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Influence of Pedagogical Supervisors’ Practices and Perceptions on the Use of Results-Based Management


Reviewer 1:

Reviewers’ comments

APA

· Brassard et al. (2013): Brassard, Lusignan and Pelletier (2013)
· Lapointe et al. (2011): Lapointe, Brassard, Garon, Girard and Ramdé (2011)
· IsaBelle et al. (2008): Isabelle, Lapointe, Bouchamma, Clarke, Langlois and Leurebourg (2008)

· (a) […] (b) […]
· Bray et al. (2000): Bray, Lee, Smith and Yorks (2000)
Reviewers’ comments

It would be good to have a clearer view of pedagogical supervision, both in its emergence and previous use in the literature. 
· We have added this paragraph in response to this comment (lines 50-60):

“Pedagogical supervision by the principal is among the key factors of quality teaching (Glickman, 1985; Leithwood, Harris & Hopkins, 2008; Nolan & Hoover, 2008; Sergiovanni & Starratt, 2013). Indeed, supervision not only enables the principal to provide support for their teachers and ensure their professional growth but also makes it possible to gather data on the teaching being dispensed and to move forward with appropriate feedback and adjustments (Bouchamma, 2005). However, the feeling of isolation expressed by teachers (Bouchamma, 2005), coupled with the lack of time, the administrative burden (Lapointe, Brassard, Garon, Girard & Ramdé, 2011), and the lack of differentiation in their principal’s practices are viewed as the main drawbacks of teacher supervision. Also evoked in studies is the limited sense of efficacy of school leaders in tasks involving the use of quantitative data in supervisory practices (IsaBelle et al., 2008; Prud’Homme & Leclerc, (2014).”
· Also, we have added this other paragraph in response to the comment. This final paragraph links the first two sections (lines 82-103):
“RBM and Principals’ Supervision Practices 


              “According to Maroy et al. (2016), RBM contributes to the institutionalization of “managing teaching” in Québec’s education system. These authors further argue that RBM enables a more systematic and directive pedagogical supervision through strategies that involve planning, follow-up, coordination, evaluation, and control (see Table 1) to improve efficiency with regard to the desired goals. In this perspective, a principal who exercises RBM in their teacher supervision practices has a positive influence on student achievement.

While the data produced by all RBM plans in Québec appear on their own to have an overall moderate effect on student learning (Prud’Homme & Leclerc, 2014), the data are not used to provide feedback to adjust teaching practices, and these large-scale, “tertiary” data are particularly useful for administrators (Striggins, 2002). These authors found in fact that when the principals ensure the supervision of their teachers, the school comes to develop a culture of continuous collection of raw, fundamental data emanating from in-class observations to follow student progress, adapt and improve teaching practices, and ultimately boost effectiveness to enhance student learning and achievement (Prud’Homme & Leclerc, 2014). In consequence, RBM alone or the principal alone has no direct effect on student outcomes. Indeed, the role of the principal is to direct the practices and to favour the development of skills to sustain student achievement (Leithwood, Harris & Hopkins, 2008), whereas RBM, on the other hand, supports the development of a culture of relevant data for the school-team and their superiors to help them make evidence-based decisions when revising, updating, and directing future objectives. The acquired data also serve to determine common priorities which will become the foundations for their RBM system.”
Reviewers’ comments

It would also be beneficial to clarify if the terms pedagogical supervision, management, and leadership are all referring to the same phenomenon. I made quite a few comments in this regard.
· We standardized the terms pedagogical supervision and teacher supervision, by opting for “pedagogical supervision”, which creates better coherence. Also, for the sake of brevity and clarity, the use of the terms “pedagogical leadership” and “pedagogical management” (components of the term “pedagogical supervision”) were abandoned. We thus thought it preferable to refer to the general concept of “pedagogical supervision” rather than its components, which would have a too restrictive meaning in this context. 
Reviewers’ comments

