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1 Introduction 

 This document is Volume 3 of a major research report for an Australian Research Council (ARC) 

funded project titled, Improving Approaches to Wellbeing in Schools: What Role Does Recognition 

Play?  It is recommended that Volume 3 be read in conjunction with Volumes 1, 2 and 4.  

Volume 1 provides an overview of the research and details the background, significance, research 

design and methodology for each of the four phases of the study. Volume 1 also includes the results 

from Phase 1 of the research, which is an analysis of relevant national, state and system level policy 

pertaining to wellbeing in schools (N=80). Volume 2 reports the findings from Phase 2 of the 

research, which is an analysis of qualitative data from in-depth semi-structured interviews with 

teachers (N=89) and focus group interviews with students (N=606). Volume 3 (the current volume) 

reports the findings from Phase 3 of the research, which is an analysis of the quantitative data from 

on-line surveys with principals, teachers and non-teaching staff (N=707), primary school students 

(N=3906) and secondary school students (N=5362). Volume 4 provides a synthesised discussion of 

the findings across all four phases of the research and outlines a number of recommendations 

arising from these findings. Importantly, Volume 4 also includes a number of resources to assist 

schools and other project partners in providing professional development for staff in relation to the 

research findings. A separate Executive Summary Report is also available. 

To assist reader engagement with this current volume of the research report (Volume 3), the key 

elements of the overall study are briefly recapped below, along with a short summary of the 

recruitment, data collection and analysis for Phase 3, before detailing the findings from the Phase 3 

surveys with staff and students.  

1.1 Project Aim and Objectives 

 The aim of this research is to generate new knowledge about ‘wellbeing’ in schools that will result in 

improved outcomes for children and young people. The project has produced systematic policy and 

practice-relevant evidence to advance the way children’s ‘wellbeing’ is understood and approached 

in schools. 

Drawing upon insights from principals, teachers, students and existing policies, together with key 

ideas offered through recognition theory and Childhood Studies, the research:     

1. Develops a detailed understanding of how ‘wellbeing’ in schools is currently 

understood by students, teachers and educational policy makers; 

2. Investigates the potential of recognition theory for advancing understanding and 

improvements in relation to student wellbeing;  

3. Generates new knowledge about how educational policy, programs and practices in 

schools could more positively impact on student wellbeing.  

 

This study is the largest in Australia to date to invite students’ views about wellbeing in schools and, 

importantly, to identify similarities and differences between teacher and student views, and how 

these broadly align with current policy perspectives. Including student perspectives is especially 

significant given evidence that they are rarely consulted about their wellbeing or other key issues at 

school (Redmond, Skattebol, & Saunders, 2013). Accessing the views of teachers remains important 
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because teachers are integral to children’s lives (Bingham, 2001) and they often feel poorly equipped 

to engage in matters concerning student wellbeing, particularly social and emotional wellbeing 

(Graham, Phelps, Maddison, & Fitzgerald, 2010; Koller & Bertel, 2006; Walter, Gouze, & Lim, 2006; 

Williams, Horvath, Wei, Van Dorn, & Jonson-Reid, 2007). Incorporating an exhaustive review of 

current system, state and national policy linked with wellbeing in schools adds a further critically 

important perspective in identifying current and possible future emphases in policy designed to 

support the wellbeing of children and young people. Hence, underpinning this research is the 

assumption that educational policy and practice around wellbeing in schools will be significantly 

more responsive if it reflects the views and perspectives of principals, teachers and students,
1
 while 

taking account of the strengths and limitations of the current policy environment. 

To help facilitate a deeper understanding of different stakeholder views about wellbeing in schools, 

this research integrates two distinctive theoretical interests. The first relates to the way in which 

children and childhood are theorized and draws on understandings from the field of Childhood 

Studies. The interdisciplinary approach of Childhood Studies (James & James, 2008) is important for 

this research because it provokes a conceptual shift from seeing children as the passive victims of 

harmful experiences to social actors with their own views and strategies for actively coping with 

challenges in their lives. The emphasis in Childhood Studies on notions of ‘child-centred’ scholarship 

accords well with research that locates children and young people’s agency, including the way this 

takes shape in and through their relationships, as central to their wellbeing.  

A further distinctive element of this research is the use of recognition theory, as this potentially 

offers an alternative framework for conceptualising how wellbeing is understood and practiced in 

schools. Grounded in critical theory, the work of recognition scholars is largely interested in self-

actualisation, social inequality and social justice. This research draws particularly on the work of Axel 

Honneth (Honneth, 1995, 2001, 2004) who focused especially on the role and importance of human 

interaction in the formation of individual and social identity. Honneth proposes three patterns of 

intersubjective recognition – love, which refers to the emotional concern for the wellbeing and 

needs of an actual person; rights, which refers to respect for the equal moral accountability of the 

legal person; and solidarity, which is the evaluation of particular traits and abilities against the 

background of ‘norms’ (Honneth, 1995).  For this study, the language of the three dimensions has 

been adapted in ways that are consistent with the theoretical underpinnings of Honneth’s work but 

also intelligible in school settings (‘cared for’; ‘respected’; ‘valued’).  

To date there has been no research undertaken in Australia that empirically tests recognition theory 

nor that investigates its potential in the context of wellbeing. When combined with key 

understandings about children and childhood offered through Childhood Studies, the theoretical (as 

well as applied) contribution of this research is highly significant.  

1.2 Methodological Approach 

A mixed methods approach has been utilised, generating important descriptive and thematically 

coded qualitative and quantitative data. The views and perspectives of students, principals and 

teachers, which are central to the research, have been sought through in-depth, semi-structured 

interviews, focus groups and an interactive, on-line survey instrument. An extensive analysis of 

                                                      
1
 We acknowledge the key role that parents play in children’s wellbeing in the context of schools but project funding 

constraints precluded involving them in this research. 
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policy laid firm foundations for identifying current policy emphases related to wellbeing in schools. 

Key understandings from Childhood Studies and recognition theory guided the analysis of data. 

The research was conducted in four phases – with each phase informed by findings from the 

previous: 

Phase 1 – Policy Analysis: Analysis of key relevant local (system), state and Commonwealth policy 

regarding wellbeing (N =80) 

Phase 2 - Qualitative: Semi-structured interviews with teachers and principals (n=89); focus group 

interviews with primary and secondary students (N = 606) 

Phase 3 - Quantitative: Interactive on-line survey with primary students (N=3906) and secondary 

students (N=5362) and staff (N=707) comprised of principals, teachers and non-teaching staff across 

three Catholic school regions 

Phase 4: Synthesis of findings and professional development for schools 

Interview, focus group and survey data were collected across three Catholic school regions (A, B & 

C), each within a different Australian state (New South Wales, Queensland and Victoria), selected on 

the basis that each of the three regions offered contrasting approaches to the implementation of 

wellbeing policy and programs in schools. Participation of students and staff was voluntary and 

anonymous. An expert Wellbeing Advisory Group (WAG), comprised of key stakeholders including 

students, worked collaboratively with researchers throughout each of the above phases.  

The data collected in Phase 1 was analysed using critical discourse analysis (CDA). The interview and 

focus group discussion data collected in Phase 2 were transcribed, coded and analysed for re-

occurring themes to look for patterns in the data using the NVivo software program. The students’ 

drawings and/or lists of school improvements gathered in the Phase 2 focus groups were analysed 

manually for repeated images or words and cross-checked with related transcribed discussions. The 

data collected in Phase 3 were cleaned and analysed using IBM-SPSS quantitative analysis software. 

While the methodology for the research is detailed in full in Volume 1, the main elements of Phase 3 

data collection and analysis are briefly recapped below to provide a ready context for the detailed 

student and teacher findings that follow. 

1.3 Participants 

 Table 1 presents the actual number of male, female and total participants who completed primary, 

secondary and staff surveys across the three school regions.  As can be seen in Table 1, the number 

of participants generally exceeded the recruitment target of 600 per cohort in the student surveys
2
. 

Table 2 shows the number of primary and secondary schools who participated in each region. 

Participation of all students and staff was voluntary and anonymous. 

  

                                                      
2
 We note that the large number of student participants may produce very high statistical power and thus 

statistically significant results may occur with small effect sizes. As recommended by the APA (American 

Psychological Association, 2009), effect sizes are reported and interpreted.    



 Wellbeing in Schools FINAL REPORT: VOLUME THREE 

 

4 

 

Table 1 Frequency of Male, Female and Total Participants across Regions 

Status Gender Region A Region B Region C Total  

Primary 

student 

     

 Male 1290 220 442 1952 

 Female 1256 235 447 1938 

 Missing 10 1 5 16 

 Total Primary 

Students 

2556 456 894 3906 

Secondary 

student 

     

 Male 1370 853 339 2562 

 Female 1309 1316 166 2791 

 Missing 6 3 0 9 

 Total 

Secondary 

Students 

2685 2172 505 5362 

Staff      

 Male 90 60 16 166 

 Female 295 135 111 541 

 Missing 0 0 0 0 

 Total Staff 385 195 127 707 

Total   5626 2823 1526 9975 

 

Table 2 Frequency of Primary and Secondary Schools Participating in the Survey  

Region Primary  Schools Secondary Schools Total 

A 27 9 36 

B 4 3 7 

C 3 3 6 

 

1.4 Materials 

Pilot testing 

Four survey instruments were originally developed: Year 1 and 2 students (lower primary), Year 5 

and Year 6 students (upper primary), secondary students and school staff. These surveys were 

placed online using Qualtrics software, and included a variety of response options. In the pilot phase, 

the lower and upper primary survey instruments were also embedded with videos created by the 

researchers to facilitate understanding of key terms, progression through the survey and assist with 

challenges which students may face in terms of comprehension. The surveys were developed in an 

iterative process with numerous consultations with the Wellbeing Advisory Group (WAG) and 

through consultation with school students, teachers and principals.  A formal pilot in May 2013 

involving four schools in Region A was conducted.  



 Wellbeing in Schools FINAL REPORT: VOLUME THREE 

 

5 

 

One of the outcomes of the pilot was that the lower primary survey was found to be too challenging 

for Year 1 and 2 students to complete without significant intervention from teachers. This 

intervention would likely jeopardise the data collected as students might feel obliged to provide 

socially desirable responses, and teacher involvement in further explaining key terms and ideas may 

affect the way students perceive these concepts, thereby affecting responses given. For these 

reasons the researchers, in consultation with teachers, principals, research partners and the WAG, 

decided not to proceed with the lower primary survey.  

Another outcome of the pilot survey process was that some primary schools indicated they had 

technical constraints regarding downloading, watching and listening to the videos embedded in the 

surveys. Some of these constraints were related to software and other technical issues, such as 

internet bandwidth, but also related to the issue of noise from the videos in the classroom. For these 

reasons, the researchers, in consultation with teachers, principals, partners and the WAG, decided to 

remove the embedded videos and conducted a second primary schools pilot using adjusted surveys. 

Pilot schools and schools that participated in the main survey did not report any technical difficulties 

or comprehension difficulties using the survey tool without the videos embedded. 

The surveys, including the lessons learnt regarding the problems associated with videos, have built 

on previous work by the CCYP in developing computer-assisted tools that allow for greater 

interactive engagement with children and young people. The economy and flexibility of using online 

data collection processes is well documented: “questionnaires do not need to be printed and 

posted, they can include multimedia objects, questions can be much more easily changed, 

participants need only a computer and internet access, and anonymity is more easily assured” 

(Madge et al., 2012, p. 418). Importantly, this economy has allowed the survey to be made available 

to all students and teachers in all schools within the three school regions.  

Online Surveys 

Three versions of the survey “Wellbeing in Schools” were created in Qualtrics for the purposes of 

this study; one each for primary students (Year 3 and up), secondary students and staff (see 

Appendix G for full description of the survey content). 

The survey content was based on the findings from the qualitative phase in an iterative process 

through consultation with the Wellbeing Advisory Group, which included four students, and a pilot 

study to work through comprehension and information technology requirements. 

In each survey participants responded to items measuring their: 

• Views on wellbeing in schools 

• Conceptualisations of wellbeing 

• Views on the importance of relationships for student wellbeing 

• Views on wellbeing policy and programs (staff only) 

• Views on the importance of recognition (i.e., being cared for, respected and valued) 

for student wellbeing 

• Demographic characteristics. 
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Views on wellbeing in schools 

Student surveys: Both primary and secondary surveys asked the following questions, all of which 

used 7-point Likert scales with only the end-points (i.e., numbers 1 = ‘Strongly disagree’ and 7 = 

‘Strongly agree’) were labelled: ‘My wellbeing is important to my teacher’; ‘Doing meditation at 

school helps my wellbeing’ (Region C only); ‘Being at a Catholic school helps my wellbeing’.  

On the next page of the survey, primary and secondary surveys asked, ‘How much do the following 

affect your wellbeing at school?’ (1 = ‘Not at all’, 7 = ‘Very much’): Teachers speaking kindly to 

me;The principal using my name; Friends making me feel included at school. 

Staff survey: The staff survey asked the following questions, all using 7-point Likert scales, where 1 = 

‘Not at all well’, 7 = ‘Extremely well’: ‘Overall, how well does your school support teachers' 

wellbeing?’; ‘Overall, how well does your school support students' wellbeing’.  

On the next page, staff were asked: “Please rate how much you agree or disagree with the following 

statements (1 = ‘Strongly disagree’ and 7 = ‘Strongly agree’): ‘Student wellbeing is central to the 

work of teachers’; ‘The Christian values in a Catholic school help student wellbeing’; ‘The Christian 

values in a Catholic school help my wellbeing’. 

In Region C, the survey had three additional questions relating to their meditation programs as 

follows: ‘Please rate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements (where 1 

represented ‘Strongly Disagree’ and 7 represented ‘Strongly Agree’): ‘Doing meditation at school 

helps student wellbeing’; ‘Doing meditation at school helps my wellbeing’; ‘I feel confident 

facilitating the meditation program with students at my school’ (see Appendix H). 

On the next page staff surveys in all dioceses then asked the following: ‘How much do you think the 

following affect student wellbeing at school?’ (where 1 represented ‘Not at all’ and 7 represented 

‘Very much’): ‘Teachers speaking kindly to students’; ‘Teachers speaking harshly to students’; 

‘Students' friends making them feel included at school’; ‘Students being abusive towards each 

other’; ‘The principal using students' names’; ‘Teachers humiliating students’.  

Conceptualisations of wellbeing 

Both student versions of the survey asked: ‘Wellbeing can mean different things to different people.  

Choose 2 things from the list that best describe what wellbeing means to you.  Type 1 next to the 

answer you think is best and 2 next to the answer you think is second best’.  Primary students chose 

from ten wellbeing conceptualisations, presented in counterbalanced order:  Being happy; being 

safe; being loved, being trusted; being respected; being listened to; being healthy; looking after 

myself; helping others; and having a great environment. In addition to these ten items, secondary 

students chose from having privacy and having a say, presented in counterbalanced order. 

The remaining questions in the survey, that is, those in relation to the importance of relationships 

and recognition for wellbeing, used 7-point Likert scales. Higher scores signified perceived greater 

importance of the item for student wellbeing. For primary students, the 7-point scale was labelled 1 

= ‘Not important’, 7 = ‘Very important’. For secondary students, the 7-point scale was labelled 1 = 

‘Not at all important’, 7 = ‘Extremely important’. For staff, the 7-point scale was labelled 1 = ‘Not 

very important’, 7 = ‘Very important’. 
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Views on the importance of relationships for student wellbeing 

The primary survey asked ‘How important are the following relationships for your wellbeing at 

school?, Your relationship with:  (1) your teacher; (2) close friends at your school; (3) the principal at 

your school; (4) other adults that work at your school, such as in the school office; and (5) your 

parent(s)/carer(s). In addition, secondary students rated the importance of their relationships with 

(6) other students in your school; (7) the school counsellor; and (8) your home group 

teacher/pastoral care teacher’. Staff rated all of the above items in regard to ‘How important are the 

following relationships for student wellbeing at school?’, and in addition relationships between: (9) 

principals and teachers; (10) parents and teachers; and (11) teachers and other teachers. All items 

were presented in counterbalanced order.  

All questions on relationships were 7-point Likert scales.  For primary students, 1 = ‘Not important’ 

and 7 = ‘Very important’.    For secondary students, 1 = ‘Not at all important’ and 7 = ‘Extremely 

important’. For staff, 1 = ‘Not very important’ and 7 = ‘Very important’. 

Views on wellbeing policy and programs (staff only) 

Staff answered three questions in relation to wellbeing policy and programs at school. ‘Please 

indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements’: ‘Existing policy is sufficient 

to guide and support the way I facilitate student wellbeing’; ‘It would be helpful to have more 

guidance with student wellbeing’ and, ‘Additional programs related to student wellbeing are helpful 

in schools’. 1 represented ‘Strongly disagree’ and 7 represented ‘Strongly agree’. 

Views on the importance of recognition 

For each cohort, the dimensions of recognition, cared for, respected and valued, were presented on 

separate pages in counterbalanced order to control for fatigue or other order effects (see Appendix 

G for details).  

Primary and secondary students: For each dimension of recognition, first, a brief definition of being 

cared for, respected or valued was provided, followed by a single question measuring subjective 

recognition (1 = Never, 7 = All the time). Then, multiple items asked students to rate the importance 

of indicators of recognition for student wellbeing (cared for: 12 items; respected, 11 items; valued, 

11 items). Note that in the ‘Respected’ section, students also answered questions about ‘having a 

say’ at school (primary survey: 4 items, secondary survey: 5 items). In the primary survey: 1 = ‘Not 

important’; 7 =’Very important’. In the secondary survey: 1 = ‘Not at all important’, 7 = ‘Extremely 

important’. 

Staff:  For each dimension of recognition, a brief definition of being cared for, respected or valued 

was provided, followed by four questions that asked staff to rate their subjective feelings of being 

cared for, respected and valued by: students, the principal (principals skipped this question), other 

staff, and parents (where 1 = ‘Never’, and 7 = ‘All the time’). Then multiple items asked staff to rate 

the importance of indicators of recognition for student wellbeing (cared for: 12 items; respected, 11 

items; valued, 11 items, where 1 = ‘Not very important’ and 7 = ‘Very important’). Note that in the 

‘Respected’ section, staff also answered five items about ‘having a say’ at school.  

Staff were then asked: ‘How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?’ (1 = 

Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree): ‘My students get upset if they are not valued at school’, ‘I am 
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affected negatively if my students do not value me’ and ‘Valuing my students is influenced by how 

much they value me’. 

Demographic details  

Demographic questions included gender, age, ATSI and CALD status, and students’ Year level at 

school. In addition, staff answered questions about their role at school, curriculum specialisation and 

years of teaching experience. For details of demographic items please see Appendix G and for 

limitations of the survey see Appendix I. 

1.5 Procedure 

Ethics approval was gained from each of the Dioceses prior to proceeding with the survey. Ethics 

approval was also gained from Southern Cross University’s Human Research Ethics Committee for 

the survey pilot and survey (approval numbers: ECN-13-096, ECN-13-138). Parental consent was 

attained for all students who participated in the online survey.  

Principals of all Catholic schools in Region A, B and C were invited to ask staff and students at their 

schools to participate in the online surveys. A broadcast mail out to schools in each region was sent 

by the Catholic Education Offices, providing principals with information about the survey, an 

invitation for teachers and survey links. Schools that chose to opt in under this method contacted 

the CCYP directly to request their unique school code, parental consent forms, further information 

and links to the online survey. Based on previous experience the researchers set in place specific 

processes designed to ensure close collaboration with key members of staff. This was also the 

finding of researchers in Britain that used an online survey instrument with a large sample of 

secondary schools (Madge et al., 2012).   

Schools posted the links to the surveys on their websites and staff and students clicked on the 

appropriate link to start the survey. Students and staff read the first page of the online survey as 

described in the Materials section, which welcomed participants to the survey and provided 

information about the aim of the study, the survey content, voluntary nature of the survey and 

confidentiality. If participants decided to continue with the survey, they clicked on the forward 

arrow button to move to the next page and then typed their school code into a text box. If they 

decided not to participate, the survey automatically skipped to the final page where participants 

were thanked and provided with contact details if they had any questions or concerns about the 

surveys (see Appendix G). Participants who continued the survey then answered questions in the 

sequence described in the Materials section. Submission of responses was taken as consent. The 

primary student and secondary student surveys took approximately 15-20 minutes to complete and 

the staff surveys took approximately 20-25 minutes to complete.     
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2 Results 

2.1 The importance of wellbeing in schools 

This section presents the frequency of responses of several items in the questionnaire that asked 

about student wellbeing in relation to teachers, Catholic schools, and actions by staff and students.     

2.1.1 My wellbeing is important to my teacher 

 As can be seen in the frequency histograms below, the majority of primary and secondary students 

agreed with the statement that; ‘My wellbeing is important to my teacher’, where 1 represented 

‘strongly disagree’ and 7 represented ‘strongly agree’. This was particularly evident in the primary 

student data (N = 3671), which showed that almost half the students strongly agreed (44.9%, n 

=1,648). Only 1.8% (n = 66) of primary students responded ‘strongly disagree’, and only 4.2% 

disagreed to any extent (i.e., they chose 1, 2 or 3), while 83.8% of primary students agreed to some 

extent (i.e., they chose 5, 6, or 7).  For the secondary students (N = 4838), the majority of students 

chose ‘6’ (29.7%, n = 1435), which is interpreted as moderately agreeing with the statement. Over 

one thousand secondary students (n = 1090 or 22.5%) chose ‘7 strongly agree’ and only 139 students 

(2.9%) chose ‘1 strongly disagree’. Only 7.9% of secondary students disagreed to some extent (i.e., 

they chose 1, 2, or 3), whereas 77% of secondary students agreed to some extent (i.e., they chose 5, 

6 or 7).   

 

 

Figure 1 Primary students’ responses to ‘My wellbeing is important to my teacher’.  

 

Both primary and secondary students strongly agree that their wellbeing as important to their 

teachers. 
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Figure 2 Secondary students’ responses to ‘My wellbeing is important to my teacher’.  

 

Table 3 Primary Students: Frequency of Responses to ‘My Wellbeing is Important to my Teacher’ 

 

Table 4 Secondary Students: Frequency of Responses to ‘My Wellbeing is Important to my Teacher’ 
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2.1.2 Staff: How well does your school support student and teacher wellbeing? 

Staff responses to the questions ‘How well does your school support student/staff wellbeing’ show 

that most staff believe that both student (n = 668) and teacher (n = 625) wellbeing are supported 

well by their school. However, as can be seen from the frequency histograms in Figure 3, there is 

more diversity in staff opinions on teacher wellbeing than student wellbeing, with some staff (27% 

or n = 169) disagreeing to some extent that their school supports teacher wellbeing well.  

 

 

Figure 3 Staff responses to ‘How well does your school support teachers (Fig. 3a) and students’ (Fig. 

3b) wellbeing?”. 

Table 5 Staff: Frequency of Responses to ‘Overall, how well does your school support students’ 

wellbeing?’  
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These results show that although the majority of staff agree their school supports student and 

teacher wellbeing, there are a minority of staff who perceive their school does not adequately 

support teacher wellbeing.   
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Table 6 Staff: Frequency of Responses to ‘Overall, how well does your school support teachers’ 

wellbeing?’  
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2.1.3 Staff: Student wellbeing is central to the work of teachers 

 Staff were asked how much they agreed or disagreed with the statement ‘Student wellbeing is 

central to the work of teachers’ using a 7-point scale, where 1 represented ‘strongly disagree’ and 7 

represented ‘strongly agree’. Out of 670 staff, only 21 staff (2.8%) disagreed with the statement to 

some extent (i.e., they chose 1, 2 or 3), while 23 staff (3.4%) responded at the mid-point of the scale 

(i.e., they chose 4), and by far the majority of staff (n = 525 or 78.4%) agreed to some extent (i.e., 

they chose 5, 6 or 7). 

 

 

Figure 4 Staff responses to ‘Student wellbeing is central to the work of teachers’. 

 

  

The majority of staff agreed that student wellbeing is central to the work of teachers. 
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Table 7 Staff: Frequency of Responses to ‘Student wellbeing is central to the work of teachers?’  

 

2.1.4 Students: Being at a Catholic school helps my wellbeing 

Overall, the majority of both primary (n = 3664) and secondary (n = 4643) students agreed that being 

at a Catholic school helps their wellbeing, however this response was more predominant for primary 

students.  As shown in the frequency histogram below, most primary students chose ‘7, strongly 

agree’ (n = 1418, 38.7%) and only 5.9% (n = 500) disagreed to some extent and chose either 1, 2 or 3 

(where 1 represented ‘strongly disagree’). In contrast to primary students, a smaller percentage of 

secondary students (11.7%, n = 545) chose ‘7, strongly agree’, and a larger percentage of secondary 

students (12.2%, n = 1357) disagreed to some extent.  

 

 

Figure 5 Primary students’ responses to ‘Being at a Catholic school helps my wellbeing’. 

Although most primary and secondary students agree that being at a Catholic school helps their 

wellbeing, there are many secondary students who do not agree.  
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Figure 6 Secondary students’ responses to ‘Being at a Catholic school helps my wellbeing’. 

Table 8 Primary Students: Frequency of Responses to ‘Being at a Catholic school helps my wellbeing’ 

 
 

Table 9 Secondary Students: Frequency of Responses to ‘Being at a Catholic school helps my 

wellbeing’ 
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2.1.5 Staff: The Christian values at a Catholic school help student/my wellbeing 

Most staff (92.8%, or n = 622) agreed to some extent the Christian values at a Catholic school help 

student wellbeing, while 81.4%, or n = 525, agreed to some extent the Christian values at a Catholic 

school help their own wellbeing. 

 

  

Figure 7 Staff: The Christian values at a Catholic school help student wellbeing.    

  

Figure 8 Staff: The Christian values at a Catholic school help my wellbeing. 

  

The majority of staff agreed that the Christian values at a Catholic school help both student 

wellbeing and their own wellbeing. 
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Table 10 Staff: Frequency of responses to ‘The Christian values in a Catholic school help student 

wellbeing’ 

 

Table 11 Staff: Frequency of responses to ‘The Christian values in a Catholic school help my 

wellbeing’ 

 

2.1.6 Students and Staff: Teachers speaking kindly to students 

The next three questions asked students and staff how much they agreed that certain actions affect 

student wellbeing. Participants responded on a 7-point Likert scale, where 1 represented ‘Not at all’ 

and 7 represented ‘Very much’. 

 

The majority of primary students, secondary students and staff agreed that teachers speaking 

kindly to students affects student wellbeing at school ‘very much’. 
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Figure 9 Primary students’ responses to ‘Teachers speaking kindly to students’.   

 

Figure 10 Secondary students’ responses to ‘Teachers speaking kindly to students’. 

 

Figure 11 Staff responses to ‘Teachers speaking kindly to students’. 
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Table 12 Primary Students: Frequency of Responses to ‘Teachers speaking kindly to students’  

 

Table 13 Secondary Students: Frequency of Responses to ‘Teachers speaking kindly to students’  

 

 Table 14 Staff: Frequency of Responses to ‘Teachers speaking kindly to students’ 
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2.1.7 Students and Staff: The principal using students’ names 

As can be seen from the frequency histograms below, the majority of both primary students and 

staff responded that the principal using students’ names affects student wellbeing ‘very much’ (7).  

In contrast, secondary students responses were far more dispersed, with the modal response at 5, 

and fairly equal numbers of students choosing the other responses from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very 

much). These results capture a discrepancy between staff and secondary student perspectives, and 

suggest that the principal using students’ names is only effective in promoting student wellbeing for 

approximately half of secondary students.  

 

 

Figure 12 Primary students responses to ‘The principal using students’ names’. 

 

Figure 13 Secondary students responses to ‘The principal using students’ names’. 

While most primary students and staff said the principal using students’ names affects student 

wellbeing ‘very much’, this was only the case for approximately half the secondary students 

who were surveyed.   
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Figure 14 Staff responses to ‘The principal using students’ names’. 

Table 15 Primary Students: Frequency of Responses to ‘The principal using students’ names’ 

 
Table 16 Secondary Students: Frequency of Responses to ‘The principal using students’ names’  
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Table 17 Staff: Frequency of Responses to ‘The principal using students’ names’ 

  
 

2.1.8 Students and Staff: Students’ friends making them feel included at school 

The frequency histograms below show high levels of consensus between primary students, 

secondary students and staff that students friends making them feel included at school  affects 

students wellbeing ‘very much’ (7).  

 

 

Figure 15 Primary students’ responses to ‘Students’ friends making them feel included at school’ 

    

Feeling included by friends at school is important for student wellbeing. 
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Figure 16 Secondary students’ responses to ‘Students’ friends making them feel included at school’.

  

 

Figure 17 Staff responses to ‘Students’ friends making them feel included at school’.  

Table 18 Primary Students:  Frequency of Responses to ‘Students’ friends making them feel inclued 

at school’  
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Table 19 Secondary Students:  Frequency of Responses to ‘Students’ friends making them feel 

inclued at school’  

 
 

Table 20 Staff:  Frequency of Responses to ‘Students’ friends making them feel inclued at school’  

 

Staff 

In addition to the three items that described positive actions received by students, staff were asked 

three negative actions, and how much they affected student wellbeing (1 = not at all, 7 = very much).  

As can be seen below, the histograms in Figures 18, 19 and 20, show that the majority of staff 

responded that teachers speaking harshly to students, students being abusive towards each other, 

and teachers humiliating students affected student wellbeing ‘very much’ (7). For each item there 

were a small number of staff who selected ‘not at all’ as their response. 

  

Most staff were very aware of the impact of negative actions on student wellbeing. 
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Figure 18 Staff: Teachers speaking harshly to students.   

 

Figure 19 Staff: Students being abusive towards each other. 
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Figure 20 Staff: Teachers humiliating students. 

Table 21 Staff:  Frequency of Responses to ‘Teachers speaking harshly to students’ 

  

Table 22 Staff:  Frequency of Responses to ‘Students being abusive towrds each other’  
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Table 23 Staff:  Frequency of Responses to ‘Teachers humiliating students’  

 

2.1.9 Staff: Percentage of Staff time involved with student wellbeing 

An item was included to further gauge staff perspectives of their role in relation to student 

wellbeing. Staff were asked ‘Approximately what percentage of your time involves student 

wellbeing?’ to help clarify some of the role related issues identified in Phase 2. As can be seen in 

Table 24, the most frequent response to the question was 100%. One hundred and one out of 641 

staff (15.8%) said that 100% of their time involved student wellbeing.  Only five staff out of 641 

(0.8%) said 0% of their time was spent on student wellbeing. The mean percentage of time spent on 

wellbeing was 60.73% (SD = 31.10).  

Table 24 Staff: Percentage of Time Spent on Wellbeing (N = 641) 

 

 

  

Percentage of Time Number of staff Percentage of staff 

0-9 16 2.5 

10-19 59 9.2 

20-29 55 8.6 

30-39 53 8.3 

40-49 40 6.3 

50-59 37 5.8 

60-69 42 6.6 

70-79 78 12.2 

80-89 82 12.8 

90-99 75 11.7 

100 101 15.8 
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Figure 21 Percentage of time staff said they spent on student wellbeing (N = 641). 

 

Analysis of staff across different roles in the schools showed that administrative staff and other 

ancillary staff reported less time spent on student wellbeing than teaching staff. For example, of the 

26 secretary/clerical assistants who participated in the survey, 11 (42.3%) reported 20% of their time 

or less was spent on student wellbeing, while only 4 (15.4%) said 100% of their time was spend on 

student wellbeing.  Similarly, of the 20 other ancillary staff who participated, 3/20 (15%) said 0% of 

their time was spent on student wellbeing, 11/20 (55%) said 20% or less time was spent on student 

wellbeing, and only 2/20 (10%) said 100% of their time was spent on student wellbeing. In contrast, 

6/33 (18.2%) of pastoral care teachers, 4/17 (23.5%) of wellbeing coordinators, and 66/498 (13.3%) 

of teachers said 100% of their time was spent on student wellbeing. Only 1/498 (2%) of teachers said 

they spent 0% of time on student wellbeing and no pastoral care teachers or wellbeing coordinators 

selected 0%.  For principals, the lowest time spent on student wellbeing was 25% and this was 

reported by only 1 of 22 principals (4.5%).  Fifty percent of principals (11/22) chose 60% of time 

spent on student wellbeing or higher, and 1 principal selected 100%. For assistant principals, the 

lowest percentage chosen was 10% and this was selected by only 1 out of 33 assistant principals, 

while 8/33 (24%) of assistant principals chose 90% of time spent on student wellbeing or higher and 

2/33 selected 100%.  
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2.2 Conceptualisation of wellbeing 

2.2.1 How is wellbeing conceptualised by primary students? 

 Primary students were given the following instructions: “Wellbeing can mean different things to 

different people. Choose 2 things from the list that best describe what wellbeing mean to you. Type 

‘1’ next to the answer you think is best and ‘2’ next to the answer you think is second best”. There 

were ten wellbeing concepts listed in counterbalanced order for primary students to choose from 

(see Table 25).  

Table 25 shows the frequency and percentage of primary students’ conceptualisation of wellbeing. 

Primary students’ most frequent conceptualisations of wellbeing were ‘being safe’ and ‘being happy’ 

for both their first and second rankings. In both first and second rankings,  ‘being loved’, ‘being 

healthy’, ‘helping others’ and ‘being respected’ were also frequent responses. ‘Being listened to’ was 

the least frequent conceptualisation of wellbeing for primary students’ for both first and second 

rankings. ‘Being trusted’ was also infrequently chosen.  

These results show that primary students conceptualisation of wellbeing is multidimensional, and 

that the term ‘wellbeing’ evokes a range of different responses for children in Year 3 to Year 6, 

including being happy, being safe, being loved, being respected, being healthy and helping others. 

The validity of the primary student responses is supported by the less frequently chosen concepts of 

‘being listened to’, ‘having a great environment’ and ‘looking after myself’. The diversity of 

frequencies in these categories compared to the more frequently chosen categories listed above 

supports that students actively and consciously chose their responses rather than making random 

choices, which would be evidenced by equal frequencies across all wellbeing concepts.   

Table 25 Frequency (N) and Percentage (%) of Primary Students’ Conceptualisation of Wellbeing (N = 

3906) 

Concept N Rank 1 % Rank 1 N Rank 2 % Rank 2 

Being happy 572 14.6 534 13.7 

Being safe 571 14.6 582 14.9 

Being loved 542 13.9 422 10.8 

Being trusted 229 5.9 338 8.7 

Being respected 392 10.0 414 10.6 

Being listened to 71 1.8 128 3.3 

Being healthy 535 13.7 447 11.4 

Looking after myself 285 7.3 237 6.1 

 Helping others 485 12.4 500 12.8 

Having a great environment 224 5.7 304 7.8 

Just less than 16% of staff said that 100% of their time involved student wellbeing.  The mean 

percentage of time spent of wellbeing was 60.73%. Teaching and leadership staff report 

spending more of their time on student wellbeing matters than non-teaching staff. 
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Note. All wellbeing concepts were counterbalanced in the Qualtrics online survey to control for 

order effects. 

 

 

 

Figure 22 Frequency of Wellbeing Concepts for Primary Students (N = 3096). 

 

2.2.2 How is wellbeing conceptualised by secondary students? 

Secondary students were given the following instructions: ‘Wellbeing can mean different things to 

different people. Choose 2 things from the list that best describe what wellbeing mean to you. Type 

‘1’ next to the answer you think is best and ‘2’ next to the answer you think is second best’. There 

were 12 wellbeing concepts listed in counterbalanced order for secondary students to choose from 

(see Table 26).  The two extra options for secondary students compared to primary students are 

‘having privacy’ and ‘having a say’.  

Table 26 shows the frequency and percentage of secondary students’ conceptualisation of 

wellbeing. For both rank 1 and 2, ‘being happy’ was the most frequent conceptualisation of 

wellbeing for secondary students. For rank 1, ‘being safe’ was the second most frequent concept for 

rank 1, and the fourth most frequent concept for rank 2. ‘Being healthy’ was the second most 

frequent choice for rank 2 and third for rank 1. ‘Being respected’ was the third most frequent choice 

for rank 2, and it was fourth for rank 1.  The least frequent concepts of wellbeing were ‘being 

listened to’, ‘having privacy’ and ‘having a say’ for both ranking 1 and 2.  
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The term ‘wellbeing’ evokes a range of different responses for children in Year 3 to Year 6, 

including being happy, being safe, being loved, being respected, being healthy and helping 

others. 
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Table 26 Frequency (N) and Percentage (%) of Secondary Students’ Conceptualisation of Wellbeing 

(N = 5362) 

Concept N Rank 1 % Rank 1 N Rank 2 % Rank 2 

Being happy 1213 22.6 825 15.4 

Being safe 908 16.9 710 13.2 

Being loved 320 6.0 353 6.6 

Being trusted 162 3.0 238 4.4 

Being respected 658 12.3 725 13.5 

Being listened to 96 1.8 193 3.6 

Being healthy 799 14.9 806 15.0 

Looking after myself 467 8.7 364 6.8 

Helping others 231 4.3 353 6.6 

Having a great 

environment 

251 4.7 403 7.5 

Having privacy 106 2.0 169 3.2 

Having a say 151 2.8 223 4.2 

Note. All wellbeing concepts were counterbalanced in the Qualtrics online survey to control for 

order effects. 

 

Figure 23 Frequency of Wellbeing Concepts for Secondary Students (N = 5362). 
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2.2.3 How is wellbeing conceptualised by secondary staff? 

Staff were given the following instructions: ‘When you think about wellbeing in schools, what do you 

consider this to be mainly about? Please rank from 1 to 2 the two that you think best define 

wellbeing’. There were ten options to choose from, including ‘other’. These options were presented 

in counterbalanced order (see Table 27). 

 

Table 27 shows the frequency and percentage of staff conceptualisations of wellbeing. For staff 

‘being connected to people’ was the most frequent conceptualisation of wellbeing for both rank 1 

and 2. ‘Being psychologically/mentally healthy’ was the second most frequent response for rank 1, 

and fourth most frequent for rank 2. ‘Being connected to place’ was the third and second most 

frequent response for rank 1 and rank 2 respectively. ‘Being happy’ and ‘being safe’ were equal 

fourth most frequent response for rank1, and they were the third and fifth most frequent response 

for rank 2, respectively. The least frequent responses for both rank 1 and 2, apart from the ‘other’ 

category, were ‘being successful at school’, followed by ‘being physically healthy’ and ‘being 

spiritually healthy’. It is noted that the choices selected by participants were limited to those options 

provided in the survey. These options were guided by Phase 2 qualitative findings. The low 

frequency of ‘Other’ responses in the staff survey supports that the options provided did capture 

staff conceptualisation of wellbeing. 

 

Table 27 Frequency (N) and Percentage (%) of Staff Conceptualisation of Wellbeing (N = 707) 

Concept N Rank 1 % Rank 1 N Rank 2 % Rank 2 

Being happy 92 13.0 89 12.6 

Being satisfied with life 51 7.2 43 6.1 

Being successful at school 4 0.6 13 1.8 

Being safe 92 13.0 67 9.5 

Being physically healthy 6 0.8 23 3.3 

Being psychologically/ 

mentally healthy 

147 20.8 85 12.0 

Being spiritually healthy 17 2.4 23 3.3 

Being connected to people – 

good relationships with others 

198 28.0 202 28.6 

Being connected to place – 

feeling like you belong 

99 14.0 160 22.6 

Other 1 0.1 2 0.3 

The most popular conceptualisations of wellbeing for secondary students all involved being 

happy, being safe, being healthy and being respected.  
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Note. All wellbeing concepts were counterbalanced in the Qualtrics online survey to control for 

order effects. 

 

Figure 24 Frequency of wellbeing concepts for staff (N = 707). 

 

 

2.2.4 Demographic differences in conceptualisation of wellbeing 

 Gender: Primary Students 

Table 28 shows the frequency and percentage of male and female primary students’ 

conceptualisation of wellbeing. Chi square tests of independence showed there were no significant 

gender effects on primary students’ conceptualisation of wellbeing for rank 1 (p = .05) or rank 2 (p = 

.094).  
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Staff conceptualisations of wellbeing emphasised the importance of being connected to people, 

followed by being connected to place and being mentally or psychologically healthy, followed by 

being happy and being safe.  
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Table 28 Frequency (N) and Percentage (%) of Male and Female Primary Students’ Conceptualisation 

of Wellbeing (N = 3890) 

Concept N Rank 1 % Rank 1 N Rank 2 % Rank 2 

 Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Being happy 264 305 13.5 15.7 282 251 14.4 13.0 

Being safe 305 265 15.6 13.7 307 272 15.7 14.0 

Being loved 281 258 14.4 13.3 207 213 10.6 11.0 

Being trusted 97 132 5.0 6.8 148 188 7.6 9.7 

Being respected 210 181 10.8 9.3 192 222 9.8 11.5 

Being listened to 31 40 1.6 2.1 70 58 3.6 3.0 

Being healthy 278 253 14.2 13.1 236 208 12.1 10.7 

Looking after myself 137 145 7.0 7.5 110 126 5.6 6.5 

Helping others 240 244 12.3 12.6 248 250 12.7 12.9 

Having a great 

environment 

109 115 5.6 5.9 152 150 7.8 7.7 

 

Gender: Secondary Students 

Table 29 shows the frequency and percentage of male and female secondary students’ 

conceptualisation of wellbeing. Chi square tests of independence showed statistically significant 

relationships between gender and secondary students’ conceptualisation of wellbeing for both rank 

1, χ
2
 (11) = 30.86, p = .001, Cramer’s V = .08, and for rank 2,  χ

2
 (11) = 51.21, p <.001, Cramer’s V 

=.10.  Cramer’s V values indicate small effect sizes.  

