 110 French-language
colleéges claséiques, 1i4 teacher training institutes, and 11
technical institutes. A few of these schools led to university,
but only after the students had completed 15 years of schooling .
(By contrast, the English pre-university requirement was only 11
Years before a 4-year B.A.) It was, furthermore, almost
impossible to switch from one system to the other in order to
avoid these inequalities.

The CEGEP'S did indeed equalize the opportunities of the two
language groups in higher education, but they did so initially
léf&ely against the'will of the English populace. The newspaper
articles éf the time tell the story of resistance to the new
posg-secondary schools in the Montreal Star series "the CEGEPs
and the English population" in March of 1970. . The imnsertion of a
new 2-year cycle did shorten the French student's schooling from
18 to 16 years, but it also added what was perceived to be an
unnecessary two years before the English student could get into a
Quebec university.

Long-term research may well indicate that a significant
number of anglophone students never have fully utilized the
CEGEP's. Instead, as soon as possible—generally after bnly one
year at CEGEP, many students went to universities in Ontario, the
United states; and Great Britain. Currently, research indicates

that some of the top schools in the United States like Yale and
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Harvard have taken graduates of superior English high schools in
Montreal without any CEGEP experience. The exodus of English-
speaking people from Quebec in the period from the mid 1970's
makeé it difficult to assess young people's reception of the
CEGEP system.

In the English press, the CEGEP's are still not fully
accepted—in the way that the English universities, qua
institutions, are. As a required two-year level imposed on all
students planning to go on to university in ngbec, CEGEP adds a
year to what would bé expected of those same students in Ontario,
for example. Again, the English colleges do not fill the same
cultural-gap that the French colleges do. Because of the
distribution of anglophone populations in Quebec, the English
colleges -are largely centred in cities. Primarily, of course,
they are concentrated in and around Montreal. Culturally and
socially, these areas have always nourished'ﬁhgiisﬂocuiture. The
Montreal region concentrates English universities, libraries,
theatres, radio, film, television, newspapers, and books. So the
addition of the colleges to this area did not represent
revolutionary change that the French colleges did in the smaller
towns and outlying regions of Quebec. The French colleges were
positively received in general, after initial resistance by the
collégeé classiques (Datey 61).

André Girard of the Department of Education, University of

Montreal, fecently commented on the success of the colleges
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outside of the major metropolitan centres: " In the smaller
centres, CEGEPs ignited intellectual life. They have libraries,
university-educated teachers, adult education." (Moore, the
Gazette , March 9, 1990). For Girard, however, universal access
is not the only question: quality of instruction and preparation
must also be ensured. Mass education must not be confused with
quality education, he noted, and it is time to ensure quality for
those with the ability to do top-quality work. He concluded his
remarks by stating that it is time to draw the line, although
these days, "e&erybody wants to be a heart surgeon." Donald
Burgess, co-author of a book on the history of education in
Quebec, and a McGill professor of educational administration,
commented in the same article that the colleges are trying to be
all things to all men: preparing students for universities or
the job market, while also providing adult education to a
completely different clientele: " CEGEPs have to decide their
foéus, either providing job training or prepéring kids for
university. And all sectors of society—educators, parents,
students , and politicians—should be involved in that decision-
making process."

Then Minister of Education, Claude Ryan, gave an address in
November of 1989 on "L'Education 25 ans—et'Aprés" in which he
described the major challenges of improving the retention rate of
students in Quebec CEGEP's and the percentage of students who

obtain a college diploma. In his view, "the time has come to
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examine both the programs of study and the methods used to
measure student achievement at all levels of the educational
system" (Education Express, January- 1990,-2). He went on to
argue that the combination of general and professional students
in one stream was an experiment which had failed. Instead, the
Minister argued for colleges with a more specialized focus like

those in Ontario, the CAATs (FACSimile, January 1990, 1).

3. Physical Conditions and their Implications ‘

Since there weré no physical structures to house the
anticipated college student population, and since the new
colleges-would be cuttiné into the first year of university
training; it seemed appropriate to negotiate a temporary
arrangement to house many of them in existing university space.
The political expedient invoked to get over this difficult period
of transition was a phase during which college-level courses
were given in universities like McGill, Sir George Williams and
Loyola (the latter two have merged into Concordia University in
the intervening years). These schools hired graduate students or
non-tenured faculty to deliver the curriculum to the college
students, largely in isolation from the mainstream university
curriculum.

In their history of Dawson College,.Paul Gallagher and
Gertrude Macfarlane analyze in detail the implications and

effects of this transitional approach, taken as it was during the
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crucial formative years of CEGEP institutional development,

curriculum design and hiring.

From the viewpoint of student - "numbers", this plan had much
to recommend it. 1It, however, had several limitations. 1In
the first instance, it ran directly contrary to the
fundamental principle of post-secondary education in
reformed Quebec by perpetuating alternative forms of post-
secondary education, through the older universities. It was
safely predicted that this phenomenon alone would result in
institutional rivalry which had been seen as one of the
major drawbacks of the "o0ld" educational system in Quebec.
This double standard was further accentuated when it was
decided that "college-level" students who attended
universities would be required to pay tuition fees, while
new college students would not be so required; again-it was
safely predicted that many students would go to the
universities for college level studies rather than to the
new colleges precisely because they would have to pay
tuition fees (if there is tuition, the institution must be
better!); the accuracy of this prediction was such that the
-~ colleges began without the social and educational

heterogeneity judged to be essential for the success of the
new colleges. Additionally, the universities made no
pretence of trying to alter substantially their courses and

- programs for college-level students: they made it clear that
they would merely introduce "college-equivalent" programs
for college-level students, but that these programs would
consist of the conventional minimum of adjustment necessary
to justify the new label "college equivalent program".

The global consequence of this transitional solution was
that the English-speaking community of Quebec ended up with two
structurally parallel systems of post-secondary education for a
period of five years—five years in which the new colleges would
acquire the initial reputations upon which their future success
would substantially depend. lThe transitional solution-—although
it appeared to solve the problem of numbers of student places,

although it was reasonably satisfactory to university

administrators, and although it pleased those members of the
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English-language community who saw no reason for change in
Quebec's educational structures—perpetuated many of the features
of the educational system which had prompted the call for reform.
These features were competing institutions, unequal accessibility
to educational opportunity, and conflicting programs of study
(Gallagher and Macfarlane 94-5). The rapid growth of the English
college network in Quebec is one of its most startling aspects.
Twelve French CEGEPs opened in 1967, and them, the English
schools multiplied a; a remarkable rate, as all the contemporary
planners noted. Here, for example, is Burgess and Henchey's
assessment in their history of Quebec education:
The-stress of integrating administration, philosophy and
staff of such diverse institutione ,, the press of rapidly
increasing student numbers, and the public expectation and
social idealism surrounding the new colleges made their
survival precarious (101).
One significant feature of the creation of the CEGEP's stands out
from the early years: the chaos of the founding period.
Physical plants, transfer of personnel, establishment of new
administrative structures, combining several different
institutions under one roof were only a few of the challenges.
(GEGEP de Maisonneuve, for example, was formed from 9 separate
institutions.) Marianopolis began as a four-year Catholic girls'
school, granting university.degrees through 1'Université de
Montréal. Heritage in Hull and Champlain St. Lawrence in Quebec
City both began in bowling alleys. Dawson, the first English

college, opened its Selby campus in what had been the Frosst
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pharmaceutical building. At a time when the new American junior
college system was growing at the rate of one college per week,
Quebec was also trying to create colleges virtually overnight, as
contemporary observers saw it:

On January 2, 1969 Dawson College's inventory was limited

indeed-three sets of used office furniture, a meeting table

and seven unmatched chairs, two filing cabinets, a limited
stock of office supplies, 400 sq. ft. of temporary and
borrowed space, several files of correspondence and
committee reports, two rented typewriters, a secretary whose
services were being retained through Office Overload, Arnold

McArthur—-the interim administrator—a Director General, five

Board members, a small number of former Organizing Committee

members who had expressed willingness to help out in

whatever ways possible until a permanent staff had been
hired. The task was to open a college-hire teachers and
other staff members, acquire and furnish facilities, develop
programmes, inform the community, develop essential services

--- such as Library and Admissions Office, and admit students
(if any would dare to come!)—in nine short months (Gallagher
75-6) . : :

4. Administrative Inexperience and Challenge

It should be noted also that the administrative
superstructure, the Department of Education, was itself an
invention of the 1960s in Quebec. Quebec had no experience in
any province-wide administration of education—-least of all with
the radically new colleges: polyvalent, public, coeducational and
non-confessional.

Given these physical and administrative preoccupations,
suparb leadership and guidance were needed for the building of
coherent and credible curricula. But such leadership and order
were scarcely possible. J.A. Whitelaw, one of the early

planners of the CEGEPs on the COPEPP committee, refers to the
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difficult early years in the late 60's in his 1968 article "The
CEGEP Revolt and After." He describes a series of crises,
including student- strikes, faculty strikes over reclassification,
and province-wide strikes on working conditions, salaries, and
security which disrupted the orderly development of the college
system:

...In the Department of Education, the Directorate of

College Education was formed at a late date, and its

personnel has never been sufficiently numerous to do much

more than live from crisis to crisis. There are limits to
what a few individuals, however competent and devoted, can
do. For whatever reason, the Directorate was unable to
recruit the number of persons necessary to do effective

operation (31).