Conclusion: The last section of the findings on p. 15 seems to contradict the conclusions stated in the final section.
· We agree and have revised this paragraph accordingly (lines 429-437):

“Results show that the implementation of the RBM approach is smoother when it is accompanied by the necessary resources to assist the education system and when the strategic planning and contractualization tools create opportunities for discussion and team mobilization in a perspective of collective commitment. In contrast, the application of RBM is negatively affected when (a) the production/implementation of strategic planning and contractualization structures are hierarchical, exhaustive, and directive and (b) the inherent managerial aspects come to hinder, slow, or complicate the introduction of pedagogical practices focused solely on measurable results; this is ultimately detrimental to mobilization.”

Reviewers’ comments

I think the conclusion could be more nuanced and more detailed.
· We have revised the structure of the conclusion. (1) We now present a more detailed summary of the main methodological aspects and the results; (2) We discuss the main limitations of the study which helped to nuance the results; and (3) We present new avenues for subsequent research. (Lines 425-458)
(1) “During this collaborative study, through discussions with 21 school leaders in the context of learning and research communities, we sought to explore their perceptions and practices of in terms of the positive or negative impact of RBM on their pedagogical supervision. In this regard, the theoretical framework of this study allowed for the use of moderating factors of RBM to identify the pros and cons of this model as used in supervisory practices. Results show that the implementation of the RBM approach is smoother when it is accompanied by the necessary resources to assist the education system and when the strategic planning and contractualization tools create opportunities for discussion and team mobilization in a perspective of collective commitment. In contrast, the application of RBM is negatively affected when (a) the production/implementation of strategic planning and contractualization structures are hierarchical, exhaustive, and directive and (b) the inherent managerial aspects come to hinder, slow, or complicate the introduction of pedagogical practices focused solely on measurable results; this is ultimately detrimental to mobilization. 

(2) It must be mentioned that the younger principals in this study had not experienced the pre-reform system. Indeed, of the 21 participants, 19 became principal or vice-principal after 2000, while 12 assumed office following the adoption of the management and educational success agreement model in 2008. It appears however that the principals who possessed the most experience in school management were the most apt to consider the pros and cons of RBM with regard to their practices by maintaining a critical eye and by referring to their professional experience and the external issues and policies they have seen evolve over the years. And while these experienced principals were a great source of inspiration for their teachers, we cannot help but wonder to what extent these seasoned leaders inhibited the early-career teachers. Moreover, the professional practices shared by the principals involved in this research were influenced by their initial training, accumulated experience, and institutional constraints.

(3) The research sample consisted of volunteers who showed an interest in the issues related to pedagogical supervision. Whether the perceptions and practices of non-volunteering principals would be any different is food for thought. 

Finally, considering the mandatory participation of the entire school-team in the various RBM processes raises other concerns, such as what the principals must do to get their teachers to work together, to cooperate, and to be accountable for the achievement of their students. That said, other questions remain: What are the teachers’ perceptions and practices in relation to the supervision they receive in a RBM context? How can principals respect government objectives while addressing the various local concerns of their school-team? And ultimately, how can they negotiate the fine line between autonomy, professionalism, and control?”

Reviewer 2:

Reviewers’ comments

Context: How is this different from Ontario or Manitoba or other provinces?

· We have added the following paragraph in response to this question (lines 20-27):
“In Canada, several provinces, including Ontario, Alberta, New Brunswick, and Nova Scotia, have adopted teacher evaluation programs (Bouchamma, 2005) that enable the comprehensive appraisal of teacher performance and competence in carrying out both instructional duties and other responsibilities (Nolan and Hoover, 2008). In the province of Québec, however, there exists no program by which to evaluate or supervise teachers. Indeed, the only legal basis provided in this regard is the Québec Public Education Act (articles 96.12 and 110.9), which states that pedagogical supervision is part of the mandatory duties of school principals.”
Reviewers’ comments

Is the term “perseverance” typically used in association with achievement in Quebec? I have not seen the terms paired in this manner in other supervision literature.

