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Context of the research

Pilot schools project

Within the context of the education reform under way in Québec, the Direction générale de la formation
des jeunes of the Ministère de l’Éducation, du Loisir et du Sport (MELS) is responsible for monitoring the
progress of the implementation of the Québec Education Program (QEP) at the secondary level. This
monitoring is carried out in 15 pilot schools that began implementing the QEP in Secondary Cycle
One in 2003-2004, two years before its implementation became compulsory in all Québec schools.  

Changes resulting from the QEP’s implementation

Along with a host of other elements (Policy on the Evaluation of Learning, Basic school regulation, Policy
on Special Education, etc.), implementation of the QEP (MEQ, 2003) is an essential component of the
education reform under way in Québec. All of these elements are also part of Québec schools’ mission,
which is to provide instruction, to socialize, and to provide qualifications. In particular, these elements
aim at fostering students’ success and adequately preparing them to face the challenges of the 21st century. 

Implementation of the education reform requires Québec schools to make major changes. School stake-
holders must become familiar with a new curriculum, a new way of evaluating learning, as well as school
organization that is based on learning cycles and that necessitates increased collaboration among
colleagues. It is the first time in Québec that so many changes are being simultaneously introduced
in schools. 

Teachers now use a competency-based approach and help students develop subject-specific and cross-
curricular competencies. To do so, they are encouraged to review and diversify their pedagogical
practices in order to ensure that they foster the development of students’ competencies.  Teachers
carry out their instructional planning based on new elements, such as the key features of the com-
petencies, subject-specific learning content, evaluation criteria and end-of-cycle outcomes. They
also use evaluation tools to monitor students’ progress in developing competencies. In addition to
focusing on competency development, teachers are encouraged to place students in learning and
evaluation situations that deal with contemporary issues, which are associated with the broad areas
of learning. Among other things, the broad areas of learning aim to help students establish connections
between what they learn at school and what they experience outside school. 

In addition to these changes in classroom practices, implementing the QEP requires teachers to work
with each other more often. In fact, since learning cycles have been established, they must collaborate
to ensure greater continuity in learning and better monitoring of students’ progress. For example, they
work together to plan the learning and evaluation of subject-specific and cross-curricular competencies,
or to determine the activities that will help students acquire knowledge in the broad areas of learning.
It is also important that they meet to discuss students’ progress or difficulties and to coordinate their
intervention with students.

This need for increased collaboration also means that changes must be made to the school’s organi-
zation. School administrators must therefore create structures that will promote teamwork among
teachers and allow them to train each other and discuss the QEP’s implementation. This includes
scheduling and releasing teachers from their duties so that they can work together, coordinating work
teams, and assigning student groups to teachers, who will, in turn, support and supervise them. 
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The importance of longitudinal follow-up

All the elements described above highlight the many changes resulting from the QEP’s implementation
in schools, both in terms of teachers’ practices and school organization. A number of researchers empha-
size that it takes time to gradually implement such extensive changes, which may take place over sever-
al years (Giroux, 2007; Larivée et al., 2005; MEQ–DR Laval-Laurentides-Lanaudière, in collaboration
with Jacques Tardif, 2004; Savoie-Zajc, 2000).

Since implementation of the QEP’s is gradual, it is important to monitor pilot schools’ progress over a
number of years. That is why the mandate was given to the Direction générale de la formation des
jeunes to monitor these schools for seven consecutive years, from 2003-2004 to 2009-2010. During the
first three years of research (from 2003-2004 to 2005-2006), information was collected in Secondary
Cycle One, and the findings are presented in this report. During the project’s second phase (from 2006-
2007 to 2009-2010), information will be collected in both secondary cycles and it will be presented in
a subsequent report. 

Pilot schools are being followed up in order to determine the conditions conducive to the successful
implementation of the QEP at the secondary level. The information collected also makes it possible to
identify courses of action to facilitate the QEP’s implementation in secondary schools.



Review of literature 

The literature on education reforms (Erb, 2000; Pelletier, 2004; Picucci et al., 2006; Reitzug, 2002;
Silins and Mulford, 2002; Vernez et al., 2006) highlights the conditions required to successfully
implement new curricula. It specifically focuses on school organization, collaboration, training and
accompaniment.  

School organization

Within the context of the QEP, supporting and supervising students is particularly important. As
pointed out by the Conseil supérieur de l’éducation, "implementing an education reform that is
mainly focused on more closely monitoring each student’s academic progress has put back on the agenda
the importance of quality support and supervision to ensure the success of the greatest number of
students" (CSE, 2004, p. 13). To better meet students’ needs, the Conseil recommends, particularly in
Secondary Cycle One, establishing stable student groups and school organization models that focus on
more individualized support for students (CSE, 2001). 

There is also concern about student support and supervision in the United States. To monitor stu-
dents’ progress more closely, the Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development (Erb, 2000; Felner
et al., 1997) advocates creating small learning communities, made up of a multidisciplinary team of
teachers assigned to a small number of student groups. These teachers meet several times per week to
plan their intervention. They also offer students tutoring periods (advisory).

Studies tend to indicate that establishing these small learning communities has a positive impact on
both teachers and students (Erb, 2000; Felner et al., 1997; Moles, 2003). In particular, they allow
teachers to get to know their students better and to provide more individualized support, which may
have a positive impact on students’ commitment and success (Moles, 2003). Other research tends to
indicate that small learning communities may prevent academic and socioemotional difficulties during
the transition between elementary and secondary school, particularly for at-risk students (Felner et
al., 1997). Furthermore, it seems that collaboration among teachers on the same team promotes
information sharing, discussion on pedagogical practices and interdisciplinary work. It also instills a
sense of collective responsibility with regard to students’ progress (Erb, 2000; Moles, 2003). 

Collaboration

According to researchers (Picucci et al., 2006; Reitzug, 2002), collaboration among teachers is required
to successfully implement new programs. Other researchers (DuFour, 2004; Haberman, 2004) also
emphasize the vital importance of collaboration, which allows teachers to discuss and reflect upon their
practices in order to improve them and to foster students’ learning.

