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1. Executive Summary

2020 has obviously been an extreme year with our local area impacted
by smoke, bushfires, COVID and remote learning.

- Male, government school, ACT Q(l:\

\(\‘lx

8
A stressful year filled with challenges, 2020 was a year unlike any other. At the beginni the year,
uncontained bushfires ravaged much of the country, making the sky red and the air dense moke across
major cities. State emergency workers and volunteers struggled to contain the wil irés, as schools and
premises came under threat. A large portion of school leaders ended 2019 and startéd 2020 under these

stressful conditions.
G

COVID-19 was declared a pandemic in March 2020. The majority of u@an schools remained open
throughout government lockdowns, with state governments declaring sc S an essential service. During
the first half of 2020, school leaders learned of operational changes a§ quates through press conferences,

at the same time as their fellow Australians. As the pandemic pro d and operational procedures were
put into place, school leaders stayed on top of the evolving ope% | conditions that affected their schools
and communities. Schools across Australia put in place vari easures to ensure the safety of students,
educators, and staff, based on their state, geolocation, andie -iumber of COVID-19 within their community.
As schools moved to online education, the socioecom ¢ disparity between city and rural schools;
government, Independent, and Catholic schools beca@ more evident.

Due to the pandemic's unprecedented burde
than in previous years (term 3). By term 3,

@school leaders, our survey was conducted later in 2020
leaders had navigated their schools through an uncertain
and evolving educational landscape (in t and 2). School governing bodies had provided operational
protocols, enabling school leaders t lement changes and engage their students and their school
communities, including stage 4 lock for Victoria. School leaders, educators, students, parents, and
guardians understood what to e%%nder a changing climate.

Schools leaders have en continuous stress during 2020, having navigated their schools through
uncertainty from constart.change, and long hours in terms 1 and 2 of 2020. The results show that school
leaders were fatigue constant exposure to occupational stressors. School leaders reported worsening
results for Iong—terS Ith indicators. Compared to 2019, our school leaders report showed:

e \Worseni
Justice.

sults for short-term measures of Quantitative Demands, Work Pace, Role Clarity and

[ ]
& toms, and Somatic Stress.

\Cgut surprisingly, better results for short-term measures of Influence, Commitment to the Workplace,
& le Conflict, Social Support from Internal/External Colleagues, Social Support from Supervisors, and

Work-Family Conflict.
School leaders continue to work long hours, working an average of 54.5 hours a week, over 14 hours longer
than the standard 40-hour workweek. During the school term, 22.1% of school leaders worked more than 60
hours a week, over 20 hours longer than the standard 40-hour workweek.

Waqrsehing results for long-term health indicators of Burnout, Sleeping Troubles, stress, Depressive
o
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An alarming percentage of school leaders (83 in 100) continue to be subjected to at least one form of offensive
behaviour in the last 12 months:

o Approximately 43 in 100 school leaders have been subjected to Threats of Violence (5.5x more than
the general population);
e Approximately 37 in 100 school leaders have been subjected to Physical Violence (9.4x more thar)\

the general population); and
o Approximately 33 in 100 school leaders have been subjected to Bullying (4.0x more than the

population.
&

In 2020, 3 out of 10 participants received a red flag email alerting them to contact detai s(&Employee
Assistance Programs and local support services. These emails are triggered when patrtici are at risk of
at least one of the following measures: Self-harm; Quality of Life; and Occupational Hea&

Perhaps the most prominent result from this year’s survey was how consistent t Its were from 2019. It
is unsurprising that the sources of stress and short-term occupational measures %@éh different do resemble
previous years' results. Historically, school leaders are at risk of burnout, wor in demanding and stressful
environments with multiple stakeholders, who often have conflicting priori nd demands. School leaders
are heavily burdened with the management of the education, safety, hedith, and wellbeing of their pupils,
staff, and school community. The position requires them to alwa ‘alert and aware of all matters that
relate to their schools, communities, and the reporting requirem times dealing with the most stressful
of situations in life. The continual strain of having to deal with otionally and physically demanding work
environment was reflected in the worsening of school leaders’long-term health indicators in 2020, when
compared to 2019. School leaders, as a group, are at ris a‘;i)a’tigue, mental health decline, and burnout.

O

Having navigated their schools through the tough &nd uncertain conditions of 2020, the combination of
continuous stress and eligibility for retirement éesulted in 6.8% of school leaders reporting their intention
to retire in 2021. Combining the higher risk out, high exposure to Offensive Behaviours, the continuous
strain of health and wellbeing, high de , overwhelming responsibilities of the job, the current aging
workforce, and retirement intentions, lia will soon experience recruitment and retention problems. The
results of our survey point to the ir@ﬁnce of our recommendations below, and the need for a long-term
move toward reforming the Aust@ education system, now more than ever.

)

/ This ye been more challenging than last. Fires, storms, COVID, have all \
interrupt; t should have been Summer break to [sic] Easter Break. Keeping staff

moral as been a big priority, but who looks after the Principal? Where is there
time_to step aside for a breather? Small schools with only one deputy are pushed to
? imit with all of the changes we have needed to make to keep educating our
'& ents to the best standard we can. Itis now being felt. Staff absences increased
C)h Term 3, stress levels, fear of catching COVID in classrooms, parent expectations

& and increased family stresses mean that parents are needing more care than
% previously. It is getting very hard to maintain the level of calm and clarity needed.
- Female, Independent school, NSW /
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1.1 SIXTEEN RECOMMENDATIONS, THEIR STRATEGIES AND FOUNDATIONS

Offered in the spirit of a national conversation starter, the following recommendations list what can be done,
and who can do it, to improve the health and wellbeing of our school leaders.

The recommendations rest on six foundations:

N

1. No single stakeholder group is responsible for the state of education in Australia, nor do they hp@ﬂg
power to effect much change to the system on their own.

2. Many issues impacting negatively on the education system are entrenched in the wider&tralian
culture. Q

3. Taking a long-term rather than short-term focus on improvements to the education s@%s essential
for success.

4. Taking a holistic inquiry approach to both the successes and failures in the,ﬁ) tralian education
system is also essential. We can learn a great deal from both if we do not&it ur gaze or look for

quick fixes.

5. De-politicising education at the macro-, meso-, and micro-political levels vqufomote equity, continuity
and transparency. For example, the Gonski (2011) report was univ y agreed by educators to
provide a sensible and equitable way forward in education. It s ave set the conditions for a
decade of educational development. Instead, its politicisation has s€en many educationally sensible
reforms in Australia suffer, and its potential is being dimigi . This becomes demotivating to
educators. It is an example of the ‘moral harassment’ su§e y educators (Burens, 2015).

6. Australian education needs a change of mindset: movj yond sectorised thinking. The problems
and their solutions are very similar in all sectors, highlighting that differences between the sectors are
more superficial than substantive. The variation | Cial capital inside schools demonstrates that
simple resourcing, while important, is not going o’%( intractable issues. A change of mindset is also
needed if the state of Australia’s education is to improve.

Aligning Australia’s education systems to these fuyndamentals may be difficult, particularly de-politicisation.
However, the combined adoption of these gi undations holds the greatest opportunity for long-term
improvement to Australian education, and @S strong international evidence to support this notion.

What the governments can @

1. Adopt a holistic govern approach to education. Federal, state, and territory governments should

come together to mai a single education budget in a managerial way. All school funding should

be transparent so th&anyone, at any level of the system, can confidently know how much money a

school will hawv eir disposal. This would beneficially allow for long term budgeting. The role of

government % d be to fairly set the global amount to be spent on the education system only.

Detailing I% e budget should be spent should be the responsibility of specialist education

bureau orking collaboratively across jurisdictions. The current mixed jurisdiction model is

antig%te , complex, obscure, and difficult to traverse. Australia needs bipartisan and cross-

jurisdictional agreement regarding school funding with a transparent mechanism that is simple to

stand. The demolition of the Gonski funding model had a significant symbolic and financial

impact on schools. It is presently demotivating for educators who have learnt from this example that

Q}education policy can change significantly whenever governments change. Therefore, this

& recommendation should not be viewed as naive; we need highly motivated educators if we are to

% have the best school system possible.

2. Stop looking for short-term quick fixes and concentrate on getting a better grip of the fundamentals

(collaboration, creativity, trust-based responsibility, professionalism and equity). These conditions
underpin the whole of society, not simply schools.
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What employers can do:

3. Take the moral choice of reducing job demands or increase job resources to allow school leaders to
cope with the increased demands. Better still, do both. This will help to increase the level of social
capital in schools.

4. Trust rather than rule educators. Leave the mechanisms for producing the best educators to Qﬁﬁ
experienced educators themselves. This will also increase social capital. Long-term mcreas@
social capital helped Finland become the world leader in education.

5. Online meetings with parents and guardian. Have all online meetings recorded and kept uality
control and educational purposes. This will enable parents/guardians to schedu &tmgs
accordingly to their schedule, save travel time and the meeting’s impact on t ay-to-day
activities/employment. Recorded meetings will also minimise slander and contest %\napproprlate

behaviour, protecting both parents/guardians and school leaders. It will also mirtiknise the exposure
to offensive behaviour. Parents/guardians not having to sit outside the school leader’s office with their
child/charge will also take away much anxiety and tension build up. @

What the professional associations and unions can do: \§\

6. Collaborate and speak with one voice. Peak bodies and kglder groups can discuss their
differences privately and then speak with one voice public ut the standing of the profession to
governments and communities. The sheer weight of num @ collectively represent would ensure
their message is heard. Currently the system is atomig?to primary and secondary associations X
3 sectors x 9 states and territories + 2 unions. Whlkﬂ( h of these bodies have important functions
and close connections with their membership, t ndividual voices on the big picture issues is
diminished while we live in a politicised edu@on system. A united voice would be stronger for

achieving change. In Finland, for example, ﬂ(& s one union, which advocates for everyone.

What the community can do: Q/Q

7. Support local schools in the (@fnunlty Schools are an essential and integral part of every
community. Schools and co ities thrive when they work together. This is ensured when support
is given even by those who not have children attending their local school. The high variance in
social capital across th try is powerful evidence of its benefits and the risks associated with its
absence. Individuals @value their local school and want it to be the best it can be for children
should offer to help e it happen.

8. Stop the oﬁensWehaviour. This is beyond debate. Offensive behaviour simply must stop. The real
issue is how @) ieve this outcome. The steadily increasing levels of offensive behaviour across the
country in Is of all types should give us pause. This is not just occurring in schools, with
mcreas% d in all frontline professions and domestic violence rates that we should be nationally
asha out. Australia needs to have an adult conversation about the root causes of this behaviour
and about addressing them at every level of society.

Wh@ools can do:

& . Increase internal social capital. This recommendation intersects with Recommendation 7. Social
capital can be achieved by looking to schools with school leaders that are reporting high levels of
social capital and emulating these environments. Each school needs to do this as best they can in
relation to their own resources and context. Greater school collaboration and rapid dissemination of
successful strategies will contribute to significant improvement in schools.
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What individual educators can do:

10. Increase personal capital (social, human and decisional). At the individual level this means increasing
possibilities for development and exerting influence over work, based on sound values and moral

judgements.

11. Respectfully speak back when faced with “moral harassment”, which can lead to moral stress,@w
occupational threat. Moral stress stems from not being able to perform the role that one feels mafall
obliged to do. This is quite demotivating (Burke, 2013; Gonzalez-Morales, Rodriguez, & Peiro} 0;
Nias, 1999; Pfeffer, 2018). Moral stress is generated when interference or even blﬁing of
professional behaviours guided by moral purpose occurs (Dewey, Tufts, & American P ﬁ;h logical
Association., 1914; Fullan, 1999; Hargreaves & Fullan, 1998; Nias, 1999; Nichols er, 2007;
Whitehead, 1929).

12. Ensure your passions are harmonious, not obsessive. Love your work but do notfigt it dominate your
life. A way to determine if passion is harmonious rather than obsessive is to r?n itor energy levels.
Harmonious passion energises, individuals feel better after engaging in theirfiassion than when they
began. Harmonious passion “leads to a pervasive level of self-growth”, wtiie ébsessive passion has
“corrosive effects” (Vallerand, 2015, p.334). For example, educators I[d monitor and maintain
friendships and relationships with family and loved ones, be sure t ﬂ@ nrealistic work burdens and
take the time they need in order to rest. %

13. Take responsibility for your personal work-life balance. Only %@n know what is reasonable for your
long-term health and wellbeing. It is therefore incumben e individual to find and maintain a
healthy work-life balance. A work-life balance should no imposed by others. The negative impact
of poor work-life balance highlights that establishing o wn balance is far too important to be left
in someone else’s control. Educators must seeK)professional help where necessary, such as
employer provided professional Employee Assistahq Programs.

What the research community can do; &

%é of the differential impact of variables associated with our

. Researchers need to be careful that they are not contributing
erm research without appropriate follow up studies. An example
research relates to dieting. Many diets are successful in the short-
outcome is often weight gain. Educational interventions that work in the
short-term but lead tg outcomes long-term are not detected with short-term cross-sectional
research. The proc% education is longitudinal in nature. Students are in the system for over a
decade, and the_benefits are life-long. Therefore, well-designed longitudinal research that is well
translated for e%n ors is required for informed change making to the education system. This will

14. Provide high quality longitudinal ev}
education systems and its stake
to the problem by conducting
of the deficiencies of short-
term. However, the long-

ensure onl ost efficacious policies and procedures are widely adopted. This standard of
research e time and the considered and coordinated efforts of numerous people in the field
workin ther toward better long-term outcomes.

15. Adoptithe'EMU methodology (Ryan, 2015) to rapidly identify Exemplars of best practice, accurately

apd fully Measure the determinants of success, and Utilise the knowledge gained in the most

é&:‘ious way. This may involve determining thresholds to identify school communities that will

\r guire more resources than they currently have available to arrest the diminishing returns and reset

Q. back to a positive trajectory. This would allow the targeted use of resources and create the greatest
return on investment for employers and government.

% 16. Look for thresholds that may be the key to administering limited resources. The variance in social
capital suggests that while there are many examples of best practice from which we can and should
learn. However, the small percentage of schools who are able to successfully implement these best
practices in an effective and timely manner, suggest that there is a threshold which make it not
possible for the schools with lower social capital. These low social capital schools probably need
outside support to begin the improvement process. The identification of robust thresholds by research

10



& EDUCATION DEAKIN
UNIVERSITY

B ACU snesstoos: &(HEALTH & WELLBEING'

would enable the concentration of resources to schools most in need, preventing the unnecessary
stretch of resources across schools that did not require resources to the same extent.

School leaders and teachers are Australia’s nation builders. They need to be well resourced logistically,
symbolically, emotionally, and intellectually. If we make courageous decisions about our national future, Wq\
will be able to make positive changes to our education system as the Finnish experience suggests. It is timﬁ
we began the conversation in earnest (Sahlberg, 2015). (_19

The following strategies are designed to help governmental and non-governmental policy mak prove
both working and learning conditions, which are inseparable from one another (Leithwood, ) Working
and learning conditions are grouped under thematic headings that emerged from the da@y&:ls While
there remain challenges pertaining to the occupational health, safety and wellbeing of s%o I leaders which
result from contextual and geographical determinates, the strategies below relate to ge findings from the
data and are relevant to every state and school sector. Strategies A-C are supported\by evidence from other
countries showing that professional support for school leaders provides many 8@ s that flow through to
improved student learning outcomes. (\
O

Strategy D addresses the most complex and challenging findings: mainter%ce of dignity at work. The results

suggest that the need to urgently look for the causes and reduce th of: adult-to-adult bullying, threats
of, and actual physical violence in schools. If subsequent waves a collection show similar patterns of
consistent growth in reported offensive behaviour, we are likel e violence in schools at 10 times that of
the general population by 2019/20. 6

N
The population figures used for comparisons are draw@om a number of large population studies conducted
in Europe. Reducing levels of offensive behaviou produce significant educational gains for students.
Previous research indicates that the most effegtive ways to prevent or diminish bullying and violence are
through whole school approaches (Antonio &@ass, 2007; Dake et al., 2003; de Wet, 2010; Espelage et
al., 2013; Twemlow, Fonagy, & Sacco, 20 e research presented in this report suggests the problem is
systemic and therefore a system-wide a@ch is needed.

Strategy A: improving the@l’oeing of school leaders through professional support

School leaders mostly lear ﬁ) deal with the demanding emotional aspects of their roles from experience,
rather than through syst preparation In other emotional demanding professions, such as psychology
and social work, high | %of professional support and debriefing are standard procedure. This is not so in
education. As a r he average school leaders’ wellbeing is less optimal than the average citizen.
However, there e distinct differences between the school leaders who appear to be coping well with
the complexit e role, and those who are not. Professional support is a strong predictor of coping with
the demand&ét e role. Therefore, policies need to be developed that address this issue directly. No school

imthe 21°t Century should feel unsupported in the face of growing job complexity, increased public
accountability, and decreased control over the ways in which the accountability targets are met
angan-Fox, 2013).

% idence from the findings of the surveys conducted since 2011 clearly point to the benefits of professional

upport for all school leaders. Those who received the least professional support have reported the greatest
challenges in maintaining their mental health. The school leaders who identified as coping least well with their
daily tasks had the lowest levels of professional support from colleagues and superiors, while those who
coped the best reported the highest levels of professional support.

11
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e Opportunities for school leaders to engage in professional support networks on a regular basis need
to be provided. Networks need to be determined locally, contextually and formally, and should provide
opportunities for informal support alongside formal support, outlined in Strategy B below.

e A provision of time for school leaders to build and maintain professional support networks is needed.
This could be augmented by experienced principal mentors, perhaps retired principals, visitin
schools to provide support in the form of professional conversations (“agenda-less” meetings) aIIow'pé
school leaders time to discuss the day-to-day functioning of their schools with a sympathetic@

experienced colleague.
&

Strategy B: professional learning ’&

Systematic attention needs to be paid to the professional learning of school leaders. Thefsis a considerable
need for skill development in the emotional aspects of the leadership role outlined in Strategy A. For example,
school leaders should undergo professional learning in dealing with the highs an s associated with the
emotional investment of parents in their children. Of great benefit to school @ would be in-service

provision of education on such topics as: .(\
1. the emotional aspects of teaching and learning, %\}
2. organisational function impacting emotional labour,
3. dealing with difficulties and conflicts in the workplace, @‘*
4. employee assistance programs, and
5. debriefing self and others. (Q

This is currently being trialled, or is about to be trialled in )olc,t ia, the Northern Territory and Queensland,
and may be contributing to the improvement in Victoria W'?QI’ it has been established longest.

Targeted professional learning is likely to make g&ool leaders feel better supported than they currently

report. Provision of ongoing professional learni likely to assist all school leaders in two ways. First, by
providing the skills necessary for school le to perform and cope with their tasks well, and second,
through the benefits of increased percepti support outlined in Strategy A.

Strategy C: review work pra@gs

Stress and psychological ri %ork can be conceptualised through the balance of job demands (e.g.,
workload, time pressures, sical environment, emotional labour) and job resources (e.g., feedback,
rewards, control, job urity, support). The Job Demands-Resources model (Demerouti, Bakker,
Nachreiner, & Sch , 2001) along with the Conservation of Resources theory (Hobfoll, 1989,
Halbeslesben, 20 sit that work demands and available resources need to be in balance for good
psychological h at work. High job demands lead to exhaustion, while low job resources lead to
disengagement \goth being symptoms of job burnout. However, increased job resources mitigate the negative
outcomes aglociated with job demands. School leaders report very high job demands, which are out of
balance&Whe resources available to buffer these demands.

T@erage hours spent at work by school leaders ranges between 51-60 hours per week during term time
éﬂ 25-30 hours per week during gazetted holiday periods. Too many participants in the survey are working
%o many hours and it is taking a toll on their greatest support group; their families. Work-Family conflict for
school leaders occurs at approximately double the rate of that in the general population. The amount of
emotional labour expected of school leaders is 1.7 times the rate of that in the general population. When job
demands are this high, they need to be balanced with significant resources to buffer the demands. All
stakeholders need to be consulted about ways in which this can be achieved.

12
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Strategy D: address bullying and violence

There is an urgent need to establish an independent authority to investigate three types of offensive behaviour
identified as consistently occurring in schools:

e adult-on-adult bullying; '\
e threats of violence; and, Qq/

e actual violence.

The authority should be independent from all stakeholder groups in schools and government. A @%rce
authority should have powers to interview teachers, parents and students, to investigate:

@)
o differences in the occupational risk of the different types of school leaders to determi @n\o are most
at risk, why, and what can be done to protect them;
e whether and how the risk also extends to teachers and students; and bg
e governance structures, information flow between adults, and external i%ences on school

functioning.
The consequences of offensive behaviour in schools are likely to become cos@?&mployers due to:

e absenteeism,
e OH&S claims against the employers for failure to provide a safe V\@ing environment, and
e associated reduced productivity. N

Therefore, the investment in such a task force may prove to be th st expensive option in relation to this
issue. The cost to mental health from offensive behaviour if‘gy. PriceWaterhouseCoopers conducted a
Return on Investment review detailing the consequences of yers failing to address mental health in the
workplace. They found that the financial impact of not agdrésSing mental health amounted to $10.6 billion
annually (see, PricewaterhouseCoopers Australia. (2014))t They also reported that every dollar spent on
addressing the issue returned $2.30. So, addressin troblem in schools is also a good investment for the
future of the nation.
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1.2 COVID-19 — ONE NATION, DIFFERENT PANDEMIC EXPERIENCES

In 2020, severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2 or COVID-19) was declared a
pandemic on the 11" of March. Countries around the world moved to implement policies in attempt to keep
their citizens safe by ‘flattening the curve’ to prevent stress on their health care systems and safeguard their
economies. In Australia, the national borders were shut down. This meant prevention of international trave
outside of the country, and the commencement of repatriation of stranded citizens overseas. Retur, f]b,
Australians were subject to two weeks hotel quarantine. (1;6

Many Australian State and Territory borders were also closed, as each government implemented)different
public health and safety policies, social and economic restrictions, and lockdown meas @Australia’s
federal, state and territory governing bodies established a COVID-19 taskforce to advis how to best
combat and manage the pandemic at the state and territory level. As a matter of u @ency, government
policies were established with rapid speed in response to increasing COVID-19 mfecﬂoﬁ\nd growing medical
knowledge of the virus’ symptoms and how to prevent its spread. For example, som& States and Territories

saw little to no restrictions for their residents (SA, WA, NT), while other states ubjected to prolonged
periods of Stage 3 (NSW) and Stage 4 (Victoria) restrictions, where only e tial workers were able to
physically go to work. %

Throughout 2020, some states and territories saw little to no restri @o F its residents (SA, WA, NT), whilst
other states were subjected to prolonged periods of Stage 3 an %@e 4 restrictions (Victoria, NSW), where
only essential workers were able to physically go to work.

Schools were deemed an essential service at the on hhe pandemic. Many jurisdictions shut down face-
to-face teaching for weeks or months for most or all Léwts with education moving to entirely online delivery
for at least some time in 2020. Many of these changes to school functioning resulted from rapid policy
changes as the extent of the pandemic an dynamics of its spread were becoming understood.
Inconsistencies in policies for educators acr tes caused some questioning around concerns for safety;
face-to-face teaching was required for somg tgachers, but not for others; staff must social distance from each
other but students did not. At the currentitifye of writing, the situation is still dynamic in Australia even though
it has one of the lowest infection rate e world. In line with the significant changes to work practices that
resulted from the pandemic, in 2 e asked school leaders a series of questions relating to COVID-19,
and its impact on them, their st ir students and the school community.

p»

A %4 \

/ It w Ifficult time and overall | think the government had a number of
diffi cisions to make. That said, | feel that teachers’ health and wellbeing
w mpromised. They were expected to socially distance from other adults
@social distancing didn't apply for students in classrooms. There were no
additional expectations about PPE. | worked closely with my leadership team
N\ through a range of scenarios as the moved towards full lockdown, including

ones where we could be faced with multiple lockdowns over time (a W instead
\C) of L shaped transmission of the virus).

& \ - Female school leader /

Note: Principals’ quotes that have been used throughout this report are reflective of the results of the section in which it appears. The
quotes selected are often more tempered in nature. These quotes are also a reflection of more emotive narratives which have been
provided by their peers.
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TABLE 1.2.1: SCHOOL LEADERS ESTIMATED NUMBER OF ADDITIONAL HOURS SPENT ON
PARENTAL/GUARDIAN ENGAGEMENT WITHIN A DAY.

Additional Parental/Guardian engagement
(hrs/day)

50.0% (1/
40.0%
() C)Q

30.0%

X\
20.0% ®®

10.0% b‘

10.5% 16.2% 44.0% 17.8% 6.8% 6%
0.0%
no change less than 1 hour 1-2 hours 2-3 hours 3-4 hours &re than 4
hours

\\
School leader % %0

Roughly 88% of school leaders reported an increase in paren@@?ardian engagement in 2020. Roughly
28% of school leaders reported having spent an addmo@ + hours per day on parental/guardian
engagement, due to the pandemic. '\(l/

School leaders were asked to rate their school Q&Qng body’s performance and communication about
COVID-19 out of 10. School leaders in NSW and Victoria consistently reported the lowest scores for the
overall level of communication (6.4 and 6.6), gria s of communication (5.4 and 6.2), and ability to effectively
act on the communication (5.9 and 6.3) that w36 given to them from the school governing body. These results
are unsurprising, given that NSW and V were the two states most impacted by COVID-19 when data

was collected in 2020. 2

School leaders were asked wh ort they would have liked to have received from their school governing
body in relations to COVID- most common answer was to be provided with information in a timely and
effective manner (27.9%). ol leaders reported learning of operational changes from the news (at the

same time as the gen public) and social media. School leaders reported frustration and with how
frequently operation@r%ation changed (18.5%), having to be always stay up to date with the news, social
media, and comm ions, especially in the early stages of the pandemic. A small percentage of school
leaders (2.6%) &d a lack of financial support to deal with the extra costs associated with implementing
the extra hygieng*protocols in their schools. School leaders reported that there was good support made

available t{/ m both online and via the phone (12.1%).

Q:,@ Once guidelines arrived, they were helpful and did provide the clarity we needed
& particularly in the second shut down. The information in recent weeks regarding Year 12
% assessment has been particularly good. The issue was the timing and the fact that
information was provided or changed after implementation had begun. Announcements
often appeared in the media before we received official information which was challenging.

- Female, government secondary school, Vic

o J

~
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Nationally, 26.1% of school leaders reported partial and/or complete school closure, with schools of every
state and territory effected. At the time that this survey was conducted (Term 3, July-October), Victoria had
been the Australian state/territory which had been most effected by COVID-19.