· Yes, they are paired. We have added this figure to better illustrate this idea (lines 32-37)
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Figure 1. RBM criteria with regard to student achievement and perseverance (MELS, 2009)
Reviewers’ comments

Not sure this paragraph clearly articulates the need for a RBM.

· We now better articulate the need for a RBM in this paragraph. We have added the subtitle "Need for a RBM" to clarify the purpose of this section (Lines 38-45):
“The Need for RBM 

According to the Ministère de l’Éducation, du Loisir et du Sport (2009), RBM clarifies and disseminates the government’s various orientations, takes into account the local realities and constraints, emphasises results over means, widens the corridor of action for school boards and their schools in terms of these means, defines the expectations with regard to the contribution of each level toward positive outcomes, and finally, allows for greater accountability and empowerment for each level involved. Table 1 presents the RBM criteria advocated to reach the above-mentioned goals.”

· The following paragraph (lines 61-81) is not intended to “articulate the need for a RBM”, but aims rather to identify the issues associated with this approach. (see Section 2, Issue)
Reviewers’ comments

Section “The setting of objectives in the RBM approach”: A jump of thoughts. How are the sub-sections connected? It lacks the academic grounding to make a convincing case on positive or negative view of RBM. 
· The information was initially presented according to the 5 leading principles of the theoretical framework. In this sense, this structure was a way to organize the review of the literature. However, in answer to the reviewer’s comment, we have decided to connect the “sub-sections” differently within three sections: 
· “Pedagogical Supervision” (Lines 49-60)

· “RBM Policies” (Lines 61-81)

· “RBM and Principals’ Supervision Practices” (Lines 82-103).

This final paragraph links the first two sections. 
· This section cites several sources, including:

Bouchamma, 2005; Brassard, Lusignan & Pelletier, 2013; Dembélé, Goulet, Lapointe & Deniger, 2013; IsaBelle, Lapointe, Bouchamma, Clarke, Langlois & Leurebourg, 2008; Lapointe, Brassard, Garon, Girard & Ramdé, 2011; Leithwood, Harris & Hopkins, 2008; Maroy, Brassard, Mathou, Vaillancourt & Voisin, 2016; Maroy, 2013; Prud'Homme & Leclerc, 2014; Striggins, 2002.
Reviewers’ comments

The central aim: How? What is it that the author is trying to convey? The research statement is not clearly articulated.
· We have better targeted the objective of our study and have also added the subtitle "Purpose of the Study" to clarify this section (lines 104-113):
“Purpose of the Study

The focus of the current study was to examine whether principals’ perceptions of and practices in pedagogical supervision influenced the application of a RBM approach. The knowledge gained will thus contribute to establishing formal connections between RBM and the supervisory practices of school principals, an avenue of investigation which has not been explored in Québec. Furthermore, this study is in line with that of Maroy et al. (2016) who deemed it relevant to analyze the institutional context of RBM in relation to principals’ teacher supervision practices and conceptions, as well as various contentious elements at play. From a practical standpoint, this contribution will provide greater coherence between professional practices and frames of reference.”
Reviewers’ comments

Why this theoretical framework? Justification?
· We have justified our theoretical framework in this section (lines 116-121):
“The theoretical framework of this study was based on the concept of pedagogical supervision and the theory of goal setting. We found this framework to be well suited to the context of RBM in determining goal setting as it pertained to student achievement. We established that in this context, this supervision was an essential part of the process of achieving the desired outcomes (Brassard, Lusignan & Pelletier, 2013). Moreover, the theory of goal setting takes into account both the perceptions and the practices of the actor.” 

Reviewers’ comments

How are these data collected and analyzed?