Note: For all analyses in this report, Cramer’s V is interpreted as 0 to 0.3 weak relationship; 0.3-0.5 

moderate relationship, and 0.5 or greater, is interpreted as a strong relationship (Field, 2013).  

Table 29 Frequency (N) and Percentage (%) of Male and Female Secondary Students’ 

Conceptualisation of Wellbeing (N = 5353) 

Concept N Rank 1 % Rank 1 N Rank 2 % Rank 2 

 Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Being happy 625 586 24.4 21 436 389 17 13.9 

Being safe 449 459 17.5 16.4 345 364 13.5 13.0 

Being loved 137 183 5.3 6.6 184 169 7.2 6.1 

Being trusted 66 96 2.6 3.4 89 148 3.5 5.3 

Being respected 297 359 11.6 12.9 349 374 13.6 13.4 

Being listened to 43 52 1.7 1.9 76 117 3.0 4.2 

Being healthy 386 413 15.1 14.8 401 402 15.7 14.4 

Looking after myself 239 227 9.3 8.1 188 175 7.3 6.3 

Helping others 110 119 4.3 4.3 158 195 6.2 7.0 

Having a great 

environment 

115 136 4.5 4.9 190 213 7.4 7.6 

Having privacy 39 67 1.5 2.4 56 113 2.2 4.0 

Having a say 56 94 2.2 3.4 90 132 3.5 4.7 

 

Examination of standardised residuals for rank 1 did not reach significance at p < .05 (z = +/- 1.96). 

This may be due to the large number of categories of wellbeing and gender (24 cells), so that 
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although the aggregate value of the Chi square is significant, when examined individually, the 

individual cells just missed out on reaching significance at p < .05. The standardised residuals do, 

however, indicate several interesting trends. ‘Being happy’ was selected by more males (z = 1.9) and 

fewer females (z = -1.8) than expected under the null hypothesis of no relationship between gender 

and wellbeing concepts. Conversely, ‘having a say’ was selected by more females (z = 1.8) and fewer 

males (z = -1.9) than expected.  

For rank 2, standardised residuals showed that ‘being happy’ was chosen by more males (z = 2.1) 

and fewer females (z = -2.0) than expected. Conversely, ‘being trusted’ was chosen by fewer males (z 

= -2.3) and more females (z = 2.2) than expected. Similarly, ‘having privacy’ was chosen by fewer 

males (z =-2.8) and more females (z = 2.7) than expected. All other standardised residuals did not 

reach significance at p < .05. 

Gender: Staff 

Due to very small numbers overall of staff selecting ‘other’, this category was omitted from further 

analyses (see Table 27). Table 30 shows the frequency and percentage of male and female staff 

conceptualisations of wellbeing. 

Table 30 Frequency (N) and Percentage (%) of Male and Female Staff Conceptualisation of Wellbeing 

(N = 706) 

Concept N Rank 1 % Rank 1 N Rank 2 % Rank 2 

 M F M F M F M F 

Being happy 21 71 12.7 13.1 25 64 15.2 11.8 

Being satisfied with life 22 29 13.3 5.4 16 27 9.8 5.0 

Being successful at school 1 3 0.6 0.6 5 8 3.0 1.5 

Being safe 23 69 13.9 12.8 13 54 7.9 10 

Being physically healthy 1 5 0.6 0.9 6 17 3.7 3.1 

Being psychologically/mentally 

healthy 

29 118 17.6 21.8 18 67 11.0 12.4 

Being spiritually healthy 6 11 3.6 2.0 10 13 6.1 2.4 

Being connected to people – 

good relationships with others 

34 164 20.6 30.3 47 155 28.7 28.7 

Being connected to place – 

feeling like you belong 

28 71 17 13.1 24 136 14.6 25.1 

 

Chi square tests of independence showed statistically significant relationships between gender and 

staff conceptualisation of wellbeing for both Rank 1, χ
2
 (8) = 19.46, p = .013, Cramer’s V = .17, and 

for Rank 2, χ
2
 (8) = 19.78, p =.011, Cramer’s V =.17.  Cramer’s V values indicate small effect sizes.  

Examination of standardised residuals for Rank 1 revealed only one significant cell. Male staff ranked 

‘being satisfied with life’ more frequently than expected (z = 2.9). There was a non-significant trend 

for fewer male staff to choose ‘being connected to people’ than expected (z = -1.8). For Rank 2, 

‘being connected to place’ was ranked less frequently than expected by male staff (z = -2.2), but 

‘being spiritually healthy’ was more frequently endorsed by male staff than expected (z = 2.0). 
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Age: Primary students 

Primary students’ ages were as follows: 

Table 31 Frequency and Percentage of Primary Students’ Age in Years  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Primary students’ age was significantly associated with their conceptualisation of wellbeing, Rank 1: 

χ
2
 (36) = 96.14, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .08; Rank 2: χ

2
 (36) = 74.50, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .07.  ‘Being 

loved’ was ranked number 1 by eight year olds more often than expected (z = 2.0) and ranked 

number 2 less often than expected by 12 year olds (z = -2.5).  ‘Being happy’ was ranked second more 

frequently by 12 year olds than expected (z = 2.3). ‘Being respected’ was ranked 1 less frequently 

than expected by 8 and 9 year olds (z = -2.3 for both), ranked 2 less frequently than expected by 9 

year olds (z = -2.1), but more frequently ranked 1 and 2 than expected by 11 and 12 year olds (Rank 

1: z = 2.0 and z = 2.4, respectively; Rank 2: z = 2.5 and z = 2.3 respectively). ‘Helping others’ was 

ranked 1 more frequently than expected by 9 year olds (z = 3.0) but less frequently than expected by 

12 year olds (z = -3.0).  ‘Being safe’ was ranked less frequently than expected by 10 year olds (z = -

2.3), but they ranked ‘having a great environment’ more frequently than expected (z = 2.1). ‘Being 

trusted’ was ranked 1 less frequently than expected by 12 year olds (z = -2.5) but ranked more 

frequently than expected by 9 year olds (z = 2.5).  ‘Looking after myself’ was ranked 1 more 

frequently by 12 year olds than expected (z = 2.3).  

Age: Secondary students 

Secondary students’ ages are presented in Table 32. 

  

Age in Years n % 

8 391 9.9 

9 1394 35.7 

10 762 19.5 

11 837 21.4 

12 488 12.5 

13 13 0.3 

Missing 21 0.5 

Total 3906 100 

Gender had no effect on primary students’ conceptualisation of wellbeing, but female 

secondary students thought wellbeing meant having privacy, being trusted and having a say, 

while male secondary students thought it meant being happy. Male staff conceptualised 

wellbeing as being satisfied with life and being spirituality healthy, but less often thought of it 

as being connected to place.  
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Table 32 Frequency and Percentage of Secondary Students’ Age in Years  

Age in Years n % 

11 15 0.3 

12 557 10.4 

13 1286 24.0 

14 1095 20.4 

15 920 17.2 

16 899 16.8 

17 428 8.0 

18 107 2.0 

19 30 0.6 

Missing 25 0.5 
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To achieve adequate expected frequencies (> 5) in all cells as required by the Chi Square test, in the 

secondary student sample 11-13 year olds and 17-19 year olds were combined into two aggregated 

groups.  Secondary students’ age was related to their conceptualisation of wellbeing, n = 5337, Rank 

1: χ
2
 (44) = 92.19, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .07; Rank 2: χ

2
 (44) = 92.88, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .07.  

Younger students (aged 11-13 years) ranked ‘being loved’ (z = 2.1), ‘being trusted’ (z = 2.2) as 

number 1 more frequently than expected under the null hypothesis that age would be unrelated to 

wellbeing concepts, and they also ranked ‘helping others’ (z = 4.0) more frequently as number 2 than 

expected. Fewer younger students ranked ‘being healthy’ as number 1 (z = -2.4) or number 2 (z = -

2.1).   Secondary students aged 15 years ranked ‘being respected’ (z = 2.4) at number 2 more than 

expected, while 16 year olds ranked ‘being healthy‘ at number 1 (z = 2.8) and ‘looking after yourself’ 

(z = 2.6) at number 2 more frequently than expected.  Fewer 16 year olds than expected ranked 

‘helping others’ (z = -2.0) and ‘having a say’ (z = -2.2) at number 2. Fewer older secondary students 

(aged 17 – 19 years) ranked ‘being safe’ (z = -2.4) at number 1 than expected, and similarly, fewer 

students in this age bracket ranked ‘having a say’ (z = -2.5) as number 2 than expected. More older 

(aged 17 to 19) secondary students than expected ranked ‘being healthy’ as number 1 (z = 2.5) and 

number 2 (z = 2.4) than expected. 

Age: Staff 

As shown in Figure 25, Staff ages ranged from 19 years to 70 years and on average staff were 43.44 

years of age (SD = 11.29).  To analyse whether staff conceptualisations of wellbeing were associated 

with their age two of the wellbeing categories, ‘being successful at school’ (n = 4) and ‘being 

physically healthy’ (n = 5) were omitted due to very small number of participants. A one-way 

between groups Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) on the remaining seven wellbeing conceptualisations 

showed that staff age was significantly associated with their conceptualisation of wellbeing, 

although the effect size was small, F(6, 679) = 2.96, p = .007, Partial eta squared = .03. Post hoc 

Games-Howell pairwise comparisons were interpreted to accommodate unequal group sizes. There 

was only one significant comparison. Staff who ranked ‘being safe’ at number 1 (M = 41.29, SD = 

10.77) were significantly younger than those who selected ‘being connected to place’ (M = 46.35, SD 

= 12.05), p < .05.  
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Figure 25 Frequency of staff ages. 

 

Age affected the way primary students, secondary students and staff described wellbeing: 

• Younger primary students (aged 8 and 9) were more likely to think of wellbeing as being 

loved, helping others, and being trusted, while older students (aged 11 and 12) were more 

likely to think of wellbeing as  being happy,  being respected and looking after myself. 

• Younger secondary students (aged 11-13 years) thought of wellbeing as being loved, being 

trusted and helping others, while older secondary students (aged 15) were more likely to 

think of wellbeing as being respected. Secondary students aged 16-19 years were more 

likely to think of wellbeing as being healthy. 

• Younger staff were more likely to think of wellbeing as being safe, while older staff were 

more likely to think of wellbeing as being connected to place. 
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Year: Primary students 

Primary students’ year at school is shown in Table 33. 

Table 33 Frequency and Percentage of Primary Students by Year 

Year n % 

3 735 18.8 

4 768 19.7 

5 1068 27.3 

6 1095 28.0 

7  195 5.0 

Missing 45 1.2 

Note. Year 7 students were from Queensland only 

As can be seen in Table 33 above, Year 7 consisted of students from Queensland only. This reflects 

the Queensland State education system, whereby Year 7 is the last year of school in the primary 

school level. To achieve adequate cell frequencies for Chi Square analyses, Year 7 and Year 6 cells 

were collapsed. Results showed that Year at school was associated with primary students’ 

conceptualisation of wellbeing for both Rank 1, [χ
2
 (27) = 81.97, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .08], and 

Rank 2, [χ
2
 (27) = 77.17, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .08]. The effect size in both instances was small. 

More Year 3 students selected ‘being trusted’ (z = 2.5) as their first choice for conceptualising 

wellbeing, and they more frequently chose ‘helping others’ for Rank 1 (z = 2.0) and Rank 2 (z = 3.2) 

than expected under the null hypothesis that there would be no relationship between Year at school 

and wellbeing conceptualisation. They selected ‘being respected’ less frequently than expected for 

Rank 1 (z = -2.8) and Rank 2 (z = -3.2).    

Year 4 students more frequently thought of wellbeing as ‘being loved’ (z = 2.0, Rank 1) while Year 

6/7 students chose this option less frequently than expected for Rank 1 (z = -2.6) and Rank 2 (z = -

2.0). Year 5 students selected ‘being listened to’ more frequently than expected as their second 

choice (z = 2.2), while Year 6/7 were more likely to choose ‘being safe’ (rank 1, z = 2.1), ‘being 

respected’ (Rank 1, z = 2.1) and ‘being happy’ (Rank 2, z = 2.4). Fewer Year 6/7 students chose ‘being 

trusted’ (Rank 1, z = -2.9) and ‘helping others’ (rank 1, z = -2.2) than expected.  

Year: Secondary students 

Table 34 shows the frequency and percentage of secondary students in each school year. 

Table 34 Frequency and Percentage of Secondary Students’ by Year 

Year n % 

7 1087 20.3 

8 1364 25.4 

9 987 18.4 

10 794 14.8 

11 824 15.4 

12 242 4.5 

Missing 64 1.2 

Note. Year 7 students were from NSW and Victoria only 
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Secondary students’ conceptualisation of wellbeing was significantly dependent on their Year at 

school for both Rank 1, [χ
2
 (55) = 135.22, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .07], and Rank 2, [χ

2
 (55) = 133.55, p 

< .001, Cramer’s V = .07].The effect size is small for both Rank 1 and Rank 2. 

More Year 7 students thought of wellbeing as primarily about ‘being loved’ than expected (z = 2.5). 

More Year 7 students than expected also thought of wellbeing as ‘helping others’ (Rank 2 , z = 3.4) 

and ‘having a say’ (Rank 2, z = 2.5).  None of the standardised residuals for Year 8 and Year 9 were 

significant at p < .05. Year 10 students were more likely to nominate ‘being happy’ (z = 2.0) as their 

first choice than expected.  

The majority of significant standardised residuals were from Year 11.  More Year 11 students 

conceptualised wellbeing primarily as ‘being healthy’ (Rank 1, z = 4.8) than expected. For their 

second rankings, Year 11 also thought of wellbeing as ‘being happy’ (z = 2.2), ‘being healthy’ (z = 2.5) 

and ‘looking after yourself’ (z = 3.1).  Year 11 were less likely than expected to choose ‘being trusted’ 

(Rank 1, z = -2.4; Rank 2, z = -3.8), ‘being respected’ (z = -2.5), ‘helping others’ (Rank 2, z = -2.7), and 

‘having a say’ (Rank 1, z = -2.6, Rank 2, z = -2.7).  

More Year 12 students primarily thought of wellbeing as ‘looking after yourself’ (Rank 1, z = 2.4) and 

‘having a great environment’ (Rank 2, z = 3.2) than were expected, while fewer Year 12 students 

selected ‘being safe’ (Rank 1, z = -2.2), than expected.  

 

Year taught: Staff 

Staff were asked ‘What Year/s or Year/s do you currently work with? Select all that apply’. The 

number of staff who reported teaching Years 1 through 12 are shown in Table 35, below. 

  

Students’ Year affected how they described wellbeing: 

• For primary students, wellbeing was more likely to be conceptualised as being trusted and 

helping others by Year 3 students, as being loved by Year 4 students, as being listened to by 

Year 5 students, and as being safe, being respected and being happy, by Year 6/7 students. 

• For secondary students, only Year 7 and the senior Years (10, 11 and 12) showed emphases 

on certain wellbeing concepts. Wellbeing was more likely to be conceptualised as: being 

loved, helping others and having a say by Year 7 students; being happy by Year 10 and Year 

11 students; being healthy by Year 11 students; looking after yourself by Year 11 and Year 12 

students; and having a great environment by Year 12 students.   
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Table 35 Number of Staff Teaching each Year (N = 707) 

Year n 

Kinder-Prep 102 

1 106 

2 104 

3 95 

4 101 

5 101 

6 105 

7 230 

8 274 

9 280 

10 295 

11 286 

12 267 

 

Note. The number of staff teaching each Year does not sum to the total sample size of 707 because 

many teachers taught multiple Years.  

Chi square analyses to test the relationship between Year taught and staff conceptualisation of 

wellbeing were not interpreted due to small expected frequencies (<5) in each of the analyses. 

Collapsing cells was considered, however it did not make sense to combine wellbeing categories 

(e.g., to combine ‘being spiritually healthy’ with   ‘being physically healthy’ and ‘being successful at 

school’). Collapsing across Years did not fix the problem either. Instead, the relationship between 

primary vs. secondary status and staff conceptualisation of wellbeing analyses were conducted. 

Primary/secondary: Staff 

The question asked ‘Do you work in a: Primary school, Secondary school, or Both Primary and 

Secondary schools’.  Only 21 of 707 (3.0%) staff participants worked in both primary and secondary 

schools. There were 371 (52.5%) staff who worked in primary schools and 312 (44.1%) staff who 

worked in secondary schools. To enable running of Chi square analyses in a reliable manner and to 

meet the assumption of five or more participants expected in each cell, the 21 participants who 

worked in both primary and secondary schools were omitted from the following analyses. Results 

showed there were no significant relationships between staff conceptualisations of wellbeing and 

their primary and secondary status; Rank 1:  χ
2 

(8) = 2.64, p = .995, and Rank 2: χ
2 

(8) = 14.64, p = 

.067. 

 

 

ATSI 

The question in the survey was phrased: ‘Do you identify as Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander?’ and 

it had three options; ‘Yes’, ‘No’ and ‘Not Sure’. Only 2 staff (0.3%) identified as ATSI, and 1 staff 

member was not sure (0.1%).  Two hundred and twenty three (5.7%) of primary students identified 

Staff conceptualisation of wellbeing was not dependent on whether staff worked in primary 

versus secondary schools.  



 Wellbeing in Schools FINAL REPORT: VOLUME THREE 

 

43 

 

as ATSI and 497 (12.7%) primary students responded ‘not sure’. For secondary students, 237 (4.4%) 

identified as ATSI, and 281 (5.2%) responded ‘not sure’.  

Conceptualisation of wellbeing was not significantly related to ATSI status for primary students [n = 

3495, Rank 1: χ
2
 (18) = 19.59, p = .336; Rank 2: χ

2
 (18) = 26.93, p = .08] or for staff [n = 704, Rank 1: 

χ
2
 (18) =6.21, p = .995; Rank 2: χ

2
 (18) = 20.82, p = .289].  However, Secondary students’ ATSI status 

was significantly related to their conceptualisation of wellbeing [n = 5274, Rank 1: χ
2
 (22) = 37.14, p 

= .023; Rank 2: χ
2
 (22) = 52.74, p < .001].   

Standardised residuals showed that ATSI students ranked ‘having privacy’ as number 1 more 

frequently than expected (z = 3.3) and they ranked ‘being loved’ as number 2 more often than 

expected (z = 2.5).  Secondary students who were ‘not sure’ of their ATSI status ranked ‘being loved’ 

as number 1  and number 2 more often than expected (z = 2.6 and z = 2.4 respectively), they also 

ranked ‘helping others’ as number 2 more often than expected (z = 3.3). These students also ranked 

‘having a great environment’ and ‘being healthy’ less frequently than expected (z = -2.1 and z = -2.3, 

respectively). 

 

Language 

The question was phrased “What language do you speak at home?” with three response options: 

English, Other, Both English and another language. English was the predominant response, with 679 

(96%) staff, 3530 (90.4%) primary students and 4790 (89.3%) of secondary students reporting they 

spoke only English at home. Four (0.6%) staff, 31 (0.8%) primary students, and 57 (1.1%) of 

secondary students spoke another language other than English at home.  Twenty two (3.1%) staff, 

332 (8.5%) primary students, and 513 (9.6%) secondary students spoke both English and another 

language at home. To create adequate cell sizes for Chi square analyses, the two options relating to 

speaking another language were collapsed.  

Conceptualisation of wellbeing was related to language spoken at home for primary students, Rank 

1: χ
2 

(9) = 30.72, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .09, and Rank 2: χ
2 

(9) = 17.51, p = .041, Cramer’s V = .07. 

Primary students who spoke another language other than English, or another language and English 

at home ranked ‘being happy’ (z = -2.8) and ‘being loved’ (z = -2.0) as number 1 less frequently than 

expected. However, they ranked ‘helping others’ (z = 3.2) and ‘being trusted’ (z = 2.6) as number 2 

more frequently than expected. None of the standardised residuals for students who spoke English 

only were significant. 

Secondary students’ conceptualisation of wellbeing was also significantly related to language spoken 

at home, Rank 1: χ
2 

(11) = 70.64, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .12, and Rank 2: χ
2 

(11) = 43.04, p < .001, 

Cramer’s V = .09. Standardised residuals showed that ‘being happy’ (z = -3.7) was less frequently 

ranked number 1 by students who spoke another language other than English or both  English and 

another language, but they ranked ‘being trusted’ (z = 2.1), ‘helping others’ (z = 5.3) and ‘having a 

great environment’ (z = 2.0) more frequently as their first option than expected. For ranking 2, these 

The way in which wellbeing was described was independent of ATSI status for primary students 

or staff, but Indigenous secondary students were more likely to describe wellbeing as ‘having 

privacy’ and ‘being loved’, while those who were not sure of their ATSI status were more likely to 

choose  ‘being loved’ and ‘helping others’.   
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students selected ‘being healthy’ (z = -2.0) less frequently than expected, but chose ‘being listened 

to’ (z = 2.3) and ‘having a say’ (z = 3.6) more frequently than expected. 

The relationship between conceptualisation of wellbeing and language spoken at home was unable 

to be tested for staff due to inadequate cell sizes in the non-English speaking groups.   

 

Staff: Years of service 

Years of staff service in schools ranged from 1 year to 51 years (n = 687, M = 16.94, SD = 11.52).  

Staff conceptualisation of wellbeing was not significantly related to their years of service for Rank 1, 

F(8,677) = 1.76, p = .083,  or Rank 2, F(8, 677) = 1.46, p = .17. There were also no differences in 

wellbeing conceptualisations in regard to their years of service when primary and secondary staff 

were analysed separately, p > .05.  

 

Staff: Roles 

Table 36 shows the frequency and percentage of staff roles for staff who worked in primary, 

secondary and both schools.  

Primary students and secondary students who spoke another language other than English at 

home described wellbeing as ‘helping others’ and ‘being trusted’ more frequently than expected. 

Secondary students who spoke another language other than English at home also ranked ‘having 

a great environment’, ‘being listened to’ and ‘having a say’ more frequently than expected. 

Staff conceptualisations of wellbeing were unrelated to their years of service. 
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Table 36 Frequencies (n) and Percentages (%) of Staff Roles in Schools 

Staff roles  Primary Secondary Both 

 n % n % n % 

Teacher 274 73.9 216 69.2 8 38.1 

Principal 18 4.9 4 1.3 0 0 

Assistant principal 18 4.9 13 4.2 2 9.5 

Home group teacher -- -- 51 16.3 0 0 

Wellbeing coordinator 9 2.4 8 2.6 0 0 

Year coordinator -- -- 21 6.7 2 9.5 

Religious education 

coordinator 

30 8.1 6 1.9 1 4.8 

Coordinator (other) 36 9.7 47 15.1 3 14.3 

Pastoral care teacher 4 1.1 29 9.3 0 0 

School counsellor 2 0.5 3 1.0 1 4.8 

Careers advisor -- -- 3 1.0 0 0 

Teacher librarian 9 2.4 6 1.9 1 4.8 

Teacher assistant 30 8.1 28 9.0 3 14.3 

Special needs 24 6.5 26 8.3 2 9.5 

Secretary/clerical 

assistant 

10 2.7 11 3.5 5 23.8 

Other ancillary staff 5 1.3 14 4.5 1 4.8 

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100% due to staff having multiple roles 

Staff: Vertical structure of home group  

Staff who identified as a home group teacher or pastoral care teacher answered an extra question 

that asked whether their home group had a vertical structure. A ‘vertical structure’ refers to home 

groups with students across the range of secondary school Years/ages, rather than being structured 

based on Year levels. Responses are shown below in Table 37. 

Table 37 Frequency of Home Group Staff whose Home Group had Vertical Structure 

Response Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 

Yes 16 31.4 31.4 

No  27 52.9 84.3 

Not sure 8 15.7 100 

Total 51 100 100 

 

Chi square tests that analysed the relationship between the presence of vertically structured home 

room with other variables are shown below (see Table 38). Note that only results that achieved p 

values close to .10 or lower are shown in the table to limit its size. All other variables had p values 

over .10. When a stringent alpha level of .005 was used, there was only one significant difference 

between staff who have a vertical structured home room and those who do not. Staff with a vertical 

home room structure reported feeling significantly more respected by other staff than staff who did 

not have a vertical home room. Interestingly, there was a non-significant trend for staff with vertical 

home room structures to think that teachers speaking harshly to students was less important for 
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student wellbeing than staff who did not have a vertical home room structure (note the significance 

level for this was p < .008).   

Table 38 Chi Square Tests for the Association between Structure of Home Room and Other Staff 

Responses 
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Table 39 Mean Ranks for Staff Responses: With and Without Vertical Home Group Structure 
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Table 40 Descriptive Statistics for Staff with and without Vertical Home Group Structure 

 With vertical stucture Without vertical structure 

M SD Mdn n M SD Mdn n 

Teachers speaking harshly to students 4.25 1.95 3.5 16 5.92 1.15 6.0 25 

Students feeling safe at school 7.00 0.00 7.0 16 6.65 0.62 7.0 26 

How often do you feel respected at 

school by other staff? 

6.36 0.63 6.0 14 5.48 0.95 6.0 23 

Having a  say about: punishments for 

breaking school rules 

4.40 1.64 4.0 15 5.19 1.39 5.0 26 

What they learn at school 4.50 1.59 5.0 16 5.31 1.49 5.0 26 

Who they sit near 3.60 1.45 4.0 15 4.50 1.68 5.0 26 

Every student being respected no 

matter how old they are 

6.69 1.01 7.0 16 6.42 0.81 7.0 26 

Valuing my students 6.56 1.26 7.0 16 6.12 1.05 6.0 25 

Students seeing teachers value other 

students who need extra support 

6.19 1.87 7.0 16 5.68 1.18 6.0 25 

Total ‘having a say’ 20.67 4.94 20.0 15 24.5 5.56 25.0 26 
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Staff: Curriculum specialisations 

Table 41 shows the frequencies and percentages of secondary teachers’ curriculum specialisations.  

Table 41 Frequencies (n) and Percentages (%) of Secondary Staff Curriculum Specialisations 

Curriculum 

specialisation 

Secondary Both Primary and 

Secondary  

 n % n % 

Religious education 83 26.6 6 28.6 

English 76 24.4 5 23.8 

ESL 5 1.6 0 0 

Languages 10 3.2 1 4.8 

Mathematics 69 22.1 5 23.8 

Science 65 20.8 2 9.5 

Technology 36 11.5 3 14.3 

Health and PE 41 13.1 3 14.3 

Personal development 27 8.7 4 19.0 

Creative arts 26 8.3 1 4.8 

HSIE/SOSE 52 16.7 3 14.3 

VET 25 8.0 0 0 

Not applicable (non-

teaching staff) 

49 15.7 11 52.4 

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100% due to staff having multiple curriculum specialisations 

Some expected cell frequencies were too small (< 5) to analyse whether roles at school and 

curriculum specialisations were related to conceptualisations of wellbeing.   

Staff: Preferred teaching area 

After answering the curriculum specialisation question, secondary staff were asked whether their 

current curriculum specialisation was their preferred teaching area. Possible responses were: ‘Yes’, 

‘No’ and ‘Not Sure’. Two hundred and forty six staff members responded to this question, with 246 

answering ‘Yes’, 27 answering ‘No’ and 13 answering ‘Not Sure’.  Because of the small number of 

respondents in the latter two categories, these cells were collapsed into one category. However, Chi 

Square analyses for the relationship between this variable and staff wellbeing conceptualisations 

(Rank 1 and Rank 2) could not be reliably interpreted due to small expected values (< 5) in multiple 

cells. 

Staff: Size of school 

School size as reported by 690 staff members ranged from 45 students to 1900 students, with a 

mean school size of 690.31 students (SD = 467.65). One-way between groups ANOVA  showed no 

significant differences in staff conceptualisations of wellbeing and school size for Rank 1, F(9.680) = 

0.66, p = .731, and for Rank 2, F(9,680) = 1.07, p = .381. There were also no significant differences in 

staff conceptualisations of wellbeing and school size for primary and secondary staff separately (all p 

> .05). 
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2.2.5 Staff: Wellbeing as ‘Being Spiritually Healthy’ 

Seventeen (2.4%) staff conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being spiritually healthy’ for their first ranking, 

and 23 (3.3%) ranked it second.  

Do these staff differ from others on the Christian values and meditation items? (Region C only) 

Mann-Whitney U tests showed that staff who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being spiritually healthy’ 

agreed more strongly than other staff that “The Christian values in a Catholic school help my 

wellbeing” (z = -2.11, p = .035), ‘Doing meditation at school helps student wellbeing’ (z = -2.46, p = 

.014), ‘Doing meditation at school helps my wellbeing’ (z = -2.01, p = .045), and “I feel confident 

facilitating the meditation program with students at my school” (z = -2.79, p = .005).  This category of 

staff did not differ from other staff on other items. Table 42 below shows the descriptive statistics 

and sample sizes for each of these analyses.  

Table 42 Descriptive Statistics for Staff who Conceptualised Wellbeing as ‘Being Spiritually Healthy’ 

vs. Other Conceptualisations of Wellbeing on Christian Values and Meditation Items 

 

 

2.2.6 Staff: Wellbeing as ‘Being Psychologically/Mentally Healthy’ 

Staff who conceptualise wellbeing as ‘being psychologically/mentally healthy’ for either rank 1 or 

rank 2 were compared to all other staff using Mann-Whitney U comparisons, with the dependent 

variables as follows: 

1. How well their school supports teachers’ and students’ wellbeing? 

2. The centrality of student wellbeing to the work of teachers 

There was no relationship between staff conceptualisations of wellbeing and school size. 

Only 40 (5.7%) staff in total chose ‘being spiritually healthy’ as describing wellbeing. Compared 

to other staff, these staff agreed more strongly that Christian values in Catholic schools help 

their own wellbeing, meditation at school helps both their wellbeing and student wellbeing, 

and they were more confident in facilitating meditation programs in schools. 
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3. How well existing policy is sufficient to guide and support the way they facilitate 

student wellbeing 

4. The helpfulness of the provision of more guidance with student wellbeing 

5. The helpfulness of additional programs related to student wellbeing in schools 

 

Descriptive statistics are shown in Table 43. 

Results showed that staff who conceptualise wellbeing as ‘being psychologically/mentally healthy’ 

(M = 4.94, SD = 1.29, Md = 5.00, n = 202) agreed significantly less with the statement ‘Existing policy 

is sufficient to guide and support the way I facilitate student wellbeing’ than staff who 

conceptualised wellbeing in other ways (M = 5.22, SD = 1.29, Md = 5.00, n = 389), z = -2.44, p = .015. 

All other comparisons were not significant.  

Exploratory comparisons of the ‘being psychologically/mentally healthy’ conceptualisation versus all 

other concepts were conducted on many continuously scaled items in the survey. Results showed 

that staff who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being psychologically/mentally healthy’  scored 

significantly higher for the statements ‘students being abusive towards each other’, z = -2.03, p = 

.042  and ‘teachers humiliating students’, z = -2.05, p = .04, than staff who conceptualised wellbeing 

in other ways.  In comparison, they scored significantly lower than other staff on the items 

‘relationships between students and other students (not close friends)’, z = -1.98, p = .044, and 

‘relationships between principals and students’, z = -2.35, p = .019.  

Table 43 Being Psychologically/Mentally Healthy vs. Other Conceptualisations of Wellbeing:  

Descriptive Statistics for Significant Variables  

Item Being psychologically/mentally 

healthy 

Other staff 

 M SD Mdn n M SD Mdn n 

Students being abusive towards 

each other 

6.02 1.78 7.00 223 5.65 2.08 7.00 451 

Teachers humiliating students 5.98 1.95 7.00 224 5.61 2.28 7.00 454 

Relationships between students 

and other students (not close 

friends) 

5.31 1.26 5.00 227 5.53 1.17 5.50 456 

Relationships between 

principals and students 

5.12 1.63 5.00 226 5.45 1.49 6.00 454 

 

 

Compared to other staff, staff who conceptualise wellbeing as being psychologically or mentally 

healthy are less satisfied with existing policy to guide and support the way they facilitate 

student wellbeing; they are more aware of the impact of students being abusive towards each 

other and teachers humiliating students on student wellbeing; and they rate relationships 

between students and other students who are not close friends, and between students and 

principals, as significantly less important for students wellbeing than other staff.   
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2.3 Relationships 

Primary students and secondary students were asked:  ‘How important are the following 

relationships for your wellbeing at school?’. Staff were asked: ‘How important are the following 

relationships for student wellbeing at school?’. 

• Primary: Responses were on a 7-point Likert scale, where 1 represented “not 

important” and 7 represented “very important” 

• Secondary: Responses were on a 7-point Likert scale, where 1 represented “not at all 

important” and 7 represented “extremely important” 

• Staff: Responses on a 7-point Likert scale, where 1 represented “not very important” 

and 7 represented “very important” 

Figures 26, 27 and 28 below illustrate the mean importance for wellbeing scores for each type of 

relationship for primary students, secondary students and staff, respectively. Note that direct 

comparison across cohorts is not recommended due to the different scales used for each cohort.  

 

Figure 26 Primary students: The importance of relationships for wellbeing.  
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Figure 27 Secondary students: The importance of relationships for wellbeing. 

 

 

Figure 28 Staff: The importance of relationships for wellbeing.  

Visual inspection of histograms showed all relationships variables were negatively skewed. As such, 

non-parametric analyses were conducted.  

2.3.1 Primary students 

Descriptive statistics are reported in Table 44 below, and show that primary students rated their 

relationships with their (1) parents/carers and (2) close friends as having greatest importance for 

their wellbeing at school, followed by their relationship with their (3) teacher, (4) principal and last, 

(5) non-teaching staff.   
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In order to test if the extent of importance assigned to each type of relationship differed significantly 

for primary students, a Friedman’s test was conducted. Results were significant, χ
2
(4) = 5072.20, p < 

.001.  Follow-up Wilcoxan Signed ranks tests were used to test all pairwise comparisons. A 

Bonferroni adjusted alpha of .005 was used to accommodate ten tests. Results showed that all 

comparisons were significant at p < .001, except for the relationships between non-teaching staff 

and students with between principals and students, p = .095.   

Table 44 Descriptive Statistics for Primary Students’ Responses to Relationship Items  

Relationships between… M Mdn SD n 

Students and teachers 5.61 6 1.50 3728 

Students and close friends 6.39 7 1.08 3741 

Students and principals 5.00 5 1.78 3715 

Students and non-teaching staff 4.98 5 1.67 3732 

Students and parents/carers 6.67 7 0.92 3727 

 

 

2.3.2 Secondary students 

Visual inspection of histograms showed five of the eight relationship variables were negatively 

skewed for secondary students. Only student relationships with non-teaching staff, counsellors and 

principals were not skewed.  As such, non-parametric tests were conducted. 

Descriptive statistics are reported in Table 45 below, and show that secondary students rated their 

relationships with their (1) parents/carers and (2) close friends as having greatest importance for 

their wellbeing at school, followed by their relationship with (3) other students who are not close 

friends, (4) their home group/pastoral care teacher, (5) their teachers, (6) non-teaching staff, (7) 

their principal, and last (8) counsellors.  

In order to test if the extent of importance assigned to each type of relationship differed significantly 

for secondary students, a Friedman’s test was conducted. Results were significant, χ
2
(7) = 15949.07, 

p < .001.  Follow-up Wilcoxan Signed ranks tests were used to test all pairwise comparisons. A 

Bonferroni adjusted alpha of .002 was used to accommodate 28 tests. Results showed that all 

comparisons were significant at p < .001, except for the three relationships that had a median of 5 

(see Table 34 below):  

(1) the relationships between students - home group/pastoral care teachers with other 

students (not close friends), p = .473   

(2) the relationships between students and other students (not close friends)  with 

teachers, p = .052 

(3) The relationships between students and home group teachers/pastoral care 

teachers with teachers, p = .196.   

  

Primary students rated all relationships as important for their wellbeing in the following order: 

parents/carers, close friends, their teacher, principal, and non-teaching staff.   
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Table 45 Descriptive Statistics for Secondary Students’ Responses to Relationship Items  

Relationships between… M Mdn SD n 

Students and teachers 4.84 5 1.53 5091 

Students and close friends 6.37 7 1.03 5093 

Students and principals 3.81 4 1.81 5024 

Students and non-teaching staff 3.98 4 1.73 5060 

Students and parents/carers 6.47 7 1.13 5077 

Students and counsellors 3.45 3 1.99 4821 

Students and other students (not close friends) 4.89 5 1.39 5086 

Students and home group teachers/pastoral care 

teachers 

4.85 5 1.69 5060 

 

 

2.3.3 Staff 

Visual inspection of histograms showed all of the 11 relationship variables were negatively skewed. 

Due to this lack of normality, non-parametric tests were employed to test if the extent of 

importance assigned to each type of relationship for student wellbeing differed significantly for staff. 

Descriptive statistics are reported in Table 46 below, and show that staff rated relationships in the 

following order as important for student wellbeing: (1) teachers and students, (2) students and 

parents/carers, (3) students and close friends, (4) students and their home group/pastoral care 

teacher, (5) teachers and other teachers, (6) parents and teachers, (7) counsellors and students, (8) 

principals and teachers, (9) students and other students who are not close friends, (10) principals 

and students, and (11)  students and non-teaching staff. Note that the students did not rank their 

relationships with their teachers as number 1, but staff did (see below).  

In order to test if the extent of importance assigned to each type of relationship differed significantly 

for staff, a Friedman’s test was conducted. Results were significant, χ
2
(10) = 1455.33, p < .001.  

Follow-up Wilcoxan Signed ranks tests were used to test all pairwise comparisons. An adjusted alpha 

of p < .001 was used to accommodate 55 tests. Results showed that all comparisons were 

significantly different at p < .001, except for the following ten relationships:  

(1) Students-parents with teachers-students, p = .007   

(2) Principals-students with students-other students (not close), p = .086 

(3) Students and non-teaching staff with students-other students (not close), p = .066.   

(4) Principals-teachers with students-other students (not close), p =.013 

(5) Students and non-teaching staff with principals-students, p = .720 

(6) Principals-teachers with students-counsellors, p = .078 

(7) Parents-teachers with students-counsellors, p = .814 

(8) Teachers-other teachers with students-counsellors, p = .926 

(9) Parents-teachers with principals-teachers, p = .066 

(10)  Teachers- teachers with principals-teachers, p = .010. 

Secondary students rated all relationships, except those with school counsellors, principals and 

non-teaching staff as important for their wellbeing. They rated their relationships in the following 

order: (1) parents/carers, (2) close friends, (3) other students who are not close friends, (4) their 

home group/pastoral care teacher, (5) their teachers, (6) non-teaching staff, (7) their principal, 

and (8) counsellors.  
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Table 46 Descriptive Statistics for Staff Responses to Relationship Items  

Relationships between… M Mdn SD n 

Students and teachers 6.74 7 0.62 683 

Students and close friends 6.45 7 0.89 682 

Students and principals 5.34 5 1.54 680 

Students and non-teaching staff 5.33 5 1.45 681 

Students and parents/carers 6.65 7 0.81 682 

Students and counsellors 5.74 6 1.41 680 

Students and other students (not close friends) 5.46 5 1.21 683 

Students and home group teachers/pastoral care 

teachers 

6.07 7 1.22 673 

Teachers and other teachers 5.75 6 1.34 678 

Parents and teachers 5.74 6 1.27 680 

Principals and teachers 5.60 6 1.56 684 

 

 

2.3.4 Demographic differences in endorsement of relationship items 

Gender: Primary Students 

Kruskall-Wallis tests were used to test for differences in the importance of relationships for student 

wellbeing across demographic categories. A Bonferroni adjusted alpha of p < .01 for five tests was 

used, and for all follow-up tests. Differences were found for all demographic variables and these are 

reported below.  

Gender 

Descriptive statistics for males’ and females’ endorsement of the importance of relationships for 

their wellbeing are shown in Table 47. Males rated relationships between students and teachers, [χ
2
 

(1) = 75.20, p < .001], principals and students, [χ
2
 (1) = 13.17, p < .001], and non-teaching staff and 

students [χ
2
(1) = 16.87, p < .001] as significantly more important for their wellbeing than females. 

There were no significant differences between genders for the other two relationship items. 