Research in the United States (Erb, 2000; Flowers et al., 2000) found that when interdisciplinary teams
of teachers have common planning time, it improves their team spirit, curriculum coordination,
and student evaluations and feedback. However, according to these researchers, simply establishing
common planning time is not enough to obtain positive results. Teachers must realize the advantages
of collaboration and learn to work effectively as part of a team, divide up responsibilities, and make
collective decisions.

3 Pilot schools 
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In Québec, implementing the QEP requires that teachers work together more in order to coherently
plan the integration and evaluation of the QEP’s various elements, as well as to coordinate their inter-
vention with students. As Savoie-Zajc (2000) maintains, the education reform encourages a collabora-
tive culture in which school staff (teachers, special education teachers, resource persons, administrators)
work together to foster students’ academic success. 

Within the context of the QEP, establishing learning cycles specifically requires that teachers focus on
collegial management of learning and evaluation situations, remedial measures, student groups, and stu-
dents’ progress within the cycle (Giroux, 2007, p. 18). Action research carried out at the elementary
level on the organization of learning cycles shows that working in school teams has many advantages
for both teachers (sharing of responsibilities and tasks, support among colleagues, etc.) and for students
(coherence of learning, respect for different learning paces and styles, etc.) (MEQ–DR Laval-
Laurentides-Lanaudière, in collaboration with Jacques Tardif, 2004). However, this action research
found that creating genuine school teams, which can take on responsibilities in a collegial manner, pres-
ents challenges. That is why specialists (administrators, education consultants, resource teachers) need
to support and guide school teams. 

Training and accompaniment

Ongoing training and accompaniment are two conditions essential to the successful implementation of
the QEP. Several studies found that teachers need ongoing professional development (Carbonneau,
2003; Reitzug, 2002; Silins and Mulford, 2002), and that basic training when implementing a new
curriculum is not enough to make changes in the school if it is not followed up with further training
(Nunnery et al., 1997). Similarly, the accompaniment of teachers when field-testing a curriculum—
including activities that involve support, feedback on their practices, and reflection—is a key factor in
successful implementation (Collerette, 2005; Lafortune and Lepage, 2007; Pelletier, 2004). In the
United States, research conducted by Picucci et al. (2006) and Vernez et al. (2006) shows that new
curricula are better implemented in schools where teachers receive more training and accompaniment
than in schools where they receive less.

In keeping with this approach, the Conseil supérieur de l’éducation emphasizes the importance of schools
having a professional development plan so that staff can integrate the basic theories and practices needed
to implement the QEP. The Conseil also highlights the need for an accompaniment mechanism to guide
teachers in their everyday application of the QEP (CSE, 2003).

Reitzug (2002), a researcher in the United States, carried out a review of literature on the professional
development of teachers within the context of education reforms. He identified effective training condi-
tions that have a positive impact on teachers and students. According to Reitzug, training activities should:

- be based on the school’s needs and priorities 
- focus on the curriculum and effective pedagogical practices in order to promote student learning 
- be spread over a certain period, because making changes to pedagogical practices is a lengthy process
- be supplemented by accompaniment activities, as teachers cannot immediately apply what they have 

learned without first using the QEP and receiving support
- allow teachers to work together and to share their expertise
- be a regular part of school life, either through action research, establishing study groups, joint 

planning, sharing practices, collective problem solving, etc. 



In Australia, research conducted by Silins and Mulford (2002) confirms that the presence of a thriving
professional learning community and a stimulating professional development program are among the
key factors that increase the chances of an education reform’s success. Encouraging teachers to develop
their skills through contacts with other schools, consultants or professional reading, to work in teams,
and to share their knowledge has a positive impact on their collective effectiveness.

The above-mentioned literature review highlights the important conditions conducive to the successful
implementation of new curricula: school organization, collaboration, training and accompaniment. In
the pilot schools project, these variables will be closely examined, as they are often cited in the litera-
ture as conditions required for a successful education reform. 

Objectives of the research 

The purpose of the research carried out in pilot secondary schools is to monitor the progress of the
QEP’s implementation, more specifically, to:

1- identify the conditions conducive to the successful implementation of the QEP
2- examine the influence of school organization models on students’ perceptions
3- identify courses of action to promote the successful implementation of the QEP

Methodology

Sample

The sample consists of 15 secondary schools (13 public and 2 private schools). It includes 11 French
schools, three English schools and one that has a French and an English sector. These schools are located
in various regions of the MELS regional offices, and they represent different socioeconomic backgrounds.
The number of students per school varies between approximately 200 and 1800. The list of pilot schools
is presented in Appendix 1. 

In total, 15 school administrators, 436 Cycle One teachers, 98 complementary educational services staff
members, and 3019 students have participated in the study since the beginning of the project.
Participation has been on a voluntary basis. 

Teachers who participated in the research had different classroom experiences when applying the QEP.
However, as they were just becoming familiar with the QEP, they did not necessarily apply it throughout
the entire school year. 
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Data collection

From 2003-2004 to 2005-2006, data was collected in Secondary Cycle One. In the spring of each
school year, questionnaires were administered to school administrators, teachers and students. The
questionnaire for school administrators deals with school organization. The questionnaire filled out by
teachers concerns their perceptions of the QEP’s implementation. The questionnaire for students focuses
on their perceptions of the pedagogical context. In addition, complementary educational services per-
sonnel filled out a questionnaire in 2004 and 2006 on their perceptions of the QEP’s implementation. 

For each year of data collection, teachers also submitted the description of a learning and evaluation
situation based on the QEP that they carried out in class. They included the evaluation tools used as
well as the work of three students. These learning and evaluation situations were analyzed using a scale
to indicate the extent to which the QEP’s elements (subject-specific competencies, cross-curricular
competencies, broad areas of learning, evaluation criteria) were integrated. 