Evidence-has already been cited about the power of the syndical
movement in the colleges. We should note as well that the
Collective Agreements between the college teachers and the Quebec
government have given and continue to give the major
responsibility for overseeing the curriculum to thé'dépaféments
and their chairmen or coordinators.

The 1960's and their aftermath were years of unrest across
North America, years when centralized administration or
monitoring were unpopular. Instead, the teachers and students
promoted individual liberty and freedom of choice. If a student
can negotiate his own curriculum, write his own list of
readings, and tailor make course content by his own standards,

then the teacher wants the right to the same independence from

outside authority. This tension between centralized authority
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and local college autonomy is by no means limited to Quebec, as
Gordon Campbell comments in his study of the community colleges
of Canada: " As elsewhere-in Canada,  the problem is to maintain
a delicate balance between centralization, coordination, and
control on the one hand, and maximum community involvement,
flexibility, and autonomy on the other" (13).

But rarely, if at all, in education history has a radically
new concept of education, a "distinct society" trying its wings,
a college a sysgem burgeoning to hundreds.of thousands of
students within a few years, and a newly-hired generation of
teachers all come together at such a time of ferment. Again,
surely nowhere have all these factors coalesced also in a society
in which the government (including that of the fledgling Ministry
concerned with education) was attempting to serve two major
linguistic groups. In the case of English education in Quebec,
'kgaés in communication are evident throughout the history of the
CEGEPs. In his analysis of the years of revolt, Whitelaw in 1968
had focussed on the newly-formed DIGEC as a potentially
stabilizing force at the administfative level: "while the
primary role of the Directorate would appear to be ultimately one
of coordination rather than direction in the authoritarian sense
of the term, it must be in a position to exercise leadership
during the initial stages of such a vast undertaking as the
creation of the CEGEP system." Still following his analysis, we

read that it was the area of "general education" which gave most
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scope for improvement, for this was the curricular area of most

radical change:

...But the "general" options -offer- much -scope for -
improvement. At a time when there are on this Continent
wide-spread attempts to create integrated approaches to
liberal arts curricula, the CEGEP, now that they are in
business, must proceed to a drastic revision of their
general programmes. Full advantage must be taken of new
developments in educational technology—functional audio-
visual services are still in short supply in the CEGEP, in
terms of both staff and equipment. Most of all, the
individual college must be free to experiment and to operate
its own academic programme (33).

Campbell was asking still in 1971, "How can proper controls
be established over‘fhe distribution of funds while fostering
creativity and distinctiveness among the growing number of
CEGEPs?"-- In his analysis of the tensions between centralization
and autonomy of the individual colleges, he cites the theory of
the Ministry through DIGEC-its belief that the word
"coordination" defines its role:

For example, certain vocations cannot absorb unlimited
numbers of graduates, and it becomes the function of the
Directorate to ensure that a programme with a limited market
is not offered by a large number of Colleges, especially if
it involves expensive equipment. It is also the function of
the Directorate to ensure that reasonably uniform standards
are maintained, since it has to award a provincial diploma.
Thus, while each college sets its own examinations, for
example, copies of the question-paper are subsequently
handed in to the Directorate, which has the right to conduct
spot checks of student examination papers. Each college is
responsible for engaging its own personnel and for
interpreting the admission regulations set by the Department
(51) .

But Robert Isabelle could argue effectively in 1982 that the
centralizing pull was outweighing this partnership. 1In his view,

the unrest of the early years, as well as budget cuts and
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provincial government's relentless acquisition of control, had
all contributed to the gradual erosion of effective local
management (9-10).

Local autonomy had been extremely strong in the formative
years at Dawson particularly, Macfarlane and Gallagher wrote;
and the leadership style of those years had very far-reaching
implications on the development of all the English CEGEPs. It is
important to note, also, that the original Dawson staff became
the nucleus of further hiring in the next.and second biggest
college: Vaniéf Ste. Croix, which opened in 1970. Further, the
original Provincial Curriculum Coordinator for English, Greta
Nemiroff, was in that position for the first and crucial 9
years; and the current Provincial Coordinator, Sally Nelson, was
again one of the first people hired among the Dawson founding
group.

Macfarlane and Gallééhef wf;te fhat in 1969-1970, the
constraints of the universities and the world of business were
well known through their identification of prerequisites;
additional constraints, particularly ones imposed by the Ministry
of Education for purposes of ensuring inter-college mobility for
students either did not exist or remained below the level of
Dawson consciousness; Dawson people simply went ahead on their
own, which included consultation with the personnel of other

colleges, to determine what they ought to do (Gallagher 118-9).
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Although none of the original Dawson personnel were hired
for particular disciplines, departments, faculties, or any of the
traditional organizational structures,; the early planners at
Dawson aimed at hiring the best pPeople in a generalist sense, and
did not necessarily distinguish between teaching faculty and
administrators:

Several basic academic staffing decisions were taken,
implicitly or explicitly, before a single appointment was
made. The first and most crucial decision was to select the
best people and later to fit them to necessary positions,
rather than to identify positions and then try to find
people qualified to fill them. The implication was that
good people, "generalists", could learn to perform
satisfactorily in any of several positions and that learning
to perform satisfactorily would be the spirit sought in
staff members as well as students. A second and related
decision was that no distinction in hiring would be made
between "administration" and "teachers"; competent academic
and professional people would be sought and through the
manifestation of competence, energy, and range of interest,
some would "emerge" as obvious leaders and would then occupy
the leadership positions by collegial consensus. Thirdly,
it was decided that the college would not search for "model"
Dawson people but would deliberately strive for an
heterogeneous staff, mixed as to educational backgrounds,
age, sex, experience, and other attributes. The college
made an explicit commitment to finding a staff which would
have at least as great a variety as was anticipated from the
student population; a staff which, some people warned, would
be a "collection of mavericks" (Gallagher 82-3).

Sally Nelson, the current (1990) Provincial Coordinator for
English, and a member of the first English department at Dawson
College (indeed the first English department in any CEGEP), spoke
of the early curriculum -building process this way:

We used the Teutonic model and the reason we did was because

wWe were given absolute carte blanche about inventing our own

curriculum. Well you can't sit and really invent a
curriculum without getting people together in disciplines.
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And so because we had to invent a curriculum which literally

'did not exist on paper, it meant that we had to have all

these constant meetings with people within our own

discipline. And that is what in fact created that (Nelson,
interview) ." :

1969 was an age of revolution and change: in college and
universities traditions were challenged, discarded, and replaced
with the current trends in thematic courses. This was reflected
in the early days of the English courses, as reflected in the
following example from course descriptions of the period:

""Your study will include James Baldwin, Malcolm X, Pinter,

Marat-Sade, Cohen , Swift, and Fuller. Various films ..the

National Film Board, there will be studies as well of the

music of Seeger, Dylan and Baez and the newspaper the

Village Voice" (Nelson, personal interview).

5. Curriculum Innovation by Invention

Those of us who were associated with Dawson from the start
well appreciated that we were afforded an opportunity to do somet
hing never possible for most people and possible only once for
the few who get the chance we were given. We were given the
chance to build our own college-not bricks and mortar-but a livin
g, active place where all the mistakes of the past and of other
institutions could be set aside. We could have a fresh start,

unencumbered, as I have often said, by the shackles of tradition
(Gallagher, Macfarlane 10).

In its ideals of a general education for all students under one
umbrella of Core English and Humanities, the CEGEPs are truly
unique. From a curricular standpoint, the establishing of Core
can be seen as the greatest challenge of the colleges. Claude
Beauregard, among many others, had signalled the remarkable

newness of the CEGEP principle and the difficulties of "managing

innovation"—itself a paradoxical concept:



Another radical feature of the CEGEP was the introduction of
philosophy, mother language and physical education as common
and compulsory subjects for students of both streams. This
innovation was based on premises concerning the new culture
elaborated upon the Commissioners, which stressed the need
for technologists, as well as university-bound students to
understand in its broadest terms the world and society in
which they live. There is no understating the difficulties
encountered in implementing this bold concept (44).

In the English system, it was clear that the new colleges were

intended to effect two quite different structural changes:

1) the replacement of traditional university first-year

program that many university-bound students would have had

in beginning their advanced studies

2) the creation of totally new level of general education

for the vocational students.

This was innovation on multiple levels: substitution of the
unknown for the known and invention of a new curriculum for both
the studenté who would otherwise have taken 1lst year courses and
those who would not have gone beyond the level of general
education already achieved in high school.

