Texts 12, 13 and 14

Conditions that support the implementation

of new educational strategies

at college level

Two authors describe these conditions.

1. Ulric Aylwin, teaching development coordinator at cégep de Maisonneuve until 1997, describes the conditions needed for the development of new educational strategies in two articles of Pédagogie collé​giale. The first, published in May 1996 (pages 16 to 20) in no 4 volume 9 entitled Transformera-t-on enfin la pédagogie ? The second, published in October 1997 (pages 25 to 31) no 1 of volume 11 of the same publication entitled Les croyances qui empê​chent les enseignants de progresser.

2. Jacques Tardif, professor of the Faculty of education of Université de Sherbrooke in 1997, described in his own words the conditions needed for the development of new educational strategies in college, in an article entitled La construction des connaissances, 2. Les pratiques pédagogiques. This article, taken from volume 11, no 3, of Pé​dagogie collé​giale, in March 1998 (p. 4-9), follows an article published in Pédagogie collégiale, vol. 11, no 2, p. 14-22, in December 1997.  The first article concludes on a few points of consensus on the construction of learning; the second document outlines the implications of these conclusions for professional teaching practices.
Text 12

Educational changes are long overdue

Ulric Aylwin

Beyond current trends, specific changes are needed in our schools:  we must put learning first, use evaluations appropriately and develop linguistic skills in all courses.  However, for these transformations to take place we must find ways to overcome the initial resistance to them.  
There are two categories of change that will or should take place in our colleges:  changes related to the sociological, technological and financial evolution of current conditions; and changes based on the fundamental requirements of good education.  

Conditions today have us facing new realities that inevitably involve adaptation and a change in practices.   The following facts offer convincing proof: 

· a large portion of professors are approaching retirement age and it is necessary to start defining the professional profile of the next generation; socio-economic pressure is also forcing a growing number of people to return to school thereby increasing the diversity at college level; 

· this clientele, at least in the Montréal area, is increasingly multi-ethnic;

· in addition to cultural heterogeneity, there is a growing disparity in preparation, motivation, age groups and physical conditions of learning; 

· the advent of information technologies impacts almost all programs; 

· pressure to use these technologies in the classroom is accentuated by the need to prepare students for the market globalization and the impact this globalization has on technology;

· the recourse to technologies is also caused by a drastic reduction in educational funding that leads to human resources being replaced by computer science tools;

· these changes bring about a transformation of our relationship with knowledge, work, students and colleagues;

· recent reform in college teaching increases the responsibilities of each school and those of professors in particular, who are now required to create the programs, assess their relevance and value, maintain close ties with workplace environments and universities and focus more on the acquisition of competencies in education.

These are the principal factors likely to provoke a change in the habits of professors. 

We consider however, that changes required by current circumstances are likely to be minor or surface changes compared to the real transformations that would follow an in-depth pedagogical revision. We chose therefore to by-pass the minor ones and focus on clarifying transformations that are long overdue.  With transient changes only, we simply continue to mask the serious inertia of the system.  

We will initially look at changes needed in instructional relationships and learning evaluation tools as well as the emphasis given to mastering the language.  

In the second part, we will examine how to overcome obstacles we encounter on the road to change.

Three necessary transformations
Learning must come first

The fundamental cause of failure in students and poor learning in many graduates is due to an instructional relationship that strips students of their power and responsibilities. The very foundation of pedagogy stems from our concepts on the responsibility of both student and professor, respectively.  In fact, the attitudes and practices of the professor and consequently those of the student are dependent on these very concepts. 

As a rule, the professor has always seen himself as the centre of the teaching universe. The challenge consists of finding ways to teach professors how to put students in the central role.  To accomplish this, we will explore two complementary solutions.  

Discovering the real nature of learning
It is not surprising that for centuries, successive generations of professors have recreated the same didactic model of professor-orchestrator.  Generally, in the training given to future professors, we avoid examining this model with a critical eye.  And, when it is called into question, the replacement formula is usually taught through lectures (unconsciously it seems) i.e., in a totally inadequate way that reinforces the very model we wish to change.  

To bring about the desired change, professors must participate in a series of learning activities that will allow them to see, for themselves, the inefficiency of any action that tries to provoke the direct acquisition of knowledge in another.  They can then devote their energies exclusively to helping students build their knowledge, by and for themselves.

By going through this discovery process himself, the professor will be able to readily understand the need to stimulate the same discovery approach in his students.  We now know that no one can teach anything to anyone.  In fact, as Einstein put it, the only thing we can do “is create conditions in which learning can occur MERGEFIELD créer_les_conditions_dans_lesquelles_ils_peuvent_apprendre .”  

This point deserves greater reflection. Traditional education rests on a concept that is false, in which we take for granted that knowledge exists outside the brain; that education consists of presenting knowledge to the student’s brain (hence the need for teaching); and, that this knowledge is then stored in memory (hence the emphasis on memorization) to finally be recalled from memory, intact at the exact moment it is needed. What seems astonishing is not that our teaching traditions are based on such a simplistic concept of the brain and such a mechanistic concept of learning, but that professors have observed for eons the failure of this strategy. One of their pet complaints is that knowledge, cleverly presented to the student and apparently memorized by him, does not seem to exist when comes the time to recall it (or it exists only in corrupted fragments).  Despite this, they continue to try to transfer knowledge into the brain of the student and continue to be indignant when “students seem to have learned nothing in their preceding courses” =' MERGEFIELD ont_rien_appris_dans_les_cours_précédents \* MERGEFORMAT 
.  They get further discouraged when they see that when it comes time to apply knowledge, students “seem to have learned nothing in their theoretical courses either.”  =' MERGEFIELD avoir_rien_appris_dans_leurs_cours_de_théorie \* MERGEFORMAT 
 

To help professors break this vicious circle in which they stubbornly stick to the use of ineffectual education (the error of “more of the same old thing”  MERGEFIELD encore_plus_de_la_même_chose denounced by Paul Watzlawick), they must recognize that in the brain, no reality exists other than what it perceives; a brain knows or possesses only what it has created or re-created within itself.  

This creative activity uses what the brain already knows (David Ausubel) i.e., prior conceptual models of interpretation (Jérôme Bruner) and factors in the unique relationship that the brain has with any new data. And all this takes place at the very moment the interaction is occurring
. 

Implementing an active education

The practical consequences of the above are to use active situations where the student is both the central figure and master of his cognitive activity.  

These methods allow the student to take charge of his own personal learning.  He is in turn supported by a process of discovery and problem solving.    

The approach also facilitates exchanges between students and the professor and between the students themselves.  One of the most suitable teaching formulas for this type of interaction is teamwork.  Teamwork in its most structured and efficient form, known as cooperative learning, is built on the interdependence and personal accountability of all students.  