Lastly, focus groups on the QEP’s implementation were organized with teachers in the spring of 2004
and 2006. Focus groups with school administrators were also set up at the end of each school year. 

Supporting schools through action research

In order to respect the pace and characteristics of each school and to collect information that reflects each
school’s reality as accurately as possible, no requirements for the QEP’s implementation were imposed on
schools. Each school thus determined its own school organization, and methods of teacher collaboration,
training and accompaniment. The models varied from school to school, depending on the local context and
needs. 

The MELS occasionally provided support to pilot schools that requested it. This support was mainly for
individuals responsible for training teachers in schools (principals, education consultants, resource teachers).
For example, the MELS research professionals involved in this project met with individuals from pilot
schools to answer their questions on applying the QEP and on planning the learning and evaluation
situations. This support from the MELS has always been provided with the hope that each school
would develop its own expertise and autonomy. It varied between two and five days per school per
school year.

The support provided by the MELS for pilot schools was justified in situations where the schools had begun
to apply the QEP two years before its implementation became compulsory, and had therefore received less
training on its implementation. This support is also a part of an action research process in which the
research team provides assistance to help schools with their reflection process and adjustment to change
(Savoie-Zajc, 2004).

In keeping with this approach, pilot school administrators participated in five meetings per school year to
share their experiences with the QEP’s implementation, and to find solutions for difficulties that their
schools encountered. The meetings with school administrators also helped generate discussion among
researchers on the QEP’s implementation.



Findings

This section presents the main findings in Secondary Cycle One pilot schools from 2003-2004 to
2005-2006. Most of these findings have been confirmed during the three years of data collection. 

The findings are presented in five sections: information on implementing the QEP in classrooms;
teachers’ perceptions regarding the QEP; the conditions conducive to the successful implementation of
the QEP (school organization, collaboration, training and accompaniment); students’ perceptions; and
the perceptions of complementary educational service personnel within the context of the QEP’s imple-
mentation. 

1. Application of the QEP in the classroom

11..11  PPrriioorriittiieess  ggiivveenn  ttoo  eelleemmeennttss  ooff  tthhee  QQEEPP
In the questionnaire, teachers were asked what priority they give to subject-specific competencies, cross-
curricular competencies and broad areas of learning when they are in class with their students. Figures
1, 2 and 3 present the information collected between June 2004 and June 2006. 

FFiigguurree  11

As Figure 1 shows, the majority of teachers say that they give priority to subject-specific competencies
in the classroom (depending on the years, between 58% and 69% consider them to be a high priority).
This priority even tends to slightly increase from one year to the next. 

These findings are hardly surprising given that secondary school teachers are, first and foremost,
subject specialists. Thus, within the context of the QEP, their initial challenge would be to foster the 
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development of competencies in their subject. One can assume that teachers begin by dealing with
the QEP elements with which they are most familiar (subject-specific competencies) before covering
other elements (cross-curricular competencies and broad areas of learning).  

FFiigguurree  22

Figure 2 shows that teachers give less priority to cross-curricular competencies (depending on the years,
between 15% and 23% indicate that they are a high priority). It is important to note that cross-curricular
competencies are a new element of the QEP and that teachers are less familiar with it. As mentioned
above, it is conceivable that teachers begin with what they are most familiar with (subject-specific
competencies) before covering cross-curricular competencies in greater depth. 

Furthermore, the priority given to cross-curricular competencies was found to decrease between June
2004 (24% accorded no priority or low priority) and June 2006 (49% accorded no priority or low
priority). This decrease in the emphasis placed on cross-curricular competencies came at a time when
some people in the education system were questioning the relevance of integrating and evaluating
these competencies. The Conseil supérieur de l’éducation therefore issued a brief in March 2007
(CSE, 2007) stating its position on this issue. It thus appears that when the education community
called cross-curricular competencies into question, it affected teachers’ perceptions of this element of
the QEP. 
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Figure 3 illustrates that teachers accord little priority to the broad areas of learning (depending on the
years, between 12% and 13% consider them to be a high priority). As with cross-curricular competencies,
the broad areas of learning are a new element of the QEP, and teachers are less familiar with it.

However, it is important to note that this information was collected at the beginning of the QEP’s
implementation. It is conceivable that the more familiar teachers become with the QEP, the more
emphasis they will place on cross-curricular competencies and broad areas of learning, and the more
they will successfully integrate them into their teaching practices. Furthermore, as the Conseil supérieur
de l’éducation (2007) has recommended, more support should be offered in schools in order to facili-
tate the integration of cross-curricular competencies and broad areas of learning. 

11..22  LLeeaarrnniinngg  aanndd  eevvaalluuaattiioonn  ssiittuuaattiioonnss  
Each year, pilot school teachers submit to the MELS descriptions of learning and evaluation situations
based on the QEP that they carried out in class. 

IInntteeggrraattiinngg  eelleemmeennttss  ooff  tthhee  QQEEPP  
During the past three years, the analysis of learning and evaluation situations found that teachers are
initially better at integrating subject-specific competencies than cross-curricular competencies and broad
areas of learning. This finding tends to confirm what teachers have indicated on the questionnaires, i.e.
they give first priority to subject-specific competencies in their teaching. 

Furthermore, the majority of learning and evaluation situations carried out by teachers include activities
that help students acquire knowledge covered in the QEP’s content. In many learning and evaluation
situations, teachers use evaluation criteria that allow them to monitor the progress of students’ learning.
The evaluation criteria used are usually taken from the QEP. 
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PPrrooggrreessss  iinn  tthhee  lleeaarrnniinngg  aanndd  eevvaalluuaattiioonn  ssiittuuaattiioonnss
During the past three years, the quality of learning and evaluation situations submitted by Cycle
One teachers has gradually improved.  From one year to the next, subject-specific competencies,
cross-curricular competencies and broad areas of learning are better integrated. This suggests that the
more teachers use the QEP, the better they understand it and the more they are able to carry out learning
and evaluation situations. It can also be assumed that discussions with other teachers or resource
persons help teachers improve the development of their learning and evaluation situations. During
focus groups with teachers, they indicated that they are becoming increasingly familiar with the QEP.
According to the teachers, discussing ideas and material with other teachers in the same school or other
schools substantially improves the learning and evaluation situations that they develop. 