Victorian school leader’s reported school closure were reflective of this with:
o 13.2% reported complete school closure, with 22.6% of these being completely closed for ov@

weeks; (](
o 8.4% reported partial school closure, with 47.3% of these being partially closed for over 10¢{g

A larger percentage of Independent (51.3%) school leaders reported school premise closurg\ dents than
their Catholic (27.7%) and government (22.7%) counterparts.

A
)
6320 is a year where schools have worn a great deal of responsib'l@g]d pressureh
i @rt them and their

look after the safety and well-being of staff & students and to
families through the upheavals of COVID. This has generally n done with a lot of
guidelines and expectations by the system, but little real agsistance (sanitizers and
equipment, financial assistance) which has mostly placed onto schools
themselves. Even support for staff & students re. cofing their way through the social
and mental health issues associated with the pande seems mostly platitudes rather
than genuine and meaningful. 2020 has be&ﬁ prthing but 'business as usual’,
however, this is does not seem to be truly undebstood, recognized and considered at
systemic levels. School leadership or ma ent staff have copped the vast impact
of this and are struggling to continue to ‘0, this over an extended period of time. This
has had significant impact on@rale for these staff members in 2020.

- Malment secondary school, QId /

Q.

During lockdown, nationall%yr average, school leaders estimate that 21% of students continued to attend
school and 81% of s ?;nts had access to online resources. The Northern Territory had the highest
percentage of conti ttendance (53%), and the lowest percentage of students with access to online
resources (44%). socioeconomic divide can be seen in access to access to online resources, with an
estimated 77% ernment school students having access compared to 91% of their Catholic and 94% of
their Indepe.rme student counterparts. The chart below shows an increased attendance and decreased
access to online resources as the school’'s geolocation becomes more remote. School leaders in Major Cities
reporte 85% of their students had access to online resources, whilst school leaders in Very Remote
sch@eported only 30% of their students had access to online resources.

Q.
S
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Attendance and online resources by geolocation

8
6‘.

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

46.3%
0.4%

3

17.9%

0%

Major Cities Inner Regional Outer Regional Sremo e Very Remote
)
m Lockdown: school attendance m Access to ow sources
FIGURE 1.2.1: ESTIMATED SCHOOL ATTENDANCE AND ACCE ONLINE LEARNING RESOURCES

DURING LOCKDOWN BY GEOLOCATION '\('1/.

School leaders reported use of the following measuﬁsca their schools:

increased staff and student hygiene (8 .);
regular disinfectant cleaning (81.4% %/
social distancing in classrooms (6 )
social distancing in the playgro 9.0%);
online learning (47.3%); é

rostered class attendance &S/o);

one unit classes *(10.29

NoOakwhE

Some of the other meastesYaken by school leaders included:
%rdians and visitors from school premises;

banning par@
masks in and on public transport;
closing &und equipment and playground restrictions;
staggérett start, finish, and break times;
temperature checks;

lled activities involving mass gatherings, such as assemblies, excursions, and extra-curricular

tivities;
Q} one way passage ways;
delivery and pickup of student learning packages;

% e regular staff and parent/guardian updates;

e online parent/guardian meetings.

! one unit classes is when the classroom cohort stays the same with the same teacher. It is typically
implemented in high school, i.e. students being with their science teacher for the entire day/week.
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/ ...we allowed parents to keep children at home from the first announcements and \
supported parents with work packages to prevent the children falling too far behind. Staff
began developing hard copy work packages from week 4 in preparation of school closures.
We introduced hand sanitising immediately at the gate each morning and afternoon, 10(1/
(already using classroom sanitising for recess and lunch), Employed extra staff to free staff q
(with co-morbidities) to prepare basic work packages, sent home any/every child who \(\
presented with sore throat, cough, temperature. Introduced saturation coverage of ne
communication app Compass and in-class communication app Seesaw. Regular a?&'
staff meetings to provide updates. Staff instructed to contact every child absenée
week. Admin contacted every staff member absent every week by pho&

\ - Male, government primary school, WA

ry

§ \
Australian school leaders adapted to the changing educational Qf?e, implementing the recommendations
and protocols provided by their state/territory government an ool governing bodies, and applying it to

their schools and school community. The priority for school l’eBiers has been the health, safety and continued
education of their students, staff and community. '\
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1.3 COVID-19'S SHIFT IN KEY WORK MEASURES, COMPARISON OF 2020 AGAINST 2019

At the time of this survey, school leaders across the nation had established health and safety protocols within
their schools using the guidelines and recommendations provided to them by the government, health
authorities, and school governing bodies. Data for the survey was collected whilst Victoria was in the midst
of a Stage 4 lockdown, where only essential workers able to physically attend their work premises. Ther\
change in educational landscape in Victoria provided a significant shift in their comparable COPSOQ? is
to assess occupational health risks. The figures below highlight how each state and territory perfor in
both 2019 and 2020, pre- and during COVID-19.

&

S\
The pandemic has affected school leaders in each state differently, with shifts in reported r%{é for
different subscales. School leaders reported higher Recognition in 2020 than in 2019, with 80Ommunities
developing a better understanding and appreciation of the important service that educa& provide. School
leaders reported more Social Support from Internal Colleagues, Social Support from External Colleagues
and Social Support from Supervisors in 2020 than in 2019. They also reported s’ﬁork-Family Conflict,
Quantitative Demands, Work Pace and Justice in 2020 compared to 2019. \},(\

/After almost 20 years as a principal, this has been\ @ﬂ

one of the most challenging times in my career. 0 ?‘
General fatigue and routine-ness - without the joy of D
hope and anticipation of special events have taken® .
their toll! However, | also acknowledge that forﬁgl/
colleagues in other Australian States this jo y out
of COVID-19 still has no end! There is 5.@({ we
can do remotely to offer our support - Lyaish this was
not the case! 6

- Female, Catholic combj chool, Tas
\_ - -

/ | am interested to see the impact of COVID on \
?\ myself compared to last year. COVID has definitely
\ increased my work load this year in trying to keep

Q/Q the school running, looking after staff, student and

community issues, re-imagining events so students

can get an outstanding experience. | do pray for
4 school leaders in other states who | am sure are
,Q/ doing it tougher than me.

\C) \ - Male, Independent combined school, Qld/

2 See section 3.1 for further information on COPSOQ scales and subscales
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A comparison between NSW and Victoria, 2020 vs 2019

NSW and Victoria had comparable results in 2019 and comparable school demographics, and vastly
different COVID-19 scenario at the point of data collection for this survey in 2020. NSW was “business as
usual” for schools, whilst Victoria was in stage 4 lockdown. The below reflect some surprising relative
positive COVID-19 lockdown results between Victorian and NSW school leaders.

COVID-19 has been an extraordinary year in the life of a leader and @
| have found my inner calmness as life is too short. Gratitude and ,\b‘
kindness have become important aspects of life in our community.

- Female, government secondary school, Vic 6®

5

O

4 X, )
2020 has been an extremely cha.l@ ng year with a constant state of

change and uncertainty created( the pandemic. The majority of normal
daily routines and social intera&b s outside the school environment have
been minimal. The relentl orkload and support required for students,
their families and staff hag¥qad a significant impact on my energy levels and
ability to find 'me’ tim t odds with this | have at times been energized by
and proud of the ar@ and quality of educational provision and wellbeing
support myself @ y team have provided to our students, their families

and colleagues.

Q~ - Female, government special school, Vic

@\

In 2019, Victorian a Y;school leaders reported similar results for the following subscales, and in 2020,

Victorian school

S report more positive comparable results than their NSW counterparts, as Victoria

went into its se ockdown:

S

20

. Ql@ tive Demands (lower results are preferred)
ALY 2019: NSW = 60.0 and Vic = 60.0

0 2020: NSW =56.8 and Vic = 52.5

@ Work Pace (lower results are preferrable)

0 2019:NSW =725 and Vic =72.3
0 2020: NSW =70.5 and Vic =67.1

o Cognitive Demands (lower results are preferred)
0 2019: NSW =85.8 and Vic = 85.6
0 2020: NSW =86.5 and Vic = 82.9

e Emotional Demands (lower results are preferred)
0 2019:NSW =73.0 and Vic =72.0
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0 2020: NSW =73.0 and Vic = 67.4
o Recognition (higher results are preferrable)

0 2019: NSW =73 and Vic =72

0 2020: NSW =73 and Vic =67.4

o Work-Family Conflict (lower results are preferred) ,\
0 2019: NSW =67.4 and Vic =67.1 (1/
0 2020: NSW =64.4 and Vic = 60.9 Q

e Mutual Trust between Employees (higher results are preferred) (1/
0 2019:NSW =71.6 and Vic =72.3 c\)(\

0 2020: NSW =70.2 and Vic =74.2

For the following negative Health and Wellbeing subscales, Victorian school leaders reﬁ‘wed similar or minor
changed results in 2020 as they did in 2019, whilst NSW school leaders reported high&r results (lower results
are preferred) in 2020 compared to 2019:

e Burnout %\}(\

Sleeping Troubles

Stress

)
Depressive Symptoms, and @
S

Somatic Stress
N

KI'he immense pressure on me as a school | @from staff students\
and community was enormous. Thege was very little, if any
acknowledgement from the senior ex s about what was really
happening in schools with regards t %morale. Nightly emails and
constant changes expected imm ly was ridiculous and unfair to
expect principals to act on. S of my principal colleagues are
suffering from mental and phy¥cal health issues due to the way that
we have been tr, throughout this whole thing.

- Fem vernment primary school, NSW /

<
QO
@Q/ 4 N

During the COVID period | was fine and just worked
A to meet the emerging needs. Post COVID (post the
&\, shutdown period) | have struggled with things that
normally wouldn't affect me.
\C) - Male, government primary school, NSW

<& \ Y,

As Victorian school leaders led their schools and communities into the second lockdown, they were better
prepared and knew more about what to expect, had infrastructure in place to cater to the changed educational
landscape. Some schools had partially and/or completely closed their premises to students, parents and
guardians, and school community.
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Demands at Work by State (2020 versus 2019
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SFIGURE 1.3.1: 2020 (BAR CHART) AND ED X) DEMANDS AT WORK BY STATE.
en

School leaders in NSW, Victoria, an sland reported lower results in Quantitative Demands and Work Pace in 2020 compared to 2019. School
leaders in SA, ACT and NT repom igher results for Emotional Demands and Demands for Hiding Emotions in 2020 compared to 2019.

&\/

VoY
3 All COPSOQ scale&% scored from 0-100.
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100 b‘
N

90

80 o X A

70 -

60

50

40

30

20

L ol lal ool oo« N ol~lslvl~lol -1
NEEEEEEHEE BHEEEEEE I MENEEEEE

o

Influence Possibilities for Devel t (skill Variation Meaning of Work Commitment to the Workplace

discretion
uNS C mQLD mSA mWA =TAS mACT =NT mGeneral population

v

FIGURE 1.3.2: 2020 (BAR CHART) AND %@i D X) WORK ORGANISATION AND JOB CONTENTS BY STATE.
nd

School leaders in Victoria, SA, Tas

4

the ACT reported higher Commitment to the Workplace in 2020 compared to 2019.
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Interpersonal Relations and Leadership by State (2020 V(gg‘s 2019)
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FIGURE 1.3.3: 2020 (BAR CHART) AND 2 ¥D X) INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS AND LEADERSHIP BY STATE.

School leaders in NSW, Victoria, Q nd, WA, Tasmania, and the ACT reported lower results for Role Clarity in 2020 compared to 2019. School
leaders from all states and the NT teported lower Role Conflict in 2020 compared to 2019. School leaders from all states and territories reported higher
Social Support from Internal w ues in 2020 compared to 2019.
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FIGURE 1.3.4: 2020 (BAR CHART) AND 2 ¥D X) WORK-INDIVIDUAL INTERFACE BY STATE.

School leaders in NSW, Victoria, Q nd, WA, Tasmania, and the NT reported lower Work-Family Conflict in 2020 compared to 2019.
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School leaders in all states and the Ac@ned lower results for Justice in 2020 compared to 2019.
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FIGURE 1.3.6: 2020 (BAR CHART) AND 2 ¥D X) HEALTH AND WELLBEING BY STATE.

School leaders from all states and t ies reported higher results for the negative subscales of Health and Wellbeing in 2020 compared to 2019 (with
the exception of Victoria and the% Cognitive stress). The negative subscales are: Burnout, Sleeping Troubles, Stress, Depressive Symptoms,
Somatic Stress, and Cognitive %r/e S.
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1.4 AIM-TO FIND FACTORS THAT IMPROVE SCHOOL LEADERS’ HEALTH AND WELLBEING

The aim of this research project is to conduct a longitudinal study monitoring school leaders’ health and
wellbeing annually. School leaders’ health and wellbeing in differing school types, levels, and size are being\
monitored, along with their lifestyle choices including exercise and diet, and the professional and pers ﬁ?I(
social support networks available to individuals. The turnover of school leaders within schools wilyﬁ
investigations of moderator effects, such as years of experience prior to taking up the role. The longit
nature of the study will allow the mapping of health outcomes on each of these dimensions over tirie.

S\
N\
N
Each participant rec& an interactive, user
h

specific report of er survey responses
benchmarked ag@ responses of their peers
g

nal

1.5 PARTICIPANT CARE

Being a school leader is a complex task. We and members eneral population upon their
spend much of our time worrying/managing the completion f the survey. Returning participants
wellbeing of our staff. | have a good supervisor, were als vided a comparison of their 2020
but I do get concerned for other Principals that resul inst their results from previous years.
don't have that support from above. Completing Q

this survey has made me be very reflective of
how | am travelling, which is possibly not as well

,‘{ngurvey included the assessment of three “red
as | thought when | started the survey! 9

risk indicators: Self-harm; Quality of Life; and
C) Occupational Health. The report of any individual
& or combination of the three triggers resulted in the

- Female, Independent special scho d participant receiving a red-flag notification,
informing him or her of the indicator(s). The
,-O notification also included links to Employee
\'j Assistance Programs and local support services.
The red flag indicators are calcu as follows:
e Self-harm — a partici esponse of “sometimes”, “often” or “all the time” to the question “Do you
ever feel like hurtin rself?”

e Quality of Life — \/Yen aggregate scores on quality of life items fell two standard deviations below the
mean for theﬁ\ | leader population; and

. Occupatior@/ alth — when the compaosite psychosocial risk score fell into the high or very high-risk
groups.

2\
1. \ IEF INVESTIGATORS

’ﬁ@ essor Phil Riley, a former school principal, spent 16 years in schools before moving to the tertiary sector.

%e researches the overlapping space of psychology, education and leadership. In 2010, he received an
inaugural Monash University Researcher Accelerator award, which funded the first two years of The
Australian Principal Health and Wellbeing Survey. Phil has provided regular, detailed school leadership
advice to every department of education in Australia, New Zealand, Ireland and Finland. Phil also provides
regular advice to the International Confederation of Principals’ Executive.
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Professor Herb Marsh has been recognised as the most productive educational psychologist in the world.
From 2006-2011 he was Professor of Education at Oxford University where he holds an Emeritus
Professorship. He coined the phrase ‘substantive-methodological research synergy’, which underpins his
substantive and methodological research interests. He is the founder of the International SELF Researc

Centre. Qq/

Dr Theresa Dicke is an expert in performance and wellbeing of students, teachers, and school pp gﬂals.
She has published extensively in the area of (disadvantaged) student self-beliefs, and achie nt and
particularly contributed to research on (early career) teacher burnout. Most recently she ha§ @g‘ted linking

S(-HEALTH & WELLBEING

all perspectives (students, teachers, principals) in a holistic model of school wellbeing.
1.7 THE SURVEY *

The survey captured three types of information drawn from existing robust an@ely used instruments.

1. Comprehensive school demographic items drawn from:
a. the Trends in International Mathematics and Science Stu IMSS; Williams, et al., 2007);
Program for International Student Assessment (PISA; Thomson, et al., 2011);

b.
c. the MySchools Website (ACARA); and
d. International Confederation of Principals surv were used to capture differences in
occupational health and safety (OH&S) associ with the diversity of school settings and
types. .
2. Personal demographic and historical information. '\
3. Principals’ quality of life and psychosocial co@ were investigated by employing two widely used
measures:
a. the Assessment of Quality of Lif@D (AQoL-8D; Richardson, et al., 2009; Richardson, lezzi
& Maxwell, 2014);

b. The Copenhagen Psychos uestionnaire-ll (COPSOQ-II; Pejtersen, et al., 2010);

c. The Alcohol Use Disorde tification Test (AUDIT: Babour et al., 2001), developed for the
World Health Organiz :

d. In 2015, Passion (Tr%er, Fernet, Austin, Forest & Vallerand, 2014; Vallerand, 2015) was
added;

e. In 2016, The Pasitivé and Negative Affect Scale (PANAS: Watson, Clark, and Tellegen, 1988),
and the sho of the Basic Psychological Needs at Work Scale (BPNWS: Deci & Ryan,
2004; Varvg roeck, Ferris, Chang, & Rosen, 2016) were added;

f. In201 “k e Events’; and

g. In2 OVID-19 related questions were added.

In response i?ﬁths COVID-19 pandemic and its effect on the Australian education system, questions relating

to the direct effects of COVID-19 on the school leader's community and workload were incorporated into the
2020 s;'{)éy

%@'Combination of items from these instruments allows for comprehensive analysis of variation in both
O‘& upational health, safety, and wellbeing, as a function of geolocation, school type, sector differences and
e personal attributes of the school leaders themselves.
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1.8 RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The following specific research questions guiding the initial survey remain:

Can recognisable occupational health, safety and wellbeing subgroups of school leaders be identified
through the survey? These groups may be inferred from a number of criteria including: Sector; Location
(Urban, Suburban, Large Town, Rural, Remote); Type (Primary, Secondary, Special, Early Childhoo '\
Background (Family of Origin, School Education); Person Factors (Gender, Family of Origin Fiy
Procreation, Social Support, Educational Level); Role Factors (Hours worked, number and tﬂtg‘of
teachers, students and parents, resources, professional support); and Occupational Constraints:

Do(es) any group(s) thrive in the role? KO

Do(es) any group(s) only just survive in the role?
Do(es) any group(s) show signs of adverse health, safety, and wellbeing outco@

Do(es) any factors affect these group(s), and in what ways?
Are changes to educational policy or policy implementation suggested by the results”

6(0

1.9 IMPACT — PARTICIPATION AND INDUSTRY ENGAGEMENT 60

The survey has received continuous funding through a combination o;'gnq try partnerships and grants:

o Initial Funding: Monash University Researcher Accelerator d (2010-2013)

e Current Funding: ARC Linkage Project (LP160101056: @5 -2020) to extend the study to ten waves
of data collection. A

¢ All national principal organisations are co-funding &h\ébsearch, along with the Teachers Health Fund,
the education industry’s health insurer.

Within Australia, roughly 55% of Australian school | s have patrticipated in the survey at least once.

We expanded the research base and have b@Qngaged by the Northern Territory Government to conduct
a territory wide Teachers’ Occupational H and Wellbeing Report in 2019. Approximately 35% of NT
teachers participated in the survey. We dlgg-began a survey of New Zealand primary teachers at the end of

2019. Q‘
1.10 IMPACT - POLlTlCAg?&Qs)POUCY IMPACT

Following the release of 14 research report, two policy changes were enacted by the Teachers Health
Fund:

1. Reducing Qiting periods for psychological services from 12 months to 8 weeks; and
2. Rebati sychology for remote area members.

ChiefIn ’s@}ator Riley (ClI Riley) has been engaged in various industry entities and government departments
for hité( rtise regarding principals’ health and wellbeing, as a direct result from this research:

\ | Riley was one of only three academics invited to attend the Federal Education Ministers’ 2017
& School Leadership Roundtable, facilitated by the Australian Institute for Teaching and School
% Leadership (AITSL). “The Roundtable has been planned to develop understandings as to how the
Australian Government can best support school principals. It is envisaged that the Roundtable will
be the starting point for broad consultation around principal preparation, including discussion of the

pre-appointment certification of principals.”
e In 2017 NSW committed $50 million to support principals. In 2018 they committed a further $50 million

to support beginning principals.
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o CI Riley has recently been appointed to the principal health and wellbeing expert advisory panels for
the South Australian Department for Education and Child Development, and the Victorian Department
of Education and Training.

e CI Riley’s research was debated in the Tasmanian parliament on April 29th, 2015. The Tasmanian
Education Minister publicly committed to implementing all the recommendations from the 2015
principal health and wellbeing report in a written communique to all principals in conjunction with
Tasmanian Branch of the Australian Education Union and the Tasmanian Principals Associa@
delivered on June 5th, 2015.

e The Western Australian parliament debated CI Riley’s research on September 23rd, 2015. riefed
both the Minister and Shadow Minister for Education following the debate. He has since asked
to brief the WA Department of Education twice. They subsequently released a w g strategy
document in 2015, and a pilot wellbeing program for principals began in 2016. &

e After the change of government in Victoria in November 2014, the new Educ@pn Minister’s first
pronouncement was to commit to better support for principals and the appoirﬂ\nent of a dedicated
bureaucrat to oversee changes to policy and practice. Cl Riley was one of th%i;st people to brief this
bureaucrat, at his request. In 2017 $4 million was allocated to principal h%@‘ ecks and a wellbeing
strategy was released.

¢ CI Riley has personally advised every State Department of Educ iQ@ Australia, Ireland and New
Zealand on implementing new policies to address issues uncover y the research, at their request.

e Better support for school principals became Green Party pc@qgma following an invited briefing to

t
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the Party’s then Education spokesperson, Senator Penny
1.11 PROGRESS ON RECOMMENDATIONS ,\(l/

The recommendations that follow have not chang the last four years of the survey as the working
conditions of school leaders on which they were ived have remained relatively stable since that time.
However, progress is being made as some e recommendations are being implemented in various
jurisdictions and are having a positive effe@e jurisdictions that addressed the issues raised by the
research are showing improvements in the@ Its in comparison to those jurisdictions who have not.

O

For example, while Western Austr%gouth Australia and Tasmania implemented some changes to work
practices in response to the an eports of the survey, in 2017, Victoria was the first state to implement
substantial changes to work p&s that are consistent with the recommendations of this report. As a result,
Victoria holds the equal lo umber of red flags of any state or territory in response to the survey, and
Victorian school leader r%ted the highest job satisfaction. In 2019, both the Northern Territory and
Queensland also imple%hed substantial, co-ordinated, evidence-based changes to their systems in line
with the recommen s of this report. In 2019, the Northern Territory now reports the equal lowest number
of red flags with a, and the second highest level of job satisfaction in the country.

These re uTE\suggest that it is the systematic approaches to the challenges of education that make the
greate S}le'rence to school leaders, and not approaches which seek to address challenges of any specific
sch c(s;tting. This is a potentially very powerful finding but will need further substantiation as there are so

xxtraneous variables in school settings that may also be influencing these results. Future waves of

é&tg collection will help in this respect.
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2 Snapshot of 2020 school leaders
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2.1 PARTICIPATION AND SAMPLE SIZE

In 2020, 2,248 participants took part in the survey, with 1,801 completing the entire survey and 447 partially\
completing the survey. Of the 2,248 participants, 88.4% of which were returning school leaders from previaﬁg/
years. Participant with positions of principal, deputy/assistant principal, head teacher (school leaders
up 87.9% of participants in 2020. Participants who have retired, on leave, non-school leader positipn in
education, or career changes, continue to take part in a shorter version of the survey. Thissreport
concentrates on the aggregated results of 2020 school leaders. (&

N

6.3% &
S

2020 Participant Distribution (%)

2.4% e 0.4%
2.9% m School Leader %0

= Retired @ﬂ
= On leave ‘QGD

*
u Educ!t}:}éector

'&on-educator
@Q sector

FIGURE 2.1.1: 2020 SURVEY PAR@ANT DISTRIBUTION

To maintain the participant nymity, aggregate data is reported at demographic grouping levels. Some
sub-groups were unabﬁ%be reported due to insufficient sample size. Reporting results of sub-groups of
insufficient size m provide a true reflection of the sub-group; and risk identifying school leaders if
reported by smal oup. As some participants only partially completed the Survey, some of the participant
numbers for dc%ﬂ and subscales may vary. Sub-group distributions will be reported as a percentage of
the data samﬂe ize.

&\/
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2.2 PARTICIPANT DEMOGRAPHIC SNAPSHOT

! o
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Over half of the participants were from NSW (21.8%), Victoria (22.3%) and Queensland (18.9%).

Participant Distribution by State (%) N
G

25.0% q/

20.0% K
@’b
15.0% \b‘
R

5.0%

0.0%

Participantt»s? te (%)
ENSW mVIC mQLD ;{G\NA mTAS mACT mNT

FIGURE 2.2.1: SCHOOL LEADER PARTICIPAT&@STRIBUTION BY STATE

The overall average age of school lea @54.5 years, with 55.0 years for females and 53.6 years for males.
On average, female school leaders )’@927.0 years’ experience within the school environment, whilst their
male counterpart had 27.4 years ience in the school environment. Female school leaders spent 11.8
years as a classroom teacher years more than their male counterparts, who spent 9.5 years as a
classroom teacher. Femal ol leaders have 15.2 years of experience in a school leadership role, 2.7
years less than their male terpart, who have had an average of 17.9 years of experience in a school
leadership role. The a e age difference between males and female school leaders, and the difference
in their experience i classroom and school leadership roles implies that female school leaders on
average take 1.8 eave from their career, most likely due to maternity leave.

,Q/ / 47.5% of school leaders are over 56 years of age. \

5.5% of school leaders are over 66 years of age.
% 6.8% of school leaders plan to retire in 2021.

School leaders on average have 27 years’ experience in the
school environment.

N /
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Years in Education by Gender

30
25

20 q:\
: S
10

- H.

. 11.8 95 15.2 17.9

Classroom teacher School leader Total yeal\i ducation

School leader age ranges from 29 to 77 / . . . \
years. As shown in the graph below, the age | became a pr. in 2000; prior to that | had 18

mFemale mMale

FIGURE 2.2.2: AVERAGE YEARS SPENT IN EDUCATION BY GENDER

distribution for school leaders is skewed to months aség cting principal so | am close to 22
the right, with 23.3% of school leaders aged years in ﬂ]% e. It has given me immense joy over
56-60 years, and 24.2% aged greater than 61 thoﬁ%ears but also heartbreak, exhaustion,
years. Approximately 6.8% of school leaders frustratialf and even anger. It is such a complex role
plan to retire next year, leaving a significant thaf dgmands you give 100% of yourself. I am retiring
number of positions which will need to be tfré end of this year and what a year it has been...
filled. - Female, Catholic primary school, WA

)

Q
CoOQX
Q~

QX
@g&)ol leader age distribution (%)

25.0% v
A\

20.0%

&
15.0% 4
10.0% &\/
@ i I I
% 0.0% — - . —

26-30 31-35 35-40 41-45 46-50 51-55 56-60 61-65 66-70 >=71

FIGURE 2.2.3: SCHOOL LEADER AGE DISTRUBTION

34



3% HEALTH & WELLBEING

INSTITUTE FOR
POSITIVE PSYCHOLOGY DEAKIN
& EDUCATION UNIVERSITY

Female school leaders made up 58.6% of participants, male school leaders made up 39.2%, and 2.2% of
school leaders preferred not to state their gender. The table below shows the gender distribution of each
school type. More male school leaders worked in combined (47.0%) and secondary schools (47.5%)
compared to the overall percentage of male school leaders (39.2%). More female school leaders worked in
special schools (75.5%) compared to the over percentage of female school leaders (58.6%).