James A. Whitelaw, one of the key players in the formation
of the colleges on the task force of 1965-66 (COPEPP), commented
on the lack of coordination between the university and college
levels, despite the fact that the colleges were to replace a full
year of what had been university-level work. The universities had
quite definite ideas on what they wanted the CEGEPs to do, but

once the curriculum was out of their hands, they had very little

further contact. Whitelaw's analysis, in "From CEGEP to
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University—Problems of Articulation in Quebec," outlines the
lack of meaningful coordination between the two levels:

While most of the universities had, through membership in a
Department of Education planning committee [COPEPP], taken
part in preparation of the General and Vocational Colleges
Act which provided the legal basis for creating the CEGEP's,
they were not involved to a significant degree in the
curriculum operation, and they were rather out of touch with
events when they were invited to attend a mass meeting of
representatives of all departments and faculties, held at
St. Hyacinthe in March 1967. At this remarkable gathering,
university representatives were requested to agree upon
"profiles" or pre-requisite patterns to be required for
entry to various undergraduate faculties, programmes and
departments. Many of the resulting "profiles" were
compromises, which were, as usual, easier to achieve in
engineering and the sciences than they were in arts.

In English, the profiles were fairly specific, and for the five
years when the CEGEP English courses were taught at the
universities of McGill, Loyola, and Bishops, they followed the
lines laid down for them. But there was no way to monitor how
the curriculum was evolving and would continue to evolve in the
new CEGEPs. Whitelaw continues the story:
During 1967 a committee composed of representatives of all
the universities and of the department of education hammered
out an agreement regarding admission to universities. It
will be seen, then, that the curriculum was drawn up with
little university participation, while the admissions
policies were determined without CEGEP participation (52).
Gallagher and Macfarlane also commented on the
rivalry—-perceived or real-between the new colleges and the
established universities:
Unquestionably, the new college would be seen as an upstart
directly challenging the mores of more mature institutions.

Because it would quite explicitly come down strongly in
favour of innovation and constructive change, it would be
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seen as implicitly critical of its sister institutions.
Older colleges, the universities, and secondary schools
would hear the message of the new college and spontaneously
see it as a hostile, aggressive rival challenging for its
place on the public scene (25).
For a variety of reasons, then, the universities played little
role in helping to define the English curriculum in the new
colleges. Historically it would be interesting to study the
CEGEP's instruction in the discipline of English vis a vis what
might have been taught, as before, in the universities and other
institutions. For the student in the general or pre-university
stream, his elementary and high school education in English would
have been followed up by university-level studies in established
schools like McGill, Concordia, Bishops, etc. Instead, once the
CEGEP's were introduced, Core English (4 semesters of 4 differént
‘courses) was substituted in eight different colleges with widely
varying curricula in English studies. The colleges in any case

were free from the start to develop a curriculum for English by

their own rules.

E. Factors of Radical Change

None of the planners meeting around fhe table in the 1961-
1967 period could possibly have anticipated the changes that
Quebec society has undergone in the past thirty years:

1. The post-high school training in English is now doubled

before university entrance
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2. The proportion of students in the pre-university or
general stream is more than doubled (70% vis a vis the 30%
anticipated when the CEGEP's were created
3. The demographics of the English CEGEP population changed
through the 70's with the exodus of English families from
Quebec and the choice of many students to leave the system
after only one year of CEGEP.
4. Province-wide, since the institution of the CEGEP's,
which are non-confessional and open to all" qualified"
graduates of any high school, French or English, the
English-language CEGEP's receive students with varying
backgrounds in English studies.
In this respect, it is interesting to read Gertrude
MacFarlane's comments in her study of the origins and curricular
design of the Lafontaine campus of Dawson College:

Given that all students would take the same courses, and
given that students would enter the college with a great
variety of backgrounds, interests, and aptitudes, and given
that the purpose of these "core" courses was to provide a
general or liberal education dimension to the total
curriculum, what should the content of such courses be? The
academic administrators, in consultation with teacher
colleagues and university personnel, encouraged a simple but
potentially effective solution: have the teachers agree on
the general purpose of these courses, but leave to
them—individually and in groups—the liberty to define their
own content (in terms of their own backgrounds and
interests) and their own approaches (in terms of how they
considered they would be the most effective teachers). With
a very heterogeneous teaching staff, it was optimistically
concluded that collective interests and aptitudes would
produce a balanced set of core curriculum offerings. This
desire for balance in time shaped the selection of the
second wave of Dawson teachers, at least in the Arts areas.
The original teachers quite consciously recommended the
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engagement of teachers quite unlike themselves so that the
first teaching staff would indeed be as heterogeneous as the
anticipated student body (118-9).

5. Specifically, the student body also changed radically in
the view of many CEGEP administrators and teachers. Again,
Gertrude Macfarlane's perspective on curricular innovations
at Lafontaine outlines one response to the perceived needs
of a changing student body:

When Dawson opened its new campus in its fifth year of
operation, another aspect of student body complexion became
all too apparent. This new campus, although located in the
centre of Montreal, was most easily accessible by public
transportation to the students in the north end of the city,
most of whom were either first or second generation
Canadians. In consequence, the new campus personnel found
themselves confronted with an unanticipated reality-a very
high percentage of students who were barely literate in
English. . . . Dawson's teaching took on a new emphasis-a
concern for basic learning skills, a recognition of the
variety of cultural traditions in Montreal, a need to give
greater consideration to the motivations and attitudes of
this new "category" of students. Among the practical
consequences of the recognition of this new phenomenon was
the significant increase in remedial (and advanced) courses
and activities and a new respect for the College's Learning
Centre. . . (144-5).

Particularly in the English colleges, the make-up of the
student body has become extremely heterogeneous. Just as,
since 1945, the English public school system had_ébsorbed a
disparate cultures and backgrounds, so too the new college

system of the 1960s and 1970s was to open its doors to

broad-based clientele.

6. The introduction of the French Immersion system in PSBGM

in the mid-1960's ( beginning in the South Shore schools)
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has gone from an experimental project to the major focus of
schooling in the English Protestant schools. What this
means, in fact, for the majority of the students coming from
that system is that they do not study English language and
literature systematically until high school, if then.
Certainly, there is no longer any attempt to structure a
curriculum around the tradition of Canadian literature in
English. Similarly, the CECM does not structure the
curriculum of English studies in any traditional pattern.

7. The new "whole" language approach to the teaching of
English, at the elementary and high school levels, which is
going to have a profound effect on the students' knowledge
of the discipline and appfoach to learning it. This
approach will be examined in detail in Volume II of this
study.

8. The college system was founded to reduce the number and
variety of institutions giving post-secondary schooling.

The reality today, however, is that the English colleges and
CEGEPs themselves are stratified, and represent almost as
much“variety as the systems they were supposed to replace.

A quick sketch of English colleges would show them to a
range in student numbers from the low hundreds in the
secretarial colleges to 800 (Heritage) to 6000 + at Dawson.
Again, the colleges are far from that ideal mixture of

vocational and pre university students. A college like
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Marianopolis is private, exclusively pre university in
student body, and populated largely with students from
private schools. On the other hand, Dawson and Vanier each
approach 3 times the ideal size foreseen by the Parent
commission, and have 30% vocational students, while the
smaller colleges like O'Sullivan and Lasalle are exclusively

vocational.

F. Conclusion

The original objectives of the Parent Commission proved
difficult, especially in the early years, to implement in the
English CEGEPs. We have outlined some of the difficult
conditions of those years énd sketched some of the unforeseen
changes in the history of the first institutions.

It may be significant that two of the most experienced
administrators in the first English CEGEP, Dawson, featured a set
of curricular recommendations for some far-reaching reforms in
their 1975 history of those early years, Dawson College: An
Experiment in Democratic Education. After the initial period of
free-ﬁheeling innovation, both Gallagher and Macfarlane were
clearly ready to establish a more ordered development for the
English CEGEPs. We print this fascinating list for the record

here again:
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Gallagher and Macfarlane's Curricular Recommendations:
a) CEGEP education must be viewed as general education for
all students leaving high school, in accord with the Parent
Commission recommendations;
b) there should be a common first year (or two years) for
all CEGEP students;
c) planning for post-CEGEP education should be directed to
specialization either in the university, in further
intensive specialized occupational training, or on the job;
d) there must be a much greater effort to sensitize the
public, the high schools, industry, professions, and the
universities, to the purpose of CEGEP education and the
reasons for it;
e) intensive efforts must be implemented to form
recognizable links between education at the high school
level, the CEGEP level, and the university level;
f) intensified study and general attention must be given
to the common Humanities and English courses, not only to
content but to the preparation of teachers for offering
these courses;
g) consideration must be given to separating out the
creative arts disciplines from the CEGEP, which have a
general education emphasis;
h) if science and mathematics require so much

specialization, attention must be given to the extension of
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these areas to three years at the CEGEP level to include
general education;
i) attention should be given to planning of budget and
staffing over two year periods, rather than annually, in
order to provide more flexibility in course offering and
hence accommodation of students in a more imaginative way
(219-20) .

As part of the historical picture, these recommendations are

striking evidence of a desire for orderly planning. As

structural reforms they anticipate some of the issues still under

inquiry in the 1990's.