2. Teachers’ perceptions of the QEP

22..11  UUnnddeerrssttaannddiinngg,,  aaddhheerreennccee,,  mmoottiivvaattiioonn  aanndd  eeaassee
In the questionnaires, teachers were asked about their perceptions of the QEP with regards to their
understanding of the program, their adherence to it, their motivation to apply it, and their ease in
applying it. This information is presented in Figures 4 (understanding), 5 (adherence), 6 (motivation)
and 7 (ease).

FFiigguurree  44

As Figure 4 shows, during the past three years, the majority of teachers say that they understand the
QEP (depending on the years, between 52% and 65% believe that they have a good understanding of
it). In June 2006, this understanding even tended to increase. Only a minority of teachers (between 5%
and 12%) believe that their understanding of the QEP is minimal.
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Figure 5 illustrates that most teachers say that they very closely adhere to the QEP (between 40% and
48%, depending on the years) or somewhat adhere to it (between 35% and 38%). However, a certain
number of teachers (between 16% and 24%) adhere little to the QEP.

FFiigguurree  66

The data in Figure 6 indicate that many teachers are very motivated (between 42% and 53%, depending
on the years) or fairly motivated (between 27% and 35%) to apply the QEP. However, a certain number
of teachers (between 15% and 23%) are not very motivated.
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FFiigguurree  77

Teachers’ perceptions of their ease with applying the QEP are slightly less positive (depending on the
years, between 27% and 44% feel very at ease, whereas 20% to 31% do not feel comfortable). However,
it is important to point out that the level of ease increased in June 2006.

According to the above data, the majority of teachers during the past three years say that they under-
stand the QEP, adhere to it, and are either very motivated or motivated to apply it. However, teachers
feel less at ease in actually applying it.

In June 2006, after three years of implementation, the level of ease in applying the QEP increased.
An increase in the understanding of the QEP was also observed in June 2006. These increases in the
understanding and ease are corroborated by the improvement of the learning and evaluation situa-
tions already observed. These findings tend to confirm that the more teachers apply the QEP, the
better they understand it and the more they feel at ease in applying it. 

Although the overall perceptions are quite positive, a certain number of teachers adhere little to the
QEP and are not very motivated to apply it. It is conceivable that certain teachers had little QEP
training and accompaniment, which could explain why they are less familiar with the program and
why they have reservations in this regard. Furthermore, implementing the QEP requires changes in
pedagogical and professional practices that may cause some insecurity, which is understandable during
a transition period. This may also explain some teachers’ low level of adherence and lack of motivation.  

22..22  PPeerrcceeppttiioonnss  ooff  tthhee  QQEEPP’’ss  iimmppaacctt  oonn  ssttuuddeennttss
The majority of teachers (between 72% and 93%) are of the opinion that the QEP has an equally
positive or more positive impact on students than the former programs in terms of motivation,
commitment to learning, use of knowledge, and academic success. However, with regards to the
improvement in students’ level of knowledge, teachers’ perceptions (between 62% and 74%) are
slightly less positive. 
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It is conceivable that the emphasis placed on competency development within the framework of the
education reform has given some teachers the impression that knowledge is now given less priority in
the classroom. It is also possible that these teachers may not have received enough training on the
connection between knowledge and competencies, and on building knowledge within a context of
competency development. However, during focus groups with teachers who have been applying the
QEP for the past three years, teachers observed that it is impossible to develop students’ competencies
without first helping them acquire knowledge. These experienced teachers agreed that knowledge is
essential to the development of competencies; therefore, it cannot be overlooked in teaching. This finding
suggests that the more teachers apply the QEP, the more they realize that knowledge and competencies go
hand in hand. 

3. Conditions conducive to the successful implementation of the QEP  

33..11  SScchhooooll  oorrggaanniizzaattiioonn

SSttaabbllee  ssttuuddeenntt  ggrroouuppss
In most pilot schools, it was found that Secondary Cycle One students belonged to stable student
groups (called “closed classes”). In these types of groups, students take all or most of their courses
together. According to the Conseil supérieur de l’éducation (2004, p. 26), stable groups "foster the
development of a sense of belonging by helping students identify with their group." Stable student
groups are also a prerequisite to implementing other support and supervision models, such as family or
homeroom systems. 

FFaammiillyy  aanndd  hhoommeerroooomm  ssyysstteemmss  
During the past three years, among the school organization models established in pilot schools, there
were two models in particular that had a positive impact on both teachers and students: family and
homeroom systems. 

Under the family model, a team of teachers is assigned to a small number of student groups. These
teachers often meet during periods set aside in their schedule to plan and evaluate learning and to monitor
the progress of their student groups. Under the homeroom model, each group of students is assigned a
homeroom teacher, who may teach two or more subjects to this group. This teacher provides indi-
vidualized follow-up for students in his or her group. Some pilot schools combine both of these
school organization models.