TABLE 2.2.1: SCHOOL TYPE DISTRIBUTION BY GENDER (ROW %) (19(1/
Female Male c‘){\
Combined 52.6% 47.0% (b&
Primary 62.0% 37.6% @

Secondary 52.3% 47.5% '\V

Special 75.7% 24.3% A

The table below shows the gender distribution by school sector. More male sc eaders worked in Catholic
(50.4%) and Independent schools (47.5%) compared to the overall p ge of male school leaders
(39.2%). More female school leaders worked in Government schools .3%) compared to the overall
percentage of female school leaders (62.3%). @«

TABLE 2.2.2: SCHOOL SECTOR DISTRIBUTION BY GENDER (F@o)

Female Male y\(l/

Catholic 49.2% 50.4% O
Government 62.3% 37.4
Independent 51.9% 47:5%

N

their female counterparts (66.5% married,”9.4% de facto, 75.8% combined). A larger percentage of female

More male school leaders are in a relatif .6% married, 5.3% de facto, 90.9% combined) compared to
school leaders are divorced compareQe-t e male counterparts (7.7% vs 1.6%).

TABLE 2.2.3: MARITAL STAT@FRIBUTION BY GENDER (ROW %)
V4
Si‘ﬁgfe Married De facto Divorced Widowed Separated
Female \%.4% 66.5% 9.4% 7.7% 1.9% 3.2%
Male Q 3.9% 85.6% 5.3% 1.6% 1.1% 2.4%
Prefer not to s )X\Q/ 12.2% 70.7% 9.8% 4.9% 2.4% 0.0%
All school Ieatﬁl\é 8.5% 74.1% 7.8% 5.3% 1.6% 2.8%

i
Appro My 83.4% of school leaders grew up in a home environment with their own mother and father.
Sch aders are highly educated, 96.5% hold at least a Bachelor degree, 40.8% of whom had a Masters
/@ivalent) and 1.6% have a Doctorate.

large portion of school leaders have carer responsibility and/or are affected by immediate family member(s)
who have a long-term medical condition:

o 41.2% have an immediate family member who has a long-term medical condition:
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e 30.3% of school leaders reported that the immediate family members’ long-term medical condition
has a moderate or serious impact on the individual’s ability to study or work.

o 34.7% of school leaders reported that the immediate family member’s long-term medical condition
has a moderate or serious impact on the school leader themselves.

e A larger percentage of female school leaders reported having an immediate family member who ha

a long-term health condition compared to their male counterpart (45.2% vs 35.9%). (l/
2.3 HIGH HOURS WORKED, SOURCES OF STRESS AND SUPPORT (19
[ \ During the school term, school leaders reported v@ng on
69.8% of school leaders worked average 54.5 hours per week (hrs/wk), workin oximately
more than 50 hours a week 11 hours a day. Male and female school rs reported
during the school term. working roughly the same hours (male: 54.5 ?E‘ k, female: 54.6
hrs/wk). During the school holidays, sclﬁ\l leaders reported
22 1% of school leaders worked working an average of 20.2 hours week. Male school
more than 60 hours a week leaders worked less hours than thei le counterparts during
during the school term. the school holidays (male:18.4 hr: , female: 21.5 hrs/wk).

NS / ey

Differences in hours worked during the school term are most n@g&ble in the following demographic
subgroups:

e School leaders of combined schools reported workin
primary (54.0 hrs/wk), secondary (55.3 hrs/wk) and A | (52.1 hrs/wk) school counterparts.
e School leaders from Independent schools report rking longer hours (=57.8 hrs/wk) than their
Catholic (55.7 hrs/wk) and government (54.0 wkj school counterparts.
o0 Independent school leaders also re higher working hours (30.3 hrs/wk) during school
holidays, compared to their Ca@ic 21.4 hrs/wk) and government (19.1 hrs/wk) school

counterparts. @
e

During the school holidays, NT schoo IQrs reported working the longest hours at 29.3 hrs/wk, and
Tasmanian school leaders reporting west number of hours worked at 17.4 hrs/wk.

r hours (56.9 hrs/wk) compared to their

TABLE 2.3.1: AVERAGE HOUI@RKED DURING THE SCHOOL TERM AND SCHOOL HOLIDAYS BY STATE
/l

Hours worked
P V\School term School holidays

NSW V 56.0 20.8
VIC & 54.8 22.0
QLD @ 55.0 18.2
SA < 55.7 24.3

WA &\/ 51.0 17.6
TA\C) 54.4 17.4

& 55.0 21.6
54.5 29.3

%Prefer not to say 53.6 17.9

36



37 HEALTH & WELLBEING

INSTITUTE FOR
POSITIVE PSYCHOLOGY DEAK|N
& EDUCATION UNIVERSITY

The four main sources of stress continues to be the same for school leaders in 2020 as it was in 2019:

Sheer quantity of work

Lack of time to focus on teaching and learning Teacher shortages is the 4"
Mental health issues of students major source of stress for very
Expectations of the employer. remote school leaders.

PohPR

N
Qv

School leaders from the different school types (primary, secondary, combined and special) have gi/&n very
similar scores to the sources of stress, with the exception of teacher shortages. Primary school | rs rated
it 3.60, combined school leaders rated it 4.62, secondary school leaders rated it 5.00, and thei cial school
leaders rate it 5.92 out of 10. b‘

The difference in stress that teacher shortages can have is also seen in the @ geolocation. School
leaders of very remote schools rank it as the 4" highest source of stress ( , compared to 14™ at the
aggregated national level (4.22).

sector. As a source of stress, government school leaders ran 'd (7.05), Catholic school leaders ranked

School leaders scored and ranked expectations of the employer fferently depending on their school’'s
it 7" (6.45), and Independent school leaders ranked it 8™ ( SSQQ

TABLE 2.3.2: 2020 SOURCES OF STRESS AND ITS OQQ? CHANGE FROM 2019

Order Sources of stress /X) Mean Order change from 2019
1 Sheer quantity of work N 7.87
2 Lack of time to focus on teac learning 7.36
3 Mental Health Issues of S S 6.92
4 Expectations of the em 6.80
5 Student Related Iss 6.72 up by 1 rank order
6 Parent Related | 6.55 down by 1 rank order
7 Mental Health Is§!s of Staff 6.48
8 Poorly Perfo&&ﬁg Staff 6.26
9 Govern initiatives 6.10 up by 1 rank order
10 Res@g Needs 5.92 down by 1 rank order
11 Cqmpiaints Management 5.38
12 C&ical Incidents 5.31
1 ck of autonomy/authority 4.64 up by 3 rank order
14y Interpersonal Conflicts 4.58 up by 1 rank order
Q}is Inability to get away from school/community 4.44 up by 2 rank order
16 Financial Management Issues 4.43 down by 2 rank order
% 17 Teacher Shortages 4.22 down by 4 rank order
18 Declining Enrolments 3.79
19 Union/Industrial disputes 2.87
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COVID-19 has shifted the order of approximately half of the sources of stress, as shown in the table above,
with significant movement in rank order for:

e Lack of autonomy/authority, which has moved up three places; and
o Teachers shortages, which is down by four places.

COVID-19 has made the year very challenging. | think most of us \(\
have been pushed significantly outside of our comfort zone - &O
heightened levels of family conflict and mental health issues for (b.
students have made it tough. | love my job BUT | am exhausted and @
don't feel that | have had a chance to turn off this year. \b‘

-Female, government secondary school, NSW A

N J o
4 %> B

)
COVID has hﬁgnificant impact on wellbeing,

increasing wogxk(load, creating fragmentation in the
school €gymunity and work tasks, goals and

("?Horities, dividing community...
- emale, government primary school, SA

O
o -
&

gzchool leaders remain the same in 2020 as it was in 2019, the
the shift in climate, workload and prioritisation for school leaders. In
were the highest they had been since the inception of the survey, the
growth trend indicative of orking environment where school leaders’ workload, expectations,
responsibilities and commi continued to become more demanding. COVID-19 has changed the growth
trend, with the foIIowinK ces of stress scoring its lowest result since the survey’s inception:

Though the top ten sources of stres
change in trend for each is indicati
2019, 10 of the 19 sources of

e Lack of timQ;@)cus on teaching and learning (2" highest source of stress);
e Resourci eds (10™ highest source of stress); and
. Finai&ia anagement issues (16" highest source of stress).

The followig sources of stress scored its highest result since the survey’s inception:

\COritical incidents (12" highest source of stress); and
& Complaints management (11" highest source of stress).

S
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TABLE 2.3.3: SOURCES OF STRESS (PART 1) @
Sources of Stress 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Trendlinﬁ(‘gaed) Trendlines (zoomed)

1 Sheer quantity of work 78 78 770 765 776 785 805 813 821 787 @

C‘ .
)
. N —————
Lackoftime tofocuson 220 767 753 756 775 780 7.94 7.93 g7.36
teaching and learning <c>
O .
r\v
3 Resourcing needs 596 655 643 6.06 623 6.03 /&gg) 623 635 592

O

-

Expectations of the
employer

&>
644 679 680 6-76?@5 692 694 707 714 680
NS

™)
<
5 Student related issues 6.18 6.2@&25 6.07 636 645 651 683 682 6.72

RS

R

. highest score . lowest scorA N
Note: table continues on the nexl@/

&
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TABLE 2.3.4: SOURCES OF STRESS (PART 2) @
Sources of Stress 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Trendlinﬁ(‘gaed) Trendlines (zoomed)

6 Government initiatives 598 652 655 642 627 652 632 659 6.19 6.10 @ ) ) o

N\
7 Poorly performing staff ~ 6.06 642 628 6.07 624 617 624 6.29 626 T

....

8 Parent related issues 620 642 6.36 6.17 652 6.52 '&5@ 6.76 6.92 6.55

O

students
®

)
<
10 Teacher shortages 3.74 3.7@2& 360 359 394 441 462 514 422 —

g Mental healthissues of g 53 501 607 5.99‘Q§8 652 666 693 724 692 I

. highest score . lowest scorA N
Note: table continues on the nexl@/

&
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TABLE 2.3.5: SOURCES OF STRESS (PART 3) \(b\
Sources of Stress 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Trendnne&%l‘ed) Trendiines (zoomed)
11 Mental healthissues of  p ) sos 564 561 58 596 606 645 674 648 - fﬁ e
staff 06
R )
)

4
Lack of autonomy/ 441 456 451 436 425 457 449 446 g4.64 .....

authority <c> “““
Q

Financial management

. 505 5629 512 497 497 465 ’gég 498 482 443 e ————,
issues

O

Inability to get away
from school/community

.....

o
4.41 4.78 4.70 4.42?217 4.36 4.41 4.38 4.68 444 . .
Q

™)
<
15 Critical incidents 5.02 4.6%\?5 447 463 469 470 509 528 531 ... —t— gt

RS

. highest score . lowest scorA N
Note: table continues on the nexl@/

&
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TABLE 2.3.6: SOURCES OF STRESS (PART 4) \é
Sources of Stress 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Trendlinﬁ(‘gaed) Trendlines (zoomed)

oooooo

16 Declining enrolments 406 418 403 397 383 382 358 370 372 3.79 @

S &\
17 Union/industrial disputes 2.69 3.71 3.33 281 262 267 267 275 2.87

a . =
NV
g complaints 484 505 486 480 495 4.93 '&9 507 531 538 .o+ wo.oooeo
management

19 Interpersonal conflicts 488 477 456 4.52?251 452 461 455 482 458 .« . ., . . . .

\‘
. highest score . lowest score @

o NS
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N
§(b
Sources of Support (%) ™
N

M Percentage

Partner

Colleague in your workplace

Friend

School leader/colleague (professional relationship)
School leader/colleague (friendship)

Family member

Supervisor/Line manager

Professional Association

Medical Practitioner

Psychologist /Counsellor

Department/Employer

Other Q,
| do not have any sources of support @?“

FIGURE 2.3.1: SOURCES OF SUPPORT AND THE F@\ITAGE OF SCHOOL LEADERS WHO HAVE THEM*

School leaders’ top five main sources of sup %ntinues to be:
& 94.8% of school leaders had 2 or more

1. Partner (78.0%)

2. Colleague in your workplacet®8s%5%) sources of support.

3. Friend (64.6%)

4. School Ieader/colIeague\orofessional relationship (54.1%) 48.5% of school leaders had five or more
5. School Ieader/colle&\gwho is also a friend (47.8%). sources of support.

RS

4 2.3% of school Iea%é\r\eported “Other” source of support, whilst 0.6% reported having zero sources of support.
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3 Technical report — COPSOQ, Offensive Behaviour and Red
Flag

The Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire (COPSOQ-I1)

The following section reports the results from the COPSOQ-II (Pejtersen, et al., 2010). This questioan.iL/
regarded as the “gold standard” in occupational health and safety self-report measures. It has been translédted
into more than 25 languages and is filled out by hundreds of thousands of workers each year. C\)&

The structure of the COPSOQ-II consists of higher order domains and contributing su@wains/scales.
These have been found to be very robust and stable measures, by both ourselves (Dickg et al., 2018) and
others (Bjorner & Pejtersen, 2010; Burr, Albertsen, Rugulies, & Hannerz, 2010; Dupret',‘Bocerean, Teherani,
Feltrin, & Pejtersen, 2012; Berthelsen, Hakanen, Kristensen, Lonnblad, & We lund, 2016; Kiss, De
Meester, Kruse, Chavee, & Braeckman, 2013; Kristensen, Hannerz, Hggh, & y 2005; Nubling, StoRel,
Hasselhorn, Michaelis, & Hofmann, 2006; Nuebling & Hasselhorn, 2010; Pejt , Bjorner, & Hasle, 2010;
Pejtersen, Kristensen, Borg, & Bjorner, 2010; Thorsen & Bjorner, 2010). I@ ollowing section outlines the
subscales of what each domain measures. We then report the key f%ﬂgs across all domains before
reporting each domain and its subscales in detail. The domains are@.,

1. Demands at Work (section 3.2) ?\
Work Organisation and Job Contents (section 3.3) <Q

Interpersonal Relations and Leadership (sectio :@

Work-Individual Interface (section 3.5) yzi/

Values at the Workplace (section 3.6) O

Health and Wellbeing (section 3.7) &

Offensive Behaviour (section 3.8)

Nook~WDN

Throughout the technical report, effect(sise differences are reported for ease of comparison. These are
calculated using Cohen’'s d. Cohen’ S the difference between two mean sores (usually school leaders
compared to the general population ided by the standard deviation of the general population. Effect size
calculations standardise the di ce between the scores, providing consistent interpretation of results
across multiple domains. Q/

All COPSOQ domair@Q%E are transformed to 0-100 aiding comparisons across domains.®

We have used@owing colour key and descriptive classifications for effect size, with arrows indicating
whether it isﬁg r or lower than the general population:

£ahen'sd Effect Size  Colour
besveéen 0 and 0.01 Very small
en 0.01 and 0.2 Small
een 0.2 and 0.5 Medium
etween 0.5 and 0.8 Large
% between 0.8 and 1.2 Very large
greater than 1.2 Huge

5 Note: From this point onward, where numbers are compared or stated in parentheses, for example: (X versus Y), these numbers
are reference to the mean score of the groups being compared in text. Further, Cohen’s d will now be reported in parentheses as d.
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3.1 COPSOQ EFFECT SIZE DIFFERENCES AGAINST THE GENERAL POPULATION

School leaders reported huge effect size higher scores in Emotional Demands, Demands for Hiding
Emotions, Work-Family Conflict, Burnout and Stress.

2020 School Leader COPSOQ Mean Scores q/'\
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 @

Quantitative Demands T

Work Pace I \6{\

Cognitive Demands

Emotional Demands
Demands for Hiding Emotions

Influence

Possibilities for development (skill discretion)
Variation
Meaning of Work

and Job Contents Demands at Work

Work Organisation

Commitment to the Workplace
Predictability

Recognition

Role Clarity

Role Conflict

Quality of Leadership

Social Support from Internal Colleagues
Social Support from External Colleagues

Interpersonal Relations and
Leadership

Social Support from Supervisors
Social Community at W,

§ Job In
S o
28 3ob SaAation N
= O .
T E Work- Conflict T
S F ork Conflict ==
Lg Mutual Trugtbefifeen Employees
© 2 Ll arding Management
0w .
55 Q/ Justice T
c=
= Social Inclusiveness
4 General Health Perception
2 ,Q/ Burnout
é Sleeping Troubles

&é}(.) Stress
Depressive Symptoms
6 ©

Somatic Stress

Health

Cognitive Stress
Self-efficacy

#® General population = School leaders

FIGURE 3.1.1: 2020 MEAN SCORES SNAPSHOT OF SCHOOL LEADERS COMPARED TO THE
GENERAL POPULATION
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Table 3.1.1: School leaders comparative effect size against the general population (part 1) C\)(\
[0\
Domain Subscale School leader ~ General population &U Difference
M M SD M di nce Cohen's d Effect size
Quantitative Demands 55.82 40.20 20.50 Ni5.62 i Large
Demands at Work_I_Dace 68.98 59.50 19.10 (b‘ 9.48 0.50 Medium
Work Cognitive Demands 84.54 63.90 18.70 e} 20.64 il Very large
Emotional Demands 70.79 40.70 24, 30.09 0 Huge
Demands for Hiding Emotions 84.49 50.60 (22 33.89 0l Huge
Influence 58.74 49.80 ﬂ2’1.20 8.94 0.42 Medium
Work Possibilities for Development (skill discretion) 81.32 65.@ 17.60 15.42 il Very large
Organisation and Variation 63.83 6@? 21.40 3.43 0.16 Small
Job Contents Meaning of Work 84.41 @380 1580 10.61 [ Large
Commitment to the Workplace 74.25 J] ,60.90 20.40 13.35 0l Large
Predictability 5727~ “ 57.70  20.90 -0.43 002  Small
Recognition 66,% 66.20 19.90 0.19 0.01 Very small
Role Clarity .8 73.50 16.40 5.33 0.33 Medium
Interpersonal Role Conflict %?.26 42.00 16.60 6.26 0.38 Medium
Relations and Quiality of Leadership O 3.37 55.30 21.10 -1.93 -0.09 Small
Leadership Social Support from Internal Colleagues @ 64.32 57.30 19.70 7.02 0.36 Medium
Social Support from External CoIIeaqu~ 52.83 57.30 19.70 -4.47 -0.23  Medium
Social Support from Supervisors ?~ 51.86 61.60 22.40 -9.74 -0.43 Medium
Social Community at Work A 79.10 78.70 18.90 0.40 0.02 Small
Job Insecurity Q/S‘ 8.73 23.70  20.80 -14.97 W] Large
Work-Individual  Job Satisfaction 74.84 65.30 18.20 9.54 il Large
Interface W ork-Family Conflict \?“ 63.44 33.50 24.30 29.94 ] Huge
Family-Work Conflicj * 8.39 7.60 15.30 0.79 0.05 Small
Mutual Trust betw mployees 72.05 68.60 16.90 3.45 0.20 Medium
Values at the Trust Regardilg agement 71.50 67.70 17.70 3.80 0.21 Medium
Workplace Justice 64.32 59.20 17.70 5.12 0.29 Medium
Social Ing&s}véness 80.60 67.50 16.30 13.10 0l Very large
Cohen’s d is compared agai e general population. Effect size indicator: large very large huge
Note: the table continues o ext page.
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TABLE 3.1.2: SCHOOL LEADERS COMPARATIVE EFFECT SIZE AGAINST THE GENERAL POPULATION (PART 2) KC\)Q
Domain Subscale School leader  General population \\U Difference
M M SD M (&e?tmce Cohen's d Effect size
General Health Perception 59.50 66.00 20.90 N56.50 -0.31 Medium
Burnout 56.59 34.10 18.20 22.49 . Huge
Sleeping Troubles 46.58 26.70 17.70 (b' 19.88 il Very large
Health and Stress 44.81 21.30 19\.§\ 23.51 0 Huge
Wellbeing Depressive Symptoms 25.32 21.00 % 4.32 0.26 Medium
Somatic Stress 22.88 17.80 R .00 5.08 0.32 Medium
Cognitive Stress 27.15 17. 15.70 9.35 | Large
Self-efficacy 74.75 67, 16.00 7.25 0.45 Medium
Cohen’s d is compared against the general population. Effect size indicator: large .Q‘*{/ery large huge
N
O

\J
Compared to the general populatigr,figures (Pejtersen et al., 2010), schoh
leaders reported differences of@ huge effect sizes in:
24)

e Emotional Demands (

o Demands of Hidin otions (d =1.63)
o Work-Family C (d =1.23)

e Burnout (d =1.

[ ]

Stress (d

School leade rt five subscales with huge effect size higher, compared
to three fro§ 9 (Emotional Demands, Demands of Hiding Emotions and

\ork Famk onflict). /
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TABLE 3.1.3: COPSOQ MEAN SCORES BY SCHOOL SECTOR, GENDER, ROLE, SCHOOL TYPE OF SCHOOL SECTOR KC\)Q

\U School Sector and School Type
G&/e

General School sector Gender Role rnment Catholic Independent
population Al Gov  Cath Ind F M Prin DepN VPrim Sec Prim Sec Prim Sec
Quantitative Demands 40.20 55.82 56.63 5151 5461 56.78 5432 56.00 53.82 '56.65 56.65 5152 5042 5658 50.00
Work Pace 59.50 68.98 69.29 6644 70.14 6943 6839 69.37 ; 68.86 7256 67.14 64.17 7325 6042
Cognitive Demands 63.90 8454 8482 8455 8249 8514 8375 8543 48 8477 8471 8445 8375 83.883 84.38
Emotional Demands 40.70 70.79 71.19 70.23 6871 71.81 69.25 Q\ 67.63 71.28 70.20 7197 6530 67.11 60.16
Demands for Hiding Emotions 50.60 8449 8504 8400 8243 85.14 83.63 r'Bb’Z 83.60 85.62 83.60 84.07 83.19 8465 7396
Influence 49.80 58.74 56.91 62.73 6627 57.69 6044 5016 5306 57.88 5488 6187 6347 7171 65.63
Possibilities for development (skill discretion) 65.90 81.32 80.37 84.06 8438 8231 79XR .+ 8247 76.04 8109 7886 83.65 83.62 8355 8594
Variation 60.40 63.83 63.11 66.97 6490 64.97 64.77 60.33 63.89 62.06 66.27 67.89 6447 64.06
Meaning of Work 73.80 8441 8375 8698 87.34 85.1 341 8552 7992 84.14 83.04 8643 8592 87.72 87.50
Commitment to the Workplace 60.90 7425 73.16 7590 78.93 7(0\ 73.12 7574 68.16 7270 7450 7488 7522 78.62 87.50
Predictability 57.70 57.27 55.62 57.96 72.28 709 5770 56.66 6063 56.22 5569 5566 6228 77.63 71.88
Recognition 66.20 66.39 64.81 69.07 77.35'\ 96 6749 6598 6939 6394 6830 67.04 7277 7237 89.58
Role Clarity 73.50 78.83 78.74 7981 8@ 7939 7841 8043 7246 7958 77.79 79.25 79.68 80.70 82.29
Role Conflict 42.00 48.26 49.85 46.55 ,go 47.73 48.78 49.06 4430 4957 5038 4721 46.93 3289 3281
Quality of Leadership 55.30 53.37 53.49 49.44 .03 5370 5296 52.87 5577 52.84 5493 47.74 4810 5822 65.18
Social Support from Internal Colleagues 57.30 64.32 64.44 0 64.48 65.28 6297 6485 6180 6467 6355 64.05 63.16 6842 71.88
Social Support from External Colleagues 57.30 52.83 53.08 1 5043 5443 5061 5473 4489 5311 51.09 5577 5512 57.02 53.13
Social Support from Supervisors 61.60 5186 51 992 5720 52.09 51.63 51.32 5427 50.70 5499 4966 47.62 4825 70.24
Social Community at Work 78.70 79.10 Z¢ 5@ 78.95 8226 79.64 7840 80.15 74.60 7923 7791 7846 7753 83.77 85.42
Job Insecurity 23.70 8.73 ®0 1275 9.90 7.99 9.79 8.40 9.20 7.91 767 1447 1038 1151 391
Job Satisfaction 65.30 74 20 7942 8050 7490 75.00 7595 70.65 73.72 7324 7846 7946 77.63 8854
Work-Family Conflict 33.50 % 63.18 63.26 65.12 6492 6096 6395 59.61 6326 6341 64.88 60.27 69.30 68.75
Family-Work Conflict 7.60 ,& 8.85 6.82 8.87 774 9.24 8.04 9.50 8.25 9.83 6.39 10.12 13.16 2.08
Mutual Trust between Employees 68. 60(072 05 71.08 7229 7732 7212 7196 7376 6484 7291 6687 7271 70.02 77.08 75.00
Trustregarding Management 7150 7119 6958 7787 7158 7158 7188 7043 7215 69.11 68.03 69.96 78.84 82.29
Justice & 64.32 63.61 6275 7376 6414 6461 64.77 6252 63.73 6368 6137 6391 7039 82.03
Social Inclusiveness 80.60 8190 7481 7863 7880 8361 8111 79.22 80.88 85.74 71.08 83.07 70.29 86.72
General Health Perception \(/66 00 59.50 5860 6397 6186 59.88 59.13 5958 5946 58.60 6045 6164 6741 59.21 6250
Burnout 34.10 56.59 57.46 5294 5565 5749 5498 56.39 5575 5785 56.27 5539 4888 6151 46.88
Sleeping Troubles A 26.70 46.58 46.89 46.58 4231 47.07 4541 46.39 46.33 4725 4636 4831 4297 47.04 47.66
Stress \/ 21.30 4481 4528 4322 4427 4557 4344 4457 4457 4548 4431 4493 39.06 46.38 39.06
Depressive Symptoms & 21.00 2532 2576 2439 2428 2485 2573 2498 2578 26.30 2389 2559 2154 2796 1250
Somatic Stress \C) 17.80 2288 23.28 2151 2143 2488 1986 2249 2383 23.86 2148 2311 19.75 2237 1094
Cognitive Stress Q, 17.80 27.15 27.69 2563 2632 2751 2645 2691 27.02 2813 2524 2787 2321 38.16 13.28
Self-efficacy & 67.50 7475 7457 7481 7707 7522 7432 7524 7339 7410 7596 7439 76.88 77.78 78.47
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The Demands at Work subscale consists of: (b

(1/
&

DEMANDS AT WORK: SUBSCALE LONGITUDINAL AND SUBGROUP COMPARISONS

Quantitative Demands assesses how much one must achieve in one’s work. They can be assesse@@s an incongruity between the number of
tasks and the time available to perform the tasks in a satisfactory manner.