  

Staff rated all relationships as important for student wellbeing. They rated relationships in the 

following order as important for student wellbeing: (1) teachers and students, (2) students and 

parents/carers, (3) students and close friends, (4) students and their home group/pastoral care 

teacher, (5) teachers and other teachers, (6) parents and teachers, (7) counsellors and students, 

(8) principals and teachers, (9) students and other students who are not close friends, (10) 

principals and students, and (11)  students and non-teaching staff. 
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Table 47 Descriptive Statistics for the Importance of Relationships for Wellbeing across Gender 

Categories  

 Relationships 

between 

Males Females 

 M SD Mdn n M SD Mdn n 

Students and 

teachers 

5.82 1.38 6 1876 5.36 1.61 6 1837 

Students and close 

friends 

6.42 1.06 7 1877 6.37 1.09 7 1848 

Students and 

principals 

5.10 1.74 5 1876 4.88 1.82 5 1829 

Students and non-

teaching staff 

5.09 1.64 5 1876 4.84 1.71 5 1840 

Students and 

parents/carers 

6.70 0.91 7 1875 6.64 0.96 7 1836 

 

 

ATSI: Primary Students 

Table 48 shows descriptive statistics for ATSI, non-ATSI and students who were unsure of their ATSI 

status on the importance of relationships for their wellbeing.  

There were significant differences between primary students based on their ATSI status for 

relationships between students and teachers [χ
2
 (2) = 13.33, p < .001], relationships between 

principals and students [χ
2
 (2) = 28.30, p < .001], and relationships between non-teaching staff and 

students [χ
2
(2) = 18.71, p < .001]. There were no significant differences across ATSI status groups for 

the other two relationship items (relationships between students and their parents/carers, and 

relationships between students and their close friends). 

Follow-up Mann Whitney U tests showed that primary students who identified as ATSI rated 

relationships between students and teachers (z = -2.68, p = .007), relationships between principals 

and students (z = -5.28, p < .001) and relationships between non-teaching staff and students (z = -

4.28. p < .001) significantly more important for their wellbeing than those who were not ATSI.  

Similarly, primary students who identified as ATSI rated relationships between students and teachers 

(z = -3.51, p < .001), relationships between principals and students (z = -4.63, p < .001) and 

relationships between non-teaching staff and students (z = -3.76. p < .001) significantly more 

important for their wellbeing than those who were not sure about their ATSI status.  

There were no significant differences between primary students who were non-ATSI and those who 

were not sure of their ASTSI status on any of the relationship items. 

  

Primary school boys rated relationships between students and teachers, students and 

principals, and students and non-teaching staff as more important for their wellbeing than 

girls. 
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Table 48 Descriptive Statistics for the Importance of Relationships for Wellbeing across ATSI 

Categories  

Relationships 

between 

ATSI Non-ATSI Not Sure  

 M SD Mdn n M SD Mdn n M SD Mdn n 

Students and 

teachers 

5.80 1.61 7 216 5.62 1.49 6 2665 5.46 1.54 6 473 

Students and close 

friends 

6.36 1.20 7 216 6.41 1.04 7 2672 6.30 1.22 7 476 

Students and 

principals 

5.60 1.66 6 216 4.98 1.77 5 2665 4.95 1.81 5 463 

Students and non-

teaching staff 

5.44 1.68 6 216 4.99 1.65 5 2670 4.92 1.77 5 473 

Students and 

parents/carers 

6.63 1.06 7 216 6.68 0.91 7 2667 6.61 1.00 7 471 

 

 

Language: Primary Students 

Table 49 shows the descriptive statistics for primary students’ responses to the importance of 

relationships for their wellbeing, by language group.  

There were significant differences between primary students based on their English language status 

for relationships between students and teachers [χ
2
 (2) = 15.41, p < .001], relationships between 

principals and students [χ
2
 (2) = 10.93, p = .004], and relationships between non-teaching staff and 

students [χ
2
(2) = 11.72, p = .003]. There were no significant differences across language status 

groups for the other two relationship items. 

Follow-up Mann Whitney U tests showed that primary students who only spoke another language 

other than English at home rated relationships between students and teachers (z = -3.73, p < .001), 

relationships between principals and students (z = -3.30, p = .001) and relationships between non-

teaching staff and students (z = -3.33, p = .001) significantly more important for their wellbeing than 

those who spoke only English at home.  

Similarly, primary students who only spoke another language other than English at home rated 

relationships between students and teachers (z = -3.15, p = .002), relationships between principals 

and students (z = -3.14, p = .002) and relationships between non-teaching staff and students (z = -

2.80, p = .005) significantly more important for their wellbeing than those who spoke both English 

and another language at home.  

There were no significant differences between primary students who spoke English only at home 

and those who spoke both English and another language at home on any of the relationship items. 

  

Primary students who identified as ATSI rated relationships between students and school staff 

(teachers, principals and non-teaching staff) as more important for their wellbeing than those who 

did not identify as ATSI, and those who were not sure about their ATSI status.  
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Table 49 Descriptive Statistics for the Importance of Relationships for Wellbeing across Language 

Groups  

Relationships 

between 

English only English and another 

language  

Other language only  

 M SD Mdn n M SD Mdn n M SD Mdn n 

Students and 

teachers 

5.58 1.51 6 3367 5.66 1.54 6 319 6.47 1.11 7 30 

Students and close 

friends 

6.39 1.07 7 3380 6.37 1.16 7 319 6.47 1.33 7 30 

Students and 

principals 

4.98 1.78 5 3354 4.96 1.79 5 319 5.87 1.93 7 30 

Students and non-

teaching staff 

4.97 1.67 5 3372 5.00 1.83 5 318 5.87 1.74 7 30 

Students and 

parents/carers 

6.67 0.93 7 3366 6.64 1.04 7 319 6.77 0.63 7 30 

 

 

Year: Primary Students 

Table 50 shows descriptive statistics for the importance of relationships for wellbeing across each 

primary school Year.  

There were significant differences between primary students based on their Year for relationships 

between students and teachers [χ
2
 (3) = 125.50, p < .001], relationships between principals and 

students [χ
2
 (3) = 117.93, p < .001], and relationships between non-teaching staff and students [χ

2
(3) 

= 89.54, p < .001]. There were no significant differences across Years for the other two relationship 

items. 

Follow-up Mann Whitney U tests showed that all Years differed on the above three significant 

relationships (p < .01) except for Year 5 and Year 6 on relationships between teachers and students, 

and relationships between students and non-teaching staff.  

 

 

Primary students who only spoke another language other than English at home rated 

relationships between students and teachers, students and principals and students and non-

teaching staff as more important for their wellbeing than those who spoke only English at home 

and those who spoke both English and another language at home. 

Overall, primary students in earlier grades placed more importance on relationships between 

students and teachers, relationships between the principal and students, and relationships 

between non-teaching staff and students, for their wellbeing than later grades. 
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Table 50 Descriptive Statistics: Primary Students’ Ratings of the Importance of Relationships for Wellbeing across Years   

Relationships 

between 

Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 

 M SD Mdn n M SD Mdn n M SD Mdn n M SD Mdn n 

Students and 

teachers 

5.97 1.44 7 696 5.78 1.49 6 740 5.47 1.50 6 1015 5.35 1.54 6 1236 

Students and 

close friends 

6.34 1.17 7 696 6.38 1.12 7 744 6.45 1.00 7 1020 6.37 1.54 7 1240 

Students and 

principals 

5.52 1.69 6 696 5.14 1.77 5 740 4.79 1.81 5 1015 4.75 1.79 5 1223 

Students and 

non-teaching 

staff 

5.35 1.70 6 697 5.13 1.68 5 745 4.94 1.61 5 1015 4.68 1.68 5 1234 

Students and 

parents/carers 

6.70 0.94 7 695 6.67 0.96 7 740 6.66 0.92 7 1018 6.65 0.93 7 1234 
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Gender: Secondary Students 

Table 51 shows the descriptive statistics for the importance of relationships for male and female 

secondary students.   

Mann Whitney U tests were conducted using a Bonferroni adjusted alpha of .007 for 8 tests. Results 

showed that female secondary students scored significantly lower than male secondary students on 

how important for wellbeing they rated relationships between students and teachers (z = -2.77, p = 

.006), students and close friends (z = 10.21, p < .001), students and counsellors (z = -2.77, p = .006), 

students and parents/carers (z = -5.63, p < .001). Girls scored significantly higher on relationships 

between students and non-teaching staff (z = -3.59, p < .001). 

Table 51 Descriptive Statistics for the Importance of Relationships for Male and Female Secondary 

Students 

Relationships between students 

and …. 

Male Female 

 M SD Mdn n M SD Mdn n 

Teachers 4.91 1.48 5 2434 4.77 1.56 5 2649 

Close friends 6.49 0.96 7 2436 6.25 1.08 7 2649 

Not close friends 4.94 1.35 5 2435 4.84 1.42 5 2643 

Principals 3.75 1.76 4 2409 3.87 1.87 4 2607 

Counsellors 3.53 1.97 4 2341 3.37 2.00 3 2472 

Home group/pastoral care 

teachers 

4.83 1.67 5 2423 4.87 1.71 5 2629 

Non-teaching staff 3.90 1.69 4 2427 4.07 1.76 4 2625 

Parents/carers 6.51 1.14 7 2433 6.43 1.11 7 2636 

  

 

ATSI: Secondary Students 

Table 52 shows the descriptive statistics for the importance of relationships across secondary school 

students’ ATSI status.   

Kruskall Wallis tests showed secondary students differed on how strongly they rated the importance 

of relationships for their wellbeing based on their ATSI status for relationships between students and 

teachers [χ
2 

(2) = 40.68, p < .001] and relationships between students and not close friends [χ
2
 (2) = 

40.68, p < .001]. Pairwise comparisons using Mann Whitney U tests showed the only differences 

were between secondary students who were not sure of their ATSI status and those not of ATSI 

origin. Students who were not sure of their ATSI status rated relationships with teachers (z = -6.15, p 

< .001) and relationships with not close friends (z = -3.29, p = .001) as significantly less important for 

their wellbeing than those who were not ATSI. There were no differences between ATSI students 

and non-ATSI students, nor between ATSI students and those who were not sure of their ATSI status. 

Female secondary students rated relationships between students and teachers, students and close 

friends, students and counsellors, and students and parents/carers of less importance for their 

wellbeing than male students, but females rated relationships between students and non-teaching 

staff of more importance of their wellbeing than male students.  
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Table 52 Descriptive Statistics for the Importance of Relationships across Secondary Students' ATSI 

Status 

Relationships 

between 

students and …. 

ATSI Non-ATSI Not sure of ATSI status 

 M SD Mdn n M SD Mdn n M SD Mdn n 

Teachers 4.6 1.8 5 218 4.9 1.5 5 4590 4.3 1.6 4 267 

Close friends 6.2 1.4 7 220 6.4 1.0 7 4591 6.1 1.4 7 266 

Not close friends 4.8 1.7 5 219 4.9 1.4 5 4585 4.6 1.6 5 266 

Principals 4.0 2.0 4 215 3.8 1.8 4 4534 3.6 1.9 4 259 

Counsellors 3.6 2.3 3 199 3.4 2.0 3 4364 3.5 2.1 4 242 

Home group/ 

pastoral care 

teachers 

4.7 1.8 5 217 4.9 1.7 5 4562 4.7 1.9 5 265 

Non-teaching 

staff 

4.2 1.9 4 216 3.9 1.7 4 4562 3.9 1.8 4 266 

Parents/carers 6.3 1.5 7 219 6.5 1.1 7 4577 6.2 1.5 7 265 

 

 

Language: Secondary Students 

Table 53 shows the descriptive statistics for the importance of relationships across secondary school 

students’ language status.   

Kruskall Wallis tests showed secondary students differed on how strongly they rated the importance 

of relationships for their wellbeing based on their language status: for relationships between 

students and close friends [χ
2
 (2) = 11.78, p = .003] and relationships between students and home 

group/pastoral care teachers [χ
2
 (2) = 13.05, p < .001], and relationships between students and 

parents/carers [χ
2
 (2) = 10.88, p = .004]. Pairwise comparisons using Mann Whitney U tests showed 

that students who spoke English only rated relationships between close friends significantly higher 

than those who spoke another language but not English at home (z = -3.30, p = .001). Students who 

spoke Both English and another language at home rated relationships with their home 

group/pastoral care teacher as significantly more important than students who only spoke English (z 

= -3.27, p = .01) and they rated relationships with parents/carers as significantly more important for 

their wellbeing than those who spoke another language at home (but who did not speak English) (z = 

-2.99, p = .030).  

  

Secondary students who were not sure of their ATSI status rated relationships with teachers and 

with other students who were not close friends as less important for their wellbeing than those 

who were not ATSI. 
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Table 53 Descriptive Statistics for the Importance of Relationships across Secondary School Students' 

Language Status 

Relationships 

between 

students and …. 

English only Other language Both English and another 

language 

 M SD Mdn n M SD Mdn n M SD Mdn n 

Teachers 4.8 1.5 5 4581 4.4 2.2 5 47 4.9 1.6 5 462 

Close friends 6.3 1.0 7 4580 5.5 2.0 6 49 6.3 1.1 7 463 

Not close 

friends 

4.9 1.4 5 4575 4.7 2.0 5 48 4.9 1.5 5 463 

Principals 3.8 1.8 4 4520 3.5 2.3 3 47 3.8 1.8 4 456 

Counsellors 3.4 2.0 3 4340 3.5 2.4 3 45 3.5 2.1 4 435 

Home 

group/pastoral 

care teachers 

4.8 1.7 5 4554 4.3 2.3 4 46 5.1 1.7 5 459 

Non-teaching 

staff 

4.0 1.7 4 4551 3.3 2.0 4 48 4.0 1.8 4 460 

Parents/carers 6.5 1.1 7 4567 5.5 2.2 7 49 6.4 1.2 7 460 

 

 

Year: Secondary Students 

Table 54 shows descriptive statistics for the importance of relationships for students’ wellbeing 

across secondary students’ years. 

Kruskall Wallis tests showed that the importance of all relationships except those between students 

and their close friends differed across Years; student-teachers [χ
2
(3) = 51.90, p < .001], students-not 

close friends [χ
2
 (3) = 21.70, p < .001], students-principals [χ

2
 (3) = 117.57, p < .001], students-

counsellors [χ
2
 (3) = 73.05, p < .001], students-home group teachers/pastoral care teachers [χ

2
 (3) = 

203.39, p < .001], students-non-teaching staff [χ
2
 (3) = 68.82, p < .001], students-parents [χ

2
 (3) = 

37.25, p < .001]. 

Follow-up comparisons showed Year 7 students rated all relationships significantly more important 

for their wellbeing than students in later Years, with Year 10 students generally showing the lowest 

scores for all relationships other than students/teachers, in which Year 9 has the lowest scores. 

These results imply that relationships generally are particularly important for Year 7 students’ 

wellbeing. 

  

Relationships between close friends was more important for secondary students who spoke only 

English than those who did not speak English at home. Relationships with their home 

group/pastoral care teacher and their parents/carers were more important for students who 

spoke both English and another language at home than students who only spoke English.   
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Table 54 Descriptive Statistics for the Importance of Relationships for Students' Wellbeing Across 

Secondary Students' Year Level 

 

 

Staff 

Non-parametric Mann Whitney U tests were used to test for differences between demographic 

categories on the importance of relationships for student wellbeing due to lack of normality of the 

11 relationship items for staff.  

Gender: Staff 

Table 55 shows the descriptive statistics for the importance of relationships for student wellbeing 

from male and female staff perspectives. 

Mann Whitney U tests (using a Bonferroni adjusted alpha of .005 for 11 tests) found female staff 

scored significantly higher than male staff on the importance of the following relationships for 

student wellbeing: 

• Students and teachers (z = -4.27, p < .001) 

• Students and close friends (z = -3.00, p < .001) 

• Students and principals (z = -4.68, p < .001) 

• Students and non-teaching staff  (z = -3.37, p = .001) 

• Students and counsellors (z = -3.58, p < .001) 

• Students and home group/ pastoral care teachers (z = -3.90, p < .001) 

Earlier grades in secondary school rated relationships as significantly more important for their 

wellbeing than later grades did: Relationships were most important for Year 7’s wellbeing, and 

least important for Year 9 and Year 10. 
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•  Principals and teachers (z = -3.78, p < .001) 

•  Parents and teachers (z = -4.61, p < .001) 

• Teachers and other teachers (z = -3.33, p = .001) 

 

Staff did not differ across genders on relationships between students and not close friends, and 

between students and parents.  

 

Table 55 Descriptive Statistics for the Importance of Relationships for Student Wellbeing from Male 

and Female Staff Perspectives 

 

 

ATSI and language: Staff 

 

All relationships, except student relationships with other students who were not close 

friends, and their parents/carers, were rated as more important for student wellbeing by 

female staff than male staff.  

There were no differences in how relationships were viewed in terms of their importance for 

student wellbeing across staff ATSI or language status. 
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Primary/Secondary: Staff 

Table 56 shows descriptive statistics for the importance of relationships for student wellbeing from 

primary, secondary staff perspectives.  

Kruskall-Wallis tests showed there were significant differences between staff who worked in primary 

versus secondary schools, or both primary and secondary schools in the importance of the following 

relationships: 

• Students and teachers, χ
2
(2) = 51.40, p < .001 

• Students and principals,  χ
2
(2) = 51.86, p < .001 

• Students and non-teaching staff, χ
2
(2) = 35.87, p < .001 

• Students and parents/carers, χ
2
(2) = 15.31, p < .001 

• Teachers and principals, χ
2
(2) = 20.10, p < .001 

• Teachers and parents, χ
2
(2) = 43.40, p < .001 

• Teachers and other teachers, χ
2
(2) = 17.52, p < .001 

 

There were no significant differences between primary staff, secondary staff, staff who worked in 

both primary and secondary schools on the importance of relationships between students and close 

friends, students and counsellors, or students and home group/pastoral care teachers. 

 

Follow-up Mann-Whitney U tests for the significant relationships showed primary staff rated all 

relationships listed above as more important for student wellbeing than secondary staff (all p < 

.001).  Primary staff also rated student-teacher relationships as significantly more important than 

staff who worked in both primary and secondary schools, p < .001. Staff who worked in both primary 

and secondary schools rated relationships between students and principals as significantly more 

important that staff who worked in secondary schools only, p = .004. All other pairwise comparisons 

were not significant. 

 

 

 

Primary staff rated several relationships as more important for student wellbeing than 

secondary staff.  
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Table 56 Descriptive Statistics for the Importance of Relationships for Student Wellbeing from 

Primary, Secondary Staff Perspectives 

 

2.3.5 Conceptualisation of wellbeing and the importance of relationships for 

wellbeing 

These next analyses tested whether primary and secondary students’ conceptualisation of wellbeing 

were related to their responses on the relationship items, which asked how important relationships 

were for their wellbeing.  

Primary students 

Kruskall-Wallis tests were used to test for differences in the importance of relationships for student 

wellbeing across categories of how wellbeing was conceptualised. A Bonferroni adjusted alpha of p < 

.01 for five tests was used. There were no significant differences in the relationship items between 

wellbeing conceptualisations for either rank 1 or rank 2 (p > .027). 

 

 

  

The importance of relationships for primary students’ wellbeing was unrelated to the way they 

described wellbeing. 
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Secondary students: Wellbeing Conceptualisation Rank 1 

Assumptions: Univariate normality for the eight relationship items for secondary students was tested 

using visual inspection of histograms, which is suitable for such a large data set (Field, 2013).  

Histograms for students’ relationships with close friends and with parents/carers were J-shaped and 

severely negatively skewed.  The majority of secondary students responded with a ‘7’ ‘extremely 

important’ for these two items (58%, or n = 3106 and 70% or n = 3734, respectively). Reflection and 

inverse transformations were attempted but these did not improve the shape of the distributions, 

they made them severely positively skewed. The other relationship items were less skewed, but 

most were still problematic. Teacher-student relationships, relationships with not-close friends, and 

student-home-group/pastoral care teacher relationships, were all negatively skewed with a thick tail 

on the left side. Relationships with counsellors was positively skewed and platykurtic, relationships 

with principals, and with non-teaching staff, were moderately asymmetrical, but were platykurtic. 

Due to these numerous and considerable problems with normality, non-parametric tests were 

conducted.  

Eight Kruskall-Wallis tests were conducted with a Bonferonni adjusted alpha of .007. All tests were 

significant, except that for relationships with close friends (p = .017).  As noted above, the majority 

of students responded ‘7, extremely important’ for this item (M = 6.37, Md = 7.00, Mode = 7.00, SD 

= 1.03). Twenty four percent of students (n = 1266) chose 6, 8.3% (n = 447) chose 5, 2.9% (n = 154) 

chose 4, and only 2.4% (n = 120) chose either 1, 2 or 3. Thus, irrespective of their conceptualisation 

of wellbeing, the vast majority of secondary students agreed that their relationships with their close 

friends were highly important for their wellbeing at school. 

Inferential tests: The Kruskall-Wallis test results for the other seven variables are as follows: Teacher-

student relationships [χ
2
 (11) = 52.67, p < .001], student-not close friends [χ

2
 (11) = 34.25, p < .001], 

student-principals [χ
2 

(11) = 50.62, p < .001], student-counsellors [χ
2
 (11) = 50.56, p < .001], 

students-home group pastoral care teachers [χ
2
 (11) = 50.07, p < .001], students-non-teaching staff 

[χ
2
 (11) = 42.25, p < .001], students-parents/carers [χ

2
 (11) = 71.59, p < .001].   

The type of follow-up tests were considered, and due to the extremely large number of pairwise 

comparisons required for 12 categories, and the problem of inflated Type I errors (Field, 2013), box 

plots (see Figure 29 to Figure 34) were examined first to identify differences in medians across the 

wellbeing conceptualisation categories on all the significant relationship items. Results are described 

below. 
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Relationships between students and teachers 

 

Figure 29 Box plots showing secondary students who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘having privacy’ 

had the lowest median score for the importance of relationships between teachers and students. 

 

The box plots in Figure 29 suggested that secondary students who conceptualised wellbeing as 

primarily about ‘having privacy’ rated relationships with teachers as less important for their 

wellbeing than other students.  The box plots were followed-up with 11 Mann-Whitney U tests to 

test pairwise comparisons between ‘having privacy’ with all other categories of wellbeing. A 

Bonferroni adjusted alpha of p < .005 was used to interpret the results and control familywise Type 1 

error.  Results showed that secondary students who thought of wellbeing as primarily ‘having 

privacy’ rated relationships between students and teachers as significantly less important for their 

wellbeing than those who thought of wellbeing as ‘being happy’ (z = -4.48, p <.001), ‘being safe’ (z = 

-5.45, p <.001). ‘being loved’ (z = -4.05, p <.001), ‘being trusted’ (z = -3.10, p = 002), ‘being respected’ 

(z = -4.96, p <.001), ‘being healthy’ (z = -4.27, p <.001), ‘looking after myself’ (z = -4.28, p <.001), 

‘helping others’ (z = -4.40, p <.001) and ‘having a great environment’ (z = -5.07, p <.001). ‘Having 

privacy’ did not differ significantly from ‘being listened to’ (z = -2.13, p =.033) nor from ‘having a say’ 

(z = -2.18, p =.029).          
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Table 57 Descriptive Statistics for the Importance of Relationships between Secondary Students and 

Teachers for Student Wellbeing across Wellbeing Conceptualisations (Rank 1) 

 

Relationships with not close friends 

 

Figure 30 Box plots for secondary students’ ratings of the importance of relationships between 

students and other students who were not close friends across conceptualisations of wellbeing. 
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The box plots in Figure 30 show that students who conceptualised wellbeing as primarily about 

‘having privacy’ rated relationships with other students who were not close friends as less important 

for their wellbeing than all other students.  

The box plots were followed-up with 11 Mann-Whitney U tests to test pairwise comparisons 

between ‘having privacy’ with all other categories of wellbeing. A Bonferroni adjusted alpha of p < 

.005 was used to interpret the results and control familywise Type 1 error.  Results showed that 

secondary students who thought of wellbeing as primarily ‘having privacy’ rated relationships 

between students and other students who were not close friends teachers as significantly less 

important for their wellbeing than those who thought of wellbeing as being happy (z = -3.09, p = 

.002), ‘being safe’ (z = -3.50, p <.001), being respected (z = -3.82, p <.001), helping others (z = -3.47, p 

<.001), and having a  great environment (z = -3.09, p =.002).  All other comparisons between having 

privacy and other conceptualisations were not significant.  

Table 58 Descriptive Statistics for the Importance of Relationships between Secondary Students and 

Other Students Who are Not Close Friends for Student Wellbeing across Wellbeing 

Conceptualisations (Rank 1) 
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Relationships between students and principals 

  

Figure 31 Box plots showing secondary students’ ratings of the importance of relationships between 

students and principals across their conceptualisations of wellbeing. 

 

The box plots in Figure 31 suggested that students who conceptualised wellbeing as primarily about 

‘having privacy’ rated relationships with their principal as less important for their wellbeing than 

other students.   

The box plots were followed-up with 11 Mann-Whitney U tests to test pairwise comparisons 

between ‘having privacy’ with all other categories of wellbeing. A Bonferroni adjusted alpha of p < 

.005 was used to interpret the results and control familywise Type 1 error.  Results showed that 

secondary students who thought of wellbeing as primarily ‘having privacy’ rated relationships 

between students and principals as significantly less important for their wellbeing than those who 

thought of wellbeing as ‘helping others’ (z = -2.85, p =.004).  All other comparisons were not 

significant. 
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Table 59 Descriptive Statistics for the Importance of Relationships between Secondary Students and 

Principals for Student Wellbeing across Wellbeing Conceptualisations (Rank 1) 

 

Relationships between students and counsellors 

 

Figure 32 Box plots showing secondary students’ conceptualisations of wellbeing for the importance 

of relationships between students and counsellors. 
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The box plots in Figure 32 suggested that students who conceptualised wellbeing as being safe, 

being loved, being respected, being listened to, looking after myself, and helping others, all rated 

relationships with counsellors as more important for wellbeing than students who conceptualised 

wellbeing as being happy, being trusted, being healthy, having a great environment, having privacy 

and having a say.  The first set of concepts suggest mutuality and receiving recognition, while the 

second set of conceptualisations suggest more individualistic and independent pursuits.  

The box plots were followed up with 11 Mann-Whitney U tests to test pairwise comparisons 

between ‘having privacy’ with all other categories of wellbeing. A Bonferroni adjusted alpha of p < 

.005 was used to interpret the results and control familywise Type 1 error.  Results showed none of 

the comparisons were significant at p < .005. (The lowest p value was .035 for ‘being safe’).  

Table 60 Descriptive Statistics for the Importance of Relationships between Secondary Students and 

Counsellors for Student Wellbeing Across Wellbeing Conceptualisations (Rank 1) 
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Relationships between students and home group/pastoral care teachers

 

Figure 33 Box plots showing secondary students’ ratings of the importance of relationships between 

students and home group teachers/pastoral care teachers across their conceptualisations of 

wellbeing. 

 

The box plots in Figure 33 showed that students who conceptualised wellbeing as primarily about 

‘having privacy’ rated relationships with their home group/pastoral care teacher as less important 

for their wellbeing than all other students. 

The box plots were followed-up with 11 Mann-Whitney U tests to test pairwise comparisons 

between ‘having privacy’ with all other categories of wellbeing. A Bonferroni adjusted alpha of p < 

.005 was used to interpret the results and control familywise Type 1 error.  Results showed that 

secondary students who thought of wellbeing as primarily ‘having privacy’ rated relationships 

between students and home group/pastoral care teachers as significantly less important for their 

wellbeing than those who thought of wellbeing as ‘being safe’ (z = -4.02, p <.001), ‘being loved’ (z = -

3.00, p =.003), ‘being respected’ (z = -4.06, p <.001), ‘helping others’ (z = -3.49, p < .001), and ‘having 

a great environment’ (z = -3.19, p =.001).  All other comparisons were not significant. 
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Table 61 Descriptive Statistics for the Importance of Relationships between Secondary Students and 

Home Group Teachers for Student Wellbeing across Wellbeing Conceptualisations (Rank 1) 

 

Relationships between students and non-teaching staff 

 

Figure 34 Box plots showing median scores for secondary students on the importance of 

relationships between students and non-teaching staff across conceptualisations of wellbeing. 
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The box plots in Figure 34 showed no difference in the rankings of how important relationships 

between non-teaching staff were for wellbeing across different conceptualisations of wellbeing. As 

this variable was not significantly skewed (z skew = 0.20, z kurtosis = -11.01), an exploratory 

parametric analysis (one way between group ANOVA) was conducted to take a different look at this 

research question. None of the Mann Whitney U tests were significant. 

One way between groups ANOVA showed that the way secondary students conceptualise wellbeing 

impacts on how important they rate their relationships with non-teaching staff for their wellbeing, 

F(11, 5048) = 4.04, p < .001, Eta squared = .009.  The effect size is very small, with less than one 

percent of variance in importance of the relationship accounted for by wellbeing conceptualisations. 

Levene’s test was not significant (p = .119) and showed the assumption of equality of variances was 

met. As such, Tukey’s post hoc tests were interpreted for pairwise comparisons and five were found 

to be significant.  

Results from Tukey’s pairwise comparisons showed that students who conceptualised wellbeing as 

being happy (M = 3.80, SD = 1.75, n = 1162) or being healthy (M = 3.87, SD = 1.79, n = 746) rated 

relationships with non-teaching staff as less important for their wellbeing than those who 

conceptualised wellbeing as being safe (M = 4.19, SD = 1.64, n = 860) (MD = -.38 and .32, 95% CI, -.64 

to -.13, and .04 to .60, respectively). Those who conceptualised wellbeing as helping others (M = 

4.39, SD = 1.66, n = 217) rated relationships with non-teaching staff as significantly more important 

than those who thought of wellbeing as being happy, being healthy, or looking after yourself (M = 

3.89, SD = 1.71, n = 441) (MD = -.58, -.52 and -.50, 95% CI, -1.00 to -.17, -.96 to -.09, and -.97 to -.03, 

respectively). Thus, students who thought of wellbeing as helping others or being safe thought 

relationships with non-teaching staff were significantly more important than students who thought 

of wellbeing in individualistic ways, such as being happy, being healthy and looking after themselves. 

Table 62 Descriptive Statistics for the Importance of Relationships between Secondary Students and 

Non-teaching Staff for Student Wellbeing across Wellbeing Conceptualisations (Rank 1) 

 



 Wellbeing in Schools FINAL REPORT: VOLUME THREE 

 

78 

 

Relationships between students and their parents/carers 

As this variable was extremely negatively skewed and the box plot showed all groups’ medians were 

the same (7), analysis of this variable was interpreted using descriptive statistics. The most frequent 

score was 7, the median was 7 and the Mean was 6.47 (SD = 1.13, n = 5077).  Frequencies: 1.4% (n = 

70) responded 1 ‘not very important’; 0.5% (n = 27) responded with 2, 1.4% (n = 72) responded with 

3, 3.5% (n = 180) responded with 4, 6.2% (n = 316) responded with 5, 13.4% (n = 678) responded 

with 6, and an overwhelming majority of 73.5% (n = 3734) responded with 7 ‘extremely important’. 

Thus, irrespective of how secondary students conceptualised wellbeing, they rated the importance 

of their relationships with their parents/carers as extremely important for their wellbeing at school. 

 

Figure 35 Histogram of secondary students’ ratings of the importance of their relationships with 

their parents/ carers for their wellbeing. 

 

Mann Whitney U tests:  Eleven Mann-Whitney U tests were conducted to test pairwise comparisons 

between ‘having privacy’ with all other categories of wellbeing. A Bonferroni adjusted alpha of p < 

.005 was used to interpret the results and control familywise Type 1 error.  Results showed that 

secondary students who thought of wellbeing as primarily ‘having privacy’ rated relationships 

between students and parents/carers as significantly less important for their wellbeing than those 

who thought of wellbeing as ‘being happy’ (z = -5.23, p <.001),  ‘being safe’ (z = -5.80, p <.001), 

‘being loved’ (z = -5.49, p <.001), ‘being respected’ (z = -5.26, p <.001), ‘helping others’ (z = -3.77, p < 

.001),  ‘looking after myself’ (z = -4.14, p <.001), ‘having a great environment’ (z = -3.93, p <.001) and 

‘being healthy’ (z = -4.40, p <.001).  Comparisons between ‘having privacy’ and ‘being trusted’ ‘being 

listened to’, and ‘having a say’ were not significant.  
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Table 63 Descriptive Statistics for the Importance of Relationships between Secondary Students and 

Their Parents/ Carers for Student Wellbeing across Wellbeing Conceptualisations (Rank 1) 

 

Secondary students: Wellbeing Conceptualisation Rank 2 

The Kruskall-Wallis test results for the eight variables showed four were significant: Teacher-student 

relationships [χ
2
 (11) = 27.35, p = .004], student-close friends [χ

2
 (11) = 29.21, p =.002], students-

home group pastoral care teachers [χ
2
 (11) = 28.72, p =.003], students-parents/carers [χ

2
 (11) = 

30.43, p = .001].  Inspection of box plots showed all medians were the same for all groups across all 

variables.  
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Table 64 Descriptive Statistics for the Importance of Relationships between Secondary Students 

across Wellbeing Conceptualisations (Rank 2) 
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Staff: Wellbeing conceptualisation rank 1 

Descriptive statistics for the importance of relationships for student wellbeing across staff 

conceptualisations of wellbeing (rank 1) are reported in Table 65. 

  

Secondary students who thought of wellbeing primarily as ‘having privacy’ rated most 

relationships as less important for their wellbeing than students who described wellbeing in 

other ways, the only exception was relationships with their close friends, which was 

consistently rated as highly important for students’ wellbeing. Students who thought of 

wellbeing in community or relational ways such as ‘helping others’ or ‘being safe’, thought 

relationships with non-teaching staff were more important than students who thought of 

wellbeing in more individualistic ways, such as ‘being happy’, ‘being healthy’ and ‘looking after 

themselves’. 
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Table 65 Descriptive Statistics for the Importance of Relationships for Student Wellbeing across Staff Conceptualisations of Wellbeing (Rank 1) 
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Eleven Kruskall-Wallis tests using a Bonferroni adjusted alpha of .005 showed no significant 

differences between staff conceptualisation of wellbeing and the importance of relationships for 

student wellbeing. The lowest significance level was p = .01 (relationships between students and 

home group/pastoral care teachers), followed by p = .024 (relationships between non-teaching staff 

and students). All other significance levels were above .05, with the largest being p = .83 

(relationships between students and teachers).  

Exploratory analyses of the trend for relationships between students and home group/pastoral care 

teachers using visual inspection of boxplots (see Figure 36) showed staff who conceptualised 

wellbeing as ‘being successful at school’ had the lowest median of 4, while staff who thought of 

wellbeing as ‘being safe’, ‘being psychologically/mentally healthy’, ‘being spiritually healthy’ and 

‘being connected to people’ has the highest medians of 7 (see boxplots in Figure 36). 

 

Figure 36 Box plots showing staff who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being successful in school’ had 

the lowest median score for the importance of relationships between students and home 

group/pastoral care teachers for student wellbeing. 

 

Further exploration of the trend for relationships between non-teaching staff and students using box 

plots showed staff who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being successful at school’ rated these 

relationships as lowest (Md = 4.00), while staff who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being safe’ and 

‘being connected to people’ had the highest median (Md = 6.00). 
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Figure 37 Box plots showing staff who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being successful in school’ had 

the lowest median score for the importance of relationships between students and non-teaching 

staff for student wellbeing. 

 

A total score for relationships was formed by summing the scores on the 11 items. A Kruskall-Wallis 

test showed total relationships did not differ according to staff conceptualisation of wellbeing (p = 

.137). 

Staff: Wellbeing conceptualisation rank 2 

Table 66 on the next page shows the descriptive statistics for the importance of all relationships 

across staff wellbeing conceptualisations (Rank 2). 
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Table 66 Descriptive Statistics for the Importance of All Relationships across Staff Wellbeing Conceptualisations (Rank 2) 
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Eleven Kruskall-Wallis tests using a Bonferroni adjusted alpha of .005 showed significant differences 

between staff conceptualisation of wellbeing for relationships between students and their close 

friends [χ
2
(8) = 29.79, p < .001], relationships between students and home group teachers/pastoral 

care teachers [χ
2
(8) = 26.18, p = .001], and relationships between non-teaching staff and students 

[χ
2
(8) = 27.77, p = .001]. All other results were not significant at p < .005.     

Follow-up comparisons used visual inspection of boxplots to identify key differences between groups 

due to the extremely large number of pairwise comparisons needed (Field, 2013). These were then 

followed by Mann-Whitney U comparisons on the groups with the lowest medians compared to all 

other groups. 

Relationships between students and their close friends 

The boxplots shown in Figure 38 for the relationships between students and their close friends 

suggested staff who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being successful at school’ rated relationships 

between students and their close friends as lowest (Md = 5.00), while all other conceptualisations of 

wellbeing other than ‘being physically healthy’ (Md = 6.5) rated these relationships ‘very important’ 

(Md = 7.00).    

 

Figure 38 Box plots showing staff who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being successful in school’ had 

the lowest median score for the importance of relationships between students and their close 

friends for student wellbeing. 

 

Eight Mann-Whitney U tests were conducted using a Bonferroni adjusted alpha of p < .007 to test 

the difference between ‘being successful at school’ and all other wellbeing conceptualisations on 

relationships between students and close friends. Results showed all comparisons were significant, 

with staff who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being successful at school’ rating the importance of 

relationships between students and their close friends as less important than other staff. Results 
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were as follows:  being happy (z = -4.70, p < .001), being satisfied (z = -4.05, p < .001), being safe (z = 

-3.34, p = .001), being physically healthy (z = -2.89, p = .004), being psychologically/mentally healthy 

(z = -4.35, p < .001), being spiritually healthy (z = -3.48, p = .001), being connected to people (z = -

4.76, p < .001) and being connected to place (z = -4.55, p < .001). Thus, staff who thought of 

wellbeing as being successful at school rated students’ relationships with their close friends 

significantly lower than all other staff. 

Relationships between students and home group/pastoral care teachers 

Boxplots for relationships between students and home group teachers/pastoral care teachers (see 

Figure 39) showed staff who thought of wellbeing as ‘being successful at school’ had the lowest 

median score (Md = 4.00), while all other categories had medians of 6.00, apart from ‘being happy’ 

and ‘being connected to others’  who had medians of 7.00.  

 

Figure 39 Box plots showing staff who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being successful in school’ had 

the lowest median score for the importance of relationships between students and home group 

teachers/ pastoral care teachers for student wellbeing. 

 

Eight Mann-Whitney U tests were conducted using a Bonferroni adjusted alpha of p < .007 to test 

the difference between ‘being successful at school’ and all other wellbeing conceptualisations on 

relationships between students and home group/ pastoral care teachers. Results showed none of 

the comparisons were significant, but being connected to place showed a trend towards higher 

ratings of the importance of relationships between students and home group/ pastoral care teachers 

for student wellbeing, (z = -2.68, p = .007). 
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Relationships between students and non-teaching staff 

Boxplots for relationships between non-teaching staff and students (see Figure 40) showed staff who 

conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being successful in school’ rated these relationships as least important 

(Md = 4.00) while those who thought of wellbeing as ‘being happy’, ‘being satisfied with life’ and 

‘being connected to place’ rated these relationships as most important (Md = 6.00). Staff who 

conceptualised wellbeing a in other ways had medians of 5.00. 

 

Figure 40 Box plots showing staff who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being successful in school’ had 

the lowest median score for the importance of relationships between students and non-teaching 

staff for student wellbeing. 

 

Eight Mann-Whitney U tests were conducted using a Bonferroni adjusted alpha of p < .007 to test 

the difference between ‘being successful at school’ and all other wellbeing conceptualisations on 

relationships between students and non-teaching staff. Results showed staff who conceptualised 

wellbeing as ‘being successful at school’ rated the importance of relationships between students and 

non-teaching staff as less important than those that thought of wellbeing as being happy (z = -3.37, p  

= .001), being satisfied (z = -3.67, p < .001), being spiritually healthy (z = -2.83, p = .004), being 

connected to people (z = -3.25, p = .001) and being connected to place (z = -3.96, p < .001). 

Comparisons between ‘being successful at school’ and being safe, being physically healthy, and 

being psychologically/mentally healthy, were not significant. 
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Total relationships scores 

A total score for relationships was formed by summing the scores on the 11 items. Scores could 

range from 77, which represented rating overall relationships as very import for student wellbeing, 

to 11, which represented rating relationships as not very important for student wellbeing.  

A Kruskall-Wallis test showed the importance of total relationships for student wellbeing differed 

significantly according to staff conceptualisation of wellbeing, [χ
2
(8) = 21.15, p = .007]. The boxplot 

suggested staff who thought of wellbeing as ‘being successful at school’ rated relationships as the 

least important for student wellbeing (Md = 58.5) while those that thought of wellbeing as ‘being 

connected to place’ (Md = 66.5), ‘being satisfied with life’ (Md = 65.76), ‘being spirituality healthy’ 

(Md = 65.59) and ‘being happy’ (Md = 65.88) rated overall relationships as more important for 

student wellbeing. 

Eight Mann-Whitney U tests were conducted using a Bonferroni adjusted alpha of p < .007 to test 

the difference between ‘being successful at school’ and all other wellbeing conceptualisations on 

total relationship scores.  Results showed staff who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being successful at 

school’ rated the importance of overall relationships as less important than those that thought of 

wellbeing as being happy (z = -2.82, p  = .005), being satisfied with life (z = -3.27, p = .001), being safe  

(z = -2.93, p = .003), being spiritually healthy (z = -2.81, p = .005), being connected to people (z = -

3.14, p = .002) and being connected to place (z = -3.71, p < .001). Comparisons between ‘being 

successful at school’ and being physically healthy and being psychologically/mentally healthy, were 

not significant. 