Finally, an active and participative pedagogy presupposes that students assimilate, within each lesson, at least 80 percent of the subject matter covered.  If this is not the case, the learning is not sufficiently diversified, differentiated or participative.  

The first major change consists in a complete reversal of the traditional instructional relationship.  It begins by entrusting the main responsibility for the overall learning process to the student himself.

Using evaluations effectively 

The incorrect use of the evaluation is the second cause of failures. Contrary to the widespread practice of using only a few formative evaluations and many summative evaluations, the formative evaluation should be on-going throughout the learning and the summative evaluation should only be given at the end of the complete learning session. 

On-going evaluation on the formative level
Formative evaluation is at the heart of learning. The student must be kept updated, at every moment, on his thinking.  Is it correct, effective, and thorough?   If not, he will not know what knowledge to retain and master.  He will remain hesitant on the cognitive level and anxious on the emotional plane.  

The primary function of formative evaluation is to have each student validate the quality of his own learning on an on-going basis, so as to correct errors and fill in gaps.  This self-evaluation includes feedback from the professor, and is an essential component of education centered on student participation.  It is only through the student’s own active participation that his knowledge will grow and be consolidated.   (At the well-known Alverno College in Milwaukee, assessment as learning is the basis for all education.) 

The second function of the formative evaluation consists in reassuring the student on an emotional level.  When the student knows that he himself is master of his learning, a certainty he will acquire as he progresses on his own, this will become the basis for a strong and positive self-image.

Traditionally, ongoing formative evaluation is not used by many professors, so mindsets have to be changed in order to introduce this practice.  The battle will be won, so to speak, when the first transformation has taken place i.e., when education is centered on student participation.  But even then, two obstacles can remain.

Initially, the professor thinks the evaluation is too complex for the student and that he will be obliged to administer the evaluation, every week, or even every day.  He is already overloaded by his course preparations and the burden of the summative evaluations. However, with arguments supporting the fact that students who are trained, can assume alone or in a team, most of their formative evaluations, professors can be made to realize that there is no extra burden of corrections. 

A second obstacle, often considered insurmountable, is time.  Professors will usually ask:  “I hardly have time to ‘cover the course content’, how do you expect me to devote half of ‘my time’ to formative evaluations?” =' MERGEFIELD ai_à_peine_le_temps_de 

 MERGEFIELD passer_mon_contenu 

 MERGEFIELD ai_à_peine_le_temps_de ,  MERGEFIELD comment_voulez - MERGEFIELD vous_que_je_sacrifie_la_moitié_de 

 MERGEFIELD mon 

 MERGEFIELD vous_que_je_sacrifie_la_moitié_de_temps_à_des_évaluations_formatives? \* MERGEFORMAT 
’

The solution is for professors “to try it for themselves”, that is, to experience a teaching approach that includes frequent evaluations, does not hinder progress and yet produces great results.  Professors will quickly be convinced.  One result worth stressing is the increase in motivation.  When the student is continuously updated as to his level of mastery, he keeps close tabs on his chances of succeeding in his studies and ultimately, in his future career.

The summative evaluation at the end of learning
The introduction of ongoing formative evaluations allows for and implies the abolition of on-going summative evaluations, since the goals and effects of the former are often in conflict with those of the latter.  The use of the summative evaluation should be limited to its specific role, that of an overall assessment at the end of the course when the total sum of learning has been achieved.

Unfortunately, this is more difficult for professors who use grades as the carrot and stick to motivate students. Our teaching tradition is not based on intrinsic motivation.  The consensus is that school is a place to go to “prepare for life” MERGEFIELD se_préparer_à_la_vie .  It is not a place to joyfully learn and strive for personal growth or acquire what we need to build our own future.   We share a misguided belief that courses will bore students and that we must motivate them with rewards and punishments i.e., good or bad grades entered on a report card.

This type of behaviour achieves nothing. Rather it slowly destroys the professor-student relationship as the professor is no longer the guide and resource for personal growth but the judge who grades and holds the student’s future success in his hands. It also destroys a positive attitude towards knowledge: when my learning is conditioned by grades, I am no longer interested in philosophy because of what it can teach me about myself or life, but rather because of the grade I need.   To summarize, when  MERGEFIELD travail emphasis is placed on continuous summative evaluations, the student becomes dependent on external motivation
. 

The solution is to encourage professors to use a variety of pedagogical means to awaken intrinsic motivation in students rather than relying on the ineffective validation of grades.  

It is a complete reversal: from a scarcity of formative evaluations and omnipresence of summative evaluations, to on-going formative evaluations and summative evaluations at the end of courses only.  

Develop language skills in all courses

There can be no intellectual growth or academic achievement without mastery of the language in which the learning takes place. Moreover, there is a strong proven relationship between academic and linguistic competency. Generally, student failure rates coincide with poor performances in language skills.  The goal here will be for professors in all disciplines to ensure students acquire adequate mastery of the language.

This implies that professors encourage students to use language as a means of mastering the discipline. It is a gross misconception to presume that competency in a discipline can be acquired apart from the language in which it is written. Since knowledge is contained in words, professors of all disciplines are first and foremost, language professors.  It is in the sequencing of these words that we find the syntax of concepts and the structuring of ideas.  A professor who gives minimal attention to the quality of a student’s expression can expect minimal mastery of the discipline.  

Most professors recognize the need for students to master the language, but then they come up with a number of practical reasons for not being able to address this need.  Some affirm “There is no time to deal with language in addition to the content which is already overwhelming.” Others =' MERGEFIELD a_pas_le_temps_de_s ' MERGEFIELD occuper_de_la_langue_en_plus_de_tout_le_contenu_qui ,  MERGEFIELD déjà ,  MERGEFIELD déborde \* MERGEFORMAT 
 reason:  “We are not experts in grammar.” All agree they cannot  =' MERGEFIELD est_pas_des_spécialistes_de_la_grammaire \* MERGEFORMAT 
“add more evaluations while already collapsing under the burden of corrections” =' MERGEFIELD ajouter_d ' MERGEFIELD autres_évaluations ,  MERGEFIELD alors_qu ' MERGEFIELD on_croule_déjà_sous_le_fardeau_des_corrections \* MERGEFORMAT 
.  How can we overcome these objections?

The first solution lies in the implementation of active education where the student speaks out and frequently writes about various elements of the subject matter. Thus, language is not “additional course content” MERGEFIELD ajout_au_contenu_du_cours  but the spoken and written words at the heart of learning.