Work Pace assesses the speed at which tasks must be performed. It is a measure of the intensjtypf work.

Cognitive Demands assesses demands involving the cognitive abilities of the worker. This i only subscale of Demands where higher scores
are better. (\

Emotional Demands assesses when the employee must deal with or is confronted w} Qher people’s feelings at work or placed in emotionally
demanding situations. Other people comprise both people not employed at the workpl\gl%(e.g., parents and students) and people employed at the
workplace (e.g., colleagues, superiors or subordinates). )

Demands for Hiding Emotions assesses when an employee must conceal r his own feelings at work from other people. Other people
comprise both people not employed at the workplace (e.g., parents and nts) and people employed at the workplace (e.g., colleagues,
superiors, or subordinates). The scale shows the amount of time individuals,@nd in surface acting (pretending an emotion that is not felt) or down-
regulating (hiding) felt emotions. y\(l/

Q)?‘
Q/@
S
&
4®
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Demands at Work: school leader longitudinal snapshot @fb&

TABLE 3.2.1: SCHOOL LEADER LONGITUDINAL DEMANDS AND WORK TREND

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 ‘\Tre‘ndlines (scaled)  Trendlines (zoomed)

30

Quantitative 5935 5808 5866 5817 5974 5916 6105 6044 5898 562
Demands Q
: _
Work Pace 69.94 7035 7026 6948 7087 7041  70.86 71 71.09  68.98 I
'\V § i
Cognitive 8235 6275 8304 6280 8391 8430 ghad) 8473 8460 8454
Demands
M }
| IR
Emotional 6859 67.82  69.56 Cgss 7082 7148 7127  70.79
Demands Q‘
Demands for b -
Hiding 8239 8295 8282 8 8354 8372 8484 8497 8460 8449
Emotions

_ V=
. highest score . lowest score @Q

N

&\/
" N
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Demands at Work (mean scores)
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° Quantitative Work Pace Cognitive Emotional Dem u@-
Demands Demands Demands Hidin otions
m2011 =2015 =2019 m=m2020 = General population@o
FIGURE 3.2.1: DEMANDS AT WORK MEAN SCORES: SCHOO ER RESULTS

2011, 2015, 2019, 2020 AGAINST THE GENERAL POPULATI
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Quantitative Demands: sch aders in 2020 reported large
effect size higher than the | population (55.82 versus 40.20,
d =0.76). Compared to p us years, school leaders reported the
lowest level of Quant'it\@ye Demand in 2020, and a high in 2017

(61.05).

ace in 2020, and a high in 2018 (71.24).

level of\/%

Cognitve~<Demands: school leaders in 2020 reported very large

eff higher than the general population (84.54 versus 63.90,
v10). School leaders reported very similar Cognitive Demands

020 to 2019 (84.60).

QU

(];‘Qmotional Demands: school leaders in 2020 reported huge effect

size higher than the general population (70.79 versus 40.70, d =
1.24).

Demands for Hiding Emotions: school leaders in 2020 reported
huge effect size higher than the general population (84.49 versus
50.60, d =1.63). school leaders reported similar Demands for
Hiding Emotions in 2020 and 2019 (84.60).

SN
X

colleagues. The re
size of the
complexity

The job becomes more ;@x with every passing year and the volume of work required of a
school principal continues%d grow. This is clearly unsustainable. A new term | have coined is
‘complex decision fs.gn%'e' - a phenomenon that seems to be more evident in myself and my

g levels in primary schools are totally unsatisfactory to deliver the sheer
expected by our employer, and then when coupled with the increasing
job makes for a particularly concerning situation that is also unsustainable.

- Male, government primary school, Qld

~

/

L&
&
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The following findings for Demands at Work are from Table 3.2.2 to Table 3.2.9. V®

Demands at Work: school leader sub-group results

Female school leaders reported higher results than their male counterparts for all five Demands at Work sybscales:

e For Quantitative Demands, female school leaders reported a very large effect size higher (56. (é‘z 0.81) than the general population, whilst male
school leaders reported a large effect size higher (54.32 d = 0.60) than the general populati@x 40.20).

e For Emotional Demands, female school leaders reported a huge effect size higher (71.?1— 1.28) than the general population, whilst male school
leaders reported a very large effect size higher (69.25, d = 1.17) than the generjgul ion (40.70).
)

e For Demands for Hiding Emotions, both female (85.14, d = 1.66) and male (83.63\¢* = 1.59) school leaders reported huge effect size higher than
the general population (50.60). (0

Catholic school leaders reported lower Work Pace (66.44, d = 0.36) compareo\t((lrﬁeir government (69.29, d = 0.51) and Independent (70.14, d = 0.56)
counterparts. Government school leaders reported higher Quantitative Demands, Cognitive Demands, Emotional Demands, and Demands for Hiding
Emotions than their Catholic and Independent counterparts. &

School leaders aged between 31-40 years reported higher Quan@e Demands (61.15, d = 1.02) and Work Pace (74.55, d = 0.79) than other age
groups. School leaders aged between 41-50 reported the hi @t Cognitive Demands (86.28, d = 1.20), Emotional Demands (74.17, d = 1.38), and
Demands for Hiding Emotions (86.35, d = 1.72) than other aéroups.

School leaders with 6-10 years’ leadership experienc@ted higher scores for Work Pace (71.53, d = 0.63) and Emotional Demands (72.82, d = 1.32)

than other leadership experience groups. School I%& S with <=5 years’ leadership experience reported higher Quantitative Demands (58.02, d = 0.87)
and lower Cognitive Demand (81.12, d = 1.15) tl@ her leadership experience groups.

In 2019, Victorian and NSW school lea \'eported very similar results for the first four Demands at Work subscales. Comparing Victorian and NSW
results in 2020, Victorian school leade rted noticeable lower results for all five subscales compared to NSW.

e For Quantitative Demands ian school leaders reported a large effect size higher (52.49, d = 0.60) than the general population, and NSW
school leaders reported ry large effect size higher (56.76, d = 0.81) than the general population.

e For Work Pace, Vict Mchool leaders reported a medium effect size higher (67.07, d = 0.40) than the general population, and NSW school
leaders reported a @e effect size higher (70.53, d = 0.58) than the general population.

e For Cognitive ds, Victorian school leaders reported a very large effect size higher (82.87, d = 1.01) than the general population, and NSW
school lead eported a huge effect size higher (86.50, d = 1.21) than the general population.
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e For Emotional Demands, Victorian school leaders reported a very large effect size higher (67.37, d =
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school leaders reported huge effect size higher (72.95, d = 1.33) than the general population.
e For Demands for Hiding Emotions, both Victorian (82.38, d = 1.53) and NSW (86.15, d = 1.71) sch& ders

than the general population.

TABLE 3.2.2: MEAN DEMANDS AT WORK BY GENDER, SCHOOL SECTOR AND ROLE

\

N

“HEALTH (%\\N ELLBEING

(19

=1.10) th{ﬁﬁa general population, and NSW

reported huge effect size higher

Gender Saétor Role
Prefer not
Female Male to say Governmen(\%atholic Independent  Principal Deputy
Quantitative Demands 56.78 54.32 56.89 56 63) .~ 5151 54.61 56.00 53.82
Work Pace 69.43 68.39 67.31 66.44 70.14 69.37 66.72
Cognitive Demands 85.14 83.75 82.37 2 84.55 82.49 85.43 80.48
Emotional Demands 71.81 69.25 71.47 &1 19 70.23 68.71 71.38 67.63
Demands for Hiding Emotions 85.14 83.63 82.48 (é‘) 85.04 84.00 82.43 84.72 83.60
O
TABLE 3.2.3: COHEN'S D DEMANDS AT WORK BY GENDEFQ‘ OOL SECTOR AND ROLE
S
Gend@)\‘(‘ School sector Role
@l Prefer not
Female Q@a to say Government Catholic Independent Principal Deputy
Quantitative Demands 0 v ] i i o a
Work Pace | Q 0.47 0.41 | 036 [N | 0.38
Cognitive Demands | Q/ | | A | | |
Emotional Demands Q | . 0l i 0 il 1
Demands for Hiding Emotions §! i i i i i i i
Cohen’s d is compared agaln \general population. Effect size indicator: large very large huge

Q.
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TABLE 3.2.4: MEAN DEMANDS AT WORK BY AGE AND SCHOOL LEADER EXPERIENCE C\)Q
fo.\
Age School leader equ@n‘de
31-40 41-50 51-60 61+ <=5 6-10 11-f5\b‘ 16-20 21+
Quantitative Demands 61.15 59.04 56.12 50.56 58.02 57.18 @\gz 55.38 54.13
Work Pace 74.55 73.60 68.84 63.16 68.43 71.53 6 .26 68.82 66.84
Cognitive Demands 84.29 86.28 84.93 81.95 81.12 85.47\>(\ 84.45 85.64 83.55
Emotional Demands 73.73 74.17 70.56 66.81 68.69 7 71.47 70.42 69.18
Demands for Hiding Emotions 85.25 86.35 84.50 82.24 83.25 (.8\4% 4 85.34 84.10 83.87
o
TABLE 3.2.5: COHEN'S D DEMANDS AT WORK BY AGE AND SCHOOL LEADER EF@ENCE
N,
Age /~\ N School leader experience
\J
31-40 41-50 51-60 BIN <=5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21+

Quantitative Demands ] il Y. N i i i o
Work Pace | 0.49 0.19 047 [ | 0.49 0.38
Cognitive Demands 0l i CQ N N i o o
Emotional Demands Q‘ o [l i [ [ (l
Demands for Hiding Emotions [l i 0 0 i il i
Cohen’s d is compared against the general population t size indicator: large very large huge
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TABLE 3.2.6: MEAN DEMANDS AT WORK BY SCHOOL STATE K(\)(\
State \@
W
NSW VIC QLD SA WA TAS A(E\i NT
Quantitative Demands 56.76 52.49 58.16 58.19 54.74 54.57 17 56.08
Work Pace 70.53 67.07 70.08 69.12 67.51 69.51 6%2.82 65.54
Cognitive Demands 86.50 82.87 84.38 85.90 83.77 84.3 85.71 83.28
Emotional Demands 72.95 67.37 71.92 72.38 70.74 72.62 69.44

Demands for Hiding Emotions 86.15 82.38 86.13 83.66 84.17 . 82.72 87.70 84.49

TABLE 3.2.7: COHEN'S D DEMANDS AT WORK BY SCHOOL STATE M

Nl

/s‘\taté
&\J
NSW VIC A WA TAS ACT NT

Quantitative Demands ] ] . i i i
Work Pace i 0.40 042 [ | 0.32
Cognitive Demands | | 0 i i i
Emotional Demands | | 0 i i A
Demands for Hiding Emotions [§N 0 | B B i
Cohen’s d is compared against the general population t size indicator: large very large huge

55 %



% ®
INSTITUTE FOR N2
6 A‘ U POSITIVE PSYCHOLOGY DEAKIN %HEALTH (%\‘N ELLBEING
& EDUCATION UNIVERSITY ‘ Q

TABLE 3.2.8: MEAN DEMANDS AT WORK BY SCHOOL GEOLOCATION AND SCHOOL TYPE KC\)Q
[0\
Geolocation SchoeLw
Major Inner Very °
cities regional Regional Remote remote Primary Sé‘oondary Combined
Quantitative Demands 54.70 56.10 58.04 57.35 64.69 55.73 * 55.54 56.15
Work Pace 68.86 69.60 69.43 66.34 61.67 68.6@ 70.87 69.48
Cognitive Demands 84.37 85.01 85.28 83.58 80.00 84.50 83.74
Emotional Demands 69.87 72.70 72.47 68.75 68.75 .29 69.26 70.82
Demands for Hiding Emotions 84.31 84.87 85.53 86.76 81.14 o . 85.28 83.18 84.73

&

TABLE 3.2.9: COHEN'S D DEMANDS AT WORK BY SCHOOL GEOLOCATION AND@ﬁ%QL TYPE
N

Geolocation  ~ N School type

\J Very

Remote remote Primary Secondary Combined

Major Inner
cities regional Region

Quantitative Demands 0l ] 0l Q/ ] | | &
Work Pace 049 [ O 0.36 0.11 048 [ A
Cognitive Demands 0l o 0l | 0 i A
Emotional Demands | ] 0l N o i 1
Demands for Hiding Emotions 0 1 IR | i i i a
Cohen’s d is compared against the general population t size indicator: large very large huge

56 %
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Demands at Work by Gender and Role jq§
Quantitative Demands Work Pac Cognitive Demands Emotional Demands Demands for Hiding Emotions
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u Female ale mPrefernotto say ®Principal mDeputy ®General population

FIGURE 3.2.2: BAR CHART: DEMANDS AT BY GENDER AND ROLE

School leaders, regardless of gender %Ie, reported higher results for all Demands at Work subscales than the general population. Female school
leaders reported higher results th r@ir male counterparts for all Demands at Work subscales. Principals reported higher results than their deputy
counterparts for all subscales. i
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Cumulative Demands at Work by Gender and Ro ez}o

50 100 150 200 250 b‘ 00 350 400

u Quantitative Demands -@x Pace m Cognitive Demands m Emotional Demands m Demands for Hiding Emotions

FIGURE 3.2.3: STACKED BAR CHART: CU E; IVE DEMANDS AT WORK BY GENDER AND ROLE

Cumulatively, male and female schoo ers reported higher results for Demands at Work compared to the general population. Cumulatively, female
school leaders reported higher scie an their male counterparts.
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FIGURE 3.2.4: BAR CHART: DEMANDS A @K BY SCHOOL SECTOR

School leaders of all sectors reporte er results than the general population for all Demands at Work subscales. Independent school leaders reported
higher Work Pace than their goverhiment and Catholic school counterparts. Government school leaders continue to report higher Quantitative Demands,
Cognitive Demands, Emotional\Dé ands, and Demands for Hiding Emotions than their Catholic and Independent school counterparts. Government and
Catholic school leaders repo ge effect size higher for Emotional Demands than the general population. School leaders from all three school sectors
reported a huge effect si@her for Demands for Hiding Emotions than the general population.
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Cumulative Demands at Work by School Secto @
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FIGURE 3.2.5: STACKED BAR CHART: CU E; IVE DEMANDS AT WORK BY SCHOOL SECTOR

Cumulatively, government school lea eported higher results than their Catholic and Independent school counterparts. Cumulatively, school leaders
of all sectors reported higher resﬂf the general population.
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Demands at Work by Age
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FIGURE 3.2.6: BAR CHART: DEMANDS AT BY AGE GROUPS

School leaders aged 31-40 repoﬂed& results for Quantitative Demands and Work Pace than their counterparts in other age groups and the general
population. School leaders aged 41-50%eported higher results for Cognitive Demands, Emotional Demands, and Demands for Hiding Emotions than other
age groups and the general popuiatipn. School leaders from age groups 31-40, 41-50, and 51-60 reported a huge effect size higher for Emotional Demands
compared to the general pq@sﬁon. All age groups reported a huge effect size higher for Demands for Hiding Emotions compared to the general

population. C)
&

“ 5



Wy ®

INSTITUTE FOR A W

6 A‘ U POSITIVE PSYCHOLOGY Dﬁz(m %?HEALTH ¢%\\N ELLBEING
& EDUCATION UNIVERSITY (19

‘(\

Cumulative Demands at Work by Age &

0 50 100 150 200 350 400

31-40
51-60
61+

General population

u Quantitative Demands -@x Pace m Cognitive Demands m Emotional Demands m Demands for Hiding Emotions

FIGURE 3.2.7: STACKED BAR CHART: CU E; IVE DEMANDS AT WORK BY AGE GROUPS

Cumulatively, school leaders aged 31 ars scored higher than other age groups for Demands at Work. Cumulatively, school leaders of all age groups
scored higher for Demands at Wor, the general population.
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FIGURE 3.2.8: STACKED BAR CHART: C@ ATIVE DEMANDS AT WORK BY SCHOOL LEADER EXPERIENCE

The school leader experience sub @ end shape for Quantitative Demands, Emotional Demands, and Demands for Hiding Emotions is the same in
2020 as was seen in 2019. S ders with less than 5 years’ experience reported lower Work Pack than their more experienced counterparts
(excluding the 21+ group), w S it was significantly higher in 2019. School leaders with less than 5 years’ experience also reported lower Cognitive
Demands than their more e | nced counterparts, this was comparable in 2019. Huge effect size higher in Emotional Demands for participants with 6-
10, 11-15, and 16-20 yeassi.sthool leader experience.
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Cumulative Demands at Work by School Leader Exp&@qce
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FIGURE 3.2.9: STACKED BAR CHART: CU E; IVE DEMANDS AT WORK BY SCHOOL LEADER EXPERIENCE

Cumulatively, school leaders with 6-1 s’ experience in a school leader role reported higher Demands at Worth than their counterparts in other school
leader experience subgroups. CT ely, school leaders with 11-15 and 16-20 year’s school leader experience reported similar results.
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FIGURE 3.2.10: BAR CHART: DEMANDS A gK BY STATE

Victorian school leaders reported low %rk Pace, Cognitive Demands, Emotional Demands, and Demands for Hiding Emotions than their counterparts
from other states and territories. Sc leader from NSW reported higher Cognitive Demands than their counterparts in other states and territories, and
huge effect size higher than the eral population.
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FIGURE 3.2.11: STACKED BAR CHART: C iTIVE DEMANDS AT WORK BY STATE

Cumulatively, school leaders in Victota{yéported lower results for Demands at Work compared to their counterparts from other states and territories.
Cumulatively, school leaders fronlﬁ es and territories reported higher Demands at work than the general population.
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FIGURE 3.2.12: BAR CHART: DEMANDS A gK BY GEOLOCATION

Very remote school leaders reporte %ﬂer Work Pace, Cognitive Demands, Emotional Demands and Demands for Hiding Emotions, and higher
Quantitative Demands, than schﬂ rs from other geolocations.
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FIGURE 3.2.13: STACKED BAR CHART: C iTIVE DEMANDS AT WORK BY GEOLOCATION

Cumulatively, school leaders in ve te schools scored lower than their counterparts in other geolocations. Cumulatively, school leaders of all
geolocations scored higher than K eral population.
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FIGURE 3.2.14: BAR CHART: DEMANDS A gK BY SCHOOL TYPE
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Secondary school leaders reported hi ork Pace than their primary and combined school counterparts. Primary and combined school leaders reported
huge effect size higher for Emotim mands than the general population.
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FIGURE 3.2.15: STACKED BAR CHART: C iTIVE DEMANDS AT WORK BY SCHOOL TYPE

Cumulatively, primary, secondary and@%mined school leaders reported similar results for Demands at Work.
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3.3 WORK ORGANISATION AND JOB CONTENTS: SUBSCALE LONGITUDINAL AND SUBGROUP COMPAR@S

Work Organisation and Job Contents subscale are:

71

Influence at Work assesses the degree to which the employee can influence aspects of work |tself'r\@g|ng from planning of work, to the order of
tasks.

Possibilities for Development assesses if the tasks are challenging for the employee and if th ks provide opportunities for learning, and thus
opportunities for development, not only in the job but also on a personal level. Lack of devel@ an create apathy, helplessness, and passivity.

Variation of Work assesses the degree to which work (tasks, work process) is varied, that asks are or are not repetitive.

Meaning of Work assesses both the meaning of the aim of work tasks and the meani e context of work tasks. The aim is “vertical”: that the
work is related to a more general purpose, such as providing students with a good education. Context is “horizontal”: that one can see how one’s
own work contributes to the overall product of the organisation. )

Commitment to the Workplace assesses the degree to which one experience g committed to ones’ workplace. It is not the work by itself or
the work group that is the focus here, but the organisation in which one is e d.
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Work Organisation and Job Contents — school leader longitudinal snapshot @fb&
A

TABLE 3.3.1: SCHOOL LEADER LONGITUDINAL WORK ORGANISATION AND JOB CONTENTS TREND

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 ~%'I'r(—:“ndlines (scaled)  Trendlines (zoomed)

Influence 56.82  58.41 58.88 5892 5756 5736 57.15 57.76  57.12 0@74

4
Possibilities for @ -

Development 80.07  82.21 8196 8187 8246 8192 80.93 8@) 81.36  81.32

(skill discretion)

(el —
'\V
Variation 6664 6728 66.83 67.12 6623 6549 &5@ 65.33 64.46  63.83
/O —
Meaning of 8550 8620 8584 8591  86.51 ngﬂ 84.89 8544 8462 8441
Work
Lw\ —
)
Commitmentto -, 7304 7345 7 @73.04 7240 7184 7308 7354 7425
the Workplace

X -
. highest score . lowest score @Q\
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Influence: school leaders i é}) reported a medium effect size
higher than the gener ulation (58.74 versus 49.80, d =
0.42). School Ieader%ort a small increase in Influence from
2019 to 2020. b‘

Possibility for &elopment: school leaders in 2020 reported
very large (—:i@%ize higher than the general population (81.32

versus 65. =0.88). School leaders have consisted
reported, i "same results for Possibility for Development from

201@.
Variation: school leaders in 2020 reported a small effect size
ér than the general population (63.83 versus 60.40, d =
.16). School leaders reported a small decline in Variation from
2011 to 2015 to 2020.

Meaning of Work: school leaders in 2020 reported a large effect
size higher than the general population (84.41 versus 73.80,d =
0.67). School leaders reported similar results in 2020 for
Meaning of Work as 2019.

Commitment to the Workplace: school leaders in 2020

reported large effect size higher than the general population (74.2@% 60.90, d = 0.65). School leaders reported their highest result for Commitment
to the Workplace in 2020.
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one that | am very happy to work with and for.
- Female, government primary school, NT

ppy in my job. It is a hard job with long hours
essure is high, but the rewards from staff, families
students are also considerable. | do not wish to do

6?0 her job or be in another workplace. This community is

J




ﬁ INSTITUTE FOR
6 U POSITIVE PSYCHOLOGY DEAKIN
& EDUCATION UNIVERSITY

Work Organisation and Job Contents: school leader sub-group results

“HEALTH ,%\WELLBEING@
Q

(1/
&

>
The following findings for Work Organisation and Job Contents are from Table 3.3.2 to Table 3.3.9. V@

Male (60.44, d = 0.50) school leaders reported higher results for Influence than their female (57.69, d =\0.37). Female school leaders reported higher
Possibilities for Development (82.31 versus 79.78, d = 0.93 versus d = 0.79), Variation (64.97 versu 6@2 , d =0.21 versus d = 0.09), Meaning of Work
(85.16 versus 83.41, d =0.72 versus d = 0.61), and Commitment to the Workplace (75.04 ver%bs.lz, d =0.69 versus d =0.60) than their male

counterparts. %\}

Catholic (84.06, d =1.03) school leaders reported higher Possibilities for Development t ir government (80.37, d = 0.82) and Independent (84.38,
d = 1.05) counterparts. Catholic (66.97, d = 0.31) school leaders also reported higher, igssation than their government (63.11, d = 0.13) and Independent
(64.90, d =0.21) counterparts. Q<O

Principal class school leaders reported significantly higher results for Meaning'bi(k/ork (85.52 versus 79.92, d = 0.74 versus d = 0.39) and Commitment
to the Workplace (75.74 versus 68.16, d = 0.73 versus d = 0.36) than th '@puty counterparts.

School leaders aged 61+ reported higher Influence (60.47, d = 0. Qriation (65.50, d = 0.24), Meaning of work (86.28, d = 0.79), and Commitment to
the Workplace (78.11, d = 0.84) than their counterparts in other roups.

Victorian school leaders reported higher results than thei I@‘W counterparts for all Work Organisation and Job Content subscale, Influence (62.48 versus
54.46, d = 0.60 versus d = 0.22) being the largest su% difference between the two subgroups.