PPoossiittiivvee  iimmppaacctt  ooff  tthhee  ffaammiillyy  aanndd  hhoommeerroooomm  ssyysstteemmss  oonn  tteeaacchheerrss  
In order to examine the influence of school organization on teachers’ perceptions, schools that are using
family or homeroom systems were compared with those that are not using one of these models. With
regards to teachers’ perceptions of the QEP, Table 1 presents the averages in schools that use family or
homeroom systems, and those that do not. When the variance in averages between both groups of
schools is statistically significant, an asterisk appears in the first column.
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TTaabbllee  11

IImmppaacctt  ooff  sscchhooooll  oorrggaanniizzaattiioonn  oonn  tteeaacchheerrss’’  ppeerrcceeppttiioonnss  ooff  tthhee  QQEEPP::  aavveerraaggeess  iinn  sscchhoooollss  wwiitthh  aanndd  wwiitthhoouutt
ffaammiillyy  oorr  hhoommeerroooomm  ssyysstteemmss

JJuunnee  22000044 JJuunnee  22000055 JJuunnee  22000066

PPeerrcceeppttiioonnss  Family or Without Family or Without Family or Without 
ooff  tthhee  QQEEPP  homeroom family or homeroom family or homeroom family or 

systems homeroom systems homeroom systems homeroom
systems systems systems

Understanding (out of 5) 3.69* 3.29 3.63 3.52 4.03* 3.65
Adherence (out of 5) 3.70* 3.15 3.66* 3.05 3.81* 3.16
Motivation (out of 5) 3.98* 3.20 3.71* 3.06 3.89* 3.13
Ease (out of 5) 3.33* 2.74 3.07 2.92 3.44 3.21

* = statistically significant finding (p<0.05)

As shown in Table 1, the averages of schools that use family or homeroom systems are always higher
than those that do not. In nearly all cases, the variance between both groups is significant. This tends
to suggest that family or homeroom systems instill more positive perceptions of the QEP in teachers.
Thus, in schools that use family or homeroom systems, teachers say that they understand the QEP better,
adhere to it more, and are more motivated to apply it. 

With regards to the ease in applying the QEP, there is a significant difference in the first year (June
2004), but not in the two subsequent years. It is conceivable that the more teachers use the QEP, the
more at ease they feel in applying it, regardless of the school organization model they use.  

Statistical analyses based on the type of school organization were also carried out on other variables of
teachers’ perceptions. These analyses also found significant differences. Thus, in schools that use fami-
ly or homeroom systems, teachers say that they discussed implementing the QEP and monitoring stu-
dents’ progress more often, compared to schools that do not use family or homeroom systems. Teachers
in schools that use family or homeroom systems also say that they have adjusted their practices more
(planning, evaluation, collaboration with colleagues) since they began applying the QEP. In addition,
teachers in schools that use family or homeroom systems notice that the school’s learning climate has
improved, and that the team spirit during meetings is enhanced (mutual support, common view of the
QEP’s application). 

Overall, the more positive perceptions in schools that use family or homeroom systems during the three
years of data collection tend to confirm the positive impact that these school organization models have
on teachers. Due to the emphasis placed on collaboration among teachers and monitoring students’
progress under family or homeroom systems, it seems that teachers are more committed to implement-
ing the QEP. 

The findings concerning family systems have been confirmed by American researchers on small learn-
ing communities (Felner, 1997; Moles, 2003). In particular, this research found that collaboration
among teachers on the same team promotes discussion on pedagogical practices, as well as coordinated
intervention, thus fostering students’ progress (Erb, 2002; Moles, 2003).

AAccccoommppaannyyiinngg  ssttuuddeennttss  tthhee  ffoolllloowwiinngg  yyeeaarr  ((llooooppiinngg))
In pilot schools, another model of school organization has emerged since 2005-2006: a teacher accom-
panies his or her students the following year (also called looping). For example, a teacher who teaches
English Language Arts in the first year of Secondary Cycle One might teach the same groups of stu-
dents in the second year of the cycle. At the moment, no data are available on the impact of this



approach in pilot schools. However, some studies have demonstrated its benefits. According to the
literature reviews conducted by Desbiens (2003) and Moles (2003), looping may facilitate classroom
management, improve the effectiveness of teaching (since teachers know their students better), increase
academic success, increase the quality of relations among students and between teachers and students,
and encourage teachers to adopt new teaching strategies. 

33..22  CCoollllaabboorraattiioonn

DDiissccuussssiioonn  ttooppiiccss
In pilot schools, teachers meet to discuss applying the QEP. Most often, they meet to plan learning
and evaluation situations, monitor and evaluate students’ progress, and share their experiences in
applying the QEP. It was also found that teachers discuss subject-specific competencies more often
than cross-curricular competencies and broad areas of learning. 

MMeeeettiinngg  ttiimmeess
Teachers meet with other teachers mostly during pedagogical days. Some schools also have periods set
aside in the teachers’ schedules to meet with other teachers. These coordination meetings may vary
between one period to half a day per rotating schedule. Teachers do not give any classes and can thus
meet to work together.

CCoooorrddiinnaattiioonn  tteeaammss
Most often, teachers of the same subject and in the same year work with each other. Sometimes, they
also work with teachers who teach the same subject in a different year of their cycle. Coordination meet-
ings and discussions between teachers of different subjects occur less frequently. At the beginning of the
QEP’s implementation, teachers thus work more in subject teams rather than multidisciplinary teams.
Although not yet completely set up in schools, teachers are beginning to work together in cycle teams. 
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TTiimmee  ssppeenntt  oonn  ccoooorrddiinnaattiioonn  mmeeeettiinnggss  
As Figure 8 shows, the majority of teachers in pilot schools meet with their colleagues for less than one
hour per week (between 47% and 58%, depending on the years). Very few teachers spend more than
two hours per week on coordination meetings (between 8% and 14%). Slightly less time was spent on
coordination meetings in June 2006. This may be explained by the fact that in 2005-2006, due to the
negotiation of the teachers’ collective agreement, pedagogical days were cancelled in several pilot
schools. Therefore, the time set aside for coordination meetings was lost.  

FFiigguurree  88

OOppiinniioonn  oonn  tthhee  ffrreeqquueennccyy  ooff  ccoooorrddiinnaattiioonn  mmeeeettiinnggss
As seen in Figure 9, slightly more than half of pilot school teachers would like to have more coordination
meetings (between 54% and 60%, depending on the years). Since teachers would like more coordination
meetings, it is probably because they find them useful.  