 

Figure 41 Box plots showing staff who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being successful in school’ had 

the lowest median score for the importance of total relationships for student wellbeing. 
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Table 67 Descriptive Statistics for the Importance of Total Relationships across Staff Wellbeing 

Conceptualisations (Rank 2) 

 

 

2.3.6 Spearman’s correlations between relationship items and staff age, staff years 

of service and size of school 

Spearman’s correlations were conducted to test the associations between staff age, staff years of 

service in schools, and the size of schools with the 11 relationship items and total relationship 

scores. Staff age and years of service were not significantly related to any relationship items or the 

relationship total scores. However, school size was negatively, but weakly correlated with total 

relationships, r(641) = -.21, p < .001. Thus, staff from larger schools rated the importance of 

relationships overall as less important, while those from smaller schools rated them as more 

important. Larger schools were also associated with staff who had worked there for shorter 

duration, r(671) = -.12, p < .001. 

Spearman’s correlations between individual relationship items and school size were conducted, 

using a Bonferroni adjusted alpha of p <. 005. Results showed significant, negative but weak 

correlations between the size of schools and relationships between teachers and students r(666) = -

.23, p < .001; relationships between  principals and students, r(663) = -.27, p < .001; relationships 

between non-teaching staff and students, r(664) = -.20, p < .001; relationships between principals 

and teachers, r(667) = -.13, p = .001; relationships between parents and teachers, r(663) = -.19, p < 

.001; and relationships between teachers and other teachers, r(661) = -.11, p = .004. Relationships 

between students and close friends, students and counsellors, students and home group/pastoral 

care teachers, and students and parents/carers were unrelated to the size of school (all p > .005).  

The way in which wellbeing was described by staff was associated with their views on the 

importance of relationships for student wellbeing. When wellbeing was thought of in 

terms of a student’s academic success, or their physical and mental health, staff rated 

some relationships as less important for student wellbeing than staff who thought of 

wellbeing in terms of emotion, spirituality and connections with other people and places.  



 Wellbeing in Schools FINAL REPORT: VOLUME THREE 

 

91 

 

 

 

2.4 Correlations between Relationships and Recognition 

2.4.1 Primary Students, Secondary Students and Staff 

 As can be seen in the Tables 68 to 70 below, primary and secondary students’ and staff’s total 

relationship score was strongly and positively related to the mean of being cared for, being 

respected and being valued. Thus, students and staff who rated the indicators of being cared for, 

being respected and being valued as important for student wellbeing, also rated relationships as 

having more importance for wellbeing.  

Primary and secondary students’ and staff’s total relationships scores were also moderately and 

positively related to subjective recognition and total having a say scores. Thus, students and staff 

who reported feeling more cared for, respected and valued at school, as well as those who rated 

having a say as more important for their wellbeing, also rated relationships as more important for 

wellbeing.  

 

 

 

For both primary and secondary students, older students scored lower on total relationships, but 

this was only a weak association. Staff age and years of service were unrelated to their total 

relationships scores, while staff from larger schools rated the importance of relationships for student 

wellbeing as lower than those from smaller schools. Overall, primary staff rated the importance of 

relationships (M = 66.80, SD = 7.59, n = 347) for student wellbeing higher than secondary staff (M = 

62.50, SD = 9.00, n = 290). When primary and secondary staff data were analysed separately, only 

secondary staff showed a significant negative relationship between school size and total 

relationships, r( 281) = -.15, p = .013, while for primary staff this correlation was not significant, r( 

396) = -.05, p = .398.  Thus, in larger secondary schools staff rated the importance of relationships 

lower than in smaller secondary schools.    

  

There was an inverse association between school size and staff views on the importance of 

relationships for student wellbeing.  Staff from larger schools had worked in schools for less 

time than staff at smaller schools.  

Students and staff who rated the being cared for, being respected and being valued as 

important for student wellbeing, also rated the relationships as having more importance for 

wellbeing.  

Students and staff who felt more cared for, respected and valued at school, and who said 

having a say had greater importance for their/student wellbeing, also said relationships were 

more important for wellbeing. 

Staff from larger secondary schools rated the importance of relationships for student 

wellbeing lower than staff from smaller secondary schools.    
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Table 68 Primary Students: Spearman’s Correlations between Total Relationships and Recognition 

Variables 

  1 

Cared 

for 

(mean) 

2 

Respected 

(mean) 

3 

Valued 

(mean) 

4 

Subjective 

recognition 

(total) 

5 

Having 

a say 

(total) 

6 

Relationships 

(total)   

7  

Age 

1 Cared for 

(mean) 

-- .78*** .78*** .48*** .42*** .61*** -.11*** 

2 Respected 

(mean) 

 -- .73*** .44*** .46*** .56*** -.04** 

3 Valued (mean)   -- .45*** .47*** .58*** -.12*** 

4 Subjective 

recognition 

(total) 

   -- .23*** .40*** -.02 

5 Having a say 

(total) 

    -- .36*** -.06*** 

6 Relationships 

(total)   

     -- -.12*** 

7 Age       -- 

Note. *p < .05, **p <.01, ***p < .001 

Table 69 Secondary Students: Spearman’s Correlations between Total Relationships and Recognition 

Variables 

  1 

Cared 

for 

(mean) 

2 

Respected 

(mean) 

3 

Valued 

(mean) 

4 

Subjective 

recognition 

(total) 

5 Having 

a say 

(total) 

6 

Relationships 

(total)   

7  

Age 

1 Cared for 

(mean) 

-- .79*** .81*** .44*** .42*** .65*** -.14*** 

2 Respected 

(mean) 

 -- .76*** .39*** .51*** .59*** -.11*** 

3 Valued (mean)   -- .41*** .46*** .62*** -.12*** 

4 Subjective 

recognition 

(total) 

   -- .14*** .41*** -.10*** 

5 Having a say 

(total) 

    -- .38*** .02 

6 Relationships 

(total)   

     -- -.15*** 

7 Age       -- 

Note. *p < .05, **p <.01, ***p < .001 
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Table 70 Staff: Spearman’s Correlations between Total Relationships and Recognition Variables 

  1 

Cared 

for 

mean 

2 

Respected 

mean 

3 

Valued 

mean 

4 

Subjective 

recognition 

total 

5  

Having a 

say total 

6  

Relation-

ship total   

7  

Age 

8. 

Years 

of 

service 

9.  

School 

size 

1 Cared for 

(mean) 

-- .68*** .72*

** 

.28*** .38*** .63*** .08 .07 -.13** 

2 Respected 

(mean) 

 -- .62*

** 

.29*** .43*** .52*** .06 .08 -.14*** 

3 Valued 

(mean) 

  -- .32*** .44*** .58*** .07 .05 -.12** 

4 Subjective 

recognition 

(total) 

   -- .30*** .27*** .10 .13* -.11* 

5 Having a say 

(total) 

    -- .41*** -.04 -.01 -.11** 

6 Relationship 

(total)   

     -- .07 .06 -.21*** 

7 Age       -- .79*

** 

-.09* 

8 Years of 

service  

       -- -.15*** 

9 School size         -- 

Note. *p < .05, **p <.01, ***p < .001 

Table 71 Descriptive Statistics for Primary and Secondary Staff Separately: For Total Relationship 

Scores and Number of Students at the School 

 

2.5 Recognition   

2.5.1 Descriptive statistics: Primary students, secondary students and staff 

Table 72 shows the descriptive statistics for primary students (p), Secondary students (s) and Staff 

(st) on all recognition items. As can be seen from Table 72, all means indicated agreement with the 
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items based on a 7-point scale where 1 represented ‘Not important’ and 7 represented ‘Very 

important’ (primary students); 1 represented ‘Not at all important’ and 7 represented ‘Extremely 

important’ (secondary students);  and 1 represented ‘Not very important’ and 7 represented ‘Very 

important’ (staff). Based on inspection of histograms, most variables were negatively skewed, 

particularly for the staff responses and for primary students. Staff responses also had small standard 

deviations, indicating that staff responded very similarly to each other and tended to strongly agree 

with the majority of items. Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) advise that normality of variables is not 

required for principal components analysis when it is used to describe large sets of observed 

variables as opposed to making statistical inferences. As our purpose (see below) is to describe the 

components of recognition based on the observed scores only, the lack of normality of the variables 

is not of concern for the following three analyses.   

Table 72 Descriptive Statistics for Primary Students (n = 2709), Secondary students (n = 4248) and 

Staff (n = 581) on Recognition Items 

Items Primary Students Secondary 

Students 

Staff 

M SD M SD M SD 

Cared for       

My teacher/s knowing me well (p/s) 

Knowing my students well (st) 

5.88 1.42 4.99 1.55 6.65 0.71 

Feeling that other students like me 

(p&s)  

Students feeling liked by other 

students (st) 

5.87 1.46 5.50 1.56 6.32 0.90 

My teacher/s enjoying talking with 

me (p/s) 

Enjoying talking with my students (st) 

5.70 1.54 5.05 1.58 6.41 0.84 

Feeling it’s OK to tell my teacher/s 

what I need (p/s) 

Students feeling it is OK to tell me 

what they need (st) 

5.75 1.55 5.25 1.61 6.57 0.75 

My teacher/s making time to help me 

when I can’t do my school work (p/s) 

Helping my students when they can’t 

do their school work (st) 

6.01 1.44 5.67 1.47 6.53 0.79 

Feeling safe at school (p&s) 

Students feeling safe at school (st) 

6.39 1.24 5.98 1.42 6.87 0.44 

Feeling cared for by my teacher/s 

(p/s)  

Caring for my students (st) 

6.09 1.39 5.33 1.57 6.72 0.61 

Feeling cared for by other students 

(p&s) 

Students feeling cared for by other 

students (st) 

5.91 1.42 5.46 1.52 6.37 0.82 

Caring for my teacher/s (p/s)  

Students caring for me (st) 

6.14 1.32 5.14 1.59 5.07 1.49 

Caring for other students (p&s) 

Students caring for other students 

(st) 

6.23 1.12 5.52 1.43 6.43 0.79 
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Items Primary Students Secondary 

Students 

Staff 

M SD M SD M SD 

My teacher/s knowing whether I care 

for them (p/s) 

Students knowing whether I care for 

them (st) 

5.72 1.53 4.74 1.69 6.60 0.73 

Seeing my teacher/s care or other 

students who need extra support 

(p/s) 

Students seeing teachers care for 

other students who need extra 

support (st) 

6.15 1.36 5.34 1.64 6.49 0.85 

Being respected       

Having a say about school rules (all) 

 

5.21 1.83 4.62 1.77 5.29 1.55 

Having a say about punishments for 

breaking school rules (all) 

4.62 2.06 4.51 1.79 5.07 1.55 

Having a say about what we learn at 

school (p&s) 

Having a say about what they learn at 

school (st) 

5.33 1.86 4.98 1.72 5.41 1.42 

Having a say about who I sit near 

(p&s) 

Having a say about who they sit near 

(st) 

4.97 2.07 5.22 1.78 4.50 1.54 

Having a say about whether I see the 

school counsellor  (s) 

Having a say about whether they see 

the school counsellor (st) 

-- -- 4.77 2.03 4.92 1.53 

My teacher/s taking notice of what I 

have to say (p/s) 

Taking notice of what my students 

have to say (st) 

5.84 1.51 5.50 1.49 6.48 0.82 

Being treated fairly at school (p&s) 

Students being treated fairly at 

school (st) 

6.12 1.38 5.94 1.37 6.71 0.62 

My teacher/s respecting my views 

about religion/spirituality (p/s) 

Respecting my students’ views about 

religion/spirituality (st)  

5.75 1.58 5.27 1.75 6.36 0.99 

Every student at my school getting 

respect no matter how old they are 

(all) 

6.14 1.39 5.67 1.58 6.73 0.62 

Every student at my school getting 

respect no matter how they behave 

(all) 

5.44 1.70 4.76 1.76 6.06 1.25 

Feeling respected by my 

teacher/s(p/s)   

Respecting my students (st) 

6.17 1.36 5.68 1.46 6.77 0.59 

Feeling respected by other students 6.01 1.40 5.76 1.46 6.59 0.74 
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Items Primary Students Secondary 

Students 

Staff 

M SD M SD M SD 

(p&s) 

Students feeling respected by other 

students (st) 

Respecting my teacher/s (p/s)  

Students respecting me (st) 

6.35 1.19 5.67 1.46 6.24 1.12 

Respecting other students (p&s) 

Students respecting other students 

(st) 

6.36 1.06 5.74 1.38 6.61 0.71 

My teacher/s knowing whether I 

respect them (p/s) 

Students knowing that I respect them 

(st) 

5.84 1.49 5.22 1.57 6.72 0.62 

Seeing my teacher/s respect other 

students who need extra support 

(p/s) 

Students seeing teachers respect 

other students who need extra 

support (st) 

6.20 1.32 5.51 1.56 6.59 0.76 

Being valued       

My teacher/s making time to help me 

(p/s)  

Making time to help my students (st) 

5.77 1.48 5.40 1.48 6.55 0.81 

My teacher/s telling me when I’m 

doing well (p/s) 

Telling my students when they are 

doing well (st) 

5.98 1.36 5.46 1.50 6.64 0.74 

My teacher/s giving me an award 

(p/s) 

Giving my students awards (st) 

5.05 1.91 4.37 1.91 5.12 1.52 

My teacher/s writing a  report that 

says nice things about me (p/s) 

Writing reports that say nice things 

about students (st) 

6.06 1.41 5.38 1.58 4.93 1.55 

My teacher/s giving me a job that I 

like doing (p/s) 

Giving my students a job that they 

like doing (st) 

5.40 1.75 4.80 1.72 4.86 1.57 

Feeling that my teacher/s value/s me 

(p/s) 

Valuing my students (st) 

5.92 1.46 5.32 1.57 6.69 0.70 

Feeling that other students value me 

(p&s)  

Students feeling valued by other 

students (st) 

5.79 1.52 5.48 1.56 6.47 0.83 

Valuing my teacher/s (p/s) 

Students valuing me (st) 

6.12 1.32 5.31 1.53 5.42 1.45 

Valuing other students (p&s) 

Students valuing other students (st) 

6.16 1.19 5.46 1.46 6.33 0.95 
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Items Primary Students Secondary 

Students 

Staff 

M SD M SD M SD 

My teacher/s knowing whether I 

value them (p/s) 

Students knowing that I value them 

(st) 

5.63 1.58 4.89 1.64 6.68 0.75 

Seeing my teacher/s value other 

students who need extra support 

(p/s) 

Students seeing teachers value other 

students who need extra support (st) 

6.12 1.36 5.29 1.64 6.46 0.90 

 

2.5.2 Themes of recognition: Exploratory factor analyses and item analyses 

Exploratory factor analyses were conducted on the primary student, secondary student and staff 

responses to the recognition items with the aim of detecting underlying themes in regard to how 

recognition promotes wellbeing in schools.  

Primary students 

A principal components analysis was conducted on the 37 recognition items with oblique rotation 

(direct oblimin). An oblique rotation method was chosen as it was expected the factors emerging 

from the recognition data would be correlated, and this was confirmed (see Table 74 Correlations 

between factors below). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure verified the sampling adequacy for the 

analysis, KMO = .97, which is ‘marvellous’ according to Hutcheson and Sofroniou (1999). An initial 

analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each factor. Five factors had eigenvalues over Kaiser’s 

criterion of 1 and in combination explained 60.47% of the variance. The scree plot was ambiguous 

and suggested extracting either one or five factors. Exploratory investigation whereby five, four, 

three, two and one factor were extracted, showed that the five factor model was most meaningful. 

As both the Kaiser’s criterion and the scree plot suggested five factors, and the sample size was very 

large (N =2709), five factors were extracted.  

Table 73 shows the factor-loadings after rotation. A criterion of .40 was used to decide if items 

loaded onto factors and are shown in bold in Table 73. Factor names were based on loadings 

stronger than +/- .50. The items that clustered on the same factor suggested that Factor 1 

represented ‘My teacher recognising me’ and this was the factor that accounted for the most 

variance (42.14%). Items that loaded onto Factor 1 included items from all three domains of 

recognition: being cared for, being respected and being valued. Factor 2 represented ‘Having a say’; 

Factor 3 represented ‘My peers recognising me’, and included items from all three domains of 

recognition; Factor 4 represented teachers providing ‘Signs of recognition’ to students, and Factor 5 

represented ‘Recognising others’ and included items from all three domains of recognition. As 

shown in the second last row of Table 73, Factors 2 to 5 accounted for between 5.9% and 3.4% of 

variance each.  
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These five factors demonstrate the multidimensional role of recognition in facilitating primary 

students’ wellbeing, with teachers’ recognition of the student the most predominant factor.  

As Table 73 shows, there were three items that cross-loaded onto more than one factor at .40 or 

higher. ‘Respecting my teacher’, ‘my teacher knowing whether I respect them’, and ‘caring for my 

teacher’ all cross loaded onto Factor 1, teacher-student recognition, as well as Factor 5, recognition 

of others. From a semantic perspective these items fit well with both Factor 1 and Factor 5. As these 

items cross-load, these items were omitted from the calculation of internal consistency (see bottom 

row of Table 73) and it is recommend that they be omitted from future surveys, or rephrased to 

align more closely with either Factor 1 or Factor 5.  During construction of the items for this survey 

the researchers were faced with tension between accurately capturing Honneth’s (1995) theory of 

recognition and using language that was understood by primary school aged children and students 

with lower literacy levels. Thus, if items are to be rephrased, this tension needs to be anticipated and 

accommodated.  

Also shown in Table 73, three items did not have any loadings at .40 or above.  These items were ‘my 

teacher respecting my views about religion/spirituality,’ ‘every student at my school getting respect 

no matter how they behave’ and ‘every student at my school getting respect no matter how old they 

are.’  These results suggest these items were answered in different ways compared to other items as 

they do not form factors, however, the mean scores for these items suggest these items are 

important for student wellbeing. These items were omitted from the calculation of internal 

consistency (see bottom row of Table 73).  

The phrasing of ‘my teacher respecting my views about religion/spirituality’ may have contributed to 

its lack of loading on factors. Specifically, the phrase ‘my views’ may be interpreted as expression of 

views about religion/spirituality, rather than privately held beliefs. The Phase 2 data suggested that 

the teacher respecting students’ views about religion/spirituality was raised by a small number of 

children, it was tacitly held by others, and other children were silent on this matter.  

  

Five factors of recognition were found for facilitating primary students’ wellbeing at school:  My 

teacher recognising me; having a say; my peers recognising me; signs of recognition; and 

recognising others.  
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Table 73 Factor Loadings of Recognition Items for Primary School Students (N = 2709) 

Item My teacher 

recognising 

me 

Having a say 

participation 

My peers 

recognise 

me 

Signs of 

recognition 

Recognising  

others 

My teacher 

enjoying talking 

with me 

.72 .01 -.09 -.16 -.00 

Feeling cared for 

by my teacher 

.71 -.05 -.06 -.09 .15 

My teacher 

knowing me well 

.69 .03 .01 -.14 .02 

Feeling it’s OK to 

tell my teacher 

what I need 

.68 .08 -.13 .06 .00 

Feeling respected 

by my teacher 

.68 .06 -.15 .03 .08 

My teacher 

making time to 

help me when I 

can’t do my school 

work 

.63 .03 -.15 .00 .02 

My teacher 

making time to 

help me 

.58 .06 -.10 -.22 .01 

My teacher taking 

notice of what I 

have to say 

.57 .26 -.16 .06 -.03 

Respecting my 

teacher 

.50 -.03 .07 .09 .48 

My teacher telling 

me when I’m 

doing well 

.45 .10 -.11 -.35 .04 

Feeling that my 

teacher values me 

.44 .03 -.17 -.34 .15 

Feeling safe at 

school 

.41 -.05 -.37 .12 .12 

My teacher 

knowing whether I 

respect them 

.40 .11 .03 -.08 .40 

My teacher 

respecting my 

views about 

religion/spirituality 

.37 .25 -.01 .13 .30 

Having a say about 

punishments for 

breaking school 

rules 

-.03 .81 .05 -.02 -.02 

Having a say about 

school rules 

.04 .81 .06 .00 .03 

Having a say about 

what we learn at 

.02 .78 .05 -.02 .03 
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Item My teacher 

recognising 

me 

Having a say 

participation 

My peers 

recognise 

me 

Signs of 

recognition 

Recognising  

others 

school 

Having a say about 

who I sit near 

-.11 .64 -.08 -.12 -.07 

Feeling respected 

by other students 

.11 .08 -.77 .06 .01 

Feeling cared for 

by other students 

.07 -.05 -.71 -.08 .15 

Feeling that other 

students value me  

-.07 .01 -.70 -.31 .14 

Feeling that other 

students like me  

.14 .01 -.70 -.12 -.07 

Being treated 

fairly at school 

.31 .13 -.63 .17 -.06 

My teacher giving 

me an award 

.17 .19 -.10 -.62 -.02 

My teacher giving 

me a job that I like 

doing 

.06 .27 -.05 -.57 .10 

My teacher writing 

a  report that says 

nice things about 

me 

.23 .12 -.13 -.47 .10 

Valuing other 

students 

-.23 -.06 -.33 -.22 .70 

Caring for other 

students 

-.09 -.03 -.31 -.04 .69 

Respecting other 

students 

-.02 .04 -.27 .12 .66 

Seeing my teacher 

respect other 

students who 

need extra 

support 

.17 .17 .09 .08 .66 

Seeing my teacher 

value other 

students who 

need extra 

support 

.10 .09 .05 -.13 .65 

Seeing my teacher 

care or other 

students who 

need extra 

support  

.16 .09 .07 -.00 .65 

Valuing my 

teacher 

.38 -.06 .08 -.19 .53 

Caring for my 

teacher 

.50 -.09 .09 -.04 .52 

My teacher .37 .03 .15 -.18 .46 
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Item My teacher 

recognising 

me 

Having a say 

participation 

My peers 

recognise 

me 

Signs of 

recognition 

Recognising  

others 

knowing whether I 

care for them 

My teacher 

knowing whether I 

value them 

.25 .05 .07 -.37 .43 

Every student at 

my school getting 

respect no matter 

how they behave 

.03 .30 -.22 .19 .35 

Every student at 

my school getting 

respect no matter 

how old they are  

.20 .20 -.32 .28 .32 

Eigenvalues 16.01 2.25 1.92 1.52 1.28 

% of variance 42.14 5.91 5.06 3.99 3.36 

Cronbach’s alpha .93  .77 .87 .75 .92 

Note. A criterion of.40 was used to identify items loading into Factors.  

Correlations between factors 

Table 74 shows the correlations between factors.  

Table 74  Bivariate Correlations between Factors 

  1 2 3 4 5 

1 My teacher recognising me -- .37 -.38 -.26 .57 

2 Having a say  -- -.32 -.20 .30 

3 My peers recognising me   -- .17 -.37 

4 Signs of recognition    -- -.20 

5 Recognising others     -- 

 

Internal consistency and item analysis 

As Table 73 shows, internal consistency as measured by Cronbach’s alpha was very good for Factor 1 

(11 items), Factor 3 (5 items) and Factor 5 (10 items), and acceptable to good for Factor 2 (4 items) 

and Factor 4 (3 items).  

Factor 1: My teacher recognising me 

Inter-item correlations for all 11 items were positive and moderate strong (ranging from .37 to .67). 

Removal of any item would reduce alpha, thus all items work well to measure how important ‘my 

teacher recognising me’ is for student wellbeing from primary student perspectives. 

Factor 2: Having a say 

Inter-item correlations for all four items were positive and moderate strong (ranging from .36 to 

.61). Removal of ‘having a say about who I sit near’ would increase alpha from .77  to .79. The other 

items loading onto this factor measured having a say about rules, punishment and curriculum. It 
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could be that ‘having a say about who I sit near’ may already be implemented in many primary 

school classrooms and thus participants may have responded differently to this item in comparison 

to the other student participation items. It is recommended that this item be left in the 

questionnaire, but that additional questions ask students whether or to what extent these elements 

of having a say already occur in their school, and to what extent they would like them to occur. 

Factor 3: My peers recognising me  

Inter-item correlations for all five items were positive and moderate strong (ranging from .48 to .64). 

Removal of any item would reduce alpha, thus all items work well to measure how important ‘my 

peers recognising me’ is for student wellbeing from primary student perspectives. 

Factor 4: Signs of recognition 

Inter-item correlations for all three items were positive and moderate strong (ranging from .47 to 

.55). Removal of any item would reduce alpha, thus all items work well to measure how important 

‘Signs of recognition’ is for student wellbeing from primary student perspectives. 

Factor 5: Recognising others 

Inter-item correlations for all ten items were positive and moderate strong (ranging from .41 to .67). 

Removal of any item would reduce alpha, thus all items work well to measure how important 

‘recognising others’ is for student wellbeing from primary student perspectives. 

Secondary students 

A principal components analysis was conducted on the 39 recognition items with oblique rotation 

(direct oblimin). An oblique rotation method was chosen as it was expected the factors emerging 

from the recognition data would be correlated, and this was confirmed (see Table 76 Correlations 

between factors below). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure verified the sampling adequacy for the 

analysis, KMO = .97, which is ‘marvellous’ according to Hutcheson and Sofroniou (1999). An initial 

analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each factor in the data. Six factors had eigenvalues over 

Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and in combination explained 68.2% of the variance. The scree plot was 

ambiguous and indicated between 1 and 6 factors. Analyses with 1 to 6 factors were conducted. The 

sample size was large (N = 4248) and the clearest model to interpret was the one with 5 factors, 

which accounted for 65.2% of the variance.  

Table 75 shows the factor-loadings on the five factor solution after rotation. A criterion of .40 was 

used to decide if items loaded onto factors and are shown in bold in Table 75. Factor names were 

based on loadings stronger than +/- .50.The eight items that clustered on the same factor suggested 

that Factor 1 represented ‘recognising others’. This factor accounted for the most variance (47.3%). 

Items that loaded onto Factor 1 pertained to students observing other students being cared for, 

respected and valued by staff, as well as teachers knowing that students cared for and valued 

teachers. Factor 2 represented ‘having a say’ and accounted for 6.1% of the variance.  Factor 3 

represented teachers providing ‘signs of recognition’ and accounted for 4.4% of variance. Factor 4 

represented ‘my peers recognising me’ and accounted for 4.2% of variance. Factor 5 represented 

‘teachers recognising me’ and accounted for 3.3% of variance. 
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Similar to the results for primary students, these five factors demonstrate the multidimensional role 

of recognition in facilitating secondary students’ wellbeing, with ‘recognising others’ the most 

predominant factor. 

As can be seen in Table 75, there were four items that cross-loaded onto more than one factor at .40 

or higher. The item ‘respecting my teachers’ loaded at .52 on Factor 1, but it also loaded onto Factor 

5 at -.45.  ‘Respecting other students’ loaded onto Factor 1 at .42 and Factor 4 at .41. ‘Caring for 

other students’ loaded on Factors 1 and 3 at .52 and .59 respectively. ‘Valuing other students’ also 

loaded onto Factors 1 and 4, at .52 and .54 respectively. As these items cross-load, these items were 

omitted from the calculation of internal consistency (see bottom row of Table 75) and for future use 

it is recommend that they be rephrased to align more closely with the most semantically meaningful 

factor, taking into account the tension between capturing Honneth’s ideas of recognition and using 

phrases that are accessible to younger secondary students and those with low literacy skills.  

Also shown in Table 75, two items did not have any loadings at .40 or above. These items were 

‘feeling cared for by my teachers’ and ‘every student at my school getting respect no matter how 

they behave’.  These results suggest these items are not strong indicators of wellbeing for Secondary 

students and should be omitted from future questionnaires. These items were omitted from the 

calculation of internal consistency (see bottom row of Table 75).  

  

Five factors of recognition were found for promoting secondary students’ wellbeing at school: 

Recognising others; having a say; signs of recognition, my peers recognising me, and teachers 

recognising me. 
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Table 75 Factor Loadings of Recognition Items for Secondary School Students (N = 4248) 

Items Recognising 

others 

Having a say Signs of 

recognition  

My peers 

recognising 

me 

Teachers 

recognising 

me 

Seeing my teachers 

caring for other 

students who need 

extra support  

.76 .06 .03 .07 -.04 

Seeing my teachers 

value other students 

who need extra support 

.74 .11 -.04 .07 .01 

My teachers knowing 

whether I care for them 

.71 

 

.04 -.23 .07 .08 

Caring for my teachers .70 -.06 -.18 .09 -.07 

My teachers knowing 

whether I value them 

.67 .09 -.32 .04 .07 

Seeing my teachers 

respect other students 

who need extra support 

.66 .16 .16 .00 -.24 

Valuing my teachers .65 -.03 -.25 .05 -.11 

My teachers knowing 

whether I respect them 

.58 .12 -.10 -.07 -.26 

Respecting my teachers .52 .01 .04 -.02 -.45 

Respecting other 

students 

.42 .06 .26 .41 -.28 

Feeling cared for by my 

teachers 

.37 -.08 -.34 .16 -.30 

Having a say about 

punishments for 

breaking school rules 

.05 .86 -.02 -.04 .08 

Having a say about 

school rules 

.13 .80 -.02 -.03 .03 

Having a say about 

what we learn at school 

.01 .75 -.07 -.05 -.06 

Having a say about who 

I sit near 

-.20 .64 -.09 .19 .04 

Having a say about 

whether I see the 

school counsellor 

.07 .50 .06 -.05 -.19 

My teachers giving me 

an award 

.05 .21 -.63 .10 .06 

My teachers giving me 

a job that I like doing 

.08 .29 -.55 .09 .02 

My teachers telling me 

when I’m doing well 

.11 .05 -.55 .09 -.28 

My teachers writing a 

report that says nice 

things about me 

.07 .14 -.53 .20 -.09 

Feeling that my 

teachers value me  

.23 .02 -.49 .15 -.27 
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Items Recognising 

others 

Having a say Signs of 

recognition  

My peers 

recognising 

me 

Teachers 

recognising 

me 

My teachers making 

time to help me 

.21 .01 -.44 -.00 -.39 

My teachers knowing 

me well 

.32 .02 -.43 .04 -.17 

My teachers enjoying 

talking with me 

.36 .00 -.42 .11 -.17 

Feeling that other 

students like me 

-.07 .05 -.14 .78 -.01 

Feeling cared for by 

other students 

.11 .00 -.06 .77 -.04 

Feeling valued by other 

students 

.01 .06 -.20 .72 -.03 

Feeling respected by 

other students 

-.09 .11 .05 .59 -.43 

Caring for other 

students 

.52 .00 .11 .59 .07 

Valuing other students .52 .04 .02 .54 .11 

Feeling respected by 

my teachers 

.11 .09 -.16 .07 -.66 

Being treated fairly at 

school 

-.17 .16 -.06 .30 -.66 

My teachers taking 

notice of what I have to 

say 

.00 .21 -.21 .02 -.63 

My teachers respecting 

my views about 

religion/spirituality 

.15 .20 -.02 -.10 -.58 

Every student at my 

school being respected 

no matter how old they 

are 

.17 .13 .16 .21 -.56 

My teachers helping me 

when I can’t do my 

school work 

.17 -.08 -.30 .09 -.50 

Feeling safe at school .08 -.13 -.09 .39 -.47 

Feeling it’s OK to tell 

my teachers what I 

need 

.24 -.07 -.30 .11 -.42 

Every students at my 

school being respected 

no matter how they 

behave 

.26 .25 .22 .13 -.33 

Eigenvalues 18.43 2.36 1.72 1.63 1.27 

% of variance 47.3 6.1 4.4 4.2 3.3 

Cronbach’s alpha .93 .80 .90 .90 .91 

Note. A criterion of.40 was used to identify items loading into Factors.  
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Correlations between factors 

Table 76 shows the correlations between factors for secondary student data.  

Table 76 Bivariate Correlations Between Factors 

  1 2 3 4 5 

1 Recognising others -- .29 -.37 .45 -.53 

2 Having a say  -- -.27 .30 -.37 

3 Signs of recognition    -- -.33 .28 

4 My peers recognising me    -- -.43 

5 Teachers recognising me     -- 

 

Internal consistency and item analysis 

As can be seen in Table 75, internal consistency as measured by Cronbach’s alpha was excellent for 

Factor 1 (8 items), Factor 2 (5 items), Factor 3 (8 items), Factor 4 (4 items) and Factor 5 (8 items).  

Factor 1: Recognising others 

Inter-item correlations for all eight items were positive and strong (ranging from .52 to .74). Removal 

of any item would reduce alpha, thus all items work well to measure how important recognising 

others is for secondary students wellbeing from the perspective of the students themselves. 

Factor 2: Having a say 

Inter-item correlations for all five items were positive and moderate to strong (ranging from .34 to 

.72). Removal of ‘having a say about whether I see the school counsellor’ would increase alpha from 

.80 to .81. Responses to this item had the largest standard deviation (SD = 2.04), suggesting that this 

question produces responses that reflect different degrees of importance of having a say about 

seeing the school counsellor across the sample of secondary students.  It is recommended that this 

item be left in the questionnaire, but that additional questions ask students whether or to what 

extent this element of ‘having a say’ has personal importance/personal relevance to the respondent. 

Factor 3: Signs of recognition 

Inter-item correlations for all eight items were positive and moderate to strong (ranging from .43 to 

.71). Removal of any item would reduce alpha, thus all items work well to measure how important 

signs of recognition is for secondary students wellbeing from the perspective of the students 

themselves.  

Factor 4: My peers recognising me 

Inter-item correlations for all four items were positive and moderate to strong (ranging from .49 to 

.68). Removal of any item would reduce alpha, thus all items work well to measure how important 

peer recognition is for secondary students wellbeing from the perspective of the students 

themselves. 
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Factor 5: Teachers recognising me  

Inter-item correlations for all ten items were positive and moderate strong (ranging from .36 to .71). 

Removal of any item would reduce alpha, thus all items work well to measure how important 

recognition from teachers is for secondary students’ wellbeing from the perspective of the students 

themselves. 

In summary, five factors of recognition were found for secondary students: ‘Recognising others’, 

‘having a say’, ‘signs of recognition’, ‘my peers recognising me’ and ‘teachers recognising me’. 

Similar to the results for primary students, these five factors demonstrate the multidimensional role 

of recognition in facilitating secondary students’ wellbeing, with ‘recognising others’ the most 

predominant factor. 

Staff 

A principal components analysis was conducted on the 38 recognition items with oblique rotation 

(direct oblimin). An oblique rotation method was chosen as it was expected the factors emerging 

from the recognition data would be correlated, and this was confirmed (see Table 78 Correlations 

between factors below). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure verified the sampling adequacy for the 

analysis, KMO = .94, which is ‘marvellous’ according to Hutcheson and Sofroniou (1999). An initial 

analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each factor in the data. Eight factors had eigenvalues over 

Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and in combination explained 65.9% of the variance. The scree plot was 

ambiguous and indicated between one and five factors. Analyses with one to five factors were 

explored. The sample size was large (N = 581) and the clearest model to interpret was the one with 

five factors, which accounted for 56.7% of the variance.  

Table 77 shows the factor-loadings on the five factor solution after rotation. A criterion of .40 was 

used to decide if items loaded onto factors and are shown in bold in Table 77. Factor names were 

based on loadings stronger than +/- .50. The items that clustered on the same factor suggested that 

Factor 1 represented ‘teachers recognising students’ and this factor accounted for the most variance 

(36.1%).  Factor 2 represented ‘signs of recognition’ and accounted for 7.4% of the variance. Factor 3 

represented ‘students having a say’ and accounted for 5.0% of variance. Factor 4 represented 

‘students recognising each other’ and accounted for 4.8% of variance. Factor 5 represented 

‘students recognising teachers’ and accounted for 3.4% of variance. 

 

Similar to the results for primary students and secondary students, these five factors demonstrate 

the multidimensional role of recognition in facilitating student wellbeing, with ‘teachers recognising 

students’ the most predominant factor. 

None of the items cross-loaded, but one item, ‘having a say about whether they see the school 

counsellor’, did not load above .40 on any factors.  This item was omitted from the calculation of 

internal consistency (see bottom row of Table 77).  This indicated that staff view having a say about 

seeing the school counsellor differently to other aspects of student voice. 

From staff perspectives, five factors of recognition were found for promoting students’ wellbeing 

at school:  Teachers recognising students; signs of recognition; students having a say; students 

recognising each other; students recognising teachers. 
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Table 77 Factor Loadings of Recognition Items for Staff (N = 581) 

Items Teachers 

recognising 

students  

Signs of 

recognition  

Students 

having a say 

Students 

recognising 

each other 

Students 

recognising 

teachers 

Respecting my students .83 -.13 .08 .06 .05 

Students knowing 

whether I care for them 

.77 -.04 -.05 .03 -.14 

Every student being 

respected no matter 

how old they are 

.76 -.17 .13 -.04 .08 

Students seeing 

teachers respect other 

students who need 

extra support 

.75 .00 .02 .04 -.17 

Caring for my students .75 .03 -.03 .04 0.1 

Students know that I 

respect them 

.74 -.08 -.03 -.05 -.11 

Students being treated 

fairly at school 

.69 -.11 .22 -.06 .20 

Students seeing 

teachers care for other 

students who need 

extra help 

.68 -.11 .22 -.06 .20 

Taking notice of what 

my students say 

.68 .01 .22 -.06 .05 

Respecting my students 

views about 

religion/spirituality 

.64 -.04 .20 .05 -.14 

Students knowing that I 

value them 

.63 .30 -.16 -.08 .18 

Knowing my students 

well 

.63 .30 -.16 -.08 .18 

Valuing my students .62 .32 -.13 -.14 .28 

Students seeing 

teachers value other 

students who need 

extra support 

.61 .26 -.12 -.07 -.09 

Making time to help my 

students 

.56 .34 -.06 -.13 .14 

Students feeling it’s OK 

to  tell me what they 

need 

.56 .10 -.11 -.22 .14 

Telling my students 

when they are doing 

well 

.52 .37 -.06 -.18 .21 

Students feeling safe at 

school 

.50 -.05 .16 -.14 .22 

Every student at my 

school being respected 

no matter how they 

behave 

.49 -.05 .29 -.01 -.04 
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Items Teachers 

recognising 

students  

Signs of 

recognition  

Students 

having a say 

Students 

recognising 

each other 

Students 

recognising 

teachers 

Enjoying talking with 

my students  

.48 .26 -.14 -.14 -.18 

Helping my students 

when they can’t do 

their school work 

.47 .10 -.07 -.19 -.19 

Writing reports that say 

nice things about my 

students  

.01 .71 .18 -.04 -.10 

Giving my students 

awards 

.04 .68 .23 .02 -.05 

Giving my students a 

job that they like doing 

.01 .64 .21 -.07 -.22 

Having a say about 

punishments for 

breaking school rules 

-.09 .09 .75 -.14 .02 

Having a  say about 

what they learn at 

school 

.14 .10 .71 .06 .02 

Having a say about 

school rules 

.06 .05 .63 -.15 -.04 

Having a say about who 

they sit near 

-.07 .19 .62 -.05 -.03 

Having a  say about 

whether they see the 

school counsellor 

.07 .19 .29 .06 -.28 

Students feeling cared 

for by other students  

-.07 -.12 .05 -.83 -.14 

Students valuing other 

students 

-.02 .10 .04 -.80 .05 

Students feeling valued 

by other students   

.08 .08 -.01 -.79 .15 

Students caring for 

other students  

.03 -.11 -,02 -.74 -.24 

Students feeling liked 

by other students  

-.08 .13 .03 -.68 .04 

Students respecting 

other students  

.33 -.23 .12 -.50 -.11 

Students feeling 

respected by other 

students  

.37 -.25 .19 -.49 -.04 

Students caring for me .03 .17 .02 -.24 -.64 

Students respecting me .28 -.02 .11 -.10 -.58 

Students valuing me .06 .29 -.01 -.18 -.54 

Eigenvalues 14.1 2.9 2.0 1.9 1.3 

% of variance 36.1 7.4 5.0 4.8 3.4 

Cronbach’s alpha .95 .82 .77 .88 .76 
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Note. A criterion of.40 was used to identify items loading into Factors. A criterion of .50 was used in 

naming factors. 

Correlations between factors 

Table 78 shows the correlations between factors for staff data.  

Table 78 Bivariate Correlations Between Factors 

  1 2 3 4 5 

1 Teachers recognising students  -- .24 .22 -.51 -.14 

2 Signs of recognition   -- .10 -.26 -.17 

3 Students having a say   -- -.23 -.16 

4 Students recognising each other    -- .20 

5 Students recognising teachers     -- 

 

Internal consistency and item analysis 

As can be seen in Table 77, internal consistency as measured by Cronbach’s alpha was excellent for 

Factor 1 (21 items), and very good for Factor 2 (3 items) and Factor 4 (7 items), and good for Factor 3 

(4 items) and Factor 5 (3 items). Note that alpha is impacted by the number of items, with more 

items causing alpha to be higher. 

Factor 1: Teachers recognising students 

Inter-item correlations for all 21 items were positive and ranged from weak to strong (.24 to .71). 