Remote school leaders reported higher Influenc %6, d = 0.51), Possibility for Development (82.84, d = 0.96), Variation (64.95, d = 0.21), and Meaning
of Work (58.29, d = 0.73) than their counterp In other geolocations. Remote school leaders also reported the lowest Commitment to the Workplace
(69.12, d = 0.40) compared to their count s in other geolocations.
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TABLE 3.3.2: MEAN WORK ORGANISATION AND JOB CONTENT BY GENDER, SCHOOL SECTOR AND ROLE C\)Q
[0\
Gender School sector &U Role
Prefer not N
Female Male to say Government  Catholic '\ndependent Principal Deputy
Influence 57.69 60.44 56.09 56.91 62. 66.27 60.16 53.06
Possibilities for Development (skill discretion) 82.31 79.78 82.85 80.37 8 84.38 82.47 76.04
Variation 64.97 62.22 62.18 63.11 @6.97 64.90 64.77 60.33
Meaning of Work 85.16 83.41 82.48 83.75 % 6.98 87.34 85.52 79.92
Commitment to the Workplace 75.04 73.12 73.56 73.& 75.90 78.93 75.74 68.16
\‘\
TABLE 3.3.3: COHEN'S D WORK ORGANISATION AND JOB CONTENT BY GENDE?Y&OL SECTOR AND ROLE
Gender '\ v School sector Role
P& ot
Female Male _ tosay Government Catholic Independent Principal Deputy
Influence 037 M a I) 0.30 034 W | 0.49 0.15
Possibilities for Development (skill discretion) i 0l i 0 A o o
Variation 0.21 Gp 0.08 0.13 0.31 0.21 0.20 0.00
Meaning of Work i 0 i i il il 0.39
Commitment to the Workplace 0l B 0l i i AN 0l 0.36
\}
Cohen’s d is compared against the general population@ size indicator: large very large huge
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TABLE 3.3.4: MEAN WORK ORGANISATION AND JOB CONTENT BY AGE AND SCHOOL LEADER EXPERIENCE KC\)Q
Age Schqo&s‘dder experience
31-40 41-50 51-60 61+ <=5 G'N 11-15 16-20 21+
Influence 57.01 58.10 58.47 60.47 55.49 (5% 58.03 58.85 60.88
Possibilities for Development (skill discretion)  82.77 81.57 81.17 81.08 82.26 80.33 81.87 80.66
Variation 62.33 62.66 63.87 65.50 62.7 65.35 62.94 63.50 64.22
Meaning of Work 81.08 82.88 84.75 86.28 . 84.53 83.13 85.75 84.70
Commitment to the Workplace 70.44 72.21 73.83 78.11 § 73.23 73.61 72.90 75.18 75.70
TABLE 3.3.5: COHEN'S D WORK ORGANISATION AND JOB CONTENT BY AGE AND OL LEADER EXPERIENCE
Age '\ V School leader experience
31-40 41-50 jl 1+ <=5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21+
Influence 0.34 0.39 41 0.27 0.39 0.39 043 W
Possibilities for Development (skill discretion) i . A A o o o
Variation 0.09 0.16 0.24 0.11 0.23 0.12 0.14 0.18
Meaning of Work 0.46 . ] | | ™ o 0
Commitment to the Workplace 0.47 i i i i i i
Cohen’s d is compared against the general population t3|ze indicator: large very large huge
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TABLE 3.3.6: MEAN WORK ORGANISATION AND JOB CONTENT BY SCHOOL STATE KC\)Q
[0\
State \\U
™
NSW VIC QLD SA WA S ACT NT
Influence 54.46 62.48 58.20 57.99 59.50 @58.54 59.52 62.85
Possibilities for Development (skill discretion)  81.20 82.43 79.73 82.18 80.2 83.38 85.71 81.42
Variation 63.27 64.52 63.49 64.16 6285  69.51 67.86 63.54
Meaning of Work 83.52 86.25 82.92 84.12 @4 89.23 88.49 87.27
Commitment to the Workplace 73.04 76.74 72.39 75.5% 0.74 80.34 80.06 77.26
\‘\
TABLE 3.3.7: COHEN'S D WORK ORGANISATION AND JOB CONTENT BY SCHOO(L\§Q§PE
'\ v State
NSW VIC A'étD SA WA TAS ACT NT
Influence 022 [A Qé I) 0.40 0.39 0.46 0.41 046 [N
Possibilities for Development (skill discretion) 0l o @ A 1 A A
Variation 0.13 Gp 0.14 0.18 0.10 0.43 0.35 0.15
Meaning of Work | | i i o 1 1
Commitment to the Workplace i L i i 048 [ i i
\}
Cohen’s d is compared against the general population@ size indicator: large very large huge
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TABLE 3.3.8: MEAN WORK ORGANISATION AND JOB CONTENT BY SCHOOL GEOLOCATION AND SCHOOL TYPE C\)Q

[0\
Geolocation \Whool type

Major Inner Very N

cities regional Regional Remote remote Prih&ry Secondary Combined
Influence 59.79 57.82 54.63 60.66 58.55 ~é§.85 56.28 62.22
Possibilities for Development (skill discretion)  81.64 81.63 79.35 82.84 75.99 (0'81.53 79.60 82.93
Variation 63.90 64.27 62.84 64.95 63.1 {\ 64.22 62.83 63.88
Meaning of Work 85.13 84.76 81.74 85.29 84.63 83.36 85.34
Commitment to the Workplace 74.28 74.92 73.24 69.12 §\7‘ .34 73.18 74.69 75.97

v
TABLE 3.3.9: COHEN'S D WORK ORGANISATION AND JOB CONTENT BY SCHOOL OCATION AND SCHOOL TYPE
Geolocatiorn, ¥ School type

Major Inner O Very

cities regional Re’ébnal Remote remote Primary Secondary Combined
Influence 0.47 0.38 @).23 A 0.41 0.43 031 W
Possibilities for Development (skill discretion) i A o A o i 0
Variation 0.16 @D 0.11 0.21 0.13 0.18 0.11 0.16
Meaning of Work | | o 0l i 1 1
Commitment to the Workplace i . i 040 WA i i i
Cohen’s d is compared against the general population@ size indicator: large very large huge
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Work Organisation and Job Contents by Gender an@?e

Influence Possibilities for Develo it (skill Variation Meaning of Work Commitment to the Workplace
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FIGURE 3.3.1: BAR CHART: WORK ORG I@\FION AND JOB CONTENTS BY GENDER AND ROLE

Male school leaders reported high ence than their female counterparts. Female school leaders reported higher Possibilities for Development,
Variation, Meaning of Work and CpmmMitment to the Workplace than their male counterparts. Principals reported higher results for all subscales of Work
Organisation and Job Content&o}hpared their Deputy counterparts and the general population.
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Cumulative Work Organisation and Job Contents by Gend& Crfd Role
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FIGURE 3.3.2: STACKED BAR CHART: CU E; IVE WORK ORGANISATION AND JOB CONTENTS BY GENDER AND ROLE

Cumulatively, all school leader subgro f gender and role reported higher scores than the general population for Work Organisation and Job Contents.
Female school leaders reported h;{ umulative scores than their male counterparts.
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FIGURE 3.3.3: BAR CHART: WORK ORGA ON AND JOB CONTENTS BY SCHOOL SECTOR

Independent school leaders reported %her Influence, Possibilities for Development, Meaning of Work, and Commitment to the Workplace than their
Catholic and government school ¢ parts. School leaders from all school sectors reported higher results for all Work Organisation and Job Content
subscales when compared to th neral population.
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FIGURE 3.3.4: STACKED BAR CHART: CU E; IVE WORK ORGANISATION AND JOB CONTENTS BY SCHOOL SECTOR

Cumulatively, government school Ie@ﬁponed lower scores for Work Organisation and Job Contents than their Catholic and Independent school
counterparts 4
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FIGURE 3.3.5: BAR CHART: WORK ORGA ON AND JOB CONTENTS BY AGE GROUPS

School leaders reported increasing sc or Influence, Variation, Meaning of Work, and Commitment to the Workplace as age group increased. School
leaders also reported decreasing i for Possibilities of Development as age group increased.
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FIGURE 3.3.6: STACKED BAR CHART: CU E; IVE WORK ORGANISATION AND JOB CONTENTS BY AGE GROUPS

Cumulatively, Work Organisation an@(ontent scores increased with each increase in age category increased.
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FIGURE 3.3.7: BAR CHART: WORK ORGA ON AND JOB CONTENTS BY SCHOOL LEADER EXPERIENCE

School leaders reported increasing s@ﬂn Influence and Commitment to the Workplace as their experience in a leadership position increased.

4

85 %



Wy ®

INSTITUTE FOR A W

6 A‘ U POSITIVE PSYCHOLOGY Dﬁz(m %?HEALTH ¢%\\N ELLBEING
& EDUCATION UNIVERSITY (19

o\
Cumulative Work Organisation and Job Contents by Sch d\geader
Experience &
'\b‘ 300

0 50 100 150 200 250

350 400

<=5

6-10

11-15

16-20

21+

General population

u Influence m Possibilities for u@apment (skill discretion) m Variation m Meaning of Work m Commitment to the Workplace

FIGURE 3.3.8: STACKED BAR CHART: C @TIVE WORK ORGANISATION AND JOB CONTENTS BY SCHOOL LEADER EXPERIENCE

School leaders with less than 5 years! 11-15 years’ experience reported similar cumulative scores for Work Organisation and Job Contents. School
leaders of all experience groups @o d higher cumulative scores than the general population.
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FIGURE 3.3.9: BAR CHART: WORK ORGA ON AND JOB CONTENTS BY STATE

Victorian school leaders reported high ults for all Work Organisation and Job Contents subscales than their NSW counterparts. NT school leaders
reported higher result for Influence, t heir counterparts in other states and territories. WA school leaders reported lower results for Variation and
Commitment to the Workplace t their counterparts from other states and territories.
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FIGURE 3.3.10: STACKED BAR CHART: C iTIVE WORK ORGANISATION AND JOB CONTENTS BY STATE

Cumulatively Tasmanian and ACT sc eaders retorted higher results than their counterparts from other states and territories. Cumulatively, Victorian
school leaders reported higher reiil an their NSW counterparts.
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FIGURE 3.3.11: BAR CHART: WORK ORG E: ION AND JOB CONTENTS BY GEOLOCATION

Regional school leaders reported low: %Kults for Influence, Variation, and Meaning of Work than their counterparts from other geolocations.
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FIGURE 3.3.12: STACKED BAR CHART: C iTIVE WORK ORGANISATION AND JOB CONTENTS BY GEOLOCATION

Cumulatively, major cities, inner regio %ﬂd remote school leaders reported similar results for Work Organisation and Job Contents. School leaders from
all geolocations reported higher ﬁu’&han the general population.
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FIGURE 3.3.13: BAR CHART: WORK ORG E: ION AND JOB CONTENTS BY SCHOOL TYPE

Primary school leaders retorted high %JHZS than their secondary counterparts for Influence, Possibilities for Development, Variation, and Meaning of
Work. Secondary school leaders rep higher results for Commitment to the Workplace and then as their primary school counterpart. Combined school
leaders reported higher results f fluence, Possibilities for Development, Meaning of Work, and Commitment to the Workplace than their primary and

secondary counterparts. ,&\,
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FIGURE 3.3.14: STACKED BAR CHART: C iTIVE WORK ORGANISATION AND JOB CONTENTS BY SCHOOL TYPE

Cumulatively, combined school Iead%%ported higher results than their primary and secondary counterparts.
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3.4 INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS AND LEADERSHIP: SUBSCALE LONGITUDINAL AND SUBGROUP COMK&SONS

Interpersonal Relations and Leadership subscales are:

93

Predictability assesses the means to avoid uncertainty and insecurity. This is achieved if employe?ibgcelve the relevant information at the right
time.

Recognition (Reward) assesses the recognition by the management of your effort at work. *

Role Clarity assesses the employee's understanding of her or his role at work (e.g., cont%@f tasks, expectations to be met and her or his
responsibilities).

Role Conflicts assesses conflicts that stem from two sources. The first source is about%sg‘ble inherent conflicting demands within a specific task.
The second source is about possible conflicts when prioritising different tasks.

Quality of Leadership assesses the next higher managers’ leadership in differe xts and domains.

Social Support from Colleagues Inside and Outside the School assesses s leaders’ impressions of the possibility to obtain support from
colleagues if one should need it.

Social Community at Work assesses whether there is a feeling of bei %rt of the group of employees at the workplace (e.g., if employee’s
relations are good and if they work well together). Pﬂ



W N
INSTITUTE FOR A\ e ®
e A‘ U POSITIVE PSYCHOLOGY DEz(IN »fg‘HEALTH QghELLBEING
& EDUCATION UNIVERSITY ’

&
Interpersonal Relations and Leadership: school leader longitudinal snapshot @fb&

TABLE 3.4.1: SCHOOL LEADER LONGITUDINAL INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS AND LEADERSHIP TREND (PAR{

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 ~%'I'r(—:“ndlines (scaled)  Trendlines (zoomed)

Predictability 61.86  62.91 62.24 59.00 60.03 59.08 57.71 58.94  59.01 0@?‘27

2
N

)
Recognition 6797 6723 6644 6486 6576 6547 64.82 66.%2 66.15  66.39

NV )
—-._.——-\___._,_,-——""-—-._
Role Clarity 80.07 79.35 80.14 79.57 Q@ 80.00 81.33 78.83
Role Conflict 49.44 49.93 48.17 47.22 49.36 0.21 51.88 50.64 50.27 4826 ——s——
o _
)

Quality of @ .

. 52.92 5 54.59 55.62 53.35 54.73 53.52 53.37
Leadership

. highest score . lowest score @Qv

Note: table continues on the next page.
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TABLE 3.4.2: SCHOOL LEADER LONGITUDINAL INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS AND LEADERSHIP TREND (PART 2) @

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020  Tr dﬁ?s (scaled)  Trendlines (zoomed)

Social Support '\
from Internal 59.20 60.12 60.17 60.15 60.72 60.66 62.30 62.26 64.320%
Colleagues 6
N -

Social Support %
from External 4994 5044 5044 5153 5058 5127 51.89 @@Q 52.83 —_—
Colleagues

<3?~ =
Social Support ‘9
from 51.53 4938 46.77 46.68  48.21 49.35 48.20 (19.38 4893 5186 —uve
Supervisors

<O _
N

Social ’

Communityat 7942 7844 7898 7853 78.74 78@ 7818 78.68  78.41 79.10

Work
O ;
. highest score . lowest score Q:/
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Predictability: school leaders in 2020 re \%similar result than the general
population (57.27 versus 57.70, d = - > This is the first recorded school
e& p
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& EDUCATION

It was an extremely stressful time, however the resiliency of the leader result that is lower than the g opulation in this survey’s history.

_staff and students was inspiring. A very gooq reminder of the : Recognition: school leaders in @&reported similar results to 2015, 2019 and
things we can do when needed and when the right supports are in ;
. the general population.
place. We have worked hard for the previous 5 years on _ _ _ _
increasing students and staff wellbeing and this helped us Role Clarity: school Ieadm 020 reported medium effect size higher result
immensely with the stresses of possible COVID shutdown. than the general popula 8.83 versus 73.50, d =0.33). School leaders
: Role Clarity was highestin"2019 (81.33, d = 0.48).
- Female, Independent combined school, NT _ _ _ _ _

k J Role Conflict: sch@eaders in 2020 reported medium effect size higher than
the general po tion (48.26 versus 42.00, d = 0.38). The 2020 result is the

second lowe orted result for Role Conflict in the survey’s history.
Quality of Leadership: school leaders in 2020 reported small effect size lower t e general population (53.37 versus 55.30, d = -0.09). School
leaders have consistently reported lower results for Quality of Leadership than the eral population.

Social Support from Internal Colleagues: school leaders in 2020 reported a (el:m]m effect size higher than the general population (64.32 versus 57.30,
d =0.36). School leaders have reported steadily increasingly results for Sgsial Support from Internal Colleagues from 2012 to 2020, with 2020 recording
the highest result to date.

Social Support from External Colleagues: school leaders in 2020 &ed medium effect size lower than the general population (52.83 versus 57.30,
d = -0.23), the highest recorded result to date. %
e a

Social Support from Supervisors: school leaders in 2020 r medium effect size lower than the general population (51.86 versus 61.60, d = -
0.43), the highest recorded result to date. School leaders ha onsistently reported lower Social Support from Supervisors than the general population.

Social Community at Work: school leaders in 2020 re, Qé'd similar results to the general population (79.10 versus 78.70, d = 0.02). School leaders
have reported consistent results for Social Communit%%brk from 2011 to 2020.

97 %
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The following findings for Interpersonal Relations and Leadership are from Table 3.4.3 to Table 3.4.10. @

School leaders who preferred not to say their gender reported significantly negative impact results than theif female and male counterparts for the following

subscales: Qo)
Lower Recognition (57.77, d = -0.42) versus female (65.96, d =-0.01) versus male (67.49, QQ‘.OG)
Lower Role Clarity (71.17, d = -0.14) versus female (79.39, d = 0.36) versus male (78 =0.30)
Higher Role Conflict (52.96, d = 0.66) versus female (47.73, d = 0.35) versus male (48.48, d = 0.41)
Lower Social Support from Supervisors (49.77, d = -0.53) versus female (52.09, @)42) versus male (51.63, d = -0.45)

?\

Independent school leaders reported significantly positive impact results than their.@mment and Catholic counterparts for the following subscales:

Higher Predictability (72.28, d= 0.70) versus government (55.62, d = -Orgw’ersus Catholic (57.96, d = 0.01)
Higher Recognition (77.35, d =0.56) versus government (64.81, d 5-<0.07) versus Catholic (69.07, d =0.14)

Lower Role Conflict (38.54, d = -0.20) versus government (49.85 .47) versus Catholic (46.55, d = 0.27)

Higher Quality of Leadership (60.03, d = 0.22) versus government¥53.49, d = -0.09) versus Catholic (49.44, d = -0.28)

Higher Social Support from Supervisors (57.20, d = -0.20) government (51.67, d = -0.44) versus Catholic (49.92, d = -0.52)
Higher Social Community at Work (82.26, d = 0.19) vers©§Wernment (78.58, d = -0.01) versus Catholic (78.95, d = 0.01)

School leaders aged over 61 reported higher results for Iﬂggaarity and lower result for Role Conflict than their younger counterparts. School leaders
aged 31-40 reported lower Role Clarity and higher ROI@ lict than their older counterparts.

WA school leaders reported significantly lower r or Recognition (62.11, d = -0.21), Quality of Leadership (44.99, d = -0.49), and Social Support from
Supervisors (40.32, d = -0.95) than their coug@terparts from other states and territories. NT school leaders reported the highest results for Role Clarity
(82.18, d = 0.53) and Social Support from@q nal Colleagues (67.59, d = 0.52), and the lowest result for Role Conflict (43.06, d = 0.06).
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TABLE 3.4.3: MEAN INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS AND LEADERS BY GENDER, SCHOOL SECTOR AND ROLE C\)Q
[0\
Gender School sector \§U Role
Prefer not o
Female Male tosay Government Catholic Inc!épendent Principal  Deputy
Predictability 57.09 57.70 54.05 55.62 57.96 * 72.28 56.66 60.63
Recognition 65.96 67.49 57.77 64.81 69.07 6(0 77.35 65.98 69.39
Role Clarity 79.39 78.41 71.17 78.74 79. 80.72 80.43 72.46
Role Conflict 47.73 48.78 52.96 49.85 % 38.54 49.06 44.30
Quiality of Leadership 53.70 52.96 51.91 53.49 44 60.03 52.87 55.77
Social Support from Internal Colleagues 65.28 62.97 62.84 64.44 "64.08 64.48 64.85 61.80
Social Support from External Colleagues  54.43 50.61 50.23 53. ?‘ 55.11 50.43 54.73 44.89
Social Support from Supervisors 52.09 51.63 49.77 5@ 49.92 57.20 51.32 54.27
Social Community at Work 79.64 78.40 77.08 (7858 78.95 82.26 80.15 74.60
NV

TABLE 3.4.4: COHEN'S D INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS AND LEADERS K@VDER, SCHOOL SECTOR AND ROLE

Gender /\) School sector Role

CSéﬂer not
Female MaleA—"tosay Government Catholic Independent Principal Deputy
Predictability -0.03 017 -0.10 001 [ -0.05 0.14
Recognition -0.01 . -0.42 -0.07 014 [ -0.01 0.16
Role Clarity 0.36 .30 -0.14 0.32 0.38 0.44 0.42 -0.06
Role Conflict 0 3@@ 041 M 0.47 0.27 -0.21 0.43 0.14
Quiality of Leadership -0. -0.11 -0.16 -0.09 -0.28 0.22 -0.12 0.02
Social Support from Internal Colleagues &1 0.29 0.28 0.36 0.34 0.36 0.38 0.23
Social Support from External Colleague 00.15 -0.34 -0.36 -0.21 -0.11 -0.35 013 M
Social Support from Supervisors Q/ -0.42 -045 [ 044 [ -0.20 -0.46 -0.33
Social Community at Work { @ 0.05 -0.02 -0.09 -0.01 0.01 0.19 0.08 -0.22
Cohen’s d is compared against th@éneral population. Effect size indicator: large very large huge

O
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TABLE 3.4.5: MEAN INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS AND LEADERS BY AGE AND SCHOOL LEADER EXPERIENCE C\)(\
[o.\
Age School I experience
W
31-40 41-50 51-60 61+ <=5 6-16\ 11-15 16-20 21+

Predictability 56.16 56.28 57.98 57.57 59.41 12 56.25 56.28 58.03
Recognition 67.13 66.56 66.54 66.64 71.99 15 65.63 65.17 65.23
Role Clarity 73.06 76.55 79.68 81.42 77.150‘0 77.21 78.27 79.11 80.90
Role Conflict 53.17 51.80 47.44 44.50 46% 49.45 48.12 49.00 47.20
Quality of Leadership 55.15 54.73 53.34 51.83 1‘.‘ 57.57 53.93 50.81 50.19
Social Support from Internal Colleagues 64.16 64.39 63.75 65.58 .52 64.12 63.82 64.64 64.83
Social Support from External Colleagues 60.05 55.63 51.04 52.29 ?‘ 54.76 55.20 53.28 51.78 51.40
Social Support from Supervisors 54.75 53.01 50.39 53. 57.72 56.55 51.32 50.18 49.14
Social Community at Work 75.68 77.03 79.46 83&19 76.37 79.42 77.93 79.69 80.21

<O

TABLE 3.4.6: COHEN'S D INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS AND LEADE Y AGE AND SCHOOL LEADER EXPERIENCE
pP

,qgt\v School leader experience
\J
31-40  4¥88 51-60 61+ <=5 610 1115  16-20 21+

Predictability -0.07 307 0.01 -0.01 0.08 0.03 -0.07 -0.07 0.02
Recognition 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.29 0.15 -0.03 -0.05 -0.05
Role Clarity -0.% 0.19 0.38 0.48 0.22 0.23 0.29 0.34 0.45
Role Conflict | ] 0.33 0.15 0.26 0.45 0.37 0.42 0.31
Quality of Leadership \ .01 -0.03 -0.09 -0.16 0.30 0.11 -0.06 -0.21 -0.24
Social Support from Internal Colleague Q 0.35 0.36 0.33 0.42 0.32 0.35 0.33 0.37 0.38
Social Support from External Collea@ 0.14 -0.08 -0.32 -0.25 -0.13 -0.11 -0.20 -0.28 -0.30
Social Support from Supervisors -0.31 038 M -0.38 -0.17 -0.23 046 M N}
Social Community at Work -0.16 -0.09 0.04 0.15 -0.12 0.04 -0.04 0.05 0.08
Cohen’s d is compared agai e\general population. Effect size indicator: large very large huge
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TABLE 3.4.7: MEAN INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS AND LEADERS BY SCHOOL STATE KC\)Q
[o.\
State \\U
W
NSW VIC QLD SA WA TA§ ACT NT
Predictability 54.87 56.14 59.50 62.30 58.17 @16 56.25 56.25
Recognition 67.38 69.19 65.15 69.18 62.11 e} 4.79 68.85 65.51
Role Clarity 77.40 82.05 77.34 81.28 78.51 Q 78.25 75.60 82.18
Role Conflict 50.90 44.19 50.70 50.50 4%} 45.27 48.07 43.06
Quality of Leadership 56.27 53.58 52.99 60.09 44, 50.63 58.18 55.71
Social Support from Internal Colleagues 62.94 67.42 61.50 66.13 3.80 65.45 66.67 67.59
Social Support from External Colleagues 53.14 58.07 48.17 52.8 ?‘ 51.65 51.83 51.98 57.64
Social Support from Supervisors 55.38 54.06 51.20 56§3 40.32 51.22 53.97 55.56
Social Community at Work 78.43 81.04 77.06 ’\(h‘z 78.04 80.69 85.52 81.48
TABLE 3.4.8: COHEN'S D INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS AND LEADERS &QHOOL STATE
O\
A State
OV
NSW \LK(Q QLD SA WA TAS ACT NT
Predictability -0.14 807 0.09 0.22 0.02 0.40 -0.07 -0.07
Recognition 0.06 ?@15 -0.05 0.15 -0.21 -0.07 0.13 -0.03
Role Clarity 0.2@ 0.23 0.47 0.31 0.29 013 A
Role Conflict | 013 [ il 0.34 0.20 0.37 0.06
Quality of Leadership %@ -0.08 -0.11 0.23 -0.49 -0.22 0.14 0.02
Social Support from Internal Colleagues ,~N\90.29 [l 0.21 0.45 0.33 0.41 048 W
Social Support from External CoIIeaqu/Q -0.21 0.04 -0.46 -0.22 -0.29 -0.28 -0.27 0.02
Social Support from Supervisors -0.28 -0.34 -0.46 021 M4 -0.46 -0.34 -0.27
Social Community at Work A\ -0.01 0.12 -0.09 -0.05 -0.03 0.11 0.36 0.15
large very large huge

Cohen’s d is compared agains@neral population. Effect size indicator:
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TABLE 3.4.9: MEAN INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS AND LEADERS BY SCHOOL GEOLOCATION AND SCHOOL TYPE C\)Q

57~ HEALTH & WELLBEING
b

Geolocation @s‘ﬁool type

Major Inner Very

cities regional Regional Remote remote Prim'a%y Secondary Combined
Predictability 57.05 59.34 57.08 57.84 53.29 @50 56.87 64.39
Recognition 67.20 67.19 64.87 60.95 64.04 e} 4.65 69.20 71.22
Role Clarity 79.93 78.76 77.14 74.67 76. 32 79.43 78.03 79.32
Role Conflict 47.52 48.48 50.80 50.61 48?? 48.82 49.54 44.03
Quiality of Leadership 52.89 54.72 54.28 53.47 51.99 53.92 58.14
Social Support from Internal Colleagues 65.13 64.35 61.38 65.03 é@ 64.61 63.56 62.59
Social Support from External Colleagues 53.75 52.30 50.04 56.5 ?‘ 64.47 53.70 51.57 50.85
Social Support from Supervisors 51.24 53.92 52.30 48.% 52.78 50.42 54.06 55.19
Social Community at Work 79.89 78.20 76.45 7'8’.‘ 79.82 79.13 77.88 79.71

NV
TABLE 3.4.10: COHEN'S D INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS AND LEADERS&QHOOL GEOLOCATION AND SCHOOL TYPE
G;a&g)ation School type

Major Inner N% Very

cities regioflaly—~Regional Remote  remote Primary Secondary Combined
Predictability -0.03 -0.03 0.01 -0.21 -0.06 -0.04 0.32
Recognition 0.05 05 -0.07 -0.26 -0.11 -0.08 0.15 0.25
Role Clarity 0.39 Q) 0.32 0.22 0.07 0.17 0.36 0.28 0.35
Role Conflict 0 @ 039 M o 0.36 0.41 0.45 0.12
Quiality of Leadership -0.03 -0.05 -0.09 -0.14 -0.16 -0.07 0.13
Social Support from Internal Colleagues ?710 0.36 0.21 0.39 0.14 0.37 0.32 0.27
Social Support from External Colleagu —O 18 -0.25 -0.37 -0.04 0.36 -0.18 -0.29 -0.33
Social Support from Supervisors Q/ -0.46 -0.34 042 M -0.39 -0.50 -0.34 -0.29
Social Community at Work @ 0.06 -0.03 -0.12 -0.03 0.06 0.02 -0.04 0.05

large very large huge

Cohen’s d is compared against t\jéneral population. Effect size indicator:
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Interpersonal Relations and Leadership by Gender a&&‘ ole
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@ Leadership from Internal from External from Supervisors at Work
@ Colleagues Colleagues

[ | Fe@ mMale mPrefernottosay ®Principal mDeputy ®General population

Q

FIGURE 3.4.2: BAR CHART: INTERPE% L RELATIONS AND LEADERSHIP BY GENDER AND ROLE
resu

Male school leaders reported hig.b% Its for Recognition than their female counterparts. Female school leaders reported higher results for both Social
Support from internal and extergal, Colleagues. School leaders irrespective of gender identification and position reported lower results for Social Support
from Supervisors than the é&{ population.
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Cumulative Interpersonal Relations and Leadership by G& er and Role
0 100 200 300 400 500 600

Female

Male
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Principal
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General population

u Predictability @@ u Recognition m Role Clarity

m Role Conflict m Quality of Leadership m Social Support from Internal Colleagues
u Social Support from }ggl Colleagues = Social Support from Supervisors m Social Community at Work

FIGURE 3.4.3: STACKED BAR CHART: LATIVE INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS AND LEADERSHIP BY GENDER AND ROLE

Cumulatively, school leaders wha.greférred not the specify their gender reported lower Interpersonal Relations and Leadership than the general population.
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Interpersonal Relations and Leadership by School S CJr
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%evemment mCatholic =Independent m General population

FIGURE 3.4.4: BAR CHART: INTERPERSO%&EIATIONS AND LEADERSHIP BY SCHOOL SECTOR

Compared to their government and C ¢ counterparts, Independent school leaders reported significantly higher results for Predictability, Recognition
and Quality of Leadership; and lowe ults for Role Conflict and Social Support from External Colleagues. Compared to their government counterparts,
Catholic school leaders report higher results for Predictability, Recognition, Role Clarity, Social Support from External Colleagues; and lower scores for
Role Conflict, Quality of Lea@@p and Social Support from Supervisors.
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Cumulative Interpersonal Relations and Leadership by S@Sector
0
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Government
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Independent

General population

u Predictability @ ® Recognition m Role Clarity
m Role Conflict m Quality of Leadership m Social Support from Internal Colleagues
= Social Support from Externa@ﬂeagues m Social Support from Supervisors m Social Community at Work

FIGURE 3.4.5: STACKED BAR CHART: CU E; IVE INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS AND LEADERSHIP BY SCHOOL SECTOR

Cumulatively, Independent school lea eported higher results for Interpersonal Relations and Leadership than their government and Catholic school
counterparts, and higher than tki ral population. Catholic and government school leaders reported similar cumulative results for Interpersonal

Relations and Leadership.
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Interpersonal Relations and Leadership by Age (0\0
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m31-40 m41-50 m51-60 =61+ mGeneral population

FIGURE 3.4.6: BAR CHART: INTERPERSO%&EIATIONS AND LEADERSHIP BY AGE GROUPS

As school leader age increase, their s scores also increased for Role Clarity and Social Community at Work; and their reported scores for Role
Conflict decreased. School Ieadei age groups reported similar results to the general public for Recognition.
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Cumulative Interpersonal Relations and Leadership by Ag fz§
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FIGURE 3.4.7: STACKED BAR CHART: CU E; IVE INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS AND LEADERSHIP BY AGE GROUPS

Cumulatively, school leaders of all a@égories reported similar results to each other and to the general population.