FFiigguurree  99
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OOrrggaanniizziinngg  ccoooorrddiinnaattiioonn  mmeeeettiinnggss
During focus groups, teachers and school administrators emphasized that coordination meetings are more
efficient if they are structured. In particular, they appreciated when the discussion topics were determined
in advance, when one individual was responsible for leading the meetings, and when meeting minutes
were taken.

PPoossiittiivvee  iimmppaacctt  ooff  ccoollllaabboorraattiioonn  oonn  tteeaacchheerrss
The data collected in pilot schools found that the more time teachers spend collaborating with their
colleagues, the more positively they view the QEP’s implementation. Thus, in schools where more time
is spent on coordination meetings (one or more hours per week), teachers adhere more to the QEP and
perceive a greater team spirit, compared to schools where less time is spent on coordination meetings.
These findings are based on statistically significant analyses. 

These findings on the positive impact of collaboration are corroborated by research conducted by
DuFour (2004) and Haberman (2004), who indicate that collaboration is important, as it allows teachers
to reflect upon their pedagogical practices in order to improve them. According to other researchers
(Erb, 2000; Flowers et al., 2000), teacher teams that have common planning time develop greater team
spirit and coordinate teaching and evaluation better. 

33..33  TTrraaiinniinngg  aanndd  aaccccoommppaanniimmeenntt

RReessoouurrccee  ppeerrssoonnss
Training and accompaniment related to applying the QEP are usually provided by school administrators,
an education consultant, or by a resource teacher (that is, a teacher responsible for helping his or her
colleagues apply the QEP).
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MMoosstt  uusseeffuull  ttrraaiinniinngg  ttooppiiccss
In June 2005 and 2006, teachers were asked to identify the training topics that they considered
most useful in helping them apply the QEP. As Figure 10 shows, the topics for which training is most
useful in helping teachers to apply the QEP are, in order of importance: 1- Evaluating competencies
(between 66% and 73%, depending on the years); 2- Creating learning and evaluation situations (LES)
(between 61% and 62%); and 3- Subject-specific programs (between 44% and 49%).

FFiigguurree  1100

Other training topics are also considered useful, although by a fewer number of teachers: pedagogy
(cooperative learning, project-based pedagogy, strategic instruction, etc.) (between 29% and 37%);
the competency-based approach (between 21% and 26%); and intervention with at-risk students
(between 19% and 24%). Few respondents considered training on cross-curricular competencies
(between 16% and 19%) and broad areas of learning (between 1% and 13%) among the most use-
ful topics for applying the QEP. This finding corroborates the fact that, as seen earlier, teachers give
more priority to subject-specific learning than to cross-curricular learning.  

Furthermore, 7% of respondents in June 2005 considered training on cycle-based work the most
useful, whereas 21% of respondents in June 2006 considered it the most useful. This suggests that
the more teachers apply the QEP, the more they become aware of the importance of cycle-based
work and the need to learn to work together in school teams. Finally, teachers considered training
on the rationale for the education reform the least useful topic (between 5% and 10%).  

Based on these findings, it is clear that teachers’ needs are, first and foremost, practical and subject
related. During focus groups, many teachers also expressed the need for practical training on applying
the QEP in the classroom, on planning learning and evaluation situations, and on the evaluation of
learning. 

UUsseeffuullnneessss  ooff  aaccccoommppaanniimmeenntt
Teachers were also asked their opinions on the accompaniment they received. They believe that meet-
ings with other teachers and with education consultants for the purpose of support and 
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accompaniment are the most helpful in applying the QEP. These findings are corroborated by those  of
the study on the implementation of the QEP at the elementary level (MELS, 2006).

Carried out individually or in small groups, accompaniment allows teachers to discuss and reflect
upon their teaching and evaluation practices with resource people, while also focusing on learning
and evaluation situations. During focus groups, teachers said that they especially appreciated that a
resource person is available at the school to answer practical questions related to applying the QEP.

During focus groups, school administrators also emphasized the critical importance of accompaniment.
According to school administrators, one-time training is not enough to meet teachers’ needs. That is
why they need accompaniment, which monitors each teacher’s progress, and provides them with
individualized support.

TThhee  iimmppoorrttaannccee  ooff  sscchhooooll  aaddmmiinniissttrraattoorrss’’  lleeaaddeerrsshhiipp
School administrators also emphasized the key role they play in successfully implementing the QEP in
their school. They explain that the administration’s leadership, vision, and enthusiasm are essential to
motivating and supporting school staff. These school administrators’ remarks have been corroborated
by several researchers, who have described the importance of the administration’s leadership to get all
the staff involved in the process of change, to develop a shared vision of education reform, and to coor-
dinate training, accompaniment and collaboration activities (Fullan, 2003; Giroux, 2007; MEQ–DR
Laval-Laurentides-Lanaudière, in collaboration with Jacques Tardif, 2004; Picucci et al., 2006; Savoie-
Zajc, 2000; Silins and Mulford, 2002).

PPoossiittiivvee  iimmppaacctt  ooff  ttrraaiinniinngg  aanndd  aaccccoommppaanniimmeenntt  oonn  tteeaacchheerrss  
The statistical analyses found that the more teachers receive training and accompaniment, the more
they have positive perceptions of the QEP’s implementation. In schools where more time is spent
on training (30 hours or more per week) and accompaniment (12 hours or more per week), the
teachers adhere more to the QEP, are more motivated to apply it, and say that they have adjusted
their pedagogical practices more (planning, evaluation, collaboration with colleagues), compared to
schools where less time is spent on training and accompaniment. These findings tend to confirm
the hypothesis put forward earlier, which suggests that some teachers’ low level of adherence and
motivation may be linked to a lack of training and accompaniment.

The analyses carried out on learning and evaluation situations show another effect of accompani-
ment. During the past three years, teachers who were assisted by an education consultant during the
development of their learning and evaluation situation carry out situations that are more closely
connected with the QEP than those who did not receive similar assistance. Thus, it seems that
teachers who have an opportunity to reflect with an education consultant have more successfully
integrated subject-specific and cross-curricular competencies, as well as the broad areas of learning. 