Removal of any item would reduce alpha, thus all items work well to measure how important 

teachers’ recognition of students is for student wellbeing from a staff perspective. 

Factor 2: Signs of recognition  

Inter-item correlations for the three items were positive and strong (ranging from .55 to .66). 

Removal of any item would reduce alpha, thus all items work well to measure how important signs 

of recognition are for student wellbeing from a staff perspective. 

Factor 3: Students having a say 

Inter-item correlations for all four items were positive and moderate to strong (ranging from .39 to 

.60). Removal of any item would reduce alpha, thus all items work well to measure how important 

students having a say is for student wellbeing from a staff perspective. 

Factor 4: Students recognising each other 

Inter-item correlations for all seven items were positive and moderate to strong (ranging from .35 to 

.73). Removal of any item would reduce alpha, thus all items work well to measure how important 

recognition between students is for student wellbeing from a staff perspective. 
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Factor 5: Students recognising teachers 

Inter-item correlations for the three items were positive and moderate to strong (ranging from .43 

to .64). Removal of the item ‘students respecting me’ would increase alpha from .76 to .78, thus 

omitting this item would improve internal consistency. 

In summary, five factors of recognition were found for staff:  ‘Teachers recognising students’, ‘signs 

of recognition’, ‘students having a say’, ‘students recognising each other’ and ‘students recognising 

teachers’. Similar to the results for primary students and secondary students, these five factors 

demonstrate the multidimensional role of recognition in facilitating student wellbeing, with 

‘teachers recognising students’ the most predominant factor from staff perspectives. 

  

2.6 Mutuality of recognition   

2.6.1 Mutuality of recognition and wellbeing conceptualisations 

Mutuality of recognition refers to the acknowledgement that recognition is both given and received, 

that is, that recognition is reciprocated between individuals. To analyse the mutuality of recognition, 

relationships between the six items that measured feeling cared for, feeling respected and feeling 

valued by both teachers and students, and the six items that measured caring for, respecting and 

valuing both teachers and students (i.e., 12 items in total relating to receiving and giving recognition) 

were conducted using Spearman’s correlations. Spearman’s correlations were used because visual 

inspection of histograms showed all variables were negatively skewed and not suitable for 

parametric analyses. All the Spearman’s correlations were positive and significant at p < .001 for 

primary students, secondary students and staff. This suggests that students and staff who rate 

receiving recognition as contributing highly to student wellbeing, also rate giving recognition as 

highly important for promoting wellbeing. 

 

 

Exploratory analyses were conducted to investigate whether mutuality of recognition was related to: 

a)  The way students and staff conceptualise wellbeing 

b) How important students and staff view relationships as contributing to wellbeing  

c) The extent of subjective recognition (i.e., how cared for, respected and valued students and staff 

felt at school).  

In order to conduct analyses to test these hypotheses, total scores were calculated by summing all 

12 items that measure giving and receiving recognition (i.e., feeling cared for, respected and valued 

by teachers and students, and caring for, respecting and valuing teachers and students). The 

composite variable was termed ‘total mutuality’ with scores potentially ranging from a minimum of 

The factor of recognition that accounted for the most variance for primary students and staff 

was teachers recognising students, whereas for secondary students it was students recognising 

others, which included students recognising both staff and their peers.   

Students and staff were conscious of the reciprocal or mutual nature of recognition in promoting 

wellbeing. 
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12 to a maximum of 84, with higher scores indicating stronger agreement that giving and receiving 

recognition are important for wellbeing.   

Assumptions  

Total mutuality scores for primary students were significantly negatively skewed (z skew = -35.6) and 

leptokurtic (z kurtosis = 33.22). Similarly, total mutuality scores for secondary students were 

significantly negatively skewed (z skew = -26.8) and leptokurtic (z kurtosis = 13.82). Transformation 

via reflection and inverse, reflection and logarithm, and reflection and square root did not improve 

normality to an acceptable level using p < .001. Thus, parametric statistics were unable to be used. 

Staff’s total mutuality scores were also significantly negatively skewed (z skew = -9.81) and 

leptokurtic (z kurtosis = 4.39).  While staff scores were not as badly skewed or leptokurtic as 

students’ scores, and were potentially amendable to transformation, it was decided to use non-

parametric analyses and leave scores untransformed for all cohorts as a way to cope with the 

problems of non-normality and also maintain interpretability of median scores on a 7-point Likert 

scale.  

Kruskal-Wallis tests were conducted for primary students, secondary students and staff with 

wellbeing conceptualisations (rank 1 and rank 2) as independent variables and total mutuality as the 

dependent variable.   

Primary students 

The first Kruskal-Wallis test found no difference between the way primary students conceptualised 

wellbeing (rank 1) and their total mutuality of recognition,  χ
2
 (9, n = 3241) = 13.12. p = .157.  The 

second Kruskal-Wallis test found a significant difference between primary students’ second ranking 

of wellbeing concepts and their total mutuality, χ
2
 (9, n = 3241) = 17.75. p = .038. Primary students 

who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘looking after myself’ recorded the lowest median (Md = 74, n = 

234), while those who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being safe’ (n = 476), ‘being loved’ (n = 442), 

‘being listened to’ (n = 56), ‘helping others’ (n = 402) and ‘having a great environment’ (n = 178) all 

had the highest median of 77. 

Secondary students 

The first Kruskal-Wallis test found a significant difference between the way Secondary students 

conceptualised wellbeing (rank 1) and their total mutuality of recognition,  χ
2
 (11, n = 4580) = 80.50. 

p < .001.  Secondary students who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘having privacy’ recorded the lowest 

median (Md = 57, n = 85), while those who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being loved’ had the highest 

median (Md = 71, n = 270). 

The second Kruskal-Wallis test found no significant difference between Secondary students’ second 

ranking of wellbeing concepts, χ
2
 (11, n = 4580) = 16.37. p = .128. 

Staff 

The first Kruskal-Wallis test found no difference between the way staff conceptualised wellbeing 

(rank 1) and their total mutuality of recognition scores,  χ
2
 (8, n = 626) = 5.26. p = .730. The second 

Kruskal-Wallis test found a significant difference between staff’s second ranking of wellbeing 

concepts, χ
2
 (8, n = 626) = 1578. p = .046. Staff who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being successful at 
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school’ recorded the lowest median score (Md = 66, n = 8), while those who conceptualised 

wellbeing as ‘being safe’ (n = 62) and ‘being connected to place’ (n = 149) had the highest median 

scores (Md = 78), closely followed by those who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being connected to 

people’ (Md = 77.7, n = 180).  

Note: Wellbeing conceptualisations excluded the “other” category, leaving 9 wellbeing categories for 

staff, hence the degrees of freedom of 8. 

The way that students and staff conceptualised wellbeing was related to the extent to which they 

acknowledged the mutual nature of recognition.  

 

2.6.2 Mutuality and the importance of relationships for wellbeing 

Spearman’s correlations between total mutuality scores and all items that asked primary students, 

secondary students and staff about how important various relationships were for student wellbeing 

are shown below in Table 79. As Table 79 shows, all correlations were statistically significant at p < 

.001.  Probability is impacted by sample size and as these samples are all large, particularly the 

student samples, the significant results may be due to very high statistical power. However, the 

strength of the correlations all range from moderate (e.g., rs = .29) to strong (e.g., rs = .57) and are all 

positive, thus supporting the positive association between the importance of relationships for 

promoting wellbeing and the mutuality of recognition within those relationships.  

Table 79 shows that the strongest correlations for both primary and secondary students were those 

between teacher-student relationships and total mutuality, while for staff this was the lowest 

correlation. For primary and secondary students the weakest correlations were between 

parents/carers-students and total mutuality, possibly because the mutuality scores reflected 

reciprocity between teachers and students, and between students and students, but not between 

parents and students. Additionally, there was strong consensus among students that relationships 

with parents/carers was important, and very little variability in the scores, thus correlations with 

mutuality may not have been as strong as other relationships in which there was more variability in 

scores. For staff, the strongest correlation was relationships between non-teaching staff and 

students with total mutuality, suggesting that staff who are most aware of the mutual nature of 

recognition are also those who recognise the importance of non-teaching staff, and a whole-school 

approach toward student wellbeing.  

Primary students who described wellbeing as ‘looking after myself’, secondary students who 

described wellbeing as ‘having privacy’, and staff for whom wellbeing meant ‘being successful 

at school’ viewed mutual recognition as least important for promoting wellbeing at school. In 

contrast, primary students who described wellbeing as ‘being safe’, ‘being loved’, ‘being 

listened to’, ‘helping others’ and ‘having a great environment’; secondary students who 

described wellbeing as ‘being loved’, and staff who described it as ‘being safe’, ‘being 

connected to place’ and ‘being connected to people’, viewed mutual recognition as most 

important for promoting student wellbeing at school. 
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Table 79 Spearman’s Correlations: Total Mutuality with the Importance of Relationships for Student 

Wellbeing for Primary Students, Secondary Students and Staff 

Relationships between: Primary 

students 

Secondary 

students 

Staff 

 rs n rs n rs n 

Teachers and students  .57*  3221 .55* 4576 .31* 626 

Students and their close friends .33* 3238 .37* 4576 .39* 625 

Students and not close friends  -- -- .48* 4573 .41* 626 

Principals and students .42* 3218 .44* 4536 .45* 623 

Counsellors and students -- -- .37* 4362 .39* 623 

Non-teaching staff and students .43* 3233 .40* 4557 .51* 624 

Parents/carers and students .23* 3229 .34* 4570 .29* 625 

Students and home group/pastoral 

care teachers 

-- -- .51* 4557 .39* 618 

Principals and teachers -- -- -- -- .41* 626 

Parents and teachers -- -- -- -- .42* 624 

Teachers and other teachers -- -- -- -- .44* 623 

Note. p < .001*. Empty cells indicate student cohorts were not asked these questions. 

2.6.3 Mutuality and subjective recognition 

Spearman’s correlations between total mutuality scores and all items that asked primary students, 

secondary students and staff about their subjective recognition (that is how much participants feel 

cared for, respected and valued) are shown below in Table 80. For students, three single items 

measured their subjective recognition (‘How much do you feel cared for/respected/valued at 

school?’), while for staff subjective recognition scores for cared for, respected and valued were 

formed by summing the four items each that measured how cared for/respected/valued participants 

felt from students/principal/other staff and parents. Principals’ responses were omitted from these 

scores as they skipped the question relating to feeling recognised by principals. Staff total subjective 

recognition scores potentially ranged from 4 to 28, with higher scores representing greater 

subjective recognition. As shown in Table 80 below, all subjective recognition items were correlated 

positively and significantly with total mutual recognition.  

Table 80 Spearman’s Correlations: Total Mutuality with Subjective Recognition for Student 

Wellbeing for Primary Students, Secondary Students and Staff 

Subjective recognition items: Primary 

students 

Secondary 

students 

Staff 

 rs n rs n rs n 

Cared for  .44* 3019 .40* 4102 .33* 438 

Respected  .41* 3001 .36* 4176 .26* 477 

Valued .44* 3016 .42* 4151 .27* 440 

Note. p < .001*.  

Primary and secondary students who rated student-teacher relationships as more important for 

promoting student wellbeing also rated mutual recognition as higher. Staff who rated students’ 

relationships with non-teaching staff as more important for promoting student wellbeing also 

rated mutual recognition as higher, and thus supported a whole-school approach toward 

student wellbeing.  
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2.6.4 Conditional recognition 

Interestingly, when staff responses to the three items that explicitly measured conditional 

reciprocity of recognition (i.e., ‘Caring for/respecting/valuing my students is influenced by how much 

they care for/respect/value me’) were correlated with subjective recognition and the total mutuality 

scores, only two of the relationships were significant, and both were weak associations. ‘Valuing my 

students is influenced by how much they value me’ was negatively related to subjective respect 

(total) at rs  = -.09, p = .04, n = 473; and ‘Respecting my students is influenced by how much they 

respect me’ was negatively correlated with subjective respect (total) at rs  = -.12, p = .008, n = 470. 

These results suggest that staff who base giving respect and value to students on whether they 

receive respect and value from the students also report feeling less respected by students.   

 

Is total mutuality related to views on how well the school supports student and staff wellbeing? 

• Overall, how well does your school support student wellbeing: rs  = .16, p < .001, n = 604. 

• Overall, how well does your school support staff wellbeing: rs  = .09, p = .032, n = 557. 

• Student wellbeing is central to the work of teachers: rs  = .24,  p < .001, n = 603. 

• The Christian values in a Catholic school help student wellbeing: rs  = .19, p < .001, n = 602. 

• The Christian values in a Catholic school help my wellbeing: rs  = .20, p < .001, n = 580. 

 

2.6.5 Staff: Demographic Differences in Mutuality of Recognition   

Kruskal-Wallis tests showed no difference in total mutuality scores across diocese, ATSI status, or 

language status, p > .05. However, male staff had significantly lower total mutuality scores (Md = 74, 

n = 145) than females (Md = 78, n = 482), χ
2
 (1, n = 627) = 26.76, p <.001. Similarly, secondary staff 

(Md = 75, n = 258) had significantly lower total mutuality scores than primary staff (Md = 78, n = 

349), χ
2
 (1, n = 607) = 25.79, p < .001. 

Total mutuality scores were unrelated to staff age and length of service in schools, but were 

negatively related to size of the school (number of enrolments), rs  = -.11, p = .01, n = 579.  Thus, staff 

from larger schools tended to have lower total mutuality scores, than those from smaller schools. 

Note that school size was also negatively related to number of years working in schools, rs  = -.15, p < 

.001, n = 673. Thus, staff working at smaller schools tended to have worked at the school for longer, 

and also had higher total mutuality scores. Larger school size was also associated with lower 

For primary students, secondary students and staff, greater endorsement of the importance of 

mutual recognition for wellbeing is related to feeling more cared for, respected and valued at 

school. 

The understanding and practice of conditional recognition is associated with staff feeling less 

cared for, respected and valued at school.  

Staff who endorse mutual recognition agree more strongly that: their school supports student 

and staff wellbeing, student wellbeing is central to the work of teachers, and the Christian 

values in a Catholic school help student and staff wellbeing.   
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endorsement of the item ‘It would be helpful to have more guidance with student wellbeing’ (rs  = -

.11, p = .01, n = 579) and ‘additional programs related to student wellbeing are helpful in schools’ (rs  

= -.13, p = .002, n = 594.    

 

2.6 Misrecognition   

Staff responses to the three items that measured how important negative actions are for student 

wellbeing  (i.e., teachers humiliating students; teachers speaking harshly to students; students being 

abusive towards other students), were averaged to form a composite score. This composite score 

was collapsed at the midpoint of 4, such that those who responded 1 to 4 formed a category termed 

‘not important for wellbeing’ and those who responded 5 to 7 formed a second category termed 

‘important for wellbeing’. 

Mann Whitney U tests were used to explore differences between the above two groups on all 

continuous variables and composite scores from the survey. The descriptive statistics for significant 

variables only are shown below. As can be seen from the Tables 81, 82, and 83 below, the staff who 

responded that negative actions were not important for wellbeing, were significantly older and had 

been working in schools longer than staff who responded that negative behaviours were important 

for wellbeing. They also rated some relationships between students and staff as more important for 

students’ wellbeing, and some aspects of being cared for.  They were happier with existing policy 

and wanted less guidance with wellbeing policy. 

Mann Whitney U test results are shown in Table 81 below. Mean ranks are shown in Table 82, and 

descriptive statistics are shown in Table 83. 

  

Male staff and secondary staff placed less emphasis on mutual recognition than female staff and 

primary staff, and staff from larger schools tended to place less emphasis on mutual recognition 

than those from smaller schools. 
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Table 81 Mann Whitney U Test Results Comparing Staff who Viewed Misrecognition Actions as 

Important vs. Not Important for Student Wellbeing 

 

  



 Wellbeing in Schools FINAL REPORT: VOLUME THREE 

 

118 

 

Table 82 Mean Ranks: Important vs. Not Important for Student Wellbeing on Several Items 
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Table 83 Descriptive Statistics: Staff who Rated Misrecognition Actions as Not Important vs. 

Important for Student Wellbeing 

 

2.7 Having a say 

Primary students were asked ‘How important are the following for your wellbeing at school?’: 

Having a say about ‘school rules’, ‘punishments for breaking school rules’, ‘what we learn at school’ 

and ‘who we sit near’.  Secondary students were asked the same questions, and in addition were 

asked how important ‘having a say about whether I see the school counsellor’ was for their 

wellbeing at school. Staff were asked the same items as secondary students, but the stem was 

phrased: ‘How important are the following for student wellbeing at school’. For all cohorts, higher 

scores signified greater importance of the item for wellbeing, but the anchors on each scale were 

phrased differently for each cohort and therefore comparisons across cohorts should not be made. 

For primary students, the 7-point scale was labelled 1 = Not important, 7 = Very important. For 

secondary students, the 7-point scale was labelled 1 = Not at all important, 7 = Extremely important. 
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For staff, the 7-point scale was labelled 1 = Not very important, 7 = Very important. Descriptive 

statistics are shown for all cohorts in Table 84. Figure 42 shows mean importance of having a say for 

primary students.  

Table 84 Descriptive Statistics for the Importance of Having a Say for Student Wellbeing from 

Primary Students, Secondary Students and Staff Perspectives 

Having a say 

about… 

Primary Secondary Staff 

 n M SD n M SD n M SD 

School rules 3404 5.13 1.88 4755 4.57 1.81 663 5.23 1.60 

Punishments for 

breaking school 

rules 

3378 4.57 2.09 4747 4.47 1.82 662 5.06 1.55 

What we/they 

learn at school 

3386 5.28 1.89 4746 4.94 1.75 661 5.39 1.43 

Who I/they sit 

near 

3367 4.92 2.11 4760 5.19 1.80 661 4.46 1.55 

Seeing the school 

counsellor 

-- -- -- 4674 4.74 2.05 659 4.89 1.55 

 

 

Figure 42 Primary students mean importance of having a say for wellbeing. 

2.7.1 Which elements of student voice were most important to primary and 

secondary students, and staff? 

Primary students 

As all ‘having a say’ items were negatively skewed, Friedman tests were conducted to test for 

differences between the extent of importance of each type of ‘having a say’ for primary students’ 

wellbeing.   

Friedman’s test was significant, χ
2
 (3) = 458.28, p < .001, n = 3274. Follow-up Wilcoxon Signed Ranks 

tests using a Bonferroni adjusted alpha of .008 for six comparisons showed all comparisons were 
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significant at p < .001. Effect sizes were calculated as r values and interpreted as .1 = small effect, .3 

medium effect, and .50 large effect (Cohen, 1988).  

Results from the Wilcoxon Signed Ranks tests showed the most important aspect of having a say for 

primary students was ‘what we learn at school’ (Md = 6.00) and this was of significantly more 

importance than ‘school rules’(Md = 6.00) with a small effect size (z = 4.78, r = .08), ‘punishments for 

breaking school rules’ (Md = 5.00) (z = 20.03, r = .34, medium effect size), and ‘who I sit near’ (z = 

9.24, r = .16, small effect size). 

The second most important aspect of having a say for primary students was having a say about 

‘school rules’ which was significantly of greater importance than ‘punishments for breaking school 

rules’ (z = 18.46, r = .32, medium effect size) and ‘who I sit near’ (z = 5.52, r = .10, small effect size).  

The third most important aspect of having a say for primary students was having a say about ‘who I 

sit near’ (Md = 5.00) and this was of significantly more importance than ‘punishments about 

breaking school rules’ (z = 8.67, r = .15, small effect size). 

The least most important aspect of having a say from primary student perspectives was having a say 

about ‘punishments for breaking school rules’. 

 

Secondary students 

As all ‘having a say’ items were negatively skewed, Friedman tests were conducted to test for 

differences between the extent of importance of each type of ‘having a say’ for secondary students’ 

wellbeing.   

Friedman’s test was significant, χ
2
 (4) = 955.02, p < .001, n = 4630. Follow-up Wilcoxon Signed Ranks 

tests using a Bonferroni adjusted alpha of .005 for ten comparisons showed all comparisons were 

significant at p < .001. Effect sizes were calculated as r values and interpreted as .1 = small effect, .3 

medium effect, and .50 large effect (Cohen, 1988).  

Results from the Wilcoxon Signed Ranks tests showed the most important aspect of having a say for 

secondary students was ‘who I sit near’ (Md = 6.00) and this was of significantly more importance 

than ‘school rules’(Md = 5.00) with a medium effect size (z = 20.61, r = .30), ‘punishments for 

breaking school rules’ (Md = 5.00) with a medium effect size (z = 24.61, r = .36), ‘whether I see the 

school counsellor’ (Md = 5.00) with a small to medium effect size (z = 14.12, r = .21) and ‘what we 

learn in school’ (Md = 5.00) with a small effect size (z = 9.10, r = .13). 

The second most important aspect of having a say for secondary students was having a say about 

‘what we learn in school’ which was significantly of greater importance than ‘punishments for 

breaking school rules’ (z = 20.45, r = .30, medium effect size) and ‘whether I see the school 

counsellor’ (z = 6.89, r = .10, small effect size) and ‘school rules’ (z = 15.67, r = .23). 

 The third most important aspect of having a say for secondary students was having a say about 

‘whether I see the school counsellor’ and this was of significantly more importance than 

For primary students the most important aspect of having a say was ‘what we learn at school’, 

followed by ‘school rules’, ‘who I sit near’ and finally, ‘punishments for breaking school rules’.  
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‘punishments about breaking school rules’ (z = 8.01, r = .12, small effect size) and ‘school rules’ (z = 

4.36, r = .06, small effect size). 

The fourth most important aspect of having a say for secondary students was ‘school rules’ and it 

was of significantly more importance than ‘punishments about breaking school rules’ (z = 6.51, r = 

.09, small effect size). 

Similar to primary school students, the least most important aspect of having a say from secondary 

student perspectives was having a say about ‘punishments for breaking school rules’. 

 

Staff 

All ‘having a say’ items were negatively skewed except for ‘who they sit near’. Friedman tests were 

conducted to test for differences between the extent of importance of each type of ‘having a say’ for 

staff when considering students’ wellbeing.   

Friedman’s test was significant, χ
2
 (4) = 217.98, p < .001, n = 652. Follow-up Wilcoxon Signed Ranks 

tests using a Bonferroni adjusted alpha of .005 for ten comparisons showed all but two comparisons 

were significant. Effect sizes were calculated as r values and interpreted as .1 = small effect, .3 

medium effect, and .50 large effect (Cohen, 1988).  

Results from the Wilcoxon Signed Ranks tests showed the most important aspect of having a say 

from staff perspectives was ‘what they learn at school’ (Md = 6.00) and this was of significantly more 

important than ‘who they sit near’ (Md = 5.00) with a large effect size (z = 12.82, p < .001, r = .50), 

‘whether they see the school counsellor’ (Md = 5.00) with a medium effect size (z = 6.66, p < .001, r = 

.26) and  ‘punishments for breaking school rules’ (Md = 5.00) with a small effect size (z = 5.19, p < 

.001,  r = .20). The difference between ‘what they learn at school’ and ‘school rules’ (Md = 5.00) was 

not significant, p = .011.   

The second most important aspect of having a say from staff perspectives was having a say about 

‘school rules’ which was significantly of greater importance than ‘punishments for breaking school 

rules’ (z = 3.15, p = .002, r = .12, small effect size), ‘whether I see the school counsellor’ (z = 4.46, p < 

.001, r = .170, small effect size) and ‘who they sit near’ (z = 10.26, p < .001,  r = .40, medium effect 

size). 

 The third most important aspect of having a say from staff perspectives was having a say about 

‘punishments about breaking school rules’ and this was of significantly more importance than ‘who 

they sit near’ (z = 8.75, p < .001, r = .34, medium effect size), but was not significantly different than 

‘whether I see the school counsellor’ (z = 2.48, p = .013). 

The fourth most important aspect of having a say from staff perspectives was ‘whether they see the 

school counsellor’ and it was of significantly more importance than ‘who they sit near’ (z = 5.74, p < 

.001, r = .22, small to medium effect size). 

For secondary students the most important aspect of having a say was ‘who I sit near’, 

followed by  ‘what we learn in school’,  ‘whether I see the school counsellor’,  ‘school rules’ and 

‘punishments for breaking school rules’.  



 Wellbeing in Schools FINAL REPORT: VOLUME THREE 

 

123 

 

The least important aspect of having a say from staff perspectives was having a say about ‘who I sit 

near’.  

 

2.7.2 Demographic differences in having a say 

Gender: Primary students 

Mann-Whitney U tests were conducted to test if males and females differed in how important they 

viewed each aspect of having a say. A Bonferroni adjusted alpha of .013 was used to adjust for four 

tests. There were no significant differences between male and females on any aspects of having a 

say.  

Gender: Secondary students 

Mann-Whitney U tests were conducted to test if males and females differed in how important they 

viewed each aspect of having a say. A Bonferroni adjusted alpha of .01 was used to adjust for five 

tests. The only significant difference was that male secondary students (Md = 5.00, M = 5.03, SD = 

1.93) agreed more strongly than female secondary students (Md = 5.00, M = 4.46, SD = 2.11) that 

‘having a say about whether I see the school counsellor’ is important for my wellbeing, U = 2298119 

z = -9.32, p < .001, r = .14. The effect size was small. 

 

Years: Primary students 

MANOVA were conducted to see if students’ year at school impacted on the extent to which they 

reported having a say items important for their wellbeing.  

The multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) showed significant effects on Year on the combined 

linear combination of the four ‘having a say’ items, Wilks’ Lambda = .96, F(12, 8654.59) = 10.80, p < 

.001, Partial eta squared = .013. 

Univariate ANOVAs with a Bonferroni adjusted alpha for four tests of .013, showed that Year had a 

significant effect on having a say about ‘school rules’ [F(3,3240) = 13.92, p < .001, Partial eta squared 

= .013] and ‘what we learn at school’ [F(3,3240) = 23.26, p < .001, Partial eta squared = .02]  but not 

the other ‘having a say’ items, all p > .034. (Note when non-parametric analyses were conducted the 

same results were found).   

Post hoc tests for ‘school rules’ were Tukeys’ HSD test, as the assumption of homogeneity of 

variance was met (p = .472).  Year 3 (M = 5.55, SD = 1.78, n = 548) and Year 4 (M = 5.31, SD = 1.78, n 

= 672) agreed slightly more strongly with having a say about school rules than Year 5 (M = 5.02, SD = 

For staff, the most important aspect of students having a say was ‘what they learn at school’, 

‘school rules’, ‘punishments about breaking school rules’, ‘whether they see the school 

counsellor’ and ‘who I sit near’. 

There were no differences between male and female primary students on any aspects of 

having a say, however male secondary students agreed more strongly than female secondary 

students that ‘having a say about whether I see the school counsellor’ is important for my 

wellbeing. 
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1.90, n = 893) and Year 6 (M = 5.02, SD = 1.83, n = 1131). The differences between Year 3 with Year 5 

and Year 6 were significant at p < .001. The differences between Year 4 with Year 5 and Year 6 were 

significant at p = .009 and p = .006, respectively. Years 3 and 4 did not differ from each other (p = 

.106), nor did Years 5 and 6 (p = 1.00).   

Post hoc tests for ‘what we learn at school’ were Games-Howell tests, as the assumption of 

homogeneity of variance was violated, p < .001.  Year 3 (M = 5.83, SD = 1.69=89, n = 548) agreed 

more strongly than Year 4 (M = 5.44, SD = 1.77, n = 672), Year 5 (M = 5.18, SD = 1.88, n = 893), and 

Year 6 (M = 5.07, SD = 1.96, n = 1131) that having a say about ‘what we learn at school’ is important 

for ‘my wellbeing’ at p = .001, p < .001, p < .001, respectively. Year 4 differed from Year 5 (p = .021) 

and Year 6 (p < .001). Year 5 and Year 6 were the only years to not differ from each other (p = .592). 

 

Years: Secondary students 

The multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) showed significant effects on Year on the combined 

linear combination of the five ‘having a say’ items, Wilks’ Lambda = .98, F(25, 16996.87) = 4.13, p < 

.001, Partial eta squared = .004.  

Univariate ANOVAs with a Bonferroni adjusted alpha for five tests of .01, showed that Year had a 

significant effect on ‘whether I see the school counsellor’ [F(5,4579) = 3.92, p = .002, Partial eta 

squared = .004] and ‘who I sit near’ [F(5,4579) = 10.20, p < .001, Partial eta squared = .01]  but not 

the other ‘having a say’ items, all p > .054. (Note when non-parametric analyses were conducted the 

same results were found).   

Post hoc Games-Howell tests were used due to the assumption of homogeneity of variance being 

violated at p < .05 for ‘whether I see the school counsellor’ (p = .016) and ‘who I sit near’ (p < .001). 

Games-Howell tests showed that Year 7 students (M = 4.57, SD = 2.08, n = 936) and Year 10 students 

(M = 4.57, SD = 2.04, n = 692) agreed slightly less strongly than Year 9 students (M = 4.87, SD = 

1.978, n = 889) that having a say about whether I see the school counsellor was important for 

wellbeing. None of the other pairwise comparisons were significant.  

Games-Howell tests also showed that Year 7 students (M = 4.90, SD = 1.97, n = 936) agreed less 

strongly that having a say about ‘who I sit near’ was important for their wellbeing compared to Year 

8 (M = 5.30, SD = 1.78, n = 1174), Year 9 (M = 5.47, SD = 1.61, n = 889), and Year 11 (M = 5.23, SD = 

1.75, n = 682) at p < .001, p < .001 and p = .006 , respectively. The only other Year groups to differ on 

this item were Year 9 and Year 10 (M = 5.14, SD = 1.78, n = 692), whereby Year 9 rated having a say 

about who I sit near as significantly more important for their wellbeing than Year 10, p = .002. 

Thus, Year 9 students felt most strongly that it was important for their wellbeing that they had a say 

about whether they see the school counsellor and who they sit near. In contrast, Year 7 felt least 

strongly that their voice on these aspects of school life were important for their wellbeing. 

Younger Year groups in primary school agree more strongly that having a say about school rules 

and pedagogy than older Year groups, but there is no effect of grade on having a say about 

punishments or who students sit near.   
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2.7.3 How is recognition with peers and with teachers related to ‘having a say’ 

To analyse the relationship between recognition and student voice three composite scores were 

formed, ‘total voice’, ‘total peer recognition’ and ‘total teacher recognition’, as described below.  

Total scores for ‘having a say’ were formed for primary students, secondary students and staff by 

summing responses for the four (primary students) or five (secondary students and staff) having a 

say items (whether I see the school counsellor, school rules, punishments for breaking school rules, 

what we learn in school, and who I sit near). The new variable was called ‘total voice’. Primary 

students’ scores potentially ranged from 4 to 28, and secondary students and staff scores potentially 

ranged from 5 to 35, with higher scores indicating greater endorsement of students’ having a say at 

school as important for their wellbeing.  

Total scores were also formed for each cohort based on the seven items that measured recognition 

from or towards peers (e.g., caring for other students, feeling cared for by other students, respecting 

other students, feeling respected by other students, valuing other students, feeling valued by other 

students) and the item that measured feeling liked by other students.  The new variable was called 

‘total peer belonging’. Scores potentially ranged from 7 to 49, with higher scores indicating greater 

endorsement of recognition between peers as important for student wellbeing. 

Total scores were formed for each cohort for all six items that measured giving and receiving 

recognition to and from teachers (i.e., caring for teachers, feeling cared for by teachers, respecting 

teachers, feeling respected by teachers, valuing teachers, feeling valued by teachers). This new 

variable was called ‘total teacher belonging’. Scores potentially ranged from 6 to 42, with higher 

scores indicating greater endorsement of recognition between teachers and students as important 

for student wellbeing. 

Descriptive statistics for all composite variables are presented in Table 85. Inspection of histograms 

indicated all composite variables were negatively skewed. As such, Spearman’s correlations (see 

Table 86) were conducted to measure the association between the composite variables across 

primary student, secondary student and staff cohorts. Table 86 shows all correlations between 

‘having a say (total)’ and ‘peer recognition (total)’, and between ‘having a say (total)’ and ‘teacher 

recognition (total)’ were significant, positive and moderate. All correlations between ‘peer 

recognition (total)’ and between ‘teacher recognition (total)’ were significant, positive and strong.  

  

In secondary school, Year 9 students felt most strongly that it was important for their wellbeing 

that they had a say about whether they see the school counsellor and who they sit near. In 

contrast, Year 7 felt least strongly that their voice on these aspects of school life were important 

for their wellbeing.  
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Table 85 Descriptive Statistics for Having a Say (Total), Teacher Recognition (Total) and Peer 

Recognition (Total) 

Variable Primary students Secondary students Staff 

 M SD M SD M SD 

Having a 

say (total) 

20.08 6.08 24.05 6.82 25.10 5.25 

Teacher 

Recognition 

(total) 

36.49 6.86 32.38 7.73 43.23 4.62 

Peer 

recognition 

(total) 

42.17 7.09 38.90 8.41 45.07 4.39 

 

Table 86 Spearman’s Correlations Between Having a Say (Total) and Peer and Teacher Recognition 

(Totals) 

Correlation Primary students Secondary students Staff  

Total peer 

recognition with 

Total having a say 

.39*** 

(n = 3057) 

.40*** 

(n = 4475) 

.39*** 

(n = 626) 

Total teacher 

recognition with 

Having a say 

.37*** 

(n = 3085) 

.41*** 

(n = 4462) 

.39*** 

(n = 626) 

Total peer 

recognition with 

Total teacher  

recognition  

.69*** 

(n = 3222) 

.77*** 

(n = 4566) 

.70*** 

(n = 626) 

Note. *p < .05, **p < 01, ***p<.001. 

 

2.7.4 Is the way that wellbeing is conceptualised related to ratings of the importance 

of ‘having a say’ for wellbeing? 

Primary students 

Four Kruskall Wallis tests were used to identify whether the predominant way that primary students 

thought of wellbeing (i.e., students’ first choice for how they described wellbeing) was related to the 

extent to which they thought having a say was important for their wellbeing. The only significant 

result using an alpha of .0125 was for having a say about punishments for breaking school rules [χ
2
 

(9) = 22.22, p =.008]. Inspection of box plots showed that the highest median was for primary 

students who thought of wellbeing as ‘being listened to’. Nine Mann Whitney U tests tested whether 

‘being listened to’ differed from all other conceptualisations of wellbeing. A Bonferroni adjusted 

alpha of .006 was used to test these pairwise comparisons. Results showed that the only comparison 

to reach significance was between ‘being listened to’ and ‘helping others’. Primary students who 

thought of wellbeing as primarily about being listened to (n = 62, Mean rank = 283.72) rated the 

importance of having a say about punishments for breaking school rules as significantly higher than 

Students who rated recognition with peers and teachers as more important for student 

wellbeing also rated student voice as important for wellbeing. 
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those who thought of wellbeing as ‘helping others’ (n = 414, Mean rank = 231.73), Mann-Whitney U 

= 10030.50, z = -2.82, p = .005.   

Secondary students 

Five Kruskall Wallis tests were used to identify whether the predominant way that secondary 

students thought of wellbeing was related to the extent to which they thought having a say was 

important for their wellbeing. The only significant result using an alpha of .01 was for having a say 

about whether I see the school counsellor [χ
2
 (11) = 34.42, p <.001]. Inspection of box plots showed 

the lowest median was for students who thought of wellbeing as ‘being trusted’. Eleven Mann 

Whitney U tests tested whether ‘being trusted’ differed from all other conceptualisations of 

wellbeing. A Bonferroni adjusted alpha of .004 was used to test these pairwise comparisons. Results 

showed that the only comparisons to reach significance were between ‘being trusted’ and ‘being 

safe’, and ‘looking after yourself’. Secondary students who thought of wellbeing as primarily about 

being trusted (n = 136, Mean rank = 372.42) rated the importance of having a say about whether 

they see the school counsellor as significantly lower than those who thought of wellbeing as ‘being 

safe’ (n = 800, Mean rank = 484.83), Mann-Whitney U = 41332.50, z = -4.58, p < .001. Those  who 

thought of wellbeing as ‘being trusted’ (n = 136, Mean rank = 239.19) rated the importance of having 

a say about whether they see the school counsellor as significantly lower than those who thought of 

wellbeing as ‘looking after yourself’ (n = 414, Mean rank = 287.43), Mann-Whitney U = 23214.5, z = -

3.12, p = .002 .   

Staff 

Five Kruskall Wallis tests were used to identify whether the predominant way that staff thought of 

wellbeing was related to the extent to which they thought having a say was important for student 

wellbeing. None of the tests were significant (all p > .10). 

In sum, the way students think of wellbeing was related to the extent to which they thought having a 

say was important for their wellbeing. Primary students who thought of wellbeing as ‘being listened 

to’ thought having a say about punishments for breaking school rules was more important for their 

wellbeing than students who thought of wellbeing as ‘helping others’. Secondary students who 

thought of wellbeing as ‘being trusted’ thought that having a say about seeing the school counsellor 

was less important for their wellbeing than those who thought of wellbeing as ‘being safe’ or 

‘looking after yourself’. Staff conceptualisations of wellbeing were unrelated to their views on the 

importance of having a say for student wellbeing.  

2.7.5 The importance of student participation for improving wellbeing 

A question towards the end of the survey asked students ‘How important are the views of children 

and young people for improving student wellbeing?’. Responses were given on a 7-point Likert scale, 

where 1 represented ‘Not very important’ and 7 represented ‘Very important’.   

Primary students 

Results showed that by far the majority of the 3906 primary students (n = 2049 or 52.5%) answered 

‘7, Very important’ and 3020 (77%) said it was important to some extent (i.e., they chose 5, 6, or 7).  

Only 46 (1.2%) students said ‘1, Not very important’, and only 147 students (3.8%) said it was not 

important to some extent (i.e., they chose 1, 2, or 3).  
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Secondary students 

As depicted in Figure 43, results showed that by far the majority of the 5362 secondary students (n = 

2178 or 40.6%) answered ‘7, Very important’ and 3811 (71%) said it was important to some extent 

(i.e., they chose 5, 6, or 7).  Only 144 (2.7%) students said ‘1, Not very important’, and only 365 

students (6.8%) said it was not important to some extent (i.e., they chose 1, 2, or 3).  

 

Figure 43 Frequency histogram of secondary student responses to the question: How important are 

the views of children and young people for improving wellbeing? 

 

Staff 

Results showed that by far the majority of staff (n = 424 or 64.5%) answered ‘7, Very important’. 

None of the students said ‘1, Not very important’, and only 9 out of 707 staff responded not 

important to some extent (i.e., selected 2 or 3 on the 7-point scale). 
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The vast majority of primary students, secondary students and staff indicated that the views of 

children and young people are very important for improving student wellbeing. 
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2.8 Links between recognition and wellbeing 

We were interested in whether the ways that students and staff conceptualise wellbeing produce 

differences in how important they rate being cared for, being respected and being valued for 

their/student wellbeing. 

Mean scores for being cared for, being respected, and being valued were formed for primary 

students, secondary students and staff by summing all items (the ‘having a say’ items and the 

subjective recognition items were omitted from these composite scores) and dividing by the number 

of items in each domain of recognition (cared for, 12 items; respected, 11 items; valued, 11 items).  

This produced three variables: Mean cared for, Mean respected and Mean valued. These three 

variables were checked for normality by visual inspection of histograms (which is suitable for such 

large samples; Field, 2013) and all nine variables were extremely negatively skewed and leptokurtic. 

As such, non-parametric analyses, which do not have any assumptions about the normality of the 

distribution, were conducted. 

2.8.1 Primary students 

Three Kruskall-Wallis tests were conducted using a Bonferroni adjusted alpha of .017, with 

‘wellbeing conceptualisations (rank 1)’ as the independent variable and the ‘mean cared for’, ‘mean 

respected’ and ‘mean valued’ as the dependent variables.  None of the tests were significant.  

Three more Kruskall-Wallis tests were conducted using a Bonferroni adjusted alpha of .017, with 

‘wellbeing conceptualisations (rank 2)’ as the independent variable and the ‘mean cared for’, ‘mean 

respected’ and ‘mean valued’ as the dependent variables. Again, none of the results were 

significant. 

 

2.8.2 Secondary students 

Table 87 shows the descriptive statistics for secondary students’ mean scores on being cared for, 

respected and valued across their conceptualisations of wellbeing.  

  

Recognition is rated highly by the majority of primary students regardless of how they define 

wellbeing. 
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Table 87 Descriptive Statistics for Secondary Students’ Mean Cared For, Mean Respected, and Mean 

Valued Scores Across Wellbeing Conceptualisations 
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Three Kruskall-Wallis tests were conducted using a Bonferroni adjusted alpha of .017, with 

‘wellbeing conceptualisations (rank 1)’ as the independent variable and the ‘mean cared for,’ ‘mean 

respected’ and ‘mean valued’ as the dependent variables.  All results were significant: ‘mean cared 

for’ [χ
2
(11) = 83.39, p < .001]; mean respected [χ

2
(11) = 76.72, p < .001]; and mean valued, [χ

2
(11) = 

79.96, p < .001]. Post hoc analyses are reported below. 