A second solution appeals to those who fear they are not language specialists:  to stress the meaning of communication rather than the spelling and grammatical correctness.  Professors of disciplines other than linguistics may feel inadequate when it comes to grammar and conventional rules of conjugation and syntax.  However, all professors in all disciplines are undoubtedly experts when it comes to the meaning behind the words (semantics) of their discipline; and, the organization of words (syntax) used to present the knowledge.  In this sense, they are specialists who can use their knowledge to help students master the essence of the language of their discipline.  

As for the burden of corrections, we have already countered this objection by explaining how the student assumes responsibility for his formative evaluations.

_______________________________

We are looking at three transformations: active education, ongoing formative evaluation and mastery of the course language in each course, whose importance is not due to the current situation. They are long overdue but risk being overlooked once again in favour of minor changes related to current circumstances. We know that the more a proposed change impacts the instructional relationship, the more we turn away from it and remain content to pat ourselves on the back with the adoption of changes that are less compromising on a personal level.  

This leads us to examine the reasons for refusing to effect real transformations. These reasons are extremely varied in nature and it will be necessary to reflect thoroughly on them.  For now, we will try to clarify a few elements of mental processes that nourish resistance to change.  

Reasons for avoiding change
In our attempt to understand the intrinsic resistance professors have to change, we identified five obstacles to the creation of a new teaching landscape.  

We do not see the need for change

As we saw earlier, teaching methods tend to vary little from professor to professor with quantitative and qualitative results that are also similar.  This state of affairs seems satisfactory to many.  In spite of low success rates and the questionable competency of graduates, this does not necessarily disturb, as it should, our dominant teaching serenity:  After all, are we not using “ MERGEFIELD des_méthodes_éprouvées tried and true” methods? And, since there are so many failures, is this not proof that we are maintaining high “standards of quality”?  

To overcome this first obstacle and shed light on this psychological blind spot, we could perhaps notify professors of an impending partial or complete elimination of their programs, as was the case at Alverno College.  Research on change has shown that organizations often agree to in-depth changes only when their very existence is threatened.  

One thing is certain:  we will not make any changes if we remain convinced that everything is right with the world.  Change goes through a period of imbalance — a threat, a dissatisfaction – where reflection “obliges” us MERGEFIELD oblige  to seek new ways of doing things. 

We do not want to negate the past

Let’s suppose that we have been shaken by the statistics on student failure and by the results of teaching methods other than those we are currently using; and let’s suppose that we agree to undertake major changes. We may still be unable to act due to an internal dilemma that asks us:  Will I stick to my old habits knowing that this is not appropriate, or will I actively participate in the change and live with the unpleasant knowledge that I have been less than completely competent in my role as professor?  

This cognitive dissonance, this contradiction between what we think and what we do is one of the greatest obstacles to change. It is painful to opt for a future personal image that is detrimental to our current or past self-image. However, this dilemma disappears if we work towards developing elements of quality and effectiveness that are not currently present in our practices and, if we recognize that the changes are based on acquired competencies that will increase in effectiveness within the new teaching perspective.

This perspective is however, not always visible and can become the third obstacle.  

We do not have replacement models  

If he overcomes the stage of cognitive dissonance and decides to transform his teaching style, the professor then faces a question for which he may not have an answer:  how to bring about the desired changes? 

Let us examine the most current situation where teaching is centered on the professor, who monopolizes cognitive operations and speech. Let us suppose that this professor has now decided to focus the attention back on the students.  The immediate difficulty is the absence of tools to achieve this ambitious goal.  The only teaching formula that the professor masters is the presentation. So he may fail when he tries to incorporate an active method such as teamwork, because teamwork is one of the most difficult formulas to implement.  Consequently, if he is disappointed with the results and frustrated at having tarnished his self-image, our noble educator will probably return to the “good old ways” MERGEFIELD bonne_vieille_méthode .  

To avoid this setback, we must provide the professor with sufficient training on teamwork, with concrete situational models and detailed outlines, and make sure there is adequate support /follow-up during the learning process.  Without such provisions, failure is likely to “burn” a professor who is already fearful of the new changes.  On the other hand, many succeed in contemplating a new strategy that will profoundly renew the instructional relationship; it remains to be seen whether this awareness will lead to action.

We do not have the required energy

It may be that a professor has the right attitude and necessary competency to eagerly embrace a renewal of his teaching style but cringes when he sees the work to be accomplished.  

Those who have not experienced this will find it hard to imagine how much effort is required to make a 180-degree change in direction.  And this is exactly what is needed to change from a lecture environment to one where students assume control of the learning process. We must plan for continuous application over several years that will consume many evenings and holidays and require a lot of emotional and mental energy.  

Given that many professors are currently close to the retirement, they wonder if the effort is worth it, if it is wise to invest in such a lengthy preparation for such a short period of time.  Not to mention that teaching reform at college level has already increased the workload. So, change must be supported by the greatest possible number of tools and also by work teams whose members share tasks and benefit from the diversity of individual skills.  However, what to do about colleagues up to now have not shown any inclination toward change?   

We are up against the resistance of others
A considerable number of professors have a preconceived idea of what good teaching is, and given that this idea naturally coincides with their teaching practices, they severely criticize anything that deviates from this orthodoxy. This criticism is directed particularly at young professors who want to innovate, and is an undisguised threat to any professor whose status is precarious.  

Resistance is no less keen on the part of many students. They have discovered the advantages of passivity throughout their school years, and are now locked in a routine where they do the least possible amount of work. For these students, having to deal suddenly with their own learning is a rude awakening and they often react strongly against it.

To consolidate the position of the professor in this doubly difficult context, it is necessary to provide strategies that reduce or prevent the opposition of detractors on one hand; and on the other, offer unequivocal support within a clear and stable framework.  

_______________________________

The five obstacles which we have just examined are some of the factors influencing resistance to change.  We must now analyze in greater detail the mental mechanisms that keep us rigidly tied to an old paradigm, and explore the paralyzing effect that social pressure exerts on professors.  

All of the above reasons point to the fact that a deep transformation of education on a broad scale is impossible without a systemic approach.

Conclusion

If we want to make sure that students graduating from college have acquired a true education, it is time to carry out certain changes beyond the superficial ones linked to current circumstances. These changes are at the very heart of the professor-student relationship. They allow the student to be responsible for his own learning as well as his control over his evaluations and his mastery of language skills.  

There are many major obstacles to these changes. However, there are also a number of solutions.  

With a true educational vision supported by suitable and enduring strategies and the assistance of all agents of change, I am firmly convinced that these changes will take place.

For sceptics who doubt the proposed transformations will ever occur, we refer to the words of Guillaume d'Orange: 

“You can endeavour without having hope, you can persevere without seeing success.”

Text 13

Beliefs that prevent professors from progressing

 Ulric Aylwin
The beliefs of professors regarding the capacities of their students and the course content to teach can be a great hindrance to the improvement of education.  