· Lines 126-128:
“In the Québec Education System, these data are collected and analyzed via the RBM Criteria (see Table 1).”
Reviewers’ comments

4.2. Data collection and analysis. How about inter-rater reliability?

· In answer to this comment, both intercoder and intracoder reliability were calculated (lines 187-192):
“Thereafter, the data were coded by a second coder to ensure intercoder reliability. Following adjustments and discussion, the intercoder reliability reached 95%, within the standards established by Miles and Huberman (1994). Finally, the collected transcripts were also analyzed twice by the same coder (intracoder reliability) within a few days to verify internal consistency over time, which concluded at 90%, within the same standards (Miles and Huberman, 1994).”

· We have changed the name of this section to: “4.3. Data Analysis and Reliability” (lines 180).
Reviewers’ comments 

Methodology – Many readers might want a much stronger case for the kind of approach that is promoted.

· We have reviewed the division of ideas. We have added information on the instrument as well as on the data analysis, as follows:
· “We accompanied these participants over two years in the context of a collaborative research project.” (Lines 169-170)
· “A semi-structured interview grid covering the targeted subject enabled us to gather extensive data on the perceptions and practices of the participants.” (Lines 172-173)
· “The analyzed data were periodically submitted to the participants using the predictive validity technique, whereby the persons being interviewed are one of the most logical sources of corroboration (Miles & Huberman, 1994).” (Lines 184-187)
· Information about the reliability (Lines 187-192): “Thereafter, the data were coded by a second coder to ensure intercoder reliability. Following adjustments and discussion, the intercoder reliability reached 95%, within the standards established by Miles and Huberman (1994). Finally, the collected transcripts were also analyzed twice by the same coder (intracoder reliability) within a few days to verify internal consistency over time, which concluded at 90%, within the same standards (Miles and Huberman, 1994).”
Reviewers’ comments 
Originality-The paper does not contain new and significant information to justify publication.

· The knowledge gained will contribute to establishing formal connections between RBM and the supervisory practices of school principals, an avenue of investigation which has not been explored in Québec.
· This study is in line with that of Maroy et al. (2016) who deemed it relevant to analyze the institutional context of RBM in relation to principals’ teacher supervision practices and conceptions, as well as various contentious elements at play. (lines 109-111)
· From a practical standpoint, this contribution will provide greater coherence between professional practices and frames of reference.

· The case of Quebec is specific. In Canada, several provinces including Ontario, Alberta, New Brunswick and Nova Scotia have adopted evaluation programs for teaching personnel. However, in Québec, there is no program for evaluating or supervising teachers. In this province, the only legal basis provided for this issue remains the Québec Public Education Act (articles 96.12 and 110.9), which states that pedagogical supervision is part of the mandatory duties of school principals. It deserves attention. 
· In order to add new significant information, we added an "emerging themes" section, in the "results" section. 
· Table 2 presents a summary of the main results (page 18):
Table 2

Influence of Principals’ Practices and Perceptions on the Application of RBM

	
	Positive influence
	Negative influence

	Ambitious goals 
	Practices

· Adjustments when the goal is not met 

· Patience when the results are not immediate
 
	Perceptions

· Determinism, indifference, rejection or resignation when the targeted goals are not achieved 

	Specific goals
	Practices

· Decision-making based on evidence 
· Referring to past outcomes and to students’ results to set clear goals
· Review of the goals
	Practices

· Non-respect of fundamental values (justice, equality, fairness, consistency, thoroughness and transparency) 

· Impossibility to set specific goals (e.g. early-career teacher)

Perceptions

· Excessiveness and lack of accessibility to the provisions of the RBM approach under which the goals were set 

· Risk of demobilization when the results are negative

	Feedback 
	Practices

· Establishing pedagogical connections with the teachers
· Encouragement to push forward

· Identification of eventual challenges to overcome
	Practices

· Public display of feedback that is not a part of the culture

· Risk of the external comparisons

Perceptions

· Risk of demobilization when the results are negative 

· Feeling of being personally targeted

	Commitment
	Practices

· Specific attention to the vocabulary
· Staff involvement early on
· Participative leadership
· Transparency 
· Consideration of the teachers’ needs


	Practices

· Strict RBM criteria (limit creativity and exploration)
· RBM as a complex and demanding process that requires the full participation of all levels

	Sense of efficacy
	Practices/perceptions

· Positive feedback that enhances the sense of efficacy
· Influence of maturity level on the type of supervision and the time invested in supervision
· Limited sense of efficacy of the principal: shared leadership.