61

Chapter IV. A brief History of the CEGEP English Curriculum -
A. The Parent Report and its Effects

One cannot discuss the English curriculum without
considering its place within the entire CEGEP system and the
report of the Parent Commission. Having already spoken of that
report in greater detail in the previous chapter, we summarize it
here very briefly. As both product and engine of Quebec's Quiet
Revolution, the Parent Commission's curricular goal was to bring
together the study of technologies and humanistic education. But
its social goal was far more sweeping: It sought to democratize
higher education and make it available to all Quebeckers. The
traditional elite that had been trained at the classical
colleges, essentially by the Church, was to study with the
"working classes" at the CEGEPs. And the place where they were to
meet most often was in the Core curriculum, of which langque
maternelle was a crucial part.

However, whatever the social reasons for creating CEGEPs in
the French sector, the creation of English CEGEPs was a far more
questionable necessity. English education by the 1960's had
achieved many of the Parent Report's goals: It was relatively
modern in its pedagogy and curricula; it was pluralistic and
essentially secular; and it had a good percentage of students who
went on to higher education, particularly in science and

business. The system of four years of high school followed by
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four years of university worked reasonably satisfactorily. In
general, English students completing their bachelor degrees did
as well as students from other jurisdictions in terms of entry
into graduate schools and places in the work force.

English Montrealers, for example, fared well in the 50's and
early 60's in Rhodes Scholarships, Woodrow Wilson Fellowships,
and similar metrics of success. From a pedagogical or a
curricular perspective, the problems in the English sector did
not need the CEGEP solution. Career programs, a major part of the
CEGEPs, never attracted as many English students as French. This
is not to say that English-speaking students did not need greater
access to higher education, especially vocational and
professional training; it is to underscore that the two
communities had different educational goals. However, since it
would have been politically impossible to create French schools

but not English ones, the English colleges came into being.

B. The Role of the Universities

One must recall the huge logistical problems in setting up a
completely new and unique educational level. These problems
inevitably meant that less attention could be given to the
curriculum, at least in the early years. In the case of the Core
English curriculum, the government first turned to a committee
made up of university people to advise on the planning for the

"institutes," as the CEGEPs were then called. The very vagueness
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of the English rendering of the French institute itself suggests
no clear notion of curriculum.

By June 1966, this advisory body proposed a curriculum for
English studies in a document entitled Recommendations of the
Quebec English Departments on the Institutes. The signatories of
the report included its chair, Neil Compton of Sir George
Williams and representatives from McGill, University of Montreal,
Loyola, Bishops, and several others. In their brefacé, fhéylcite
the Parent Commission as "virtually [the] sole source of | |
assumptions" on which their recommendations are based. One
assumption is that the institutes were to have a different kind
of student than those who attended the traditional university.
The precise differences, however, were not specified. For
instance, the Committee did not say what Enélish skills a career
student would require that would differ from one who was
university-bound.

Not surprisingly, one finds a number of generalities about
the proposed English curriculum. For example, there is the need
for "active personal study" (with "work outside class equalling
time inside class for the first year"). Or there is the need for
the "flexibility" to meet all types of students—pre-university,
future English majors, and those getting only college degrees.
The committee does, however, make explicit that the curriculum
should have a clearly demarcated division between first and

second years. There were to be common basic courses reflecting
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that, albeit with streamed sections. These different sections
were to give to the institutes the latitude to appropriately
place a student population which was assumed to have "widely
varying degrees of competence"ﬁggggmmgggggiggg.2).

Despite flexibility here, however, the university report.
proposed a single, first-year course for all students, one |
combining literature and compositién. Two meetings a week were
to be devoted to literature and one to writihg.f fhe literature
sections were to develop "sensitive readers" and emphésizebafwide
choice of texts "which will immediately interest students."
(Recommendations 3). The basic exit skill was to be the ability
to comprehend particular instances of literary communication.
Writing was also addressed in detail. The composition component
would have twenty short essays over the year, half of which would
be on literary topics. There would also be a rhetoric and a book
of readings as required texts.

In the second year, the institutes could offer some choice.
Pre-university students were to get a survey of English
literature while others could be offered a genre course with less
history (how much or why was left unstated). Options courses,
taken by students in addition to the ones just described, were to
be available. While attention would be paid to writing, the
report averred that "little formal classroom composition work

will be required at this stage." Regardless of which second-year
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course students took, there were to be seven essays over the
year, again on literary topics és well as research papers.

There is obviously a fairly high level of specificity in
these proposals, down to the number of assignments in each
course, for example. However, the university representatives did
not seek to impose a completely unified curriculum. A 1967
"Report of the Committee for English Institutes" (St. Hyacinthe,
Feb.20/21, 1967) spoke of a single course for all students but
one whose various instructors could modify it to suit the
different needs of different classes. There were also to be
locally-designed exams and locally-chosen textbooks.

In February of 1968, the Ad Hoc Committee On College
Programmes presented its brief which essentially accepted the
earlier documents. The basic courses were to be called English I
to English IV (one taken each semester), with options in Western
Literary Backgrounds, Approaches to Literature (a criticism
course), Introduction to Language, The Nature of Poetry, and The
Nature of Drama. Although there were to be writing courses
(creative writing, advanced composition, ESL, and remedial), the
bulk of the wfiting instruction was clearly intended to be done
as a part of the study of literature.

These early discussions exhibit ambivalence about what the
curriculum should do. On one hand, there is a quite specific
syllabus. The model used was clearly the university, with the

basic distinction made between introductory and advanced courses.
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At the same time, however, the proposals echo the Parent
Commission about a new kind of student. But what that new
student is like is left unclear. Given that committee members
came from schools with quite different approaches to
undergraduate English teaching, perhaps the ambivalence merely
reflects an attempt to get consensus.

But another factor contributing to this ambivalence was that
the universities had power only to recommend. This meant that,
except for the transitional period when they had their own CEGEPs
(from 1968 to the early Seventies), the universities were to have
no real say about what was going to be taught. They recognize
this when. they write that "certain of these proposals may prove
in time to be impossible, or beside the point." Their mandate
was to be a "consulting and recommending body to offer what help
it can" (Recommendations 1).

While such comments were no doubt meant to be generous to
whoever would make curricular decisions, the fact remains that
the universities had little commitment to the CEGEPs. English
faculty often perceived this new level as a threat to their own
‘positions; or at least an annoyance. For example, no regular
full-time Concordia faculty members ever taught at their own
CEGEP (M. Butovsky, 1989). Although this wasn't always the case
at other places, CEGEP staff at the universities did come mainly
from conference leaders and composition teachers, persons who,

for whatever reasons, were not to be offered regular posts. That
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said a great deal to faculty and the community-at-large. Further,
CEGEP staff was given great autonomy to design courses. One
concludes that the universities wanted little to do with a
' problem that wduld soon be transferred elsewhere.

And given the pressing logistiéal'problems of simply
starting new CEGEPs (both French and English), government
energies were unlikely to be spent deciding the details of
curriculum.’The difficdlty was merely getting the schools open.
Oon the English side, mbreoﬁér, the Ministry of Education was
obviously reluctant to intervene about the teaching of English.
(Indeed, its position over the years has generally ranged from
neglect to bemusement.) There was, therefore, little Ministry
involvement on issues except for those dealing with logistics.

- From the‘outset, the English programs at the CEGEPs could do what
they wished as long as they didn't openly contravene government

regulations.

C. The Social Context and the Creation of Curriculum

The Quiet Revolution's nationalism and social change were
only indirectly a part of English Quebec. However, there were
still enormous changes taking place in that community when the
curriculum was being developed in the late Sixties and early
Seventies. It was a time of "student power," and faculties at
schools across North America went through a period of upheaval.

From the standpoint of curriculum, the word heard most often was
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"relevance": Students demanded and often received new courses
addressing what they perceived as their needs and interests.
Without debating the merits of this movement, one still can't
ignore its effects. What was old was suspect. And this attitude
was especially prevalent at the;CEGEPs.

Changes in attitudes were not only a phenomena of students
but of CEGEP teachers as well, many of whom had themselves been
students in the Sixties. When they were hired, they naturally
brought with them their outlooks and ideals about what should be
in a curriculum. Sally Nelson, an original Dawson English
teacher, recalls the prevailing ethos of the early years:

We all had differing visions of "the good", but we shared

the idea that the old traditional elite education of class

distinction, geared to preserve the status quo, the

‘Establishment, was not on . . . . We believed in equality,

individuality, general consensus, and mutual respect. The

director general, the janitor, the teacher, the secretary,
the counsellor, the students, would meet together to solve

problems and make decisions" (Nelson 7).

There were, to be sure, dissenting voices about this vision, but
in general, it neatly sums up the attitudes that people brought
to creating the curriculum.