Before examining how beliefs can create obstacles to change, we would like to clarify the relationship between the three elements of our initial proposal: progress, professors and beliefs.  

· The first question to ask is why we want to progress.  Quite simply, we want to progress because we want to live a stimulating life. Given that stagnation is impossible in a living being, the only alternatives available for a professor, as regards his teaching, is to grow or regress.

On a personal level for the professor, progress achieved in teaching will translate into enriched intellectual activity and a more satisfactory emotional life.  On the professional level, it will result in greater effectiveness with students.  However, professors who do not undertake ongoing personal or professional growth find themselves in a state of deterioration that can lead to burnout, a phenomenon happening more and more frequently in the educational environment.  

Improved teaching practices in our educational establishments meet several of society’s needs.  First, the need to urgently decrease the number of dropouts and the resulting negative consequences for family and society as well as the damaging effects on a personal level.  Secondly, to implement approaches that will enable deep learning and critical thinking in students.  Finally, it is important to teach our children how to live and cope with the ‘accelerating world’ in which we live, where science, technology, ideas, culture and societies change at dazzling speeds.  We also need to help them acquire attitudes and tools they will need to cultivate new values amid the chaos left behind by generations of bewildered minds. 

· It may seem unusual to approach educational progress from the professor’s perspective only.  Certainly, changes in education depend on many interdependent factors: social climate, cultural trends, the kind of leadership exercised in the educational environment, available resources, current teaching models, characteristics of the students themselves, and various other elements contribute to accelerating or slowing down improvements in teaching.  

However, among all the factors that influence student development, it is the professor who remains the principal agent. The professor-student relationship is an extension of and can even surpass the parent-child relationship because the tasks requested by the professor cause the student to think, to structure his knowledge and to build the foundations upon which his destiny rests. 

· We have selected the realm of beliefs because of all the factors that support or inhibit the evolution of a professor, his personal concept of education and his attitude towards change is what motivates his decision to stagnate or move forward.

Our actions are subject to our way of thinking and this truism has been demonstrated by many schools of thought, psychology, psychoanalysis and neurolinguistic programming, transactional analysis, gestalt, and the rational-emotional approach. This fact corresponds to our personal experience as well as to our observation of others, so we can all agree with Sylvie Tenenbaum who says “It is our system of beliefs that gives meaning to our life, helps us understand our environment and orients our thinking”1. 

After thirty years of consultation with professors, I noticed that the refusal to carry out a change is generally not because we are unaware of its value, or unaware of how to achieve it, but rather because we do not believe.  We are not convinced of its importance or even of its value in the educational community, or that it has anything to do with personal accountability, or that it is even compatible with our concept of instructional relationships. 

On this very subject, Renate Nummela Caine and Geoffrey Caine, in a recently released book, underline the fact that while trying to introduce elements of active education in teaching practices, they were led to conclude that the ability of a professor to use various teaching approaches depends on his worldview or belief system2. 

I suggest we examine two categories of beliefs: 

· Beliefs relating to the abilities of the students; 

· Beliefs relating to the connection the professor has with the subject matter 

Beliefs relative to student abilities

We will discuss beliefs on academic success, intellectual competency and personal commitment.  

School failures are inevitable

It is remarkable that most professors do not share Pygmalion’s belief with respect to the possibility that all students can succeed. Pygmalion is the George Bernard Shaw character who was convinced he could transform a ‘savage’ into an educated and refined lady of the world – he succeeded!  Most professors are convinced students will fail their courses, a prophecy that inevitably comes true. This attitude is based on two sub-beliefs.  

The first belief takes for granted that college-level studies require intellectual capacities that some students do not possess.  Therefore professors feel justified in adopting the three following attitudes: one, they find it acceptable to set the level and rhythm of the course according to average or strong students, and to encourage weaker students to look elsewhere; two, they do not believe it is their responsibility to use teaching tools to assist students with difficulties; and thirdly, they do not recognize the need to differentiate teaching to take into account the variety of learning styles, tempos and other particular needs of the learners.  

The second sub-belief is based on the concept that it is normal for some to fail and in fact, it would be impossible for all to succeed.  This concept arises from the belief that it is the college’s responsibility to measure the ability of students and to discourage those who are “too weak” MERGEFIELD trop_faibles .  This point of view has a double consequence. 

First, we refuse to perform evaluations based on criteria – whereby the performance of one student is not linked to the performance of his fellow students, and individual results are measured in relation to an objective standard established in advance.   Instead, we limit ourselves to comparative evaluations with distribution curves for grades, normal curve of probability or Gauss curve, which places students with weaker outputs in a position of failure.

In addition, many professors believe that to be considered ‘serious’, or even ‘competent’, they must fail a certain number of students and maintain an ‘average’ grade for their groups.  In fact, just as we are concerned when a professor fails too many students or has low averages MERGEFIELD exagérément , we also immediately assume that a professor is too soft of or not demanding enough if his groups have an average hovering around 90%, and if all his students succeed. Such a belief can lead to strange reactions; for example, in one department at one university in Québec, any professor who gives an A to more than half of the students in his class must appear before a committee to defend his teaching practices. 

Students do not have the cognitive capacity to evaluate and correct their own work

We are not referring here to the summative evaluation done for purposes of official validation in the report card, and which is the exclusive responsibility of the professor. We are referring to a formative evaluation of various student productions.  Believing the student cannot evaluate and correct his own work has essentially three harmful consequences.

Initially, this belief obliges the professor to evaluate by himself all the work of the students, since he considers himself the only person qualified to evaluate the work of his students.  This is a crushing burden of corrections and, even worse, it deprives the professor of time he may need to create new teaching strategies and tools.  

Then, eager to reduce the burden of corrections, the professor tends to reduce the scope and number of evaluations which in turn reduces the amount of on-going feedback the student should receive on the quality of his learning.  

Lastly, and this is by far the most serious consequence, the student is thus denied an essential part of learning, that is, the self-evaluation of his cognitive capacities.

The majority of students do not spontaneously commit themselves wholeheartedly to their studies
The advocators of this viewpoint are persuaded that only a minority of students are driven by an intrinsic motivation that pushes them to give the best of themselves to their studies. This perception influences the instructional relationship in three ways.

Initially, we systematically resort to grades to validate the efforts or behaviours of students, convinced that “if we do not pay them with grades they will not do the work”.  However, as we know, this practice translates into a heavier burden of corrections for the professor.  

A more harmful consequence of this systematic barter of grades for a little work causes a major deterioration of the instructional relationship.  The professor’s pleasure of sharing his knowledge, experience and passion for the subject matter with students; and the student’s desire to learn and the joy of learning, are transformed into a cheap bargaining relationship where each seeks to gain the most while giving the least.  