Research carried out by Picucci et al. (2006) and Vernez et al. (2006) confirms that in schools where
teachers receive more training and accompaniment, the new programs are better applied than in
schools where teachers receive less training. Other researchers emphasize the need for training and
accompaniment activities to successfully implement new curricula (Carbonneau, 2003; Collerette,
2005, Lafortune and Lepage, 2007; Pelletier, 2004; Reitzug, 2002; Silins and Mulford, 2002). 
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4. Students’ perceptions

44..11  IInn--ccllaassss  aaccttiivviittiieess
Table 2 presents the perceptions of Cycle One students with regards to learning activities carried out in
class. This information was collected in June 2005, two years after QEP implementation in pilot
schools.

TTaabbllee  22

SSttuuddeennttss’’  ppeerrcceeppttiioonnss  ooff  iinn--ccllaassss  aaccttiivviittiieess  ((JJuunnee  22000055))

PPeerrcceennttaaggee  ooff  ssttuuddeennttss
NNeevveerr  oorr  OOfftteenn  oorr    

Students indicated that they: sseellddoomm SSoommeettiimmeess aallmmoosstt  
aallwwaayyss

Do exercises. 16 33 52
Take notes. 20 26 54
Do projects in which they can look for things or 
invent things. 37 38 26
Do research to verify ideas. 53 33 14
Consult several sources of information (books, 
newspapers, Internet, etc.). 24 31 45
Make decisions about their work 
(choice of topic or work methods). 28 43 29
Use what they have learned in different subjects. 15 49 37
Carry out activities that are related to what they 
experience outside school. 55 31 14
Work in teams. 15 39 46
Work alone. 24 39 38

As shown in Table 2, students say that they carry out a variety of activities in class. While note taking
and exercises are the most frequently reported activities, research or creative projects are also mentioned.
Furthermore, a majority of students say that they consult a variety of information sources when doing
class work. Many students also say that they occasionally have an opportunity to make decisions about
their work, which means that they have a degree of independence in their learning. 

Many students say that they have an opportunity to apply what they have learned in different subjects.
However, fewer students see the connections between what they do in class and what they experience
outside school. This finding can probably be explained by the fact that at the beginning of the QEP’s
implementation, not all teachers necessarily feel at ease using the broad areas of learning. Finally, students
say that they sometimes work individually and sometimes work in teams.  



44..22  SScchhooooll  oorrggaanniizzaattiioonn  aanndd  ssttuuddeennttss’’  ppeerrcceeppttiioonnss    
In order to examine the influence of school organization on students’ perceptions, schools that use
family or homeroom systems were compared with those that do not. For each of the three years of
data collection, Table 3 presents the findings of the analyses carried out. The averages in schools that
use family or homeroom systems and those that do not are shown in this table. When the variance
in the averages between both groups of schools is statistically significant, an asterisk appears in the
first column.

TTaabbllee 33

IImmppaacctt  ooff  sscchhooooll  oorrggaanniizzaattiioonn  oonn  ssttuuddeennttss’’  ppeerrcceeppttiioonnss  ooff  tthhee  QQEEPP::  aavveerraaggeess  iinn  sscchhoooollss  wwiitthh  aanndd
wwiitthhoouutt  ffaammiillyy  oorr  hhoommeerroooomm  ssyysstteemmss

JJuunnee  22000044 JJuunnee  22000055 JJuunnee  22000066

(Secondary I (Secondary I (Secondary II  
students) and II students) students)

PPeerrcceeppttiioonnss  Family or Without Family or Without Family or Without 
homeroom family or homeroom family or homeroom family or 

systems homeroom systems homeroom systems homeroom
systems systems systems

Involvement (out of 9) 3.43* 3.24 3.30* 3.04 3.17* 2.86
Innovation (new and 
varied activities) 
(out of 7) 3.85* 3.40 3.53 3.49 3.44* 3.16
Investigation
(opportunities to do 
research) (out of 5) 2.34* 2.18 2.33* 2.26 2.24* 2.06
Interest in school and 
classroom activities 
(out of 5) 2.80* 2.62 2.81* 2.64 2.69* 2.58
Perception of the 
usefulness of learning
(out of 5) 3.74* 3.58 3.57* 3.45 3.38 3.27
Effort put into 
schoolwork (out of 5) 3.02* 2.84 2.96* 2.87 2.84* 2.74

* = statistically significant finding (p<0.05)

As shown in Table 3, the averages of schools that use family or homeroom systems are always higher
than those that do not. In nearly all cases, the variance between both groups is statistically significant. 

Thus, during the past three years, the analyses confirm that students who are in family or home-
room systems are more committed to classroom activities and find these activities more innovative
and varied, compared to students who are not in family or homeroom systems. Students in schools that
use family or homeroom systems also say that they do research more often. They show greater interest
in school and classroom activities, find learning more useful, and say that they put more effort into their
schoolwork. 

These more positive perceptions can possibly be explained by the fact that family or homeroom systems
foster closer monitoring of students’ progress and better support and supervision of students. These
school organization models also likely foster the development of a greater sense of belonging in students
within the same group. In fact, since these students take all or most of their courses together, they know
each other better. It is conceivable that this context is conducive to carrying out learning activities that
students are more interested in and more committed to. 
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The findings on family systems have been confirmed by American research on small learning commu-
nities (Felner, 1997; Moles, 2003). This research has shown that the support and supervision models,
which allow teachers to get to know their students better and provide more individualized support, have
a positive impact on students’ commitment and academic progress.  

44..33  AAppppllyyiinngg  tthhee  QQEEPP  aanndd  ssttuuddeennttss’’  ppeerrcceeppttiioonnss  
In June 2005, two years after applying the QEP in Cycle One, the schools that carry out learning and
evaluation situations more related to the QEP were compared with those that carry out learning and
evaluation situations less related to the QEP. The learning and evaluation situations were considered
more related to the QEP if they integrated the development of subject-specific and cross-curricular
competencies as well as the broad areas of learning to a greater extent, and if they included evaluation
criteria taken from the QEP. 