D. The History of English Departments

1. Dawson College: the First CEGEP English Department

As the first of the English-language CEGEPs, Dawson College
created the paradigm for curriculum development that other CEGEP
English departments followed. Dawson valued "openness" in its

structures, hiring, and curriculum. Sister Sylvia Macdonald, who

did much of Dawson's early hiring, believed that students did not
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learn equally from all teachers and that more faculty diversity
was essential. Sally Nelson recalls Macdonald's recruitment of
faculty:

She hired about 50% men and 50% women, she hired people from

many different countries, she hired people of different

race, religion, ethnic background, class, and so on. We had

a very diverse faculty, and because of that I think it's )

been one of these things that has affected what thls college

is. (Nelson 1989)

Faculty, Nelson notes, had carte blanche,to_create;its own
curriculum: "Everybody simply listed some coursesfthéy-ﬁould like
to teach and then we taught them." Whatever curriculum £he .
university committee had proposed (and whatever DGEC thought of
it) was not going to be put in place. Indeed, for most of the
participants in the curriculum process, the university guidelines
were simply irrelevant.

This is not to say that there was unanimity about what
should be taught. But there was widespread agreement about the
pfocess of curriculum development: What will be taught will be
chosen by whoever will teach it. There seems little else that
could have been done when the CEGEPs first opened, given the
conditions that prevailed. For example, there were fewer than six
months between hiring of faculty and the first classes. It was
difficult enough for individuals simply to design courses without
entering into the usual English department arguments about the
place of the canon, how to teach writing, how much student choice

to give, and so on. The curriculum was just one more problem in a

host of problems faced by just opening a college.
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However, it would be misleading to say that the wide variety
of courses was simply a response to logistics. After the
pressures of the first years passed at Dawson, there still
remained very deep divisions about the nature of English studies
itself, a debate that by no means has been resolved. Again;vSally
Nelson: | -

The thing about English is that you can teach English from a

sociological perspective, a Marxist perspective or whatever,

and you get all these people in the department who are so

different and it's the nature of the beast (Nelson 1989).
This perspective has dominated English departments throughdut.
North America. So one could not expect the mere passage of time
to produce agreement at Dawson about what should be taught.
2. Dawson-Lafontaine

A few years after Dawson opened at the Selby campus, some of
its facuity and administrators opened a second one at Lafontaine.
That group sought to create an interdisciplinary curriculum and
structure. This meant, according to Doug Rollins who did much of
Lafontaine's hiring of English faculty, that they weren't hiring
just literature teachers but literature teachers who were also
interested in other things—film, politics, music, for example. A
whole new set of structures was established as well as a new
curriculum to reflect this. However, it became evident very
quickly that Lafontaine had a different student population than
Selby's, one decidedly weaker in English skills. This led to a

more structured curriculum, with basic writing courses at its
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center. Indeed, within two years, all incoming students were
tested and placed in different levels of English classes.

The Lafontaine department established a one-semester
composition and literature course as its entry level. Doug
‘Rollins recalls the efforts in creating—and then retaining-—a
common curriculum and a common exam:

And we did for a while. But, of course there was all this

sort of "we're not long out of the '60s," so people began to

first of all not like the text they were using; so they
would chose their own text, but still they were dealing with

‘the common exam . . .

So that fell by the wayside. The common text fell by the

wayside first. And then the common exam followed a couple

of terms after that. We revised the exam a couple of times
and tried to make it more general [for] people using

different stuff and different approaches . . . and then I

guess we just decided that we all knew pretty much what it

was we wanted to do and those that wanted to use the common
exam would use one. And then gradually nobody used it.

(Rollins 1989).

While it existed, the course required all faculty to teach a
number of common topics (poetry, essay writing, grammar,
bibliographies, documentation, etc.). There were stipulations as
to how many writing assignments should be done and their length
(for example, about six marked assignments a term per student,
each between three to five hundred wor ds).

In time, the faculty recognized that one entry level course
didn't satisfy needs and almost immediately developed ESL courses
for its significant numbers of Vietnamese and Chinese students.
There were then two levels of ESL, a remedial course for native

speakers who weren't ready even for the standard entry level

course, and the literature and writing course itself. Students
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with poor entry skills had to pass lower-level courses before
taking the mainstream composition and literature course. And
they all had to pass that before they could choose another
literature course.

Although the department continued to specify general course
goals, reading lists were left to teacher preference. Most
often, the course attempted to introduce students to the various
genres. Writing, Rollins remarks, always received much attention:
"The idea was that to pass, they could all write a paragraph with
coherent sentences without fragments or run on sentences. That
was our bottom line" (Rollins 1989).

Thus, while final selection of material and course development
was left to the individual teachers, the common goal was clear:
"What we were trying to do was to take them from where they were
and move them as far as we could-to meet some ideal of what we
had that the collegial level reading and writing should be. I
think that's what we're still working at . . . that's when we
had the common text idea." But commonality proved a difficult
goal. At the same time that there were shared course
descriptions, there was a continuing movement towards greater
freedom for teachers to choose what was to be taught. Again,
Rollins:

[We came to believe that] the objectives could be fulfilled

without the restriction of having to deal with material that

maybe they [faculty] didn't particularly care for or that

they thought wasn't suitable for a particular class they
had. Classes have different personalities.
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This notion—-that classes differ significantly and only teachers
could adequately respond-has emerged as the dominant position
among English departments, even at campuses like Lafontaine where
more structured curricula existed. Thus, faculty choice remained
the major component iu curriculum building. When the campuses
merged in 1988, the Lafonuaihe program was absorbed into the
Selby prograh with its larger class sizes and absence of
sequence.lﬁ
3. Vanier Coilege, Ste.-Croix ‘

Vanier College was the second English-language CEGEP to
open, and a significant percentage of its staff came over from
Dawson. The Vanier-Ste. Croix people sought to retain the
freedom and flexibility of Dawson's curriculum, although the
‘Colleée itself ran in a more structured fashion. The first head
of Vanier's English department was Greta Nemiroff, who served as
Provincial Coordinator for many years and is now Director of
Dawson's New School. Nemiroff had been one of the people to set
up the Sir George Williams Collegial program and came to Vanier
in 1970.

She brought with her a very different kind of thinking than
what prevailed at the universities. Her starting assumption was
that university students were really not responding to the
traditional material and were instead learning by rote what kind
of answers to give. Her own students, she found, responded much

better to genres like the short story because "somehow, they
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could encompass it better, they could understand it better"
(Nemiroff 1989).

Nemiroff points to a changing student population which
necessitated a divgrse curriculum:

I also felt that very often we had at Sir George many

students who were second-generation Canadians whose first
language was not English; it was not the language spoken at
home, and that somehow they felt that their own roots were
devalued. I was also concerned about the fact that there
were increasing, especially after the computer incident at
' Concordia, numbers of West Indian students who felt totally
remote from what they were learning. So, I began to think
what is the motivation? . . . One of the things I wanted
to do was to find a way of validating their own roots. So
one of the things I looked for [at Vanier], for example, was
someone capable of teaching West Indian literature.

This is obviously very different from the university advisory

committee's notions of a CEGEP literature curriculum. Literature

was important at Vanier, of course, but so was a particular

perspective on social issues. Although the Vanier curriculum

included much "exemplary literature," there was far less emphasis

on the transmission of the "traditional canon" or its values. And

this has continued.

Like Dawson, Vanier was shaped by the people who brought

with them their own notions about literature. Like Dawson again,

the Vanier faculty had the power to implement those notions.
There was no visible DGEC involvement in the process—nor even
much involvement by the College's academic deans. For example,
Nemiroff discusses the guidelines used in setting up the

curriculum:



75

I think that our guideline was to cover genre, to give a
chance to focus on writing and reading skills for people who
needed them, to give diversity, and to make available for
people a diversity of literature in terms of its roots, of

English literature written in English . . . and also to
make available a certain number of works e « o in
translation.

Who was telling this to faculty? Nemiroff replies, "I was telling
myself that" (Nemiroff i989). Again, individual teachers built
their own curriculum. There was, to be sure, debate and
disagreement; but those debates were not resolved as much as
postponed by permitting individual teachers to teach what they
wanted. There was no level above the department curriculum
committee discussing those choices. Although the Ste-Croix
courses changed over the years, the process by which the decision
to offer them remained constant. Like Dawson, this meant that
there was a very wide variety of courses offered, traditional and
non-traditional both, reflecting the particular interests of the

faculty at any given time.

4. Vanier-sSnowdon

The Snowdon Campus of Vanier opened in the fall of 1973 as
an autonomous unit. Although in many other Snowdon departments
the faculty came from Ste.-Croix, the entire Snowdon English
department was new to the College. This meant that the Ste.-Croix
model was not necessarily going to be followed, either by
administrative fiat or by departmental inclination. During its

first year, Snowdon curriculum did follow a "cafeteria" model
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with a wide variety of courses designed by teachers acting alone.
Most hiring was done in the summer of 1973, leaving liftle time
for curricular discussion. The courses in the first year,
therefore, were typical of other CEGEPs, often emphasizing theme
and genre. During that first year, however, several teachers
became dissatisfied.with what was being taught. What most
department members wanted-though by no means all-was a curriculum
which would introduce the student to the major works of English
in a more structured, sequential way.

(One of the most fascinating elements of this history is
that the Snowdon Humanities department.at the same time was
developing a structured approach to the teaching of its
courses—again differing from the Dawson-Vanier Ste. Croix
pattern.)