4
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Interpersonal Relations and Leadership by School Leade@cérience
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FIGURE 3.4.8: BAR CHART: INTERPERSO%&EIATIONS AND LEADERSHIP BY SCHOOL LEADER EXPERIENCE
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School leaders with less than 5 years’ rience reported higher Predictability, Recognition, and Quality of Leadership than their more experienced
counterparts and the general po% .
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FIGURE 3.4.9: STACKED BAR CHART: Cél;@\TIVE INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS AND LEADERSHIP BY SCHOOL LEADER EXPERIENCE

School leaders with less than 5 year 6-10 years’ experience reported higher cumulative results for Interpersonal Relations and Leadership than their
more experienced counterparts a~{ general population.
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FIGURE 3.4.10: BAR CHART: INTERPERSO§& ELATIONS AND LEADERSHIP BY STATE

Social Support

counterparts from other states and ries. School leaders in the NT reported the highest result for Role Clarity and lowest result for Role Conflict

School leaders from WA reported th t results in Recognltlon Quality of Leadership, and Social Support from Supervisors compared to their
compared to their counterparts fm& oger states and territory.
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FIGURE 3.4.11: STACKED BAR CHART: C iTIVE INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS AND LEADERSHIP BY STATE

Cumulatively, school leaders from W. %ported lower results for Interpersonal Relations and Leadership than their counterparts from other states and
territories.
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FIGURE 3.4.12: BAR CHART: INTERPERS(@.%ELATIONS AND LEADERSHIP BY GEOLOCATION

Very remote school leaders reported icantly higher result for Social Support from External Colleagues compared to their counterparts from other
geolocations and the general po% .

&\/
&
113 %



"% ®

INSTITUTE FOR A W

@ A‘ U POSITIVE PSYCHOLOGY Dﬁﬂm %;?HEALTH ¢$\\N ELLBEING
& EDUCATION UNIVERSITY (19

Cumulative Interpersonal Relations and Leadership by G& cation
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FIGURE 3.4.13: STACKED BAR CHART: C iTIVE INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS AND LEADERSHIP BY GEOLOCATION

Cumulatively, school leaders from a@maﬁon subgroups reported similar scores to the general population for Interpersonal Relations and Leadership.
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FIGURE 3.4.14: BAR CHART: INTERPERS(@.%ELATIONS AND LEADERSHIP BY SCHOOL TYPE
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School leaders from combined school rted higher Predictability, Recognition, Quality of Leadership, and Social Support from Supervisors than their
primary and secondary counterpif.
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FIGURE 3.4.15: STACKED BAR CHART: C iTIVE INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS AND LEADERSHIP BY SCHOOL TYPE

Cumulatively, school leaders of comb %&chool reported higher results than their primary and secondary counterparts. Primary and secondary school
leaders reported similar results KL{ eral population.
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3.5 WORK-INDIVIDUAL INTERFACE: SUBSCALE LONGITUDINAL AND SUBGROUP COMPARISONS (&

Work-Individual Interface subscales are: E‘ s:

Job Insecurity deals with school leaders’ worries with job security, whereby the lower the result the h?gh
o Job Satisfaction deals with school leaders’ experience of satisfaction with various aspects of worl%
o Work-Family Conflict deals with the possible consequences of work on family/personal life. Tg&c s is on two areas, namely conflict regarding
energy (mental and physical) and conflict regarding time.

o Family-Work Conflict deals with the possible consequences of family/personal life on wo@e focus is on two areas, namely conflict regarding
energy (mental and physical) and conflict regarding time.
QD

Work-Individual Interface: school leader longitudinal snapshot (O?“
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& EDUCATION

r the job security.

TABLE 3.5.1: SCHOOL LEADER LONGITUDINAL WORK-INDIVIDUAL INTERFACE ’Q

AU
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 "N2018 2019 2020  Trendlines (scaled)  Trendlines (zoomed)

@)
@Q& 8.43 7.85 8.73
&> -

Job Insecurity

Job 7180 7327 7409 7405 7 Q‘ 7412 7276 7329 7433 7484
Satisfaction
“ _
N’
Work-Family 5 13 7069  69.61 25 6896 6852 69.08 6726 66.72 63.44
Conflict \
Y _
\ 4
Family-Work
o 8.63 8.80{ 961 952 937 899 900 891 914 839

ﬁ&v - - —
. highest score w:wore
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Job Insecurity: school leaders in 202 \?rted large effect size lower than
the general population (8.73 versu; 0,d =-0.72).

Job Satisfaction: school leaders 020 reported large effect size higher
than the general population ({4\34 versus 65.30, d = 0.52). School leaders
reported the highest score i 20 for Job Satisfaction.

Work-Family Conflicbp ol leaders in 2020 reported huge effect size
higher than the gen opulation (63.44 versus 33.50, d =1.23). Since
2011, school leadesst Work-Family Conflict results trended down, from a
high in 2011 of ¥iI'8 (d = 1.59), and a low in 2020.

Family-WorkConflict: school leaders reported small effect size higher than

the gene pulation (8.39 versus 7.60, d = 0.05). School leaders have
report ry similar results for Family-Work Conflict from 2011-2020, with
2020\pging the lowest result to date.
equires significant personal (family, personal weIIbeing)\
sacrifice. Without the amazing support of my wife and

N
@
immediate family in caring for me and my dependents on a
daily basis, it would be impossible to undertake with any
degree of personal safety or satisfaction. Schools, and primary
schools in particular, are under resourced, especially when it
comes to leadership density and administration time and
support. As a young/early career Principal, | am becoming
increasingly concerned about the demand that the role places
on my family and self and increasingly contemplate what a
return to middle management and/or classroom teaching
would mean for me, my family, my personal and professional

identity and my health and wellbeing.
\ - Male, government primary school, SA /

Being a Principal is a role and professional choice that
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Work-Individual Interface: school leader sub-group results \

The following findings for Work-Individual Interface are from Mean Work-Individual Interface by gender, school @r and role Table 3.5.2 to Table 3.5.9.

School leaders who preferred not to specify their gender reported the highest result for Work-Family CoRflict (69.14, d = 1.47) compare to their female
(64.92,d = 1.29) and male (60.96, d = 1.13) counterparts. School leaders who preferred not to specn’g@ gender reported lower Job Satisfaction (70.05,
d = 0.26) than their female (74.90, d = 0.53) and male (75.00, d = 0.53) counterparts. (\

Independent school leaders reported higher Job Satisfaction (80.50, d = 0.84) than their a%m (79.42, d = 0.78) and government (73.20, d = 0.43)
counterparts. Independent school leaders also reported higher Work-Family Conflict (65. 1 = 1.30) than their Catholic (63.26, d = 1.22) and government

(63.18, d = 1.22) counterparts.
N

Principals reported higher Job Satisfaction (75.95, d = 0.59) and Work- Famlly‘\é}yﬂlct (63.95, d = 1.25) than their Deputy (70.65, d = 0.29; 59.61, d =
1.07) counterparts. O

School leaders aged over 61 years reported higher Job Satisfaction 6 , d = 0.69), lower Job Insecurity (7.45, d = -0.78) and Work-Family Conflict
(58.18, d =1.02) than their younger counterparts.

Victorian school leaders reported lower Job Insecurity (6.7 @ -0.82) and higher Job Satisfaction (79.17, d = 0.76) than their counterparts from other
states and territories. SA school leaders reported hlgher Family Conflict (67.93, d = 1.42) and lower Family-Work Conflict (7.73, d = 0.01) than their
counterparts from other states and territories.

School leaders in regional schools reported high rk-Famin Conflict (67.43, d = 1.40) than their counterparts from other geolocations. School leaders
in remote school reported lower Job Satisfacti 0.42, d = 0.28) than their counterparts from other geolocations

School leaders in regional schools rep %ingher Work-Family Conflict (67.43, d = 1.40) than their counterparts from other geolocations. School leaders
in remote school reported lower Job&‘sfaction (70.42, d = 0.28) than their counterparts from other geolocations.
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TABLE 3.5.2: MEAN WORK-INDIVIDUAL INTERFACE BY GENDER, SCHOOL SECTOR AND ROLE &@K
Gender School sector - N N Role
Prefer not N
Female Male to say Government  Catholic Indgpqtélent Principal Deputy
Job Insecurity 7.99 9.79 9.12 8.00 12.75 OY.90 8.40 9.20
Job Satisfaction 74.90 75.00 70.05 73.20 79.42 0 80.50 75.95 70.65
Work-Family Conflict 64.92 6096  69.14 63.18 63269~  65.12 63.95 59.61
Family-Work Conflict 7.74 9.24 10.36 8.85 @82\ 8.87 8.04 9.50
TABLE 3.5.3: COHEN'S D WORK-INDIVIDUAL INTERFACE BY GENDER, SCHOOL ?E&DR AND ROLE
[ Vi
Gender . "\ School sector Role
Prefer not ,SU
Female Male to say éo ernment  Catholic  Independent  Principal Deputy
Job Insecurity W] ] Q/ W W |
Job Satisfaction | ] O@ 043 W i i 0.29
Work-Family Conflict i o 0l i i A o 1
Family-Work Conflict 0.01 0.11 .18 0.08 -0.05 0.08 0.03 0.12
S
Cohen’s d is compared against the general population. E@Tze indicator: large very large huge
TABLE 3.5.4: MEAN WORK-INDIVIDUAL INTE@!CE BY AGE AND SCHOOL LEADER EXPERIENCE
Pa
A Age School leader experience
\Y4
_\ 3140 41-50 51-60 61+ <=5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21+
Job Insecurity \/\ 9.46 8.92 9.16 7.45 9.86 8.09 8.15 8.68 9.42
Job Satisfaction & 73.03 72.49 75.01 77.92 74.14 75.21 73.25 74.80 76.52
Work-Family Conflict C) 66.78 66.60 63.76 58.18 64.69 62.69 65.57 63.63 61.30
Family-Work Conflic Q‘ 11.34 9.34 7.73 7.83 12.20 9.13 7.36 8.05 8.41
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TABLE 3.5.5: COHEN'S D WORK-INDIVIDUAL INTERFACE BY AGE AND SCHOOL LEADER EXPERIENCE KC\)Q
Age School leader Q&aﬁence
31-40 41-50 51-60 61+ <=5 1'1\15 16-20 21+
Job Insecurity W] W] W] ] W] . a W W
Job Satisfaction 0.42 040 [ [ 040 M &Y 04 @ [
Work-Family Conflict o ] ] | A 0 Q A 0 A
Family-Work Conflict 0.24 0.11 0.01 0.02 0.30 CQ 0 -0.02 0.03 0.05
Cohen’s d is compared against the general population. Effect size indicator: large v@sr’ge huge
TABLE 3.5.6: MEAN WORK-INDIVIDUAL INTERFACE BY SCHOOL STATE (T/.Q
N,
State
\J
NSW VIC QLD WA TAS ACT NT
Job Insecurity 10.38 6.73 9.14 Q/\é 15 10.37 8.23 8.33 8.68
Job Satisfaction 73.21 79.17 71. 8 75.07 72.87 79.07 77.58 76.39
W ork-Family Conflict 64.38 60.86 65! 67.93 60.96 61.18 66.67 60.42
Family-Work Conflict 9.14 8.25 sé'o. 1 7.73 8.84 8.94 8.33 10.65

Q)‘(‘

TABLE 3.5.7: COHEN'S D WORK-INDIVIDUAL INT@E BY SCHOOL STATE

S
<\)\Y‘ State
4!\%@ VIC QLD SA WA TAS ACT NT

Job Insecurity ! vy H W W W | W W

Job Satisfaction 043 [ 036 [ 042 W | |
Work-Family Conflict & i 0 | | | i
Family-Work Conflict =« 0.10 0.04 0.03 0.01 0.08 0.09 0.05 0.20

A
Cohen’'s d is compareé@mt the general population. Effect size indicator: large very large huge
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TABLE 3.5.8: MEAN WORK-INDIVIDUAL INTERFACE BY SCHOOL GEOLOCATION AND SCHOOL TYPE @
Geolocation N School type
N

Major Inner Very

cities regional Regional Remote remote D@Q@/ Secondary Combined
Job Insecurity 8.69 8.63 9.82 11.64 7.24 (\ .15 8.10 9.49
Job Satisfaction 75.44 75.29 72.49 70.42 74.12 \} 74.57 74.25 77.04
W ork-Family Conflict 62.67 62.70 67.43 65.52 60.53 % 63.61 62.95 64.73
Family-Work Conflict 8.30 9.28 7.76 9.80 &G\ 7.99 9.81 8.44
TABLE 3.5.9: COHEN'S D WORK-INDIVIDUAL INTERFACE BY SCHOOL GEOLOCA(W??AND SCHOOL TYPE

N,
Geolocation ~ N School type

Major Inner N Very

cities regional Regiofial, Remote remote Primary Secondary Combined
Job Insecurity W] | W] %\/ ] ] | i W
Job Satisfaction 0 0 (a0 0.28 048 W 049 [
W ork-Family Conflict | o 6 o o 0 i i
Family-Work Conflict 0.05 0.%?‘ 0.01 0.14 0.31 0.03 0.14 0.05
Cohen’s d is compared against the general population. @ ize indicator: large very large huge
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Work-Individual Interface by Gender and Role®r$CJ

o fw <
o ™ ™~ N o ) ©
) ™ ~ o — o ~

Job Insecurity 3 i i Work-Family Conflict Family-Work Conflict

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

u Female g Male mPrefernotto say ®Principal mDeputy ®General population

School leaders who preferred not to their gender reported lower Job Satisfaction, higher Work-Family Conflict and Family-Work Conflict than their
male and female counterparts. S eaders of all gender and role subgroups reported significantly lower Job Insecurity and higher Work-Family Conflict
compared to the general popul

FIGURE 3.5.2: BAR CHART: WORK- INDIV;@ INTERFACE BY GENDER AND ROLE
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©
B
0

[
Job Insecurity

Work-Family Conflict Family-Work Conflict

%@vemment mCatholic =Independent m General population

FIGURE 3.5.3: BAR CHART: WORK-INDIVI EINTERFACE BY SCHOOL SECTOR

Independent school leader reported hi Job Satisfaction and Work-Family Conflict than their Catholic and government counterparts. Catholic school
leaders reported higher Job Insew an their Independent and government counterparts.
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Work-Individual Interface by Age @’b‘
™

90

N

N)
&b
Q

80

70
60
50
40

30

20
10
N~ o
HaklE
: > 4~ § < B el -] -1
o

Job Insecurity atisfaction Work-Family Conflict Family-Work Conflict

@ ©31-40 =41-50 m51-60 m61+ mGeneral population

FIGURE 3.5.4: BAR CHART: WORK-INDIVI EINTERFACE BY AGE GROUPS

School leaders aged 61+ reported lo sults for Job Insecurity and Work-Family Conflict, and higher Job Satisfaction than their younger counterparts.
School leaders aged 31-40 repoT igher results for Job Insecurity, Work-Family Conflict and Family-Work Conflict than their older counterparts.
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Work-Individual Interface by School Leader Exper@g&o

D
P

\\}\
<O@!II
' ..

Work-Family Conflict Family-Work Conflict

90

80

70
60
50
40
30
20
10
> B B < IS
0 - 0 0] (0)} N N~ M~

Job Insecurity

=5 ©6-10 =11-15 m16-20 =21+ mGeneral population

FIGURE 3.5.5: BAR CHART: WORK-INDIVI EINTERFACE BY SCHOOL LEADER EXPERIENCE

School leaders with less than 5 year ’%(perience reported higher Job Insecurity and Family-Work Conflict than their more experienced counterparts.
School leaders with 21+ years’ e&@e reported higher Job Satisfaction and lower Work-Family Conflict than their less experienced counterparts.
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Work-Individual Interface by State ®Q§
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o™ = B BeE Bl B

=N R =0 e el el Y
0 ||

Job Insecurity Work-Family Conflict Family-Work Conflict
uNS : QLD =SA mWA mTAS mACT =NT mGeneral population
FIGURE 3.5.6: BAR CHART: WORK-INDIVI@& INTERFACE BY STATE
Victorian school leaders reported low: Insecurity and higher Job Satisfaction than their counterparts from other states and territories. NT school
leaders reported lower Work-Fani{ lict and higher Family-Work Conflict than their counterparts from other states and territories.
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Work-Individual Interface by Geolocation @rb&
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B
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80
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Job Insecurity Work-Family Conflict Family-Work Conflict

= Major cities @ erregional mRegional =Remote mVeryremote mGeneral population

FIGURE 3.5.7: BAR CHART: WORK-INDIVI EINTERFACE BY GEOLOCATION

Remote school leaders reported high Insecurity and lower Job Satisfaction than their counterparts from other geolocations. Regional school leaders
reported higher Work-Family Conflic lower Family-Work Conflict than their counterparts from other geolocations. Very remote school leaders reported
higher Family-Work Conflict than-Agir counterparts from other geolocations.
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Work-Individual Interface by School Type @é
™
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(e} oo N
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Job Insecurity

©
N~

atisfaction Work-Family Conflict Family-Work Conflict

rimary ®Secondary Combined m General population

FIGURE 3.5.8: BAR CHART: WORK-INDIVI INTERFACE BY SCHOOL TYPE

Combined school leaders reported h@dob Insecurity, Job Satisfaction and Work-Family Conflict than their primary and secondary counterparts.
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3.6 VALUES AT THE WORKPLACE: SUBSCALE LONGITUDINAL AND SUBGROUP COMPARISONS &
Values at the Workplace subscales are: (b

130
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Trust Regarding Management (Vertical Trust) assesses whether the employees can trust the mana@iment and vice versa. Vertical trust can be
observed in the communication between the management and the employees.

Mutual Trust between Employees (Horizontal Trust) assesses whether the employees can u% each other in daily work or not. Trust can be
observed in the communication in the workplace; e.g., if one freely can express attitudes and éﬂ s without fear of negative reactions.

Justice assesses with whether workers are treated fairly. Four aspects are considered: Firsg?e distribution of tasks and recognition; second, the
process of sharing; third, the handling of conflicts; and, fourth the handling of suggesti the employees.

Social Inclusiveness assesses an aspect of organisational justice: how fairly people are/treated in the workplace in relation to their gender, race,
age and ability. )
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Values at the Workplace: school leader longitudinal snapshot @(&0
TABLE 3.6.1: SCHOOL LEADER LONGITUDINAL VALUES AT THE WORKPLACE '\b‘
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 \\Tre‘ndlines (scaled)  Trendlines (zoomed)
Mutual Trust 6(0
between 7199 7074 7168 7216 7183 7066 70.80 7201 7180 0*ﬁz\.as

Employees %
\
Trust gk ———

Regarding 7562 7460 7433 7098 7253 7228 71.80 72.763 71.61 71.50
Management ‘Q
a - _
r\V
_._‘_-_"-‘-‘—‘—-
Justice 73.64 7340 7373 6876 69.99 6947 ,6{@ 7056  68.17 64.32
> -
——— A
Social O
7750 7912 7942 7940  80.92 0.95 8062 8149 81.08 80.60

Inclusiveness

. highest score . lowest score §%‘
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FIGURE 3.6.1: VALUES AT THE WORKPLACE MEAN SCORES: oL
LEADER RESULTS 2011, 2015, 2019, 2020 AGAINST THE G

POPULATION
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Mutual Trust between Employees izontal Trust): school leaders in
2020 reported medium effect siz er than the general population (72.05
versus 68.60, d = 0.20). Schoo I&ders have reported fairly consistent results
for Mutual Trust between Employees from 2011 to 2020.

Trust Regarding Mana ezz, t (Vertical Trust): school leaders in 2020
reported medium effect % igher than the general population (71.50 versus
67.70,d = 0.21). Sc leaders have reported a decline in Trust Regarding
Management from to 2015 to 2019.

Justice: schooleaders in 2020 reported medium effect size higher than the
general po n (64.32 versus 59.20, d =0.29). School leaders reported
similar re Il%’for Justice from 2011-2013, lower similar range from 2014-2019,

and the st reported result in 2020.

So Q)nclusiveness: school leaders in 2020 reported very large effect size
higher than the general population (80.60 versus 67.50, d = 0.80). School

ders have reported similar results from Social Inclusiveness from 2015 to

2020.

4 N

Covid19 has made for an extremely challenging year,
however it has also provided a chance to go back to
basics regarding teaching & learning. | believe that the
principal team at our college have managed very well and
it is appreciated by the staff.

Female, government secondary school, Vic

N /




< HEALTH S WE LLBEING

e ACU INSTITUTE FOR
POSITIVE PSYCHOLOGY
& EDUCATION UDNFV‘E\QTN\«

Values at the Workplace: school leader sub-group results

éOQ
The following findings for Values at the Workplace are from Table 3.6.2 to Table 3.6.9. V®

Male school leaders reported higher Social Inclusiveness (83.61, d = 0.99) than their female (78.80, d.% 0.69) and prefer not to say (74.59, d = 0.43)
counterparts. Female and male school leaders reports similar results for Mutual Trust between E es (72.12 versus 71.96, d = 0.21 versus d =
0.20), Trust Regarding Management (71.58 versus 71.58, d = 0.22 versus d = 0.22), and Justice 4 versus 64.61, d = 0.28 versus d = 0.31).

N

Catholic school leaders reported higher results for Mutual Trust between Employees (77.32, d = 0.52), Trust Regarding Management (77.87, d = 0.57),
and Justice (73.76, d = 0.82). Deputy school leaders reported lower result for Mutual ‘between Employees (64.84, d =-0.22) than their principal
counterparts and the general population. <0?~

As age group increased, school leaders reported higher results for Mutual Trus & een Employees (31-40: 68.75, d = 0.01; 61+: 74.70, d = 0.37), Trust
Regarding Management (31-40: 68.63, d = 0.05; 61+: 72.99, d = 0.30), and Justice (31-40: 61.12,d =0.11; 61+: 65.91, d = 0.38).

School leaders with less than five years’ experience reported highe /Ss for Trust Regarding Management (74.65, d = 0.39) and Justice (69.47, d =
0.58) than their more experienced counterparts. Q/@

counterparts from other states and territories. NSW sch aders reported the lowest Trust Regarding Management (68.65, d = 0.05) amongst their

Tasmanian school leaders reported higher Mutual Trust @@n Employees (78.91, d = 0.61) and Social Inclusiveness (87.50, d = 1.23) than their
counterparts from other states and territories.

Very remote school leaders reported lower Jus 7.79, d =-0.08) than their counterparts from other geolocations and the general population. Very
remote school leaders reported higher result utual Trust between Employees (76.82, d = 0.49) and lower result for Trust Regarding Management
(70.07, d = 0.13) than their counterparts f ther geolocations.