Being Cared for 

Mean cared for: Due to the extremely large number of pairwise comparisons that are possible, 

follow-up analysis examined box plots for key differences. Box plots shown in Figure 44 showed that 

secondary students who thought of wellbeing as ‘having privacy’ scored lowest (Md = 4.58) on mean 

cared for, while those who thought of wellbeing as ‘being loved’ or ‘having a great environment’  

scored highest (both Md = 5.75), followed by ‘being safe’ and ‘helping others’ (both Md =5.67). 

Mann Whitney U tests were then conducted to test pairwise comparisons of ‘having privacy’ with all 

other 11 conceptualisations of wellbeing. A Bonferroni adjusted alpha of p < .005 for 11 tests was 

used. Results showed that ‘having privacy’ differed significantly from all other conceptualisations of 

wellbeing other than ‘being listened to’ (p = .013). All significant comparisons achieved an alpha of p 

< .001, except for ‘being trusted’, which was p = .001.  

 
Figure 44 Box plots showing that secondary students who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘having 

privacy’ reported the lowest median score for ‘cared for.’  
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Being Respected 

Mean respected: Due to the extremely large number of pairwise comparisons that are possible, 

follow-up analysis examined box plots for key differences. Box plots (see Figure 35) showed that 

secondary students who thought of wellbeing as ‘having privacy’ scored lowest (Md = 4.73) on mean 

respected, while those who thought of wellbeing as ‘being loved’, ‘having a great environment’ or 

‘being safe’ scored highest (all Md = 5.91).  Mann Whitney U tests were conducted to test pairwise 

comparisons of ‘having privacy’ with all other 11 conceptualisations of wellbeing. A Bonferroni 

adjusted alpha of p < .005 for 11 tests was used. Results showed that ‘having privacy’ differed 

significantly from most other conceptualisations of wellbeing, but just missed reaching significance 

with ‘being trusted’ (p = .005). All significant comparisons achieved an alpha of p < .001, except for 

‘being listened to’, which was p = .003, and ‘having privacy’, which was p = .001.  

 
 

Figure 45 Box plots showing that secondary students who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘having 

privacy’ reported the lowest median score for ‘being respected.’  

Being valued 

Mean valued. Due to the extremely large number of pairwise comparisons that are possible, follow-

up analysis examined box plots for key differences. Box plots (see Figure 36) showed that secondary 

students who thought of wellbeing as ‘having privacy’ scored lowest (Md = 4.36) on mean valued, 

while those who thought of wellbeing ‘helping others’ scored highest (all Md = 5.64). Mann Whitney 

U tests were conducted to test pairwise comparisons of ‘having privacy’ with all other 11 

conceptualisations of wellbeing. A Bonferroni adjusted alpha of p < .005 for 11 tests was used. 

Results showed that ‘having privacy’ differed significantly from all other conceptualisations of 
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wellbeing apart from ‘being listened to’ (p = .005, it just missed reaching significance) and ‘having a 

say’ (p = .011). All significant comparisons achieved an alpha of p < .001. 

 

Figure 46 Box plots showing that secondary students who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘having 

privacy’ reported the lowest median score for ‘being valued.’  

 

2.8.3 Secondary students: Wellbeing rank 2 

Three Kruskall-Wallis tests were conducted to see whether secondary students’ conceptualisation of 

wellbeing (rank 2) had an effect on the extent to which they rated being cared for, being respected 

and being valued as important for their wellbeing. A Bonferroni adjusted alpha of .017 was used to 

control Type I errors.  Results were not significant: mean cared for, [χ
2
(11) = 15.48, p = .162]; mean 

respected, [χ
2
(11) = 20.86, p = .035]; mean valued, [χ

2
(11) = 16.33, p = .129].  Thus, wellbeing 

conceptualisations rank 2 did not differ in the extent to which students rated being cared for, being 

respected and being valued as important for their wellbeing. 

 

Secondary students who view wellbeing as ‘having privacy’ also rate the importance of being 

cared for, respected and valued as significantly less important for their wellbeing than students 

who conceptualise wellbeing in other ways. 

 



 Wellbeing in Schools FINAL REPORT: VOLUME THREE 

 

134 

 

2.8.4 Staff: Wellbeing rank 1 

Three Kruskall-Wallis tests were conducted to see whether the way staff conceptualised wellbeing 

(rank 1) had an effect on the extent to which they rated being cared for, being respected and being 

valued as important for student wellbeing. A Bonferroni adjusted alpha of .017 was used to control 

Type I errors.  Results were not significant: mean cared for, [χ
2
(8) = 6.50, p = .592]; mean respected, 

[χ
2
(8) = 4.31, p = .828]; mean valued, [χ

2
(8) = 7.61, p = .473].   

2.8.5 Staff: Wellbeing rank 2 

Three more Kruskall-Wallis tests were conducted to see whether the way staff conceptualised 

wellbeing (rank 2) had an effect on the extent to which they rated being cared for, being respected 

and being valued as important for their wellbeing. A Bonferroni adjusted alpha of .017 was used to 

control Type I errors.  Results were significant for ‘mean cared for’, [χ
2
(8) = 23.51, p = .003], but 

were not significant for ‘mean respected’, [χ
2
(8) = 14.69, p = .066] nor for ‘mean valued’, [χ

2
(8) = 

17.85, p = .022].   

Due to the large number of pairwise comparisons that are possible, follow-up analysis for mean 

cared for consisted initially of examining box plots to identify key differences. Box plots showed that 

staff who thought of wellbeing as ‘being successful at school’ scored lowest (Md = 5.76) on mean 

valued, while those who thought of wellbeing ‘being connected to place’ scored highest (all Md = 

6.48). Mann Whitney U tests were then conducted to test pairwise comparisons of ‘being successful 

in school’ with all other 8 conceptualisations of wellbeing. A Bonferroni adjusted alpha of p < .007 

for 8 tests was used. Results showed that staff who conceptualised wellbeing primarily as  ‘being 

successful in school’ scored significantly lower on ‘mean cared for’ than those who conceptualised 

wellbeing as ‘being happy’ (z = -3.15, p = .002), ‘being safe’ (z = -3.02, p = .003), ‘being 

psychologically/mentally healthy’ (z = -2.94, p = .003), ‘being connected to people’ (z = -3.62, p < 

.001), and ‘being connected to place’ (z = -3.61, p < .001). ‘Being successful at school’ did not differ 

significantly from ‘being satisfied with life’ (z = -2.17, p = .029), ‘being physically healthy’ (z = -2.07, p 

= .037), and ‘being spiritually healthy’ (z = -2.06, p = .039). 
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Figure 47 Box plots showing that staff who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being successful at school’ 

reported the lowest median score for ‘being cared for.’  

 

Table 88 Descriptive Statistics for Mean Scores on Being Cared For Across Staff Conceptualisations of 

Wellbeing 
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2.8.6 Wellbeing conceptualisations and the factors of recognition 

We were interested in whether the ways that students and staff conceptualise wellbeing produce 

differences in how important they rate the five themes of recognition (from the above factor 

analyses) for their/student wellbeing. 

For all cohorts, factor scores were calculated for primary students, secondary students and staff 

based on the findings from the Exploratory Factor Analyses reported above.  Scores for each of the 

five factors for each cohort were calculated by finding the mean of the items that loaded onto each 

factor. Items that loaded clearly and strongly were included, but those that cross-loaded or did not 

load on any factors were not included (See EFA report – items included in the item analyses were the 

same as those included to calculate factor scores). Using the mean scores instead of the total scores 

allowed each factor score to be represented by a 7-point scale, similar to the original raw scores, 

instead of representing various ranges of scores form summing different numbers of items together 

for each factor. 

Primary students 

Visual inspection of histograms showed all factor scores were negatively skewed and leptokurtic. 

Thus, non-parametric tests were conducted. Table 89 shows the descriptive statistics for primary 

students across all factor scores.  

Wellbeing Rank 1 

Five Kruskall-Wallis analyses were conducted to test whether wellbeing concepts (IV) differed on the 

five factor scores (DV). A Bonferroni adjusted alpha of .01 was used to control Type 1 errors. Results 

showed primary school students’ did not differ in any of the factor score means based on their 

conceptualisation of wellbeing (all p > .092).  

Wellbeing Rank 2 

Five Kruskall-Wallis analyses were conducted to test whether wellbeing concepts (IV) differed on the 

five factor scores (DV). A Bonferroni adjusted alpha of .01 was used to control Type 1 errors. Results 

showed primary school students’ did not differ in any of the factor score means based on their 

conceptualisation of wellbeing (all p > .067).  

 

  

Recognition was rated highly by the majority of staff regardless of how they primarily 

described wellbeing. However, staff who viewed wellbeing as ‘being successful at school’ 

as their second choice, also rated being cared for as less important than staff who 

conceived wellbeing as being happy, safe, psychologically/mentally healthy,  and 

connected to people and to place.  

Results showed primary school students did not differ in any of the factor score means based on 

their conceptualisation of wellbeing. 
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Demographic Differences in Factor Scores 

Mean factor scores differed significantly for Factors 1, 3, 4 and 5 (but not Factor 2, Having a say, p = 

.388) based on primary students’ gender. Male primary students rated ‘my teacher recognising me’ 

(Factor1; χ
2
 (1) = 79.22, p < .001), ‘my peers recognising me’ (Factor 3; χ

2
 (1) = 35.55, p < .001), ‘signs 

of recognition’ (Factor 4; χ
2
 (1) = 11.87, p = .001) and ‘recognising others’ (Factor 5; χ

2
 (1) = 85.73, p 

< .001), as significantly more important for their wellbeing than female students.  

Table 89 Descriptive Statistics: Factor Scores for Male and Female Primary Students 

 

 

ATSI 

Table 90 shows the descriptive statistics for primary students across all factor scores. Five Kruskall 

Wallis tests (alpha p < .01) showed primary students differed on Factor 1 [χ
2
 (2) = 10.74, p = .005], 

Factor 2 [χ
2
 (2) = 12.51, p = .002], Factor 4 [χ

2
 (2) = 14.39, p = .001], and Factor 5 [χ

2
 (2) = 13.07, p = 

.001], but not Factor 3 (p = .019) based on their ATSI status.  Mann-Whitney U tests showed ATSI 

participants rated Having a say (Factor 2, z = -3.53, p < .001), Signs of recognition (Factor 4, z = -3.79, 

p < .001) and Recognising others (Factor 5, z = -3.01, p = .003) as significantly more important for 

their wellbeing than non-ATSI participants. ATSI participants also rated ‘my teacher recognising me’ 

(Factor 1, z = -3.00, p = .003), ‘having a say’ (Factor 2, z = -2.92, p = .003), signs of recognition (Factor 

4, z = -3.00, p = .003) and ‘recognising others’ (Factor 5, z = -3.42, p = .001) significantly more 

important for their wellbeing than participants who were unsure of the ATSI status. Participants who 

identified as ATSI did not differ from those who were not sure of their ATSI status (all p > .012).  

  

Male primary students rated ‘my teacher recognising me’, ‘my peers recognising me’, ‘signs of 

recognition’ and ‘recognising others’ as significantly more important for their wellbeing than 

female students.  
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Table 90 Descriptive Statistics: Factor Scores for Primary Students across ATSI Status 

 

 

Language 

Table 91 shows descriptive statistics for primary students across all factor scores. Five Kruskall Wallis 

tests (alpha p < .01) showed primary students differed on Factor 1 [χ
2
 (2) = 17.08, p < .001] and 

Factor 2 [χ
2
 (2) = 10.65, p = .005], but not on Factor 3 (p = .033), Factor 4 (p = .08), or Factor 5 (p = 

.02) based on their language status.  Mann-Whitney U tests showed primary students who spoke a 

language other than English at home rated ‘my teacher recognising me’ (Factor 1,  z = -3.70, p < .001) 

and ‘having a say’ (Factor 2, z = -2.88, p = .004) as significantly more important for their wellbeing 

than those who spoke only English at home. Students who spoke another language at home only 

also rated ‘my teacher recognising me’ (Factor 1, z = -2.75, p = .006) as significantly more important 

to their wellbeing than those students who spoke both English and another language at home. Other 

comparisons between these two groups were not significant. Students who spoke English only did 

not differ from students who spoke both English and another language at home (all p > .049).  

  

Indigenous participants rated ‘having a say’, ‘signs of recognition’ and ‘recognising others’ 

as significantly more important for their wellbeing than non-Indigenous students and 

students who were unsure of the ATSI status. Indigenous participants also rated ‘my teacher 

recognising me’ significantly more important for their wellbeing than participants who were 

unsure of the ATSI status.  
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Table 91 Descriptive Statistics: Factor Scores for Primary Students across Language Status 

 

 

Secondary students 

Visual inspection of histograms showed all factor scores were negatively skewed and leptokurtic. 

Thus, non-parametric tests were conducted. 

Wellbeing Rank 1 

Five Kruskall-Wallis analyses were conducted to test whether wellbeing concepts (IV) differed on the 

five factor scores (DV). A Bonferroni adjusted alpha of .01 was used to control Type 1 errors. Results 

showed secondary school students’ differed on Factor 1(recognising others, [χ
2
 (11) = 77.98, p < 

.001], Factor 3 (signs of recognition, [χ
2
 (11) = 84.98, p < .001], Factor 4  (my peers recognising me, 

[χ
2
 (11) = 75.13, p < .001], and Factor 5 (teachers recognising me, [χ

2
 (11) = 93.58, p < .001], but not 

Factor 2 (having a say, p = .119), based on their conceptualisation of wellbeing.  

Follow-up analysis first used box plots to identify key differences in medians. Box plots for Factors 1, 

3, 4, and 5 (see Figures 48 – 51) all indicated the students who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘having 

privacy’ had lower median scores than other categories of wellbeing (see below). Thus Mann-

Whitney U tests were conducted to compare ‘having privacy’ to all other conceptualisation of 

wellbeing. There were 9 contrasts for each factor, and a Bonferroni adjusted alpha of .006 was used 

to interpret the results.  

Primary students who spoke a language other than English at home rated ‘my teacher 

recognising me’ and ‘having a say’ as significantly more important for their wellbeing than 

those who spoke only English at home. Students who spoke another language at home only 

also rated ‘my teacher recognising me’ as significantly more important to their wellbeing 

than those students who spoke both English and another language at home.  
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Figure 48 Secondary students: Box plots showing median scores for Factor 1 across 

conceptualisations of wellbeing (Rank 1). 

 

 

Figure 49 Secondary students: Box plots showing median scores for Factor 2 across 

conceptualisations of wellbeing (Rank 1). 



 Wellbeing in Schools FINAL REPORT: VOLUME THREE 

 

141 

 

 

Figure 50 Secondary students: Box plots showing median scores for Factor 4 across 

conceptualisations of wellbeing (Rank 1). 

 

 

Figure 51 Secondary students: Box plots showing median scores for Factor 5 across 

conceptualisations of wellbeing (Rank 1). 
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Results from the Mann-Whitney U tests showed that students who conceptualised wellbeing as 

‘having privacy’ rated the importance of Factor 1, ‘recognising others’, as lower than all other 

students, They also rated Factor 3, ‘signs of recognition’, lower than all other students except those 

that conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being listened to’ and ‘having a say’. They rated Factor 4, ‘my 

peers recognising me’ significantly lower than all students, except those that conceptualised 

wellbeing as ‘being trusted’ and ‘being listened to’.  Those that conceptualised wellbeing as ‘having 

privacy’ also rated Factor 5, ‘teachers recognising me’, as significantly lower than all other students 

except those that thought of wellbeing as ‘being trusted’ and ‘being listened to’. All significant 

results ranged from p = .003 to p < .001.  

Wellbeing Rank 2 

Five Kruskall-Wallis analyses were conducted to test whether wellbeing concepts (IV) differed on the 

five factor scores (DV). A Bonferroni adjusted alpha of .01 was used to control Type 1 errors. Results 

showed secondary students’ conceptualisations of wellbeing only impacted significantly on Factor 5, 

‘teachers recognising me’, [χ
2
 (11) = 26.12, p = .006]. Factors 1 to 4 were not significant (all p >.103).  

Examination of boxplots suggested students who thought of wellbeing as ‘having privacy’ or ‘being 

listened to’ had lower median scores on Factor 5 than other students.  Eighteen follow-up Mann-

Whitney U tests compared ‘having privacy’ and ‘being listened to’ to all other wellbeing 

conceptualisations. A Bonferroni adjusted alpha of .003 was used to maintain familywise error at 

.05.  The Mann-Whitney U tests showed that secondary students who thought of wellbeing as   

‘having privacy’ rated teachers recognising them (i.e., Factor 5) as significantly less important for 

their wellbeing than students who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being happy’ (z =  -3.68, p < .001), 

‘being safe’ (z =  -3.27, p = .001), ‘being respected’ (z =  -3.38, p = .001), ‘being healthy’ (z =  -3.46, p = 

.001) or as ‘having a great environment’ (z =  -3.41, p = .001). Other comparisons were not significant 

(all p > .012). 

Mann-Whitney U tests showed no differences between ‘being listened to’ and all other 

conceptualisation of wellbeing (all p >.012). 
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Figure 52 Box plots showing secondary students’ median scores for Factor 5 across wellbeing 

conceptualisations (rank 2). 

 

 

Demographic Differences in Factor Scores 

Gender  

There were significant differences on all five Factors (Bonferroni adjusted alpha p < .01) based on 

gender, with males scoring significantly higher than females on all factors: Factor1, recognising 

others [χ
2
 (1) = 23.1, p < .001], Factor 2, having a say, [χ

2
 (1) = 13.82, p < .001], Factor 3, signs of 

recognition, [χ
2
 (1) = 8.10, p = .004], Factor 4, my peers recognising me, [χ

2
 (1) = 61.56, p < .001], and 

Factor 5 teachers recognising me [χ
2
 (1) = 139.44, p < .001].  Table 92 shows the descriptive 

statistics. 

 

 

 

 

Secondary students who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘having privacy’ rated the importance 

of recognising others, signs of recognition, my peers recognising me, and teachers 

recognising me,  significantly lower than  most other students. 



 Wellbeing in Schools FINAL REPORT: VOLUME THREE 

 

144 

 

 

Table 92 Descriptive Statistics: Factor Scores for Male and Female Secondary Students 

 

 

ATSI 

Five Kruskall Wallis tests (alpha p < .01) showed secondary students differed on Factor 1 [χ
2
 (2) = 

9.93, p = .007], Factor 4 [χ
2
 (2) = 17.85, p < .001], and Factor 5 [χ

2
 (2) = 17.62, p < .001], but not 

Factor 2 (p = .595) or Factor 3 (p = .067) based on their ATSI status. Nine Mann-Whitney U tests were 

conducted to test pairwise comparisons on the three significant factors and an alpha of .006 was 

used to interpret them. Results showed ATSI participants rated Factor 4 ‘my peers recognising me’, 

as significantly less important for wellbeing than non-ATSI students (z = -2.89, p = .004), but these 

groups did not differ on Factor 1, ‘recognising others’, nor Factor 5, ‘teachers recognising me’.  There 

were no significant differences between ATSI students and those who were not sure of their ATSI 

status (all p > .380).   Non-ATSI students rated the importance of ‘my peers recognising me’ (Factor 

4, z = -3.22, p = .001) and teachers recognising me (Factor 5, z = -3.64, p < .001) as significantly more 

important than secondary students who were not sure of their ATSI status.  These groups did not 

differ on Factor 1, ‘recognising others’, p = .066). Table 93 shows the descriptive statistics. 

  

All aspects of recognition were rated as more important for male secondary students’ 

wellbeing compared to female secondary students.  



 Wellbeing in Schools FINAL REPORT: VOLUME THREE 

 

145 

 

Table 93 Descriptive Statistics: Factor Scores for Secondary Students Across ATSI Status 

 
 

 

Language 

Five Kruskall Wallis tests (alpha p < .01) showed secondary students differed on Factor 2 [χ
2
 (2) = 

12.11, p = .002], and Factor 4 [χ
2
 (2) = 16.43, p < .001], but not on Factor 1 (p = .289), Factor 3 (p = 

.38), or Factor 5 (p = .011) based on their language status. Six follow-up Mann Whitney U tests using 

Bonferroni adjusted alpha of p < .009, showed that students who spoke only English at home rated 

Factor 2 ‘having a say’ (z = -3.00, p = .003) and Factor 4 ‘my peers recognising me’ (z = -2.79, p = 

.005) as significantly more important for their wellbeing than those who spoke only another 

language at home. Those who spoke English only also rated Factor 4 ‘my peers recognising me’ (z = -

2.79, p = .005) as significantly more important than those who spoke English and another language 

at home.  English only speaker did not differ from those who spoke both English as another language 

on Factor 2 (p = .088).  In contrast, those who spoke both English and another language rated Factor 

2, ‘having a say’, as significantly more important for their wellbeing than students who only spoke a 

language other than English at home (z = -3.29, p = .001). These two groups did not differ on Factor 4 

(p = .055).   Table 94 shows the descriptive statistics. 

 

 

  

Indigenous students rated my peers recognising me as significantly less important for wellbeing 

than non-Indigenous students. Non-Indigenous students rated the importance of my peers 

recognising me and teachers recognising me as significantly more important than secondary 

students who were not sure of their ATSI status.  
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Table 94 Descriptive Statistics: Factor Scores for Secondary Students Across Language Status 

 
 

 

Staff 

Visual inspection of histograms showed all factor scores were negatively skewed and leptokurtic. 

Thus, non-parametric tests were conducted. 

Wellbeing Rank 1 

Five Kruskall-Wallis analyses were conducted to test whether wellbeing concepts (IV) differed on the 

five factor scores (DV). A Bonferroni adjusted alpha of .01 was used to control Type 1 errors. Results 

showed staff did not differ in any of the factor score means based on their conceptualisation of 

wellbeing (all p > .389).  

Wellbeing Rank 2 

Table 95 shows the descriptive statistics for secondary students’ factor scores across wellbeing 

conceptualisations.  

  

Students who spoke English only or both English and another language at home rated 

‘having a say’ as significantly more important for their wellbeing than those who spoke only 

another language at home. Students who spoke English only rated ‘my peers recognising me’ 

as significantly more important for their wellbeing than those who spoke another language 

at home (either with or without English). 
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Table 95 Descriptive Statistics: Factor Scores for Secondary Students Across Wellbeing 

Conceptualisations (Rank 2) 

 

Five Kruskall-Wallis analyses were conducted to test whether wellbeing concepts (IV) differed on the 

five factor scores (DV). A Bonferroni adjusted alpha of .01 was used to control Type 1 errors. Results 

showed staff differed on Factor 1, ‘teachers recognising students’ [χ
2
 (8) = 24.24, p = .002], based on 

their conceptualisation of wellbeing but they did not differ on the other Factors (all p > .011).  

Visual inspection of boxplots for factor 1 showed the median score on Factor 1 was lowest for staff 

who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being successful in school’. Follow-up pairwise comparisons using 

Mann Whitney U tests to compare ‘being successful at school’ with the other eight categories were 

conducted using a Bonferroni adjusted alpha of p < .00625. Results showed that staff who 

conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being successful at school’ rated the importance of teachers 

recognising students significantly lower than those who conceptualise it as ‘being happy’ (z = -3.27, p 
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= .001), ‘being safe’ (z = -3.38, p = .001), ‘being psychologically healthy’ (z = -3.15, p = .002), ‘being 

connected to people’ (z = -3.56, p < .001) and ‘being connected to place’ (z = -3.88, p < .001). Other 

categories (i.e., ‘being satisfied with life’, p = .01; ‘being physically healthy’, p = .012; and ‘being 

spiritually healthy’, p = .017) did not differ from ‘being successful at school’.  

 

Figure 53 Box plots of staff scores on factor 1, the importance of teachers recognising students, 

across their conceptualisations of wellbeing.  Staff who described wellbeing as ‘being successful at 

school’ had the lowest median. 

 

 

Demographic Differences in Factor Scores 

Gender 

Female staff rated Factor 1, ‘teachers recognising students’ [χ
2
 (1) = 33.59, p <.001], Factor 4 

‘students recognising each other’ [χ
2
 (1) = 15.27, p <.001] and Factor 5, ‘students recognising 

teachers’ [χ
2
 (1) = 21.71, p <.001] significantly more important for students wellbeing than male 

staff. Males and females did not differ significantly on Factor 2 (p = .10) and Factor 3 (p = .034). Table 

96 shows the descriptive statistics. 

Staff who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being successful at school’ rated the importance of 

teachers recognising students significantly lower than those who conceptualised it as ‘being 

happy’, ‘being safe’, ‘being psychologically healthy’, ‘being connected to people’ and ‘being 

connected to place’. 
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Table 96 Descriptive Statistics: Factor Scores for Male and Female Staff  

 

 

ATSI and Language 

There were no significant differences in factor scores across ATSI and language groups.  

 

2.9 Subjective Recognition: Wellbeing, Relationships, and Recognition   

Total scores for subjective recognition were formed by summing the three items that asked primary 

and secondary students ‘How often do you feel cared for/respected/valued at school?’. Participants 

rated their responses on a 7-point Likert scale, where 1 represented ‘never’ and 7 represented ‘all 

the time’. The numerals 2 to 5 were not labelled, so that a continuous scale was created. Total 

scores thus ranged from 3 to 21, with higher scores representing greater subjective recognition. The 

new variable was named ‘total subjective recognition’. Visual inspection of histograms showed total 

subjective recognition for primary and for secondary students were strongly negatively skewed, and 

the following analyses are non-parametric to accommodate non-normal data.  

Primary students 

Subjective recognition and wellbeing conceptualisations 

A Kruskall-Wallis analysis found no significant differences between wellbeing conceptualisations 

[rank 1, χ
2
 (9) = 9.79, p =.368; rank 2, χ

2
 (9) = 13.78, p = .130] on total subjective recognition.  

Correlations between Total Subjective Recognition with Total Relationships, and Mean Cared for, 

Mean Respected, Mean Valued, and Five Factors of Recognition. 

Table 97 shows Spearman’s correlations between subjective recognition and other variables.  

Female staff rated teachers recognising students, students recognising each other and 

students recognising teachers significantly more important for students’ wellbeing than 

male staff. 

Staff did not differ on recognition factor scores according to ATSI or CALD status. 
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Table 97 Spearman’s Correlations between Total Subjective Recognition and other Scores (Primary 

Students) 

Variables Spearman’s r n 

Relationships (Total) .40* 2909 

Mutuality of relationships .49* 2752 

Cared for (Mean) .48* 2773 

Respected (Mean) .44* 2773 

Valued (Mean) .45* 2758 

Factor 1: My teacher recognising me .46* 2781 

Factor 2: Having a say .23* 2747 

Factor 3: My peers recognising me 44* 2847 

Factor 4: Signs of recognition .32* 2886 

Factor 5: Recognising others .44* 2753 

Doing meditation at school helps my 

wellbeing (Region C only) 

.34* 609 

Being at a Catholic school helps my wellbeing .29* 2831 

My wellbeing is important to my teacher .29* 2844 

My teacher speaking kindly to me  .33* 2915 

The principal using my name .22* 2842 

Friends making me feel included at school .29* 2924 

Age -.02 2938 

Note. *p < .001 

As shown in the table above, all correlations between primary students’ subjective recognition and 

other scores were positive in direction and moderate in strength, except for ‘having a say’ and ‘signs 

of recognition’. Thus, although statistically significant due to the large sample size, ‘having a say’ and 

‘signs of recognition’ are not strongly related to subjective recognition. All three variables regarding 

‘teachers recognising me,’ ‘peers recognising me’ and ‘recognising others,’ achieved moderate 

positive correlations.  

 

 

  

Students who say that implicit forms of recognition to and from teachers and peers are 

important for their wellbeing also feel more cared for, respected and valued.    

Outward public signs of recognition, such as giving awards and writing reports, were not as 

strongly linked with feeling cared for, valued and respected as more implicit ways of showing 

recognition, such as the teacher spending time with a student, listening to the student, knowing 

the student well, and helping with school work. 
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Demographic differences in subjective recognition 

Gender 

 There were significant differences between male and female primary students on how often they 

felt cared for [χ
2
 (1) = 32.17, p < .001], and respected [χ

2
 (1) = 10.07, p = .002] at school (Bonferroni 

adjusted alpha p < .025). Males (M = 5.73, SD = 1.43, Md = 6.00, n = 1675) reported feeling cared for 

significantly more often at school than females (M = 5.38, SD = 1.68, Md = 6.00, n = 1617).  Males (M 

= 5.73, SD = 1.43, Md = 6.00, n = 1675) also reported feeling respected significantly more often at 

school than females (M = 5.29, SD = 1.68, Md = 6.00, n = 1630).  Males and females did not differ 

significantly on how often they felt valued at school (p = .062). 

 

ATSI 

There were significant differences based on primary students’ ATSI status for feeling cared for [χ
2
 (2) 

= 15.89, p < .001], feeling respected [χ
2
 (2) = 13.27, p = .001] and feeling valued [χ

2
 (2) = 10.10, p = 

.006] at school (Bonferroni adjusted alpha p < .017).  Follow-up Mann-Whitney U tests showed that 

students who identified as either ATSI or non-ATSI felt significantly more cared for (z = -2.75, p = 

.006; and z = -3.81, p <.001, respectively), more respected (z = -2.54,  p = .011; and z = -3.47, p = 

.001, respectively) and more valued (z = -2.76, p = .006; and z = -2.50, p = .012, respectively), than 

students who were unsure of their ATSI status.  ATSI and non-ATSI primary students did not differ on 

any subjective recognition items. Table 98 shows the descriptive statistics. 

Table 98 Descriptive Statistics: Primary Students’ Subjective Recognition across ATSI Status  

 

Male primary students reported feeling cared for and respected significantly more often at 

school than females.  Males and females did not differ significantly on how often they felt 

valued at school. 
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Language 

There were significant differences based on primary students’ language status for feeling cared for 

[χ
2
 (2) = 8.28, p = .016], but no differences for feeling respected (p = .368) or feeling valued (p = .194) 

at school (Bonferroni adjusted alpha p < .017).  Follow-up Mann-Whitney U tests showed that 

students who spoke English only reported feeling significantly more cared for at school than 

students who spoke both English and another language, z = -2.47, p = .014. Other differences were 

not significant. Note all median scores were the same and the differences between means were 

small (see Table 99). 

Table 99 Descriptive Statistics: Primary Students’ Subjective Recognition across Language Status  

 

 

Year. Kruskal-Wallis tests showed that primary students differed on how much they felt cared for [χ
2
 

(3) = 30.45, p <.001], respected [χ
2
 (3) = 21.33, p <.001], and valued [χ

2
 (3) = 26.93, p <.001] at school 

based on their Year. Table 100 shows the results for the post-hoc pairwise Mann-Whitney U tests, 

which compared all Years on feeling cared for, feeling respected and feeling valued (there were six 

tests for each variable and a Bonferroni alpha of .008 was used to interpret results). Results showed 

that Years 3 and 4 did not differ significantly, and neither did Years 4 and 5, nor Years 5 and 6. Years 

3 and 5 and Years 3 and 6 differed significantly on all three subjective recognition items, with earlier 

Years scoring significantly higher than later Years consistently. Year 4 students also felt more cared 

for and valued than Year 6.  Descriptive statistics are reported in Table 101. 

Indigenous and non-Indigenous students reported feeling significantly more cared for, 

more respected and more valued, than students who were unsure of their ATSI status.  

Students who spoke English only reported feeling significantly more cared for at 

school than students who spoke both English and another language.  
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Table 100 Post-hoc Pairwise Comparisons between All Primary Years for Subjective Recognition 

(Bonferroni adjusted alpha = .008)  

Contrast Feeling cared for Feeling respected Feeling valued 

 z p z p z p 

Year 3 vs. Year 4 -1.79 .073 -2.24 .025 -1.60 .11 

Year 3 vs. Year 5 -4.37* .000 -3.41* .001 -3.55* .000 

Year 3 vs. Year 6 -4.95* .000 -4.45* .000 -4.77* .000 

Year 4 vs. Year 5 -2.47 .014 -1.10 .270 -1.95 .052 

Year 4 vs. Year 6 -3.01* .003 -2.16 .030 -3.19* .001 

Year 5 vs. Year 6. -0.48 .634 -1.14 .255 -1.34 .181 

Note. *p < .008 

Table 101 Descriptive Statistics: Primary Students’ Subjective Recognition across Year  

 

 

Secondary students 

Subjective recognition and wellbeing conceptualisations 

Wellbeing rank 1 

 A Kruskal-Wallis analysis showed that subjective recognition total scores differed significantly based 

on secondary students’ conceptualisations of wellbeing (rank 1), χ
2
 (11) = 44.87, p <.001. Visual 

Primary students in earlier grades scored significantly higher than later grades in regard 

to feeling cared for, valued and respected.  
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examination of the box plots (see Figure 54) showed that students who conceptualised wellbeing as 

primarily about ‘having privacy’ had the lowest median scores. 

 

Figure 54 Box plots of secondary students’ total recognition scores across their wellbeing 

conceptualisations (rank 1) of wellbeing.  

 

Follow up Mann Whitney U tests compared ‘having privacy’ with the other 11 concepts. A 

Bonferroni adjusted alpha of .004 was used to control family wise error rates. Those students who 

thought of wellbeing as primarily about ‘having privacy’ rated their own subjective recognition 

significantly lower than all other students, except those who thought of wellbeing as ‘having a say’ (p 

= .063) and ‘being listened to’ (p = .092).  Other results are: being happy (z = -4.24, p < .001), being 

safe, (z = -4.83, p < .001), being loved (z = -3.39, p = .001), being trusted (z = -3.10, p = .002), being 

respected (z = -4.25, p < .001), being healthy (z = -4.01, p  < .001), looking after myself (z = -3.44, p = 

.001), helping others (z = -3.67, p  < .001), having a great environment (z = -3.78, p  < .001).  

Wellbeing rank 2 

A Kruskall-Wallis analysis showed that subjective recognition total scores did not differ based on 

secondary students’ conceptualisations of wellbeing (rank 2), χ
2
 (11) = 19.19, p = .058.  

 

Secondary students who primarily think of wellbeing as ‘having privacy’, ‘having a say’, or 

‘being listened to’ felt less recognised at school than their peers. 
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Correlations between total subjective recognition with total relationships, and mean cared for, 

mean respected, mean valued, and five factors of recognition. 

Table 102 presents the correlations between secondary students’ subjective recognition and the 

importance of relationships for wellbeing, and the importance of being cared for, respected and 

valued for wellbeing, and other variables. As shown in Table 102, all correlations were statistically 

significant. All correlations between total subjective recognition and other items were positive, 

moderate and significant, except for ‘having a say’, which was only weakly related to subjective 

recognition.  There was a very weak tendency for older secondary students to feel less cared for, 

respected and valued at school. 

Table 102 Spearman’s Correlations between Secondary Students’ Total Subjective Recognition and 

Other Scores  

Variables Spearman’s r n 

Relationships (Total) .41* 3659 

Mutuality of relationships .44* 3754 

Cared for (Total) .44* 3758 

Respected (Total) .39* 3749 

Valued (Total) .41* 3762 

Factor 1: Recognising others .41* 3759 

Factor 2: Having a say .14* 3736 

Factor 3: Signs of recognition  .39* 3781 

Factor 4: My peers recognising me .33* 3851 

Factor 5:  Teachers recognising me .38* 3774 

Doing meditation at school helps my 

wellbeing 

.25* 342 

Being at a Catholic school helps my wellbeing .38* 3516 

My wellbeing is important to my teachers .45* 3671 

Teachers speaking kindly to me .32* 3799 

The principal using my name .21* 3471 

Friends making me feel included at school .26* 3807 

Age -.10* 3888 

Note. *p < .001 

 

  

Secondary students who felt more cared for, respected and valued also rated relationships, 

mutual recognition with teachers and peers, and being at a Catholic school, as more 

important for their wellbeing. They also believed their wellbeing was important to their 

teacher.  
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Demographic differences in subjective recognition 

Secondary students differed in how often they felt cared for, respected and valued at school based 

on their gender, race and cultural and linguistic backgrounds. Results are reported below:  

Gender 

There were significant differences between male and female secondary students in how often they 

felt respected [χ
2
 (1) = 19.97, p < .001], and valued [χ

2
 (1) = 33.21, p < .001] at school (Bonferroni 

adjusted alpha p < .025). Males (M = 4.88, SD = 1.55, Md = 5.00, n = 2144) reported feeling respected 

significantly less often at school than females (M = 5.07, SD = 1.53, Md = 5.00, n = 2278).  Males (M = 

4.68, SD = 1.57, Md = 5.00, n = 2119) also reported feeling valued significantly less often at school 

than females (M = 4.94, SD = 1.54, Md = 5.00, n = 2231).  Males and females did not differ 

significantly on how often they felt cared for at school (p = .228). Table 103 reports the relevant 

descriptive statistics. 

Table 103 Descriptive Statistics: Male and Female Secondary Students’ Subjective Recognition  

 

 

ATSI  

There were significant differences based on secondary students’ ATSI status for feeling cared for [χ
2
 

(2) = 29.27, p < .001], feeling respected [χ
2
 (2) = 25.73, p < .001] and feeling valued [χ

2
 (2) = 17.00, p 

< .001] at school (Bonferroni adjusted alpha p < .017).  Follow-up Mann-Whitney U tests showed 

that students who identified as ATSI felt cared for (z = -3.94, p < .001), respected (z = -3.31, p < .001) 

Male secondary students reported feeling respected and valued significantly less often 

at school than females. Males and females did not differ significantly on how often 

they felt cared for at school. 
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and valued (z = -3.79, p < .001), less often than non-ATSI students. Students who were not sure of 

their ATSI status also felt cared for (z = -3.94, p < .001) and respected (z = -3.31, p < .001) less often 

than non-ATSI students, but they did not differ in terms of how often they felt valued. ATSI students 

did not differ from students who were not sure of their ATSI status, on feeling cared for, respected 

and valued. Table 104 reports the descriptive statistics. 

Table 104 Descriptive Statistics: Secondary Students’ Subjective Recognition across ATSI Status 

 

 

Language 

There were no significant differences in subjective recognition between secondary students based 

on their language status. 

Year 

Kruskal-Wallis tests showed that Secondary students differed on how much they felt cared for [χ
2
 (5) 

= 93.51, p <.001], respected [χ
2
 (5) = 43.88, p <.001], and valued [χ

2
 (5) = 67.18, p <.001] at school 

based on their Year. Visual inspection of boxplots suggested Year 7 students had higher median 

scores for being cared for, respected and valued than other secondary Years. Table 105 reports the 

descriptive statistics. 

Secondary Indigenous students felt cared for, respected and valued at school less often 

than non-Indigenous students. Students who were not sure of their ATSI status also felt 

cared for and respected less often than non-Indigenous students, but they did not differ 

in terms of how often they felt valued. Indigenous students did not differ from students 

who were not sure of their ATSI status on feeling cared for, respected and valued.  
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Mann-Whitney U tests compared Year 7 to all other Years on how often they felt cared for, 

respected and valued (there were five tests for each variable and a Bonferroni alpha of .01 was used 

to interpret results, see Table 106). Results showed that Year 7 reported the highest means and 

median scores for being cared for, being respected and being valued, and these were significantly 

higher than those of Years 8, 9, 10 and 11, on all subjective recognition items, apart from ‘being 

valued’ for the comparison between  Year 7 and Year 8. Year 7 and Year 12 did not differ significantly 

on any of the subjective recognition items.  

Table 105 Descriptive Statistics: Secondary Students’ Subjective Recognition Across Year 

 

Table 106 Post-hoc Pairwise Comparisons between Year 7 and all other Years for Subjective 

Recognition (Bonferroni adjusted alpha = .01)  

Contrast Feeling cared for Feeling respected Feeling valued 

 z p z p z p 

Year 7 vs. Year 8 -2.99* .003 -2.58* .010 -1.79 .074 

Year 7 vs. Year 9 -7.22* .000 -5.47* .000 -4.98* .000 

Year 7 vs. Year 10 -6.85* .000 -4.63* .000 -5.65* .000 

Year 7 vs. Year 11 -7.18* .000 -4.72* .000 -6.59* .000 

Year 7 vs. Year 12 -1.91 .057 -1.13 .257 -1.62 .105 

Note. *p < .01 

Results showed that Year 7 reported the highest means and median scores for being cared for, being 

respected and being valued, and these were significantly higher than those of Years 8, 9, 10 and 11, 
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on all subjective recognition items, apart from ‘being valued’ for the comparison between Year 7 and 

Year 8. Year 7 and Year 12 did not differ significantly on any of the subjective recognition items.  

 

Staff 

Mean total scores for subjective recognition were formed by summing the 12 items that asked staff 

‘How often do you feel cared for/respected/valued at school by students/the principal/ other staff, 

and parents?’. Participants rated their responses on a 7-point Likert scale, where 1 represented 

‘never’ and 7 represented ‘all the time’. The numerals 2- 5 were not labelled, with the aim of 

creating a continuous scale. The new variable was named ‘Total subjective recognition’. Visual 

inspection of the histogram showed the new variable was negatively skewed. Non-parametric 

analyses were conducted to accommodate this lack of normality. 