	Perceptions

· Limited sense of efficacy of the principal to ensure the pedagogical supervision
· Lack of recognition of the principals’ abilities to conduct supervision

	Emerging themes
	
	Practices

· Unethical practices, competitiveness
Perceptions

· Non-convergence of the goals

· Minimization of the means


Reviewer 3:

Reviewers’ comments 
The authors need to tighten the thesis of the paper considerably 

· We have better targeted the objective of our study (lines 104-106):
“Purpose of the Study

The focus of the current study was to examine whether principals’ perceptions of and practices in pedagogical supervision influenced the application of a RBM approach.”
Reviewers’ comments 
They also need to communicate how this work contributes to knowledge. Without a clear thesis (or, alternately, a clear research question) it is unclear to me what themes should be explored in the review of the literature.

· We have added this paragraph (lines 106-113):

“The knowledge gained will thus contribute to establishing formal connections between RBM and the supervisory practices of school principals, an avenue of investigation which has not been explored in Québec. Furthermore, this study is in line with that of Maroy et al. (2016) who deemed it relevant to analyze the institutional context of RBM in relation to principals’ teacher supervision practices and conceptions, as well as various contentious elements at play. From a practical standpoint, this contribution will provide greater coherence between professional practices and frames of reference.”
Reviewers’ comments 
It's also not clear why the particular conceptual framework is most appropriate.

· We have added this paragraph (lines 115-121):

 “The theoretical framework of this study was based on the concept of pedagogical supervision and the theory of goal setting. We found this framework to be well suited to the context of RBM in determining goal setting as it pertained to student achievement. We established that in this context, this supervision was an essential part of the process of achieving the desired outcomes (Brassard, Lusignan & Pelletier, 2013). Moreover, the theory of goal setting takes into account both the perceptions and the practices of the actor.”

Reviewers’ comments 
When I read through the method section the authors keep describing the research as a "collaborative research study." This does not help to illuminate what methodology this study draws upon

· We have reviewed the division of ideas. We have added information on the instrument as well as on the data analysis, as follows:

· “We accompanied these participants over two years in the context of a collaborative research project.” (Lines 169-170)
· “A semi-structured interview grid covering the targeted subject enabled us to gather extensive data on the perceptions and practices of the participants.” (Lines 172-173)
· “The analyzed data were periodically submitted to the participants using the predictive validity technique, whereby the persons being interviewed are one of the most logical sources of corroboration (Miles & Huberman, 1994).” (Lines 184-187)
· Information about the reliability (Lines 187-192): “Thereafter, the data were coded by a second coder to ensure intercoder reliability. Following adjustments and discussion, the intercoder reliability reached 95%, within the standards established by Miles and Huberman (1994). Finally, the collected transcripts were also analyzed twice by the same coder (intracoder reliability) within a few days to verify internal consistency over time, which concluded at 90%, within the same standards (Miles and Huberman, 1994).”
Reviewers’ comments 
The description of the respondent group is quite impoverished and we have no idea exactly how they came to become part of the data collection process


Here is some additional information regarding the participants: 
· “21 principals and vice-principals from the Découvreurs School Board (Québec) who together examined the process of pedagogical supervision, and consequently the RBM system, during sessions held during the 2014-2016 school year.” (lines 166-169)
· “We accompanied these participants over two years in the context of a collaborative research project.” (lines 169-170)
· “Fifteen principals and six vice-principals participated in this collaborative research, including 14 from elementary schools, four from secondary establishments, one from the adult education setting, and two from the vocational training sector. Two practice communities were formed, comprised of 10 men and 11 women having between 5 and 26 years of teaching experience (x̄ = 13) and between 1 and 21 years of experience in school management (x̄ = 9).” (lines 175-179)
Reviewers’ comments 
In terms of trustworthiness, the authors only briefly explore inter-rater reliability of coding themes. There is no explanation of how or why the reader should trust that the data were interpreted in a manner consistent with the meaning ascribed by the research participant (i.e., there was no member checking). Trustworthiness of this research is not adequately described
· Different methods of analysis have been put forward: 