Lastly, and this has a harmful consequence in the medium and long term, the student who is accustomed to investing energy only in relation to the grades desired, increasingly limits his intellectual ambition and desire for personal development to what “counts on the report card” MERGEFIELD compte_pour_le_bulletin .  

As we can see, the beliefs we have on student capacities for success, competence and motivation have a concrete, deep and ongoing impact on teaching practices. Other effects will become apparent as we examine beliefs related to the subject matter.

Beliefs related to the connection the professor has with the subject matter
The global belief is that it is imperative for the professor to teach a specific content and that he can succeed in doing so.  

We must teach everything that is listed in the program

This first conviction has a number of teaching consequences.

We do not dare prune the contents included in the program
We know that every discipline comes down to a few key concepts from which secondary concepts emerge. It thus follows logically that teaching and learning activities should be centered on these basic concepts, and that detailed secondary knowledge (in general very abundant) should be relegated to a secondary role - and to whatever time remains, mainly because students are unable to assimilate this data at high speed, forget it very quickly, and are able to easily locate it, if necessary, in data banks and other sources of information.  This opinion however is not shared by a professor who believes he must transfer all the contents in the program and thus places himself in a position of rigidity without leaving any room for manoeuvring.

In situations where we must choose between content and student needs, we sacrifice the latter
The standard and constant response of those who refuse to free up space in their teaching to meet the needs of students with learning difficulties is lack of time:  “I would like to go over their work methods with them, but I have a course content to cover.  I realize that such an approach would be ideal, but the subject matter that I have to cover does not allow it… “.   =,  MERGEFIELD mais_j ' MERGEFIELD ai_un_contenu_à_passer._Je_reconnais_qu ' MERGEFIELD une_telle_approche_serait_idéale ,  MERGEFIELD mais_la_matière_que_j ' MERGEFIELD ai_à_couvrir_ne_le_permet_pas \* MERGEFORMAT 
 In short, the learning needs of students cannot prevail over the “constraints” of covering course  MERGEFIELD contraintes contents. 

We do not take the time to fill gaps in previous learning of the students

A professor, who feels he has only enough time to cover the subject matter of his course, finds it impossible to embrace an approach that requires him to step back in order to jump ahead.  He says he does not have time, and that it is not his responsibility to fill in the gaps in the previous learning of students, even if that would enable him to consolidate the bases on which he builds his course.  This attitude spells bad news for those in whose brain the knowledge he piles up continues to break down.  

We deny our responsibility as concerns basic education
The first element of basic education is the mastery of communication skills, both oral and written.  Everyone agrees that this mastery of linguistic skills cannot be acquired without exercises and tests in all disciplines. We should therefore give this fundamental competency the time and place it requires in each course. But most professors will tell you there is not enough time to cover the subject matter, so there can certainly be no question of integrating additional elements of linguistic mastery.  

The same excuse applies to other elements of basic education: the development of cognitive capacities - reasoning, critical analysis, decision-making, problem solving, the development of professional work methods and social interaction skills and the development of a personal value system.  

This widespread ‘I give up’ attitude means that the most fundamental element in the education of students is entrusted to what we could call “phantom professors”, who apparently provide this fundamental learning in some unknown magical space/time continuum.  

We withhold formative evaluations

Each student should be frequently confronted within each course period with some form of formative evaluation of his cognitive capacities so that he may progressively correct errors and consolidate acquired knowledge.

The information that results from formative evaluations is just as important for the professor who must constantly reorient his strategies based this information.  Unfortunately, in the mind of many professors, these evaluations or rather their concept of these evaluations would take up way too much precious time they need to cover course content.  

We limit the use of active methods
We generally acknowledge that exchanges in sub-groups, discussions, teamwork and any other tool where the student can handle the learning tasks himself – in various ways and frequently - are good opportunities to acquire deep knowledge. However, from the viewpoint of the person who is preoccupied with covering all the subject matter, the problem is that these methods cut into teaching time, and therefore they can only occupy a very limited role in the overall teaching process.  
We prefer the professorial lecture

It has been shown that using a presentation formula makes it possible to quickly and clearly present a great number of concepts.  It also ensures total control over the contents and the quality of information provided to the student.  This has undoubtedly reinforced many professors in their belief that a presentation is the best means of transmitting knowledge. Consequently, it also leads them to generally refuse to try any form of active learning.  

To summarize this aspect of the relationship between the professor and the content of his teaching: a professor who considers himself a repository of knowledge on the content to be taught and who believes that only he must transmit the contents, finds it impossible to make room for other educational elements and for changes required to adapt to obstacles encountered along the way.

We really can ‘teach’ the course content

This second belief masks a major conviction that we carefully avoid acknowledging. The belief is that knowledge is an object and the student’s brain is a container that stores this knowledge.  It is from this container that the student will “draw” the knowledge he needs, when he needs it.

This notion of knowledge as an object deposited into a container reveals itself in the metaphorical language used: “I have a content to pass on” evokes the notion of an object being passed along. “There is too much content” refers to the idea of mass or quantity of objects; “the students are overwhelmed” evokes the image of a container that is too full; “the program is overloaded” evokes the image of a stacked pile of objects.  We could pursue our analysis with other expressions that convey the notion that knowledge is an object having its own existence apart from the brain.  Such a belief impacts and orients all the decisions and actions taken by a professor who embraces it.  

The first consequence of this model of knowledge is that we believe we can “place” as many concepts in a course as course hours allow, which means the students are thought to store information like an encyclopaedia.  It also implies that the professor can “feed” subject matter to his students until they reach a “saturation” level and are in danger of “overflowing”.  This explains the common practice of introducing many concepts in the first hour of the course – when brains are fresh i.e., empty - and, in the second hour, to review the subject matter now accumulated in the brain of the students through practical exercises.

The second consequence or conclusion is that learning can take place as long as the knowledge is selected with care, well structured and presented with clarity and precision.  Naturally, this requires the competency of an expert.  And for many, this justifies the fact that many professors monopolize over 80 percent of the time used to speak in the classroom3. 

In addition to the belief that it is possible to transmit knowledge, is the belief that knowledge taught with clarity, order and precision will reappear in the brain of the student in the same clear, ordered and precise manner.  This belief further implies that the quality of the students’ intellectual operations directly reflects the quality of the intellectual capacities demonstrated by the professor in his lectures.  

We would like to insist on the fact that, of all the erroneous beliefs professors adhere to, believing that knowledge is an object which exists apart from the brain of the person who conceives it, is by far the most harmful.  We now know that the brain constructs information based on its own conceptual models
.  It is also harmful and erroneous because it radically hinders the implementation of effective teaching methods that would enable the student to master his own learning process and would enable the professor to assume his rightful role, that of creating situations to facilitate the progress of the students.