The following year, therefore, the English department
required a two-semester introductory course for all first-year
students. In the second year, students could continue to choose,
cafeteria-style, from any of the courses offered. The second-year
courses shared no common ground beyond their being designed by
individual instructors choosing to teach what they wanted. There
was also a remedial program. Thus the curriculum was three-
tiered: An "average-ability" student started with the mandatory
introduction before choosing courses in the second year. A weak
student began with a remedial course, went next to the two-

semester introductory one, and then chose freely.
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Although the syllabus was significantly modified over time,
this essential structure was maintained until the department was
merged with Ste. Croix in 1989. The material taught in the
introductory course changed as a result of continuing debate.
Although the course was not initially endorsed by all faculty,
support increased steadily over the years before the merge.

At its inception, the introductory course had a clear
historical objective. There was a common text (the Norton
Anthology) and common reading lists from which teachers could
make their own selections. The reading lists were necessary for
both pedagogical and logistical reasons. The department, of
course, wanted all students to study the traditional canon
(although which parts varied from teacher to teacher.) In its
first year, the course was taught by combining a large lecture
(of about 100 students) with small groups meeting with conference
leaders. The presence of conference leaders made coordination
important, since they would meet groups of students taught by
several different teachers. Each of the teachers wrote one or
more study guides for a common core of major works assigned in
the course, and these were used in the seminars to help guide
discussion. In addition, a self-instructional programmed writing
course was instituted to concentrate on the mechanics of writing,
also requiring cooperation among teachers.

The course in that teaching format was generally unpopular

with students, faculty, and conference leaders, who each had
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different complaints. Students did not like the lack of choice
(which was given at Ste. Croix and elsewhere) nor the relatively
1arge class sizes. Faculty did not like the necessary
coordination among sections. And conference leaders did not like
their workload nor their poor pay. The structure of the course
was therefore changed back to regular class sizes, but the
syllabus remained in place.

Over the years, the course lost its historical
characteristic and became increasingly organized around genre.
Only poetry continued to be taught chronologically, with material
being divided before and after 1660 in the two semesters. A
writing component was also required, and faculty devoted about
twenty percent of formal class time to teaching writing. There
was a specific list of topics, organized by semester, but not all
teachers followed it. Indeed, in many cases, different sections
of the courses often shared very little.

The Snowdon experience is similar to Lafontaine's in that
common texts and approaches gave way in time‘to demands for
greater teacher choice. Not surprisingly, as more faculty joined
Snowdon, it became increasingly difficult to reach consensus.
Faculty often disagreed about what precisely should be taught,
and the first-year course was redesigned not to pursue a
particular vision of English studies but to achieve compromise.

Despite debate about the syllabus, however, there remained wide-
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spread agreement about giving students choice only after a basic,

introductory course.

5. Champlain-Lennoxville _

Champlain-Lennoxville began full operations in the Fall of
1972. Unlike Dawson.or Vanier, the Lennoxville adminstration had
clear ideas about English studies. Essentially, it wanted more
traditional courses and structures than either Dawson or Vanier
had. The administration used its control over the initial hiring
to affect curriculum, looking for sympathetic teachers who could
also céver the various genres. In addition to wanting traditional
"coverage," they also put in place a mandatory composition
course. The resulting program looked very much like first-year
uhivefsity programs in the pre-CEGEP days.

But by October of the first year of operation, faculty
recognized problems with this arrangement. Lennoxville drew
students from a wide variety of backgrounds, many of whom of were
not native speakers of English. For them, one semester of writing
was not enough. Faculty soon began to lobby for changes to the
structure that had been put in place by the administration.
Indeed, once faculty was hired, they largely took over curriculum
development.

Phillip Lanthier, Lennoxville's first chairman, remembers
the department‘s response to a DGEC suggestion to reduce the

number of courses to four:
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There was pretty nearly unanimous agreement that we wanted a

variety of numbers; we wanted a variety of course

categories. We wanted to give as much individual freedom to
the individual campuses and teachers to do what they felt

best, what they felt competent in doing (Lanthier 1989).
From early on, Lennoxville faculty questioned curricular
decisions made at higher levels. But the impetus behind
curriculum development was not solely instructor preference for
teaching particular areas of literature.

In their first year, Lennoxville faculty wanted to replace
composition with an introduction to literature that would also
include writing. As a department, they felt strongly that they
could teach only so much composition without compromising the
literature. By the mid Seventies, Lennoxville had developed such
a course, taught by all faculty and using a common text. This
later became a two-semester course, which all incoming students
took. The course was organized generically, with all teachers,
for example, doing short stories in the first semester, poetry
and drama in the second, and a novel somewhere along the way. The
common text was maintained not only across sections but across
semesters as well as a common exam.

There was a [wish] . . . to establish some kind of common

agreed-upon understanding of what our students should be

able to do by the end of the first year of CEGEP. Because

we were gettlng complaints among ourselves: "Look, I'm

gettlng them in Shakespeare, and they don't know what p01nt

of view is (Lanthier 1989).

In time, however, as we've seen in other colleges, the common

text and exam approach were eventually abandoned; more and more,
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teachers wanted to select their own material. Further, more non-
native English speakers came to the college. By 1978, a
placement test was introduced to direct students into appropriate
levels of literature and remedial courses. This latter group of
courses were necessary because the department felt it could not
teach language skills using literature with particularly weaker
students. Thus, at least in part, the department returned to its
original curriculum that separated literature and language. But
at the same time, the Department also strengthened teacher choice
as the key element in designing the literature curriculum. Thus
again, one sees how difficult it is—even for relatively small
departments—to maintain the consensus for a common course.

6. Champlain-8t.Lawrence

A very different sort of CEGEP program came into existence
in 1971. Champlain-St. Lawrence grew out of St. Lawrence
College, a four-year, English language institution whose degrees
were granted by Laval. When St. Lawrence became one of three
campuses of Champlain Regional College, its English faculty moved
en masse to the new school. This approach was, of course, very
different from Dawson and Vanier where entire new faculties were
hired.

The Champlain-St. Lawrence English curriculum began as a
hybrid—-partly something new, partly a continuation of the former
St. Lawrence curriculum. The department redefined its goals when

it became a CEGEP; obviously, going from a four-year to a two-
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year program demanded major changes. But another factor was the
CEGEP divisions between core, concentration, ahd complementary
courses. Donald Petzel (an original faculty member at Champlain-
St. Lawrence) notes that despite these structural changes, "the
guiding principles of the English program were those of the
college at St. Lawrence" (Petzel 1989).

English at the old St. Lawrence College was obligatory, with
choice permitted only in junior- or senior-year courses
(particular authors or advanced poetry, for example). Composition
was required of all freshmen, and sophomores took a compulsory
survey from Beowulf to Virginié Woolf. It was, generélly
speaking, what was then the norm for a college curriculum across
North America. The department offered a third layer of optional,
specialized courses for those who wanted to continue in English.

In the few years following St. Lawrence becoming a CEGEP,
faculty recognized that incoming students were weaker than those
of the four-year college. This recognition, along with the new
CEGEP structure of core, concentration, and complementary
courses, led to a redefinition of core English. With only two
years available instead of four, the department believed it
couldn't, like other CEGEPs, give courses in major authors. Such
material had to be incorporated into the survey.

But as students seemed to be less and less prepared,.it
became more and more difficult to teach the principles of

literature and the historical background necessary for the
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survey. The decision was made, therefore, to concentrate on
genre. Don Petzel speaks of the rationale:

As far as literature was concerned, [we wanted] that the '

students would have a basic ability and an acquaintance with

the . . . literary genres, namely short stories, novels,
poetry, and drama. So that when it came for us to set our

[Core] program . . . [we said that students] must take a

course from each of those genres . . . And careful

readings and analyses would then be expressed in writing, so
the written invention of the core was going to be written
analyses of the works of literature themselves. And that's

how it stayed for quite a while (Petzel 1989).

Moreover, there department prescribed a sequence for these
courses. The result was far more structure than at most other
CEGEPs.

A second change occurred in the mid 1980s. The department
felt that because students were getting weaker in grammar, formal
time must be devoted to writing. There is still disagreement in
the department about whether teaching formal grammar makes
students write any better. Despite some faculty reservations,
three-quarters of the first-semester sections do teach formal
grammar, although with differing approaches.

The process of curriculum building at St. Lawrence was very
different from other English CEGEPs. To begin, the relatively
small staff (about six or eight persons) began with quite similar
professional backgrounds. Moreover, they were, by temperament and
by geography, removed from the foment of Montreal. The process of

consultation among faculty could proceed, for better or worse,

with a fairly widespread agreement about the boundaries of
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discussion already in place. This is not to say the St. Lawrence
curriculum has been static; it has changed over the years. But
the department has operated by being able to agree on its first
principles. And this philosophic base has remained constant and
very much different from Vanier or Dawson—or indeed, the other
Champlain campuses.