The analysis found that in the schools that carried out learning and evaluation situations that were more
related to the QEP, the students had better perceptions of the pedagogical context than in schools where
the learning and evaluation situations were less related to the QEP. More specifically, in the schools that
carried out learning and evaluation situations that were more related to the QEP, the students noticed
that they were more committed to the class and that they have more opportunities to do research and
reflect on their learning. These students also show greater interest in classroom activities and say that
they put more effort into their schoolwork. Although these findings have yet to be confirmed by future
data collections, they tend to suggest that applying the QEP has a positive impact on students’ percep-
tions.

5. Perceptions of the complementary educational services personnel

55..11  KKnnoowwlleeddggee  ooff  tthhee  QQEEPP  aanndd  ccoommmmiittmmeenntt
The data gathered in the pilot schools in 2004 and 2006 show that complementary educational services
personnel are not very familiar with the QEP and are generally not very committed to implementing it. 

55..22  CCoollllaabboorraattiioonn  rreeggaarrddiinngg  tthhee  QQEEPP
It was also found that complementary educational services personnel discuss to a limited degree the
application of the QEP with other school staff. In fact, only one third of this staff say that they work
with other teachers or other complementary educational services colleagues. However, the majority of
them would like to work with school staff more often.  

55..33  PPoossiittiivvee  iimmppaacctt  ooff  ccoollllaabboorraattiioonn  oonn  ccoommpplleemmeennttaarryy  eedduuccaattiioonnaall  sseerrvviicceess  ppeerrssoonnnneell
The statistical analyses found that complementary educational services personnel who have an
opportunity to work with teachers in the school or other complementary educational services colleagues
understand and adhere to the QEP better than those who did not. In addition, complementary edu-
cational services personnel who participated in coordination meetings work together more on implement-
ing the QEP in their school, particularly by placing increased emphasis on cross-curricular competencies
and the broad areas of learning in their intervention with students.



The experience of pilot schools thus tends to suggest that when complementary educational services
personnel have an opportunity to collaborate with other staff members in the school, this improves the
QEP’s implementation. The reference framework entitled Complementary Educational Services: Essential
to Success (MEQ, 2002) describes the important contribution that these staff members can make with
regard to implementing the education reform and fostering students’ success.  

Conclusion

The study carried out in Secondary Cycle One pilot schools during the past three years found that the
more teachers work with the QEP, the better they understand it and the more at ease they are in apply-
ing it. Considering the extensive changes required to implement the education reform, this transition
is taking place gradually, but on an ongoing basis.

This pilot school study also highlights the conditions conducive to the successful implementation of the
QEP. These winning conditions have also been identified in literature on education reforms:

1- School organization that allows teachers to better monitor students’ progress: stable student groups; the
family system (a team of teachers is assigned to a small number of student groups) or the homeroom 
system (teacher who teaches more than one subject to the same student group).

2- Scheduled times for collaboration so that teachers can discuss implementation of the QEP and 
plan learning and evaluation. 

3- Ongoing professional development, based from the outset on teachers’ needs, especially in creating 
learning and evaluation situations, evaluating competencies, and subject-specific programs.

4- Accompaniment provided by qualified individuals in order to help teachers understand the QEP 
and to help them carry out learning and evaluation situations.

5- The school administration’s leadership, which is essential in facilitating the implementation of all the 
aforementioned conditions and in motivating and supporting the school team throughout the process 
of change associated with the education reform.

Furthermore, it should be pointed out that secondary school teachers give more priority to subject-
specific learning than cross-curricular learning. Therefore, it would be important to take this into
account when planning training. For example, subject-specific training could help teachers understand
how a subject can promote the development of cross-curricular competencies and new connections
can be made with the broad areas of learning. QEP coordination meetings should also allow teachers
to jointly plan the integration of subject-specific competencies, cross-curricular competencies and the
broad areas of learning. This would help teachers become more familiar with the QEP’s elements and
encourage teachers to give greater priority to them in their teaching. 

The pilot school study is a very useful reference for various Québec schools that are currently examin-
ing their practices within the context of the education reform at the secondary level. In some cases, the
findings of the study will confirm the practices already established in schools. In other cases, the data
will inspire schools to create the conditions required for the successful implementation of the QEP.
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Continuation of the pilot schools project

Research in pilot schools will continue until June 2010. The progress will be monitored in both
Secondary Cycle One and Two. Data will be collected annually in order to monitor the schools’ progress
in implementing the QEP and to more clearly identify conditions for its successful implementation. In
the coming years, a new element –monitoring evaluation practices– will be incorporated into the study. 
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Appendix 1

List of Pilot Schools (2003-2004 to 2005-2006)

SScchhooooll SScchhooooll  bbooaarrdd CCiittyy

École secondaire de Cabano Du Fleuve-et-des-Lacs Cabano

École polyvalente Arvida De La Jonquière Jonquière

École Sainte-Anne des Bois-Francs Daveluyville

École secondaire du Tournesol des Sommets Windsor

École secondaire 
Jean-Jacques-Rousseau De la Seigneurie-des-Mille-Îles Boisbriand

École secondaire de Chambly des Patriotes Chambly

École secondaire 
Cavelier-de-LaSalle Marguerite-Bourgeoys Montréal

École secondaire Mont-Bleu des Portages-de-l'Outaouais Gatineau

École La Source De Rouyn-Noranda Rouyn-Noranda

École Monseigneur-Labrie De la Moyenne-Côte-Nord Havre-Saint-Pierre

Pierrefonds Comprehensive 
High School Lester-B.-Pearson Pierrefonds 

Marymount Academy English-Montreal Montréal

Symmes Junior High School Western Québec Gatineau

Villa Maria Private school Montréal

Le Petit Séminaire de Québec Private school Québec
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