The idea of education that allows the student to master his own learning and where the professor’s role is to create appropriate learning situations is not new.  

        I do not teach my students anything; I only try to create conditions in which they can learn.  (Albert Einstein). 

·          No man can reveal to you aught but that which already lies half asleep in the dawning of our knowledge. (Khalil Gibran). 

· You cannot teach a man anything; you can only help him find what is hidden    within himself (Galileo Galilei). 

· To teach someone something is to deprive that person forever of the possibility of discovering it. (Jean Piaget)

· If you teach a person something, that person will never know it. (George Bernard Shaw)

He who “loses” wins

Before concluding, it is essential to clarify two points in connection with all that has been covered previously.

First, it was mentioned that the reservation many professors have with using active education comes from their belief that this pedagogy would force them to prune the contents of their subject matter, something that is unacceptable to them.  What was not mentioned, however, is that the dilemma of respecting the requirements of the course contents or respecting the requirements of an active education is a false dilemma.  Truth is, active education does not cause a reduction in course content but rather makes it possible to cover two to three times more subject matter.  Such is the reality we observed in the teaching of various disciplines, at various school levels. 

Secondly, in the same spirit, we stated that a professor who refuses to incorporate elements like basic education, formative evaluation and corrective teaching, in order to have more time for the contents of the course, could be led to believe that these elements were indeed competing with the contents of the course as regards sharing the short amount of time allotted.  In other words the belief is that these elements would add a general content to the specific content of a given course. However, this would be giving credit to another erroneous belief, since in reality, the more we integrate these elements into teaching, the more time we have to cover the subject matter in depth and in detail. For example, developing a student’s work methods makes it possible for him to assimilate more easily what is presented and carry out more study work at home. Similarly, through an improvement of reading and writing abilities, he can more quickly accomplish work demanded of him.  For its part, formative evaluation allows him to immediately correct his errors, which prevents him from being slowed down by gaps in the sequence of his learning.  

Thus in reality, we can gain time for the course content by agreeing to lose some, seemingly, for the benefit of an active pedagogy and fundamental education. 

Conclusion

At the end of our reflection on how beliefs impact change, we must admit that there are many concepts worth examining that relate to student abilities and the relationship between the professor and the content of his teaching.  It would be necessary to analyze, among others, beliefs dealing with:  

· the role of  emotions in learning and teaching; 

· the relationships with colleagues, administrators and other players on the educational scene;  

· the role of schooling in society; 

· the functioning of the brain as well as the way in which we learn. 

We would then see even more clearly that all our thoughts, decisions and actions are based on our personal beliefs. 

In conducting our study, we could have proceeded differently, i.e. we could have started with a description of teaching practices and worked our way backwards towards the beliefs from where they originate. We could have wondered, for example, what belief encourages a professor to carry out a synthesis at the end of a course, or which belief leads him to determine the criteria with which the work of the students will be evaluated, or which belief underlies the fact that he is spontaneously the first one to answer the questions asked by the students, and so on.  No doubt, such an analysis would probably have uncovered some disturbing postulates.  

What remains to be done, in addition to the work which we have just discussed, would be to find ways by which we could change our beliefs.  For example:  

· We could use metaphors to encourage an examination and transformation of beliefs. We could say that the professor is like a gardener (who knows very well he cannot grow in the place of his plants), or like a master chef (it does not come to his mind to want to digest the food he is serving), or like an orchestra leader (the only way he can improve the performance of a musician is to make suggestions on the way he executes his movements), or like a doctor (each of his patients heals in his own way using his own resources).  There are many metaphors capable of showing the absurdity of many current practices in education.  

· We could also ponder the results of cognitive research that clearly shows that the only knowledge a person possesses is that which he himself constructs or rebuilds (usually unconsciously).  

· We could perform an introspective review on our own learning processes to confirm the validity of the cognitive theses. 

· We could eventually lend ourselves to a progressive experimentation of certain changes, in order to realize that they are achievable and do produce convincing results.  

Basically, it is up to each individual to develop a strategy to facilitate his own pedagogical transformation, taking into account the obstacles he has to surmount and the conditions for success that must be in place.

In conclusion, we recognize the difficulties inherent in making changes in education, because the professor must maintain a positive self-image throughout the process and defend this image vis-à-vis inquisitive looks that may be focused on him. The teaching profession is undoubtedly one of the most highly scrutinized, by students, colleagues, administrator, parents and lastly, a biased public.

We also have to understand that making educational changes brings into question the professor on all levels: his values, models, education, limitations, practices, knowledge, emotions, skills, network of relationships, everything.  So there is a justifiable concern and uncertainty in deciding to commit to significant transformation.  

Still, it is necessary to go forward! We are the first generations of professors, in the history of education, to collectively acknowledge that changes are necessary; we know why and how to bring them to fruition.   There is one condition of course, and that is not to allow ourselves to be stymied by paralyzing beliefs.  

In the end, these changes must be carried out for the good of humanity of which we are a part, for the future of our children and, above all, for our own personal happiness!  
Text 14

The construction of knowledge
2. Teaching practices
Jacques Tardif
In this section the author discusses the implications on teaching practices that result from the generally accepted conclusions on the construction of knowledge. They are:  

*
 Professors play a key role in the motivation of students; 

* They exert a great influence on learning strategies and the study habits of students;  

*
They must intervene frequently, systematically and rigorously to ensure the transfer of knowledge;

*
Learning is primarily a personal construction resulting from active involvement; 

*
The personal construction of knowledge rests essentially on the student’s prior knowledge;  

*
Learning inevitably carries the stamp of the initial context in which it was acquired; 

*
Learning is meaningful in that (1) it challenges the student, (2) results from a cognitive conflict, (3) allows for the establishment of a new equilibrium and (4) can be used for comprehension and action beyond the schooling environment;  

*
Knowledge is more functionally re-usable when it is: 

   *organized hierarchically in memory; 

  * linked to cognitive strategies and guided by metacognition.

The new paradigm in education requires that professors make major changes to practices with regard to teaching contexts, course planning and learning support.  

There is much to say on teaching practices that support the construction of knowledge.  These practices consist primarily in translating principles or concepts into action.  From this translation comes a whole range of new venues with numerous and required nuances.  I will limit myself here to a few.  I will also provide means of intervention for professors.  The first part relates to the characteristics of teaching contexts that have a strong influence on the construction of knowledge. The second part deals with the preferred axes for activity planning and the third part presents the broad outline of a teaching practice centered on the support of learning.