Hiring has reinforced this common philosophic approach since
it was a process of finding people who were sympathetic to the
basic tenets of the program. Again, this is very different from
other the CEGEPs which generally made deliberate attempts to
represent different ethnic groups, achieve a balance between male
and female faculty, and ensure coverage of differenp genres.
Again, the small size of the St. Lawrence English faculty and its
homogeneity have enabled this to continue.

St. Lawrence's different curriculum has not led to problems
with the rest of the CEGEP network. Donald Petzel recalls his
disagreements about principles with Greta Nemiroff:

Greta and I first came head to head on this question. And

both of us sat down one day and said look, we're going to

work this thing out so you can do your thing and we can do
our thing, and that's what we've done. We've lived that way

(Petzel 1989).

Despite profound differences about curricular philosophy, one
side was not trying to tell the other what tq teach. 1In fact,
the very opposite was true. Petzel recalls an early meeting at

the Provincial English Curriculum Committee:

We realized after one session that . . . we have a problem.
She [Greta] says, "You seem believe in absolutes and I
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don't." I said, "Yes, it seems that way. And so we, well,
we have to make some kind of accommodation here and there in
the house of literature in Quebec. . .". We tried to
understand, we tried to make our positions clear. Her
position was that, well, we have too many people from
different areas and so forth, and we need to do different
things. : _ .

Indeed, the period of rewriting the curriculum (which began

in the early 1980s and which we discuss below) was one in which

the different English departments recognized large differences

among themselves. The object of writing a new curriculum was to

accommodate these differences, rather than come up with a single,

unified curriculum. Don Petzel:

It certainly was, by all means, a thing to avoid coming up
with an across-the-board curriculum that would apply to
everybody. Because there were, as I say, some fundamental
disagreements in principle. Here we were with four courses
for Core, and here most other people were wanting to have
whatever you would like.

The argument most CEGEP English departments put forward was

that if courses were valid in themselves, they would provide a

valid education for people, according to the way the individual

college saw the needs of their students. But St. Lawrence

disagreed:

To us, there is such a thing as human nature that we all
share equally. And that therefore the demands of the
intellect of the human being are basically the same. And we
don't see this possibility of having wide diversity and
ensuring the same kind of education. 1It's hard for me to
see that. I mean, that doesn't mean that things shouldn't
be evaluated again or re-evaluated and courses be tapered or
changed to circumstances to some extent. I guess our
difference is this that we see circumstances as
circumstances as accidents as accidental of the times and
not fundamental not, that we should determine the basic
orientation (Petzel 1989).
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That has remained the position of St. Lawrence, but it seems
péssible to‘maintain only with a relatively small group of
similarly-thinking persons. Such was not the case at the larger
schools.

7. Marianopolis

The Marianopolis CEGEP began in the eafly 1970s. Like
Champlain-St. Lawrence, Marianopolis previously hadbbeen a four-
year, private Catholic college. Affiliated with University of
Montreal, it gave degrees in Arts and Sciences. Like St.
Lawrence, the faculty who was in place became the core of the new
CEGEP. But enrollment quickly grew, and Marianopolis went from
about fifteen full-time faculty in 1970 to the equivalent of
about twenty-five professors by 1972. Four of these were English
teachers.

According to Judie Livingstone (an early faculty member and
later the Department's representative to the Provincial
Committee), the English curriculum began as a hybrid between
parts of the old four-year curriculum and something new, based on
the Dawson model:

There were 299 numbers in the computer. Colleges could

simply develop a course and plug in a number. I taught a

course called Man and Woman which was handed to me [because]

our department chairman thought was a good one to have at
the CEGEP level . . . And it just had a number, 101 let's
say. The number internally had nothing to do with that

number existing anywhere else. Our numbers had to only be

from 1 - 299 and it could be any kind of course (Livingstone
1989).
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For the first couple of years, Livingstone recalls, curriculum
was developed by the department chairman talking informally to
Dawson people. The chairman then handed the resultant curriculum
to faculty. Livingstone notes that the Marianopolis curriculum
essentially was what had emerged as "English mother tongue" at
Dawson.

By the fall of '71, the college began a restructuring,
abandoning the department model in favour of "areas" (like
Liberal Arts, History, and Social Science). English remained an
autonomous area. There was little contact at that time among
CEGEPs about curriculum, and so Marianopolis developed along its
own lines, using thg 1-299 numbering system as a guide. Although
the department did work on curriculum, its major task by 1973 was
hiring:

We hired eight people one year, five-to-eight people in '73,

and another five in '75. We basically brought people in,

sat down in workshops, and talked to them about devising

courses within the description that existed in the 1 - 299

numbers.

To a large extent, curricular decisions were made by the
difficult job of having to hire teachers rapidly. The curriculum
was formed, therefore, partly by the academic interests of
available candidates and partly by the Department's sense of the
need to cover important areas. Livingstone recalls the process:

We are talking about three or four women sitting down with

this booklet of 299 possibilities, or suggested

possibilities; and what we, to be very honest, what we did

in terms of interviewing was assess people that we felt

would be good in a classroom. They were enthusiastic, they
had a Masters; they in some cases had some teaching
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experience and in some cases they hadn't. We talked in the
interview of what they thought, what they would be
comfortable teaching. We tried to give a selection in terms
of the genre, maybe more than anything else. One of the
members of our group was very concerned that history,
historical periods, be covered. And so we tended to try to
find people who could teach Shakespeare, who could teach the
Romantics, who were interested in teaching the traditional
survey . . . It was very much . . . going with
personalities and then attempting to develop a curriculum
from very grass roots. But the basis was people that we
thought would be keen teachers.

As individuals established themselves in the College,
curriculum naturally changed. The benefits of still being a
relatively small, cohesive group—and with the energy of a new
institution—led to much discussion:

We went through the traditional things of thinking up

courses with clever names . . . because we were dealing,

certainly, with a different student body. And for

Marianopolis at that time from '73 to '75, we were really

almost working on the pulse test. We desperately needed to

establish a student body to survive, and we had . . to draw

students and get rid of the image of the place as a four-

year girls' finishing school.
Livingstone describes Marianopolis standards at that time as
"very, very basic, Secondary Five certificate or almost." About
a year after becoming a CEGEP, the English faculty realized they
had a literacy problem because of many weak students coming in
with barely-passing high school grades. There was, therefore, a
major increase in the writing courses (about twenty percent of
all offerings). Writing courses first were taught as basic

composition, with a grammar component and the standard five-

paragraph essay at its core. That evolved in many different
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directions as the department argued out how to improve writing
skills.

Another hiring anecdote illustrates the difficulty in
maintaining a clear curricular policy:
Before '75 . . . we had evolved a faculty that was basically
either . . . covering most of the major periods of English
and American history, but we didn't have anybody doing
Eighteenth Century. There was discussion whether we should
make an effort in our five-person hiring of '75 to fill that
gap. I can't even remember how the argument resolved, but
it somehow became less of an issue once we started
interviewing because the personality of the person we were
interviewing became more crucial than looking for that
particular quality on the CV.
This has been a common experience for most English CEGEPs. Over
time, the curriculum more and more developed from the individual
pursuits of faculty. When professors wanted to’ teach new courses
at Marianopolis, they submitted them to the curriculum committee
which assessed whether the courses met area goals. "As a result,
the curriculum inevitably reflects the interest and the variety
reflects the kind of faculty that we have" (Livingstone 1989).
This does not, of course, enforce particular notionsof what
students should be taught. The Marianopolis experience of
curriculum building has generally been the norm throughout the
CEGEP network.
8. John Abbott
In keeping with most of the big polyvalent CEGEPs, John
Abbott's English department began (in 1970-71) with an

unstructured curriculum. The original list of course numbers was
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scanned to give individual teachers the courses they wanted to
teach, as Ed Palumbo recalled:

The curriculum, when I arrived, was a long list of numbers.
And I don't remember details. Titles and numbers and pretty
much it was not in order, you looked for a course that
approximately matched what your interest was and applied it.
And that's an important thing, I believe, to understand
about the curriculum. Because I think because it began that
way . . . the French/English Cahier meant that there was
never really a central curriculum that had a pedagogical
philosophy, an academic philosophy you could operate with.
There were just plural philosophies that, at various times
impinged on curriculum development (interview 1989).

Again, in common with other departments, it began to introduce a
series of writing-intensive courses in the early 1970s because of
a growing number of students with weak entry skills. 1Indeed,
John Abbott has been very active in the system in its design of
writing courses and systematic testing. The faculty had to
adjust from their university-level expectations to the reality of
the students:

Twelve, fifteen years we were looking at a situation where
we were arguing whether 3 more essays put in 1lit class would
accomplish the job. I mean we weren't really looking at
writing classes per se. Our own personal histories with
these things would be with graduate slave labour courses
where most people went to school. It wasn't as respectable.
I think we had a few meetings here, I remember one, it must
be in '78, a very kind of acrimonious meeting that was very
important, I think, in the history of these courses, because
a lot of people began to realize that it might be, the
teaching of writing might become respectable if respectable
people did it. And as a result, it became the rule here
that, I'd say the majority.