Combined school leaders reported h® Mutual Trust between Employees (74.59, d = 0.35), Trust Regarding Management (74.38, d = 0.38), and Justice
(68.06, d = 0.50) than their prima;kand secondary counterparts.
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TABLE 3.6.2: MEAN VALUES AT THE WORKPLACE BY GENDER, SCHOOL SECTOR AND ROLE \C\)Q
[0\
Gender School sector \§U Role
Prefer not °

Female Male tosay Government Catholic Indepena’e\t Principal Deputy
Mutual Trust between Employees  72.12 71.96 71.90 71.08 72.29 7 'SX 73.76 64.84
Trust Regarding Management 71.58 71.58 67.71 71.19 69.58 87 71.88 70.43
Justice 64.14 64.61 63.54 63.61 62.75 0 73.76 64.77 62.52
Social Inclusiveness 78.80 83.61 74.59 81.90 74.81 5 78.63 81.11 79.22

@«

TABLE 3.6.3: COHEN'S D VALUES AT THE WORKPLACE BY GENDER, SCHOOL SECT% ND ROLE
(A

Gender n’B’chooI sector Role
Prefer not '\V
Female Male tosay Gg ment Catholic Independent Principal Deputy
Mutual Trust between Employees  0.21 0.20 020 _ N\ 0.15 022 W 0.31 -0.22
Trust Regarding Management 0.22 0.22 0.00 Q 0.20 011 [ 0.24 0.15
Justice 0.28 0.31 0. Q/ 0.25 o020 [ 0.31 0.19
Social Inclusiveness A A Pas) & 045 W A A
\J
Cohen’s d is compared against the general population. Effect Qe-'mdicator: large very large huge

TABLE 3.6.4: MEAN VALUES AT THE WORKPLA(@AGE AND SCHOOL LEADER EXPERIENCE

\\Y“ Age School leader experience
31§&Q 41-50 51-60 61+ <=5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21+
Mutual Trust between Employees &47‘5 69.32 72.61 74.79 72.50 70.95 70.66 73.43 73.25
Trust Regarding Management 8.63 70.77 71.61 72.99 74.65 7171 71.62 70.78 71.33
Justice &\/ 61.12 63.83 64.13 65.91 69.47 66.20 63.44 63.18 63.90
Social Inclusiveness ‘( ) 79.88 81.92 80.71 79.56 81.62 82.20 80.65 80.40 79.24

Q}V
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TABLE 3.6.5: COHEN'S D VALUES AT THE WORKPLACE BY AGE AND SCHOOL LEADER EXPERIENCE KC\)Q
[o.\
Age School leader expe&ﬁ'ée
N
31-40 41-50 51-60 61+ <=5 6-10 1],-{?3\ 16-20 21+
Mutual Trust between Employees  0.01 0.04 0.24 0.37 0.23 0.14 ,%&2 0.29 0.28
Trust Regarding Management 0.05 0.17 0.22 0.30 0.39 0.23 22 0.17 0.21
Justice 0.11 0.26 0.28 0.38 0 0.4%(\ 0.24 0.22 0.27
Social Inclusiveness 0 i | ] il B SR A A
Cohen’s d is compared against the general population. Effect size indicator: large \Y rge huge
TABLE 3.6.6: MEAN VALUES AT THE WORKPLACE BY SCHOOL STATE (]’/,Q
N,
/Qtatb
&\J
NSW VIC QLD /~SA WA TAS ACT NT

Mutual Trust between Employee  70.15 74.24 70.19 N72.12 70.95 78.91 75.00 76.44
Trust Regarding Management 68.65 74.75 70.910 75.05 70.28 72.46 70.83 71.87
Justice 64.97 67.26 6302~ 67.42 59.96 60.52 64.48 65.05

Social Inclusiveness 79.45 83.26 &3 81.10 77.14 87.50 81.40 82.50

TABLE 3.6.7: COHEN'S D VALUES AT THE WORK% E BY SCHOOL STATE

State

\
O
Natg(/ vIC QLD SA WA TAS ACT NT

Mutual Trust between Employee 0.33 0.09 0.21 014 [ 0.38 0.46
Trust Regarding Management 0.05 0.40 0.18 0.42 0.15 0.27 0.18 0.24
Justice /Q/ 0.33 0.46 0.22 0.46 0.04 0.07 0.30 0.33
Social Inclusiveness (", " |l i i N i | | A

N
Cohen’'s d is compare/&%i‘\nst the general population. Effect size indicator: large very large huge
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TABLE 3.6.8: MEAN VALUES AT THE WORKPLACE BY SCHOOL GEOLOCATION AND SCHOOL TYPE @
Geolocation ,S(Drool type
: S

Major Inner Very AB

cities regional Regional Remote remote Prim@ econdary Combined
Mutual Trust between Employees 7157 72.80 71.16 71.56 76.82 7282 67.25 74.59
Trust Regarding Management 71.41 72.43 7111 71.63 70.07 .52 69.35 74.38
Justice 64.23 65.80 63.61 65.03 57.79 %63.40 63.93 68.06
Social Inclusiveness 79.45 81.64 82.63 83.51 79.@« 78.90 85.18 80.82
TABLE 3.6.9: COHEN'S D VALUES AT THE WORKPLACE BY SCHOOL GEOLOCA'P?/@ND SCHOOL TYPE

N
Geolocation N School type

Major Inner J Very

cities regional Regionai~ Remote  remote Primary Secondary Combined
Mutual Trust between Employees 0.18 0.25 015,V 0.18 0.49 0.26 -0.08 0.35
Trust Regarding Management 0.21 0.27 @) 0.22 0.13 0.22 0.09 0.38
Justice 0.28 0.37 .25 0.33 -0.08 0.24 027 W
Social Inclusiveness i 1 ua A | 0l A Qi
Cohen’s d is compared against the general population. E@ ize indicator: large very large huge
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Values at the Workplace by Gender and Role Q}
Mutual Trust between Employees Regefdi Justice Social Inclusiveness
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uFemaleN\daMale mPrefer nottosay ®Principal mDeputy ®General population

FIGURE 3.6.2: BAR CHART: VALUES AT @ORKPLACE BY GENDER AND ROLE

School leaders who did prefer not cify their gender reported lower results for Trust Regarding Management, Justice, and Social Inclusiveness
compared to their female and ma{_%c;o terparts. Deputy school leaders reported lower results than their principal counterparts for all subscales of Values
at the Workplace. Deputy schqo\/ ders reported lower Mutual Trust between Employees than the general population.

O
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Cumulative Values at the Workplace by Gender anoélbgg‘t%

0 50 100 150 200 b2‘

300 350

Female

Male

Prefer not to say

Principal

Deputy

General population

u Mutual Trust betwe ployees m Trust Regarding Management m Justice m Social Inclusiveness

FIGURE 3.6.3: STACKED BAR CHART: CU E; IVE VALUES AT THE WORKPLACE BY GENDER AND ROLE

Cumulatively, male school leaders re d higher results for Values at the Workplace than their female counterparts. Cumulatively, all school leader
subgroups reported higher results fo ues at the Workplace than the general population.
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Values at the Workplace by School Sector ®é0
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Mutual Trust between Employees Trust Rs ding Management Justice Social Inclusiveness

<

FIGURE 3.6.4: BAR CHART: VALUES AT T gRKPLACE BY SCHOOL SECTOR

vernment

mCatholic =Independent m General population

Independent school leaders reported hi results for Mutual Trust between Employees, Trust Regarding Management, and Justice than their government
and Catholic counterparts. \\
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Cumulative Values at the Workplace by School Sc§$~o
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Independent

General population

= Mutual Trust betwe%mployees m Trust Regarding Management m Justice m Social Inclusiveness

FIGURE 3.6.5: STACKED BAR CHART: CU E; IVE VALUES AT THE WORKPLACE BY SCHOOL SECTOR

Cumulatively, Independent school Ie@ﬂeponed higher results for Values at the Workplace than their Government and Catholic counterparts.

4
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Values at the Workplace by Age

90
80

70

60
50
40
30
2
1
[oe) ™ © @ © ©
oo o) o N o] o]
© © ~ ~ © ©
0

Mutual Trust between Employees Trust

o

o

ding Management Justice Social Inclusiveness

m31-40 m41-50 m51-60 =61+ mGeneral population

FIGURE 3.6.6: BAR CHART: VALUES AT T gRKPLACE BY AGE GROUPS

As age increased, school leaders re@migher results for Mutual Trust between Employees, Trust Regarding Management, and Justice.
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Cumulative Values at the Workplace by Age Q{b&
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u Mutual Trust betwe ployees m Trust Regarding Management m Justice m Social Inclusiveness

FIGURE 3.6.7: STACKED BAR CHART: CU E; IVE VALUES AT THE WORKPLACE BY AGE GROUPS

As school leaders age groups increas eir cumulatlve scores for Values at the Workplace increased. School leaders of all age groups reported higher
cumulative results than the gener atlon
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Values at the Workplace by School Leader Experie Q}P
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FIGURE 3.6.8: BAR CHART: VALUES AT T@gRKPLACE BY SCHOOL LEADER EXPERIENCE

School leaders with less than five y@xperience reported higher results for Trust Regarding Management and Justice than their more experienced
counterparts. 4
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Cumulative Values at the Workplace by School Leader Eéé@qfence
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u Mutual Trust betwe ployees m Trust Regarding Management m Justice m Social Inclusiveness

FIGURE 3.6.9: STACKED BAR CHART: CU@QE; IVE VALUES AT THE WORKPLACE BY SCHOOL LEADER EXPERIENCE

School leaders with less than five yea %cperience reported higher cumulative results Values at the Workplace than their more experienced counterparts.
School leaders of all school Ieadﬁ ience subgroups reported higher cumulative results than the general population.
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Values at the Workplace by State ®Q§
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Justice Social Inclusiveness

FIGURE 3.6.10: BAR CHART: VALUES AT ORKPLACE BY STATE

School leaders in Victoria reported hi %results for all subscales of Values at the Workplace than their NSW counterparts. School leaders in Tasmania
reported higher results for Mutual Tr etween Employees and Social Inclusiveness than their counterparts from other states and territories, as well as
the general population.
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Cumulative Values at the Workplace by State$rz§o
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FIGURE 3.6.11: STACKED BAR CHART: C TIVE VALUES AT THE WORKPLACE BY STATE

Cumulatively, school leaders in Victori Qmﬂ Tasmania reported similar results for Values at the Workplace. Cumulatively, school leaders from all states
and territories reported higher reﬂ@Values at the Workplace than the general population.
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Values at the Workplace by Geolocation f rb\
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FIGURE 3.6.12: BAR CHART: VALUES AT ORKPLACE BY GEOLOCATION

Very remote school leaders reported hi Mutual Trust between Employees than their counterparts from other geolocations. Very remote school leaders
also reported lower Justice than tﬁ unterparts from other geolocations and the general population.
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Cumulative Values at the Workplace by Geolocgg n
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FIGURE 3.6.13: STACKED BAR CHART: @MULATIVE VALUES AT THE WORKPLACE BY GEOLOCATION

Cumulatively, school leaders from_&all geolocations reported higher results than the general population.
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FIGURE 3.6.14: BAR CHART: VALUES AT ORKPLACE BY SCHOOL TYPE

Secondary school leaders reported lo sults for Mutual Trust between Employees and Trust Regarding Management than their primary and combined
school counterparts. Secondary i eaders reported higher Social Inclusiveness than their primary and combined school counterparts.
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Cumulative Values at the Workplace by School Tg&g}o
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FIGURE 3.6.15: STACKED BAR CHART: C iTIVE VALUES AT THE WORKPLACE BY SCHOOL TYPE

Cumulatively, combined school leader rted higher results for Values at the Workplace than their primary and secondary counterparts. School leaders
of all school types reported higheii ative results for Values at the Workplace than the general population.
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3.7 HEALTH AND WELLBEING: SUBSCALE LONGITUDINAL AND SUBGROUP COMPARISONS

Health and Wellbeing subscales are:

151

“HEALTH ,%\WELLBEING@
Q

\Q‘lx
L

o
General Health is the person’s assessment of her or his own general health. It is one global item, which\{sas been used in numerous questionnaires,
and has been shown to predict many different endpoints including mortality, cardiovascular diseas&, hospitalisations, use of medicine, absence
from work, and early retirement (Idler & Benyamini, 1997).

Burnout assesses the degree of physical and mental fatigue/exhaustion of the employee. (b'

Stress assesses a reaction of the individual, or the combination of tension or strain ulting from exposure to adverse or demanding
circumstances. As elevated stress levels over a longer period are detrimental to health A @necessary to determine long-term, or chronic stress.
Sleeping Troubles assesses sleep length, determined by factors such as over or under.sieeping, waking up, interruptions, and of quality of sleep.
Somatic Stress is assessed as a physical health indicator of a sustained stress r '
Cognitive Stress assesses cognitive indicators of a sustained stress reaction 0
Depressive Symptoms assesses various factors which together indicate d

Self-efficacy assesses the extent of one’s belief in one’s own ability to ¢ te tasks and reach goals. Here self-efficacy is understood as global
self-efficacy not distinguishing between specific domains of life. ,\?T/
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Health and Wellbeing: school leader longitudinal snapshot @fb
A

TABLE 3.7.1: SCHOOL LEADER LONGITUDINAL HEALTH AND WELLBEING TREND (PART 1)

General Health o 21 5963 5095 5979 6020 5988 5891 5924  58.71 01(9\.50

Perception %
; \

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 %Tre‘ndlines (scaled)  Trendlines (zoomed)

Burnout 5551 5596 5423 5384 5451 5519 5576 54.% 5404 5659 ———
a’. _
NV
Sleeping 4357 4596 4602 4507 46.03  46.60 \ 4572 4376 4658 .
Troubles
<'<,: =
Stress 4607 4587 4511 4436 4492 (4517 4475 4358 4230 4481 .

O _

%
DOPreSSVe 5705 2752 2711 2@@ 2742 2690 2581 2608 2354 2532

Symptoms
N _

L

Somatic Stress  22.37  22.29 & 2163 2243 2259 2269 2268 21.41 22.88

. highest score . Iowecs)&M
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TABLE 3.7.2: SCHOOL LEADER LONGITUDINAL HEALTH AND WELLBEING TREND (PART 2) '\

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019  2020_~\Trendlines (scaled)  Trendlines (zoomed)

3P
Cognitive 2823 2792 2776 2675 2789 27.38 2767 2711  26.63 \§\.15

Stress %
| -

NS

Self-efficacy 69.38 72.32 72.23 74.46 74.31 74.03 72.62 k(}}.?ﬁ 74.16 74.75 —
.highest score .Iowest score N

<O
Health aneﬁl?llbeing (mean scores)

so O
70 Q~
60 v
50 N
40
30
20
N~ N N~ {o] 2 (o] (] o < (o] (3] < <t < (o] N (o] © N (3p] N (ce]
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© © 1o} Yo} N < < N N (q\] (q\] N N N N N N N N N~ N~ N~
0
General Health Burn Sleeping Troubles Stress Depressive Somatic Stress Cognitive Stress Self-efficacy

Symptoms

Perception !

FIGURE 3.7.1: HEALTI-\N WELLBEING MEAN SCORES: SCHOOL LEADER RESULTS 2011, 2015, 2019, 2020 AGAINST THE GENERAL POPULATION
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General Health: school leaders in 2020 reported medium effect size lower than the general population (59.50 versui&o, d = -0.31). School leaders
have reported consistent results for General Health from 2012 to 2020, with the lowest reported result in 2019. (b.
3@

Burnout: school leaders in 2020 reported huge effect size higher than the general population (56.59 versus , d =1.24). School leaders reported
the highest result for Burnout in 2020 (56.50).

Sleeping Troubles: school leaders in 2020 reported very large effect size higher than the general popylation (46.58 versus 26.70, d =1.12). School
leaders reported higher results for Sleeping Trouble in 2020 than in 2011, 2015 and 2019.

Stress: school leaders in 2020 reported huge effect size higher than the general population (44@ersus 21.30, d = 1.24). School leaders reported
higher results for stress in 2020 than the lowest result reported in 2019 (42.30).

Depressive Symptoms: school leaders in 2020 reported medium effect size higher than the gevieral population (25.32 versus 21.00, d = 0.26). School
leaders reported higher Depressive Symptoms in 2020 than the lowest result reported i 9 (23.54). Depressive Symptoms had been trending down
from 2011 to 2019.

Somatic Stress: school leaders in 2020 reported medium effect size higher than t ?n;ral population (22.88 versus 17.80, d = 0.32). School leaders
reported similar results for Somatic Stress from 2011 to 2020, with 2020’s result Bging the highest.

Cognitive Stress: school leaders in 2020 reported large effect size higher théﬂ e general population (27.15 versus 17.80, d = 0.6). School leaders
reported similar results for Cognitive Stress from 2011-2020.

Self-efficacy: school leaders in 2020 reported medium effect size hi Ké\than the general population (74.75 versus 67.50, d = 0.45). School leaders
have reported similar results for Self-efficacy from 2014-2020, withé;é’s result being the highest.

O

/ b\ This year has been exhausting and continues to be so. Not just
The roles/duties and responsibilities of a Principal§~ for me but staff, students and parents.
become increasingly more demanding. As a Pri | of - Male, Independent school, Tas
many years experiences it seems to me, tha ty in
general is demanding more and more, with nd less

remuneration both monetary and respect.Unfértunately, |
would not recommend a principalship 0\ meone ‘close’

to me. The demands from Governgé and in particular The role of the Principal is undervalued. It is complex, overwhelming at

from sector authorities, has beco tremely demanding times, rewarding most of the time. The expectation to be a fastidious

and in many cases,s _ e-wasting. financial and business manager alongside being educational
- Male, Catholit-primary school, WA instructional leader is too much. There is a reason for our burnodt...
(.& - Female, government primary school, NSW

' - /
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The following findings for Health and Wellbeing are from Table 3.7.3 to Table 3.7.10. V®

School leaders who preferred not to specify their gender reported: %
Higher results for Burnout (62.15, d = 1.54) than their female (57.49, d = 1.29) and male (5 = 1.15) counterparts;

Health and Wellbeing: school leader sub-group results

[ )
e Higher results for Sleeping Troubles (55.56, d = 1.63) than their female (47.07, d = 1.15) male (45.41, d = 1.06) counterparts;
e Higher results for Stress (49.83, d = 1.5) than their female (45.57,d =1.28) and mal@& d = 1.17) counterparts;
e Higher results for Depressive Symptoms (30.73, d = 0.59) than their female (24.85, d .23) and male (25.73, d = 0.29) counterparts;
o Higher results for Cognitive Stress (30.38, d = 0.8) than their female (27.51, d @Q) and male (26.45, d = 0.55) counterparts;
o Lower results for General Health Perception (55.56, d = -0.5) than their fem :88, d =-0.29) and male (59.13, d = -0.33) counterparts; and
e Lower results for Self-efficacy (69.44, d = 0.12) than their female (75.22, d§ 8) and male (74.32, d = 0.43) counterparts.
Catholic school leaders report higher results for General Health Perceptlon (6'33{ = -0.1) than their government (58.6, d = -0.35) and Independent

school counterparts. Catholic school leaders also reported lower results @ nout (52.94, d = 1.04), Stress (43.22, d = 1.15) and Cognitive Stress (25.63,
d = 0.5) compared to their government and Independent school counter&(

School leaders reported increasing results for General Health P on as age groups increased, with 31-40 year old reporting the lowest results (55.28,
d = -0.51) and 61+ reporting the highest (62.56, d = -0.16) ool leaders reported decreasing results as age group increased for Burnout, Stress,
Depressive Symptoms, and Cognitive Stress. Q_

ACT school leaders reported higher result for Ge z;alth Perception (64.88, d = -0.05) than their counterparts from other states and territory.
Queensland school leaders reported the highes s for Stress (48.31, d = 1.42), Depressive Symptoms (27.82, d = 0.41), Somatic Stress (25.26,
d = 0.47), and Cognitive Stress (31.17,d =0.8 an their counterparts from other states and territories.

For Sleeping Troubles, very remote sc aders reported the lowest result (39.47, d = 0.72), and regional school leaders reported the highest result
(50.03,d =1.32). Very remote scho ders reported lower results for Somatic Stress (16.45, d = -0.08) than their geolocational counterparts and the
general population. Very remoteih leaders reported lower results for Self-efficacy (69.59, d = 0.13) than their geolocational counterparts.

schools (59.39, d = -0. unterparts. Secondary school leaders reported lower results for Burnout (54.99, d = 1.15), Stress (43.50, d = 1.17),
Depressive Symptom 41, d = 0.15), Somatic Stress (21.06, d = 0.20), and Cognitive Stress (24.72, d = 0.44) than their primary and combined
school counterpart

155 Eb

Secondary school leaders g'p(olted higher results for General Health Perception (61.31, d = -0.22) than their primary (59.08, d = -0.33) and combined
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TABLE 3.7.3: MEAN HEALTH AND WELLBEING BY GENDER, SCHOOL SECTOR AND ROLE KC\)Q
Gender School sector \\U Role
Prefer not

Female Male tosay Government Catholic IndependéN Principal Deputy
General Health Perception 59.88 59.13 55.56 58.60 63.97 6 59.58 59.46
Burnout 57.49 54.98 62.15 57.46 52.94 05 56.39 55.75
Sleeping Troubles 47.07 4541 55.56 46.89 46.58 \}‘(\42.31 46.39 46.33
Stress 45.57 43.44 49.83 45.28 43.22 44.27 44,57 44,57
Depressive Symptoms 24.85 25.73 30.73 25.76 24 9\ 24.28 24.98 25.78
Somatic Stress 24.88 19.86 24.65 23.28 21.43 22.49 23.83
Cognitive Stress 27.51 26.45 30.38 27.69 (O .63 26.32 26.91 27.02
Self-efficacy 75.22 74.32 69.44 74.57(1;(\ 74.81 77.07 75.24 73.39
TABLE 3.7.4: COHEN'S D HEALTH AND WELLBEING BY GENDER, SCHOOL@C%R AND ROLE

Gender \ School sector Role
Prefer rQ/

Female Male to ﬁ Government  Catholic  Independent  Principal Deputy
General Health Perception -0.29 -O 33 -0.35 -0.10 -0.20 -0.31 -0.31
Burnout | | | | | |
Sleeping Troubles 0 0 ol o 0 &l
Stress 0 ‘b 0 0 0 0 0
Depressive Symptoms 0.23 0.29 0.21 0.20 0.24 0.29
Somatic Stress 0 44 0.43 0.34 0.23 0.23 0.29 0.38
Cognitive Stress \‘ | 050 &4 Ea |
Self-efficacy gy@ 0.43 o 12 0.44 046 W 0.48 0.37

Cohen’s d is compared against the ger@ﬁpulaﬂon. Effect size indicator: large very large huge

4
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TABLE 3.7.5: MEAN HEALTH AND WELLBEING BY AGE AND SCHOOL LEADER EXPERIENCE C\)Q
o\
Age School leader e&&é’
31-40 41-50 51-60 61+ <=5 6-10 11- b‘ 16-20 21+
General Health Perception 55.28 58.07 59.27 62.56 60.00 60.95 *@ 58.21 59.10
Burnout 66.64 61.48 56.55 49.03 61.45 59.68 6(0'58 49 55.57 51.79
Sleeping Troubles 44.37 48.46 47.29 42.74 48.09 46. 47.70 46.24 44.95
Stress 55.99 49.84 44.06 38.25 50.33 - 45.90 43.73 41.03
Depressive Symptoms 32.57 29.08 24.50 20.93 28.92 2 A1 25.39 24.26 23.18
Somatic Stress 23.94 26.48 22.82 18.57 23.9 24 05 23.81 23.53 19.91
Cognitive Stress 32.66 30.98 26.83 22.16 A?“ 29.54 27.58 26.12 24.48
Self-efficacy 74.33 74.27 74.71 75.90 ﬁ@ 74.75 74.55 75.00 75.37
TABLE 3.7.6: COHEN'S D HEALTH AND WELLBEING BY AGE AND SCHOOL@ADER EXPERIENCE
Age ~ School leader experience
31-40 41-50 51- 6((«/ 61+ <=5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21+
General Health Perception -0.38 -0. @ -0.16 -0.29 -0.24 -0.30 -0.37 -0.33
Burnout 0 i | | | i
Sleeping Troubles 0 i | | | |
Stress | | 0 0 0 0
Depressive Symptoms %@ 0.21 0.00 0.48 0.43 0.27 0.20 0.13
Somatic Stress 0.38 0.31 0.05 0.38 0.39 0.38 0.36 0.13
Cognitive Stress o o 028 [ o o o 0.43
Self-efficacy 0.43,0 0.42 045 [ 0.25 0.45 0.44 0.47 0.49
Cohen’s d is compared against the gene pulation. Effect size indicator: large very large huge
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TABLE 3.7.7: MEAN HEALTH AND WELLBEING BY SCHOOL STATE KC\)Q
State \@
W
NSW VIC QLD SA WA TAS Aé\ NT
General Health Perception 59.04 63.55 56.96 54.40 59.49 61.59 .88 61.81
Burnout 58.98 53.89 58.17 58.45 55.87 49.70 6%6 99 52.08
Sleeping Troubles 47.41 44.20 48.32 48.65 46.66 43.6 42.26 40.80
Stress 46.13 41.38 48.31 46.95 4431 46.28 39.06
Depressive Symptoms 26.18 22.69 27.82 26.50 25.00 23.78 27.38 23.78
Somatic Stress 23.44 20.29 25.26 24.00 22.96 @20 88 22.77 19.62
Cognitive Stress 27.74 23.77 31.17 28.65 27. ?“ 26.98 25.45 21.01
Self-efficacy 74.56 75.97 72.89 73.42 (17/ . 76.69 77.65 77.16
TABLE 3.7.8: COHEN'S D HEALTH AND WELLBEING BY SCHOOL STATE O'\
AL
o~ N State
NSW VIC QLDOQ_/ SA WA TAS ACT NT
General Health Perception -0.33 -0.12 -0 1 -0.31 -0.21 -0.05 -0.20
Burnout 0l . o i 1 [ 1
Sleeping Troubles | i 1 o 1 [l
Stress 0l . @ i i o 0 o
Depressive Symptoms 0.31 0.41 0.33 0.24 0.17 0.39 0.17
Somatic Stress O 35 0 47 0.39 0.32 0.19 0.31 0.11
Cognitive Stress ?6 38 0 0 0 0.49 0.20
Self-efficacy 0.4;, 0.34 037 [ i i i
Cohen’s d is compared against the gene pulation. Effect size indicator: large very large huge
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TABLE 3.7.9: MEAN HEALTH AND WELLBEING BY SCHOOL GEOLOCATION AND SCHOOL TYPE C\)Q
o\
Geolocation Scl@&&pe

Major Inner Very b‘ N

cities regional Regional Remote remote Primary g&condary Combined
General Health Perception 61.24 58.67 55.41 56.86 59.21 59.0 * 61.31 59.39
Burnout 56.43 55.72 59.46 55.51 52.63 57@’ 54.99 55.99
Sleeping Troubles 46.23 45.14 50.03 46.08 39.47 §.‘44 45.97 43.67
Stress 44.42 44.56 47.44 44.61 45.39 5.40 43.50 44.95
Depressive Symptoms 24.54 25.85 28.28 27.70 22.%\ 26.23 23.41 25.64
Somatic Stress 22.12 23.54 25.63 21.69 16. 23.70 21.06 22.04
Cognitive Stress 26.26 27.02 31.02 31.86 %6“4 28.28 24.72 26.07
Self-efficacy 75.66 74.30 72.53 75.05(1;(\ .59 74.20 75.97 76.30
TABLE 3.7.10: COHEN'S D HEALTH AND WELLBEING BY SCHOOL GEOLiC@g\I AND SCHOOL TYPE

Geolocatjan N School type

Major Inner \) Very

cities regional R¢gal Remote  remote Primary Secondary Combined
General Health Perception -0.23 -0.35 N -0.44 -0.32 -0.33 -0.22 -0.32
Burnout | 0 1 i 1 [
Sleeping Troubles 0 | ?‘ 0l 0 | 0l 0
Stress 0 -§§> E B @ H H @
Depressive Symptoms 0.21 .29 0.44 0.41 0.08 0.32 0.15 0.28
Somatic Stress 0.27 0.36 0.49 0.24 -0.08 0.37 0.20 0.27
Cognitive Stress B\ H 0 0 0 0 044 [
Self-efficacy Q 0.43 0.31 0.47 0.13 042 [ i
Cohen’s d is compared against the gene pulation. Effect size indicator: large very large huge
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FIGURE 3.7.2: BAR CHART: HEALTH AND EBEING BY GENDER AND ROLE

School leaders who preferred not to spg€ify their gender reported more negative results than their male and female counterparts for the Health and
Wellbeing subscales (other than S c Stress). School leaders who did not specify their gender reported significantly higher Burnout, Sleeping
troubles and Depressive Symptofnithan their male and female counterparts. School leaders of all gender reported lower General Health Perception than

the general population. &
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The cumulative stacked bar charts for Health and Wellbeing has been divided into two charts. The first stacked bar consists of negative impacting
subscales of Health and Wellbeing: Burnout, Sleeping Troubles, Stress, Depressive Symptoms, Comatic Stress gnitive Stress. The higher the
value for these six subscales, the more negative its impact on Health and Wellbeing. The second stacked bar consists of positive impacting
subscales of Health and Wellbeing: General Health Perception and Self-efficacy. The higher the values for thﬁse two subscales, the more positive its
impact on Health and Wellbeing. *'\

>

O

Cumulative Health and Wellbeing @}\ﬂlatlve Health and Wellbeing
(negative subscales) by Gender and {Rgsmve subscales) by Gender and
Role Role
0 50 100 150 200 250 300 0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160
Female 57.5 47.1 45.6 24.9 24.9 2SN '\(]/ Female
Male 55.0 454  43.4 25.719.926:5) O Male
Prefer not to say 62.2 55.6 49.8 30.7 24.7 RS0 & Prefernottosay | SRS
Principal 56.4 46.4 44.6  25.0 22.5/26%90 @ Principal o S
Deputy 55.8 46.3 44.6 25.8 23.8 OO Deputy [ SISl
General population JEZNEENFIEEZNNE Q~ General population [ GEER s
u Burnout ® Sleeping Troubles ® Stress m Depressive Sy@%l Somatic Stress u General Health Perception = Self-efficacy
FIGURE 3.7.4. STACKED BAR CHART: CUMULAT NEGATIVE HEALTH FIGURE 3.7.3: STACKED BAR CHART: CUMULATIVE POSITIVE HEALTH
AND WELLBEING SUBSCALES BY GENDER IﬁDROLE AND WELLBEING SUBSCALES BY GENDER AND ROLE
Cumulatively, school leaders of all ge d role subgroups reported higher results for the negative subscales of Health and Wellbeing than the
general population. Female school rs reported higher cumulative results for negative Health and Wellbeing subscales than their male counterparts.