Teaching contexts
At the outset, it is important to underline that the complexity of learning situations greatly influences the dynamics of knowledge construction and the development of competencies. For example, learning a mother tongue is an extremely complex interaction between various competencies.  The learning occurs in an environment characterized by a high degree of complexity.  In this development process, the child is not initially fed theoretical or declaratory knowledge so that he may later proceed to action via procedural and conditional knowledge. Instead he is integrated into an environment that uses language for communication.  In the development of these linguistic competencies the child is given feedback by the adult.  However, if he were not confronted by this complexity, it is unlikely that the child would succeed in mastering all the linguistic competencies. The poor results of teaching a second language in a school environment support this conclusion.  Moreover, we should keep in mind that stuttering/stammering in children often results from situations where learning the mother tongue is initially declaratory before being procedural.

The need for complexity is a first characteristic of teaching environments that meet the requirements of consensual conclusions regarding knowledge construction.   It is not a matter of proceeding from the simple to the complex, but rather the reverse, of proceeding from complexity towards simplicity. Professors provide the support necessary “to navigate cognitively” through the initial complexity and, gradually, the situations or phenomena become less complex so students may construct the necessary knowledge to understand situations and phenomena, and also to act on them.   From this perspective, creative situations, projects to be achieved, cases to be analyzed and problems to be resolved offer very appropriate contexts for incorporating this first characteristic.  

Contexts characterized by complexity require entry by competencies, understood here as being high-level know–how. The competency axis is constantly prioritized and knowledge, whether declarative (what?), procedural (how?) or conditional (when and why?), is at the service of competencies.  In these teaching contexts, knowledge is strongly contextualized in competencies.  Under the supervision of professors, students must go back and forth between the earliest and the most recent competencies. In essence, knowledge is built within a framework of competency development and there is no separation between competencies and knowledge, just as there is no separation between declarative, procedural and conditional knowledge. As Develay states, “Theoretical knowledge does not take on real significance until it has given rise to practice”.  Conversely, practice only takes on its full significance when it can be analyzed using theoretical knowledge1.” 

The teaching contexts under discussion here are also characterized by interdisciplinarity, by the creation of a maximum number of connections between disciplines. This characteristic follows from what we have just seen. It would be quite unusual for teaching contexts that favour both complexity and entry by competencies to relate to only one discipline.  Moreover, insofar as situations and phenomena are imported into the school environment because of their complexity and the meaning they convey, one single discipline could not provide adequate and proper understanding of these situations and phenomena.  It really does not matter whether we are referring to the professional or pre-university sectors, the overall logic of the profession or the program prevails over the logic of each discipline.

In teaching contexts supporting the construction of knowledge, theory does not necessarily precede action. It frequently happens that action – the search for a solution to a problem, the taking into account of various factors in a case study, the consideration of various scenarios in the realization of a project, or the grouping of several components in a creative approach – needs to resort to some theory.  The reverse can also be true.  Theory and action are in constant interaction.  Theory allows for better planning of the action as well as more adequate and calculated objectivity. Action ensures the contextualization of theory and brings about adjustments relative to the use of knowledge as a tool.  It is important to stress that when theory precedes action, the learning paradigm only requires the data relevant for the teaching situation in question, contrary to the teaching paradigm where professors aim for completeness.   The relevant data corresponds to the elements which are necessary and adequate to correctly understand and implement a sound and considered approach.

The learning paradigm forces us to pay a great deal of attention to the relevance of evaluation practices. By taking into account that methods and contents of evaluation largely determine the orientation that students give to their learning, it is necessary to seek a high degree of coherence relative to the evaluation in a context focused on the construction of knowledge and the development of competencies. In such a context, the first goal of the evaluation consists in identifying the cognitive and socioaffective changes which occurred in the students due to their involvement and perseverance. The evaluation aims at identifying the metamorphoses experienced by students and, if necessary, to allot values to them. In such an orientation, it is not uncommon to use a portfolio as a continuous form of evaluation, just as it is not surprising to note that the borders between formative evaluations and summative evaluations grow blurred and finally disappear insofar as the objective of both is to place the student on a path of development.  

Lastly, it is important to systematically reserve time for the transfer of knowledge. Periods of re-contextualization must be included in the students’ schedule.  In the teaching paradigm, the dominant concern for the professors comes from the need to cover all the subject matter within the program. This concern pressures professors so that many make it a point to expose the students to the overall course contents, without being concerned about student mastery of the subject matter and without paying attention to the quantity and quality of the knowledge constructed and the competencies developed.  What is most worrisome, however, is that some professors allow the students to stop studying once they have covered the contents of the program. These two attitudes are typical of a teaching paradigm, but far from a learning paradigm. In the latter, professors believe that competencies continue to be developed and that re-contextualization contributes to a higher degree of student mastery of knowledge and competencies.

Instructional planning

As for instructional planning, according to a general consensus, it is important that professors give special attention to several elements.  The first element concerns the time needed for learning. Within the framework of the teaching paradigm, time is rigidly set: x hours for teaching, x hours for work, x hours for evaluation.  Regardless of the quality of the constructed knowledge and competencies developed in the planning schedule, the learning activity stops at a precise moment after a determined period of time.  In the learning paradigm, professors accept that the rate of learning varies according to the students and that, for some, the time allotted is sufficient whereas, for others, it is either insufficient, or too great.  In the first instance, it is necessary to plan for specific methods so that students construct the knowledge and develop the targeted competencies.  In the second case, the solution is to plan for enrichment or deepening activities. We are now implementing differentiated instruction.

When planning the teaching activities, the choice of teaching tool most likely to have a significant influence on the construction of knowledge and the development of competencies, is an important decision. In the learning paradigm, as we saw previously, professors plan the learning (1) by basing it on complexity, (2) by favouring entry by competency, (3) by stressing interdisciplinary relationships, (4) by creating constant interaction between theory and practice, (5) by identifying evaluation practices based on teaching practices while pursuing the objective of specifying the cognitive and socioaffective metamorphoses of students and (6) by introducing situations of re-contextualization. Taken in conjunction with the characteristics of the teaching environment, these controls lead the professors to make enlightened choices.  In certain teaching fields, learning based on problem solving or projects constitutes the best choice whereas, in others, it can be creative, remedial or conceptual activities. In others still, the most suitable orientation consists of a mixture of research, conferences and projects. It is  also important for professors to pay special attention to the methods of evaluating learning, because they exert tremendous pressure on learning strategies and on the study strategies chosen by the students.  