Subjective recognition and conceptualisations of student wellbeing 

A Kruskall-Wallis analysis found no significant differences in staff’s total subjective recognition based 

on their conceptualisation of wellbeing for rank 1 [χ
2
 (8) = 8.32, p =.403], but those for rank 2 were 

significant [χ
2
 (8) = 18.19, p = .02].   Visual inspection of boxplots (see Figure 55) showed the median 

score for ‘being successful at school’ was lower than other conceptualisations of wellbeing. 

However, eight follow-up  Mann-Whitney U tests that compared ‘being successful at school’ to all 

other conceptualisations of wellbeing were not significant when a Bonferroni adjusted alpha of .006 

was used to interpret the results: being happy, p = .043; being satisfied with life, p = .279; being safe, 

p = .080; being physically healthy, p = .349; being psychologically/mentally healthy, p = .109; being 

spiritually healthy, p = .033; being connected to people, p = .029; being connected to place, p = .035. 

Subjective wellbeing was highest for Year 7 and Year 12 students. 
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Figure 55 Box plots of staff subjective recognition across conceptualisations of wellbeing.   

 

Correlations between Total Subjective Recognition with Total Relationships, and Mean Cared for, 

Mean Respected, Mean Valued, and Five Factors of Recognition. 

Table 107 shows the correlations between staff subjective recognition scores and several other 

variables. As shown in Table 107, all correlations between subjective recognition and other variables 

were positive, significant and moderate except for those concerning the impact of unfavourable 

actions on wellbeing and staff age. Greater endorsement for the importance of recognition on 

student wellbeing was significantly associated with greater subjective recognition.  

 

 

  

Staff who acknowledged the importance of caring for, respecting and valuing students felt 

more cared for, respected and valued by students, their principal, other staff and parents.   

 

Greater awareness of the importance of recognition for student wellbeing and how to 

facilitate it was associated with positive benefits for staff’s own sense of being cared for, 

respected and valued at school. 
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Table 107 Spearman’s Correlations between Staff Total Subjective Recognition and Other Scores 

Variables Spearman’s 

r 

n 

Relationships (Total) .27*** 335 

Mutuality of relationships .32*** 333 

Cared for (Total) .28*** 333 

Respected (Total) .29*** 336 

Valued (Total) .32*** 335 

Factor 1: Teachers recognising students .28*** 333 

Factor 2: Signs of recognition .20*** 340 

Factor 3: Students having a say .31*** 344 

Factor 4: Students recognising each other .22*** 336 

Factor 5:  Students recognising teachers .31*** 342 
Overall, how well does your school support students' wellbeing? .33*** 340 
Overall, how well does your school support teachers' wellbeing? .55*** 322 
Student wellbeing is central to the work of teachers .30*** 346 
Approximately what percentage of your time involves student 
wellbeing? 

.17** 348 

The Christian values in a Catholic school help student wellbeing .32*** 342 
The Christian values in a Catholic school help my wellbeing .47*** 334 
Doing meditation at school helps student wellbeing .61*** 58 
Doing meditation at school helps my wellbeing .58*** 52 
I feel confident facilitating the meditation program with students at my 
school 

.65*** 53 

Teachers speaking kindly to students .21*** 351 
The principal using students' names .15** 343 
Students' friends making them feel included at school .21*** 349 
Teachers speaking harshly to students .10 347 
Students being abusive towards each other .04 346 
Teachers humiliating students .09 345 

Age .10 345 

Years of service .13* 344 

School size -.11* 348 

Note. ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05 

Demographic Differences in Mean Subjective Recognition 

 

Gender, ATSI and Language 

There were no significant differences in mean subjective recognition across gender (p = .634), ATSI 

status (p = .276), or language status (p = .708). 

Primary vs. Secondary Staff 

A Kruskall Wallis test showed that mean subjective recognition differed between staff who worked 

in primary, secondary and both primary and secondary schools, χ
2
 (2) = 15.16, p =.001. Three follow-

Staff did not differ in how cared for, respected and valued they felt based on gender, 

ATSI status, or language status. 
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up Mann-Whitney U tests using a Bonferonni adjusted alpha of .017, showed that primary school 

staff reported significantly higher mean subjective recognition than secondary staff and those who 

worked in both primary and secondary schools, z = -3.88, p <.001.  Other comparisons were not 

significant.  

 

2.10 Leadership 

Principals 

Table 108 reports the descriptive statistics for principals compared to all other staff on variables for 

which there were significant differences.  

  

Primary school staff reported feeling significantly more cared for, respected and valued than 

secondary staff and staff who worked in both primary and secondary schools. 



 Wellbeing in Schools FINAL REPORT: VOLUME THREE 

 

163 

 

Table 108 Descriptive Statistics for Other Staff vs. Principals on Wellbeing Items   

 

Exploratory analyses: Mann-Whitney U analyses were conducted to test whether principals differed 

from other staff on a range of survey items and composite scores. Results showed that principals 

scored significantly higher than all other staff on the following (see Table 109). 
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Table 109 Significance Levels for Differences between Principals and Other Staff  

Item z p 

Overall, how well does your school support teachers’ wellbeing? -3.39 .001 

Overall, how well does your school support students’ wellbeing? -1.98 .048 

Student wellbeing is central to the work of teachers -1.97 .048 

The Christian values in a Catholic school help student wellbeing -2.76 .006 

The Christian values in a Catholic school help my wellbeing -2.90 .004 

The principal using students’ names -2.78  .005 

Relationships between principals and students -3.75 < .001 

Relationships between non-teaching staff and students -2.36 .018 

Relationships between principals and teachers -3.01 .003 

How often do you feel cared for at school by parents -3.29 .001 

How often do you feel respected at school by students -3.45 .001 

How often do you feel respected at school by parents -2.58 .010 

How often do you feel valued at school by parents -2.54 .011 

Total relationships score -2.65 .008 

 

Principals scored significantly lower than other staff on the items:  

• I am affected negatively if my students do not respect me, z = -3.07, p = .002 

• I get affected negatively if my students do not care for me, z = -2.00, p = .046 

 

Two 2 x 9 Chi Square tests of Independence found no relationships between the status of principals 

vs. other staff on wellbeing conceptualisations (rank 1:  p = .121; rank 2 p = .529).  

 

 

Assistant Principals 

Table 110 reports the descriptive statistics for assistant principals compared to all other staff on 

variables for which there were significant differences.  

  

Compared to other staff, principals have a more favourable view of how well their school 

supports student and staff wellbeing, the importance of Christian values in helping wellbeing, 

the centrality of wellbeing in the work of teachers, the importance of relationships for student 

wellbeing. Principals and other staff did not differ in how they conceptualised wellbeing. 

Principals are less affected if students do not respect or care for them compared to other staff, 

but they report feeling more cared for by students than other staff. They also report feeling 

more cared for, respected and valued by parents than other staff. 
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Table 110 Descriptive Statistics for Assistant Principals vs. Other Staff on Wellbeing Items   

 

Exploratory analyses: Mann-Whitney U analyses were conducted to test whether assistant principals 

differed from other staff on a range of survey items and composite scores. Results showed that 

assistant principals scored significantly higher on the following (see Table 111). 

Table 111 Significance Levels for Differences between Assistant Principals and Other Staff  

Item z p 

Overall, how well does your school support teachers’ wellbeing? -3.32 .001 

The Christian values in a Catholic school help my wellbeing -2.76 .006 

Existing policy is sufficient to guide and support the way I facilitate student 

wellbeing 

-2.29 .022 

How often do you feel cared for by the principal? -2.68 .007 

How often do you feel respected at school by the principal? -2.33 .02 

How often do you feel valued at school by the principal? -3.97 < .001 

How often do you feel cared for by parents? -2.30 .021 

How often do you feel respected at school by students? -2.83 .005 

Subjective recognition mean -3.37 .001 

Students having a say about what they learn in school -3.37 .001 

 

Assistant principals scored significantly lower than other staff on the following items: 

• Respecting my students is influenced by how much they respect me, z = -2.85, p = 

.004 

• Valuing my students is influenced by how much they value me, z = -2.00, p = .045 

Two 2 x 9 Chi Square tests of Independence found no relationships between the status of Assistant 

principals vs. other staff on wellbeing conceptualisations (rank 1:  p = .712; rank 2 p = .606).  
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Teachers 

Table 112 reports the descriptive statistics for teaching staff compared to all other staff on variables 

for which there were significant differences.  

Table 112 Descriptive Statistics for Teachers vs. Other Staff on Wellbeing Items   

 

Exploratory analyses: Mann-Whitney U analyses were conducted to test whether teachers differed 

from other staff on a range of survey items and composite scores. Results showed that teachers 

scored significantly higher on the following: 

• Overall, how well does your school support students’ wellbeing? z = -2.66, p = .008 

• Student wellbeing is central to the work of teachers, z = -3.22, p = .001 

• I am affected negatively if students do not respect me, z =  -2.40, p = .017 

• I am affected negatively if students do not value me, z =  -2.77, p = .006 

 

Compared to other staff, assistant principals have a more favourable view of how well their 

school supports teachers’ wellbeing, the importance of Christian values in helping their own 

wellbeing, that policy is sufficient to guide and support them to facilitate student wellbeing, and 

that it is more important for students to have a say about what they learn in school than other 

staff. There were no differences between assistant principals and other staff in regard to how 

they conceptualised wellbeing. 

Compared to other staff, assistant principals felt more cared for, respected and valued by the 

principal, they felt more cared for by parents and more respected by students. Assistant 

principals said they practiced conditional recognition less than other staff.   
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Teachers scored significantly lower than other staff on the following items: 

• Principals using students’ names, z = -2.36, p = .018 

• Relationships between counsellors and students, z =  -2.53, p = .011 

• Relationships between non-teaching staff and students, z = -2.69, p = .007 

• Relationships between principals and teachers, z = -2.66, p = .008 

• Relationships between parents and teachers, z = -2.12, p = .034 

• How often do you feel respected by students, z = -2.00, p = .046  

 

Two 2 x 9 Chi Square tests of Independence found no relationships between the status of assistant 

principals vs. other staff on wellbeing conceptualisations (rank 1:  p = .550; rank 2 p = .805).  

 

2.11 Policy and Programs 

There were three questions in the staff questionnaire on policy and programs in relation to 

wellbeing:  

1. ‘Existing policy is sufficient to guide and support the way I facilitate student wellbeing’ 

2. ‘It would be helpful to have more guidance with student wellbeing’ 

3. ‘Additional programs related to student wellbeing are helpful in schools’  

Participants responded to 7-point Likert scales, where 1 represented ‘strongly disagree’ and 7 

represented ‘strongly agree’. 

Figure 56 shows that that most staff agreed with the statement that ‘existing policy is sufficient to 

guide and support the way I facilitate student wellbeing.  

Compared to leadership and non-teaching staff, teaching staff reported being more negatively 

affected if students did not respect and value them, they felt less respected by students, held a 

more favourable view of how well their school supports students’ wellbeing, and agreed more 

strongly that student wellbeing is central to the work of teachers. Teachers rated the 

importance of several relationships as less important for student wellbeing than other staff.  

There was no difference in the ways that teachers conceptualised wellbeing compared to other 

staff. 
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Figure 56. Frequency histogram of staff responses to ‘Existing policy is sufficient to guide and 

support the way I facilitate student wellbeing. 

 

Descriptive analysis 

The scores ranged from 1 to 7, with a mean of 5.12, and standard deviation of 1.26. The median was 

5.00, and the mode was 5.00. Out of interest, 191 (27%) staff chose 5 as their response, 181 (25.6%) 

chose 6, 68 (9.6%) chose 7 (strongly agree). Only 4 (0.6%) people chose 1 (strongly disagree), 16 

(2.3%) chose 2, 49 (6.9%) chose 3, and 82(11.6%) chose 4.  Just over 16 percent (116) of staff did not 

answer this question. Thus, most staff mildly agreed with the statement ‘Existing policy is sufficient 

to guide and support the way I facilitate student wellbeing’. Overall, only 11.7% (73) of staff 

disagreed with the statement, 11.6% (82) neither agreed nor disagreed, and 62.2% (440) of staff 

agreed with the statement.   

Demographic differences 

Responses to ‘Existing policy is sufficient to guide and support the way I facilitate student wellbeing’ 

did not differ across diocese, gender, ATSI status, language status, wellbeing conceptualisations 

(ranks 1 and 2), primary/secondary staff, or whether secondary staff were teaching in their preferred 

subject area, (all p>.05).   
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Note: Kruskal-Wallis tests were used for all analyses due to the DV being negatively skewed (z skew = 

6.08, z kurtosis = 0.87). The DV was transformed successfully using reflection and square root (z 

skew = 1.10, z kurtosis = 1.44). When ANOVA was used with the transformed variable as the DV, 

there were no significant differences at p < .05.  

In summary, most staff mildly agreed with the statement ‘Existing policy is sufficient to guide and 

support the way I facilitate student wellbeing’. There were no differences across diocese, gender, 

ATSI status, language status, wellbeing conceptualisations (ranks 1 and 2), primary/secondary staff, 

or whether secondary staff were teaching in their preferred subject area. 

 

Figure 57 shows that most staff agreed with the statement that ‘it would be helpful to have more 

guidance with student wellbeing’.  

 

Figure 57 Frequency histogram of staff responses to ‘It would be helpful to have more guidance with 

student wellbeing’. 
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Descriptive analysis 

The scores ranged from 1 to 7, with a mean of 5.04, and standard deviation of 1.37. The median was 

5.00, and the mode was 5.00. Out of interest, 182 (26%) staff chose 5 as their response, 166 (23.5%) 

chose 6, 75 (10.6%) chose 7 (strongly agree). Only 6 (0.8%) people chose 1 (strongly disagree), 32 

(4.5%) chose 2, 43 (6.1%) chose 3, and 87(12.3%) chose 4.  Just over 16 percent (116) of staff did not 

answer this question. Thus, most staff mildly to moderately agreed with the statement ‘It would be 

helpful to have more guidance with student wellbeing’. Overall, only 13.7% (81) staff disagreed with 

the statement, 12.3% (87) neither agreed nor disagreed, and 59.8% (423) of staff agreed with the 

statement.   

The variable was significantly negatively skewed (z skew = 5.98, z kurtosis = 0.34). Transformation via 

reflection and square root amended the problem (z skew = 1.39, z Kurtosis = -2.00). The transformed 

variable was used in the following ANOVAs, and also the untransformed variable was used in 

Kruskal-Wallis non-parametric tests.  As both tests found the same result, the non-parametric 

version was interpreted as untransformed medians were more meaningful than the transformed 

means.   

Demographic differences 

Kruskal-Wallis tests showed no differences in responses to ‘It would be helpful to have more 

guidance with student wellbeing’ across, gender, ATSI status, language status, wellbeing 

conceptualisation (ranks 1 and 2), or whether secondary staff were teaching in their preferred 

subject area (all p > .05).   The only demographic categories to differ significantly on responses to 

this item were based on whether staff worked at a primary or secondary school, and which diocese 

staff worked in.  

A Kruskal-Wallis test showed that primary staff (Md = 5.00, M = 5.16, SD = 1.37, n = 323) agreed 

more strongly with the statement ‘It would be helpful to have more guidance with student 

wellbeing’ than secondary staff (Md = 5.00, M = 4.88, SD = 1.38, n = 249), χ
2
 (1, n = 572) = 6.10, p = 

.013.Note that although the difference between groups statistically significant both groups in 

general mildly agreed with the statement as shown by their median and mean scores. 

Another Kruskal-Wallis test showed a significant difference in staff responses to ‘It would be helpful 

to have more guidance with student wellbeing’ across the three regions, χ
2
 (2, n = 591) = 20.81, p < 

.001. Analyses of mean ranks showed staff from Region A (Md = 5.00, M = 5.22, SD = 1.33, n = 327) 

and Region C (Md = 5.00, M = 5.12, SD = 1.29, n = 100) agreed more strongly that more guidance 

with student wellbeing would be helpful than Region B staff (Md = 5.00, M = 4.62, SD = 1.42, n = 

164).  This difference may be due to wellbeing programs and initiatives already implemented in 

Region B schools.  

In sum, most staff mildly to moderately agreed with the statement ‘It would be helpful to have more 

guidance with student wellbeing’. There were no differences across, gender, ATSI status, language 

status, wellbeing conceptualisations (ranks 1 and 2), or whether secondary staff were teaching in 

their preferred subject area. However, primary staff agreed more strongly that it would be helpful to 

have more guidance with student wellbeing than secondary staff. Note that although the difference 

between groups was statistically significant, both groups mildly agreed with the statement as shown 
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by their median and mean scores. Staff from Region A and C agreed more strongly that more 

guidance with student wellbeing would be helpful than Region B staff. This difference may be due to 

wellbeing programs and initiatives already implemented in Region B schools who participated in the 

survey.  

 

Figure 58 shows that most staff agreed with the statement that ‘additional programs related to 

student wellbeing are helpful in schools’.  

 

Figure 58 Frequency histogram of staff responses to ‘additional programs related to student 

wellbeing are helpful in schools.  

 

Descriptive analysis 

The scores ranged from 1 to 7, with a mean of 5.72 and standard deviation of 1.12. The median and 

mode were both 6.00.  Two hundred and twenty one (31.3%) staff chose 6 as their response, 163 

(23.1%) chose 7 (strongly agree). Only 3 (0.4%) chose 1 (strongly disagree), 3 (0.4%) chose 2, 19 

(2.7%) chose 3, 52(7.4%) chose 4 and 145 (20.5%) chose 5.  Just over 14 percent (101) of staff did not 

answer this question. Thus, most staff moderately to strongly agreed with the statement ‘Additional 

programs related to student wellbeing are helpful in schools’. Overall, only 4.1% (25) staff disagreed 
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with the statement, 7.4% (52) neither agreed nor disagreed, and 74.9% (529) of staff agreed with the 

statement.   

The variable was significantly negatively skewed and leptokurtic (z skew = 9.09, z kurtosis = 5.63). 

Transformation via reflected square root  and reflected logarithm did not fix the problem completely 

with the square root transformation being still somewhat negatively skewed and the logarithm 

transformation being leptokurtic (z skew = 3.71, -1.01, z kurtosis = 1.56,  4.60 respectively). Non-

parametric Kruskal-Wallis tests were used with the untransformed variable.  

Demographic differences 

There were no significant differences in staff responses to ‘Additional programs related to student 

wellbeing are helpful in schools’ across regions, ATSI status, language status or wellbeing 

conceptualisations (ranks 1 and 2), p > .05. However, there were significant differences between 

primary and secondary staff, and between male and female staff. Primary staff (Md = 6.00. M = 5.89, 

SD = 1.06, n = 340) agreed more strongly that ‘additional programs related to student wellbeing are 

helpful in schools’ than secondary staff (Md = 6.00, M = 5.48, SD = 1.18, n = 248), χ
2
 (1, n = 588) = 

19.56, p < .001. Female staff (Md = 6.00, M = 5.81, SD = 1.05, n = 474) agreed more strongly than 

male staff (Md= 5.00, M = 5.37, SD = 1.29, n = 132) that ‘Additional programs related to student 

wellbeing are helpful in schools’, χ
2
 (1, n = 606) = 13.67, p < .001. 

In sum, most staff moderately to strongly agreed with the statement ‘Additional programs related to 

student wellbeing are helpful in schools’. There were no significant differences in staff responses 

across regions, ATSI status, language status or wellbeing conceptualisations (ranks 1 and 2). 

However, primary staff agreed more strongly that ‘additional programs related to student wellbeing 

are helpful in schools’ than secondary staff, and female staff agreed more strongly than male staff 

with the statement. 

 

Correlations between policy and program items with other items 

‘Existing policy is sufficient to guide and support the way I facilitate student wellbeing’ 

Responses to this item correlated negatively with: 

• ‘It would be helpful to have more guidance with student wellbeing’, r(533) = -.30, p < .001.  

 

Responses to this item correlated positively with: 

• ‘Overall, how well does your school support students’ wellbeing’, r(571) = .41, p < .001. 

• ‘Overall, how well does your school support teachers’ wellbeing’, r(539) = .39, p < .001. 

• ‘Student wellbeing is central to the work of teachers’, r(574) = .16, p < .001. 

• ‘The Christian values in a Catholic school help student wellbeing’, r(571) = .25, p < .001. 

• ‘The Christian values in a Catholic school help my wellbeing’, r(556) = .20, p < .001. 

• ‘How often do you feel cared for at school by students’, r(522) = .21, p < .001. 

Most staff moderately to strongly agreed with the statement ‘Additional programs related to 

student wellbeing are helpful in schools’. 
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• ‘How often do you feel cared for at school by the principal’, r(504) = .25, p < .001. 

• ‘How often do you feel cared for at school by other staff’, r(541) = .18, p < .001. 

• ‘How often do you feel cared for at school by parents’, r(498) = .25, p < .001. 

• ‘How often do you feel respected at school by students’, r(542) = .24, p < .001. 

• ‘How often do you feel respected at school by the principal’, r(526) = .21, p < .001. 

• ‘How often do you feel respected at school by other staff’, r(551) = .21, p < .001. 

• ‘How often do you feel respected at school by parents’, r(518) = .17, p < .001. 

• ‘My students get upset if they are not respected at school’, r(564) = .14, p = .004. 

• ‘How often do you feel valued at school by students’, r(536) = .19, p < .001. 

• ‘How often do you feel valued at school by the principal’, r(512) = .27, p < .001. 

• ‘How often do you feel valued at school by other staff’, r(537) = .30, p < .001. 

• ‘How often do you feel valued at school by parents’, r(496) = .24, p < .001. 

• ‘My students get upset if they are not valued at school’, r(544) = .12, p = .006. 

  

‘It would be helpful to have more guidance with student wellbeing’ 

Responses to this item correlated negatively with: 

• The number of students at a school, r(577) = -.12, p = .004. 

• ‘Existing policy is sufficient to guide and support the way I facilitate student wellbeing’’, r(533) = 

-.30, p < .001.  

• ‘Overall, how well does your school support students’ wellbeing’, r(571) = -.24, p < .001. 

• ‘How often do you feel respected at school by students’, r(534) = -.11, p = .012. 

 

Responses to this item correlated positively with: 

• ‘Additional programs related to student wellbeing are helpful in schools’, r(564) = .39, p < .001. 

• ‘Student wellbeing is central to the work of teachers’, r(573) = .12, p = .006. 

• ‘My students get upset if they are not cared for at school’, r(556) = .15, p <.001. 

• ‘My students get upset if they are not respected at school’, r(565) = .11, p = .011. 

• ‘My students get upset if they are not valued at school’, r(541) = .15, p < .001. 

• ‘I am affected negatively if my students do not care for me’, r(526) = .15, p < .001. 

• ‘I am affected negatively if my students do not respect me’, r(544) = .11, p = .010. 

 

‘Additional programs related to student wellbeing are helpful in schools’ 

Responses to this item correlated negatively with: 

• The number of students at a school, r(592) = -.11, p = .008. 

 

Responses to this item correlated positively with: 

• ‘It would be helpful to have more guidance with student wellbeing’, r(564) = .39, p < .001. 
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• ‘Doing meditation at school helps student wellbeing’, r(89) = .25, p = .016. 

• ‘Doing meditation at school helps my wellbeing’, r(86) = .30, p = .005. 

• ‘I feel confident facilitating the meditation program with students at my school’, r(86) = .29, p = 

.007. 

• ‘Overall, how well does your school support students’ wellbeing’, r(546) = .13, p = .002. 

• ‘Student wellbeing is central to the work of teachers’, r(586) = .25, p < .001. 

• ‘The Christian values in a Catholic school help student wellbeing’, r(583) = .18, p < .001. 

• ‘The Christian values in a Catholic school help my wellbeing’, r(568) = .24, p < .001. 

• ‘How often do you feel cared for at school by students’, r(538) = .11, p = .008. 

• ‘How often do you feel cared for at school by the principal’, r(514) = .11, p = .01. 

• ‘How often do you feel cared for at school by other staff’, r(560) = .10, p = .014. 

• ‘How often do you feel cared for at school by parents’, r(498) = .11, p = .019. 

• ‘My students get upset if they are not cared for at school’, r(570) = .13, p = .001. 

• ‘How often do you feel respected at school by parents’, r(527) = .16, p < .001. 

• ‘My students get upset if they are not respected at school’, r(575) = .16, p < .001. 

• ‘My students get upset if they are not valued at school’, r(556) = .20, p < .001. 

School size 

Spearman’s correlations were conducted to analyse the effect of school size (based on number of 

students enrolled at the schools) on staff responses to policy, program and guidance items. First, the 

file was split by region, and then primary/secondary status, to explore differences in the 

relationships between school size and responses to policy, program and guidance items. 

Regions 

Table 113 shows the descriptive statistics for school size across regions and the Spearman’s 

correlations between school size and staff responses to items about policy, guidance and programs. 

As can be seen from this table, Region A has the smallest sized schools based on number of 

enrolments. The significance levels in column p show that for Region A, smaller schools were 

associated with significantly less agreement about sufficiency of policy to guide and support student 

wellbeing, but significantly more  agreement that  ‘It would be helpful to have more guidance with 

student wellbeing’ and ‘Additional programs related to student wellbeing are helpful in schools’. The 

only other significant result was in Region C, where, in contrast to Region A, larger schools were 

associated with greater agreement with the statement ‘Additional programs related to student 

wellbeing are helpful in schools’. This may reflect the presence of an existing meditation program in 

Region C schools. 
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Table 113 School Size across Regions and the Spearman’s Correlations Between School Size and Staff 

Responses to Policy, Guidance and Program Items 

Region School size Item rs p n 

Range M SD 

A 45-1100 440.3 250.5     

    policy .115 .038* 323 

    guidance -.111 .047* 323 

    program -.109 .045* 337 

B 140-1900 1027.2 571.1     

    policy -.079 .319 161 

    guidance .015 .850 160 

    program -.112 .160 159 

C 420-1600 879.0 288.0     

    policy .053 .607 98 

    guidance .011 .912 96 

    program .201 .047* 98 

Note. p < .05* 

 

Primary vs. secondary staff 

Spearman’s correlations were conducted between school size and separate primary and secondary 

staff responses to items about policy, guidance and programs. None of the correlations were 

significant at p < .05.  

 

3 Evaluation of Survey 

3.1 Primary students 

Table 114 Primary Students’ Feedback on Participation in the Survey  

 

In Region A, which has the smallest sized schools based on number of enrolments,  smaller 

schools were associated with significantly less agreement about sufficiency of policy to guide and 

support student wellbeing, but significantly more  agreement that additional programs related to 

student wellbeing are helpful in schools and that more guidance with student wellbeing  would 

be helpful. In contrast, in Region C, larger schools were associated with greater agreement that 

additional programs related to student wellbeing are helpful in schools.  
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Table 115 Primary Students’ Responses to ‘How important are the views of children and young 

people for improving student wellbeing?’ 

 

 
Figure 59 Frequency histogram of primary student responses to ‘how important are the views of 

children and young people for improving student wellbeing?’ 

 

The majority of primary students (74%) said a survey is a good way for children and 

young people to be heard.  
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Table 116 Primary Students’ Views on Survey Participation at Different Times of the School Term 

 

 

Table 117 Primary Students’ Feedback on their Ability to Understand the Survey Questions 

 

 

Sixty percent of primary students said the views of children and young people are very 

important for improving student wellbeing.  Only 1.4% of primary students said it was not 

very important. 

About 30 percent of primary students said their answers would change if they did this 

survey at a different time in the school term.  About 49% said they didn’t know if their 

answers would change, and about 21% said their answers would not change. 

Approximately 74% of primary students said the questions were easy to 

understand, approximately 4% said the questions were not easy to understand, 

and 22.5% said maybe/don’t’ know. 
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3.2 Secondary students 

 
 
Figure 60 Frequency histogram of secondary student responses to ‘how important are the views of 

children and young people for improving student wellbeing?’ 

 

Table 118 Secondary Students’ Feedback on Participation in the Survey 

 

 

 

Approximately 57% of secondary students said a survey is a good way for children 

and young people to be heard, while approximately 30% said maybe/don’t know, 

and only approximately 12% said no.  
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Table 119 Secondary Students’ Responses to ‘how important are the views of children and young 

people for improving student wellbeing?’ 

 

 

 

Table 120 Secondary Students’ Views on Survey Participation at Different Times of the School Term 

 

 

  

Just over 47% of secondary students said the views of children and young people are 

very important for improving student wellbeing, while only 3.1% said they were not 

important. 

Just under 20% of secondary students said their answers would change if they did the 

survey at a different time in the school term. Approximately 51% of secondary 

students said they didn’t know if their answers would change if they did the survey at 

a different time of term, and just over 29% said their answers would not change.  
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Table 121 Secondary Students’ Feedback on their Ability to Understand the Survey Questions 

 

 

3.3 Staff 

 
 

Figure 61 Frequency histogram of staff responses to ‘how important are the views of children and 

young people for improving student wellbeing?’ 

 

 

Just over 73% of secondary students said the questions were easy to understand, 

while only 6.1% said they were not easy to understand, and 20.8% said maybe/don’t 

know. 
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Table 122 Staff responses to ‘how important are the views of children and young people for 

improving student wellbeing?’ 

 

 

 
Table 123 Staff Feedback on their Ability to Understand the Survey Questions 

 

 

  

Over 64% percent of staff said the views of children and young people are very 

important for improving student wellbeing, while zero staff said it was not important.  

Just over 86% of staff said the questions were easy to understand, just under 11% 

said maybe/don’t know, and only 3% of staff said the questions were not easy to 

understand.  
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Table 124 Staff Views on Survey Participation at Different Times of the School Term 

 

 

Table 125 Staff Feedback on the Value of the Survey for Gathering Student Voice 

 

 

  

Only 12.6% of staff said their answers would change if they did the survey at a 

different time of school term, 33.4% said maybe/don’t know, and the majority of 

staff, 54%, said their answers would not change. 

The majority of staff (just less than 64%) said a survey is a good way for children 

and young people to be heard. Just over 31% of staff said maybe/don’t know, and 

only 5.2% said a survey was not a good way for children and young people to be 

heard.  
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Table 126 Staff Reflections on their Role in Promoting Student Wellbeing 

 

  

  

The majority of staff (65%) said the survey helped them to reflect on their role in 

promoting student wellbeing. Just under 20% of staff said ‘maybe/don’t know’, and 

just over 15% said ‘no’. 
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4 Summary of Findings from Phase 3 Wellbeing in Schools Surveys 

The first part of this volume reported the results from the student and staff surveys. This section 

summarises the findings in relation to the four topics: How schools support wellbeing; 

conceptualisations of wellbeing; relationships and recognition. It also summarises how demographic 

characteristics and conceptualisations of wellbeing are associated with the importance placed on 

relationships and recognition for improving wellbeing. To begin, students and staff responses to how 

schools support wellbeing are summarised below.  

4.1 How well do schools support wellbeing? 

• Both primary and secondary students strongly agreed that their wellbeing is important to 

their teachers. 

• The majority of staff agreed that their school supported student and teacher wellbeing but 

there were a minority of staff who perceived their school did not adequately support 

teacher wellbeing.   

• The majority of staff agreed that student wellbeing is central to the work of teachers. 

• Although most primary and secondary students agreed that being at a Catholic school 

helped their wellbeing, there are many secondary students who did not agree.  

• The majority of staff agreed that the Christian values at a Catholic school help both student 

wellbeing and their own wellbeing. 

• Just under 16% of staff said that 100% of their time involved student wellbeing.  The mean 

percentage of time that staff reported they spent on wellbeing was 60.73%. Teaching staff 

and leadership staff reported spending more time on student wellbeing than non-teaching 

staff. 

4.1.1 Policy and Programs 

• Most staff mildly agreed with the statement ‘Existing policy is sufficient to guide and support 

the way I facilitate student wellbeing’. 

• Most staff mildly-to-moderately agreed with the statement ‘It would be helpful to have more 

guidance with student wellbeing’. 

• Most staff moderately-to-strongly agreed with the statement ‘Additional programs related 

to student wellbeing are helpful in schools’. 

4.1.2 Which actions support wellbeing? 

 

• The majority of primary students, secondary students and staff agreed that teachers 

speaking kindly to students affects student wellbeing at school ‘very much’. 

• Principals’ use of students’ names affects primary students’ wellbeing ‘very much’; while this 

was only the case for approximately half the secondary students who were surveyed.   

• Feeling included by friends at school was reported as important for student wellbeing by 

students and staff. 

• Most staff were very aware of the impact of negative actions on student wellbeing. 
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4.2 Conceptualisations of Wellbeing 

• Students’ and staff conceptualisation of wellbeing were multidimensional, however primary 

and secondary students conceptualised wellbeing differently.  

• For primary children, the term ‘wellbeing’ evoked a range of different responses including 

being happy, being safe, being loved, being respected, being healthy and helping others. 

•  For secondary students, the most popular conceptualisations of wellbeing involved being 

happy, being safe, being healthy and being respected.  

• Staff conceptualisations of wellbeing emphasised the importance of being connected to 

people, followed by being connected to place, being mentally or psychologically healthy and 

to a lesser extent, being happy and being safe.  

4.2.1 Group differences: Conceptualisations of wellbeing 

Gender: Gender was not associated with primary students’ conceptualisation of wellbeing, but 

female secondary students were more likely to think of wellbeing as having privacy, being trusted 

and having a say, while male secondary students were more likely to think of it as being happy. Male 

staff more often conceptualised wellbeing as being satisfied with life and being spirituality healthy, 

but less often thought of it as being connected to place.  

Year level at school: Students’ Year level was associated with how they described wellbeing: 

• For primary students, wellbeing was more likely to be conceptualised as being trusted and 

helping others by Year 3 students, as being loved by Year 4 students, as being listened to by 

Year 5 students, and as being safe, being respected and being happy, by Year 6/7 students. 

• For secondary students, only Year 7 and the senior years (Years 10, 11 and 12) showed 

emphases on certain wellbeing concepts. Wellbeing was more likely to be conceptualised as: 

being loved, helping others and having a say by Year 7 students; being happy by Year 10 and 

Year 11 students; being healthy by Year 11 students; looking after yourself by Year 11 and 

Year 12 students; and having a great environment by Year 12 students.   

ATSI: The way in which wellbeing was described was independent of ATSI status for primary 

students and staff, but Indigenous secondary students were more likely to describe wellbeing as 

having privacy and being loved, while those who were not sure of their ATSI status were more likely 

to choose  being loved and helping others.   

CALD: Being trusted and helping others were most important to primary and secondary school 

students from a CALD background. The environment, being listened to and having a say were also 

important to secondary students who spoke another language other than English at home. 

Staff characteristics: Younger staff were more likely to think of wellbeing as being safe, while older 

staff were more likely to think of wellbeing as being connected to place. Staff conceptualisation of 

wellbeing was not dependent on whether staff worked in primary versus secondary schools, nor 

their years of service, or school size.  

Less than 6% of staff identified ‘being spiritually healthy’ to describe wellbeing. Compared to other 

staff, these staff agreed more strongly that Christian values in Catholic schools help their own 

wellbeing.  
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Compared to other staff, staff who conceptualised wellbeing as being psychologically or mentally 

healthy were less satisfied with existing policy to guide and support the way they facilitate student 

wellbeing; they were more aware of the impact of students being abusive towards each other and of 

teachers humiliating students on student wellbeing; and they rated relationships between students 

and other students who are not close friends, and between students and principals, as significantly 

less important for student wellbeing than other staff. It is noted that the differences between means 

was only small, and thus overall, all staff rated these relationships as important for student 

wellbeing.  

4.3 Relationships and Wellbeing  

There were differences and similarities among students and staff in terms of the importance of 

relationships for student wellbeing. There were some differences based on demographic 

characteristics, and also how wellbeing was conceptualised. Responses also showed that 

relationships are viewed as important for recognition, which is touched on below and summarised in 

more detail in the next section. 

• Primary students rated all relationships as important for their wellbeing in the following 

order: (1) parents/carers, (2) close friends, (3) their teacher, (4) principal, and (5) non-

teaching staff.   

• Secondary students rated all relationships, except those with school counsellors, as 

important for their wellbeing. They rated their relationships in the following order: (1) 

parents/carers, (2) close friends, (3) other students who are not close friends, (4) their home 

group/pastoral care teacher, (5) their teachers, (6) non-teaching staff, (7) their principal, and 

(8) counsellors.  

• Staff rated relationships as important for student wellbeing in the following order: (1) 

teachers and students, (2) students and parents/carers, (3) students and close friends, (4) 

students and their home group/pastoral care teacher, (5) teachers and other teachers, (6) 

parents and teachers, (7) counsellors and students, (8) principals and teachers, (9) students 

and other students who are not close friends, (10) principals and students, and (11) students 

and non-teaching staff. 

4.3.1 Group differences: Relationships  

The importance of relationships for primary and secondary students’ wellbeing differed across 

several demographic categories, as follows: 

Gender:  The results showed that relationships with a broader range of people, particularly 

leadership staff and other non-teaching staff, are of particular importance for primary aged boys’ 

wellbeing. Similarly, in secondary school, male students rated their relationships with their friends, 

counsellors and parents as significantly more important for their wellbeing than female students did, 

while female students rated their relationships with non-teaching staff as more important than male 

students.  

ATSI: For primary Indigenous students, relationships with all school staff (teachers, principals and 

non-teaching staff) were particularly important for students’ wellbeing.  Secondary students who 
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were not sure of their ATSI status rated relationships with teachers and with other students who 

were not close friends as less important for their wellbeing than those who were not ATSI.  

CALD: Primary students who did not speak English at home rated relationships between students 

and staff (teachers, principals and non-teaching staff) as more important for their wellbeing than 

those who spoke only English at home and those who spoke both English and another language at 

home.  

Relationships between close friends were more important for secondary students who spoke only 

English than those who did not speak English at home. Relationships with their home group/pastoral 

care teacher and their parents/carers were more important for students who spoke both English and 

another language at home than students who only spoke English.   

Year Level: Overall, primary students in earlier Year levels placed more importance on relationships 

between students and staff (teachers, principals and non-teaching staff) for their wellbeing than 

later Year levels. Earlier Years in secondary school rated relationships as significantly more important 

for their wellbeing than later Years. Relationships were most important for Year 7’s wellbeing, and 

least important for Year 9 and Year 10 (although all grades rated relationships as important to some 

extent). 

In general, earlier Years in both primary school and secondary school rated relationships as 

significantly more important for their wellbeing than later Years. 

Staff characteristics: All relationships, except student relationships with other students who were 

not close friends, and their parents/carers, were rated as more important for student wellbeing by 

female staff than male staff.  There were no differences in how relationships were viewed in terms 

of their importance for student wellbeing across staff’s ATSI or language status, however primary 

staff rated many relationships as more important for student wellbeing than secondary staff.  

There was an inverse association between school size and staff views on the importance of 

relationships for student wellbeing.  Staff from larger secondary schools rated the importance of 

relationships for student wellbeing lower than staff from smaller secondary schools.  Staff from 

larger schools had worked in schools for less time than staff at smaller schools.  

4.3.2 Relationships and the Conceptualisation of Wellbeing  

Students: The importance of relationships for wellbeing was unrelated to the way primary students’ 

described wellbeing; however, for secondary students, relationships with close friends was rated as 

important for wellbeing regardless of how they conceptualised wellbeing. Secondary students who 

thought of wellbeing as primarily ‘having privacy’ rated relationships between students and 

teachers, students and other students who were not close friends, students and principals, students 

and home group/pastoral care teachers, and students and their parents/carers, as significantly less 

important for their wellbeing than students who conceptualised wellbeing in other ways.  

Students who thought of wellbeing in community/mutual or relational ways such as ‘helping others’ 

or ‘being safe’, thought relationships with non-teaching staff were significantly more important than 

students who thought of wellbeing in more individualistic ways, such as ‘being happy,’ ‘being 

healthy’ and ‘looking after themselves’. 
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Staff: Staff conceptualisations of wellbeing were associated with the extent of importance placed on 

relationships. When wellbeing was thought of in terms of a student’s academic success, or their 

physical and mental health, staff rated relationships as less important for student wellbeing than 

staff who thought of wellbeing in terms of affect, spirituality and connections with other people and 

places.  

4.3.3 The association between relationships and recognition 

There were several results that supported the positive link between relationships and recognition, as 

follows: 

• Students and staff who rated being cared for, being respected and being valued as 

important for student wellbeing, also rated relationships as having greater importance for 

wellbeing. Thus, students and staff who acknowledged the importance of relationships for 

student wellbeing, also acknowledged the role of recognition in promoting student 

wellbeing.  

• For all cohorts, there were positive associations between subjective recognition, the ratings 

for the importance of having a say for wellbeing, and the importance of relationships for 

wellbeing. That is, students and staff who felt more cared for, respected and valued at 

school, and who said having a say had greater importance for student wellbeing, also said 

relationships were more important for wellbeing. 

4.4 Themes of recognition 

For each cohort, exploratory factor analyses were conducted on all the recognition items (cared for, 

respected and valued) to identify themes underlying the importance of recognition for student 

wellbeing. Five themes or factors were found for each cohort, however in each case the themes had 

different emphases and reflect the nuanced perspectives of primary students, secondary students 

and staff. Across all cohorts, all the themes included aspects of being cared for, being respected and 

being valued.  

• Factors of recognition for facilitating primary students’ wellbeing at school:  My teacher 

recognising me; having a say; my peers recognising me; signs of recognition; and recognising 

others.  