Principals and deputies reportedshilar cumulative results for the negative and positive subscales for Health and Wellbeing.
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Health and Wellbeing by School Sector Q@\
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vernment mCatholic =Independent ®General population
FIGURE 3.7.5: BAR CHART: HEALTH AND EBEING BY SCHOOL SECTOR
Government school leaders reported | esults for General Health Perception and Self-efficacy than their Catholic and Independent school counterparts.
Government school leaders report Wigher results for the negative subscales of Health and Wellbeing than their Catholic and Independent school

counterparts. School leaders repefted significantly higher results (very large to huge effect sizes higher) than the general population for Burnout, Sleeping
Troubles and Stress. ,&\,
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Cumulative Health and Wellbeing Cumulative H&fﬁ and Wellbeing
(negative subscales) by School (positive sg‘ ales) by School
Sector N/ 'Sector
0 50 100 150 200 250 0 40 60 80 100 120 140 160
>
()
Government 57.5 46.9 45.3 25.8 23.3 Governme 58.6 74.6
Catholic 52.9 46.6 43.2 24.4 21.5 P2516 Ca%c 64.0 748
Independent 55.7 42.3 44.3 24.3 21.4 B26%8 Q.)?Eg q
ependent 61.9 77.1
General population 34.1 26.7 21.3 21.017.31%8 (1.}9
'\ eneral population 66.0 67.5
= Burnout m Sleeping Troubles m Stress
m Depressive Symptoms B Somatic Stress = Cognitive Stress &O 1 General Health Perception = Self-efficacy
FIGURE 3.7.7: STACKED BAR CHART: CUMULATIVE NEGATIVE HE@ FIGURE 3.7.6: STACKED BAR CHART: CUMULATIVE POSITIVE HEALTH
AND WELLBEING SUBSCALES BY SCHOOL SECTOR O AND WELLBEING SUBSCALES BY SCHOOL SECTOR

O

Government school leaders reported higher cumulative Qa'(ive subscale results of Health and Wellbeing than their Catholic and Independent school
counterparts. Catholic and Independent school lead %borted similar cumulative negative subscale results of Health and Wellbeing. School leaders
from all school sectors reported significantly highe@aﬂve negative subscale results of Health and wellbeing than the general population.
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FIGURE 3.7.8: BAR CHART: HEALTH AND EBEING BY AGE GROUPS

School leaders in increasing age gro eported increasing results for General Health and Self-efficacy, and decreasing results for Burnout, Stress,
Depressive Symptoms and Cogni{ ess.
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: . . O :
Cumulative Health and Wellbeing Cumulative H aﬂ‘h and Wellbeing
(negative subscales) by Age (posmve &scales) by Age
0 50 100 150 200 250 300 b‘ 80 100 120 140 160
31-40 66.6 44.4 56.0 32.6 23.9
41-50 g 48.5 49.8

51-60 56.6 47.3 441 245228

61+ 49.0 42.7 38.3 20.918.9

General population |eEEE RIS AVERC A NoIVE: .Q
'\(v}eneral population 66.0 67.5
® Burnout m Sleeping Troubles m Stress
® Depressive Symptoms ® Somatic Stress = Cognitive Stress &O = General Health Perception = Self-efficacy
FIGURE 3.7.10: STACKED BAR CHART: CUMULATIVE NEGATIVE H@/@-I FIGURE 3.7.9: STACKED BAR CHART: CUMULATIVE POSITIVE
AND WELLBEING SUBSCALES BY AGE O HEALTH AND WELLBEING SUBSCALES BY AGE

School leaders aged 31-40 reported higher cumulative eQrive subscale results for Health and Wellbeing compared to the their older counterparts. As
school leaders age increased, the cumulative negativ cale results decreased. School leaders irrespective of age group reported higher cumulative
negative subscale results for Health and Wellbeing @ared to the general population.
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FIGURE 3.7.11: BAR CHART: HEALTH AN ELBEING BY SCHOOL LEADER EXPERIENCE

As school leaders experience group @Sed, they reported decreasing results for Burnout, Stress, Depressive Symptoms, Comatic Stress and Cognitive

Stress.
4
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Cumulative Health and Wellbeing
(negative subscales) by Experience

0 50 100 150 200 250

<=5 . . 50.3 28.9 23.9

6-10 59.7 46.8 47.7 28.1 24.1

11-15 58.5 47.7 45.9 25.4 23.8

16-20 55.6 46.2 43.7 24.3 23.5
21+ 51.8 45.0 41.0 23.2 19.9

General population
® Burnout m Sleeping Troubles m Stress

m Depressive Symptoms ® Somatic Stress = Cognitive Stress

FIGURE 3.7.13: STACKED BAR CHART: CUMULATIVE NEGATIVE H%
AND WELLBEING SUBSCALES BY SCHOOL LEADER EXPERIEN

O

'\(15eneral population

“,}(‘H EALTH ¢%\\N ELLBEING

Cumulative H Sﬁh and Wellbeing
(positive su es) by Experlence

0 20'\ 40 60 120 140 160

<=5

59.8 74.6

@16 20 58.2 75.0
QJ 21+ 59.1 75.4

66.0 67.5

u General Health Perception = Self-efficacy

FIGURE 3.7.12: STACKED BAR CHART: CUMULATIVE POSITIVE HEALTH
AND WELLBEING SUBSCALES BY SCHOOL LEADER EXPERIENCE

School leaders with less than five years’ laedership exp ch reported higher cumulative negative subscale results for Health and Wellbeing compared
to the their more experienced counterparts. As s@u ders leadership experience increased, the cumulative negative subscale results decreased.

School leaders irrespective of leadership experienc
the general population. Q/

Q8
&
4
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Victorian school leaders reported hig?&ssults for General Health Perception and Self-efficacy than their NSW counterparts. Victorian school leaders

reported lower results than their N
Stress, and Cognitive Stress. N

Troubles, Stress, Depressive@mptoms, Somatic Stress, and Cognitive Stress.
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Cumulative Health and Wellbeing Cumulative H&@h and Wellbeing

(negative subscales) by State (positive cales) by State

0 50 100 150 200 250 0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160

NSW . . 46.1 26.2 23.4

VIC 53.9 44.2 41.4 22.7 20.3 2888

)
QLD 58.2 48.3 48.3 27.8 25.3 : & 57.0 72.9

WA 55.9 46.7 443 250 23.0 No QD;

WA 59.5 75.7
TAS ‘,Q
y\(l/ TAS
ACT 57.0 42.3 46.3 27.4 22.8 §25% O
ACT 64.9 77.7
NT ) : 30.1  23.8 10.0/08% &
NT
General population 341 26.7 21.3 21.0 17.81048 Q
& General population 66.0 67.5
® Burnout m Sleeping Troubles m Stress
m Depressive Symptoms m Somatic Stress u Cognitive ng u General Health Perception = Self-efficacy
FIGURE 3.7.16: STACKED BAR CHART: CUMULATIVE @WIVE HEALTH FIGURE 3.7.15: STACKED BAR CHART: CUMULATIVE POSITIVE HEALTH
AND WELLBEING SUBSCALES BY STATE AND WELLBEING SUBSCALES BY STATE

Cumulatively, NT school leaders reported Iower%gative subscales results of Health and Wellbeing than their counterparts in other states and territories.
Cumulatively, compared to their NSW counta(?ns, Victorian school leaders reported lower negative subscales results and higher positive subscale results
of Health and wellbeing. Cumulatively, leaders from all states and territories reported significantly higher results than the general population for
negative subscales of Health and Wel
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FIGURE 3.7.17: BAR CHART: HEALTH AN ELBEING BY GEOLOCATION

Regional school leaders reported lowe It for General Health Perception than their geolocational counterparts. Regional school leaders reported higher

results for Burnout, Sleeping Trouble

School leaders in very remote s
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Is reported lower Somatic Stress than the general population.
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Cumulative Health and Wellbeing Cumulative H and Wellbeing
(negative subscales) by Geolocation (positive sub es) by Geolocation
0 50 100 150 200 250 0 100 120 140 160

Major cities 56.4 46.2 444 245 22.1 088 Major cities m
Inner regional : . . 25.9 23.5 P2 Inner reM

i “
Regional . . . 28.3 25.6 : &gional 554 725
Remote 55.5 46.1 44.6 27.7 21.7 : Q@
(.1; Remote 56.9 75.1
Very remote : . 45.4 '\
O Very remote 59.2 69.6
€T lCTE NN 341 26.7 21.3 21.0 17.81@ &
Q General population 66.0 67.5
m Burnout m Sleeping Troubles m Stress &
m Depressive Symptoms m Somatic Stress u Cognitive Str@ = General Health Perception = Self-efficacy
FIGURE 3.7.19: STACKED BAR CHART: CUMULATIVE NE IVE HEALTH FIGURE 3.7.18: STACKED BAR CHART: CUMULATIVE POSITIVE HEALTH
AND WELLBEING SUBSCALES BY GEOLOCATION AND WELLBEING SUBSCALES BY GEOLOCATION

Cumulatively, regional school leaders reporte %r negative subscale results for Health and Wellbeing than their geolocational counterparts.
Cumulatively, very remote school leaders repart ower negative subscale results for Health and Wellbeing than their geolcational counterparts. School
leaders from all gelocationals reported S|gn|&< hlgher negative subscale results than the general population.
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FIGURE 3.7.20: BAR CHART: HEALTH AN ELBEING BY SCHOOL TYPE

Primary school leaders reported high ults for the negative subscales than their secondary and combined school counterparts: Burnout, Sleeping
Troubles, Stress, Depressive Sympt , Somatic Stress, and Cognitive Stress.
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Cumulative Health and Wellbeing Cumulative H ag‘h and Wellbeing
(negative subscales) by School Type (positive S&Qales) by School
0 50 100 150 200 250 N Type
. 0 40 60 80 100 120 140 160
Primary | . 454 262 23.7 00N Qo)
QJ Combined 59.4 76.3
Q
'\(v}eneral population 66.0 67.5
= Burnout m Sleeping Troubles m Stress O
m Depressive Symptoms m Somatic Stress u Cognitive Stress & = General Health Perception = Self-efficacy
FIGURE 3.7.22: STACKED BAR CHART: CUMULATIVE NEGATIVE H%@-I FIGURE 3.7.21: STACKED BAR CHART: CUMULATIVE POSITIVE
AND WELLBEING SUBSCALES BY SCHOOL TYPE O HEALTH AND WELLBEING SUBSCALES BY SCHOOL TYPE

Cumulatively, primary school leaders reported higher n
of Health and Wellbeing compared to their secondary
cumulative negative Health and Wellbeing subscal

€ subscales results of Health and Wellbeing, and lower results for positive subscale results

ombined school counterparts. School leaders from all school types reported significantly higher
ts than the general population.
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3.8 OFFENSIVE BEHAVIOUR: SCHOOL LEADERS SUBJECTED TO OFFENSIVE BEHAVIOUR AT
WORK

School leaders were asked the following questions relating to their exposure to Offensive Behaviour in the
workplace in the last twelve months, the frequency and from whom:

N

e Sexual Harassment is exposure to unwanted and undesired sexual attention in the workplac Qq/

e Threats of Violence is the exposure to a threat of violence in the workplace. 9(1/

e Physical Violence is the exposure to physical violence in the workplace. \(\

e Bullying is the repeated exposure to unpleasant or degrading treatment in the work , and the
person finds it difficult to defend themselves against it.

e Unpleasant Teasing is the exposure to unpleasant teasing in the workplace.

e Conflicts and Quarrels is being involved in conflicts and quarrels in the workplace.

e Gossip and Slander is the exposure to gossip and slander in the workplac

e Cyber Bullying is the exposure of work-related harassment on social m , émail or text.

0(\
Australian school leaders continue to report higher occurrences of Offgnsive Behaviour, with 83.5% reported
being subject to at least one of the above forms of Offensive Behavi ‘the last 12 months. Approximately
62.1% of school leaders reported being subjected to at least @ffensive Behaviour from parents (and
carers), with approximately 39.9% of school leaders report% ing subjected to at least two offensive

*

behaviours from parents. (l/.

Violence, with 31.3 % having been exposed to botl ats of Violence and Physical Violence over the last
twelve months. Approximately 29.0% of school@ ers reported being exposed to either Threats of Violence
or Physical Violence from parents (and care th approximately 7.4% of school leaders reported being
subject to both Threats of Violence and Ph@ Violence from parents.

Approximately 48.5% of school leaders reported hag@een exposed to Threats of Violence and/or Physical
d

School leaders experienced Threats CQlolence at 5.5x greater than the general population, Physical
Violence at 9.4x greater than the chgﬁon and Bullying at 4x more than the general population.

Over the course of this survey, d seen an alarming increase in the number of school leaders who have
been subjected to Threats nce (37.9% in 2011, and 51.0% in 2019), and Physical Violence (27.3% in
2011, and 42.2% in 2019). aller increasing trends in other Offensive Behaviour were also observerd from
2011 to 2019. In 2020\,\/ COVID-19's impact on the educational landscape, increased safety measures,
and an understandi hat educators are faced with, we have observed a notable decrease in Threats of

Violence (-7.9%) ical Violence (-5.6%), Bullying (-4.5%), and Gossip and Slander (-7.7%).

C) ...The amount of verbal abuse directed at school Principals and DPs
\ has risen in our school, and two of our DPs were struck by students
&Q‘ in a 12 month period. | can actually feel scared on some days, and
% the frequency of these sort of days, and days when | am 'on edge’
has increased this year. | believe COVID-19 has not helped anyone
be less edgy than they had been in the past...

- Male, government secondary school, QId

N /
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Percentage of School Leaders Subjected to
Offensive Behaviour
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FIGURE 3.8.1: SCHOOL LEADERS (%) SUBJECTED TO OFFENSIVE B@»\?‘IOUR AT WORK

Larger percentages of school leaders reported being subjecte ?‘Fhreats of Violence, Physical Violence,
Bullying, Conflicts and Quarrels, and Gossip and Slander than'the general population, as shown in the charts

below. '\ ‘
&O
Longitudinal Of@sive Behaviour Trend

% 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

==g==Sexual Harassment e=@==Threats of Violence ==#==Physical Violence === Bullying

=@==npleasant Teasing «==o==Conflicts and Quarrels ==@==Gossip and Slander

FIGURE 3.8.2: PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOL LEADERS SUBJECTED TO OFFENSIVE BEHAVIOUR FROM 2011-
2020

The increasing trend of school leaders being subjected to Threats of Violence, Physical Violence, Gossip and
Slander, and Bullying, decreased in 2020.
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The charts below show the percentage of school leaders who reported having been subjected to the offensive
behaviour within the last year, the frequency to which they have been subjected to it, and by whom. School
leaders were able to select more than one perpetrator of the offensive behaviour.

N
Percentage of School Leaders Subjected to Sexual qu
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FIGURE 3.8.3: PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOL LEADERS SUBJ&ED TO SEXUAL HARASSMENT

Approximately 2.4% of school leaders reported havi%@n exposed to Sexual Harassment in the workplace.
1.3% of school leaders reported being exposed t@e al Harassment from parents, and 0.9% reported being

exposed to it from colleagues. Q/
Percentage of ng.ggl Leaders Subjected to Threats of

Q)?* Violence
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FIGURE 3.8.4: PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOL LEADERS SUBJECTED TO THREATS OF VIOLENCE

Approximately 43.2% of school leader reported having been exposed to Threats of Violence in the workplace.
32.4% of school leaders reported being exposed to Threats of Violence from student, and 28.4% reported

being exposed to it from parents.
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Percentage of School Leaders Subjected to Physical
Violence
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FIGURE 3.8.5: PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOL LEADERS SUBJEWD TO PHYSICAL VIOLENCE

Approximately 36.6% of school leaders were subje to Physical Violence in the workplace. 34.8% of
school leaders reported being exposed to Physical \KQ ce from students, and 8.0% reported being exposed

to it from parents. Q
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FIGURE 3.8.6: PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOL LEADERS SUBJECTED TO BULLYING

Approximately 33.1% of school leaders were subjected to Bullying in the workplace. 19.2% of school leaders
reported being exposed to Bullying from parents, and 12.5% reported being exposed to it from subordinates.
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Percentage of School Leaders Subjected to
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FIGURE 3.8.7: PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOL LEADERS SUBJECT@D UNPLEASANT TEASING

Approximately 7.7% of school leaders were subjected tg\wﬁleasant Teasing in the workplace. 2.8% of
school leaders reported being exposed to Unpleasantﬁsi g from subordinates, and 2.3% of school leaders

reported being exposed to it from colleagues and p

QO
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FIGURE 3.8.8: PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOL LEADERS SUBJECTED TO CONFLICTS AND QUARRELS

Approximately 58.8% of school leaders were subjected to Conflicts and Quarrels in the workplace. 34.4% of
school leaders reported being exposed to Conflicts and Quarrels from parents, and 29.6% reported being

exposed to it from subordinates.
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Percentage of School Leaders Subjected to Gossip
and Slander
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FIGURE 3.8.9: PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOL LEADERS SUBJE@@TO GOSSIP AND SLANDER

Approximately 43.2% of school leaders were subjecte to'\Gossip and Slander in the workplace. 27.8% of
school leaders reported being exposed to Gossip Slander from parents, and 18.6% reported being

exposed to it from subordinates.
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FIGURE 3.8.10: PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOL LEADERS SUBJECTED TO CYBER BULLYING

Approximately 28.9% of school leaders were subjected to Cyber Bullying. 26.6% of school leaders reported
being subjected to Cyber Bullying from parents, and 3.9% reported being exposed to it from students.
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3.9 RED FLAG EMAILS: TRIGGERS AND COMPARISONS

From the outset of this project one aim of the survey was to produce an immediate alert to individuals reporting
signs of concerning stress levels. We call these Red Flag emails. Following the publication of a new study
into occupational risks by Adrienne Stauder and colleagues (2017), a trigger for composite psychosocial risl\
score (CPRS) was added to the 2018 survey. (l/
Q

The Red Flag email used the following trigger algorithms: \(\q/

1. Self-harm risk — participants who reported they had thoughts of hurting themselves ove& course
of the previous week; (b.

2. Quality of Life risk (AQoL) — composite AQoL psychosocial quality of risk score fel@ the “high” or
“very high” risk groups;

3. CPRS - a trigger threshold mechanism that reduces scores for each strain anBs{esource variable to
“High Risk” vs “Not High Risk”. For variables where lower scores indicate ketter working conditions
(generally, but not always, strain variables) a score of 75/100 is the thre @f r concern, and coded
high risk. On the other hand, where lower scores indicate worse worki% nditions (all resource and

two strain variables) a score of <25/100 is the threshold for co , and coded high risk. The
aggregate of high-risk scores is obtained for everyone, with ben arks triggers for “high” or “very
high” risk for each individual; and N

4. Any combination of the three triggers. @

o)

The following findings are for Red Flag notifications from T &.9.1 to Table 3.9.3:

e 1In 2020, 29.4% of school leaders received a Red Iﬁa notification, up from 2019's 28.1%.

e Alarger percentage of female school leaders r@ived a Red Flag notification compared to their male
counterparts (29.7% versus 28.1%).

e A larger percentage of primary school I@ers received a Red Flag than secondary school leaders
(30.6% versus 25.9%). Q{

e Victorian school leaders triggered t st relative percentage of Red Flag notifications at 21.9%.

e A larger percentage of governméntyschool leaders triggered Red Flag emails (32.0%) compared to
their Catholic (21.9%) and In@jg%ent (18.6%) counterparts.

e As school leaders age incre , the percentage of school leaders triggering Red Flag notifications
decreased. School lea ged 31-40 had the highest percentage of triggers (43.7%) and school
leaders aged 61+ ha owest had the lowest (20.5%).

e 11.5% of school le triggered only the CPRS (work related risk), and 10.6% triggered only the

AQoL (quality O{?Jisk) risk measures.

Table 3.9.1to Ta 29.3 detail the breakdown of Red Flag notifications and the percentage of school leaders
for each trigi bination within each subgroup.

\/ /
C)& My general health and wellbeing is directly linked to the
Q} demands of being a Principal. The increasing demands of
& workload and expectations make day to day survival very
% difficult. The almost complete disregard there is for Principals
and their workload by those high up in the Department is
increasingly apparent and quite frankly hurtful...

- Female, government primary school, NSW

\_ J
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TABLE 3.9.1: PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOL LEADERS WHO TRIGGERED A RED FLAG, AND THE PERCENTAGE BREAKDQ F THE TRIGGERS BY

GENDER AND SCHOOL TYPE

DEAKIN

UNIVERSITY

v~ HEALTH
Q(lx

(1/

SKWELLBEING\@

\
>
Sch&@?&pe

Gender
All Female Male Prefesra;ot o Combined Prihu&r‘y Secondary  Special
\

Red Flag 29.4% 29.7% 28.1% 47.2% 26.1% (OT\SO.G% 25.9%  37.0%
No Red Flag 70.6% 70.3% 71.9% 52.8% 73.92 69.4% 74.1%  63.0%
CPRS only 11.5% 12.0% 10.6% 13.9% 7@6‘ 12.2% 10.8%  16.0%
Self-harm only 0.6% 0.7% 0.6% 0.0% %.2% 0.6% 0.0% 2.0%
AQoL only 10.6% 10.1% 10.8% 22.2% @«11.4% 11.5% 7.7%  12.0%
CPRS and Self-harm 0.2% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% v 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0%
CPRS and AQoL 5.1% 5.4% 4.6% 5.%3 4.5% 4.7% 5.8% 5.0%
Self-harm and AQoL 0.9% 0.8% 0.8% : 1.2% 0.8% 0.5% 2.0%
CPRS, Self-harm and AQoL 0.5% 0.5% 0.6% )\(3,05/0 0.4% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0%

TABLE 3.9.2: PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOL LEADERS WHO TRIGGERED A&D FLAG, AND THE PERCENTAGE BREAKDOWN OF THE TRIGGERS BY STATE

a)
AQ,\/ State
OV
All NSW )Q@ QLD SA WA TAS ACT NT

Red Flag 29.4% 34.3% %79% 309% 26.4% 30.6% 26.8% 31.0% 38.9%
No Red Flag 70.6% 65.8%)-V78.1% 69.1% 73.6% 694% 732% 69.0% 61.1%
CPRS only 11.5% 1 o 6.20% 123% 10.4% 159% 14.6% 9.5% 13.9%
Self-harm only 0.6% A% 0.5% 0.6% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 2.8%
AQoL only 10.6% ?4 3% 11.8% 10.5% 9.6% 7.8% 4.9% 71% 13.9%
CPRS and Self-harm 0.2% \ 0.3% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 2.4% 0.0%
CPRS and AQoL 5 6.8% 2.5% 5.1% 1.6% 5.3% 49% 11.9% 8.3%
Self-harm and AQoL & 0.5% 0.5% 1.5% 4.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
CPRS, Self-harm and AQoL 4‘ 0:5% 0.3% 0.5% 0.6% 0.8% 0.8% 2.4% 0.0% 0.0%
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TABLE 3.9.3: PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOL LEADERS WHO TRIGGERED A RED FLAG, AND THE PERCENTAGE BREAKDO F THE TRIGGERS BY

SCHOOL SECTOR AND AGE GROUP \
School Sector V&;ﬁé
All Catholic Government Independent 31-40  41-50 51-60 61+
Red Flag 29.4% 21.9% 32.0% 18.6% 43.7%‘0,\\ 35.0% 28.8% 20.5%
No Red Flag 70.6% 78.1% 68.0% 81.4% 56.3% 65.0% 71.2% 79.5%
CPRS only 11.5% 5.3% 13.5% 4.5% @?7‘% 13.4% 11.8% 8.5%
Self-harm only 0.6% 0.4% 0.5% 2.6% % 2.8% 1.3% 0.4% 0.0%
AQoL only 10.6% 10.9% 10.7% 9.6% @« 22.5% 11.3% 10.6% 6.8%
CPRS and Self-harm 0.2% 0.0% 0.3% 0.00/? 0.0% 0.4% 0.3% 0.0%
CPRS and AQoL 5.1% 4.0% 5.6% 0 2.8% 6.4% 5.1% 4.0%
Self-harm and AQoL 0.9% 0.8% 0.8% 3% 1.4% 1.7% 0.3% 0.7%
CPRS, Self-harm and AQoL 0.5% 0.4% 0.7% )\ .0% 1.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.5%
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