Whatever the selected teaching tool, we must carefully plan how the learning activities unfold.  Because they exert great influence on the degree of motivation of their students, professors must identify the means they will use in order to bring about and support this motivation.  It is particularly important for them to insist on the value of learning as well as on the perception that students have of their competency to carry out the learning in question.  Moreover, professors must not only plan the activity that will allow them to gain access to the prior knowledge of their students and to validate it, but also to specify the methods of reviewing this knowledge during the unfolding of the activity. They must also determine the times when they will intervene explicitly in the hierarchical organization of knowledge of students. Based on this concern, although it is important to plan various organizational strategies, professors assume the final responsibility for validating the organization of knowledge by the students. Lastly, it is crucial that, during the activity, they set specific periods when their intervention will relate in particular to the establishment of explicit links between a given competency and declarative, procedural and conditional knowledge. Professors have crucial work to do with their students as concerns the recognition of links that exist between knowledge and competencies. 

Finally, it is necessary to plan for integration periods of the knowledge constructed and the competencies developed within the framework of the activity as well as within the framework of other activities carried out in the program. These integration sessions allow for periods devoted to synthesis that regularly prepare the students for a comprehensive assessment at the end of the program. With this type of planning, the creation of a specific course to prepare for a comprehensive assessment at the end of program loses all meaning. Periods of integration or synthesis are all the more effective when they occur frequently and follow the progression of the cognitive and socioaffective metamorphoses of the students. They present a still a higher degree of effectiveness if professors go beyond the past and the present with their students to create links with the future.  In doing so, they establish relationships to future training activities in the program. They also contribute to creating within the students a set of expectations for new learning and for their education as a whole.

Support for learning

In teaching contexts that favour complexity and entry by competencies, the information noted by students - information suitable to be transferred into knowledge in a process of personal construction – is very abundant and diversified.  Unless professors create moments to identify the most important information, the student risks not recognizing its importance and, consequently, very little knowledge will be built or it will be built in an erroneous or fragmented way.  To avoid this risk, professors must set aside stages of de-contextualization. During these activities, students are placed in contact with raw information and are led to examine a portion of the learning under a magnifying glass. 

De-contextualization must not however not be carried out without determining the links to competencies. It is necessary to have ongoing interaction between the stages of contextualisation, de-contextualization and of re-contextualization. In this case, it is necessary to establish explicit relationships, on one hand, between knowledge and competencies and, on the other, between declarative, procedural and conditional knowledge relating to the same competency.  In the spirit of such an approach and in its logical continuation, professors intervene in the hierarchical organization of knowledge. If the students’ degree of familiarity with the field of learning in question is relatively low, the professors assume most of this organization. On the other hand, if the students possess a high degree of familiarity with the contents, the professors pass on to them the primary responsibility for the hierarchical organization and then determine its validity. 

In teaching contexts that favour entry by competency and constant interaction between theory and practice, the students are very active.  To support the construction of knowledge in a systematic way, it is important to support the reflection of students do on their cognitive choices during the activity. This reflection focuses essentially on the knowledge they use to realize the activity.  It is important for the professors to oblige the students to practice this kind of reflection to avoid developing competencies that are automatic unconsidered reflexes or not supported by any principle or theory. Such a teaching requirement requires that students consciously associate their knowledge with activity contexts, thus opening important venues for their transfer. 

In the final analysis, the transfer of learning is the ultimate objective of the learning paradigm. It is crucial that students perceive knowledge as instruments, tools or resources. According to this perspective, following the example their professors, they are concerned with the viability of their knowledge, that is to say they actively seek to identify situations and phenomena that their knowledge allows them to understand and on which they can act in a judicious manner. 

In this sense, students are always invited, sometimes obliged, to identify the contexts in which they could use the knowledge they construct and the competencies they develop. A constant openness to the transferability of learning is an integral part of student education at the college level.  Professors cannot accept to use it only at the final stage of learning or to attend to it only if time permits. 

A final point to be mentioned here relates to the student’s commitment and persistence in learning, i.e.  academic motivation.  Given that their active involvement derives from the fact they find themselves in a situation of  cognitive conflict, which motivates them to search for a new state of equilibrium, it is fundamental that students be aware of this conflict and ideally be able to identify it.  Moreover, it is important that they become aware of the new state of equilibrium they seek and, once the learning in question is over, that they determine explicitly the degree of conflict resolution at the heart of the process as well as the state of their knowledge and competencies within the framework of the new equilibrium. We refer here to activities directed specifically towards the development of metacognitive habits.

A few snags on the horizon
It is not very probable that the transformation of the teaching paradigm into a learning paradigm can be done in a gradual way.  Professors like other players in the college network, find themselves more in a situation of rupture as regards former teaching and evaluation practices.  Specific activity directly linked to these former practices can certainly be imported within the framework of the learning paradigm, but it requires important adjustments in relation to the new practices. In such a context of rupture, there are anticipated snags that are likely to prevent or derail the contemplated change and delay the attainment of a new equilibrium in teaching and evaluation practices. This delay is all the more detrimental given that professors in the college network are faced with students who present new characteristics compared with those of the previous decade, and that colleges,  like other educational establishments, are experiencing a significant decline in social status.  

One snag is due to the origin of the professional identity of professors.  Insofar as their identity is exclusively connected to teaching, it will be very difficult to bring about the necessary changes.  The learning paradigm requires that they adopt a professional logic or, if necessary, a program logic in the planning of their teaching as well as in the conducting of the learning and evaluation situations. This orientation forces the logic of disciplines to be subordinated to the logic of a profession or to that of a program.  If this is not the case, professors will have the impression that the learning paradigm disparages their discipline or places it in a secondary role, and some are ready to initiate an epic battle to avoid this denigration. 

Another dangerous snag is the fact that, in colleges, individual autonomy takes precedence over collective autonomy. Collective agreements and the organization of work make it so that professors in the college network can, if they wish it, exercise their profession in an isolated way. Thus, the concept of collective autonomy conveys a certain number of very demanding concepts in the educational environment. It implies in particular that professors have responsibilities that go far beyond student success in their courses. They have important responsibilities with regard to the projects of the establishment, the certification of the students in the programs where they teach, and the development of student identity.  Within the framework of the learning paradigm, professors form a community of interdependent professionals who share a common purpose, goals, tasks and responsibilities. 

One final snag concerns our concept of learning and teaching. References to cognitivism, sociocognitivism as well as constructivism are frequent and, if we rely on what is being said, we could believe that the passage of the teaching paradigm to the learning paradigm is currently in progress.  However, daily teaching practices and evaluation practices present another reality. The gaps between talk and action are due, among others, to the concept that professors have of learning and teaching. A certain number still think of learning as a process of associating one piece of knowledge to another, thus favouring fragmentation and sequencing in teaching.  This concept of learning gives a very positive value to the encyclopaedic model of teaching. This concept also explains, in part, the reservations, in some cases the allergic reaction, of certain professors towards the integration of information and information technologies at college level.  

In any event, in-depth changes are essential. And these changes will not be able to be carried out unless professors raise the necessary conceptual and epistemological questions before adhering to ministerial orientations.  
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