· Predictive validity technique

· Both intercoder and intracoder reliability were calculated
Lines 181-192:

“Data Analysis and Reliability

 “Each session was recorded and transcribed in its entirety. The participants’ responses were then categorized under two main themes, namely, teacher supervision perceptions and practices and their positive/negative effect on the implementation of RBM. Each theme was coded according to the five leading principles of the goal-setting theory. The analyzed data were periodically submitted to the participants using the predictive validity technique, whereby the persons being interviewed are one of the most logical sources of corroboration (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Thereafter, the data were coded by a second coder to ensure intercoder reliability. Following adjustments and discussion, the intercoder reliability reached 95%, within the standards established by Miles and Huberman (1994). Finally, the collected transcripts were also analyzed twice by the same coder (intracoder reliability) within a few days to verify internal consistency over time, which concluded at 90%, within the same standards (Miles and Huberman, 1994).”

Reviewers’ comments 
Equally importantly, the authors do not explore limitations of the research and how these impact the conclusions and recommendations.
· We have included the limitations in the conclusion (lines 438-451):
“It must be mentioned that the younger principals in this study had not experienced the pre-reform system. Indeed, of the 21 participants, 19 became principal or vice-principal after 2000, while 12 assumed office following the adoption of the management and educational success agreement model in 2008. It appears however that the principals who possessed the most experience in school management were the most apt to consider the pros and cons of RBM with regard to their practices by maintaining a critical eye and by referring to their professional experience and the external issues and policies they have seen evolve over the years. And while these experienced principals were a great source of inspiration for their teachers, we cannot help but wonder to what extent these seasoned leaders inhibited the early-career teachers. Moreover, the professional practices shared by the principals involved in this research were influenced by their initial training, accumulated experience, and institutional constraints.

The research sample consisted of volunteers who showed an interest in the issues related to pedagogical supervision. Whether the perceptions and practices of non-volunteering principals would be any different is food for thought.”

Reviewers’ comments 
The findings are merely a collection of quotes without interpretation in light of the conceptual framework
· The findings are presented in light of the conceptual framework (5 leading principles of the theory and emergent themes). 

· To avoid the impression of a “collection of quotes”, we have better introduced and linked each statement. We selected the most important parts of the statements, which helped us to interpret them more deeply (directly in the “Results” section, but mainly in the “Discussion” section).  However, we decided not to directly interpret the findings in the Results section, but rather in the Discussion section.
Reviewers’ comments 
The authors only engage in deductive analysis of themes, therefore they only examine data that fit with the existing framework. No attempt is made to analyse the data inductively allowing for emerging themes not already part of the conceptual framework; this prevents the authors from making any contribution to knowledge as far as the conceptual framework is concerned.
· We have identified three emerging themes that deserve to be addressed (lines 330-352):
“Emerging themes

Three emerging themes emanated from our observations. First, we found that within the same school, the goals of one member may not be the same as those of the organization and may even be conflictual. One principal declared: “This teacher works alone, using his own teaching methods. He refuses to do the reading activity like the other teachers in the school. [...] He refuses to consult with his colleagues to better identify the learning objectives for his level. He claims his professional autonomy.” [DP4]. In this case, the achievement level could suffer. This possibility is rarely addressed in the theory of setting goals.