• Factors of recognition for promoting secondary students’ wellbeing at school: Recognising 

others; having a say; signs of recognition, my peers recognising me, and teachers recognising 

me. 

• Factors of recognition identified by staff for promoting students’ wellbeing at school:  

Teachers recognising students; signs of recognition; students having a say; students 

recognising each other; students recognising teachers. 

The factor of recognition that accounted for the most variance for primary students and staff was 

teachers recognising students, whereas for secondary students it was students recognising others, 

which included students recognising both staff and their peers.   

4.4.1 Group differences: Recognition 

Primary students: Results showed that, while primary school students did not differ in any of the 

factor score means based on their conceptualisation of wellbeing, there were significant differences 
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in primary students’ factor scores based on the demographic categories of gender, ATSI and CALD 

status. These results demonstrate that while recognition is important for all students’ wellbeing it is 

particularly important for primary school boys, Indigenous students, and students from culturally 

and linguistically diverse backgrounds.  

Secondary students: In slight contrast to the primary school students, the results showed that 

secondary school students differed in their factor scores based on their conceptualisation of 

wellbeing, in addition to their gender, ATSI and CALD status. Similar to the primary student results, 

results demonstrated that recognition was important for all students’ wellbeing, but it was 

particularly important for male secondary students. However, individual differences were apparent 

in the secondary student data. Students who described wellbeing as primarily being about ‘having 

privacy’, rated recognition of less importance for their wellbeing than other students.  Recognition 

from peers was rated as less important for wellbeing by Indigenous students. ‘Having a say’ was 

rated as less important for wellbeing by students who did not speak English at home. 

Staff: Female staff rated teachers recognising students, students recognising each other and 

students recognising teachers significantly more important for students’ wellbeing than male staff. 

Staff did not differ on recognition factor scores according to ATSI or CALD status. 

4.4.2 Mutuality of recognition  

As evidenced by the mutual recognition mean scores, most students and staff were conscious of the 

reciprocal or mutual nature of recognition in promoting wellbeing. 

For primary students, mutual recognition was most important for student wellbeing for those who 

conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being safe’, ‘being loved’, ‘being listened to’, ‘helping others’ and 

‘having a great environment’, while mutual recognition was least important for those who described 

wellbeing as ‘looking after myself’.  

For secondary students, mutual recognition was most important to those who described wellbeing 

as ‘being loved’, and least important to those who described wellbeing as ‘having privacy’. 

For staff, mutual recognition as most important for promoting student wellbeing for those who 

described wellbeing as ‘being safe’, ‘being connected to place’ and ‘being connected to people’; and 

mutual recognition was least important where wellbeing meant ‘being successful at school’. 

Staff characteristics 

Male staff and secondary staff endorsed mutual recognition less than female staff and primary staff, 

respectively. Staff from larger schools tended to place less emphasis on mutual recognition than 

those from smaller schools. 

4.4.3 Mutuality and wellbeing 

Primary and secondary students who rated student-teacher relationships as more important for 

promoting student wellbeing also rated the importance of mutual recognition for promoting 

wellbeing as higher. Staff who rated students’ relationships with non-teaching staff as more 

important for promoting student wellbeing also rated the importance of mutual recognition for 

wellbeing as higher, and thus supported a whole-school approach toward student wellbeing.  
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For primary students, secondary students and staff, greater endorsement of the importance of 

mutual recognition for wellbeing was related to subjectively feeling more cared for, respected and 

valued at school. The practice of conditional recognition was associated with staff feeling less cared 

for, respected and valued at school. This result demonstrates the importance of the mutuality of 

recognition, not only for student recognition and wellbeing, but also for teachers’ wellbeing. 

4.5 Having a Say  

Primary students, secondary students and staff thought that student voice and meaningful 

participation at school was important for student wellbeing. In particular, students and staff 

endorsed that students having a say about pedagogy, discipline, welfare and social aspects of school 

life, are important for student wellbeing. 

• For primary students the most important aspect of having a say was ‘what we learn at 

school’, followed by ‘school rules’, ‘who I sit near’ and finally, ‘punishments for breaking 

school rules’.  

• For secondary students the most important aspect of having a say was ‘who I sit near’, 

followed by  ‘what we learn in school’,  ‘whether I see the school counsellor’,  ‘school rules’ 

and ‘punishments for breaking school rules’.  

• For staff, the most important aspect of students having a say was ‘what they learn at school’, 

‘school rules’, ‘punishments about breaking school rules’, ‘whether they see the school 

counsellor’ and ‘who I sit near’. 

These results capture a discrepancy between staff and student views of the aspects of student voice 

that matter for secondary students. Secondary students rated ‘who I sit near’ as the most important 

aspect of having a say, while staff rated this as least important.  

There were no differences between male and female primary students on any aspects of having a 

say, however male secondary students agreed more strongly than female secondary students that 

‘having a say about whether I see the school counsellor’ was important for their wellbeing.  

Primary students from lower year levels agreed more strongly than students from higher year levels, 

that having a say about school rules and pedagogy was important for student wellbeing. Primary 

students from different year levels did not differ in their views of how important having a say about 

punishments or who students sit near.  In secondary schools, Year 9 students felt most strongly that 

it was important for their wellbeing that they had a say about whether they see the school 

counsellor and who they sit near. In contrast, Year 7 felt least strongly that their voice on these 

aspects of school life were important for their wellbeing.  

4.5.1 Recognition and ‘having a say’ 

Students who rated recognition with peers and teachers as more important for student wellbeing 

also rated student voice as important for wellbeing. These results show that meaningful 

participation at school is positively related to wellbeing, and also positively related to recognition 

with both peers and teachers. 
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4.5.2 Wellbeing conceptualisations and ‘having a say’ 

The majority of primary students, secondary students and staff indicated that the views of children 

and young people are very important for improving student wellbeing. However, students’ 

conceptualisations of wellbeing were related to the extent to which they thought having a say was 

important for their wellbeing. Primary students who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being listened to’ 

thought having a say about punishments for breaking school rules was more important for their 

wellbeing than students who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘helping others’. Secondary students who 

conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being trusted’ thought that having a say about seeing the school 

counsellor was less important for their wellbeing than those who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘being 

safe’ or ‘looking after yourself’.  

4.5.3 Wellbeing conceptualisations and recognition  

• For primary students’, recognition was independent of how wellbeing was conceptualised, 

and therefore recognition was important for all primary students’ wellbeing. 

• Similar to primary students, results supported the importance of recognition for all 

secondary students’ wellbeing, but the extent of importance varied for a minority of 

students, in particular those who describe wellbeing as ‘having privacy’ rely less on 

recognition than others.  

• Staff who thought of wellbeing as primarily focused on academic or other performance at 

school also placed less importance on teachers caring for, respecting and valuing students at 

school compared to staff who thought of wellbeing in affective, safety, psychological and 

relational ways.   

4.6 Subjective recognition  

Subjective recognition was measured by asking students and staff how often they felt recognised 

(that is, cared for, respected and valued) at school.  The student data showed that outward and 

public signs of recognition, such as giving awards and writing reports, were not as strongly linked 

with feeling cared for, valued and respected as were more implicit ways of showing recognition, 

such as the teacher spending time with a student, listening to the student, knowing the student well, 

and helping with school work. Primary students who said that implicit forms of recognition are 

important for their wellbeing, also reported feeling more cared for, respected and valued.    

4.6.1 Group differences in subjective recognition 

Gender: Male primary students reported feeling cared for and respected significantly more often at 

school than females.  Males and females did not differ significantly on how often they felt valued at 

school. Male secondary students reported feeling respected and valued significantly less often at 

school than females. Males and females did not differ significantly on how often they felt cared for 

at school. 

ATSI: Indigenous and non-Indigenous primary students reported feeling significantly more cared for, 

more respected and more valued, than primary students who were unsure of their ATSI status. 

Secondary Indigenous students felt cared for, respected and valued at school less often than non-

Indigenous students. Students who were not sure of their ATSI status also felt cared for and 

respected less often than non-Indigenous students, but they did not differ in terms of how often 



 Wellbeing in Schools FINAL REPORT: VOLUME THREE 

 

192 

 

they felt valued. Indigenous students did not differ from students who were not sure of their ATSI 

status on feeling cared for, respected and valued.  

CALD: Primary students who spoke English only reported feeling significantly more cared for at 

school than students who spoke both English and another language. There were no significant 

differences in subjective recognition between secondary students based on their language status. 

Year Level: Primary students in earlier year levels scored significantly higher than later Years in 

regard to feeling cared for, valued and respected. Subjective wellbeing was highest for Year 7 and 

Year 12 students. 

Wellbeing conceptualisations: Secondary students who primarily thought of wellbeing as ‘having 

privacy’, ‘having a say’, or ‘being listened to’ felt less recognised at school than their peers. 

Secondary students who felt more cared for, respected and valued at school also rated relationships, 

mutual recognition with teachers and peers, and being at a Catholic school, as more important for 

their wellbeing. They also believed their wellbeing was more important to their teacher than 

students who felt less cared for, respected and valued at school.  

Staff:  Staff who acknowledged the importance of caring for, respecting and valuing students felt 

more cared for, respected and valued by students, their principal, other staff and parents.  Staff did 

not differ in how cared for, respected and valued they felt based on gender, ATSI status, or language 

status. Primary school staff reported feeling significantly more cared for, respected and valued than 

secondary staff and staff who worked in both primary and secondary schools. 

4.7 Leadership 

Principals: Compared to other staff, principals had a more favourable view of how well their school 

supports student and staff wellbeing, the importance of Christian values in helping wellbeing, the 

centrality of wellbeing in the work of teachers, and the importance of relationships for student 

wellbeing. Principals and other staff did not differ in how they conceptualised wellbeing. 

Principals were less affected if students did not respect or care for them compared to other staff, 

but they reported feeling more cared for by students than other staff. They also reported feeling 

more cared for, respected and valued by parents than all other staff. 

Assistant principals: Compared to all other staff, assistant principals had a more favourable view of 

how well their school supports teachers’ wellbeing, the importance of Christian values in helping 

their own wellbeing, that policy is sufficient to guide and support them to facilitate student 

wellbeing, and that it is more important for students to have a say about what they learn in school 

than other staff. There were no differences between assistant principals and other staff in regard to 

how they conceptualised wellbeing. 

Compared to other staff, assistant principals felt more cared for, respected and valued by the 

principal of their school, they felt more cared for by parents, and more respected by students. 

Assistant principals reported that they practiced conditional recognition less often than other staff.   

Teaching staff:  Compared to leadership and non-teaching staff, teaching staff reported being more 

negatively affected if students did not respect and value them, they felt less respected by students, 
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held a more favourable view of how well their school supports students’ wellbeing, and agreed more 

strongly that student wellbeing is central to the work of teachers. Teachers rated the importance of 

several relationships as less important for student wellbeing compared to other staff.  There was no 

difference in the ways that teachers conceptualised wellbeing compared to other staff. 
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5 Discussion of Phase 3 Findings 

5.1 The conceptualisation of wellbeing 

When constructing the surveys for Phase 3, lists of concepts that defined wellbeing from staff and 

student perspectives were generated from the Phase 2 interviews and focus groups, respectively. 

Participants in Phase 3 ranked the two concepts that best defined what the term ‘wellbeing’ meant 

for them. As indicated by the Phase 3 findings reported previously in this Volume, the term 

‘wellbeing’ evoked a range of responses for primary students, secondary students and staff. That is, 

wellbeing was conceptualised as multidimensional by both students and staff, albeit with differing 

emphases on the dimensions and components. Such as finding has also been noted in other studies 

(Urbis, 2011).  

For both primary and secondary students, wellbeing was predominantly defined as ‘being happy’, 

‘being safe’, ‘being healthy’ and ‘being respected’, thus encompassing affective (i.e., emotions and 

feelings), social and physical aspects of wellbeing (Department of Education and Children’s Services, 

2005; Eckersley, Wierenga, & Wyn, 2005; Pollard & Lee, 2003). While many primary students also 

selected ‘being loved’ as predominantly associated with wellbeing, few secondary students chose 

this option, possibly due to the unfamiliar use of this term in educational contexts, as distinct from 

family or romantic settings. 

With the exception of ‘being respected’, the terms predominantly selected to define wellbeing also 

appear amongst the top ten components of wellbeing identified by children and young people in a 

recent study by the Children’s Rights Director for England (Morgan, 2010). However, it is important 

to note that the researchers in that study had told the children and young people that ‘the 

dictionary says that well-being means being comfortable, healthy and happy’, which arguably may 

have impacted on the students’ responses. Moreover, in an earlier study by the same Children’s 

Rights Director for England, just over 5% of children under twelve surveyed had suggested that 

‘respect’ was an important outcome for all children (Davies & Morgan, 2005).  In our survey the 

concept of recognition and its three dimensions of being loved/cared for, respected and valued, had 

not been introduced when conceptualisations of wellbeing were identified by the students. Thus, 

the emphasis in the data on being respected and being loved suggests that students’ 

conceptualisations of wellbeing are linked to dimensions of recognition (Honneth, 1995, 2001). This 

lends weight to the proposition that recognition theory may have efficacy in deepening 

understanding of how wellbeing is understood (and potentially facilitated) within the school context. 

Staff conceptualisations of student wellbeing were also multidimensional, with the emphasis on the 

importance of ‘being connected to people’ and ‘being connected to place’, followed by ‘being 

mentally or psychologically healthy’. Connectedness and belonging are closely linked with 

relationships, and these interconnected concepts have been found to be positively related to the 

wellbeing of children (Frydenberg, Care, Freeman, & Chan, 2009; Rowe, Stewart, & Petterson, 2007). 

Similar to students, staff conceptualisations of wellbeing focused on affective and psychosocial 

wellbeing, but unlike students, physical health was infrequently chosen. Of note, being spiritually 

healthy was infrequently chosen by staff, which is notable in light of the Catholic education context 

in which this research took place, and the finding that the majority of staff agreed that the Christian 

values at a Catholic school help student wellbeing. While the infrequent selection of being spiritually 

healthy may reflect the kind of “profound shyness” (Bouma, 2006, p. 2) that characterises Australian 
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spirituality and religion more broadly, this finding presents as somewhat anomalous in an education 

context that places such an explicit emphasis on spiritual life. 

As reported above, staff who conceptualised wellbeing as being psychologically or mentally healthy 

differed from staff who conceptualised wellbeing in other ways, including being more aware of the 

impact on student wellbeing of students being abusive towards each other and of teachers 

humiliating students. The results suggested that staff who conceptualised wellbeing in terms of 

psychological or mental health may be more aware of the conditions necessary for recognition to 

take place and possibly of the resulting impact on student wellbeing if those conditions are not met. 

These staff also desired greater support from policy to guide their facilitation of wellbeing. Further, 

these staff also differentiated more between the importance of various relationships for student 

wellbeing than other staff, in that they viewed some relationships (i.e., between students and other 

students who are not close friends, and between students and principals), as significantly less 

important for student wellbeing compared to staff who thought of wellbeing in other ways. It is 

noted that the difference between means was only small, and thus overall, all staff rated these 

relationships as important for student wellbeing.  

These findings point to a more nuanced engagement by staff around wellbeing, as well as 

highlighting potential differences and sites of struggle over recognition amongst staff, an issue that is 

discussed in Volume 4. In essence, these differences are exemplified in the tension between staff 

who view their role in an instrumentalist way, as educators who focus on student outcomes, and 

others who have a broader, more relational perspective of wellbeing and their role in its facilitation.    

5.2 The importance of relationships for wellbeing 

Participants in the Phase 3 survey rated the importance of various relationships for student 

wellbeing. Both primary students and secondary students rated their relationships with 

parents/carers, followed by close friends, as having greatest importance for their wellbeing at 

school. This is consistent with recognition theory which suggests that the formation of identity and 

self takes place in “a continuing dialogue and struggle with significant others” (Taylor, 1995, p. 233), 

and where a common core to the experience of recognition is positive emotional attachment to a 

necessarily restricted number of significant others (Thompson, 2006). Recognition theory is resonant 

with attachment theory, in that both posit relationships as contributing significantly to 

understanding children’s wellbeing and development (Aldgate, 2010, p. 24). Attachment theory 

positions children’s attachment relationships as centrally important, providing a sense of security, 

regulating affect and emotional arousal, promoting the expression of feelings and communication, 

and serving as a base for moving out into the world (Davies, 2011). Attachment theory contends that 

children form multiple attachments, with significant adults and children, although these tend to be a 

limited number and in a hierarchy with primary caregiver usually occupying first place (Cassidy, 

2008, cited in Davies, 2011). Similar to the findings of our current study, several recent studies have 

also identified friends as being a source of support and contributing to children’s wellbeing and 

enjoyment at school (Gristy, 2012; Randall, Morstyn, & Walsh, 2012).  

Relationships with teachers: In contrast, staff rated teachers’ relationships with students as the 

most important for student wellbeing. This is in keeping with literature indicating that the quality of 

students’ experiences with teachers affects their emotional wellbeing (Patton et al., 2000; Soutter, 

Gilmore, & O'Steen, 2011) and that relationships with teachers provide a vehicle for support for 
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students (Hamre & Pianta, 2006) that can be particularly important for students who have 

experienced adversity (Gilligan, 1998). While students also rated their relationships with teachers as 

important for their wellbeing, they were rated as less important than relationships with their 

parents or friends, and in the case of secondary students, less important than relationships with 

other students who were not close friends. These differential results suggest that staff may not be 

aware that students’ relationships with their parents and peers are viewed as most important by 

students, in comparison to their relationship with teachers and other staff. Consequently, staff may 

underestimate the importance that students place on relationships with parents and peers. One 

explanation for this may be that respect in relationships may be more salient for students in public 

settings (like school) while love pertains more to private setting relationships (like that between a 

child and his/her parents).  

These results may also have implications for parental involvement at school, which research 

indicates has beneficial consequences on a range of academic, social and emotional outcomes for 

children (Albright & Weissberg, 2010; Christenson & Havsy, 2004). The students’ responses may also 

reflect the negative aspects of relationships with teachers that can be detrimental to student 

wellbeing, such as teachers yelling at students and other forms of emotional abuse, which is 

prevalent globally (see for example Hyman & Perone, 1998; Krugman & Krugman, 1984; Olweus, 

1996, 1999; Theoklitou, Kabitsis, & Kabitsi, 2012). While the purpose of the survey question was to 

ascertain the importance of various relationships for student wellbeing at school, regardless of 

whether the impact of the relationship was positive or negative, students may have interpreted the 

question in the context of relationships that have positive impact only. This response effect may 

have been compounded by the explanation of the term ‘relationships’ provided within the student 

surveys which included ‘how you get along with other people and being connected with people’.  

Relationships with principals: All cohorts ranked the relationship between principals and students of 

less importance than most other relationships. Student relationships with principals were rated 

fourth out of five by primary students, seventh out of eight by secondary students, tenth out of 11, 

by staff. In another section of the survey, participants were asked to rate the impact of the principal 

using students’ names on student wellbeing. While most primary students and staff said the 

principal using students’ names affects student wellbeing ‘very much’, this was only the case for 

approximately half the secondary students who were surveyed. As far as we are aware, only one 

other study aligns with our results. While not directly related to wellbeing, Mitchell and Forsyth 

(2004) investigated trust and student identification with school in 91 schools in Oklahoma. They 

found that parent trust of the principal and student trust of the principal were highly related, and 

while high parent trust in the principal was important in the primary school years, it waned during 

the secondary school years.  

Furthermore, our results from the online surveys also suggested that the actions that support 

wellbeing in schools, such as the principal knowing students’ names, play-out differently across the 

primary and secondary school contexts. This may be because the nature of the student experience in 

a secondary school is different to that of primary students. In primary schools principals often have 

multiple roles, including teaching and more direct interactions with students, particularly in the 

smaller schools. Secondary schools are generally larger than primary schools, and secondary 

students are taught by multiple teachers in various classrooms, while primary students usually have 

one teacher and one classroom. As such, secondary students may access support at school from 
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multiple networks, and thus relationships with others may be more important than relationships 

with the principal.  

Relationships with other students: Interestingly, secondary students rated relationships with other 

students who are not close friends third out of eight in terms of importance for their wellbeing, and 

therefore as more important than any of their relationships with school staff. In contrast, staff rated 

this relationship ninth out of 11, and of less importance than students’ relationships with other 

adults, such as teachers, pastoral care teachers, counsellors and principals, and even of less 

importance than relationships between adults, such as teachers and other staff, and parents and 

teachers. Peer relationships can have a profound impact on the lives of young people (Audas & 

Williams, 2001), and a substantial body of literature focuses on one aspect of this - the frequency 

and impact of bullying on students (see Australian studies by Cross et al., 2009; Rigby, 2003; Slee, 

1995; Slee & Rigby, 1993). Cross et al. (2009) reported that one child in four is bullied in some way 

every several weeks in Australia. Similarly, UK research that found bullying was a major concern for 

children and young people who “regularly mention relationships within the peer group as the major 

factor that causes them to feel unsafe at school” (Cowie & Oztug, 2008, p. 59).  The student results 

in our study may reflect the impact of such negative peer relationships, as well as positive peer 

relationships.   

The results from staff show that student-to-student relationships (both with close friends and other 

students who are not close friends) are de-emphasised as important for student wellbeing in favour 

of relationships between students and staff, and between adults. This discrepancy between student 

views and staff views of how important peer relationships are for student wellbeing may mean that 

staff overlook tensions and conflicts, or conversely, friendships and attachments between students 

and may dismiss them as relatively unimportant compared to student-staff and adult-to-adult 

relationships. This discrepancy between student and staff perspectives may indicate a potential site 

for misrecognition and the struggle over recognition, whereby individuals strive for their identity to 

be formed, claimed and mutually acknowledged (Honneth, 1995, 2007). Where peer relationships 

are ranked as important, such significant others as peers play an important role in the formation of 

identity even when one does not receive recognition that is desired, for example, through the 

experience of being bullied (Thompson, 2006).  Misrecognition can be experienced as damage to an 

individual’s identity and potentially to their wellbeing (Graham & Fitzgerald, 2010; Honneth, 1995; 

Taylor, 1995). Recognition theory also draws attention to the dynamic that is set in place by 

misrecognition and non-recognition whereby one will either fight for it or give up the struggle and 

try to survive without such recognition (Thompson, 2006).  

Relationships with school counsellors: Secondary students rated their relationships with counsellors 

of least importance of their relationships for their wellbeing, while staff rated this relationship as 

seventh out of 11. There is little literature about effective relationships between students and 

counsellors in Australia. However, research from the UK indicates that counselling is positive and 

helpful for most students who attend (Cooper et al., 2010; Pattison & Harris, 2006) although not all 

(Lynass, Pykhtina, & Cooper, 2011; McKenzie, Murray, Prior, & Stark, 2010). This discrepancy in our 

results between student and staff perspectives may simply reflect that the majority of students do 

not ever see the school counsellor, and thus rated it as low, while from teachers’ perspectives a 

major role of the counsellor is to foster the wellbeing or mental health of students. This result for 

staff aligns with their conceptualisation of wellbeing, with one third of staff perceiving wellbeing as 
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primarily (i.e., they ranked it as their first or second choice) about psychological or mental health. 

Our results might reflect that students may not be aware of the counselling services at their school 

(Fox & Butler, 2007), counsellor’s availability to all students, the role of the counsellor in relation to 

wellbeing issues, or the process of being referred to, or making an appointment with, the counsellor. 

The ratio of students to counsellors may also underlie these results, with the majority of secondary 

students not having access to a counsellor due to the large number of students under a counsellor’s 

care. Finally, there may be some stigma associated for students related to seeing a counsellor (Prior, 

2012), with literature emphasising the importance for students of confidentiality and privacy in 

relation to counselling (Fox & Butler, 2007; McKenzie et al., 2010). 

5.2.1 Demographic differences: Relationships  

 The importance students placed on relationships varied by gender, ATSI, CALD and Year level at 

school.  Although the effect sizes tended to be small across demographic groups, the large sample of 

students, and well represented demographic categories, produced highly powerful and sensitive 

statistical tests, which enabled identification of nuances in the data that may have useful 

implications for practice in schools.  

For example, when students’ gender was considered, the results reported above suggested that 

relationships with a broader range of people, particularly leadership staff and other non-teaching 

staff, were of particular importance for primary aged boys’ wellbeing. Similarly, in secondary school, 

male students rated their relationships with their friends, counsellors and parents as significantly 

more important for their wellbeing than female students did.  

The results also suggested that for primary school Indigenous students and culturally and 

linguistically diverse primary school students, relationships with all school staff were particularly 

important for students’ wellbeing. While for secondary school students, pastoral care/home room 

teachers were particularly important for students from culturally diverse backgrounds.     

With regard to students’ Year at school, earlier Years within primary and secondary school cohorts 

rated relationships as significantly more important for their wellbeing than later grades. These 

results suggest that students’ relationships with school staff were particularly important when 

students were making the transition to a new level at school, such as primary school (Year 3) or 

secondary school (Year 7). During these transitions students are likely to be more reliant on teachers 

to meet their physical, social and emotional wellbeing needs and may be less independent and 

individuated than students in later Years. This finding resounds with Miller’s (1974) assertion that 

relationships with friends and extraparental adults become more important during the middle years. 

Moreover, improving the relationship dimension during the middle years has been shown to have a 

positive impact on students’ sense of emotional wellbeing (Midgley, 1998).  

In the staff survey, female staff rated all relationships, except student relationships with other 

students who were not close friends, and those with their parents/carers, as more important for 

student wellbeing (compared to male staff).  Primary staff rated many relationships as more 

important for student wellbeing than secondary staff.  This latter result may reflect the greater 

dependency that primary students have on their teachers to meet their physical, social and 

emotional wellbeing needs. 
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5.2.2 Conceptualisations of wellbeing and relationships  

The way in which secondary students conceptualised wellbeing was associated with the importance 

they placed on relationships for supporting their wellbeing. Secondary students who thought of 

wellbeing as primarily ‘having privacy’ rated all of their relationships except those with their close 

friends, as significantly less important for their wellbeing than students who conceptualised 

wellbeing in other ways. Students who selected ‘having privacy’ as their predominant 

conceptualisation of wellbeing may be calling for respect (of their right to privacy) or signalling that 

their needs for recognition are not met, that is, they may be experiencing misrecognition (Honneth, 

1995). As such, they may be seeking relationships that don’t breach or intrude on their privacy. 

Having privacy may not be about seeking a solitary existence, but instead wanting some influence 

over what is revealed and to whom. Such an interpretation is supported by these students’ high 

ratings of the importance of their close friends for their wellbeing.  

Students who thought of wellbeing in broader communal, mutual or relational ways, such as ‘helping 

others’ or ‘being safe’, thought relationships with non-teaching staff were significantly more 

important than students who thought of wellbeing in more individualistic ways, such as ‘being 

happy’, ‘being healthy’ and ‘looking after themselves’. This finding may be pointing to the possibility 

that students who think of wellbeing in a broader communal sense would find relationships with a 

diverse range of people more important for their wellbeing than those who don’t.  

As demonstrated by the findings reported above, the way in which wellbeing was conceptualised by 

staff was associated with the importance placed on relationships. When wellbeing was thought of in 

terms of a student’s academic success, or their physical or mental health, staff rated relationships as 

less important for student wellbeing than staff who thought of wellbeing in terms of affect, 

spirituality and connections with other people and places. Consistently the evidence from other 

studies show that strong relationships and a sense of connectedness in school communities have a 

profound impact on the health and wellbeing of children and young people (Patton et al., 2000; 

Rowe, Stewart, & Patterson, 2007). Not all teachers in this study recognised the significance of the 

links between being connected and wellbeing. 

Moreover, as reported above, there was an inverse association between school size and staff views 

on the importance of relationships for student wellbeing, with staff from larger secondary schools 

rating the importance of relationships for student wellbeing lower than staff from smaller secondary 

schools.  It was also reported that staff from larger schools had worked in schools for less time than 

staff at smaller schools. These results suggest that the struggle for recognition may be more intense 

in larger schools, where it is less likely that students would be ‘known’ compared to smaller school 

communities and the development of shared values and a sense of purpose is more complex (Munn, 

2010).  

This indicates that evidence on the importance of relationships for the wellbeing of children and 

young people specifically is not reaching or impacting the views of staff from larger schools, who 

generally have worked in schools for less time than their more experienced counterparts in smaller 

schools.  
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5.2.3 Recognition and relationships: Mutuality 

There were several results that supported the positive link between relationships and recognition. 

Honneth (1995) argues that recognition is by nature relational or intersubjective, reciprocal and 

dialogical. Recognition is intersubjective in that it always involves more than one individual and the 

relationship between them must be taken into account to understand the nature of the struggle for 

recognition (Thompson, 2006). It is reciprocal in that the meaning and worth of recognition depends 

on the value each individual places on the other (Thompson, 2006). Recognition is also dialogical, in 

that the struggle for recognition is negotiated through dialogue and conversation (Taylor, 1995). 

These principles of recognition theory resonate with the survey results reported above and point to 

fostering student-teacher relationships through conversation, dialogue and listening to students as a 

foundation for creation of a school environment that promotes wellbeing. 

Primary and secondary students who rated student-teacher relationships as more important for 

promoting student wellbeing also rated the importance of mutual recognition as higher. Staff who 

rated students’ relationships with non-teaching staff as more important for promoting student 

wellbeing also rated the importance of mutual recognition as higher, and thus supported a whole-

school approach toward student wellbeing. For primary students, secondary students and staff, 

greater endorsement of the importance of mutual recognition for wellbeing was related to 

subjectively feeling more cared for, respected and valued at school. The practice of conditional 

recognition of students by staff (whereby recognition is only given to students if it is first received 

from them) was associated with staff feeling less cared for, respected and valued at school, and is an 

example of non-recognition of staff. It appears that when recognition is working well people 

understand its reciprocal nature and vice versa.  

Staff who endorsed mutual recognition also agreed more strongly that their school supports student 

and staff wellbeing, that student wellbeing is central to the work of teachers, and that the Christian 

values in a Catholic school help student and staff wellbeing.  Although the strength of the 

associations were weak, the positive direction of the results imply that increasing staff 

understandings and practices of mutual recognition may assist in developing school cultures of 

recognition where schools are organised so that every person experiences recognition, such that the 

experience is more universally known and understood.  In addition, increasing staff understandings 

and practices are likely to contribute more positive staff views on their schools’ performance and/or 

actual performance in regard to wellbeing and support building a culture of mutual recognition.  

5.3 The importance of recognition for wellbeing 

For primary students, the importance of recognition for wellbeing was independent of how they 

conceptualised wellbeing, and thus supports the importance of recognition for all primary students’ 

wellbeing. Some nuances emerged in the secondary student surveys, however overall recognition 

was also rated as important for all secondary students’ wellbeing as well.  

For example, secondary students who viewed wellbeing as ‘having privacy’ rated the importance of 

being cared for, respected and valued as significantly less important for their wellbeing than 

students who thought of wellbeing in other ways. However, the differences between means and 

median scores for this group of secondary students compared to other students was small, and all 

means and medians for this group of students are just above the mid-point of 4 on the 7-point scale, 
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thereby indicating mild endorsement of the importance of  recognition for their wellbeing. In 

comparison, other students’ means and medians ranged from around 5 to 6 out of a possible 7, thus 

indicating moderate to strong agreement of the importance of recognition for their wellbeing.  

Thus, similar to primary students, these results support the importance of recognition for all 

secondary students’ wellbeing, but the extent of importance varies for a minority of students, in 

particular those who describe wellbeing as ‘having privacy’ who report relying less on recognition 

than others. The struggle for recognition may be more intense for students who define wellbeing as 

having privacy. On the contrary, a strong desire for privacy may also signal a feeling of being 

recognised sufficiently (also see the discussion above in the section on ‘Conceptualisation of 

wellbeing and the importance of relationships’).   

Similar to the results in regard to the importance of relationships for wellbeing, the results for the 

importance of recognition for student wellbeing suggest that staff who think of wellbeing as 

primarily focused on academic or other performance at school also place less importance on 

teachers caring for, respecting and valuing students at school compared to staff who think of 

wellbeing in affective, safety, psychological and relational ways. This finding supports the dialogical, 

relational and intersubjective nature of recognition, which in turn suggests that academic 

performance and wellbeing are not so easily separated. (Honneth, 1995)  

In addition to the above analyses of recognition, factor analyses were conducted to identify 

descriptive themes underlying the importance of recognition for student wellbeing. These analyses 

produced important findings in terms of the nuanced nature of promoting recognition at school.  

As described in the results above, for all cohorts, five themes or factors were found, however in each 

case the themes had different emphases, and reflect the nuanced perspectives of primary students, 

secondary students and staff. Across all cohorts, all the themes included aspects of being cared for, 

being respected and being valued, thus supporting the interconnected nature of these three 

dimensions of recognition, as theorised by Honneth (1995). The findings showed that being cared 

for, respected and valued were sourced from various aspects of school life and reflect the diversity 

of childhoods experienced by individuals. 

Factor scores were calculated for each factor of recognition within each cohort. The factor scores 

were then tested for demographic differences. As reported above, there were significant differences 

in primary students’ factor scores based on the demographic categories of gender, ATSI and CALD 

status. These results demonstrate that recognition is particularly important for primary school boys, 

Indigenous students, and students from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds. Secondary 

students also differed in their factor scores based on their conceptualisation of wellbeing, their 

gender, ATSI and CALD status. The significant differences between groups may reflect the struggle 

for recognition at school emerging in different contexts (such as being male, Indigenous and from 

diverse cultural backgrounds). In addition, recognition, or lack of it, in spheres outside of school for 

these children and young people may also shape these results. In sum, there is greater intensity of 

issues of recognition for ethnic minority students and for boys.   



 Wellbeing in Schools FINAL REPORT: VOLUME THREE 

 

202 

 

5.3.1 Subjective Recognition  

Participants rated their perceived recognition, that is, how cared for, respected and valued they felt 

at school.  

Private versus public forms of recognition 

Primary students who said that implicit and private forms of recognition given to and received from 

teachers and peers were important for their wellbeing, also reported feeling more cared for, 

respected and valued at school. Public signs of recognition, such as receiving awards and good 

school reports, were not as strongly linked with feeling cared for, valued and respected as more 

implicit ways of showing recognition, such as the teacher spending time with a student, listening to 

the student, knowing the student well, and helping with school work. These results suggest that 

primary students place greater emphasis on private forms of recognition than receiving explicit, 

public recognition. They also suggest that awards and other public signs of recognition do not infer 

intrinsic recognition, and that being valued may be experienced more genuinely in ways other than 

these public signs. Implicit forms of recognition are relevant to all students and may be fostered by 

building student-staff relationships based on dialogue and reciprocal recognition. 

Differences in subjective recognition across demographic and wellbeing categories 

As reported above, several demographic differences in students’ subjective recognition suggest that 

gender, race, cultural and linguistic diversity all shape students’ subjective recognition. In particular, 

male secondary students, Indigenous students (or those not sure of their Indigenous identity), and 

students who speak languages other than English reported feeling less recognised at school than 

their peers. Similarly, students in the later years of primary school and the middle years of secondary 

school, as well as secondary students who conceptualised wellbeing as ‘having privacy’, ‘having a 

say’, or ‘being listened to’ also reported feeling less recognised at school than their peers. These 

findings indicate sites in which the struggle for/over recognition and experiences of misrecognition 

and non-recognition may be intensified.  

Subjective recognition: Staff perspectives 

Staff who acknowledged the importance of caring for, respecting and valuing students felt more 

cared for, respected and valued by students, their principal, other staff and parents. This result 

highlights the importance of recognition, not only for student wellbeing but also for staff wellbeing.  

Compared to other staff, staff in leadership roles in school, such as principals and assistant 

principals, reported greater subjective recognition than general teaching staff and non-teaching 

staff. Thus, non-leadership staff were found to experience greater misrecognition than their leaders.   

5.3.2 Having a say 

The results reported above demonstrate that primary students, secondary students and staff think 

that student voice and meaningful participation at school is important for student wellbeing. The 

survey results showed that on average, primary students, secondary students and staff endorsed 

students having a say about pedagogy, discipline, welfare and social aspects of school life for 

promoting student wellbeing. These results extend recommendations by Rowe, Stewart, and 

Patterson (2007), who argued that in order to achieve meaningful student participation, school 

activities need to include negotiation of class rules and pedagogical practices, and implementation of 
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experiential learning activities which promote partnerships and relationships between students, 

school staff and the wider community. The survey results emphasise that meaningful participation 

also requires students having a say in privacy-related decisions about their personal welfare (e.g., 

whether or not they see the school counsellor) and their close relationships with peers (who I sit 

near). Thus, meaningful participation not only includes having voice in the public or political domain 

of school life, but also being able to voice preferences in relation to personal needs and identity. As 

discussed below, having a say about personal needs, preferences and privacy was particularly 

important for secondary students. 

The attention students draw to the importance of having a say is central to the interests of 

recognition theory, which acknowledges the dialogical character of human life and that our identity 

is not something accomplished alone but in conversation and dialogue (Taylor, 1995). Having a say is 

one of many ways in which students are seeking to grow into and live fully human lives through the 

expression of themselves through exchanges with significant others.  It is also the medium through 

which they come to understand and to influence more deeply the issues and concerns that are 

important to them and, as such, are so central to supporting and improving their wellbeing.  

Tensions were evident in survey results which showed differences in the emphases that students 

and staff put on various aspects of students having a say at school. While primary students and staff 

rated having a say about what students learn in school as the most important aspect of having a say 

for student wellbeing, secondary students rated ‘who I sit near’ as most important. Secondary 

students rated having a say about whether I see the school counsellor third most important. In 

contrast, staff rated who students sit near as the least important aspect of having a say for student 

wellbeing, and whether they see the school counsellor as second least important. This differential 

result suggests that staff may undervalue the importance of secondary students’ friendships at 

school and their agency surrounding those relationships, and more broadly, they may not 

acknowledge the importance of student voice in the personal domain. Consequently, staff may not 

demonstrate respect for students’ rights to participate and to privacy. 

Analyses of demographic differences identified other nuances in the data. For example, male 

secondary students agreed more strongly than female secondary students that ‘having a say about 

whether I see the school counsellor’ was important for their wellbeing. This result may imply that 

boys perceive seeing a counsellor as being forced to verbalise their problems with an adult stranger, 

or perhaps that seeing the counsellor may carry stigma with their friends.   

From a theoretical perspective, the above mentioned tensions and expressions of hurt feelings 

suggest manifestations of struggles over recognition, whereby individuals strive for their identity to 

be formed, claimed and mutually acknowledged (Honneth, 1995, 2007). These tensions and hurt 

feelings also imply potential sites for misrecognition and/or non-recognition, both of which lead to 

damage of an individual’s identity and potentially to their wellbeing (Graham & Fitzgerald, 2010; 

Honneth, 1995; Taylor, 1995). Honneth (1995) explained how denial of recognition leads to a sense 

of social isolation, loneliness and loss, and Taylor (1995, p. 225) argued that it leads to a ‘reduced 

mode of being’ and as such recognition is a ‘vital human need’ (Taylor, 1995, p. 226). Using the lens 

of recognition theory to investigate the role of participation at school and its links with wellbeing 

suggests that students having a say not only allows their voices to be heard and acted upon, but also 

fosters a deeper process whereby students can explore and develop their identity and their role in 
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the world (Graham & Fitzgerald, 2010). Addressing the above mentioned tensions surrounding 

participation will thus be important for fostering student wellbeing.   

These results provide empirical evidence that student participation and recognition (particularly 

respect) are positively associated with student wellbeing. They also have implications, discussed 

further in Volume 4 of this report, for staff development and the implementation of student 

participation and student-centred learning in schools. 

In summary, the findings from Phase 3 provide extensive insight not only into how wellbeing is 

conceptualised by staff and students but also the key role that a range of relationships play both in 

relation to wellbeing and in creating the conditions for recognition to occur. Before examining the 

implications of the overall findings of the study in Volume 4, and considering the key 

recommendations emerging from these, it is important to note that the analysis and discussion 

provided in Volume 3 also draws attention to some important tenets of Childhood Studies. Key 

amongst these is the importance of not generalising about the nature of the lived experience and 

constructed reality of children and young people, but instead to take into account a wide range of 

diverse experiences (Woodhead, 2009) and a variety of childhoods rather than a single or universal 

phenomenon (James & Prout, 1990). Such a standpoint requires that the nuances inherent in the 

extensive results reported in this Volume not be lost or muted in seeking to understand and 

articulate the knowledge generated about wellbeing in schools and the implications that might flow 

from this (as outlined in Volume 4). 
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This Volume is to be read in conjunction with Volumes One, Two and Three of the Final Report: 

Final Report: Volume One – Overview, Methodology, Research Design, Phase 1 Policy Analysis 

Results 

Final Report: Volume Two – Phase 2 Qualitative Interviews and Focus Groups Results  

Final Report: Volume Three – Phase 3 Quantitative Survey Results 

Final Report: Volume Four – Discussion of Findings, Recommendations, References and Appendices  

Additionally, the Executive Summary is available as a separate document.  

Additional copies of all Volumes of the Final Report can be accessed at: 

www.ccyp.scu.edu.au 
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