With its large student body and location, John Abbott has an

independent spirit and sense of community. The faculty continue
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to build the courses around the idea of free choice, and support
that approach:

Our students basically have a free choice of courses.
Courses are not structured in any particular order. For
most students when they come here they decide what they want
to take or what fits their schedule or combination of both
and they take those. We have some limited placement
testing. When someone comes in they may be recommended to
take what might be considered a remedial course, Effective
Reading and Writing which is the 107 or Composition and
Literature which is the 108, or Uses of English which is
even below (Diane McGee, 1990 interview).
9. Heritage College
Heritage College began as part of the CEGEP de Hull in the
early Seventies and then became part of CEGEP Outaouais, until
getting its own charter. The original curriculum, notes Terry
Keough (former chairman and a member of the Department since
1971), was put in place in 1969 by a staff of three English
teachers who taught a mixture of topics, the small number of
students being a limiting factor on what could be offered.
Heritage's curriculum has remained very stable, maintaining
a mandatory two-year structure from its start. Originally, first-
year students did a chronological survey of English literature,
followed in the second year by a survey of Canadian writing. (A
survey of American literature was later added as a possible
second-year alterative.) These survey courses stayed intact until
1983-84, when some faculty expressed concern that the material

was causing relatively high failure rates. As a result, the

Department introduced a genre-based first-year course, teaching
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more modern short stories and poetry. Although failure rates did
not drop, those instructors who wanted the genre approach have
maintained it for their sections. The majority of the six
faculty members, however, continue to teach from a historical
point of view.

Clearly, Heritage is different from most other colleges
in the system in terms of the range of offerings and in terms of
teacher preference in designing curriculum. The Department as a
whole has specified what things students should be able to do
after two years, and it has worked out a rough sequence for
teaching them. There is substantial agreement about what skills
should be taught at each level. The department has monitored
itself informally, depending paétly on the good will of each
person and partly on peer pressure.

Like Champlain-St. Lawrence, size has had a great deal to do
with Heritage maintaining its cohesion. For example, there has
been little problem with people not teaching what has been agreed
upon:

Oon the whole we haven't had that difficulty. We all know

each other extremely well. We have been together for a long

time and are a small group, and most of us are medievalists,

as it turned out (Keough 1989).

And indeed, much of the'curriculum has been a function of hiring
people who were evidently "traditionalists." This permitted a

forceful articulation of the mission to teach both fundamental

skills and the cultural bases of society. Again, as is the case
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at Champlain-St.Lawrence, faculty shares values and is small

enough to maintain itself as a coherent group.

M. The Cahier descriptions of English
1. From 1973

The different curricula we have looked at are the products
of different curricular philosophies. Despite this, however,
there exists a curriculum to which all CEGEPs are legally bound.
Indeed, one can read statements for all programs and disciplines
in the yearly editions of the Cahiers de 1'Enseignement; those
statements constitute the official descriptions of what is taught
across the CEGEP network. Like the Secondary V Certificate,
moreover, the Dipldéme d'Etudes Collégial (the DEC) is signed by
the Minister of Education, thus ensuring—on paper at least-—a
degree of common ground and common standards among colleges.
But English studies presents an anomaly in that quite different
programs exist despite a single legal statement. Regardless of
the Minister's signature on a DEC, the colleges follow the
university model where each institution decides on its own
courses and standards.

And indeed, it was not until 1973-1974 that there was a
formal statement of English curriculum in the Cahier, even though
the CEGEPs had been operating for several years. The 1973-74

Cahier de 1l'enseignement collegial, with contributions from the

Provincial English Committee, provides the first official
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description of 603 (that is, English langﬁage and literature)
courses. Beginning with a statement of General Objectives, it
avers that study in English courses gives the student the chance
"to develop an as individual in a verbal society." It follows,
the statement continues, that English courses are to "focus on
the word" and the way it links the individual with the community.
There are three categories of courses to achieve this linkage:
rattrapage, core, and options.

English-language rattrapage consists of non-credit classes
for "students whose proficiency in English is not sufficient for
any CORE courses" (Cahier 1973, 0-113). Students receive no mark
other than a notation showing that they actually attended tpe
sessions. The exact nature and number of these courses was to be
determined by the individual colleges. It is worth noting that
from the very start of the official curriculum, one sees concern
for weaker students. In fact, however, very few non-credit
courses were ever given because DGEC generally did not fund them.
Money, therefore, had to be generated from within the college,
thus making non-credit study a rare exception.

Turning to Core courses, the 73-74 Cahier states that their
primary objective is "to introduce the student to the study of
language and literature (Cahier 1973, 0-114)." Core courses
"develop and encourage insight and sensitivity into the Human
Condition" as well as provide new interests to the student "with

a view of his ever-increasing leisure." Again, how this will be
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done is left to individual English departments; each will develop
a curriculum that "will reflect the interests, talents and
resources of its faculty" (Cahier 1973, 0-114).

Content of CORE course is broad, dealing with "several
forms, types, themes‘or periods of literature." Methodology
includes "lectures, tutorials, seminars, panel discussions, and
oral presentations." Evaluation is based upon "the teached [sic]
methods and the contents of each particular course." Sample
categories (among others) and their courses listed in Cahier show
diversity: Canadian literature ("The Literature of Terror");
Science and Literature ("The Ghost in the Machine"); The Shor£
'Story ("A Lonely Voice"). The distance frqm this list to
traditional university curricula is conspicuous.

"For students with a special interest in literature," the
73-74 Cahier also includes Option courses, the content of which
is similar to Core—themes, periods, authors, national
literatures—but with "advanced study." Again, a wide range of
methodologies and evaluations is possible. Sample courses
included Shakespearean tragedy, western literary backgrounds
("From Mystery to Metaphor"), and creative writing.

What emerges from this first official statement of
curriculum is that there is not a curriculum in the classic sense
of a path-literally, a course—from one point to the next. The
description of categories is broad enough to include virtually

hundreds of different literature courses, some (like media
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studies) bordering on other disciplines. The evident goal of
such a curriculum is not coherence but flexibility: Colleges can
offer whatever courses their departments wish, and students can
take whichever ones of those they like.

The first Cahier description for English studies thus sets a
precedent for how curricula would be developed and described.
Faculty will design courses which they want to teach and which-as
we have already seen—"reflect [their] interests, talents and
resources." The legal descriptions of the curriculum must be
broad enough to ensure this. Implicitly, this process affirms the
pluralism of English CEGEPs and assumes that English studies
flourish when many different interest are present. Implicitly
again, the process rejects a unified cufriculum and any of its
trappings. For example, the behavioral objective movement of the
late 60's and early 70's—so much in evidence elsewhere in Cahier
descriptions of other disciplines—simply is not part of the
English course ethos. There is no statement in the 603 part of
the Cahier of what students should be able to do after they
complete the curriculum; indeed to specify that would be to go
against the very spirit of what is written.

2. The Cahier of 1975-1976

The statements of English curriculum were not changed for
two years. The Cahier of 1975-1976 retained the earlier general
introduction but added that Core curriculum "serves to deepen the

students' understanding of their cultural heritage" (Cahier 1975,
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0-114). This might imply a return to more traditional reading
lists with a historical—or at least chronological—approach.
However, that heritage was described as being so rich that it
demanded a "varied curriculum with a diversity of methodologiéal
approaches." Again, individual departments were éo interpret that
diversity-how much of it to represent in their courses and how
much of it to require students to take.

Departmental autonomy—or at least great
flexibility—continued to be central to curriculum-building. For
example, there was an increasing sense that student problems with
writing were becoming more severe. In response, the 1975-1976
Cahier introduced the "integrative approach to the teaching of
English" (Cahier 1975, 0-114) which stressed the need for
students to be provided with "models of exemplary writing."
Although departments would focus on writing more than before,
there was to be no imposition of composition or indeed any
statement of requisite skills. The teaching of writing was to be
a part of Core literature and done in ways the departments
themselves saw fit.

The 75-76 Cahier does introdﬁce a major change, however, by
classifying Core into two categories, general and specific. It
places limits on the number of specific courses a student can
take. For example, there is a maximum of four courses from any

one category in Group A and one from each category in group B.
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Nonetheless, the broad range qf material, often overlapping from
one category to the next, subverts any distinctions.

The general categories included courses in national
literatures, each one covering "at least several genres aﬁd
authors" and introducing students to the literary heritage of
specific cultural groups. The goal of these courses was to
develop "awareness and sensitivity to the particularity and
universality of the human condition as expressed in literature"
(Cahier 1975, 0-114). How that was to be accomplished is left
unsaid, but it is clear that the traditional canon would be an
inadequate representation of more than one "cultural group."

Other courses in the general category included historical
surveys, thematic coursés, and linguistics and literature.
Historical surveys, however, could also be organized around genre
or theme, thus blurring the distinction between them and thematic
courses, which in turn could be variously organized around the
development of "a significant theme or any coherent group of
themes" (Cahier 1975, 0-114).

The general category also included "linguistic" courses
which had a "more practical orientation" in that they taught
grammar and usage. These courses were to<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>