Parallel to this, when performing complex tasks, the setting of goals could also hamper achievement if the members fixate solely on the end result and minimize the means to get there. In this sense, by focusing only on the objective, the setting of goals may limit exploration, which was alluded to in the principals’ responses: “In that class, the students spent a good portion of the year practicing doing exams, learning how to pass an exam. They missed out on learning indirectly evaluated yet important notions.” [DS2].
Lastly, one principal stated that goals may engender unethical and competitive behaviours to reach goals at any cost: “We’ve heard it before, teachers who have been under pressure to lower their requirements to dissimulate inferior results, or many cases where students have passed from one level to another without having understood the subject...” [DS5]. 
These themes pertaining to a non-convergence of goals, a minimization of the means, or unethical practices (all absent from the models of Locke and Latham) complete our analysis of how the perceptions and practices in teacher supervision contribute or impede the application of RBM in the school setting. Table 2 presents a summary of the pros and cons of this management approach as it relates to the supervisory practices of school principals.”

Reviewers’ comments 
It's not surprising the principals thought the system they were participating in was pretty good, they were in charge.
· This "result" has been removed.

Reviewers’ comments 
There is no evidence that teachers' input is required nor valued
· In section 4 “Commitment” (Results), we added the notion that teachers’ input is both required and valued. This idea is related to staff involvement (lines 283-293):
“Targeted goals are perceived to be more motivating when the teachers accept and are committed to the process. In this regard, various practices were implemented by the principals in our study to stimulate their teachers’ commitment and involvement. First, specific attention was given to the vocabulary […].Staff involvement early on is another winning process […] Here, the teachers’ input is both necessary and valued. Lastly, participative leadership, which encourages the participation of the school-team, the deployment of a collective expertise was mentioned as an effective motivational method to adopt.”
Reviewers’ comments 
Conclusions and recommendations are somewhat superficial.
· We have revised the structure of the conclusion. (1) We now present a more detailed summary of the main methodological aspects and the results; (2) We discuss the main limitations of the study which helped to nuance the results; and (3) We present new avenues for subsequent research. (Lines 425-458)
(1) “During this collaborative study, through discussions with 21 school leaders in the context of learning and research communities, we sought to explore their perceptions and practices of in terms of the positive or negative impact of RBM on their pedagogical supervision. In this regard, the theoretical framework of this study allowed for the use of moderating factors of RBM to identify the pros and cons of this model as used in supervisory practices. Results show that the implementation of the RBM approach is smoother when it is accompanied by the necessary resources to assist the education system and when the strategic planning and contractualization tools create opportunities for discussion and team mobilization in a perspective of collective commitment. In contrast, the application of RBM is negatively affected when (a) the production/implementation of strategic planning and contractualization structures are hierarchical, exhaustive, and directive and (b) the inherent managerial aspects come to hinder, slow, or complicate the introduction of pedagogical practices focused solely on measurable results; this is ultimately detrimental to mobilization. 

(2) It must be mentioned that the younger principals in this study had not experienced the pre-reform system. Indeed, of the 21 participants, 19 became principal or vice-principal after 2000, while 12 assumed office following the adoption of the management and educational success agreement model in 2008. It appears however that the principals who possessed the most experience in school management were the most apt to consider the pros and cons of RBM with regard to their practices by maintaining a critical eye and by referring to their professional experience and the external issues and policies they have seen evolve over the years. And while these experienced principals were a great source of inspiration for their teachers, we cannot help but wonder to what extent these seasoned leaders inhibited the early-career teachers. Moreover, the professional practices shared by the principals involved in this research were influenced by their initial training, accumulated experience, and institutional constraints.

(3) The research sample consisted of volunteers who showed an interest in the issues related to pedagogical supervision. Whether the perceptions and practices of non-volunteering principals would be any different is food for thought. 

Finally, considering the mandatory participation of the entire school-team in the various RBM processes raises other concerns, such as what the principals must do to get their teachers to work together, to cooperate, and to be accountable for the achievement of their students. That said, other questions remain: What are the teachers’ perceptions and practices in relation to the supervision they receive in a RBM context? How can principals respect government objectives while addressing the various local concerns of their school-team? And ultimately, how can they negotiate the fine line between autonomy, professionalism, and control?”

